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MR. BLOOM:  I guess we should start.  Can everybody hear me, first thing?  Okay.  Does everybody have a copy of a set of handouts that looks like this?  Okay.  There are also a number of publications up here, as Don said, and if we run out I have a sign-up sheet for people to get more, so do that before you leave. 



I'm Dan Bloom from MDRC.  This is Don Winstead from Florida, and that's Roy Haupt from Vermont.  And I think the way we're going to do this is I'm going to start off because I'm working on both of these studies on the MDRC end.  I'm going to start off and sort of describe, give you an overview of what these two programs look like and then talk about the results to date from the two studies.  



And then turn it over to Don and Roy to sort of give their perspective on the results, maybe talk about any additional data they've got and then talk perhaps about how the results have been used in the state over the last few years.  So I think that's the way we'll handle it.  



I'm going to do these in alphabetical order by state, so there was nothing -- there was no judgment involved in this at all.  Florida first.  And I should say that if you ever want to experience sort of a culture shock and remember that we live in a very diverse country, you should travel from Burlington, Vermont, to Pensacola, Florida, on consecutive days to do field research.  It's not just the weather that's different.  



The first handout gives you an overview of Florida's family transition program, and I -- Howard Ralston may have covered a little bit of this before.  I'm sorry if I repeat.  I actually didn't hear his whole presentation.  



This program was implemented in May 1994 in Escambia County, which is in the Florida panhandle, a mid-sized county that includes the city of Pensacola.  The initial welfare caseload in the county when this demonstration started was about 6,600; now it's actually below 2500.  Florida's statewide TANF program which is called "WAGES," which was implemented in 1996, incorporates many features of FTP, so this was a one-county pilot but then later many of its features were included in the statewide welfare reform.  



The next handout gives you the key features of FTP.  The program is probably sort of best known for its time limit, but it's actually a package of a lot of different policy changes.  The time limit itself is 24 -- I sort of shortened it here by saying it was 24 months for most recipients and 36 months for the most disadvantaged.  It's actually 24 months in any 60-month period for most recipients, and 36 months in any 72-month period for certain groups, corresponding, I guess, roughly to the target groups under the old JOBS
 program that have the longer time limit.  



The program also has an earned income disregard which is quite generous, although on a fairly low -- base of a fairly low welfare grant.  Extended transitional child care and a number of other changes in welfare rules such as asset limits.  Quite extensive employment and training activities and offerings and social services, a wide variety of social services.  As I'll talk about in a minute, quite low client/staff ratios.  And then a series of what they call "parental responsibility mandates," things like a learn fair requirement, an immunization requirement, and a number of those features.  So all of that is this package that's called FTP.  



The next handout talks about the evaluation.  This is a standard random assignment design where the program group which we call the "FTP group" is subject to the program I just described, and the AFDC group is subject to the old welfare rules, which essentially include the JOBS program in Florida which was called "Project Independence."



Our analysis so far -- and this is important to remember.  Our analysis has so far and probably will always focus on an early enrolling sample, the first few thousand people who entered this program, and there are some complicated reasons for that I can talk about later.  But it has implications for the results.  



The main data sources as in most of these studies are administrative records plus in this case two fairly large surveys, and then, as of now, we have three years of follow-up data available.  That's what's included in the report that most of you probably have, the executive summary of the FTP report.  That's three years of follow-up data.  The final report in this study will be next year, and we'll have four years of data by that point.  



So a little bit about the program's implementation.  This was -- this has been a very -- a service rich program.  I think this is not a typical welfare to work program.  Few examples:  within the offices of the family transition program there are onsite nurses, there are onsite mental health counselors, there are child care counselors onsite.  



Workers have caseloads of 30 to 35 per worker.  That's a worker who is both an eligibility worker and also has broader responsibilities as a case manager, but then clients also have a separate employment and training worker who -- you know, what used to be called a "jobs worker," who works very closely with the case manager and actually in many cases sits right near them physically so that they can work very closely together.  



When we did a survey two years after people entered the study, we asked -- there were a number of questions, but I'll just pick out one.  We said, "Do you agree or disagree with the statement, 'Staff took the time to get to know me and my particular situation'"?  Seventy-three percent of the people in the program group agreed or strongly agreed, compared to forty-two percent of the people in AFDC group.  So it had big effects on the way people's -- on people's sort of day-to-day experiences in the welfare system.  FTP looked a lot different than traditional welfare.  



A large increase in participation rates in employment and training activities.  Seventy-two percent of the FTP group participated in at least one activity in two years after entering the program versus about forty or forty-five percent of the control group.  The other thing to understand is that for the cohort that we're doing the analysis on, this was not particularly a work first program.  There was actually a relatively strong emphasis on education and training.



Of the people in the FTP program who participated in an employment activity, seventy percent did either an education or training activity.  Now, many also did a job search activity, but there was not necessarily a work first focus initially in this program, and that's another important thing to keep in the back of your mind.  



The program had intensive and vigorously enforced mandates.  People were required to do many, many activities, and staff, as I said, had low caseloads and were actually able to monitor what people were doing and kept very careful track of them.  There was a pretty high sanctioning rate; about a third of the people in the FTP group were sanctioned at one point.  This is a sanction under the old JOBS rules where the adult was removed from the case but not the ‑- the case wasn't entirely closed.  But a fairly high sanctioning rate.  



The program again I think assisted by the low caseloads was generally successful at communicating its message.  When we surveyed people and asked them if they knew about the various rules that applied to them, we got very high percentages in the FTP group.  For example, 90 percent knew they were subject to a time limit, and almost all of them knew the right length of their time limit.  



But the message that was transmitted, especially to these early enrollees, was not necessarily a message that said, "Leave welfare as fast as you can and save up these months for a rainy day."  We asked people whether workers told them to use your time on welfare to get education and training versus asking them to save -- you know, leave welfare quickly and save up their months.  And a much higher fraction said that they thought the staff had told them to use their time to get education and training, so yet another thing to keep in mind about this program.  It was not necessarily trying to get people off welfare as quickly as possible.  



There were some important changes over time in the message and service strategy of the program.  It became much more employment focused over time.  I think the message of trying to save your months became more and more prominent over time, but the cohort that we've looked at I think sort of got -- didn't get as strong as an employment focused message.  They got probably a little stronger -- a message that focused a little more strongly on human capital building and, you know, it depends on how long they stayed on welfare, obviously. 



The next handout talks a little bit about the time limit, which is the first question I always get about this program.  But the thing that I think many people don't understand is that very few people in the FTP group have actually reached the time limit.  Very few.  Just a couple of numbers at the top there.  We measured -- we tracked people for 42 months after entering this study, and at the end of 42 months, only 16 percent of the people with the 24-month time limit had actually used up 24 months of welfare, and only 23 percent of the more disadvantaged people with the 36-month time limit had actually received 36 months of welfare.  So a large majority still had time left on their clocks even 42 months after entering the program.



Of the small group that did receive either 24 or 36, about a third of those actually didn't technically reach the time limit because some of their months didn't count.  Now, usually that happened because they had been granted a temporary medical exemption that, for a certain period of time, shut off their clock.  Some of the people also moved to another place in Florida that didn't have a family transition program initially, and so other counties were not able to keep their clocks running.  But for the most part that was medical exemptions.  



And then the other thing to know is although the number of people who've reached the time limit has been small -- there were only 223 as of the middle of 1998 -- almost all of them had their grant entirely canceled at the point they reached the time limit.  This was -- there were very few exceptions.  



Very, very small number of extensions were granted, and a small number -- I think eight people -- have had the children's portion of their grant continued and diverted to a protective payee because it was determined that canceling the entire grant would put the children at risk of foster care placement.  So that exception exists, but it's not used very often.  So almost everyone has their grants canceled, although very few reach the time limit.  



Okay, about the impacts.  This is really a two-part story.  I think this is the thing that Howard's presentation couldn't get into as much.  It's sort of like what impacts look over time -- look like over time.  And this is really a two-part story.  



The first two years of the follow-up period are what you could call the "pre-time limit period."  This is the period before anyone could have reached the time limit because the shortest time limit is 24 months.  In that period really the impact of the program was more people were working, but there weren't fewer people on welfare.  So essentially what the program did is it increased the percentage of people who were doing both, mixing work and welfare.  That has a lot to do I think with the earned income disregard because people in the FTP group when they found a job were more likely to stay on welfare than people in the AFDC group who didn't have the access to the generous disregard.  



Then the pattern changes very abruptly at year three.  People start to reach the time limit at the end of year two; although I said the numbers weren't large there still were some.  And the pattern changes very abruptly.  In year three you have a large decrease in public assistance -- and I'll give you the numbers in a second -- continued employment and earnings gains, and what you actually have is that the gains in earnings for the FTP group offset the losses in public assistance, and the FTP group has more total income overall on average in year three, which is a result that you don't often find in welfare to work programs.  



Back in the old days before there were things like earned income disregards, you often had a result where program group members worked more but actually didn't have more income.  They just traded a dollar of welfare for a dollar of earnings and came out sort of even with the control group.  So far in FTP they actually have come out ahead.  



And then there's an emerging sort of subgroup story, and I'll leave that mysterious until I get to it, just to keep you on your toes.  



The next chart just illustrates some of what I was just talking about.  You see the top graph.  This is the percent of people in the two groups who are receiving welfare in each quarter after entering the program.  And what you see is that the two lines for the FTP group and the AFDC group are right on top of each other until quarter eight, and eight times three is twenty-four.  That's 24 months after people entered the program, that's when people started to reach the time limit, that's when the lines start to diverge.  



I just want to say a couple of things about this.  First is just to point out -- and it will be clearer when I show you some of the numbers -- how quickly the control group is going off welfare.  And this in theory has nothing to do with FTP, so the program had a sort of difficult hurdle to overcome in a sense because the control group was leaving so quickly.  In order to have an impact on that you'd have to have people in the experimental group leaving remarkably quickly.  



The other thing is that the fact that these two lines are sitting on top of each other for two years could be taken to mean that time limits don't induce people to leave welfare more quickly, because if they did you would presumably see the FTP group below the control group even before anyone got to the time limit.  You'd see people leaving to bank some of their months, and that's not happening.  



But you need to keep in mind a couple of things I said before.  Number one, this program didn't really send that message very strongly that you were supposed to leave as quickly as you could.  In effect it told many people in many cases that they should be building their skills and staying on welfare for a little while.  The other thing is this program has a big earned income disregard, and usually what you would expect with a disregard is you would expect to see the program group on welfare more than the control group because they're allowed to keep their benefits when they go to work.  And, in fact, you don't really see that here.  



So one thing that may be going on is that certain features of this program are keeping people on welfare longer, and other features of it are getting people to leave welfare faster, and on average it's all canceling out and the two groups sort of look the same.  That's my best guess about what's going on, although I can't -- it's a little hard to prove that.  But that's what I think is happening.  



And then the bottom graph I just included to show you that the average earnings for the FTP group have been higher all throughout the entire follow-up period.  



Where am I now?  Okay.  Next, just to show you some of the numbers.  This is the latest published information that we have.  It's a summary of impacts in the last quarter of year three, so this is the very -- the last quarter that we've got data published for right now.  I just want to point out a couple of things.  



If you look at the second panel, "Ever Received Cash Assistance," there are two numbers to me that are pretty remarkable.  Number one is only 28 percent of the control group is actually receiving welfare three years after random assignment, which is lower than I think I've seen in almost any study before.  Nonetheless, the number for the FTP group, which is called the "Program Group" in this mislabeled table, is substantially lower, actually a third lower, so only 18.6 percent of the FTP group is left on welfare at the end of three years.  



And in terms of the amount of benefits received -- and remember these numbers are divided over everybody in the program group and everybody in the control group, including the people who weren't on welfare -- translates into a 44 percent decline in the amount of cash assistance that was being paid out, which is very large as well.  This is mostly due to the fact that people had their welfare grants canceled at the time limit.  That's mostly what happened, 'cause you saw that until people got to the time limit the percent receiving benefits was more or less the same for the two groups.  It's not totally due to that, but that's mostly what it's due to.  



And then if you look down at the bottom row, we added up the average income people had in that quarter from earnings, AFDC, TANF, and food stamps, and you see that it's higher for the program group on average.  And that doesn't count -- that is not a full measure of family income.  People have lots of income from other sources.  They could be living with someone else who's working.  They could have child support.  None of those things are measured here.  But, nonetheless, from what we can measure from the administrative data, the FTP group has higher income on average.  



Now, here's the really complicated one.  This is the next figure that has lots and lots of bars.  So I'm going to try to make this simple by just focusing on the upper left-hand panel and the lower right-hand panel.  The upper left-hand panel is people who had a high school diploma or GED when they came into this program and had had recent work experience, so in some ways it's probably -- by some measures the most job ready group.  



And if you look all the way over to the right-hand set of bars, you see a couple of things.  The FTP group's total bar, which adds together their income from earnings and welfare and food stamps, is substantially higher than the control group.  They have higher income and that's driven by substantially higher earnings.  That's the white part of the bar.  So the program had a big effect on earnings for this group that far outweighed the reductions in welfare for that group and they ended up with substantially higher income.  



Then flip down to the bottom, the bottom right.  This is the mirror image group.  This is the group that had no diploma and no recent work experience.  Flip all the way -- look all the way over to the right and you see actually the AFDC group's -- the height of their bar overall is higher.  They have higher income than the FTP group, and the earnings are basically indistinguishable.  The program didn't increase earnings for that group and has decreased income.  So -- and we are not exactly sure why that happened.  



It's not -- the FTP group and this subgroup actually have lower income than the AFDC group even before anybody started to reach the time limit.  So this is not just a story of people having their grants canceled.  It was going on even in the first two years.  And I don't know to what extent it had to do with -- it could have had something to do with sanctioning.  It could have had to do with some other feature of the program that was causing people to leave welfare.  



But that's an emerging subgroup story that we want to keep a close look at next year because in year four many of the people in this bottom right-hand corner will have reached their three-year time limit.  And so it will be very interesting to see what happens in the final year of the follow-up period.  



The only thing I'll add about FTP is that we've also got a survey going on of people who've reached the time limit.  There are about -- a group of about 60 of them and we're doing in-depth interviews with them roughly every six months after they have their benefits canceled, so at six months, twelve months, and eighteen months later.  And I can talk about that later if people are interested.  The results are very short term so far, so I really haven't talked about them today, but we'll have much more later. 



Maybe I should pause and see if there are questions about Florida just in terms of getting the results straight before I turn to Vermont.  



VOICE:  Page ten of (inaudible) is a chart showing (inaudible) FTP participants were earning less.  Is there -- was the training only considered a work activity?  In other words, if (inaudible) training programs?  



MR. BLOOM:  Are you talking about the lower right-hand group?  



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  Well, I mean, they are -- they have lower earnings, but they have lower welfare benefits, so I'm not sure.  It's -- pardon me. 



VOICE:  Repeat the question.   



MR. BLOOM:  I'm sorry.  She asked whether one of the reasons people might have lower earnings for the FTP group is that they may be engaged in an activity that's keeping them out of the labor market.  It's possible, but what I was going to point out is if you look at the black part of the bar, the FTP group also has lower welfare benefits, so I don't think it's a question of people remaining on welfare longer to, you know, engage in education and training.  I don't think that's what's going on.  



The other thing was that this is year three of the follow-up period where there aren't a lot of people left on welfare in either group.  I mean, there are some, obviously.  But I -- in that particular case I don't think that's what's going on.  



VOICE:  My understanding is FTP is only for new clients, so your long-term caseload --



MR. BLOOM:  No, actually that's -- I should have explained that.  The way people were brought into this study and this program is new applicants were brought in from -- you know, from a particular date all new applicants were either brought into FTP or put into the control group.  But they also were brought in from the existing caseload when they came in for redetermination.  So this sample includes both; it's actually half and half, applicants and recipients.  



But one thing to understand is people that met the criteria for an exemption from this program were actually screened out and were not randomly assigned into this study.  So this doesn't represent the whole caseload of Escambia County.  There are some people who said that they were incapacitated or for some other reason were exempt from the program.  They're not in this study.  And that's different from ‑- for example, the WAGES program in Florida works differently than that, so.  Mark?



VOICE:  Can you just kind of clarify the lower right-hand Year 3.  Have any of those people hit the time limit? 



MR. BLOOM:  Yes.  Some of them have, but it's a group of people who are more likely to have a 36-month time limit because they're a more disadvantaged segment of the caseload.  So some have reached the time limit, but most haven't.  



VOICE:  Okay.  And did you say on what basis those terminations are made, whether the person (inaudible)? 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah.  It' based on -- it's not a judgment call.  It's based on objective criteria about -- if you received welfare for -- I'm going to get this wrong probably, but if you received welfare for 36 of the past 60 months, then you had a 36-month time limit, or if you were essentially young, didn't have a high school diploma, and had little recent work history, you were also given a 36-month time limit.  So it was either long-term recipients or sort of prospective long-term -- potential long-term recipients that were given a 36-month time limit.  



VOICE:  Can you give us a date (inaudible).  Is that May '94 to May '97 (inaudible)? 



MR. BLOOM:  Well, sort of.  You know, we do this in this confusing way where everybody's follow-up period starts on the date that they're randomly assigned.  So it's not a particular calendar period, but roughly it corresponds to -- for most people it corresponds to late '94 through late '97.  Is that three years?  Late '94 through late '97, I guess that's mostly what that is.  But it could be early '95.  For some people it's early '95 through early '98.  You know, it depends on when they came into the study. 



VOICE:  These bars on the big chart, I assume they've taken out things like child support (inaudible).



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, the only thing -- 



VOICE:  What you're seeing (inaudible).



MR. BLOOM:  That's all we're seeing.  It's not by any means -- and it's not by any means a full measure of family income, and I think that's why it's very important that we have a 48-month survey because we can get at things like are people -- maybe a lot of people in one of these groups or the other -- maybe a larger percentage are living with somebody else who also has an income or have other sources that we're just not measuring through the administrative -- these particular three sets of administrative data.  



VOICE:  What's the ratio and ethnic breakdown in Pensacola? 



MR. BLOOM:  In this welfare caseload?  In this sample it's almost half and half when the people entered the study.  It may be a different breakdown now in terms of who's left of welfare, but when people entered the study it was roughly half white and half African-American and almost no Latino in this particular part of Florida.  Very -- one or two percent, I think. 



VOICE:  (Inaudible) a series of studies where the results (inaudible) and yet it's interesting that you described this program as -- well, not from a pure capital approach but much more of a capital approach than (inaudible) a lot of states now are.  So stepping aside from the (inaudible) is this almost -- is this more positive than other (inaudible) capital approaches (inaudible)?



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, I mean, I see a couple of things.  First of all, something I didn't say is that we -- when we did our two-year survey we actually found that it appeared that people in the FTP group also had by some measures better jobs than people in the control group, looking at just employed people.  It's a hard comparison to make when you're just looking at people who are employed.  



It's not exactly a valid comparison to do that, but when we did that we found, for example, people in the FTP group who were working were much more likely to have jobs that offered fringe benefits like ‑- particularly like paid sick days, to some extent health insurance.  They were working more hours.  So while that's not exactly a valid comparison, it does suggest that something was helping people get a little better job, which I think is a result we haven't seen from purely work first programs.  



The other thing is that I think a lot of the human capital activities in this program, some of it was your standard sort of adult basic education, but some of it was actually some pretty innovative training programs that the program developed together with local employers, like local nursing homes or, you know, large growth industries in the Pensacola area where they were training people to be, you know, certified nurse assistants, which are jobs with a career track and so forth.  



And I think the results over time from other studies have generally been a little better for vocational training than for adult basic education, and this program actually tried to do some serious vocational training -- not long-term vocational training programs, but a few months long -- and set up some special ones that I think looked to me like they were pretty good programs.  Maybe Don may know more about them as well.  



VOICE:  Do you know what the poverty rate in Escambia County is and (inaudible) seasonal employment or not?



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah.  There's a -- the poverty rate -- actually the most recent numbers I have are from the '90 census and it actually had a pretty hgh poverty rate compared to the state.  Employment -- there were two big sectors -- I mean, there's a large percentage of the Escambia County work force employed by government.  There's a large U.S. Navy air station, I guess, there that's a big employer.  But there's also a lot of employment in tourism which is to some extent seasonal.  I always forget which their season is, but Don probably knows better than I do.  It always seems warm to me there, but I don't -- 



MR. WINSTEAD:  Yeah, the season in Pensacola is backwards from the season in south Florida.  In south Florida the season is the winter where people come down there to, I guess, to get away from the snow.  In Pensacola it's part of the gulf coast area that's known in Florida as the Redneck Riviera, and so it is a mecca for people in Alabama and Mississippi and south Georgia and they come down during the summertime.  



So that tends to be a -- the other thing that's a real emerging feature of the Escambia County economy is an outgrowth of the military there because the naval installation in Pensacola is the flight school there, and so the people who come through tend to be officers.  And a lot of military retire in that area because of Eglin Air Force Base and Pensacola Naval Station, but they tend to military retirees that have been officers, so their retirement pay tends to be good.  And as a result of that, one of the emerging areas of the economy that's real strong is ancillary healthcare services supporting military retirees. 



MR. BLOOM:  Coming from New York, I could not use a word like Redneck Riviera, but Don Winstead can, so. I thought of saying that, but I -- yeah. 



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, the only data that we have on wages are from the two-year survey and there actually wasn't a big difference in terms of wages.  There were differences in terms of hours of work per week.  People in the FTP group tended to be working greater number -- more likely to have full-time jobs basically, and then the other aspects of them being "better jobs" were not directly monetary, things like paid sick days.  They have value but they're not measured in wages.  



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  For most of the follow-up period both groups were subject to similar sanctioning rules, which was removing the adult from the case according to the old JOBS rules.  I think the FTP -- the mandatoriness (phonetic) of employment and training activities was -- let's see.  People in the FTP group were subject to much stronger mandates to actually participate in activities and things were monitored much more closely.  



So I think if they didn't attend their activities, they were much more likely to be sanctioned.  And, you know, I think 33 or 34 percent sanctioning rate is, you know, pretty high, considering many of these people left welfare so fast they never had time to get sanctioned, so it's a very high sanction rate.  



Now, later in the follow-up period not covered too much by the period here, both groups actually switched over to the new -- Florida's new sanctioning policy which involves -- which can involve cancellation of the full grant.  But there weren't a lot of these people who were affected by that within this follow-up period.  



VOICE:  Do you have a sense of why the lower (inaudible) they also were (inaudible)? 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, I mean, we don't understand this one very well and we're looking -- I mean, we need to look at it more for the next year.  But I think that's sort of a theory that I had that we've seen results from lots of other studies where the people who benefitted most from vocational training were actually people who already had a high school diploma 'cause they could access certain kinds of vocational training that weren't really available to people maybe in this lower right-hand box.  



And so I don't know if that may have something to do with it, but it's a result that we think -- it's a little hard to explain.  We think it's very important but we don't understand it very well.  We need to figure it out better for the final report.  



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah.  It's about a quarter in this particular sample, so it is a substantial part of the caseload.  And, as I said, their income was even lower before anyone started to reach the time limit, so something's been going on all the way through.  And we actually didn't look at this subgroup until pretty recently and --



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  It's a good question.  I don't know.  I think we may have looked at the impacts by -- we looked at so many different subgroups that overlapped in so many different ways that it was very hard to tease it out.  And we ended up using this one because the distinctions were clearest, but that's a good thing to look at.  I can actually check it easily, like here. I have the report.  



VOICE:  Did the survey (inaudible) attitudinal (inaudible)? 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, to some extent.  I mean, we did a private opinion survey of people right before they entered the program where they filled out some questions about, you know, attitudes toward work and public assistance and reservation wages and things like that.  To tell you the truth we haven't looked at that particular data for this group.  We've only looked at characteristics.  But we should look at attitudes as well.  That's a good point.  



VOICE:  Referring to your relationship with employers, what was that relationship?  Were there incentives for them to hire (inaudible)?



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah.  There -- you may have more data on that, actually.  I don't know.  There were incentives that were pretty generous, actually, and flexible that the program could use.  They were targeted mostly on people who were approaching their time limit, you know, who were, like, six months short of the time limit and didn't have a job yet.  



The program could offer a very flexible sort of almost -- they could almost use it as a bonus to an employer for hiring the person.  My sense is actually that that kind of flexible bonus was not used all that often in this program, that they tended to use more, like, traditional OJT kind of arrangements.  I don't have any data on how many people actually got that.  I don't know if you do.



MR. WINSTEAD:  I don't have the -- on how many got it.  It was kind of a specialized niche, but we certainly with the -- I don't have the numbers with me on how many got that service, but we did have specialized intensive employment counselors who were assigned to people as they neared their time limit and they had access to special incentive funds and their instructions were basically do whatever it takes to make this person attractive to an employer.  



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  We did briefly for the two-year survey.  I don't remember it looking startlingly different, although we had very broad categories, so I'm not sure we would have seen it very well.  We'd probably see it better in the characteristics of the particular jobs like whether they provided benefits and stuff.  I think our occupational stuff was so broad that -- you know, a lot of service sector, you know.  I'm not sure we would have gotten much out of it. 



VOICE:  (Inaudible) the table with all the bars on it is that (inaudible) everybody's income is going down. 



MR. BLOOM:  Yes.  Sharon, you know, I knew someone was going to notice that.  I figured it was going to be you. 



VOICE:  And, you know, earnings are going up.  And so it's (inaudible).  You don't know if it's (inaudible) clearly AFDC benefits are going down and food stamps are going down quite a bit in some of the cases.  Not in all of them.   



MR. BLOOM:  Usually food stamps are going down, I think.  Are you talking about over time or between the groups? 



VOICE:  I was talking about over time (inaudible).



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, let me address that.  I mean, it's a very good question.  And I think it's a little deceptive, actually.  I think the chart's a little deceptive.  Income does go down over time for all the groups -- I mean, for both groups, for all the subgroups, basically.  But I think one of the things that's driving that is we have an increasingly large number of people over time going into a mysterious category that has no income showing in any of the administrative records.  



I think that's the major reason why the average is going down over time, and I think that -- I don't know exactly what that is.  We'll know better when we get the survey data.  I think it's either people who left the state -- Escambia County is right on the Alabama border.  They could have easily moved and be working in Alabama and we wouldn't know a thing about it from the administrative records or receiving welfare for all we know in Alabama, although Alabama has never been known as a welfare magnet before, but times change.  I don't know if there's anybody from Alabama here, but times change.  



Anyway -- but I think some of it's moving.  I think it's also people are increasingly perhaps working in jobs -- or maybe there are a certain fraction of people, I should say, who are working in jobs that are not covered by the UI system.  Maybe it's informal work.  There may be more people over time living with other people who are primarily supporting them, and so they're -- we're just looking at income here for the person who's in our study.  



So if that person -- they're primarily women -- if that person now has a partner who, you know, is working and she's not working, it would look like -- it might look like she had no income here.  You know, I was thinking for much of the time when I was growing up my mother would have looked like she had no income in administrative records and, you know, my dad was working.  So I think that's part of what's going on.  I don't think their income is actually going down.  



VOICE:  (inaudible) employees covered under UI?



MR. BLOOM:  That's a darn good question.  Don, that's a fine question.  



MR. WINSTEAD:  That's a very good question.



MR. BLOOM:  That's actually -- civilian employees of the military covered by UI.  Good question.  Thank you.  But you said in your state they're not?  Or -- 



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. WINSTEAD:  If this were the Johnny Carson show and we were playing Stump the Band, I think Peggy would win the prize.  



MR. BLOOM:  Any other questions?  



VOICE:  Since FTP focuses on education and training, I'm looking at that lower right graph.  Of that group that started out without (inaudible) they didn't have a high school diploma and had no employment in the prior year, as they progressed through the years what -- how successful were you in getting them a high school diploma and could you break that down -- did you look at their earnings relative to those that didn't, that weren't successful in getting a high school diploma? 



MR. BLOOM:  At the two-year point the program had had no impact on getting people a high school diploma or GED.  Now, I didn't -- we didn't look at it for this particular subgroup and I'm not actually sure our two-year survey sample would be big enough to do that.  But our four-year survey sample, we will be able to tell whether the program actually got people GEDs or high school diplomas.  It did have an impact on people getting trade licenses, which is consistent with the focus on training, but my guess is it's probably -- that probably wasn't concentrated in this group would be my guess.  



MR. WINSTEAD:  If I could say too, I think it's probably an inaccurate oversimplification to say that this was a program that was focused on employment and training.  I mean, this is not -- you know, this is nowhere near like early GAIN or anything like that.  This was -- for a program that was conceptualized more as a work first program, in operation it had more training than we originally anticipated, but at most I would call it a mixed model. 

MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, I mean, the -- there was a very large category of people who did both education and training and job search activities, so that while I focused on the -- I sort of overemphasized the education and training aspect because people tend to think of all programs these days as work first and job search only and that sort of thing.  In fact, the percentage of people who did job search was about the same, so we had a lot -- you had a lot of people who did both.  



VOICE:  Did the (inaudible) in each of these four quadrants did the people who started out in one quadrant the first year -- are these tracking individual cases or did the person by year three and gotten a job -- would you move that -- those numbers to another quadrant?



MR. BLOOM:  No, it's not labeled very clearly.  You can't change quadrants.  It's all based on your status when you entered the program.  Yeah, you can't move from one to the other.  It should say, you know, "no high school diploma at the point of random assignment."



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, you can't move from one -- you can't move from one quadrant to another and you can't move from one bar to the other, so.  



VOICE:  Over time did the numbers that we were able to identify or match with some other database, did they (inaudible) quite significantly (inaudible)?



MR. BLOOM:  Well, that's in a way the point I was making that you end up -- we have a bunch of identifiers, you know, social security number, welfare case number, all the identifiers you would theoretically need to track people.  And over time you have more and more people showing up and essentially not matching, you know, not having any income from any of those record sources, which is essentially a non-match.  And I don't know exactly why that is.  



It happens in a lot of -- I mean, there's always in studies people that don't match, and I find that implausible that people literally have no income.  But they must be living on something.  But it may not be income that's covered by these particular records.  I mean, our records are covering UI-covered employment in the state of Florida, cash assistance in the state of Florida, or food stamps in the state of Florida.  Those are the things we can tell you about from this chart.  



Our survey will tell you about lots of other things, but that's what this chart will tell you about.



VOICE:  What was the extent of the (inaudible) as you went through the years?



MR. BLOOM:  I don't -- yeah, by the time we got to year three I'm pretty sure about 30 percent of the people in each of the -- each -- the FTP group and the AFDC group was showing no income from the administrative records, at least by the end of year three.  And that's -- you know, that really affects the averages when you have 30 percent of the people in a quarter that have zero.  That's going to affect the averages a lot.  And that number was growing over time.



 Should we switch to the cooler climate of Vermont?  Okay.  Vermont's Welfare Restructuring Project, a very different program.  This is a statewide program -- that's one difference -- although in a small state with an initial welfare caseload of about 10,000.  Program started in July '94 and will run through the middle of 2001.  The waivers still exist, although in FTP the waivers were canceled because the program was essentially consistent with TANF.  Vermont's waivers are still in existence.  



The key features of this program are what we call a "work-trigger time limit," different kind of time limit.  When somebody receives benefits for 30 months, they're required to work.  For a single parent with children under 13, which is a large percentage of the caseload, obviously, that's a part-time work requirement.  And the state will provide people with a community service job if they can't find a job -- I won't say on their own because they're assisted in finding a job.  But if they don't end up finding one, the state will provide them with a community service job in order to meet that work requirement.  



The second major feature of the program is a package of financial work incentives that include an earned income disregard which is not as generous as Florida, but remember also that Vermont has a much higher welfare grant and that the earned income disregard in Vermont does, as in Florida, continue for as long as the person remains on welfare.  Three-year extension of transitional Medicaid, and then a number of other changes in assets, vehicle rules, and so forth that are common to the demonstration projects.  



The other thing to understand about this program and about Vermont is that there was no mandate to participate in work-related activities until two months before people got to their time limit.  They had to start looking for a job two months before they got to their time limit and then had to work when they reached the time limit.  But before that point it was a voluntary employment and training program.  And even after you are mandated, for single parents there are not financial sanctions in Vermont.  



In other words, the welfare grant is not reduced when people don't participate.  It's essentially vendored.  The state takes over responsibility for the grant and pays bills and so forth, and the client actually has to come to the welfare office three times a month in order to keep their grant coming.  



The evaluation -- this is a little different research design than the Florida study, and it's a very interesting one where we have three groups, three research groups.  There's a control group, which we -- Vermont's cash assistance program is called ANFC, not AFDC, so there's a control group called the "ANFC group" which is subject to the old welfare rules.  There's what we call the "WRP incentives only group," and then the WRP group, the biggest of the three which is subject to both big features of the welfare reform, the work-trigger time limit and the financial incentives.  



What that allows you to do is to separate out the impacts of some pieces of the program.  Howard might have talked about this a little bit, but if you compare the incentives only group to the control group, you can see the isolated impact of just the financial incentives.  And if you compare the WRP group to the WRP incentives only group, you get the impact of adding a time limit to the financial incentives, so it allows you to break apart some of the effects that in a program like FTP are very difficult to separate, because so many things are going on at the same time and there are only two research groups.  



Our evaluation uses statewide data, but focuses mostly on six welfare districts that have about two-thirds of the statewide caseload.  Again we use administrative records and there is a survey there too, although it's -- we haven't reported any data from the survey yet.  It was just finished about a month ago. 



In our published reports we have 21 months of follow-up available, so once again this is a pre-time limit story like in -- remember in FTP the first two years.  This is -- within 21 months you couldn't have reached -- a single parent couldn't have reached the 30-month time limit, so this is a pre-time limit story, although for some outcomes we have a peak at the longer follow-up period, which I'll show you.  



In terms of implementation -- and Roy, I think, will talk more about some of this in a minute ‑-this program has been relatively smoothly implemented.  There haven't been big glitches.  Things have generally happened when they were supposed to happen.  But the thing to understand is that when you think about the first 28 months of this program, the treatment difference between the three groups is -- compared to a program like FTP, is relatively modest because you've got essentially one group that has no mandates to -- this control group that has no mandates and no financial incentives.  You've got a second group that also has no mandates but has some financial incentives.



And then you've got a third group that also has no mandates because they're not yet subject to the time limit until month 30 so they have these financial incentives but they're not required to work.  They know they will be required to work when -- you know, eventually.  So the treatment difference on the ground in that early period is not as dramatic as in a program like FTP because the time limit hasn't kicked in yet. 



So really what you're testing, I think, in the first -- well, our 21-month follow-up period is really whether people's knowledge of the financial incentives and the kind of impending work requirement will affect their behavior.  I think that's mostly what you're measuring. 



And then it's also important to note that there were a lot of changes in Vermont's welfare system over this time that affected all three groups and, in fact, I don't think were intended to be distinct.  In other words, they weren't intended to affect one group more than another.  The whole state's -- the state's entire welfare to work program sort of became more employment focused over this period, but that was for anybody who was in the welfare to work program, whether they're in the control group or any of the three groups.  



Eligibility workers reported that they focused a lot more on issues related to employment and self-sufficiency during redetermination interviews, but they did that for all the groups.  Somewhat more for the groups subject to the time limit, but not dramatically so.  So the evaluation in effect can't capture the effect of all those sorts of changes because they're affecting all the groups.  So in a way it's an underestimate of the effect of WRP because those things should be considered part of WRP, I think.



So a summary of the impacts:  During the first 21 months there's a modest increase in employment, and when I talk about that effect I'm talking about comparing the group that has both features of the welfare reform against the control group, okay?  So if you took the whole package compared to the control group, you have a modest gain in employment, no change in welfare receipt.  Maybe that's not surprising given the fact that, as I said, the treatment difference was not huge during the first 21 months.  It was basically a group of people who knew that one day they would be required to work versus another group who didn't have that knowledge, or may have erroneously had that impression.  



The other thing to know is that when you compare the incentives only group against the control group you find that -- I think Howard said this -- the incentives alone generated no significant changes in employment or income.  We can talk a little bit with Roy later about how generous we think these incentives are relative to what the control group gets in Vermont.



I'll give you an example.  There's a three-year extension of transitional Medicaid as part of this program, which is a very valuable service, obviously.  But Vermont also has pretty extensive health insurance coverage programs for low income working families and, obviously, particularly for kids, but for low income working families in general relative to other states.  So while there is a difference between a three-year transitional Medicaid extension and what the control group gets, it's not as big as you might think because the state has a pretty generous set of supports for low income working families.  



And then for the peak at month 33, when you look after people have started to reach the time limit, you see a substantial decrease in the percentage of people who are receiving welfare and not working, and that's essentially the goal of the program was to decrease the percentage of people who are relying solely on welfare as their support.  And, in fact, you do see a big change as I'll show you in a second.



Well, complicated research designs produce complicated tables, so that's the next page.  It's really hard to present this in a simple way, but the left part of this table called "Average Outcome Levels" shows the results for all three groups, and then the right three columns give you all the various comparisons I was just talking about, and we tried to explain what they meant.  



WRP versus ANFC is the impact of the whole thing, the incentives and the time limit versus the control group.  Incentives versus ANFC is the financial incentives only.  And then the last column on the table is the added impacts of the time limit.  Now, that's not quite the same as the impacts of the time limit by itself, because we didn't have any group that was just subject to a time limit.  We didn't -- we could only manage three research groups, unfortunately.  But there was no group that was only subject to a time limit, so it's incentives and time limit versus just incentives.



And what you can see just from looking at the first row of the table is what I was talking about, the program overall increases the percentage of people who ever worked during this 21-month period by about five percentage points.  The incentives alone had no significant effect on employment, but the added impact of the time limit -- and this is, remember, before anyone even reached it -- did have some effect on employment.  



And, then, if you look at the last three months of the follow-up, the bottom panel of the table, again you'll see impacts -- all the stars are over in the column called "Added Impacts of Time Limit," except for one star in the -- that suggests that financial incentives had a few more people being on welfare.  This is actually this issue we were talking about in Florida about whether time limits induce people to leave welfare faster.  



In a way, although it's a different kind of time limit, this is the most direct evidence we probably have about that, because there is a comparison of two groups where the only difference between them is that one has a time limit coming up and the other doesn't.  And it suggests that at least modestly it does.  Knowledge of the time limit does get people, at least some people, to leave welfare a bit faster and to go to work a bit faster.  



Now, let me show the peak at the longer follow-up that I was talking about.  These are the pie charts on the next page.  Now, for those of you who've ever worked with the quarterly wage data from the UI system, you know that there are long lags before that data are complete, usually like six months or so.  So by the time we had to sit down and write the report, we didn't have the UI wage data for the full 33-month follow-up period.  That's why the general report cuts off at 21 months.  



What we did have is we had data on cash assistance receipt and we had data on whether people were reporting earnings to the welfare department while they were receiving benefits.  So we looked at that and constructed these pie charts, and I'm just going to focus on the black slice, because that's the one I think it's easiest to see.  The black slice is people who are receiving cash assistance and not reporting any employment, and that's the group I think that the state wanted to decrease in size.  



And if you look at month 27 it's a little bit smaller for the WRP group than the ANFC group, 31.9 versus 35.6, and that's consistent with what I showed you before.  But by the time that you get down to month 33 after some people in the WRP group have reached their time limit, now there's, like, about a 10 percentage point difference between the two groups.  And that's emerged when people are required to work, essentially.  



So now the program has pretty dramatically decreased the number of people who are on welfare and not working.  And remember that because of the way the work requirement is structured here, you wouldn't necessarily expect to see fewer people on welfare per se.  It's a part-time work requirement in a state with a high welfare grant, so if you work -- most single parents who work part time are still going to be eligible for some welfare benefits.  So that's the result, that you don't have fewer people on welfare is in a way not surprising given the model.  



And then the time limit, Vermont's time limit, again most people did not run straight through and reach the time limit.  About 32 percent reached the time limit within a 33-month period and the rest still had months left on their clocks.  The staff have diligently tried to enforce the work requirement, but at any point in time about half of the people who were past the work requirement and still on welfare are actually meeting the work requirement, and then you have another group who are exempt from the work requirement.  



You have another small group who are being -- in one of these vendor payment sanctions.  And then you have another group who are in none of those statuses, and Roy will probably talk a little bit more about that.  It's a very dynamic caseload and if you take a snapshot at any one point in time, you have a lot of people, for example, who've just left welfare and come back on, or have just lost a job.  And so at any -- you know, if you make the snapshot at that instantaneous, you get a lot of people who are not meeting the work requirement.  It doesn't mean that the program's not implementing the work requirement.  



But one of the most dramatic findings is very, very low use of community service employment.  Very, very few people have been working at a CSE job.  I think in a typical month it's about 50 statewide, is that right, Roy?  The major reason is that most people are able to find an unsubsidized job because it's -- and remember it's mostly a part-time work requirement.  People are able to at least find a part-time unsubsidized job, and the program staff are very strongly urged to push for unsubsidized employment as being the best outcome, and the financial incentives are set up in a way that unsubsidized employment is more advantageous to the recipient than community service employment.  



And I can go into that later, but it worked, in a sense, that they are imposing the work requirement but putting very few people in community service jobs.  I don't think the state intended to create a large community service program.  They had it as a safety valve.  It's worked as that, but it's been quite small.



I just wanted to conclude with one point about both of these studies.  It's interesting to show that neither of these studies affected -- neither of these programs affected the rate of welfare receipt in the first two years of the follow-up periods before anyone reached their time limits.  And yet what I didn't tell you is that the caseload in both of these places was dropping during the whole  period.  In Florida, in Escambia County it dropped like 60 percent during this period.  Vermont also had a substantial drop in the caseload.  



On the face of it that suggests that the reforms had nothing to do with the caseload decline because if the caseload is dropping but it's the control group and the program group are going down together, that suggests it had nothing to do with the welfare reform.  But I think that's too simple because, first of all, we can't -- one big thing we can't measure in these studies is whether these reforms are affecting the number of people who apply for welfare.  We have no real way to measure that in these studies, and it well may be a decrease in the number of people who apply for benefits.  And that may be obviously affecting the caseload.  



And the second thing is, as Howard said, I think the control groups, although I think these have been pretty well implemented studies, most people in the control know that they're not in the program and so forth.  I think it's unavoidable that they're affected by the atmosphere created by the program.  I mean, they read the newspaper, they watch TV, and although they may know in one part of their brain that they're not in this program, they also know that something big is changing.  And so I think it's hard to imagine that wouldn't affect their behavior at all.  



So I think these are conservative -- both of these are conservative estimates of the effect of the whole program.  



VOICE:  It's kind of easy to visualize -- I gather from both reports that if there's anything a policymaker wanted to ask you, what's the bottom line?  One safe bottom line is that time limits work.  (Inaudible.)  These were sound, safe economic times.  The economy is getting better all over the country and jobs are plentiful for people who want to work.  What might have happened -- this is pure speculation that I'm asking this -- had the economy been in trouble? 



MR. BLOOM:  Well, first of all, I'm not -- I mean, in terms of especially the Vermont results I'm not sure -- I mean, they do say that the time limit seems to have some effect on getting people to find jobs and leave welfare a little bit faster.  But in terms of do time limits work, I don't know -- first of all, I don't know what Florida's program would have looked like without a time limit.  I'm not sure.  There was a lot there other than the time limit.  And it probably would have had impacts even if hadn't had a time limit.  Now, whether they would have been the same size, you know, I don't know.  But I think the conclusion that time limits work is a little premature from these results, although I don't think they say anything negative about time limits.  



In terms of the economy being good, I -- you know, sure, I mean, the fact that Vermont has a very small community service employment program has got to be due to the fact that people can find jobs pretty easily in the economy there, and the state doesn't have to create a lot.  And it would be -- I don't know what the state's capacity would be to create a huge community service program in a recession.  Florida's program might have looked quite different.  You might have had lots more people reaching the time limit; the program may have responded differently.  They may not have been terminating everyone's welfare grants if they felt that people literally couldn't get a job.  



I don't think these would have looked like the same programs if the economy was weak.  So, I mean, these guys can comment better than I can, but I think they would have been very different programs.  



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  That was good enough.  They had to actually go to an activity, and it had to be an actual employment-related activity, not sort of an orientation, but they didn't have to participate for any particular length of time for that measure.  It was just that they did an activity for a day, basically. 



VOICE:  (inaudible) 



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, for that measure, yeah.  



VOICE:  (Inaudible) work impact for the first 24 months (inaudible) incentives plus (inaudible) what kind of outreach and information can you obtain in the absence (inaudible) effort to determine if positive outreach (inaudible) information will make a difference in that.  



MR. BLOOM:  Right.  I think without mandates my sense is that -- I'm judging this partly on surveys of staff.  This was basically left to -- this was largely left to the eligibility workers to sell this stuff because a lot of people never had any contact with reach-out, with the welfare to work program, because they didn't have to, and you can see that about a third of them had even a day of participation.  So most people didn't have much contact with reach-out.



And eligibility workers, although their jobs did change as part of this welfare reform, they were still in my view eligibility workers.  I mean, they didn't see their clients that much in between redetermination appointments.  So while I think that staff did -- the managers of the program did a very good job training the workers how to give clear explanations of the financial incentives and so forth ‑- I think they did that -- I would not say that there was a mechanism in place to very strongly market them because I don't think the staff had that much contact with their clients to be able to reinforce the message.  I think when they saw them they did it clearly and well, but I would not say that compared to some other programs we've seen it was a very strong marketing effort.  



VOICE:  There might be some room for changing the 24-month never work impact for financial incentives or with or without time limits in terms of (inaudible) information.  



MR. BLOOM:  Yeah, I mean, we -- there have been other studies done of financial incentives where there were impacts on employment.  Now, they were not only marketed very strongly but they were bigger incentives.  But, you know, MDRC is doing this study in Canada of a very generous financial incentives called the "Self-Sufficiency Project."  It's had big impacts on employment.  Very intensively marketed and very big incentives.  So I don't think this means that financial incentives can never have any impact.  



And you, also as I said, have to remember that the control group has a pretty good existing environment in Vermont.  I mean, it's a pretty good network of supports.  I should let these guys talk.  



MR. WINSTEAD:  I think what we're going to try to do is maybe react a little bit from the state perspectives -- and I'll stand up here.  I'm going to take about ten minutes to talk about Florida so -- or maybe a little less and then Roy to talk about Vermont.  And then we'll see what additional questions you have. 



But we'll try to say what we think we've learned from this.  I mean, a rigorous impact study like the type that MDRC does, it's a little bit like an autopsy.  You know, it's very interesting, but it's of limited benefit to the patient.  So you want to take that and try to apply it and say how can we learn from this in other settings or in other things.  



We had the perfect opportunity to do that because it just so happened the timing of the family transition program was about two years in advance of the new welfare reform laws.  So when we implemented in early '94 to some extent I think the family transition program has been sort of our miner's canary, to predict what we're likely to see two years out.  



And even though it's not a perfect match for our statewide program and the environment's a little bit different and there's some things that you could not do in a waiver program under the old AFDC program that now you can do, it's still very, very close in many key ways, and we tried to take the lessons learned and applied it to our state program.  



One other thing I wanted to mention from the tables that Dan went over, if you look -- if you've got a copy of this report, if you'll look on page 13 of that, it gives a little bit more detailed explanation of some of the impacts, and particularly if you look at the -- what's happening over time.  And I think one of the things that we're very interested in in the family transition program is that the impacts -- and particularly earnings impacts -- and the AFDC impacts tend to be changing over time and increasing, and we've seen in some other studies where you've had initial impacts that tended to fade over time.  And the fact that we're seeing these grow over time we think is something that is very interesting to us to watch that develop.  



I'm going to go through quickly nine areas where we think we've learned things in terms of policy implications, and it's a somewhat episodic list but things where we've tried to base policy, choices in our new program and, of course, I know everybody from the states who's done welfare reform, which is all the states that I know of, you know, say, "Well, why would we want to care about ways we could change our program?  We've already done it."  



But our experience has been that you have to redo it every couple of years, you know, and particularly now, with more term limits, that may accelerate.  And there seems to be a political imperative to pass a welfare reform bill every couple of years.  So, you know, you may need some of these things if it's different.  




First of all, on time limits, what do we know about time limits?  I think, as Dan suggests, first of all, I don't think the exit rate story that we're getting out of FTP is necessarily one that we believe gives an accurate read.  I think people are more likely to leave due to time limits than what this data suggests, and I think there's two factors in there.  Now, this is just hunch, hunch quality stuff, but having kind of lived through it.  



First of all, for the first year of FTP the time limit was not universally credible.  What I mean by that is that when MDRC surveyed clients and surveyed our staff and said, "Do you think they'll really impose the time limits?" a lot of our staff said, "Nah, they ain't going to do that."  And I think that that message was communicated informally to clients, and I think the whole atmosphere around time limits changed in the spring of 1996 when the first person reached the time limit, was cut off, and the Pensacola News Journal put that on the front page of the local paper above the fold.  



So I think, you know, it's hard to remember now that there was a time when the idea of time limited welfare was real controversial and was not credible.  But I think that that certainly influenced the impact. 



Another dimension I think is the overall community climate effect that had both on experimentals and on controls.  And I think that's part of why you don't see the impact so much is because the high rate of exits for both and some of the canceling out effect that Dan talked about.  Pensacola, Florida, is not Podunk Junction.  It's a real city, it's a -- for Florida it's a medium-sized community.  It's a very nice place and if you've not been there, I would recommend it as a great vacation site.  Prettiest beaches in Florida and the gulf coast.  Very nice.  Bring money.  



The -- but it's also -- it's not Tampa, it's not Orlando, it's not Miami.  It's not -- you know, it's a small town relatively, and when day after day you're implementing this welfare reform thing and the BBC comes and Television Japan comes and CNN and Jason DeParle from the New York Times comes and spends a week with you and Washington Post comes down and all of that, it's a lot of attention.  And it creates a lot of awareness in the community, and I think that's part of what we saw.  



One of the things that we learned about time limits, I think, is first of all I think a five-year time limit is far too long.  I think that more a two-year, three-year time limit makes more sense in terms of communicating expectations to people.  I think, though, that the certainty with which people were cut off in FTP, we've modified that somewhat and I think it probably would -- if I was kind of redesigning from scratch, I would have shorter time limits but easier exceptions to create an expectation, create a message, but also have a little bit easier way to be an exception to that.  



The sanctions in here, as Dan said, for most of the time it was the historically traditional AFDC sanction.  One of the things we learned -- and this was communicated to us by case managers -- while we went to the full family sanction, what our case managers told us -- and, remember, these are case managers where when asked the families to an extraordinarily high degree said -- when they said, "Does my case manager care about me and my family?" said yes -- that these caring case managers were the ones who recommended the full family sanction.  



And the reason that they recommended that was they said the people who are most at risk of reaching the time limit without a good outcome start to manifest that non-compliant behavior early on in the process and the old sanctions just aren't significant enough to get them to change.  That when you reduce the grant by a certain amount and then a lot of people say, "Okay, I can deal with that," where if you terminate, a lot of people say, "No, I got to do something."  And if we can get them to do something, then we can work with them.  So that was -- had a direct impact on our statewide policy.  



Earnings disregards, our experience is they don't cost you money.  It sounds like they would.  If you let people keep more money, it sounds like your welfare costs would go up.  Our experience is that the proportion of people working goes up so that the average payment per person goes down and that earnings disregards are actually a money saver net rather than a cost.  How high they would have to go, I don't know.  Probably talk to Connecticut I guess as to how high you could take them.  But at least in our experience I think a very positive feature and a very good way to help make work pay.  



And the tradeoff between staying on welfare with a disregard and using up part of your time limit, that's a tough issue.  We've dealt with that in our statewide program by saying for every month you work you can earn an extra month toward your time limit up to a certain limit to try to help balance that.  But in the family transition program our approach was to say, you know, people are adults, let's try to make sure they understand the options and they can decide what's best for them.  



Child care, we used a lot more child care in the family transition program going along with the higher participation, but it didn't break the bank I guess is the message.  The rule of thumb that we developed from the family transition program which was -- every year we turned back child care money that we couldn't spend.  My goal was to never have a situation where we didn't have enough child care resources.  



So we budgeted more child care resources for the family transition program than we ever could spend, and every year of its operation we turned back -- reverted significant amounts of child care.  From a no-constraint on resources environment we developed a rule of thumb that for every 100 adults in the program, you needed to budget 62 child care slots because a lot of kids were in setting where, you know, child care was available through another source.  Head Start.  We have pre-kindergarten programs in Florida.  Other things.  But just the rule of thumb that we came out with was 62 per 100.  Seemed to work out pretty well.  



The role of case management, case management's been called a cornerstone of the family transition program and it was.  I come away, now as we're almost getting to the end, with mixed feelings about the role of case management.  We originally tied the family case management role to eligibility in the theory that people will listen to their eligibility worker and take serious what they say because of the linkage with the check.  



I think that probably is right, although we also found I think that there are some dangers with semi-skilled case managers.  That to some extent case managers who don't have intensive professional training but are kind of reworked eligibility workers who care about the people they're working with, one of the dangers is they have a tendency to accept the client's kind of pathology and opt in there, and too readily accept the person can't work.  



I remember a case manager explaining to one of my staff how it just wasn't reasonable to expect this client to go to work because she had two special needs children.  And the staff person who was over talking with her that day said "Well, I also have two special needs children and I'm working today and I'm out of town."  So, you know -- but I think that kind of thing is one thing to be careful about with your case management training.  



Immunizations, a little sidebar we discovered.  It's a great idea to have a nurse in your one-stop center, and if you have an immunization requirement to have people be able to go down the hall and get the requirement met is a real good idea.  That nurse can also do a lot of great things in terms of family planning and also employment physicals and other things.  



And if I were rewriting the welfare law where it says you can't use TANF for medical services except for pre-pregnancy family planning, I would say "or immunizations or work related physicals."  But that turned out to be a great idea.  



Learnfair, our experience with that is it depends entirely on the school system.  During the early days of family transition, the school superintendent was very supportive, assigned a learn fair coordinator to each school.  We had great contact.  We found it to be a very positive feature.  More recently, the new superintendent doesn't really care about it, doesn’t get the feedback, and hasn't really been a very prominent feature.  



Last thing I'll say in terms of the work first versus human capital kind of dimension that we always talk about, one of things we found that I don't think we anticipated was the role that resources played in that.  And I think early on when we found that we were operating a more human capital oriented program than we had anticipated, we put so much resources into the program that the level of resource availability implicitly communicated to the program administrators, the supervisors, and the staff that they ought to put people in training because they didn't know what else to do with all that money.  



I mention that just because some of us in states with declining caseloads are now faced with -- as the new chair of the human resources subcommittee on ways and means said in recent letters to all of our governors, "Spend the money."  And with the pressure to spend TANF dollars, one of the things to watch out for, I think, is the tendency to drive your program design based on things you need to do to spend the money rather than is it the thing that makes the most sense programmatically.  



So that one caught us a little bit off guard because we didn't realize at first the extent to which that message was communicated by the resource availability which was part of we had to kind of grab the reins and go, "Whoa, wait a minute.  Let's go a little bit more the other way."  So that's what at least some of the things I think we learned.  



MR. HAUPT:  I'm just going to take a few minutes and go over just a couple points that came up earlier.  In general first I need to start by saying that Vermont's approach to the welfare structuring project has been a very long-term one.  We started dealing with this process in 1991, designed a program that we're looking for continuing essentially as-is until 2001, and even now, in a planning process hope to keep essentially the same structure beyond that.  



It is a statewide project, statewide random assignment that since July of '97 has continued with the group three work model.  But what I thought I'd talk about are two issues that are sort of challenges we've had to deal with, because I think that might be of more interest to you and more relevant to your own experiences.  



The first is an implementation challenge, that is, a challenge relating to applying time limits.  I saw -- and the second is an issue relating to impacts.  As you saw, we have very modest impacts.  So the issue is understanding and dealing with those modest levels of impact.  I saw in Governing Magazine last month -- you might have seen that article about time limits and it discussed how many states -- in many states very few cases were getting to the time limits.  And there was -- there's often a lot of sloppiness, a lot of cases in an in-process or semi-exemption or a deferral status.  



Well, that -- we've seen a lot of that too.  I have a table here.  These are -- we have monthly outcomes and operational reports.  This is from our monthly time limit status report, and you can see here these are cases on welfare in the current month, March '99.  You can see how the distribution of those cases goes.  Twenty-nine percent have an enough subsidized work to meet the requirements of the program.  Again in Vermont our goal is work, not leaving welfare.  So having subsidized work and still getting benefits is a good end from our perspective.  



A little higher percentage exempt or deferred than we had originally planned, but not really that much when you consider all the cases that have disappeared, which I'll talk about in a minute.  The sanction number is really low.  I think this again is in line with the experience of other states.  Much less than we had anticipated.  In Vermont it's also low because of the nature of our sanction.  It's a vendor payment and involves three meetings a month with a case worker.  Obviously that's pretty onerous and case workers don't like to do that if it's at all possible to avoid.  



Also a very low percentage in community service employment, as Dan mentioned.  That's a function of the strong economy.  We have 40 percent of the state that's in labor market areas with consistent unemployment rates less than two percent.  So there's plenty of jobs out there.  But it's also, I think, a -- what's happening is the cases are -- people are looking at community service employment more as a sanction.  They don't like it at all, even though we tried to set it up as wages, as real life employment kind of situation, that we were actually afraid people would stay in for long periods of time.  But anyway this has been pretty encouraging.  



It's the last category that's the interesting one.  This -- it's higher than we want.  I wouldn't expect it to get below 20 percent, though, given the nature of people's personal problems that come up, the dynamics that Dan mentioned.  A lot of those people are people who had jobs and left them and go back into job search, so they're really not meeting the goals of the program, but are still, you know, moving through the process.  



However, you see there's only 1,372 people that are on welfare that have reached their time limits.  This is out of a total assigned population of about 14,000.  So what's missing here is all the closures that have left.  What you're left with is the hard to serve, as so many of us have been talking about.  You know, people with substance abuse problems that are in and out of temporary medical exemptions.



That's another reason for explaining that -- or another way of explaining that 35 percent.  We've tried to deal with it both through some tinkering mechanisms like streamlining the medical exemption process, also making clearer work participation hours and requirements.  But mainly it's an administrative -- a constant administrative struggle, and I think it would be naive not to expect that.  This is the kind of thing that needs regular administrative attention.



We've -- you know, we do it by preparing these reports, we hold -- we compare district numbers and try to identify districts with problems and focus on those.  We prepare case lists that we ask workers to go through and explain why people are in this process category.  It's slowly improving, but it's a continuing issue.  



The other thing I'd like to quickly deal with is this impact of modest -- this issue of modest impacts.  You saw what Dan presented for the Vermont impact levels.  I have a couple others.  These are from our administrative reports and they indicate impacts or outcomes as of the current month, which does provide some subsequent information, subsequent cases with time limits.  



This is the percent of all assigned cases in March that are either off welfare or on welfare and working.  Now, you can see again that we're talking modest level impacts.  These are a little different; it's a different approach, so it's not going to match up exactly with the kind of approach that Dan prepared.  But you can see the control group, 79 percent, compared to the work group which is the one with the work- trigger time limits of 85.5 percent, 6.5 percent difference.  Not huge.  



You notice the numbers are really high again because of all the closures we've seen.  Another -- let's just quickly go through this.  This is the percentage of cases that are off ANFC.  Again you can see very moderate levels.  I think this is showing some impacts where MDRC didn't find some impacts because we have a couple more years of follow-up here.  You can see, for example, the control group with 24.7 percent versus the program group with the work-trigger time limits of 21.5 percent.  



The interesting question that we deal with is the one that others have mentioned:  We've seen a 40 percent caseload drop since the height of the recession.  We've seen a 35 percent caseload drop since the start of the program.  But these numbers which in number terms is 10,000 cases, these numbers indicate a drop of 400.  So where are all the other cases or why are all the other cases dropping out of the program, or not entering?



And that's a real problem for considering -- for us -- for thinking about these modest impacts.  Now the immediate response is, "Well, it's the economy, stupid, right?"  But in Vermont it doesn't look like it is primarily the economy.  Let me show you why I think that's the case.  If you look at -- compare this to the last big recession in the '70s in Vermont, since that was the last big one prior to the '92 one, caseload declines and unemployment rate declines followed each other very closely.  You can see the recovery period the first year after the recovery started.  Unemployment rate decline was 20 percent and the caseload decline was 21 percent.  



But in the last recovery, '92-'93, again the unemployment rate decline was 18 percent but the caseload decline was hardly any at all.  Moreover, in the following year, the '93-'94, it was a similarly low level of decline.  And even in the year after that it just started.  We've seen our major decline in the last year and a half or so.  Why didn't it drop when the economy got better?  



You know, we've had three percent statewide unemployment consistently for the last year or two.  This isn't the whole story, obviously.  There's a -- the economy has quite a bit to do with it, but, you know, there's a big question here with what's happening.  Unfortunately, the random assignment model doesn't tell us about the elements that are contributing to this.  



There's another -- I mean, it could be demographic factors.  We've had one of the biggest declines in births to teen mothers in -- nationwide.  But those are -- the scale of those and the rate of change is very -- isn't high enough to explain these kind of caseload changes.  It's got to be something to do with national and state cultural and attitudinal factors that are affected by all this media coverage of welfare and so forth.  



But it puts us in a predicament, right, because we have these modest impacts in a program that we feel very strongly about and there's broad support in the state.  We -- there was a question earlier.  We actually -- I actually think that the program would have had bigger impacts in times when there weren't the caseload declines than we've seen because many of our tools are designed to give people in the experimental groups advantages that would be more useful in circumstances where there's less motivation inherent to get a job and less ability to find a job in a very, very good economy.  



So those are essentially the points.  



MR. BLOOM:  I know we're heading up on lunchtime, but maybe if there's one or two questions we can do them quickly.  Yes. 



VOICE:  (inaudible)  



MR. HAUPT:  No, actually it's still the most rapid rate it has been the last few months, if we take into account seasonal adjustments. 



VOICE:  In terms of tracking people who go off welfare roles, where do they go, any speculation as to how many of these people have either given up or just don't want to deal the humiliation of applying?  How many people are you not reaching? 



MR. BLOOM:  Well, we usually use subcontractors and we insist that they find 80 percent of the people, which is a pretty high response rate for a survey of this type and sort of been the response rate that we've always used in the past.  That's not everybody. 



MR. WINSTEAD:  I think the other thing that we found in the follow-ups that MDRC has done so far, and certainly there's more time to elapse with people who have left -- who have reached their time limit or no longer getting assistance, clearly they're not doing great.  But if you compare how they're doing with how they were doing on welfare, I mean, they're basically surviving and they're basically getting along and basically what we found is even for people terminated the outcome is not catastrophic.  You know, some of them have gone to work, some of them have not, some of them are living with relatives.  Various survival strategies are coming into play.  That may be more of an issue in a large grant state where it's a bigger difference than it is in a small grant state, but at least so far, you know, the kind of catastrophic impacts that some predicted we've not really seen.  



MR. HAUPT:  I'd like to point out that in Vermont, even though we've seen those huge decreases, it's not a result of the policy.  We have no policy that encourages people to leave.  We have a vendor payment, so if they want to go through the trouble of getting benefits vendor paid, stay on and there's no problem.  So it's not a concern like it is in the benefit termination states.  



MR. BLOOM:  One last question and then we're out of here.  



VOICE:  I'd like to ask in doing a comparison between economic recovery in '76, aren't we in kind of a new area here where we really don't know since '76 I would assume the recovery (inaudible) around 4.2 for several years now.  



MR. WINSTEAD:  Yeah, I would agree.  I think economically and in terms of welfare dynamics we're into uncharted territory and I think the lessons of the past only take us part of the way.  And I think -- and certainly in our state we've never seen an economy for this good for this long.  And every night when I go to bed I light a little candle to the chairman of Federal Reserve and hope that he's doing well. 



MR. HAUPT:  I think you're right, and I think -- but I think that the differences are relating to those non-economic factors like cultural and attitudinal factors.  Actually, in Vermont the comparison between the '70 recession recovery and the '92-'93 period are much closer than nationally, so that's why I think it makes more sense.



(Applause.)
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