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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The $3 hillion Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program established by Congress as part of
the Balanced Budget Act (BBA) of 1997 provided funds to over 700 state and local grantees.
Congress appropriated funds for FY 1998 and FY 1999, and grantees were allowed five years to
spend their grant funds. The intent of the grants program, administered at the national level by
the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), was to supplement the welfare reform funds included in
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grants to states, which were
authorized under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) of 1996. WtW funds were intended to support programs, especialy in high-poverty
communities, to assist the least employable, most disadvantaged welfare recipients and
noncustodial parents (NCPs) make the transition from welfare to work.

This is one of severa reports from the congressionally mandated national evauation of the
WtW grants program, being conducted by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., along with its
subcontractors the Urban Institute and Support Services International. The report presents
findings from the process and implementation analysis component of the evaluation, and
describes the service delivery operations of programs funded with WtW grants in eleven study
sites in Boston, Massachusetts, Chicago, Illinois, Fort Worth, Texas; Milwaukee, Wisconsin;
Nashville, Tennessee; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Phoenix, Arizona, Yakima, Washington;
Indiana (19-county area); West Virginia (29-county area); and the Johns Hopkins University
Multi-site Grantee operating in Baltimore County, Maryland; St. Lucie, Florida; and Long
Beach, California. This report is based on (1) information collected through two rounds of site
visits in 1999 and 2001, and (2) management information system data maintained by the
programs on participants and services.

The organizational systems within which the WtW grant programs operate are complex and
highly decentralized. In most of the eleven study sites, there are multiple programs, often
operating in multiple locations, with varying arrangements for coordinating procedures with
TANF agencies. Although Workforce Investment Boards (WIBS) are the primary administrative
entity, many have formal interaction with TANF agencies, and are often contracted to operate
TANF work programs. Nonprofit organizations also play a maor role, as direct program
operators under subcontract from a WtW grantee, and as providers of special services.

Three general program models for delivering services to the hard-to-employ were implemented
in programsin the study sites.

Based on how administrators and staff described their programs and an examination of how
services are delivered, three general service delivery models were identified. Each model
represents the primary approaches, or philosophies, operating in these WtW-funded programs:

» Enhanced Direct Employment Models, where the emphasis is on providing participants

with individualized pre-employment support, counseling, and case management, along
with post-employment services for usually a year or more.
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» Developmental/Transitional Employment Models, where the program emphasizes skills
development, often aong with transitional, subsidized, or community service
employment.

> Intensive Post-Employment Skills Development Models, where the primary objective is to
improve both job retention and specific occupational skills primarily by working with
individuals after they start ajob.

WtW grantees focus on the most disadvantaged, as specified in congressionally established
provisions, but most programs have faced difficulties enrolling eligible individuals.

The WtW grants program was enacted to help the least employable and most disadvantaged
welfare recipients and noncustodial parents make the transition from welfare to work. The
legidation placed particular emphasis on serving individuals with the most difficult barriers to
employment, including persons who have dropped out of high school, have low reading or math
skills, have limited work experience, have been dependent on welfare for long periods, and/or
have substance abuse and mental health problems.

The provisions in the law were very specific in terms of who could be served with WtW
funds. In the origina legidation, at least 70 percent of funds were required to be spent on long-
term TANF recipients, or noncustodial parents of children in along-term TANF case, with two
of three specific barriers to self-sufficiency: poor work history, a substance abuse problem, or
lack of high school diploma or GED and low reading or math skills. The remaining funds, no
more than 30 percent of the total, could be spent on long-term recipients or NCPs who met less
stringent criteria. The 1999 amendments maintained the 70/30 requirements, but broadened each
category by eliminating the barrier requirements, allowing NCPs to qualify under the 70 percent
provision, and allowing services to lowincome parents with employment barriers in general
(rather than just those on TANF).

Enrollment difficulties were the most important early issue WtW grant programs
encountered, contributing to slow implementation. Considerable effort was devoted to
identifying eligible persons and verifying eigibility, mainly to ensure adherence to the strict
eigibility criteria and spending targets in the original legidation. In addition, the number of
referrals from TANF agencies was lower than grantees had expected, even when formal referral
arrangements were in place. Enrollment was slower and enrollment levels lower than planned in
the first year. Programs, therefore, adopted direct marketing and outreach strategies to increase
enrollment; about two years after beginning operations, programs were approaching their
planned levels.

WtW programs in the study sites serve hard-to-employ welfare recipients and NCPs who
meet the dligibility criteria, but each uses different strategies to focus on eligible persons.
Similar to TANF recipients nationally, most WtW participants are between 18 and 44 years of
age, and the vast mgjority are women. However, many WtW participants have characteristics
often associated with disadvantages in the labor market—minority status, limited education, and
mental and physical disabilities. Programs in the study sites primarily serve TANF recipients
who meet WtW eligibility criteria. Within the TANF-€eligible population, programs tend to serve
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those who meet the 70 percent criteria. Since the federal law requires that grantees spend at least
70 percent of their funds on persons in that category (mainly long-term recipients), most
administrators were cautious about serving those who only met the 30 percent criteria because
they were concerned about their low enrollment problem, as well as their need to maintain the
70/30 spending split. Furthermore, few low-income non TANF-eligible parents, made eligible by
the 1999 amendments, are enrolled in the study sites, mainly because programs focused initially
on the TANF population, had established procedures to obtain referrals from TANF agencies,
and then devoted attention on an ongoing basis to refining and improving those referra
mechanisms rather than seeking out a new eligible group. Program administrators and staff were
interested in also serving NCPs, but very few have been enrolled except in the Milwaukee NOW
program which exclusively serves noncustodial fathers on parole or probation. Again, while
several administrators expressed an interest in NCPs, they focused instead on improving their
enrolling of TANF recipients rather than actively recruiting this other eligible group.

Some programs target specia subgroups within the eigible TANF population by contracting
with providers that specialize in serving certain groups, such as homeless families, persons with
mental or physical disabilities, individuals with limited education or English-speaking skills, and
persons from particular ethnic groups. In addition, several programs target mainly on persons
who first participate in a TANF work program but have not obtained employment, i.e., “hard-to-
employ” TANF recipients.

WiW programs go beyond job readiness and self-directed job search assistance in the sense
that they provide intensive individualized case management, coaching or support; and many
programs also include more intensive developmental components and activities.

An underlying goal of the WtW grants program is to promote the long-term economic self-
sufficiency of individuals who have serious employment difficulties. However, the emphasis is
on employment rather than stand-alone education or training. With this goal in mind, the WtwW
programs at the 11 study sites offer a range of services to prepare participants for employment
and to help participants remain employed, including incorporating skills development into a
“work-first” approach. The basic approach to preparing participants for employment is to
provide pre-employment services to participants, including assessment of service needs, job
readiness skills instruction, and help in preparing for and finding jobs. However, substantial
portions of participants also engage in developmental activities such as education, training,
transitional subsidized employment or supported work experience. Supported work or
transitional employment is offered in al the study sites, either directly through the WtW program
or through referral to other programs within their communities—for example, paid community
service jobs, unpaid work experience, employer-sponsored internships followed by a guaranteed
job, and paid jobs as temporary workers through a temporary employment agency.

In comparison to supported and transitional work, relatively few WtW participants receive
occupational training or education. The WtW legidation initialy disallowed the use of grant
funds for stand-alone pre-employment education or training. Grantees were, however, allowed
and even encouraged to provide any necessary education or training in a post-employment
situation—either in conjunction with work or mixing part-time work with part-time training or
education. The 1999 amendments allowed grant funds to be used for short-term pre-employment
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training or education. Even so, few participants receive these services mainly because programs
had aready developed their service delivery systems under the origina legidation that
disallowed stand-alone, pre-employment education and training. Some programs, though,
incorporate education and training into work components by, for example, including “wrap-
around” education for al those in paid community service jobs, sponsoring computer-assisted
instruction for basic education and occupationspecific training, collaborating with employers to
design occupationally based pre-employment skills training, and providing post-employment
worksite-based competency skills development.

WtW programs generally provide some type of post-employment services, primarily to help
individuals retain their jobs.

At the time the WtW legidation was enacted, it was among the first federal welfare
initiatives to specifically emphasize post-employment services, both job retention and education
or skills development. WtW grantees are allowed flexibility in both the duration and the content
of post-employment services.

All the programs in the study sites provide some post-employment services. Formal post-
employment services are generally provided to individuals for periods ranging from six to 24
months, in addition to any TANF-related transitional health and child care benefits. Programs
routinely provide job etention services, usualy regular follow-up contact with participants,
ongoing case management, and help finding a new job if necessary. A few programs aso
incorporate post-employment education and training, either in the workplace or through special
instructional programs, although few participants engage in such activities, except in the JHU-
CTS programs which focus specifically on post-employment skills development.

While al programs in the study sites provide some type of post-employment retention
service, few offer skills development or employment advancement services. Staff and
administrators explain that their primary challenge is to help people get and retain jobs. Job
advancement is more of a long-term issue for which many of these participants are not yet ready,
given the range of problems they often have.

WtW grantees report that about half of their program participants have entered regular
unsubsidized employment.

The WtW grants were intended to not only move individuals into jobs, but aso to help them
obtain regular unsubsidized jobs that can potentially lead to sustained employment, career
advancement, and self-sufficiency. While al of the study programs have maintained
employment as their highest priority, each adopted a range of strategies to help individuals move
into the labor market.

While it was not possible in this component of the evaluation to determine how effective the
programs are, management information system (MIS) data available from most of the study
programs provides information about job placement rates. In the study sites for which MIS data



are available, about half the participants entered an unsubsidized job after enrolling in the
program, at an average starting wage of about $7.00 an hour.

WitW participants foll ow four different “ pathways to employment”

Although the job entry rates of programs that have the same general service model are
somewhat similar, not all participants in a given program receive all of the services that could be
provided, nor do they all remain in the program for the same length of time. For example, some
individuals gain employment quickly, while others participate in several different activities
before becoming employed. Thus, regardiess of the overall program model followed by a
program, participants in the study sites follow four different pathways, or combinations of
services, on their way to employment.

» The Basic Employment Preparation Pathway is perhaps most consistent with what is
sometimes referred to as Work First. Individuals enter employment after receiving only
general job search assistance or attending job readiness workshops. They usually receive
support services such as child care or transportation assistance, but do not actively
participate in other employment-related activities.

» The Transitional Employment Pathway is one in which individuas enter employment
after having participated in some intermediate type of work activity, for example, paid or
unpaid work experience, supported work, an occupational internship or eploration,
sheltered workshop, or subsidized employment. Some may have aso participated in a
job search activity or job readiness workshop.

» The Education or Training Pathway is one in which individuals enter employment after
enrolling in an education or occupational training program or course, but not in a formal
work experience assignment. Most may have also participated in a job search activity or
job readiness workshop.

» The Mixed Activities Pathway is one in which individuals enter employment after
engaging in subsidized work or work experience as well as education and/or training.
Most may have aso participated in a job search activity or job readiness workshop.

The four pathways to employment do not necessarily correspond to the three genera service
models mentioned earlier, because the models describe entire programs while the pathways refer
to individual behavior. For example, while many participants in an enhanced direct employment
progran may follow the basic pathway to employment, some who have difficulty finding
employment might engage in community service jobs or work experience first. Conversely, a
developmental/transitional program may encourage individuals to participate in training or
supported work, but many participants may still follow the basic pathway to employment,
especially when the economy is strong and jobs are readily available.

The most common pathway to employment in the study sites is basic employment
preparation, accounting for over 60 percent of all job entries.
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While this report does not address effectiveness, a number of potentially promising program
strategies were developed in the study sites.

» Extensive involvement of nonprofit organizations as program operators and special
service providers (e.g., reaching out to and serving those with substance abuse, physical
or mental health issues, limited English skills, homelessness, and other problems).

» Collaboration with employers (e.g., designing pre-employment components, workplace
internships, or post-employment skills development).

» Trangtional work activities, bridging the transition from welfare-to-work (e.g., pad
community service jobs; part-time community service with wrap-around education,
training, or other instruction; supervised temporary employment; sheltered workshops; or
on-the-job training).

> Intensive complementary service programs for TANF hardest-to-employ (e.g., specia
program models for TANF recipients who do not find employment through the regular
TANF-sponsored work program).

The WIW grant program experiences suggest a number of policy and operational lessons
about serving welfare and low-income parents with serious employment problems.

First, detailed eligibility and fiscal provisions can delay program implementation. In WtW,
the intent was appropriately to ensure that funds were used for those with the greatest need for
services. One effect was that programs had to develop complicated, time-consuming, and often
administratively costly procedures (e.g., reading and math tests for all applicants) to document
each of the criteriato verify eligibility. Congress loosened the eligibility provisionsin 1999, but
for many programs this change came so late that they were reluctant to change their intake
procedures, agreements with TANF agencies, forms, and reporting systems.

Second, temporary funding and authority imposes added challenges in implementing a
program. Congress enacted the WtW program as a time-limited program to help cushion the
expected effects of welfare reform on long-term TANF recipients. The temporary authorization,
however, compounded some implementation problems—for example, some programs found it
difficult to establish ongoing referral arrangements with TANF and other agencies, which often
had their own network of permanent programs to which they would refer individuals, regardliess
of how attractive the new program might seem.

Third, programs benefit from partnerships and collaborations at the local level that make
specia services, expertise, and resources available to the target population, but there are some
important chalenges that must be addressed. All of the grantees studied represented
collaborative efforts, and some worked better than others. Although it was often time-
consuming, complicated, and difficult to bring together multiple partners, a number of the WtW
grantees were able to do so—for example, funding collaboratives or consortia of nonprofit
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organizations, blending WIA, WtW, and TANF funds for program operations; or establishing
procedures to transition individuals from TANF work programs to WtW programs.

Finally, carefully designed programs can reach populations with serious employment
problems through systematic outreach and recruitment and a comprehensive package of
services. Degspite the implementation difficulties, one lesson from the WtW grants program
experience is that programs can recruit and serve individuals with serious employment problems.
While programs struggled to recruit those who met the very strict digibility criteria, the fact is
that nearly everyone eventually served by these programs is what is often referred to as “hard-to-
employ.” Even in sites that were able to reach their original enroliment goals, staff noted both
the difficulties of recruiting WtW participants and the importance of mounting well-organized
and sustained recruitment efforts for such projects.
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. INTRODUCTION

Congress established the Welfare-to-Work (WtW) grants program as part of the Balanced
Budget Act (BBA) of 1997. Its purpose was to provide additional resources to supplement the
welfare reform funds included in the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block
grants to states, which were authorized under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. WitW funds were intended to support programs,
especiadly in high-poverty communities, to assist the least employable, most disadvantaged
welfare recipients make the transition from welfare to work. These funds were also available to
help noncustodial parents with employment difficulties increase their earnings and better support
their children. Congress appropriated these funds because of a concern that in high-poverty
communities it would be relatively more difficult than in other communities to achieve the
employment objectives of welfare reform, and that the same communities might eventually bear
additiona financial burdens when individuals reach their lifetime limits on welfare. The federal
WtW funds were distributed by the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) to state and local grantees
in 1998 and 1999. Initialy, grantees were expected to spend the funds within three years of their
receipt, but amendments in 1999 extended the period to five years.

Congress mandated that the WtW grants program be evaluated. Under contract from the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
along with its subcontractors the Urban Institute and Support Services International, is
conducting the national evauation to document implementation of WtW programs and

employment and welfare outcomes for program participants. Thisis one of several reports based



on the results of the national evaluation, and presents the findings from the process and
implementation analysis.

The remainder of this chapter provides an overview of the WtW grants program and the
welfare reform context within which it has been implemented, the evaluation study design, and
the objectives of this report. Subsequent chapters describe the programs implemented in eleven
study sites in terms of ingtitutional arrangements, participant enrollment, WtW services, and

program models.

A. WtW OBJECTIVES AND FUNDING

The two-fold objective of the WtW grants program was to serve the hardest-to-employ and
help them obtain employment that could ultimately result in long-term economic independence.
Federal regulations specified that the objectives of the WtW grants program were to:

“Target hard-to-employ welfar e recipients, noncustodial parents, and other low
income parents;” and

“Facilitate the placement of eligible individualsinto employment opportunities
that will help them transition into lasting unsubsidized employment.”

Congress recognized that certain populations and certain high-poverty areas might require
higher investments of resources over a longer period of time than the regular welfare caseload.
Long-term services to achieve economic self-sufficiency were encouraged—beginning a job,
either subsidized or unsubsidized, was assumed to be just the first step. WtW funds were also to
target individuals in need of intensive services: long-term welfare recipients, high school
dropouts, substance abusers, and persons approaching their TANF time limits. In addition, WtW
programs could serve noncustodia parents with severe employment problems, regardless of their

legal child support status.



To address the employment and service needs of such a diverse target population, WtW
grants could fund a broad range of employment services. The types of program activities WtW
funds were intended to support included: (1) job creation through short-term public or private
sector wage subsidies; (2) onthe-job training; (3) job readiness programs; (4) job placement
services, (5) pre-employment vocational educational or job training; (6) post-employment
education or training; (7) vouchers for job readiness, job placement or post-placement services,
(8) community service or work experience; (9) job retention services;, and (10) supportive
services such as transportation or child care services, substance abuse treatment, and housing
assistance (if such services were rot otherwise available to the individual participants receiving
WIW services). The emphasis of WtW, though, was on employment rather than training or
education.

Congress authorized $3 billion for the WtW grants program—$1.5 billion in FY 1998 and
$1.5 billion in FY 1999—to help move welfare recipients into jobs, and included specific
provisions about how the WtW funds were to be distributed. About 5 percent of the funds were
set aside at the national level for Indian and Native American programs, for evaluation activities,
and for federal-level program administration. The rest was distributed through competitive and
formula-based grants. One-quarter of the grant funds was distributed competitively based on
applications submitted to DOL (these are referred to as competitive grants). The other three-
quarters of the federal WtW grant funds were allocated to states according to a formula based on
each state's share of the poverty population and number of adults on welfare.

A total of $2.5 hillion dollars in WtW grant funds was distributed by DOL in fiscal years
1998 and 1999: $2 billion was allocated by formula to states (formula grants), $472 million was

allocated competitively to grantees that submitted applications (competitive grants), and $12.8



million was distributed to 93 tribal program grantees. The rest of the funds appropriated by
Congress were devoted to national activities including evaluation and reporting. Governors
designated which state agency received and administered the formula funds. The state WtW
agency (usualy the state workforce development or employment/training department) then
distributed 85 percent of the grant to local Job Training and Partnership Act (JTPA) service
delivery areas (SDAS)/Private Industry Councils (PICs) (or to the newly established Workforce
Investment Boards established under the new Workforce Investment Act, which replaced JTPA),
according to the same formula used for alocation of funds to the states. Locally, competitive
grantees and SDAs (primarily as formula subgrantees) were responsible for program design,
administration, and service delivery.

While TANF is administered at the national level by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the WtW program is administered by the U.S. Department of Labor
(DOL)Y—Dbut still had to be implemented within the broader context of welfare reform. To
receive WtW formula funds, a state had to submit an amendment to its TANF plan to HHS and
DOL, explaining generally how the new funds would be used. The grant-funded programs were
expected to complement TANF services and programs as they existed in their local communities.
Achieving the primary objectives of the WtW grants programs—targeting welfare recipients
with the most serious difficulties and providing them with services intended to help them
succeed in the job market—required that programs understand the welfare policies and programs
in effect in their communities and establish reasonable arrangements for interacting with those

programs.



B. WtW IN THE CONTEXT OF WELFARE REFORM

The WtW grants and programs were to complement and supplement—but not duplicate—
state TANF funds and work programs. The federal TANF legidation enacted in 1996 solidified
a trend among states to replace the former welfare system under the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program, which was based primarily on income transfers and
benefit entitlements, with a work-based system of temporary public assistance. Welfare reform
has in fact changed the ration’s socia assistance system in terms of the focus on employment
and in severad other ways, which influenced how WtW grant-funded programs were
implemented.

First, states have substantial flexibility in implementing TANF, meaning 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. States also decide what types of work requirements are imposed o recipients and
which individuals are subject to work requirements within federal parameters. In contrast, the
WtW legidation includes very specific provisions about who is €ligible, and funds are
specificaly earmarked for employment services and cannot be used for cash assistance
payments. TANF recipients are the primary target group for WtW-funded services and they are
subject to state-determined policies, which means WtW programs and participants must
understand those policies.

Despite the flexibility states have, however, federal law specifies that federally funded
welfare payments can only be provided for a temporary period. More specifically, welfare is
intended to be a short-term step toward employment. Unlike the former AFDC program, TANF

provides short-term assistance only; individuals can receive federaly funded cash assistance for



just 60 months in their lifetime, and states can apply shorter time limits as well. Nearly al

recipients of federally funded TANF cash assistance are, therefore, subject to atime limit. Some
states, though, have decided to use state funds, rather than federal funds, to pay for some cash
benefits, which in effect extends the five-year time limit. A major intent of time-limited welfare
is to make clear to recipients and to welfare agencies that individuals are expected to work and
earn an income to support their families—welfare is to be just a temporary source of help.

Congress underscored the emphasis on work by requiring states to meet steadily increasing

requirements for the percentage of their TANF cases that must be engaged in unsubsidized
employment or work-related activities. States were to have 45 percent of their caseload in work
activitiesin fiscal year 2001 and 50 percent in 2002. Most state TANF policies, therefore, stress
job search activities and encourage or require recipients to find employment rapidly, rather than
provide education or training.

The legidative and program changes in welfare contributed to a dramatic decline in welfare
caseloads. The welfare rolls, which began to shrink in the mid-1990s, continued to decline after
the passage of PRWORA and the BBA. The number of cases receiving AFDC (and then TANF)
cash assistance decreased from 5.05 million in January 1994 to 2.10 million in September 2001.
According to much research, the caseload reduction is due to a combination of the continuing
strong nationa economy and the new welfare reform policies that have emphasized
employment.? The genera characteristics of all persons on welfare have not changed much.

However, as large numbers of recipients leave welfare for work, a greater share of those

1 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Change in TANF Caseloads (last update July 27, 2001) and Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families, Total Number of Families Fiscal Year 2001 (last update February 27, 2002) Administration on
Children and Families Web site, http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/news/stats/familiesL .htm, accessed April 1, 2002.

%For example, Geoffrey Wallace and Rebecca M. Blank, “What Goes Up Must Come Down? Explaining Recent Changes in
Public Assistance Caseloads,” in Economic Conditions and Welfare Reform, edited by Sheldon H. Danziger (Kalamazoo, MI:
Upjohn Institute), 1999.



remaining on TANF and subject to work requirements tend to have employment and personal
problems than was true before welfare reform, when those with serious problems were exempt
from work programs.

To better serve welfare recipients with the most serious barriers to employment, WtW
provides additional resources to help the most disadvantaged. Congress enacted the WtW grants
program to complement state welfare reform policies by concentrating additional resources on
parents who were particularly disadvantaged and likely to have the greatest difficulty finding and
holding a job. The BBA gave authority to DOL to administer the WtW grants program, and
local Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs) have primary operational responsibility. In effect, at
the local level, the job of moving welfare recipients into employment is very much shared by
human services agencies responsible for TANF and its work programs, and the workforce
development system with its responsibility for WtW grant programs.

Congress established eligibility criteria and spending rules for WtW grants to ensure that the
funds were used primarily for individuals who had specific disadvantages in the labor market.
As originadly enacted, the BBA required that WtW grantees spend at least 70 percent of their
grant funds on (1) long-term TANF recipients or recipients within a year of reaching a TANF
time limit, who also had two of three specific problems affecting employment prospects; or (2)
noncustodial parents of children in a long-term TANF case, who themselves faced two of the
three specified problems. The three problems specified in the origina language of the BBA were
(2) lack of a high school diploma or GED and low reading or math skills, (2) a substance abuse
problem, and (3) a poor work history. The remaining funds, no more than 30 percent of the

grant, could be spent on people who met less stringent criteriac TANF recipients (or noncustodial



parents of TANF children) who had characteristics associated with long-term welfare
dependence, such as being a school dropout or ateen parent, or having a poor work history.

As WtW grant programs were being implemented beginning in 1998, it became clear that the
combination of the strict digibility criteria and the “70-30" spending requirement were
contributing to slow enrollment. In response, Congress modified the WtW legislation in 1999 as
part of the fiscal year 2000 appropriations legislation for the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, Education, and related agencies. While the amendments left in place the
requirement that 70 percent of WtW funds be spent on a defined category of participants, they
broadened the population in two ways to make it easier for TANF recipients and noncustodial

parents to qualify for WtW services under the 70 percent category:

TANF Participants Qualified Simply by Being Long-Term Recipients. The
amendments removed the requirement that long-term TANF recipients exhibit additional

barriers to self-sufficiency, such as low skills, substance abuse, or a poor work history.

TANF recipients were eligible if they had received assistance for at least 30 months, were
within 12 months of reaching a time limit, or had exhausted their TANF benefits due to
time limits.

Noncustodial Parents Qualified Under Less Restrictive Rules. Noncustodial parents
were eligible if: (1) they were unemployed, underemployed, or were having difficulty
making child support payments; (2) their minor children were receiving or eligible for
TANF, or received TANF in the past year, or were eligible for or recelved assistance
under the Food Stamp, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, or Children’s Health
Insurance programs; and @) they made a commitment to establish paternity, pay child
support, and participate in services to improve their prospects for employment and paying
child support.

The definition of the 30 percent category was also broadened to include youth who have
received foster care, custodial parents (regardiess of TANF status) with income below the
poverty level, and TANF recipients who faced other barriers to self-sufficiency specified by the

local WIB.



C. OBJECTIVESAND DESIGN OF THE WtwW EVALUATION
The design of the evaluation includes four main components:

A Descriptive Assessment of All WtW Grantees, based on two surveys of all WitW
grantees nationwide to document the planning phase and early program operations.*

Process and I mplementation Analysis, based on exploratory visits to 22 local WtW-
grant funded programs, and more detailed analysis of programsin eleven study sites.®

Program Cost Analysis in nine of the eleven study sites, documenting the total
program costs and participant costs by service category and grantee site.

Participant Outcomes Analysis in nine of the eleven study sites, based on analysis
of longitudinal data on samples of individuals in programs, integrating information
from two follow- up surveys with administrative data on welfare receipt, employment,
and earnings.

Focus groups with individual participants were also conducted in all 11 study sites and
insights from those sessions contribute to al four components of the core evaluation.
Forthcoming reports will present comprehensive findings from the cost analysis and the
outcomes analysis, both of which utilize some information from the process and implementation
analysis, which is the subject of this report.

In addition to the four-part core evaluation, a special process and implementation study

focuses on tribal programs. It documents welfare and employment systems operated by

American Indian and Alaska Native WtW grantees, the supportive services they provide, and

% Originally the evaluation was to analyze individual net impacts and to analyze costs and benefits based on net impacts. As
discussed in subsequent chapters, enrollment proceeded more slowly and enrollment levels were lower than expected in the
programs. Demand for the program was not adequate to allow random assignment of participants to treatment and control
groups. Therevised design and data collection instruments for all components of the evaluation were submitted to the Office of
Management and Budget and received formal clearance.

4 For results from nationwide surveys of grantees see (1) Irma Perez-Johnson and Alan Hershey, Early Implementation of the
Welfare-to-Work Grants Program: Report to Congress. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., March 1999; and (2)
Irma Perez-Johnson, Alan Hershey, and Jeanne Bellotti, Further Progress, Persistent Constraints: Findings From a Second
Survey of the Welfareto-Work Grants Program. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research Inc., April 2000.

5 For results of the exploratory site visits, see Demetra Smith Nightingale, Terri Thompson, Nancy Pindus, Pamela Holcomb,
Edgar Lee, Jesse Valente, and John Trutko, Early Implementation of the Welfareto-Work Grants Programs: Findings from
Exploratory Ste Visits and Review of Program Plans. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, February 2000.



how these tribal grantees integrate funds from various sources to move members from welfare to

work.®

D. THE PROCESS ANALYSISAND OBJECTIVES OF THISREPORT

The genera purpose of the process and implementation anaysis is to describe the
components, services, structure, management, and operations of the programs funded with WtwW
grants in selected study sites. A complementary objective is to identify lessons from these
programs about how to implement programs and about strategies targeting hard-to-employ
populations. This report is based on (1) information collected through two rounds of site visits
and (2) data on participants and services from local programs administrative management
information systems.” The first round of site visits occurred in late 1999 and early 2000 and
focused on implementation issues, program structure, client flow, and program services. The
second round of site visitsin 2001 updated the status of the programs and their experiences.

Site visits provided the primary source of information to address the broad range of topicsin
the process and implementation analysis. Over 900 semi-structured interviews were conducted
with administrators and staff of grantee agencies and service providersin the eleven study sites.®
A general conceptua framework that included four domains was used to collect and analyze
information from the sites:

External Conditions. These are factors mostly outside the control of state and local

program administrators and staff, but which affect their programs. They include, for
example, federal legislation and regulations, funding levels and mechanisms, labor

6 Tribal reports released to date are: (1) Walter Hillabrandt and Mack Rhoades, Jr. The Evaluation of the Tribal Welfareto-Work
Program: Initial Lessons from Tribal Experience. Princeton, NJ. Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 2000; and (2) Walter
Hillabrandt, Mack Rhoades, Jr., Nancy Pindus, and John Trutko, The Evaluation of the Tribal Welfareto-Work Program: Initial
Implementation Findings. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 2001.

7 For results from the first round of visits, see Demetra Smith Nightingale, Program Sructure and Service Delivery in Eleven
Welfare-to-Work Grant Programs, Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, January 2001.

8 The study sites are presented in the following chapter.
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market conditions, sociodemographic characteristics of the target population, historic
experience and tradition with similar programs and policies, and politics and
priorities. Such factors influence how a state or locality structures a program and
allocates responsibilities among agencies and offices.

Program Structure and Management. This includes the organizationa structure,
such as the distribution of authority among state and substate jurisdictions, and
interagency or interprogram coordination. It also includes general management
policies and systems, such as contracting, performance systems, management
information and cost accounting systems, and cost-sharing arrangements. These
organizational and management factors in turn influence local operations.

Local Program Operations and Service Delivery. These include local dimensions
of the program, such as operationa systems, service delivery mechanisms, and client
flow. Also of interest are the types of services offered and how they are delivered
and experienced by participants, including approaches to client recruiting, intake,
assessment, assignment to activities, and case management. The dynamic interaction
between program structure and services and external conditions affects program
results.

Program Results. These include program:level performance and outcomes at an
aggregate level as well as individual outcomes at a participant level. Results and
performance, in turn, have a feedback effect on the program itself, in some cases
influencing management, organizational structure, and service delivery decisions to
improve results.

Data on program enrollment levels, characteristics, activities, and job placement were

obtained from administrative management information systems (MIS) from study sites. A

research file was created that compiled data on all individuals enrolled into programs from the

start of each program through April 2001 and documented each individual’s employment-rel ated

activities and entry into unsubsidized employment. Characteristics of participants in each site

were obtained from baseline information forms completed by program staff on samples of

enrollees for the evaluation.

The following chapters provide an overview and analysis of the study sites and the programs

that were operating in those sites as of mid-2001. Chapters Il through 1V focus on the key

features of these WtW grant-funded programs: institutional structure; participant enrollment; and

11



employment-related services and post-employment support. Chapter V describes the genera
program models operating in the sites, based on a synthesis of the program services information.
Chapter VI presents conclusions and policy implications. Summary information and brief

profiles of each of the study sites appear in the Appendix.
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[I. STUDY SITESAND INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

The U.S. Department of Labor distributed WtW funds to a range of grantees including
workforce investment boards, nonprofit organizations, colleges, and consortia of agencies or
organizations. In total, between 1998 and 1999, DOL awarded over 700 WtW grants to states,
local organizations, and tribal agencies. The formula grantees (i.e., state agencies) distributed
most of their grant funds to loca workforce investment boards (WIBs) according to a
congressionally established formula.  Competitive grantees (mostly local agencies and
organizations) and WIBS, in turn, typically subcontracted with many service providers. The dual
funding streams resulted in a system of diverse institutions and locally determined programs.

Not all programs received funding at the same time, and Congress allowed all grantees five
years from the time of their award in which to spend their funds. The earliest programs started
operations in late 1998, most began in 1999, and some did not enroll participants until later. At
the time of the second site visits for this evaluation (mid-2001), all grantees still had at least one
more year within which they could expend funds. Some programs in the study sites were till
enrolling individuals, while a few programs had ceased enrolling new participants but continued
to provide services to those already engaged.

The funding mechanism also resulted in a highly decentralized system. States were required
to pass funds down to local WIBs according to a federal formula. WIBSs, like most JTPA
administrative entities before WIA, contract with various service providers. And many
employment service organizations and institutions received direct WtW grants from DOL under
the competitive grants conponent. Most of the 11 grantees selected for this study used WtW
funds to support multiple programs, often operating in multiple locations, with varying

arrangements for coordination, especially with TANF agencies.
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A. STUDY SITES

In this report, a “study site” is defined as a WtW competitive grantee or a WIB/PIC, which is
a subgrantee of a state’s formula grantee, with some variants on this general definition. For
simplicity, both grantees and subgrantees are referred to as grantees, recognizing that they have
similar administrative responsibility for the grant-funded programs.

Eleven WtW grantees were selected for the in-depth component of the evaluation (Table
11.1). While grantees were selected to represent a range of characteristics, circumstances across
these 11 programs are not necessarily representative of the universe of WtW grantees, but they
were purposively selected to achieve diversity in terms of:

Geography—urban and rural locations
Type of WtW grant funding—competitive, formula, discretionary

Type of grantee host agency—private industry council/WIB, community-based
nonprofit organization

Past experience and success serving welfare recipients
Loca economic conditions
Target populations served

Type of program mode, including sites with potentially innovative approaches and
sites with more typical strategies.

The process analysis focused on one or more programs operating in each study site and
funded fully or mainly by one or more WtW grants. In five of the study sites, the grantee agency
received both formula and competitive WtW grant funds, two received competitive grants only,
and two had formula funds only. The fina two study sites had WtW funds plus supplemental

funds from other sources—the Wisconsin Department of Corrections contributed funds to the
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TABLE I1.1

WtW EVALUATION IN-DEPTH STUDY SITES

Study Site Host/Grantee Agency Name of the WtW Funding for the Program
Program
Boston, Office of Jobs and Community Employer- Formula Grant FY 1998, $11.3 million
Massachusetts | Service in the Boston Economic | Sponsored FY 1999
Development and Industrid Programs
Corporation
Chicago, Mayor’s Office of Workforce Welfare-to-Work Formula Grant FY 1998, $52 million
Ilinois Development Program FY 1999
Competitive Grant Round 1 | $3 million
Competitive Grant Round 2 | $5 million
Fort Worth, Tarrant County Workforce Welfare-to-Work Formula Grant FY 1998, $4 million
Texas Development Board (a.k.a. Work | Program FY 1999
Advantage) Competitive Grant Round 2 | $3.2 million
Southeastern | River Valley Resources, Inc. Welfareto-Work Formula Grant FY 1998, $2 million
Indiana (19- Program FY 1999
county ared) Competitive Grant Round 1 | $5 million
Milwaukee, Wisconsin Dept. of Corrections, | Nontraditional Formula Funds (state’'s $1.1 million
Wisconsin Division of Community Opportunities for 15%)
Corrections for Region 3 Work (NOW) DOC Funds $0.8 million
(Milwaukee County) Program
Nashville, Nashville Career Advancement Nashville Works/ Formula Grant FY 1998, $2.6 million
Tennessee Center Pathways Program | FY 1999 (withdrawn)®
Competitive Grant Round 2 | $4.2 million
Philadelphia, | Transitional Work Corporation Phil@Work Formula Grant FY 1998, $15.8 million
Pennsylvania Program FY 1999
Competitive Grant $4.3 million
Formula Funds (state’s
15%) $2.3 million
Pew Charitable Trust Grant
Phoenix, City of Phoenix Human Services | Employment and Competitive Grant $5 million
Arizona Dept., Employment and Training | Respect Now State Formula Grant $0.95 million
Division (EARN) Alliance FY 1998
West Virginia | Human Resources Development | Comprehensive Competitive Grant Round 2 | $4.9 million
(29-county Foundation Employment
areq) Program
Yakima, Tri-Valley Private Industry Welfareto-Work Formula Grant FY 1998, $5.8 million
Washington Council (1999) Program FY 1999
Tri-County Workforce Formula Funds (state’s $0.6 million
Development Council (2000) 15%)
Baltimore Johns Hopkins University, Career Transcript Multi-site Competitive $5 million for
County, MD; | Ingtitute for Policy Studies, System (CTYS) Grant Round 2 8 sites (3 are
St. Lucie, FL; | SCANS2000 included in
Long Beach, the
CA evaluation

Source: Review of grantee applications and information as reported by program administrators during research site
visitsin 1999, 2000, and 2001.

° Funds were returned to the federal government dueto alack of state matching funds.
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Milwaukee NOW program for noncustodial fathers on probation or parole, and the Pew
Charitable Trust provided funding to the Philadelphia Transitional Work Corporation’s
Phil@Work program. Program funding levels for the multi-year WtW grants initiatives in the
study sites ranged from $1 million to $2 million (Milwaukee and each of the JHU programs) to
over $50 million (Chicago).

Two study sites have arrangements and/or funding structures that make them unique from the
others. The Philadelphia- TWC Phil@Work program is unique in several respects. It is funded
primarily by a philanthropic foundation. The local WIB contributes some WtW funds to the
program, as does the state TANF agency, but TWC is not a direct WtW grantee. TWC's
program is also just one of a constellation of work programs for welfare recipients operating in
Philadelphia.  The process analysis component of the evaluation focuses only on Phil@Work
because it represents a large-scale subsidized transitional employment model, and is included as
an example of a discrete program with that model.

In contrast, Chicago is the largest site included in this study, with over $50 million in WtW
grants, about 9,000 participants, and a large number of contractors operating separate programs.
The Mayor’'s Office of Workforce Development is the WIB for the city and, therefore,
administers the WtW formula grant. The WIB aso received two WtW competitive grants.
These WtW grant funds are used to support many contracts, including 19 program service
providers. In this report, the 19 separate WtW-funded service contractors in Chicago are

grouped into four categories, which generally describe the type of program operating: Immediate

16



Job Placement Programs, Temporary Employment Programs, Business and Industry

Partnerships, and Supportive Work/Paid Work Experience Programs.°

B. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

A central feature of the WtW grants program is that, while the grants are to target services to
welfare recipients, the funds flow primarily through the workforce system, not through the
welfare system. This does not mean, however, that WIBs operate the programs nor does it mean
that the WtW programs necessarily operate totally separate from TANF work programs. In the
study sites, WIBs generally contracted with other entities for service delivery as required by the
WIA legidlation, particularly nonprofit organizations, and chose also to contract for WtW-grant
funded services. In addition, most of the WtW grantee agencies, particularly those that are
WIBs, had a pre-existing role in TANF, usually providing work-related services under contract.

Workforce investment boards are the most common administrative entity for WtwW
grants and they generally subcontract to other agencies. Nationwide, workforce agencies are
the most common loca administrative entity for WtW grants because, according to the
legidation, WIBs receive most of the state’s formula grant funding and also because many
applied for competitive grants. Therefore, in most (seven) of the study sites, the WtW grant(s)
(or formula-funded subgrants from the state) are administered through the same agency that
administers WIA (and formerly JTPA) (Table11.2). Since it was very common under JTPA, and
generaly required under WIA, to contract for service delivery, WIBs generaly also chose to

subcontract for WtW service ddlivery.

10 The service providersin each of these four categories are listed in Appendix A.
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TABLE 11.2

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION ADMINISTERING THE WtW GRANT, BY STUDY SITE

Type of Organization

Study Site Host/Grantee Agency SDA/ Nonprofit | Public | Educational
PIC/WIB Agency Institution
Boston, Office of Jobs and Community X X
Massachusetts Service (JCS) in the Boston
Economic Development and
Industrial Corporation (EDIC)
Chicago, Illinois Mayor’s Office of Workforce X X
Development
Indiana (19- River Valey Resources, Inc. X X
county area)
Fort Worth, Texas | Tarrant County Workforce X X
Development Board (a.k.a
Work Advantage)
Milwaukee, Wisconsin Department of X
Wisconsin Corrections, Division of
Community Corrections for
Region 3 (Milwaukee County)
Nashville, Nashville Career Advancement X X
Tennessee Center
Philadel phia, Transitional Work Corporation, X
Pennsylvania Phil@Work
Phoenix, Arizona | City of Phoenix Human X X
Services Department,
Employment and Training
Division
West Virginia(29- | Human Resources X
county area) Development Foundation
Y akima, Tri-Vdley Private Industry X X
Washington Council
Baltimore County, | Johns Hopkins University, X
Maryland; St. Ingtitute for Policy Studies,
Lucie County, SCANS2000
Florida; Long
Beach, Cdifornia

Source: Process Analysissite visits.
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Even in sites where WtW is administered by nonWIB entities, there are many
subcontractors.  With the exception of the two rural study sites, WiW grantees rely on
subcontracts with outside entities to provide direct services, either through distinct and separate
programs or as part of a grantee-designed program. This includes the JHU-CTS program, which
contracts with six community colleges around the nation, three of which are included in the
evaluation. In addition, in both Chicago and Fort Worth, the grantee agency funds distinct
programs operated by service providers selected through a competitive bidding process. In other
study sites, such as Boston, the grantee contracts with various service providers to implement a
fairly standardized program model developed by the grantee agency, but with variations
reflecting the service provider’s expertise, characteristics of the participant groups, and the hiring
and business practices of the employer partner.

In addition to contracting to operate entire programs, grantees often also issue contracts for
gpecia services or activities that are intended to support multiple WtW programs or offer
services available to participants in any program. In Chicago, for example, participants from any
WitW-funded program can obtain tax and financial counseling from one contractor—the Center
for Law and Human Services—and establish Individual Development Accounts with another
contractor—Shorebank, a community development bank.'! Broader systemwide capacity
development contracts operate in Fort Worth, where there are special contracts for developing
licensed family day care providers, public marketing campaigns, a client tracking data system,
and the Employment Project, which makes telephone voice mail available for WtW participants.

Many WtW grantees fund multiple programs, often operating in multiple locations.

Grantees in the study sites rarely used WtW funds to operate one single program. Instead, there

M WtW funds are used to match participants own deposits to an IDA ($2 for every $1 deposited). IDAs can be used for adown
payment for a home, education, or starting a small business.
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isawide range of programmatic arrangements and usually multiple and independently operating
contracted programs (Table 11.3). The result is that across the 11 study sites, there are actually
over 30 fairly distinct programs operating in over 90 separate locations or offices (Appendix A).

Among the study sites, only Philadelphia-TWC operates one single program in one central
office. Many public and nonprofit agencies in Philadelphia are used extensively as work-site
sponsors, and participants are referred to various agencies for special services, but the program
itself is centrally operated and administered by TWC.

Other study grantees subcontract with other service providers to either deliver some services
or specific components or to operate entirely separate programs. Both of the grantee agenciesin
Milwaukee and Phoenix developed a general program model and early services are provided to
participants by in-house staff, with subcontractor organizations providing additional services. A
different approach adopted by some grantees was to develop one standard program and
implement it through the grantee agency’s field office system. The program is overseen by the
central agency, but operates in multiple locations, usually with some service delivery variations.
In both the Indiana-RVR and West VirginiasHRDF grantee sites, for example, there are multiple
local offices of the grantee agency that serve large geographic areas. The RVR WtW program
operates through 19 county offices in Indiana, and the HRDF WtW program in West Virginia
operates through six district offices that serve 29 countiesin all.

Somewhat similarly, the JHU, Boston, and Nashville programs were designed by the grantee
agency and then contractors were selected to operate the program. The JHU-CTS program, for
example, was designed and centrally developed at JHU’s SCANS2000 Center in Baltimore, but
operates in eight communities around the country, where the program is administered by local

community colleges under subcontract from JHU (three of the community college programs are

20



TABLE I11.3

STUDY GRANTEES APPROACHESTO STRUCTURING WtW PROGRAMS

Study Standardized Program Standardized Program/ Multiple
Site/Grantee Multiple L ocations Separate
Programs
Operated by
Subcontractors
I n-house I n-house Field Offices | Subcontractor
Services, Servicesand Service
Single Subcontractor Operators
L ocation Services
Boston X
Chicago X
Fort Worth X
Indiana-RVR X
Milwaukee X
DOC
Nashville X
Philadelphia- X
TWC
Phoenix X
West Virginia- X
HRDF
Yakima X
JHU-CTS X

Source: Process Analysis site visits.
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included in the evaluation). There are some operational variations when this subcontractor
approach is used, reflecting provider refinements and adaptations. In Boston, for instance, the
employer partnership programs “partner” one or more employers with a nonprofit service
organization to provide occupation-specific employment services. The 11 contracted programs
follow the same general parameters, but each is somewhat unique based on modifications made
by the employer and CBO involved.

Finally, some grantees issued subcontracts to fund separate and distinct programs. Both the
Chicago and Fort Worth workforce agencies, for example, fund multiple programs with their
WItW competitive and formula funds. Each contractor designed their own programs and each
program operates independently. There are 19 separate programs in Chicago and five in Fort
Worth.

A significant feature of the WtW grant program is the extensive role of nonprofit,
community-based organizations (CBOs) (Appendix A). Many of the WtW subcontractors in
the study sites are nonprofit organizations. The primary way CBOs are involved is as direct
program operators serving particular population groups, especially those often considered hard-
to-employ. In Chicago, for example, al but two of the 19 separate and distinct program
operators with WtW subcontracts from the Mayor’s Office of Workforce Development are
nonprofit organizations (the other two are for-profit companies), including some that specialize
in services to persons with disabilities, or to the homeless, or to persons with limited English
gpeaking skills. Similarly, the Fort Worth grantee, the Tarrant County Workforce Development
Board, also funds five distinct programs with WtW grants, and al five are operated under

subcontract by CBOs, including the Night Shelter and the Women's Center. In both of these
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study sites, the nonprofit organizations target their programs to particular population groups with
specia needs with which the CBOs have institutional experience.

A second way CBOs are involved is as case management specialists, drawing upon their
ingtitutional social services experience. For example, in Boston, the WIA agency uses formula
grants to fund the 11 employer partnership programs. The employer partners help develop the
employment preparation strategy, lead some instructional workshops and classes, and make a
commitment to hire individuals who complete the program. The CBO partner provides case
management services and personal counseling, leads workshops on family and personal issues,
and provides long-term follow- up and post-employment services.

Nonprofit organizations have also developed consortia or collaboratives to operate WtW-
funded programs. In Nashville, for example, three separate nonprofit collaboratives (ranging
from two to five CBOs) have contracts to operate the WtW-funded Pathways Program. And in
Yakima, a collaborative between the Opportunities Industrialization Corporation (OIC) and
Y outhbuild operates a special program with resources from WtW and AmeriCorps.

In addition, several of the grantee agencies in the 11 study sites are themselves nonprofit
organizations. RVR in Indianais the administrative entity for two WIBs, meaning it administers
the formula grants, and also receives a competitive grant directly. HRDF is a maor nonprofit
service provider in rural West Virginia that has been operating for many years, and TWC in
Philadelphia is a newly established nonprofit service organization.

Employers are key partnersin many of the WtW programsin the study sites. Employer
partnerships are the centerpiece of some of the programs in the study sites. Employers can play
an important role in program design and service delivery as well as eventualy hiring WtW

participants. In some sites, employers are aso directly involved in service delivery. For
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example, in Boston, over a dozen businesses, including banks, hotels, retail stores, and large
health care providers, have partnered with nonprofit organizations to design and staff pre-
employment preparation components. In Chicago, Pyramid Partnership specializes in providing
employer-driven training, partnering with employers such as Hyatt-HMS-Host, TJX (which
includes TIMaxx and Marshalls), Bank of America, TCF Bank, and House of Blues Hotel.

WtW grant programs and agencies often have operational rolesin TANF, even though
they do not have formal admistrative responsibility for TANF. In the study sites, most of the
WItW grant agencies typically had extensive formal interaction with TANF agencies and TANF
work programs even prior to WtW. Specifically, the workforce agencies, even before WtW, have
been involved in TANF work programs (and formerly the AFDC-JOBS program) (Table 11.4).
Many TANF agencies, usualy at the state level, contract out all or part of their TANF work
program. WIBs, like JTPA agencies before WIA, are mgjor contractors in many states. In some
of the study sites, such as Nashville, Fhoenix, and Fort Worth, the workforce agency has a
contract from the TANF agency to operate the TANF work program, meaning that TANF cash
assistance recipients, particularly those subject to a work requirement, are enrolled in the TANF
work program operated by the WIB. RVR in Indiana, which is the administrative entity for two
WIBS, is aso the TANF work program in some, but not al, counties in which it has offices. In
study sites where the grantee is also the TANF work program operator, there is a close service
delivery connection between TANF work and WtW programs because both are operated by the
WIB.

Even in the study sites where the grantee agency has no formal pre-existing TANF role, there
are interagency arrangements between the two agencies specifically for Wtw, and the WtwW

grantee often has other indirect linksto TANF. InYakima and Chicago, for example, while the
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TABLE I11.4

ROLE OF WtW GRANTEE AGENCY IN TANF PROGRAM, BY STUDY SITE

College (FL); Long Beach
Community Coll

WtwW WtwW WtW Grantee
Study Site WtW Grantee Agency Grantee Grantee Agency hasno
Agency (as Agency is Formal TANF
WIB) Also alsoa TANF | Responsibility, but
Administers Work I nteragency
the TANF Program Agreements for
Work Service W1tW and Indirect
Program Contractor LinksExist
Boston, Office of Jobs and Community
M assachusetts Service (JCS) in the Boston X
Economic Development and
Industrial Corporation (EDIC)
Chicago, Illinois Mayor’s Office of Workforce X
Development
Fort Worth, Texas | Tarrant County Workforce
Development Board (a.k.a. Work X
Advantage)
Indiana (19- River Valley Resources, Inc. X (8 counties) X (11 counties) I
county area)
Milwaukee, Wisconsin Department of
Wisconsin Corrections, Division of X
Community Corrections for
Region 3
Nashville, Nashville Career Advancement X
Tennessee Center
Philadel phia, Philadel phia Workforce
Pennsylvania Development Corporation and X X
Transitional Work Corp., (PWDC) (TWC)
Phil@Work Program
Phoenix, Arizona | City of Phoenix Human Services
Department, Employment and X
Training Division
West Virginia Human Resources Development X
(29-county area) Foundation
Y akima, Tri-Valley Private Industry X
Washington Council
Baltimore County | Johns Hopkins University,
MD, Institute for Policy Studies,
St. Lucie County [ SCANS2000; with Community X X
FL, Long Beach, College of Baltimore County (FL) (MD, CA)
CA (MD), Indian River Community

Source: Process Analysis site visits.
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WIB/WtW grantees have no formal contract from TANF, mainly because they do not provide
direct services, many of the service providers in the community have contracts from both the
WIB and TANF, meaning that some programs blend funds from TANF, WtW, WIA, and other
sources (such as the Wagner-Peyser Act which funds the Employment Service).

Similarly, in Milwaukee DOC and West VirginiaeHRDF, while there is no formal role for the
WItW grantee agency in TANF, both have interagency arrangements for implementing WtwW and
interact operationally with TANF. HRDF had previously been a JOBS contractor in large parts
of West Virginia, and even though it is not currently a TANF work program contractor, staff
from the two agencies maintain close working relationships. In Milwaukee, the DOC grant—
funded program contracts with the Wisconsin Works (W-2) agencies, the primary organization in

the state’ s welfare program.
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1. PARTICIPANT ENROLLMENT

The WtW grants program is intended to help the least employable and most disadvantaged
welfare recipients and noncustodial parents (NCPs) make the transition from welfare to work.
The legidation placed particular emphasis on serving individuals facing the most difficult
barriers to employment, including persons who have dropped out of high school, have low
reading or math skills, have limited work experience, have been dependent on welfare for long
periods, or have substance abuse and mental health problems. Targeting and enrollment were
perhaps the most difficult early issues programs encountered in implementing WtW. The strict
eligibility criteria included in the legidation required grantees to devote considerable effort to
identify eligible persons and verify eligibility. When enrollment proceeded more slowly than
expected in al the study sites, each program adopted strategies to increase their participation
levels. Despite the enrollment challenges, however, programs in the study sites eventually
approached their planned participation levels!? and targeted populations generally considered to

have serious barriers to employment.

A. TARGETING
WItW grantees were instructed by Congress to serve welfare recipients and other low-income
parents who are the most disadvantaged. Grantees in the study sites generally met this challenge

by targeting the hard-to-employ within the TANF population, although several programs focused

12Surve-ys of all grantees nationwide in 1999 also found that in during the first year, enrollment levels were below planned
levels and that a year later the pace of enrollment had increased. See Irma Perez-Johnson and Alan Hershey, Early
Implementation of the Welfare to-Work Grants Program: Report to Congress, Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc, March 1999; and Irma Perez-Johnson, Alan Hershey, and Jeanne Bellotti, Further Progress, Persistent Constraints:
Findings from a Second Survey of the Welfareto-Work Grants Program, Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
April 2000.
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on specific WtW-eligible subgroups within TANF. While the 1999 amendments allow WtW
programs to also serve non TANF lowincome parents, study grantees rarely did. Although
some administrators and staff expressed interest in expanding their population, they generally
noted that they had to focus more on improving their enroliment of TANF recipients, especially
those who met the 70 percent criteria. If they could obtain a high enough level of “70 percent”
participants, th