Contract No.: 100-98-0009
MPR Reference No.:  8550-125 MAT}EM-PLTICA
Pr::l]_i-"._.'";,r Resaarch, Inc.

The National Evaluation
of the Welfare-to-Work
Grants Program:

Final Report

September 2004

Thomas M. Fraker

Dan M. Levy

Irma Perez-Johnson
Alan M. Hershey
Demetra S. Nightingale
Robert B. Olsen

Rita A. Stapulonis

Submitted to: Submitted by:
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning 600 Maryland Ave., SW, Suite 550
and Evaluation Washington, DC 20024-2512
Hubert H. Humphrey Building, Room 404E Telephone: (202) 484-9220
200 Independence Avenue, SW Facsimile: (202) 863-1763

Washington, DC 20201

Project Officer: AlanaLandey Project Director: Alan M. Hershey
Co-Principal Investigators:
Thomas M. Fraker (Mathematica)
Demetra S. Nightingale (Urban Institute)



PAGE ISINTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK TO ALLOW FOR DOUBLE-SIDED COPYING



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This is the final report on a congressionally mandated evaluation of the Welfare-to-Work (WtW)
grants program. Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., (MPR) and its subcontractors the Urban Institute
(UI) and Support Services International (SSI), conducted the evaluation under contract with the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE) in the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (USDHHS). The authors of this report wish to acknowledge the contributions of many
individuals at these organizations and el sewhere who contributed to the evaluation.

Much of the quantitative data for the evaluation were collected by MPR through surveys of WtwW
grantees and the individuals that they served. Shawn Marsh and Todd Ensor were instrumental in
conducting these surveys under the general direction of Rita Stapulonis. Jason Markesich was
responsible for the system used to enroll individuals in the evaluation. Amang Sukasih, Sonya
Vartivarian, Esther Friedman, and Donsig Jang designed and implemented procedures for weighting the
survey data to be representative of all WtW enrollees in the study sites and for variance estimation. Daisy
Ewell and Julie Sykes performed the statistical programming that was required to analyze data from the
surveys and from state administrative systems.

Staff of the Urban Institute had primary responsibility for collecting and analyzing qualitative data
for the evaluation through visits to the study sites. The Ul process analysis site visit team included Terri
Thompson, Nancy Pindus, Carolyn O'Brien, Pamela Holcomb, Lynne Fender, Edgar Lee, and Jesse
Valente. John Trutko of Capital Research Associates was also a member of the Ul site visit team.
Michadl Eigner of Ul and Deo Bencio of MPR conducted the programming for the analysis of the site
visit data. Karin Martinson, also of Ul, was a coauthor of an early report on WtW-funded services for
noncustodial parents.

At MPR, Debra Strong, Michelle VanNoy, Jacqueline Kauff, Jeanne Bdllotti, and Charles Nagatoshi
also conducted process analysis Site visits and were coauthors of many of the reports prepared under this
evaluation. The late Walter Corson conducted quality assurance reviews of many of the evaluation
reports, while Paul Decker performed that role for this final report. Caitlin Johnson edited this report and
Alfreda Holmes produced it.

Walter Hillabrant and his colleagues at SSI, Mack Rhoades Jr. and Judy Earp, conducted this
evaluation’ stargeted study of tribal WtW programs, resulting in four reports.

This evaluation received valuable support for staff with several U.S. Government agencies. In
particular, Alana Landey, the ASPE project officer, gave consistently good advice and guidance over the
full life of the evaluation. Useful comments on this and other reports on the evaluation were provided by
Canta Pian and Kelleen Kaye at ASPE and by staff from other collaborating federal agencies, including
Christine Cremer, Dennis Lieberman, and Roxie Nicholson at the Department of Labor; Ken Maniha at
the Administration for Children and Families, USDHHS; and Mark Shroder at the Department of Housing
and Urban Devel opment.

Finally, we would like to thank the many administrators and staff of the local WtW-funded programs
who contributed to this evaluation by providing information on their programs and assisting in the
collection of baseline data on WtW participants, and the systems analysts who provided this evaluation
with data from state administrative records.



PAGE ISINTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK TO ALLOW FOR DOUBLE-SIDED COPYING



Chapter

CONTENTS

Page

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ottt sttt see s Xiii
INTRODUCTION ....ooitiiiieieieriesiesie et ssee e seesae e stestesseeseeseeseessessessessessessessensessennes 1
A. ORIGIN AND STRUCTURE OF THE WtW GRANTS PROGRAM .................. 2
1. Policy Context for the WtW Grants Program ...........cccceceeenenenenenesieeeeens 2

2. Program Objectives, Funding, and SLrUCLUe............cccveveveeviecee e 5

B. OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN OF THE WtW EVALUATION .....cccccevvriireriennn. 9
1. Evaluation COMPONENLS........cccceiieerieeiesieesteeeeseeseseesreesaeeeesseesseseesseensesneens 9

2. Sources of Dataon Individual WtW ENrollees............ccoceveveienencncnenene 12

C. PURPOSES AND ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL REPORT .......ccccoceeerunne 12
THE WitW STUDY SITES AND PROGRAM ENROLLEES...........ccooeviniiirininne 17
A. THE STUDY SITES.....ct ettt s 17
R V7= o W 0o (1 o 18

2. Organizational SITUCLUIE .........ccoiiiiiirieeeee e 19

TS o= 1=X o ©] o = - (o] o 1RSSR 19

4. Program TargetinNg.........ccccoeeerreremerieneeieeeseeseessesse e sse e sseeeessessessessesnesseas 19

5. Program APPrOach ........cceecieieiiese et 20

B. WIW ENROLLEES .........oo et 21
1. Labor Market Liahilities........ccovviiriiinieieee e s 22

2. Dependency ON TANF ... e 23

3. Recent WOrk EXPEITENCE. ......ccuveieireeie e seesie et eee st see e ae e e nne e 25

4. Comparisons with the General TANF Population ...........cccceeeieneicnencniens 26
PROGRAM MODELSAND SERVICES........cccooiiiieienieniesie e 37
A. PROGRAM MODELS.......cociiiieiiniisie sttt sttt sse b e 38
1. EmMployment MOGEL ..o 39

2. Pre-Employment MOE ..o 39

3. Rehabilitative MOE ........cooiieiieiee e 39

4. Post-Employment MOEL...........ccooiiiiiieeeee e 40



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter Page
[11 (continued)

B. SERVICESACTUALLY RECEIVED.......ccccsiiiiienine s 40

1. Employment Preparation SErVICES.......ccccciieieerieseese e seesee e sre e e 42

2. SKill ENhanCement SEIVICES. .......ooveiieieneeie et 44

3. Transitional EMpPIOYMENt.........ccoeiiiiiiese et 46

C. COMPARISON OF SERVICES WITH PROGRAM MODELS........ccccccocvnieene 48

IV THELABOR MARKET OUTCOMES OF WtW ENROLLEES...........ccccevivvvrnnene 59

A. EARLY EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES.........ccooieiienesese e 60

1. DidEnrollees Find JOBS?........cooiiiiiiiie e e 60

2. Extent of Employment After Program Entry .........ccccevvvceveeve e 61

B. LONGER-RUN EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES.........ccooninirirerieieriee e 62

1. Employment During the Second Year ........ccccceevveieieese e 63

2. Job Turnover During the SECONd Y ar ..........ccoveererererieeeeiesee e 64

3.  Employment Two Y ears After Program Entry .........cccceeceevvecevieesescieseene 65

4. Principal Barriersto EmMplOyMENt..........cceoveiirirenineneeeeeeeeseesie e 67

C. FEATURES OF JOBSENROLLEESHELD........ccoceiiriieieseceseeeeeeee e 68

1. Industry and OCCUPELION .........ccueruerierierieieieie ettt 69

P22 o)1 0= 015" 1o o P 69

3. HOoUrs of WOrk Per WEEK .........ccoovieiiiieie et 71

Vv THE WELL-BEING OF WtW ENROLLEES.........cccooiiiieee e 85

A. RECEIPT OF ASSISTANCE .....cooiiiiierise sttt 86

1. Assistance from Private SOUICES..........cceveriererenesesiesesies e 86

2. Assistance from PUbIiC SOUICES........covviieiieie e 87

3. Independence from TANF through Employment ............ccccoeoeviieveieesieennnne 90

B. HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND POVERTY ...cccoiiiiiiirienisenesee e 91

1. HoUSENOIA INCOME......coiiiiiirierie et 91

2. POVEITY REIES........coiiiiiiieceee e e 93

3. MAEri@l DISIIESS ...coviieiieiiisiesie ettt st b e 94



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter Page

V (continued)

C. HARDSHIPS DURING THE SECOND YEAR ..o 95

L. HOMEIESSNESS ... e et e e e e e e e et ee e e e e e e e e eneeens 96

2. Lack of HEAIth INSUIANCE ......oooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaea 96

VI CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED......eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 111

A. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION ..o e 111

B. SERVICESRECEIVED ...t e e a e e e e e 112
C. LABOR MARKET OUTCOMES TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM

EN T RY e et et e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e aaaaeeaaaaan 113

D. WELL-BEING TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ...cooeeeeeieeeeeen. 115

E. LESSONS FOR PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION................ 116

REFERENGCES ... et e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eennees 121

APPENDIX A: SUMMARY OF THE WtW TRIBAL STUDY ...oovveiieieiieeeee. A-1

APPENDIX B: SUPPORTING EXHIBITS FOR CHAPTERS IV AND V:
ENROLLEE OUTCOMES, BASED ON DATA FROM THE
SECOND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY .....ccccoiiiiicineenesee e B-1

APPENDIX C:  STANDARD ERRORS FOR ESTIMATES OF
ENROLLEE OUTCOMES PRESENTED IN APPENDIX B .....C-1

APPENDIX D: SUPPORTING EXHIBITS FOR CHAPTERSII, IV, AND V:
ENROLLEE OUTCOMES, BASED ON ADMINISTRATIVE

APPENDIX E:  SUPPORTING EXHIBITS FOR CHAPTER II:
CHARACTERISTICS OF ENROLLEES AT PROGRAM

APPENDIX F:  SURVEY WEIGHTSAND STATISTICAL METHODS............ F-1

Vii



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter Page

APPENDIX G: BRIEF SUMMARIES OF SELECTED REPORTS ON THE
NATIONAL EVALUATION OF THE WtW GRANTS
PROGRAM ...ttt s G-1

APPENDIX H:  COMPREHENSIVE BIBLIOGRAPHY OF REPORTS ON

THE NATIONAL EVALUATION OF THE WItW GRANTS
PROGRAM ...ttt s H-1

viii



Exhibit
.1

1.2

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

1.6

.7

.1

.2

.3

.4

.5

EXHIBITS

Page
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGS ... 14
LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE EVALUATION REGARDING
PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION ......coooiiiieeeee e 15
STUDY SITESFOR THE WELFARE-TO-WORK EVALUATION..................... 29
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF WELFARE-TO-WORK
ENROLLEES AT PROGRAM ENTRY ...ttt 30
LABOR MARKET ASSETS AND LIABILITIES OF WELFARE-TO-
WORK ENROLLEES AT PROGRAM ENTRY ... 31

CUMULATIVE YEARS OF WELFARE RECEIPT BY WtW ENROLLEES
AT PROGRAM ENTRY ..o 32

RATES OF TANF RECEIPT BY WtW ENROLLEES DURING THE YEAR
PRIOR TO PROGRAM ENTRY ...ttt e 33

EMPLOYMENT RATES FOR WtW ENROLLEES DURING THE YEAR
PRIOR TO PROGRAM ENTRY ...ttt 34

COMPARISON OF EMPLOYMENT RATES PRIOR TO PROGRAM
ENTRY FOR WtW ENROLLEES AND ALL TANF RECIPIENTS..................... 35

STUDY SITESCLASSIFIED BY PROGRAM MODEL, WITH KEY
ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM DESIGN ......cooiiiiiiiiiireseee e 51

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED ANY
EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION SERVICES DURING THE YEAR
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ...oooiiiiii e 52

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED SPECIFIC
TYPES OF EMPLOYMENT PREPARATION SERVICES DURING THE
YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ....ooiiiiiiiieiicese e 53

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED ANY SKILL
ENHANCEMENT SERVICES (EDUCATION OR TRAINING) DURING
THE YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ..o, 55

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED SPECIFIC
TYPES OF SKILL ENHANCEMENT SERVICES DURING THE YEAR
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ..ot 56



EXHIBITS (continued)

Exhibit

1.6

V.1

V.2

V.3

V.4

V.5

V.6

V.7

V.8

V.9

V.10

V.11

V.12

V.13

V.14

Page
RECEIPT OF SERVICES AND DURATION UNTIL FIRST JOB IN
STUDY SITESCLASSIFIED BY PROGRAM MODEL.......ccccceviiieeeeieeeeeceen. 57
MEAN NUMBEROF MONTHS UNTIL WtW ENROLLEES' FIRST JOB
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ..ottt e e e e s enne e e 74
EMPLOYMENT RATES AND EARNINGS BEFORE AND AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY: ALL WtW ENROLLEES.......ccc.o o, 75

PERCENTAGE OF WtW ENROLLEES EMPLOYED SOMETIME
DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY .... 77

RATES OF DEPARTURE BY WtW ENROLLEES FROM THE INITIAL
JOBSIN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ..... 77

CIRCUMSTANCES OF DEPARTURE BY WtW ENROLLEES FROM THE
INITIAL JOB IN THE SECOND YEAR AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ............... 78

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES EMPLOYED AT PROGRAM
ENTRY, ONE YEAR LATER, AND TWO YEARS LATER........ccccoviiiiiriinnn 78

MEAN HOURLY WAGE ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB HELD BY WtW
ENROLLEES TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY .....cccccoiiiiiiniiiiicien 79

CHANGE BETWEEN FIRST AND SECOND YEAR AFTER PROGRAM
ENTRY IN MEAN HOURLY WAGE ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB ..........cccceeueee. 79

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WITH FRINGE BENEFITS ON
THE PRINCIPAL JOB HELD TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ........ 80

DIFFERENCES IN PAID LEAVE ON THE PRINCIPAL JOBS HELD ONE
AND TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ....ccoiiiiiriinieniesece 81

DIFFERENCES IN HEALTH INSURANCE AND PENSION COVERAGE
ON THE PRINCIPAL JOBSHELD ONE AND TWO YEARS AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY ...ttt 82

MEAN HOURS OF WORK ON THE PRINCIPAL JOB HELD BY WtW
ENROLLEES TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY .....cccccoiiiiiiiiiricnie 83

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES SATISFYING THE TANF 30
HRS./WK. WORK REQUIREMENT ONE AND TWO YEARS AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY ..ot 83

PERENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WtW ENROLLEES BY HOURS
WORKED ON ALL JOBSTWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ............. 84

X



EXHIBITS (continued)

Exhibit

V.1

V.2

V.3

V.4

V.5

V.6

V.7

V.8

V.9

V.10

V.11

V.12

V.13

Page

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO RECEIVED ASSISTANCE
THROUGH SUPPORT NETWORKS DURING THE SECOND YEAR
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ..ot 98

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO WERE RECEIVING TANF
OR ANY GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE TWO YEARS AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY ..ottt 98

TANF AND FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION RATES BEFORE AND
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY: EARLY WIW ENROLLEES...........cccoiiiie 99

CHANGES IN THE RECEIPT OF SSI/SSDI AND ANY GOVERNMENT
ASSISTANCE BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY ...t 101

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WtW ENROLLEES BY RECEIPT OF
TANF AND EMPLOYMENT 2 YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ............. 102

CHANGESIN EMPLOYMENT AND THE RECEIPT OF TANF
BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER PROGRAM

MEAN MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME OF WtW ENROLLEES, BY
SOURCE, TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY .....cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiic 104

INCIDENCE OF HOUSEHOLD POVERTY AND SEVERE POVERTY
AMONG WtW ENROLLEES TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ...... 105

INCIDENCE OF HOUSEHOLD POVERTY AMONG WtW ENROLLEES,
BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS, TWO YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ... 105

INDEX OF MATERIAL DISTRESS EXPERIENCED DURING THE YEAR
BY WtW ENROLLEES AND THEIR HOUSEHOLDS............ccooociniiiinicin, 106

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES WHO EXPERIENCED EITHER
OF TWO FORMS OF HOMELESSNESS DURING THE SECOND YEAR
AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ..o 107

PERCENTAGES OF WtW ENROLLEES AND THEIR CHILDREN WHO
WERE COVERED BY HEALTH INSURANCE TWO YEARS AFTER
PROGRAM ENTRY ..ot 107

CHANGES IN HOMELESSNESS AMONG WtW ENROLLEES BETWEEN
THE FIRST AND SECOND YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY .......ccccovvuenne 108

Xi



EXHIBITS (continued)

Exhibit Page

V.14 CHANGESIN HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE AMONG WtW
ENROLLEES AND THEIR CHILDREN BETWEEN THE FIRST AND
SECOND YEARS AFTER PROGRAM ENTRY ....oooiiiiiiiiierieeee e 109

Xii



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program was a large federally funded effort to help the
most disadvantaged welfare recipients leave the rolls and become employed. As part of the
Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997, Congress provided $3 billion for WtW programs,
eventualy distributed to over 700 state and local grantees.! Congress appropriated funds for
fiscal years 1998 and 1999, and grantees were allowed five years to spend their funds. The
intent of the grants program, administered at the national level by the U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL), was to supplement the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grants
to states, which had been authorized as part of the welfare reforms embodied in the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA).> WtW funds were to
support programs—especially those in high-poverty communities—to assist the least employable
welfare recipients and noncustodial parents make the transition from welfare to work.

The BBA mandated that the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
evaluate the WtW grants program. This is the final in a series of reports on that evauation,
conducted by Mathematica Policy Research Inc., along with its subcontractors the Urban
Institute and Support Services International. 1t summarizes findings from our earlier reports on
component studies under this evaluation—including the implementation study, a study of WtW
initiatives undertaken by American Indian tribes, and a study of the characteristics of WtW
enrollees and their outcomes one year after program entry. It also presents new findings on
enrollees’ outcomes two years after entry into WtW programsin the following 11 study sites:

« Baltimore County, Maryland < Boston, Massachusetts ~ « Chicago, Illinois

* Ft. Worth, Texas * Milwaukee, Wisconsin ~ « Nashville, Tennessee
 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania » Phoenix, Arizona » St Lucie County, Florida
* West Virginia (29 counties)  Yakima, Washington

The evaluation involved collecting information on WtW enrollees at the time of program
entry and during the following two years. These data were obtained from (1) a baseline survey
of enrollees conducted in 1999-2002, (2) a 12-month follow-up survey of enrollees conducted in
2000-2003, (3) a 24-month follow-up survey of enrollees conducted in 2001-2003, and (4) state
administrative records for the TANF, Food Stamp, and Unemployment Insurance (Ul) programs
over the two-year follow-up period for each enrollee.

We planned to evaluate program impacts based on an experimental design, but low
enrollments in local programs funded by WtW grants made doing so unfeasible. An
experimental evaluation would have required that the number of eligible individuals referred to a
program exceed its capacity, thus allowing use of random assignment to create a control group;
but actual referrals were too low. As a result, the findings presented here are descriptive, and
should not be interpreted as indications of program impacts. Neither should differences in
findings across the study sites be interpreted as differencesin program efficacy.

! BBA: Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997.
2 PRWORA: Public Law 104-103, section 103, August 22, 1996.
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KEY QUESTIONSAND FINDINGS

The findings from this evaluation’s outcomes study that are presented in this executive
summary are organized around four key questions about the individuals who enrolled in WtW-
funded programsin the 11 study sites:

* Were WtW enrollees hard to employ, compared with the overall TANF population?
* What services did enrollees receive?
* How successful were WtW enrolleesin the labor market?

* How did enrollees’ well-being evolve over the two years following program entry?

Were WtW Enrollees Particularly Hard to Employ? (Exhibit ES.1)

WItW enrollees came primarily from the welfare rolls, but most had not been there long.
Given the nature of the WtW grants program, most enrollees had received welfare benefits—
TANF or its precursor, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)—rprior to program
entry. In all of the study sites except Milwaukee, 87 percent or more of WtW enrollees received
welfare benefits as adults sometime before entering the program. In Chicago, Nashville, and St.
Lucie County, virtually all WtW enrollees had received TANF/AFDC at some point. However,
long-term welfare receipt was the exception rather than the rule. In most of the study sites, only
about one-third of WtW enrollees reported in the baseline survey that they had received
TANF/AFDC for more than five years.

WItW enrollees in the study sites resembled TANF recipients nationwide. In most sites, they
were predominantly female, unlikely to be married, and typically members of racial or ethnic
minority groups. The Boston site illustrates this pattern. There, 93 percent of enrollees were
women, 95 percent were unmarried, and 93 percent were minorities. About equal numbers in
most sites were above and below age 30. In sharp contrast to the typical study site, Milwaukee's
Nontraditional Opportunities for Work (NOW) program—which served noncustodial parents
who were on probation or parole—had a clientele that was 95 percent male. Enrollees in St.
Lucie County, West Virginia, and Y akima were less likely than their counterparts in the study’s
more urbanized sites to be women or members of a minority group, and somewhat more likely to
be married. In West Virginia, for example, only 17 percent of enrollees were minorities and
more than a quarter were married.

Many of the WtW enrollees faced significant barriers to employment. In most sites, more
than one-third lacked a high school diplomaor GED. Most had weak employment histories. In
eight of the nine sites for which Ul data were available, just one-third to one-half of enrollees
were employed in the second quarter prior to program entry, and in the ninth site only onein five
were employed. Very few enrollees in any of the study sites had been steadily employed. The
share of enrollees with any recorded employment in all four quarters prior to program entry
ranged from just 7 percent in West Virginiato 32 percent in Baltimore County—work histories
that were similar to those of the general TANF population. About one-third of enrollees resided
with a child under the age of 3, which may have presented a barrier to employment.
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What Services Did WtW Enrollees Receive? (Exhibit ES.2)

PRWORA emphasized rapid employment, and the evaluation showed that WtW enrolleesin
the study sites received services consistent with this emphasis. In most of the sites, 80 percent or
more of enrollees received some type of employment preparation service during the year
following program entry. Such services are typically designed to quickly address barriers to
employment and move enrollees into jobs. These are distinct from skill enhancement services,
which generally provide longer-run solutions to human capital deficits.

Job readiness preparation and help with finding ajob were at the core of WtW services. Job
readiness training and job search assistance were received by more than half of enrollees in
seven of the study sites (Boston, Chicago, Nashville, Philadelphia, Phoenix, West Virginia, and
Yakima). The Phoenix and Yakima enrollees typically received brief job readiness training
followed by job search assistance—a combination of services that was highly consistent with
rapid transition to employment. In contrast, enrollees in Boston, Nashville, Philadelphia, and
West Virginia typically received extended job readiness training (or, in the case of Nashville,
skill enhancement services), followed by job search assistance. It generally took enrollees in
these sites longer to become employed than their counterparts in Phoenix and Yakima. Enrollees
in Chicago received heterogeneous services due to the diverse programs in that site; however,
most of the Chicago enrollees entered programs that emphasized “rapid attachment” to jobs.

In the other four sites, job readiness training and job search assistance were less consistently
dominant. Fewer than half of the enrollees in Milwaukee, Ft. Worth, Baltimore County, and St.
Lucie County received job readiness training and job search assistance. In Ft. Worth, these low
rates were not offset by other services, resulting in the lowest rate of receipt of any employment
preparation services among the study sites (68 percent). Perhaps as a result, enrollees in Ft.
Worth, along with those in Milwaukee, required more than five months on average to find their
first post-entry job. Many ex-offender/noncustodial parents served by Milwaukee's NOW
program received services that were less common in the other sites. peer support/discussion
groups, legal assistance, and substance abuse treatment. Most of the enrollees in Batimore
County and St. Lucie County—the two Johns Hopkins University (JHU) sites—were already
employed and therefore had lower need for job readiness training and job search assistance.
Instead, they had relatively high rates of receipt of counseling and mediation services.

As federal policymakers intended, skill enhancement services (education and training) were
not prominent in programs funded by WtW grants. Enrollees in Baltimore County, St. Lucie
County, and Nashville were the most likely to have received these services, but even in these
sites fewer than half of enrollees received them. The federa legislation that initially authorized
the WtW grants program (the BBA) permitted skill enhancement services to be provided to
enrollees only after they had obtained jobs. Subsequent amendments eased this restriction by
alowing such services prior to employment for a maximum of six months.® Still, it is clear that
federa policymakers intended for most WtW program investment in human capital to occur
after, rather than before, an enrollee obtained employment.”

® Public Law 106-118, Title V111, sections 801-807, November 29, 1999.
* Thisinterpretation is consistent with DOL’s final rule for the program (DOL 2001, page 2715, Sec. 645.220).
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How Successful Were WtW Enrolleesin the Labor Market? (Exhibit ES.3)

Two years after entering WtW, enrollees were doing better overall in the labor market, but
success was still bypassing many of them. They were much more likely to be employed two
years after entering WtW than at the time of entry; nevertheless, most were not working at the
24-month follow-up survey. In the non-JHU sites, about four in ten enrollees were employed
two years after entering WtW, whereas no more than about one-fourth were employed when they
entered the program.®> The typical pattern is illustrated at the Transitional Work Corporation in
Philadel phia, where 36 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of the second post-entry
year, compared with only 7 percent at entry. Despite the widespread increases in employment,
majorities of enrollees were employed at the time of the 24-month follow-up survey in only three
of the study sites—Baltimore County, St. Lucie County, and West Virginia.

In many cases, however, employment was spotty, so most enrollees were employed at some
time during the second year after program entry, even if they were not employed at the 24-month
follow-up survey. For example, 61 percent of the Boston enrollees were employed sometime
during the second year, although only 41 percent were employed at the end of that year. Except
in Phoenix, about 60 percent or more of enrollees worked sometime during the second year. The
low rate in Phoenix reflects, in part, a sharp drop in employment between the first and second
post-entry years. This is the most extreme example of a general pattern; enrolleesin al of the
study sites except Ft. Worth were less likely to have been employed during the second post-entry
year than during the first. The reductions in employment during the second year were especially
large in Phoenix and Y akima—where the local WtW programs emphasized the rapid placement
of enrollees into jobs, perhaps resulting in poorer matches of enrollees with jobs—and in
Philadel phia, where many of the first-year jobs were temporary subsidized jobs.

When they worked, WtW enrollees put in substantial hours on the job. Those who were
employed two years after program entry tended to work full-time, or nearly so, on their principal
job. Their mean hours of work in atypical week ranged from 32 to 38 per week across the study
sites; however, they were not necessarily employed consistently week after week over the course
of amonth. The mean wage varied more widely, from alow of $6.40 per hour in West Virginia
to around $10 in Baltimore County, Boston, and Milwaukee. It was about $8 per hour in the
other seven sites. Only about one in every five enrollees who was employed at the end of the
second year received health insurance benefits on the principal job, except in Baltimore County,
where nearly half had such coverage.

Work hours were stable over time following program entry, but wages and benefits
improved from the first to second year in some sites. In six sites, the mean wage rate was higher
and/or health insurance coverage was more prevalent on the principa job held at the end of the
second year. For example, employed enrollees in Chicago were 8 percentage points more likely
to be covered by health insurance and were paid an average of $0.43 per hour more on the
principal job held two years after program entry than on the principal job held one year after
entry.

® The increases in employment rates from program entry to the end of the second year after entry should not be
interpreted as impacts of the WtW-funded programs, as external factors may have contributed to the changes.
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How Were WtW Enrollees Faring Two Years After Program Entry? (Exhibit ES.4)

WtW enrollees were less dependent on TANF as time went on, but not necessarily because
they found jobs. Most enrollees were on TANF when they entered WtW. Two years later, the
rate of TANF receipt was lower—generaly dramatically so—in every study site except
Milwaukee. The Yakima site is typical; there, the rate of TANF receipt fell from 85 percent at
program entry to just 36 percent two years later. However, in all but the two JHU study sites,
only about one-third of enrollees were employed and off TANF two years after they entered
WtW.

Moreover, WtW enrollees generally remained poor. Household incomes were low and
poverty rates were high in all study sites at the end of the second year following program entry.
Enrollees in Nashville, Philadelphia, and West Virginia had mean monthly incomes of less than
$1,200 and among the highest poverty rates (at least 83 percent) of enrolleesin all of the study
sites. Enrollees in Batimore County and Milwaukee had the highest mean monthly incomes,
$1,606 and $1,816, respectively, and the lowest poverty rates, which, at 54 and 59 percent were
nevertheless high in an absolute sense. Excepting only these two study sites, the incidence of
poverty at the two-year follow-up point exceeded 60 percent. Furthermore, the incidence of
severe poverty—income below 50 percent of the poverty threshold—among all of the sites
ranged from a low of 25 percent in Baltimore County to a high of 57 percent in Philadelphia.
Following the Census Bureau’s methodology for determining poverty status, these findings are
based on a measure of income that does not include food stamps, the earned-income tax credit
(EITC), income taxes, or payroll taxes.

Employment was clearly associated with lower poverty rates. Although poverty was
pervasive two years after program entry, its incidence was typically about 30 percentage points
lower among those who were employed. The difference in poverty rates between employed and
not-employed enrollees was greatest in sites like Baltimore County and Boston where wage rates
were high, and smallest in sites like Philadelphia and West Virginia where wage rates were low.
The fact that poverty rates even among employed enrollees were high in an absolute sense
(greater than 50 percent in all of the study sites except Baltimore County and Milwaukee) is a
reflection of both low wages and instability in employment over the course of a month.

CONCLUSIONS

The findings from this evaluation’s study of the characteristics of WtW enrollees and their
outcomes during the two years following program entry lead to the following conclusions:

Most WtW enrollees were TANF recipients who faced significant barriers to employment.
This is consistent with the WtW grants program’s objective of serving hard-to-employ welfare
recipients. However, a comparison of the work histories of WtW enrollees with those of all
TANF recipients in the study sites indicates that the enrollees were neither more nor less hard to
employ, on average, than the general TANF population.
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WtW enrollees were much more likely to receive employment preparation services than
skill enhancement services. In accordance with the legislation that authorized the WtW grants
program, more than two-thirds of enrollees in each of the 11 study sites received employment
preparation services designed to get them ready for and move them into jobs. There was
considerable variability across the sites in the types and duration of these services, but the most
common by far were job readiness training and job search assistance. With the exception of
Baltimore County, Nashville, and St. Lucie County, no more than about one-third of enrollees
received skill enhancement services designed to increase their human capital.

Most enrollees were employed sometime during the second year after they entered WtW,
but their employment tended to be unstable. With the exception of enrollees in the two JHU
sites that primarily served employed persons, very few enrollees were employed when they
entered WtW. But most—about 60 percent or more—were employed sometime during the
second year following entry. However, that employment often proved to be unstable; only about
40 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of the second year in al sites except Baltimore
County and St. Lucie County, where about 70 percent of enrollees were employed at the end of
the second year.

Employment fell between the first and second years after program entry. In every study
Site except Ft. Worth, WtW enrollees were less likely to have been employed sometime during
the second year following program entry than during the first year. Among these sites, the
median reduction in enrollee employment sometime during the second year was about 10
percentage points.

Enrollees who were employed two years after program entry typically worked about the
same number of hours as those who were employed at the end of the first year, but for
somewhat greater compensation. As they had at the end of the first year after entering WtWw,
enrollees who were employed two years after entry worked nearly full-time, on average. Their
hourly wages tended to be low—averaging about $8 per hour in seven of the study sites—and
only about one in five enrollees was participating in an employer-sponsored health insurance
plan. However, the mean wage rate and/or the health insurance coverage rate were modestly
higher in six sites at the end of the second year following program entry relative to the end of the
first year.

The incidence of poverty was high among WtW enrollees two years after program entry,
but it was lower among those who were employed. Two years after they entered WtW, the
poverty rate for WtW enrollees exceeded 60 percent in all of the study sites except Baltimore
County (54 percent) and Milwaukee (59 percent). However, the rate for employed enrollees was
16 to 43 percentage points lower than for those who were not employed. But even among the
employed, more than half of enrollees were living in poverty at the end of the second year in 9 of
the 11 study sites.

L ESSONS CONCERNING PROGRAM DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

The WtW grants program encouraged grantees to find creative ways to move enrollees
quickly into the labor force and provide supports for that transition—an approach whose full
consequences remain somewhat unclear. Our non-experimental outcomes analysis did not allow
us to draw a firm conclusion regarding whether WtW enrollees made better employment
progress than they would have without the program. Although most enrollees worked at some
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time during the evaluation’ s two-year follow-up period, many faced employment problems at the
end of that period, and the jobs they held often left them in poverty.

Whether a more comprehensive approach, with greater attention to skills development
before employment, would work better remains an open issue. Congress, responding to views on
this issue expressed by grantees, amended the program in 1999 to allow greater use of job
training before job placement. Notwithstanding this change, the outcomes observed in the 11
study sites suggest that there remains room for considerable improvement in our ability to move
welfare recipients into sustainable employment that lifts them out of poverty. Further
experimentation could clarify the contributions to that goal that could be made by greater use of
job training, as well as the effects of other factors such as health care, child care, other support
services, and help with family relationships.

Even in the absence of impact estimates, this evauation’s implementation study provides a
basis for six lessons regarding the design and implementation of employment programs for
TANF recipients and individual s with significant labor market liabilities.

Effective inter-agency partnerships are important. The WtW legidation required local
programs to be implemented within a framework of partnership with local TANF agencies.
However, effective partnerships were often slow to develop. In combination with falling welfare
casel oads, this often resulted in low numbers of referrals of welfare recipients by TANF agencies
to WtW programs, thereby exacerbating the difficulties that many local WtW programs
experienced in achieving their enrollment targets. In sites where effective partnerships
ultimately did develop, they resulted in improved access for welfare recipients to the workforce
development system.

Increased Service Capacity is an Important Legacy. WtW grants afforded many nonprofit
community-based organizations their initial opportunity to serve TANF recipients and/or
noncustodial parents. Thus, the program increased the pool of qualified organizations with which
TANF agencies can contract for employment servicesin the post-WtW era.

Program Flexibility Encourages Innovative Programming. Flexible rules allowed WtW
grantees and their service providers to develop creative program service approaches and
administrative practices. These included partnerships with employers, transitional and supported
employment, and post-employment case management and job retention services. Some grantees
pressed for additional flexibility to provide a broader range of pre-employment services, and
Congress responded in 1999 with amendments to the program that permitted up to six months of
pre-employment skill-enhancement training.

Stringent eligibility criteria and fiscal requirements can result in low program enrollment.
WItW grantees had to spend at least 70 percent of their grant funds on services for enrollees who
met detailed, restrictive eligibility requirements. This requirement contributed to the widespread
problems that grantees experienced in achieving enrollment targets during the early years of the
WItW program.

Correcting the rules governing a temporary program may be ineffective. The 1999
amendments to the BBA loosened the criteria that defined the enrollees on whom at least 70
percent of grant funds had to be spent. They also expanded the list of alowable pre-employment
program activities to include more use of vocationa education and job training. However, these
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changes had limited effect, because the final rules reflecting the amendments were published late
in the life of the program, and grantees were reluctant to revise existing procedures and referral
agreements with local TANF agencies.

Finally, the very use of such temporary funding may accentuate program design and
implementation problems. The BBA originally gave grantees three years to spend their funds,
the timeframe was extended to five years under the 1999 amendments. Despite the extension,
some local WtW administrators continued to believe that the temporary nature of the funding
compounded difficulties in program design and implementation, such as the reluctance of TANF
and other agencies to refer clients to WtW rather than to service providers with whom they had
long-term relationships. The administrators also viewed short-term funding as an impediment to
identifying and correcting program design problems.

XX



Be|e/e JouU = VN

'SPI0081 4N'V/.L 8181 PUe ‘SPI0J8J | SIS ‘S88|[0JUS MIM JO ABAINS Buleseq Z00Z-666T ©9.N0S

4} L VN €e 0T VN 0cC e 4} VN e Anu3 03 Jold 'snd v ||V Ul pafojdwg
L€ 8T 6V 6V og VN 4% 6V Ge VN 25 Anuzorlioud BrenQ ,z ul pekojdws
VN 99 G/ 117 6V 1S 15 S 85 29 08 @39 Joewoidiqg j0oyds Y6IH
e oT L€ 474 €C e €T o Ge 8¢ T ployesnoH ul € 3By lepun pliud
G 6 0S 09 GP L S 6S 15 9g € PIOSHd A OF Uey 1 SSO7
VN LT 19 VN 86 68 G6 8. 86 €6 6. Ayuoui d1uyig Jo [eloey
GT 12 €T L € € S 6 € S 9 poLLe N
08 6. 26 96 66 66 S 6 16 €6 26 alewod
12 e e e 474 07 1 9T 9 6¢ 87  'SIA G PAPaROXd DA4V/AHNY.L uoswIL
16 /8 86 6 16 66 T 16 86 G6 76 DQ4V/HNVY.L poARIY oA
VM  BUBIA 14700 Xxiweoud emydpp  S|IAUSEN SMeM|IA YMOM i ofeolyd  uoxsog 0D
WA  SOM  8PNTIS 2|ud alownfeg

AdLNd NVHO08d 40 FINILTFHL LV

(sebejusosed)

S3377104N3 ¥HOM-OL-qdV4TaM 40 SOI1SIHTLOVHVHO

Ts3 11dIHX3

XXi



‘sweufoud Buutesy Jo uoireonps ul uoteddied,
'S39||0JU MM 1O ABAINs dn-mo||0) YIuow-ZT £002-000Z ©24n0S

L€ Ge VA% 14 0g 4% ee 62 (4 1€ S S9OIABS JusWwsdUeyUT [I1S JO 1di8dey
98 /8 08 €8 68 G8 08 89 8 6. €l 901Ases “deud JswiAo|duwis Auy
8 € Z 4 4 g 12 € 4 Z L JUSWIES.1) 8SNCe 9UeISaNS
8 6 L 9 14 8 vT S € 9 9 douesisse o
8 4 S 1T L T L 8 14 1T T SS0IABS Ul leay e
45 €T 62 45 9 €T T L S 8 1€ uoreIpa
T €C 6 45 1T GT L 6 6 1T aT "PUOD U3 [eay JIUOIYD JOJ JusLuIea |
4} oT 9 GT oT 074 8¢ 1T 4 14" 12 dno.b uossnasip/loddns Jeed
1€ Ge e o 0z 62 z€ 6T 6T 9z o Burpesunod
14 4% z€ Ly z5 474 8¢z 14 44 €e 82 Buiures “Jubw-Jps J0s||dS 3417
09 9 Ly €9 €L 09 1% 4% 99 95 4% doUeIssse Yo Jess qor
zs €L 6v 29 08 09 07 6 zL 09 144 Buutes) ssauipeas qor

SOOINRBS UoIRedald JuswAo|dw3 Jo 1dieoay

VM euBIA 14700 xwueoyd emndpep  S|IAUSEN SedMem|IN YUOM 14 oBeolyd  uosog 0D
WA  OM  9NTIS ®|lud alowneyg

(sebejusosed)
AHINT WVHO0Hd ¥3 14V dV3AA IHL ONIMNG
S33T104NT HHOM-OL-THV4TIM AL SIDIAGTS 40 1dIFD3Y

¢S4 11dIHX3

XXii



90U JIUBIS [BONISIIEIS JO D] TO'/SO/OT" 8Y) Je 06Z Wouy IR Ip S| Anus welfold e seak puooss 0} 1si1) wody abueyD sss/ss/s
‘90URDIIUBIS [EO1ISIIEIS JO S| TO'/SO'/OT U T2 UOIIISS JO MOJ 1S41J UI SN eA OIS JUSRINIA s x/xx/
*Anue weiboud Jelfe Jeak puooss sy Jo pus sy} Je pako|dws aem Oym S99 (0uS 104,
'S3|0JUS MIM JO ASAINS dn-mo| |0} Yuow-Z £002-T00Z PUe ‘Aanins dn-moj |04 Yuow-gT £002-000¢ ‘AonIns aulesed Z002-666T 991N0S

(swuiod afeusosed) ue|d aouelnsul

z- 14 0 8 sss/. §G 0 T- 88 4 S Ueay ul uorredpired ul abueyd
CT0$ s5599°0% 5556203 TS0$ 820% ssTV0$ ss/TCS  6T0% ss€v’0$ 020 180% aflem Ainoy uesw ui sbueyd
LT ST L0 A% 20" 00 0T L0- T0 A A eam Jod sinoy ueaw ulabueyd
JEIA Jopug e
gor jedioulid uo Anu3g welbold BUY
Jea A puodss 0] 1S414 wou) abueyd
aT oT 8T 9 6T e 9 12 0cC 6T Ly (%) uerd suiyiesy ui poredoined
208 Oob9$ €8/% eSS 19/$ 6672 T966 0286 TO8S 200TS 68'6% abem Ajinoy ues N
e 9e Ge og €e z€ 8c ve 1 €e Ge Yeam Jod payiom sinoy Ues N
2789 A PU03SS Jo pu3 e gor fedpulid
(Sswuiod afieusasad)
sssTT-  ssslT-  gss6- 59T~  sssPT-  sssl- sslT- T- 5889~ ssb- §89- Jeak puodss 01 1541} Wiol) sbueyd
69 69 88 1S 09 €9 19 g9 65 19 G8  (9%) Anue Je1fe seak puodss buling
08 08 16 /9 vl 0L ZL 99 g9 g9 16 (%) Anus le1je Jeak 111} Buling
Jea A Bung swiewos uswfo|dw3
%38V xxxTS 19 xxx€E  xx49€ sV €€  xxx0F  xxx0V  xxaTV  5€L Anue Jeyje sesh puodss Jo pu3
9 9 zL € L 8z 9z GT € 9 Z8 Anus weiboid
(%) wewAodw3 swi | -ul-luiod
VM  ewbip 74700 xweoyd  ewmdpp  8||IAUSeN SjMeMIIN YLoA 14 ofeolys  uosog '00
fwWbEA M 8PNTIS 2|iud alownpeg

S33TTOHINT ¥HOM-OL-FHV4TIM 04 STINODLNO 1IMHVIN-JOdV1

AdLNT NVHO0Hd 4314V SHVIA OML

€53 119IHX3

XXiii



'90URD 1JIUBIS [EO1ISITENS JO S| TO'/SO°/OT" U Te UONJSS JO MOJ 1S11) U1 SN A LIOLS WRIBIIQ xxx/ x4/

‘plousalyl Auanod [elepa)ays Jo Jusdsed oG mojeg awodul Ajyluow si A1lenod aenas "ploysalyl Aenod jesepayayl Jo usdsed

00T MopQ awodul Ajyiuow si A1lenod DL (3 8y) Jo ‘saxel |[olAed ‘Soxel swodul apnjoul Jou pIp ssAfeue ALeAod 8yl Ul pssn swodul JO 94nSesw ay) ‘Uoseal auwes ay) 1o+
'ssAfeue Auonod 8y} 104 BLLIOOUT POLBSNOY JO INSEsLU BU} WO} PapN[oxe aem sduess pooy ‘sniess Aenod Buuiweiep Jo4 ABojopoyew piepuels 8yl Y1m JUSISIsuod aq 01
"MBIARBIUL ASAINns au) Buipedaid yiuow sy Bulinp pjoyssnoy s 88j0Jus MM Y3 Ag paAR2aI sdwels pooy Jo anfeA Jej|op [enide syl Sapn [oul swodu| Jo 8Insesl 8y

'S39||04US MIM J0 ABAINS dn-MO| 0} YIUOWI-Z £002-T00Z PUe ASAIns duleseq 2002-666T @24N0S

xxxC9 xxxG/L v xxxC9 xxxV. xxx89 xxxV xxx8G xxxLL *xx99 xxx7 Uw\AO_QEm
.8 T6 98 €6 €6 L6 VL 6 G6 v6 88 pafo|dwe 10N
(9%) sne1s wewAodw3 Aq

‘Anu3 welbold 1Y Jee A puolss
Jo pu3 e A1BA0d Jo 8ouBpIou|

og 8v 0g 25 /S g Ge s /S 0S G2 (%) (Avenod asenss Jo souap U
69 €8 €9 8 98 €8 6S Ll g8 Ll 12 (%) (Avenod Jo douspiou|
00S'T$ GIT'T$ OIST$S V2E'T$ <¢ST'TS €0T'TS 9I8'TS SYeE'T$S 922'T$ T6T'TS 909'T$ LSwooul Ajyuow ues |\

Anu3 welibold BV Jes A puodes Jo
pu3 e AlJBA0d pue awodu| PjoYssnoH

AU B1e Jeak puodss Jo

oc 144 €9 LC [44 8¢ 4 ee €e 1 0L pud e paojdwe pue ANVL HO
xx¥98 xxx9C xxl0T 228GV  xx«VG 09 xxxl7 xxx/E  xxx[d  xx:SGE xxCl Anue Rle Jeok puodss Jo pud
a8 8. 14 L9 6 9 T 26 6 95 144 Anue weJbo.d
(%) 129y ANV.LawWIL-Ul-uiod
VM eUBIA 470D  Xlweoud ewydpp  S|IAUSEN SOXMem[IN ULOM d  ofleolyd  uoisog ‘0D
WA  IOM  9PNTIS 2|lud alownpeg

AdLNT NVHO0Hd 4314V SHVIA OML
SAITIAVE dIFHL ANV S33TT04dNT HHOM-OL-34dV41aM 40 ONIFG-TT1IM

¥'S3 11dIHX3

XXV



. INTRODUCTION

The work requirements and time limits included in the federal welfare reforms of 1996 made
it especially important to move the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients into jobs and help them
become economically self-sufficient. To address this need, Congress authorized the Welfare-to-
Work (WtW) grants program. This program built on the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996, which created the work-focused, time-
limited Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program." PRWORA was designed
to move people off the welfare rolls and into employment quickly, and the WtW grants program
provided additional resources targeted to those who were particularly disadvantaged and likely to
have the greatest difficulty finding and holding ajob.

This report presents findings from a multi-site evaluation of the WtW grants program.
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR), the Urban Institute, and Support Services
International, Inc., conducted the congressionally mandated evaluation under contract to the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). The evauation documented the
implementation of WtW programs funded by the grants in states and localities across the nation
and analyzed outcomes for participants in selected programs. Given the evaluation’s design, the
findings presented here give a useful picture of how enrollees fared after entering WtW-funded
programs, however, they are not indicative of the contributions that the programs themselves
may have made to the enrollees employment and well-being. Exhibit 1.1 summarizes the
evaluation's main findings and Exhibit 1.2 identifies lessons learned from the evaluation

regarding program design and implementation.

! Public Law 104-193, section 103, August 22, 1996.



A. ORIGIN AND STRUCTURE OF THE WtW GRANTS PROGRAM

Congress created the WtW grants program to complement TANF' s “work first” focus, in
recognition that certain people would require higher investments of resources over a longer
period of time than the general TANF caseload to achieve employment success. The program
was established by the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997.2 WtW funds were targeted to high-
poverty areas and individuals who were likely to need intensive services, including long-term
welfare recipients, high school dropouts, substance abusers, and those approaching their TANF
time limits. WtW programs could also serve noncustodial parents who had severe employment
problems. Long-term post-employment services to achieve economic self-sufficiency were

encouraged; beginning a job, either subsidized or unsubsidized, was assumed to be just the first

step.

1. Policy Context for the WtW Grants Program

Understanding the WtW grants program requires background on how the policy decisions
that created it dovetailed with the substantial policy changes incorporated in the TANF program.
Welfare reform, as manifested in PRWORA, changed the nation’s social assistance system in
three important ways, by providing:

* An Increased Focus on Work. The federal TANF legidlation enacted in 1996
solidified a trend begun by many states under earlier federal waiversto link receipt of
assistance with movement towards employment. Congress required that states meet
steadily increasing requirements for the percentage of their TANF cases engaged in
unsubsidized employment or work-related activities; the requirements reached 45
percent in fiscal year 2001 and 50 percent in 2002. To meet these goals, most state
TANF policies emphasize job search activities rather than education or training, and
encourage or require recipients to find employment rapidly.

» Assistance as a Temporary Support. Federal law specifies that federally funded
welfare payments are intended to be a short-term step toward securing employment
and self-sufficiency. The predecessor federa welfare program, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), provided assistance indefinitely as an entitlement to

2 Public Law 105-33, section 5001, August 5, 1997.



families who met digibility requirements. The TANF program provides short-term
assistance only; individuals can receive federally funded cash assistance for alifetime
maximum of 60 months, and states can institute even shorter time limits. (States may
use state funds to pay for some cash benefits, enabling them to extend the five-year
time limit; some have opted to do so.)

e Substantial Discretion for States in Program Design. States are allowed
considerably more flexibility in implementing TANF than they had under AFDC. As
aresult, policies and programs vary considerably across states. States determine how
to use their TANF block grant to fund cash assistance, work-related services, and
other supports for low-income families with children. They also decide what work
requirements are imposed on recipients and which individuals are subject to these
requirements (within federal parameters).

These changes in welfare contributed to a dramatic decline in caseloads. The welfare rolls,
which had already begun to shrink in the mid-1990s, continued to decline after the passage of
PRWORA. The number of cases receiving cash assistance under AFDC and later TANF
decreased from 5.05 million in January 1994 to 2.01 million in July 20023 Prior research
suggests the caseload reduction was due to a combination of a strong national economy and the
welfare reform policies emphasizing employment (see, for example, Wallace and Blank 1999).

The legidation establishing the WtW progran—the BBA of 1997—placed it in the
framework of the workforce development system, but with important ties to the TANF program.
TANF recipients were the primary target group for WtW-funded services and were subject to
state and federal welfare policies, which meant that WtW programs and enrollees had to follow
those policies. The BBA gave the Department of Labor (DOL) administrative authority for the
WItW program at the federal level and gave local workforce investment boards (WIBs) primary
responsibility for local program operations. The job of moving WtW-eligible persons into
employment was shared by the human services agencies responsible for TANF and its work

programs, and the workforce development system that oversaw WtW-funded programs.

3 After bottoming out at 2,006,155 families in July 2002, the U.S. total TANF caseload increased to 2,032,157
families in June 2003, which was the most recent month for which casel oad statistics were available at the time this
report was being written (DHHS 2004).



Although the BBA required this collaboration between human service agencies and the
workforce development system, effective partnerships were often slow to develop. Most local
WItW programs participating in this evaluation’s implementation study reported that they
expected TANF agencies to refer substantial numbers of WtW-eligible welfare clients to them
(Nightingale et al. 2002; summarized in Appendix G of this report). Yet the actua number of
referrals was often low—due in part to faling caseloads and institutional barriers to effective
partnerships—and this contributed to the difficulties many WtW-funded programs experienced
in achieving their enrollment targets. But in sites where effective collaborations did develop,
they resulted in improved access for welfare recipients to workforce development systems that,
as a consequence of WtW, had more providers and offered more diverse services.

The Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) changed the institutional foundation on
which the WtW grants program