Contract No.: CR-4893-434452
MPR Reference No.: 8477-200

| mplementation of Welfare
Reformin Virginia: A
Work in Progress

Final Report
February 1999
LaDonna Pavetti
Nancy Wemmerus
Amy Johnson
Submitted to: Submitted by:
Virginia Department of Social Services Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
730 E. Broad Street P.O. Box 2393
Richmond, VA 23219-1849 Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
(609) 799-3535
Under Subcontract to: Project Director:
Center for Public Administration and Policy Anne Gordon
Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University
7054 Haycock Road

Falls Church, VA 22043-2311



PAGE ISINTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK TO ALLOW FOR DOUBLE-SIDED COPYING



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Thisdocument was prepared by MathematicaPolicy Research, Inc. (MPR) under asubcontract with
theVirginiaPolytechnic Institute (VirginiaTech) for the Virginia Department of Social Services. The
authorswish to thank the many peoplewho contributed to its successful completion. First and foremost,
wewould liketo thank Sharon Swedlow, Donna Patton, Horence Rhue, Judy Mallory and Charl otte Kiser,
the staff in the five research sites, who helped usto coordinate our visitsto thesites. Their assistance and
pleasant dispositions made our work that much easier. Wewould also liketothank Carol Baron, VIP
Eva uation Manager for the VirginiaDepartment of Socia Services(VDSS) who offered assistanceto us
whenever weneed it and Mike Theis, Lead Analyst for VDSSwho provided uswith extracts from the
ESP/VIEW datasystem. Many front line staff and administrators from thelocal sitesand current and
former state staff willingly took time from their very busy schedules to discuss program operations,
implementationissuesand their perceptionsof welfarereformwith us. Without their cooperation, this
report would never have cometo fruition. At VirginiaTech, Carole Kuhns accompanied us on one of the
site visits and read a draft of the report on very short notice.

Staff at MPR also played an important role in the compl etion of the report. Paul Werner and Joe
Burton hel ped usto assemble datato construct aprofile of thelocd sites. Daryl Hall carefully edited the
document. Connie Blango, with assistance from Emily Pas and Sharon Clark, provided exemplary
production support and helped with travel arrangementsto the sites. West Addison provided superb
programming assistance. Stuart Kerachsky carefully reviewed the document and gave constructive
feedback and suggestions. Anne Gordon, the project director, provided inval uable guidance and support
through dl phasesof our work, including conducting oneof the sitevisitsand reviewing adraft of thereport
and providing suggestions for improving it.

Wegratefully acknowledge these many contributionsand accept soleresponsibility for any errorsthat
remain.



PAGE ISINTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK TO ALLOW FOR DOUBLE-SIDED COPYING



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . e e e e Xi
I INTRODUCTION ... e et 1

A. EVALUATING WELFARE REFORM INVIRGINIA .................. 3

B. A PROFILE OF THE FIVE RESEARCH COMMUNITIES .............. 5

1. Lynchburg . ... 5

2. PrinceWilliamCounty . ....... ... 9

3. PEErsDUrg .. 10

4. Portsmouth .. ... 11

5. WIS CO0UNY ..o 12

[l CREATING A BLUEPRINT FORREFORM . ....... ..., 15
A. THEROAD TOREFORM ... .. 15

B. THE POLICY FRAMEWORK FOR WELFARE

REFORM: VIPAND VIEW ... e 16
1. TheVIPEIigibility ProviSions . . . ... ... 17
2. TheVIEW ProviSiONS . ...ttt et e 18

C. CREATING A STATEWIDE INFRASTRUCTURE

TOSUPPORT REFORM .. .. e e i 19
1. Full Funding for WelfareReform . ............ ... ... ... ... ... 20
2. InvolvingLoca Communities ..., 21
3. Providing Technical and Administrative Support

totheLocal Offices. . ... ... e 23
4. Empowering Local Administratorsand LineStaff ................. 26



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter

Page
BUILDING A LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE
TO SUPPORT WELFAREREFORM .. ... .. i 29
A. PLANNING FROM THEBOTTOMUP .......... ... 31
B. RESTRUCTURING THE DSS SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM ........ 33
1. Redefining Staff Roles, Responsibilities, and Relationships. . ........ 33
2. Privatization of Services. Enhancement, Not Replacement
of Agency-Provided Services. .. ... 43
C. INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND COMMUNITY AND
PRIVATE SECTORINVOLVEMENT . ...... ... ... 44
1. Building New Intergovernmental Relationships ................... 44
2. Involving Community Organizationsin Welfare Reform ............ 47
3. Involving Businessesin WelfareReform ........................ 48
D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION . ... 49
ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE PARENTING ..., 51
A. EXPLAINING THE NEW RULES: A STANDARD
ROUTINE ... e e 52
B. SCHOOL ATTENDANCE: REACHING THE NEXT
GENERATION ..o e e e e 53
C. PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT: EXTENDING PERSONAL
RESPONSIBILITY TO NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS ............... 55
D. MINOR PARENTS: PRE-EXISTING COMPLIANCE . ................ 56
E. IMMUNIZATION: A MUTUAL INTEREST ......... ..., 57
F. FAMILY CAP: AN IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGE .............. 58
G. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION . ... i 59

Vi



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter

\Y,

\4

Page

MOVING RECIPIENTSINTOWORK .. ... e 61
A. EXPANDED PARTICIPATION IN MANDATED

JB SEARCH AND WORK PROGRAMS ... ... i 63
B. SENDING THE MESSAGE, ESTABLISHING

EXPECTATIONS ... 67

1. Initial Assessment: A Standard Routine ............ .. .. ... ... 67

2. Clarifying the Work-First and Personal Responsibility Message . . . . .. 69
C. VIEW PROGRAM COMPONENTS: NEW POLICIES

FOCUS ON INDEPENDENT JOB SEARCHAND CWEP............. 70

1 JobSearCh . 72

2. CWEP: A Critical Program Component  ........................ 76

3. Educationand Training ..........c.uuiuiiiiiieinnnnenan.. 82
D. VIEW PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICSAND

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES ...... ... 84
SUPPORTING THE TRANSITION TOEMPLOYMENT ................. 91
A. ENHANCED DISREGARDSTO MAKEWORK PAY ................ 91
B. PROVIDING VIEW PARTICIPANTS WITH ASSISTANCE

FOR WORK-RELATED EXPENSES ............ ... 93

1L ChildCare . ... 9

2. Transportation ASSIStANCE . ..o oot et 100
C. REMOVING BARRIERSTO EMPLOYMENT AND

PROVIDING ONGOING SUPPORT . ..ot i e 102
D. SUPPORTING EMPLOYMENT FOR VIEW AND

NON-VIEW PARTICIPANTS . ..o 104
E. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION .. ... ..t 104

Vil



CONTENTS (continued)

Chapter

VII

VI

Page
CREATING BOUNDARIES TO SUPPORT:
IMPLEMENTING SANCTIONSAND TIMELIMITS ................... 107
A SANCTIONS .. e 109
B. TIME LIMITS . e e e e e e e e 113
C. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION . ... i c 115
CHALLENGES AHEAD . ... e e 117
A. JOB RETENTION ... e e 117
B. JOB ADVANCEMENT . ... i e 120
C. REACHINGTHEHARDER-TO-SERVE ...... ... .. . 121
D. TRANSPORTATION ... e e e 123
E. CONCLUSION . ... e e 123
REFERENCES . . ... e e e e e e e 125

viii



Table

l.1a

[.1b

.1

.1

V.1

V.2

V.3

VI.1

VII.1

VII.2

VII.3

VIl

TABLES

Page

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VIP/VIEW

RESEARCH SITES . .. . e 7
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC/TANF

CASELOAD INTHERESEARCHSITES ... ... . it 8
BUDGET ALLOCATIONS: JOBS/VIEW SERVICES AND
JOBSIVIEW-RELATED DAY CARE . ... ..o 22
VIEW TIMELINESSMEASURES . ... ... ... . i, 39
CHARACTERISTICS OF JOBSAND VIEW PARTICIPANTS ......... 66
PLACEMENT INVIEW ACTIVITIES . ... ... 71
VIEW PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES BY PLACEMENT

IN VARIOUSNEW COMPONENTS . . ... ... 85
USE OF SUBSIDIZED DAY CARE: CASES REFERRED
TOVIEW 97
VIPVIEW REQUIREMENTS WITH PENALTIES FOR
NON-COMPLIANCE . . ... e 108
NUMBER OF SANCTIONS ... .. e 110
SANCTION RATESAMONG CASESREFERRED TOVIEW ........ 112

PATTERNSOF EMPLOYMENT . ... .. e 118



PAGE ISINTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK TO ALLOW FOR DOUBLE-SIDED COPYING



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Virginia Independence Program (VIP) and the Virginia Initiative for Employment Not
Welfare (VIEW) were signed into law by Governor George Allen on March 20, 1995, after they
passed the state General Assembly with widespread, but hard-won, bipartisan support.
Implementation began only a few months later, on July 1, 1995. VIP/VIEW modified the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) training
programs to foster personal responsibility and increase employment. The initiative’s long-term goal
is to improve the lives of poor families and children. Having already shifted the focus of its AFDC
program to a temporary assistance program with employment as its central focus, Virginia had to
make only minor changes to fully implement the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program as authorized by the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) of 1996. TANF replaced the AFDC program in Virginia on February 1, 1997, 19
months after implementation of VIP/VIEW began.

Virginia enacted and implemented comprehensive welfare reform sooner than many other
states. Then and now, Virginia’s emphasis on work (as opposed to work-preparation activities such
as job search, education, or training) sets it apart from other state approaches to welfare reform. For
instance, although states are more commonly requiring TANF applicants or recipients to look for
work as soon as they begin receiving benefits, only 10 states require TANF recipients to work in
exchange for benefits after a specified period of time. Only two other states, Wisconsin and
Massachusetts, require TANF recipients to work as soon or sooner than Virginia. In Wisconsin, the
work mandate applies to all recipients, but in Massachusetts, it applies only to families with a child
over the age of six.

Virginia’s emphasis on work was purposive and deliberate. The Commission on Citizen’s
Empowerment, the chief architects of Virginia’s approach to reform, believed in the intrinsic value
of work and that recipients would learn from the discipline of going to work. The Commission
therefore resisted efforts to redefine work to include activities such as training or extended job
search. The Commission did, however, support efforts to combine training with work. In addition
to work, welfare in Virginia also has focused on encouraging responsible parenting.

The VIP eligibility requirements, designed to encourage responsible behavior include:

C Cooperation with child support enforcement

C A family cap on benefits for children born more than nine months after assistance is
authorized

C Age-appropriate immunizations for children

C Compliance with compulsory school attendance laws
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¢ Determination of benefits for two-parent families using the same standards as for single-
parent families

The VIEW component of VIP, which applies to able-bodied parents with children 19 months or
older, includes the following provisions:

C Signing of the Agreement of Personal Responsibility

C Job search for 90 days, followed by mandatory work either through regular employment
or participation in the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP)

C Full family sanction (complete loss of benefits) for non-compliance
C A 24-month time limit on benefits

C Generous earned income disregards, which allow families to continue to receive their
full cash assistance grant as long as their earned income remains below the poverty line

¢ Supportive services, including subsidized child care, transportation assistance, and
Medicaid, while a person is working and on assistance and lasting for at least one year
after leaving assistance

To provide a better understanding of what it takes to put a complex set of reforms into practice,
this report details how welfare reform has been implemented in five communities in Virginia,
highlighting the choices they made, the challenges they had to overcome, and those that still lie
ahead. The five localities profiled in this report--Lynchburg, Prince William County, Petersburg,
Portsmouth, and Wise County--were selected as research sites when welfare reform was first
implemented. The VIP eligibility polices were implemented in each of the sites on July 1, 1995, and
the VIEW polices were phased in between October 1995 and October 1997. For evaluation
purposes, the research sites operated dual programs until October 1997, when VIEW was fully
phased in. A control group continued to receive assistance according to AFDC and JOBS policies,
and an experimental group received services according to VIP and VIEW polices.

VIP and VIEW policies were decided at the state level. Local offices, with support from the
state, were responsible for creating an infrastructure to implement the reforms. The state and local
departments of social services emphasized the importance of educating and involving a broad range
of stakeholders in the implementation process, including nonprofit service providers, faith-based
organizations, and local businesses. However, the major task faced by localities was identifying
strategies for restructuring their current service delivery system to support the goals of reform.
While the research sites believe they have implemented welfare reform effectively, they
acknowledge that the task is far from complete. Although the welfare system in Virginia today is
very different from the pre-reform system, it is not yet the system everyone would like it to be. This
summary documents the changes that have been made under welfare reform; the infrastructure,
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staffing, and programmatic issues raised by welfare reform; and the next steps in welfare reform.

THE FOCUS OF THE WELFARE OFFICE: WORK AND RESPONSIBLE PARENTING

C VIP, and VIEW, the work component of VIP, have been fully implemented.
Applicants for or recipients of TANF face more requirements to receive assistance
now than prior to the implementation of welfare reform. VIP and VIEW are primarily
a set of mandates designed to change recipient behavior. These mandates have been
fully implemented in each of the research sites. Workers have changed their
interactions with recipients and applicants to promote the new program requirements
and to empower applicants and recipients to improve their life circumstances.

C The primary focus of the welfare office for TANF recipients has shifted from
providing ongoing cash assistance to encouraging and supporting recipients’ efforts
to find employment. Eligibility and employment services workers reported that the way
they approach their jobs has changed as a result of welfare reform. Eligibility workers
no longer focus just on verifying eligibility. They discuss recipients’ plans for finding
employment and remind them whenever they can that welfare is time limited.
Employment services workers apprise recipients of their work obligation, impose
penalties for non-compliance, and ensure that recipients have all of the supportive
services they need to make the transition to employment.

¢ Personal responsibility and work are often described as the twin pillars of welfare
reform. Work clearly has been a key component to welfare reform implementation.
The personal responsibility provisions have provided workers with new, but still
relatively limited, opportunities to encourage responsible parenting. The VIP
provisions to encourage responsible behavior were implemented as intended--as
conditions of eligibility. For the most part, they have been implemented as rule changes
and have not resulted in a major restructuring of how eligibility workers approach their
jobs. Since face-to-face contact between eligibility workers and recipients is infrequent,
the workers have very few opportunities to reinforce the emphasis on responsible
parenting. The exception is the compulsory school attendance requirement. Two of the
sites, Lynchburg and Petersburg, have used the compulsory school attendance
requirement to forge a strong alliance with the public schools and to work with families
to develop concrete plans for improving school attendance.

BUILDING AN INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT REFORM: EXPANSION OF SERVICE
BUT LIMITED STRUCTURAL REFORMS

C Full funding has been critical to the successful implementation of welfare reform.
The state provided the localities with substantial additional funding to fully implement
welfare reform. Currently, there is no waiting list to participate in VIEW. Funding is
also available for child care and transportation assistance for all VIEW participants who
need it. All of the localities feel they would never have been able to implement welfare
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reform successfully without the additional financial resources provided to them.
Between state fiscal years 1995 and 1998, budget allocations for JOBS/VIEW and
JOBS/VIEW day care in the research sites increased from $4.2 million to almost $10
million, an increase of 227.5 percent.

C Major restructuring of the welfare office was uncommon. Only one site, Prince
William, used welfare reform as an opportunity to completely restructure its service
delivery system. The other four sites focused primarily on developing strategies to help
workers do their jobs differently. The changes included helping workers assume new
responsibilities when necessary, sending a different message to clients, and facilitating
ongoing communication between all workers involved in providing services to
recipients.

C Due to concerted efforts to involve local organizations in welfare reform, the research
sites feel they have implemented welfare reform with broad community support. Most
of the sites’ initial efforts to involve the local community in welfare reform focused on
educating the community and on recruiting agencies to participate in the CWEP
program. Due to a limited need for CWEP sites, many agencies that agreed to
participate have never been called upon to do so. Over time, the sites’ efforts to involve
the local community in welfare reform have shifted from organizing large public forums
focused on educating the public about welfare reform and developing broad community
support to cultivating ongoing working relationships with a smaller group of local
organizations to improve service delivery for current and former welfare recipients.

¢ Businesses have been receptive to hiring welfare recipients, but have not been
extensively involved in the ongoing planning and implementation of welfare reform
in the research sites. At the state level, several large companies have been actively
involved in ongoing planning for welfare reform. All of the research sites initially
conducted extensive outreach campaigns to involve businesses in welfare reform and
one research site has a staff person dedicated to recruiting businesses to hire welfare
recipients. While businesses were willing to hire welfare recipients when they had
positions available, efforts in the research sites to recruit businesses to take a more
active role in welfare reform planning were met with limited success. However, at the
state level, more than a dozen large companies have been involved in welfare reform
planning.

CHANGING THE CULTURE OF THE WELFARE OFFICE: AN ONGOING PROCESS

C Efforts to change the culture of the welfare office primarily focused on redefining
staff roles and responsibilities to effectively implement welfare reform. The welfare
offices used several types of staffing arrangements. However, none of the sites feel
that their model effectively balanced the needs of clients with the responsibilities of
workers. Eligibility and employment services staff have been extremely supportive of
welfare reform and have welcomed the opportunity to help clients improve their life
chances. However, at times, implementation of welfare reform also has been very
demanding and required substantial changes in work practice. Workers had to learn
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new policies, interact with clients differently, and meet new standards for timeliness and
accuracy.

C The responsibilities of eligibility workers have remained separate from those of
employment services staff. None of the research sites chose to merge the
responsibilities of eligibility and employment services staff into a single staff position.
In four of the five sites, eligibility and employment services remained in separate
operating units. Prince William, the only site to deviate from this model, created a new
employment services unit in which eligibility and employment services staff carry a
common caseload and work as a team. However, the two positions have remained
separate and distinct.

¢ Changes in caseloads and in expectations for workers and clients have made it
difficult for the localities to predict their future staffing needs with any certainty. All
of the research sites have experienced substantial declines in their AFDC/TANF
caseloads but report having to spend more time on the cases that remain. At the same
time, most of the localities have experienced substantial increases in their child care
caseload and in the employment services workload. These changes, along with
workers’ and local administrators’ perceptions that the long-term future of welfare
reform may be uncertain, have made it difficult for the localities to develop a long-term
staffing and service delivery structure that deviates from their ususal practices. In
addition, staffing decisions are affected not only by the demands of welfare reform but
also by the demands of other (often larger) programs such as food stamps and Medicaid
for which workers also are responsible.

WELFARE REFORM IN PRACTICE: AN EMPHASIS ON MANDATES AND
INCENTIVES

C The majority of recipients subject to the work requirement in the research sites that
implemented VIEW early (Lynchburg, Prince William, and Petersburg) reported
finding employment. Employment rates in Portsmouth and Wise where VIEW was
phased in more recently were substantially lower. Rates of employment for recipients
placed in a VIEW activity in the sites that implemented VIEW early range from 60 to
78 percent. Employment rates in the sites implementing later are between 35 and 43
percent. Some of the variation in employment rates reflects differences in the timing
of VIEW implementation. For example, employment data is available for 30 months
in Lynchburg but only for six months in Wise and Portsmouth. Differences in
employment rates may also reflect differences in local labor market conditions and
differences in program implementation. Average hourly wages range from a low of
$4.86 to a high of $6.15.

C In an effort to empower families and discourage them from becoming dependent on
government for support, the localities initially encouraged recipients who are required
to work to look for employment on their own. The localities have placed the primary
responsibility for finding employment on recipients. Almost all recipients subject to the
work requirement initially participate in an independent job search with only minimal
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assistance from the welfare office. About one-fourth of the recipients who ever enter the
VIEW program receive more formal job search assistance through job readiness
programs. Those who participate in job readiness appear to have greater barriers to
employment, as evidenced by their lower levels of education. There is not a consensus
among staff as to whether more structured job search should be provided to all
recipients. Some staff believe that the current structure works well, while others believe
that recipients are being asked to find employment without the skills to do so.

C Eligibility and employment services workers believe that work incentives, including
the more generous earned income disregard, child care, and transportation
assistance, have been critical to the success of welfare reform. Each of the sites made
it easy for recipients to obtain child care and transportation to support their work efforts.
Child care utilization rates ranged from a low of 16 percent to a high of 47 percent. The
lower utilization rates were concentrated in the sites that implemented VIEW later. In
the sites that implemented VIEW early, child care utilization rates among families who
found employment ranged from 41 to 57 percent. Staff were generally supportive of the
enhanced earned income disregards, although in one site, Petersburg, staff encouraged
recipients to save their limited months on assistance for potential future crises.

C All of the research sites have developed an administrative structure for operating a
CWEP program. However, the sites have needed far fewer CWEP placements than
they originally anticipated primarily because recipients have found private-sector jobs
or have otherwise left the welfare rolls. The sites have relied on a variety of
administrative arrangements to operate their CWEP programs, including hiring a private
contractor or dedicated staff to operate the program and integrating CWEP tasks with
workers’ other responsibilities. Although most of the CWEP programs are relatively
small, staff feel they could find additional sites if demand for the program increased.
Because staff believe that CWEP can be an important developmental activity for
recipients who have been unable to find paid employment, they have designed their
programs to help recipients gain a foothold in the work world. Long-term welfare
recipients account for a substantial percentage of the recipients who participate in
CWEP. In some of the sites, employment and hourly wage rates are just as high for
CWERP participants who eventually find private-sector employment as for recipients
participating in other program activities.

C Eligibility and employment services workers in all of the sites believe that sanctions
have been critical to the success of welfare reform. Most of Virginia’s behavioral
mandates are reinforced by financial penalties for non-compliance. Eligibility and
employment services workers believe sanctions encourage recipients to comply with
program expectations. Although staff in the research sites described their approach to
VIEW sanctions differently, VIEW sanction rates across the sites that implemented
VIEW early are comparable; about one-third of all recipients referred to VIEW in those
sites received a VIEW sanction at some point in time. Sanction rates were lower in the
sites that were still in the early stages of implementing VIEW.

¢ Eligibility and employment services workers believe that time limits have helped them
to create an environment that encourages and supports personal responsibility.
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Workers believe that time limits have been important in changing the culture of the
welfare office. They also recognize the possibility that some families may be unable
to make it on their own in two years.

NEXT STEPS: JOB RETENTION AND ADVANCEMENT, HARDER-TO-SERVE
POPULATIONS, AND TRANSPORTATION

C There is widespread agreement that welfare reform has focused primarily on getting
recipients into any job. Job retention and job advancement are important goals that
the state and the localities are just beginning to tackle. Virginia’s work mandate is
very strong, and it appears to have encouraged recipients to seek and find paid
employment. However, job retention rates show that some recipients have less than
continuous employment.

C Recipients still on the welfare rolls face a number of personal and family challenges.
Now that caseloads are declining, the state and the localities are trying to identify
potential strategies for addressing these issues. Staff feel that they are seeing more and
more recipients who face significant barriers to employment, including substance abuse,
mental health problems, domestic violence, and very low skill levels. Employment
services staff would like to do a better job addressing these issues. With time limits
looming, the development of such strategies is an important next step in welfare reform.

C Transportation presents a barrier to employment in nearly all of the research sites.
Recipients can receive transportation assistance if they find employment. However,
payments to cover transportation expenses do not address the larger structural problems
that recipients face. For instance, several of the sites have very poor public
transportation systems, making it difficult for recipients to find and maintain
employment. Several of the sites also have implemented innovative strategies to help
recipients obtain transportation. For example, Lynchburg has implemented a family
loan program to help recipients buy cars and Wise County coordinates with the Office
on Aging to share vans for transporting recipients to CWEP positions. These efforts,
however, leave major structural transportation issues unresolved.

¢ The implementation of welfare reform has been aided by a strong economy. VIEW’s
emphasis on building job skills through attachment to the labor force may serve as
a buffer if the economy begins to falter. When welfare reform was first implemented,
the localities expected to place large numbers of recipients into CWEP positions.
However, a strong economy made it possible for most recipients in most areas of the
state to find regular employment. Even in Wise County where the unemployment rate
was nearly 20 percent, staff were surprised by the number of recipients who found
employment. As Wise and other counties with high rates of unemployment reach full
implementation of VIEW, their experience will offer important lessons on implementing
a work-based assistance system when private sector employment options are more
limited.
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Now that VIEW has been implemented statewide, state staff feel they finally can chart the
progress to date and begin to plan for what is ahead. Because the research sites implemented VIEW
at different times, they are at different stages in planning for the future. Lynchburg, Prince William,
and Petersburg have had time to fully phase in VIEW, while Portsmouth and Wise are still in the
early stages of implementation. While much has been accomplished, there appears to be widespread

agreement among staff at all levels that implementation of welfare reform remains a work in
progress.
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. INTRODUCTION

TheVirginialndependence Program (VIP) and the Virginialnitiativefor Employment Not Welfare
(VIEW) were signed into law by Governor George Allen on March 20, 1995, after passing the state
Genera Assembly with widespread, bipartisan support. Implementation began only afew months|ater,
onJduly 1, 1995. VIPand VIEW modified the Aid to Familieswith Dependent Children (AFDC) and Job
Opportunitiesand Basic Skills (JOBS) training programsto foster personal responsibility and increase
employment, with thelong-term goa of improving thelives of poor familiesand children. Having aready
shifted thefocus of its AFDC program to atemporary assi stance program with employment asits centra
focus, Virginiahad to make only minor changesto fully implement the Temporary Assistancefor Needy
Families (TANF) program as authorized by the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. TANF replaced the AFDC programin Virginiaon February 1,
1997, 19 months after implementation of VIP/VIEW began.

Itwill be sometimebeforetheimpactsof wefarereformin Virginiaarefully understood. Intheshort-
term, examination of theimplementation of welfare reform in the state can provide important insghtsinto
theadminigrativeand operationd chalengesinvolved in shifting to an ass stance system that mandatesand
supportswork. Four features of Virginia s approach to reform make its experience particularly relevant
to other states and localities, especialy asfedera work participation rates increase and time limits near.
Frg and most important, Virginiarequiresal mandatory recipients (able-bodied recipientswith achild over
the age of 18 months) to work in exchangefor their benefits after just 90 days of benefit receipt, making
it one of the most stringent work requirementsimplemented to date. Second, Virginiaisoneof only afew
states to combine generous earned income disregards and stringent penatiesfor non-compliance with a
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work mandate, cresting an unambiguousfinancia incentivefor reci pientsto accept paid employment when
itisavalladle. Third, Virginiahasimplemented itswork mandatein areasfacing abroad range of economic
conditions, including somerural areaswith unemployment ratesnear 20 percent. Finaly, Virginiahas
emphasized involvement of the local community in the planning and implementation of welfare reform.

The Governor’'s Commission on Citizen Empowerment, the chief architectsof Virginia sapproach to
welfarereform, believed that the AFDC program had fostered dependency and discouraged initiative,
resulting in the dissol ution of families and the growth of numerous socia pathologies.! In creating anew
system of support for poor families, the Commission’ sgoa wasto discard the current system of welfare
infavor of policiesand programsthat “ compel persona respons bility and discourage destructive behavior”
(Commissionon Citizen Empowerment 1994). Thewe farereform programthe Commission created links
therecelpt of cash assistanceto behaviorsit believed to promote both good parenting and encourage self-
sufficiency.

Long beforewd farereform passed at the nationd leve, Virginiahad reached aconsensus on the need
toreformthe AFDC program. However, littlewas and still isknown about the challengesinvolvedin
implementing such sweeping reform. Federal and statelegidation haveprovided aframework for cregting
anew assstance system. However, inVirginiaand in agrowing number of states acrossthe country, the
primary responsibility for deciding how to put these policiesinto practice has been delegated to local
departmentsof socia services (DSS). To providea better understanding of what it takesto implement a

complex set of reforms, thisreport detailsthe experience of five communitiesin the Commonwed th with

The Governor’ s Commission on Citizen Empowerment devel oped the specific blueprint for VIPand
VIEW. However, discussons about how to reform Virginia swelfare system darted severd yearsearlier
through the work of the Poverty Commission, led by former Lt. Governor Donald Beyer.
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welfarereform, highlighting the choicesthey made, the challengesthey faced and thosethat lieahead. This
introductory chapter summarizesthe eva uation of welfarereformin Virginiaand briefly describesthefive
research sites.

Chapters |1 through VI detail the implementation experiences of these five communities. The
communitieswere selected to represent the demographics of the sate and reflect adiverse set of economic
and socia conditions under which to examine the implementation of a complex set of policy and
programmatic reforms. Chapter |1 summarizesthekey VIP/VIEW policiesand reviewsthe evolution of
wefarereform, covering sate activitiesto prepare the locd officesto implement welfare reform. Chapter
[11 examinesthe organizationa and staffing decisions made by each of the sites and the role community
groups and businesses have played in the implementation of welfare reform. Chapter IV describes how
the communities have implemented the welfare reform provisions designed to promote responsible
parenting. ChaptersV, VI, and VIl detall the trategies used to help welfare recipients make the trangition

to employment. The report concludes with a preview of the challenges that lie ahead.

A. EVALUATING WELFARE REFORM IN VIRGINIA

The five communities profiled in this report--Lynchburg, Prince William County, Petersburg,
Portsmouth, and Wise County--were sdl ected asresearch Steswhen wefare reformwasfirst implemented.
Until October 1997, when welfare reform was fully implemented in Virginia, these communities ran dud
programsto alow for estimates of theimpact of welfarereform. That is, except for afew policiesthat were
implemented statewidefor dl families, membersof acontrol group continued to receive benefitsaccording
to pre-reform AFDC and JOBS policies until October 1997 while members of an experimental group

received benefitsaccording tothenew VIPand VIEW policies. VIPdigibility policieswereimplemented



in each of the siteson July 1, 1995, and VIEW policies were phased in between October 1995 and
October 1997. The experiences of these five research siteswill form the basis for a comprehensive
evaluation of welfare reformin Virginia

Inlate 1997, Virginia contracted with Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia
Tech) and its subcontractor, Mathematica Policy Research Inc. (MPR), to conduct a series of studiesto
examine the outcomes and impacts associated with the implementation of welfare reformin the state.
Currently, five udiesare planned: (1) an early impact and outcome andysis, (2) an implementation studly,
the subject of thisreport; (3) adescriptive study of cases reaching the two-year timelimit; (4) an impact
and implementation study of VIEW-PLUS, ajob retention demonstration project; and (5) a study of
VIEW-exempt cases, which focuses on “child only” cases.

The implementation study of VIP and VIEW palicies, which will dso support theimpact eva uation,
involves the following research questions:

C Whatisthepolitical, organizationa, socid and economic contextinwhichwefarereformwas

designed and is now being implemented?

C What organizational and staffing changes were made at the local level to support the
implementation of welfare reform?

C What role have other government agencies, community-based organizations and local
businesses played in the implementation of welfare reform?

C How havethelocal officesimplemented policiesto encourage responsible behavior?
C What drategieshaveloca offices employed to shift to awork-based transitiond assistance
system? What factors have affected their choices? What are the patternsof participationin

work and work-related activities?

C What are the mgjor challenges ahead?



Thisstudy reliesprimarily oninterviewswith administrators and Saff from thefiveloca wefare offices.
Whereappropriate, information wasal so gathered from community service providers. Sitevisitswere
conducted to each of thefivelocd offices during February and March of 1998. Telephoneinterviewsaso
were conducted with current or former state staff who played a key role in the development or
implementation of welfarereform. Information from these interviews was supplemented with areview of

program documents and administrative data.

B. A PROFILE OF THE FIVE RESEARCH COMMUNITIES

Virginia, the 12th most populous state in the United States, is home to adiverse and growing
population. The research communities were selected to represent the five regions of the state. The
Piedmont Region, represented by Lynchburg, isacombination of smaller citiesand townsand includes
asubgtantia portion of thestate’ sfarmland. The Northern Region, represented by Prince William County,
isasuburban areawith higher-than-averageincome and ishometo agrowing number of Hispanic and
Asanimmigrants. The Central Region, represented by Petersburg, isdominated by Richmond, the sate
capital and thethird largest city inthe state. The Eastern Region, represented by Portsmouth, includes
severd of the state' s most populous cities. The Western Region, represented by Wise County, extends
into the Appaachian mountainsand isthe most rurd part of the state. The datapresentedin Tablel.1and
the descriptions of theresearch communities presented below illustrate the diverse economic and socid

environments in which welfare reform in Virginiais being implemented.

1. Lynchburg
Lynchburg, asmdl city of 66,491 people, was higtoricaly amanufacturing center. However, beginning

with the 1981-82 recession and continuing through the mid-1980s, Lynchburg lost much of its
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manufacturing base asindustries closed or |eft theregion. The city ishometo four major educational
ingtitutions--Liberty University, Lynchburg College, Centrd VirginiaCommunity College and Randolph-
Macon Women' s College--and over time, educationa servicesand associ ated retail and banking support
have replaced manufacturing jobs asthe mainstay of Lynchburg’ s economy. Now, just one-third of the
region’s employees work in manufacturing.

LynchburgisinvolvedinVirginia sRegion 2000, ajoint private and public economic development
partnership that combines the resources of Lynchburg, Bedford and Altavista (two nearby towns), and the
four surrounding counties. Region 2000 isintended to create asupportive environment for business. More
than 4,600 companies are now located in the region.

Lynchburg has afavorable labor market, but despite arelatively low unemployment rate, just 3.8
percentin 1995, asubstantia percentage of thecity’ sresidentslivein poverty. Lynchburg’ spoverty rate
in 1989 was 16.4 percent compared with 10.2 percent for the state asawhole. Onein six householdsis
femae headed. Rates of high school completion for adults over the age of 24 are somewhat lower than
for the tate asawhole. Although the mgority of Lynchburg’ s population iswhite (73 percent), it hasa
larger share of African-Americans (26 percent) than the state asawhole (19 percent). Incontrast toits
overdl population, themgority of Lynchburg’ sTANF householdsare headed by African-Americans, most
whom have never been married. Ratesof high school completion areinthemiddle of therangefor thefive
research Stes. Lynchburg’s AFDC/TANF caseload has declined by 39 percent to 642 cases snce welfare

reform was first implemented.



TABLE I.1a

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE VIP/VIEW RESEARCH SITES

State Lynchburg Prince William Petersburg Portsmouth Wise

Characteristics of the Local Communities®
Total Persons 6,618,358 66,491 245,184 40,934 103,464 39,925
Persons per Square Mile 168 1,350 724 1,659 3,094 99
Per Capita Income (1989) $15,713 $12,657 $17,833 $10,547 $11,158 $9,392
% Below Poverty (1989) 10.2 16.4 3.2 20.3 17.7 21.6
Racia Distribution (1990)
(Percent)

White/Other 816 73.3 86.3 274 52.0 97.8

African-American 18.8 26.4 11.6 721 473 18

Hispanic 26 0.7 45 1.2 13 03
% Female-Headed Households 111 15.6 8.4 230 19.3 12.1
% Never Married 26.7 318 239 34.6 26.3 20.5
% High School Graduates 75.2 69.5 87.8 62.2 66.6 521
Unemployment Rate (Percent)

1980 5.0 45 3.7 7.8 7.7 7.6

1986 5.0 6.0 24 9.6 7.8 15.6

1990 45 6.0 3.3 8.7 7.8 9.6

1995 45 3.8 3.3 7.0 7.0 17.0

City and County Data Book, 1983, 1988, 1994, 1997; State Data Center, Virginia Employment Commission.



TABLE.1b

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE AFDC/TANF CASELOAD IN THE RESEARCH SITES

Total AFDC/TANF Cases State Lynchburg Prince William Petersburg Portsmouth Wise
June 1995 70,797 1,058 1,987 1,244 3,296 924
April 1998 43,509 642 1,240 750 2,196 753
% Decline 6/95 - 4/98 402 39.3 37.6 39.7 334 185

% AFDCITANF-UP 17 0.8 18 0.6 0.7 84

Characteristics Total Lynchburg Prince William Petersburg Portsmouth Wise

Racial Distribution?

(Percent)
White/Other 32.2 28.0 46.8 7.4 16.1 96.8
African-American 65.4 72.0 47.8 91.9 83.3 3.2
Hispanic 21 0.0 54 0.7 0.6 0.3
% Femal e Headed? 96.3 96.8 96.5 97.9 97.3 88.2
% Never Married? 62.8 70.2 55.2 74.9 70.4 29.1
% High School Graduates? 57.0 54.7 62.4 59.0 54.1 475

Source: MPR analysis of Virginia Department of Social Services VIP/VIEW case record data.

NoTe: The research sample includes household heads who were on assistance at the time the evaluation sample was established in July 1995, were selected for
the experimental group, and were till receiving assistance at the time VIEW was implemented. The table coversthe period of VIEW implementation through
April 1998.



2. PrinceWilliam County

Prince William County hasapopulation of 245,184 and islocated in suburban northern Virginia, 35
miles southwest of the Digtrict of Columbia. Prince William’seconomy is hedlthy and includes abroad
base of employment ranging from high-tech industries such as IBM to numerous service and retail jobsat
thearea slargest retail outlet mal. Itsproximity to Washington, DC, andto alarge U.S. Marinebasein
Quantico, Virginia, provides additional employment opportunitieswith thefedera government that are not
readily availablein most other locditiesin the state. Prince William residents are employed throughout
northern Virginia, the District of Columbia, and suburban Maryland. In 1995, Prince William’'s
unemployment rate was just 3.3 percent, the lowest of thefive research sites. 1n 1989, only 3 percent of
the residents of Prince William lived below the federal poverty line.

The county’ spopulation is 12 percent African-American and 5 percent Higpanic--the most Significant
Hispanic population of thefive research communities. Just over 8 percent of Prince William' shouseholds
arefemaleheaded. Educational levelsthere are substantially higher thanin the stateasawhole. Prince
William’ sTANF caseload isdistinguished by itsheterogeneity, especialy intermsof race and marita
gatus. Whitesand African-Americansarerepresented inamost equa numbers, asare married and never-
married household heads. Inthat 64 percent of its casel oad has completed high school or aGED, Prince
William isaso hometo a more educated population than are any of the other four stes. Since the start of

welfare reform, Prince William’s AFDC/TANF caseload has declined by 38 percent to 1,240 cases.



3. Petersburg

Petersburg, asmall city of 40,934 people, islocated near Richmond, the state capital. Thankstoits
rich history--the siege of Petersburg during the Civil War led to the surrender of General Robert E. Lee--
Petersburg hasalargetourismindustry. Higtoricaly, Petersburg’ seconomy hasbeen manufacturing-based,
but the city never fully recovered from therecessionin the early 1980s. Thisrecession, coupledwith the
departure of alarge tobacco manufacturing plant, cut Petersburg’ s manufacturing basein half. The mgor
local retail mall closed in the 1980s, and several discount department chains have closed all local stores.
Downtown retail hasfailed, and only afew, unstable establishmentsremain. Employment at Fort Leg, a
local military ingtallation, dso has declined somewhat. Theresult islimited tax revenuesfor city services.
With an unemployment rate of 7 percent in 1995, Petersburg isone of theless economically stablecities
inVirginia Smilarly, with fully 20 percent of itsresidentsin poverty, Petersburg isone of the poorer cities
in the state.

Employment opportunitiesfor the low-income population do exist. VirginiaState University islocated
just outside the city, and four large companies have recently located inthearea. However, dueto apoor
public transit system, Petersburg’ s low-income residents have had difficulties taking advantage of
employment opportunitiesavailablein theretail centersthat have been developing outsde the centrd city.
Although Petersburg’ sunemployment rate remains substantidly higher thantherate statewide, it hasfdlen
from 8.7 to 7.0 percent since 1990.

The city’s population is predominately African-American (73 percent), and 23 percent of its
householdsare headed by afemale. Ratesof high school completion arelower than the statewiderate.
Petersburg’s TANF caseload is the most homogeneous of all of the sites, serving a predominantly
African-American, never-married populaion. Theratesof high school completion of Petersourg' sSTANF
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caseload are among the highest of thefiveresearch stes. Sincethe start of welfare reform, Petersburg’s

TANF caseload has declined by 40 percent to 750 cases.

4. Portsmouth

Portsmouth has apopulation of 103,464 and isthe ninth largest city in Virginia. Nearby Norfolk
Nava Shipyard shapes much of theindustry and employment in Portsmouth. Over 13,000 employees
work for theU.S. government: 7,200 work in the shipyard, 4,200 work at the U.S. Naval Hospital, and
amost 2,000 work for the Coast Guard. Large hedlth care and manufacturing firmsin the Portsmouth area
are other significant employers.

Despitethisemployment base, Portsmouth has experienced employment lossesin several areasin
recent years. The nearby shipyard civilian labor force suffered a sizable layoff in late 1993. Other
shipyardsin nearby Hampton Roads cut jobsin 1991-1993, though employment became more stable
during 1994 and 1995. Inthe early 1990s, Portsmouth’s employment situation was considerably worse
than the state asawhole. With an unemployment rate of 7 percent in 1995, however, the employment
picturein Portsmouth hasimproved in recent years. Despitethisupturn, 17.7 percent of itsresdentslive
below the poverty line, making Portsmouth, like Petersburg, one of the poorer areas in the state.

Thecity’ s population isthe most heterogeneous of thefive sites: 52 percent of the population iswhite,
47 percent isAfrican-American and 1 percent isHispanic. About onein five householdsisheaded by a
femae. Theratesof high school completion arelower thanthe rate for the state asawhole. Portsmouth's
TANF casdload ismade up primarily of familiesheaded by African-American, never-married mothers, but

itissomewhat |esshomogeneousand haslower ratesof high school compiletion than Petersburg’ scase oad.
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Since the start of welfare reform, Portsmouth’s AFDC/TANF casel oad has declined by 33 percent to

2,196 cases.

5. Wise County

WiseCounty, located inthe cod fieldsregion of western Virginia, comprisesamix of smal townsand
rural areas. Itspopulation of 39,925 livesin the hills and within and outside its many small towns. An
isolated area, thereislittle opportunity for tourism aswell as poor accessto road transport. Historicaly,
cod aone supported the county until technologica advancesin mining emerged inthelate 1980sand early
1990s. Now that the sameamount of cod can be mined with far fewer workers, thereare very few mining
jobsleft, and no new industries have emerged to employ the displaced coal labor force. Just under 18
percent of employeesin Wise County still work in coal mining.

While most of Virginiaand the rest of the country have been experiencing an economic boom and
record low unemployment rates, Wise County has seen its unemployment rate riseto 17 percent. The
largest single employer in Wiseisalumber manufacturer, which employsjust 281 people. With 21.6
percent of its citizensin poverty, Wise has a poverty rate that is more than twice the statewiderate. The
rateof high school completionin Wiseissignificantly lower thanthe satewiderate. Becausethe economic
stuationin Wiseis so blesk, the county is* exporting itschildren.” However, itisdifficult for long-time
residentsto leave asmost own their homes and have strong personal and family tiesin the county. Most
new employment isin low-paying service industry jobs—fast food, discount retail, and nursing homes,
secretarid and receptionist jobs aso account for new employment. A new prison opened in August 1998

and a second is scheduled to open in the spring of 1999.
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The characteristicsof Wise County’ STANF caseload are quite different from those of the other four
research Stes. Recipients are predominantly white, most of whom are or have been married; 8 percent
of the caseload isenrolled inthe TANF Unemployed Parents program. The high school completionrate,
at 48 percent, is substantially lower than in the other four research sites. Despite its high unemployment
rate, Wise County has seen its AFDC/TANF casel oad decline since the start of reform, albeit at asower
rate than in the rest of the state and the other research counties. In April 1998, 753 families received
assistance, 19 percent fewer than in June 1995, the month prior to welfare reform implementation.

Since July 1995, when implementation of welfare reform began, locd communities have been thefocd
point of nearly all the welfare reform activity inthe state. The state anticipated that the success of the
reforms would ultimately rest on the ability to translate ideas and policies into practice at the local level.

Theimplementation experiences of the fiveresearch sites provides an opportunity to document the
practical implicationsof welfarereforminVirginia Theresearch Stesrepresent locdlitiesthat implemented
wefarereform at different times. Lynchburg, havingimplemented VIEW in October 1995, hasthelongest
history of operatingtheprogram. PrinceWilliam, whichfollowedin April 1996, and Petersburg, in January
1997, dso have had timeto fully implement their programs, although they will not seeany familiesaffected
by thetimelimit until later thisyear or early next year. Portsmouth and Wise did not implement VIEW until
October 1997. Atthetimeof our sitevisitsin February and March 1998 they had only recently had their
firgt families hit the 90-day work requirement and will not have any families affected by atimelimit for quite
sometime. WithagtateasdiverseasVirginia, thereisno way to select five communitiesthat cantell the
full story of how welfare reform has been implemented. Nonetheless, these sites do represent arange of
circumstances and experiences, and they provide important insight into how welfare reform has been
implemented in the Commonweal th.

13



PAGE ISINTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK TO ALLOW FOR DOUBLE-SIDED COPYING



[I. CREATING A BLUEPRINT FOR REFORM

When George Allen campaigned for Governor in 1993, he promised to reform Virginia swelfare
system. Shortly after taking office, he appointed the 40-member Commission on Citizen Empowerment
and charged it with developing policy recommendations for replacing the welfare system with an
employment-based temporary assistance system that was pro-family. Eighteen months later,
implementation of the proposed changesbegan. Before Governor Allenleft officein January 1998, welfare
reform had been fully implemented statewide, more than 18 months ahead of schedule.

According to key actorsinvolved in the development of wefare reform, VIP and VIEW were passed
by the Generad Assembly and signed into law because "everyone needed reform.” Although there were
differences of opinion over how the system should be reformed, there was little disagreement that the
AFDC and JOBS programs needed to be replaced with anew assistance system that would help welfare

recipients improve their current circumstances and enhance their prospects for the future.

A. THE ROAD TO REFORM

Governor Allen'sframework for reform focused on four principles: work, personal responsibility,
short-term assstance, and fiscal accountability. The Commission on Citizen Empowerment, headed by
then-Secretary of Hedlth and Human ResourcesKay Cole Jamesand composed of individua srepresenting
businesses, churches, government agencies, and nonprofit groups, aswell as volunteers, taxpayers, and
former and current recipients of public assistance, relied on these principlesto develop a concrete set of
policy recommendations that would form the basis of welfare reform in Virginia. During 1994, the

commission held public hearings across the Commonwesal th and received testimony from morethan 1,000
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people representing every segment of the population. Based on theinformation it recelved, the Commisson
submitted areport to the Governor in December 1994 with recommendationsfor replacing welfarein
Virginiawith employment-based temporary assstance. Their work built on and expanded the work of the
Poverty Commission, gppointed by former Governor Douglas Wilder and headed by former Lieutenant
Governor Donald Beyer.

Suggestionsin the Commission'sreport werethen drafted aslegidative proposasand introducedin
the General Assembly during its 1995 session. Thelegidation passed with widespread, but hard-won,
bipartisan support. 1n the House of Delegates, the vote was 90-9; in the Senate, it was 33-6. Many
membersof the Generd Assembly were concerned that thetimelimits, work requirements, and penalties
for non-compliance in the proposal were too harsh. Consequently, the legidlative debate was often
contentious. The Empowerment Commission and the Governor’ s office held firm to their blueprint for
reformand eventually convinced most of the Generd Assembly that the proposed reformswoul d empower,
not harm, citizens of the Commonwealth in need of government assstance. The legidation that finaly
passed the Genera Assembly and wassigned by Governor Allen did not deviate from the Empowerment

Commission’ s recommendations in any significant way.

B. THEPOLICY FRAMEWORK FOR WELFARE REFORM: VIP AND VIEW
TheVIPand VIEW provisionsfocused onthetwin pillars of persona responsbility and work. The
VIPdigihility provisions, designed to encouragerespons blebehavior, wereimplemented statewideon July
1, 1995. The VIEW provisions, designed to encourage work, were to be phased in over afour-year
period by Economic Development District (EDD) beginning July 1, 1995 and ending April 1, 1999.

However, because implementation went much more smoothly than anticipated, the VIEW phase-in
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schedulewas compressed and the provisionsimplemented throughout the Commonweal th by October 1,

1997.

1. TheVIP Eligibility Provisions
With afew exceptions, the VIP digibility provisions primarily encourage adultsto beresponsible
parents. The exceptions focus on supporting parents’ effortsto find or keep ajob. The VIP provisons

that were implemented statewide in July 1995 include:

C Diversonary Assistance. Working families who face atemporary loss of income are able
to receive aone-time cash payment aslong asthey agreeto forgo welfare benefitsfor up to
160 days.

C Paternity Establishment. Mothersare required to name the fathers of their children and
provide three additional pieces of information to help locate the non-custodial parent.
Mothers who do not comply eventually face the loss of all TANF benefits.

C FamilyCap. An additiona child born more than nine months after afamily beginsto receive
assgtanceisnot digibleto have hisor her needsincluded inthe TANF grant (i.e., benefitsdo
not increase). All child support received for achild subject to thefamily cap ispassed through
directly to thefamily andisnot considered income when determining afamily’ sdligibility for
TANF.

C Compulsory School Attendance. Compulsory school attendancelaws apply to al school-
age children receiving assistance. Children who do not comply with thelawsfacetheloss of
TANF benefits. (TANF benefits are eliminated for the child who is not attending school.)

C Immunization. TANF applicantsmust provide verificationthat al children areimmunized
or facemonthly reduction of TANF benefits ($50 for thefirst child whoisnot immunized and
$25 for each additional child who is not immunized).

C Minor Parent Regtrictions. Minor parents are required to live with a parent or other adult
in loco parentisto be eligible for assistance.

C Two-Parent Expansions. Eligihility for benefitsfor two-parent familiesis determined using
the same eligibility criteriaas for one-parent families.
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C Savingslncentive. Familiesaredlowed to accumulate $5,000 in savings, provided that the
money will be used for education, home ownership, or starting a business.
2. TheVIEW Provisions
TheVIEW provisions, which focuson work and timelimits, form the centerpiece of welfarereform
inVirginia. Unlikethe VIP digibility provisions, which apply to al applicants or recipients with few
exceptions, the VIEW provisionsapply only to able-bodied parentswith achild 18 monthsor older. The
VIEW provisionsinclude:

C Agreement of Personal Responsibility. VIEW participants must sign an Agreement of
Persona Responsibility (APR) to receive benefits. Familieswhofail to signthe APR have
their TANF cases closed.

C Work Requirement. VIEW participants must begin looking for unsubsidized employment
immediately and are required to work in asubsidized or unsubsidized job or participateina
community work experiencewithin 90 days of being referred to VIEW. Familieswho do not
comply with thework requirement facethelossof all TANF cash benefitsand are subject to
the time limit aslong as their TANF case remains open.

C Two-Year TimeLimit. Receipt of cash assistanceislimited to 24 months followed by a
one-year period of digibility for transitional benefits only (child care, transportation and
medical assistance) and atwo-year period of indligibility for all TANF benefits (including
trangtional benefits). (When Virginiareplaced the AFDC program with TANF, recipients
also became subject to a 60-month lifetime limit on the receipt of cash assistance.)

C GenerousEarnedIncomeDisregards. VIEW familiesareédligibleto continuetoreceive
their full grant aslong asthetotal of their TANF benefit plus net earned income does not
exceed thefedera poverty level (and they havereceived assistance for 24 months or less).

Virginiaenacted and implemented comprehensive wefare reform sooner than many other sates. Then

and now, Virginia’ s emphasis on work (as opposed to work-preparation activities such asjob search,

education, or training) setsit apart from other state approaches to welfare reform. It isincreasingly

common for satesto require TANF gpplicants or recipientsto look for work immediately upon receipt of

18



benefits. However, only 10 states require TANF recipients to work in exchange for benefits after a
specified period of timeon TANF. Only two other states, Wisconsin and M assachusetts, require TANF
reci pients to work as soon or sooner than Virginiadoes (Gallagher et al. 1998). In Wisconsin, the work
mandate appliesto al recipients, but in Massachusettsit appliesonly to familieswith achild over theage
of six.

Virginia semphas sonwork waspurposveand ddiberate. The Empowerment Commission believed
that work had intrinsic value and that recipients would learn from the discipline of going to work. They
resisted efforts to redefine work to include activities such as training or extended job search. The
Commission did, however, support effortsto combine training with work. Familieswith achild under the
age of 18 months were exempted from the work requirement because the Commission believed that
parents needed time to bond with their children and to learn how to be good parents. The expectation was
that parentswould spend thosefirst 18 months engaged in activitiesthat would hel p them to become good
parents. Since the Commission plannedfor child careto be guaranteed for dl familieswho were expected
to work, the exemption for familieswith young children a so reflected how much the satefelt it could afford

for child care.

C. CREATING A STATEWIDE INFRASTRUCTURE TO SUPPORT REFORM

Assoon asVirginia swdfare reform legidation was passed, sate Saff shifted their attention to creeting
aninfrastructurethat would support theimplementation of welfarereform at thelocal leve. Inlittlemore
than three months, staff had to prepare arequest for waiversfrom federa law, develop state regulations
and policy guidancefor field staff, retool automated systems, train regional and local staff in the new

policies, and educate field Saff to prepare them for amgor shift in the philosophy of providing assstance
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to poor families. Early on, state staff decided to focus not only on making sure operational detailswere
attended to but aso on building broad-based support for implementing welfarereform at the local level.
Thus, the devel opment of astatewide infrastructure to support reform focused on four key eements: (1)
ensuring adequate, available funding for the implementation of welfare reform, (2) involving local
communities, (3) providing technical and administrative support to the locd offices, and (4) empowering

local administrators and line staff.

1. Full Funding for Welfare Reform

Whenwdfarereform was passed by the Generd Assembly, the consensuswasthat additiona funding
for child care, transportation, and employment services would be needed to ensureits success. Key actors
involved in the development of welfarereformin Virginiaspeculate that welfarereform would not have
passed the Assembly without an agreement that additional funding would beforthcoming toimplement the
reforms. The promise of additiond funding aso helped to garner support from loca nonprofit socid service
providers.

Additiond funding was primarily directed to the implementation of VIEW. The amount alocated to
thelocdlitiesimplementing VIEW reflected the costs of providing servicesinthelocal areaand assumed
full implementation. Child careand transportationwereguaranteed for dl VIEW participants, meaning that
localitiescould request additiona funding if theamount allocated proved to beinsufficient. The Genera
Assembly dso awarded aone-time planning grant for each Economic Devel opment Didrict prior to phasing
inthe VIEW program. Individua districts could determine how the money would be spent, but the intent
wasto facilitate the collaboration between the loca departments of socia servicesand local businesses,

nonprofit organizations, and faith-based organizations to make welfare reform work in a community.
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Staff a al levelsagreethat full funding has been crucid to the success of welfarereformin Virginia
For thefirgt time, localitieshave had enough money to bring al recipientswho are required to work into
program activitiesand to provide child careto dl familieswho needit. One state official described the shift
ashaving thework program go from being astepchild to atop priority. Asthedatain Tablell.1lillustrates,
full funding for welfarereform hasrequired asubstantid increasein funding. From Statefisca year (SFY)
1995 (theyear immediately preceding the implementation of welfarereform) to SFY 1998 (thefirst year
inwhich dl of the research steswill havefully phased in welfare reform), the budget for JOBS/VIEW and
JOBS/VIEW child careincreased 240 percent in theresearch sites, from $4.2 millionin SFY 95t0 $14.1
millionin SFY 98. Theincreased funding was split dmost equally between JOBS/VIEW services(case
management, transportati on reimbursement, and work activitiessuch asjob readinessand community work
experience) and JOBS/VIEW child care. Theincreased budget allocationsfor theindividua sitesreflect

the amount of additional funding that is needed to fully implement VIP and VIEW.

2. Involving Local Communities

The Empowerment Commission viewed welfare reform as more than a set of policy changes. It
strongly believed that community involvement was essential to the creation of anew service system that
would empower families to become self-sufficient. 1nthe Empowerment Commission'sreport to the
Governor and the citizensof Virginia, Chair of the Commission Kay Cole Jamesnoted, “If we areto truly
end welfare aswe know it, then we must aso end government as we know it, the community of faith as

we know it, business as we know it, and education as we know it.” The
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TABLEII.1

BUDGET ALLOCATIONS:
JOBS/VIEW SERVICES AND JOBS/VIEW-RELATED DAY CARE
(in thousands of dollars)

Total Lynchburg Prince William Petersburg Portsmouth Wise
Budget Allocations -- Fiscal Year 1995
JOBS/VIEW Day Care? 2,302.0 157.0 1,365.9 395.1 310.1 739
JOBS/VIEWP 1,862.3 227.7 389.8 441.9 627.6 175.3
Total 4,164.3 384.7 1,755.7 837.0 937.7 249.2
Budget Allocations -- Fiscal Year 1998
JOBS/VIEW Day Care 7,538.6 755.9 3,631.4 826.8 1,875.1 449.4
JOBS/VIEW 6,605.3 1,084.2 1,682.7 1,103.4 2,104.8 630.3
Total 14,1439 1,840.1 5314.1 1,930.2 3,979.9 1,079.7
Budget Increase (Dollars) -- Fiscal Year 1995-1998
JOBS/VIEW Day Care 5,236.6 598.9 2,226.5 431.7 1,565.0 3755
JOBS/VIEW 4,743.0 856.4 1,292.9 661.5 1,477.2 455.0
Tota 9,979.6 1,455.3 3,558.4 1,093.2 3,042.2 830.5
Budget I ncrease (Percent Change) -- Fiscal Year 1995-1998
JOBS/VIEW Day Care 2275 381.4 165.9 109.3 504.7 508.1
JOBS/VIEW 254.7 376.1 331.7 149.7 2354 259.6
Tota 239.6 378.3 202.7 130.6 324.4 333.3

Note:  Information on budget allocations was provided by the Virginia Department of Social Services.

A ncludes JOBS/VIEW Working and Transitional Day Care

®Includes JOBS/VIEW Purchase of Services and Administration



emphasis on community involvement continued beyond the work of the Empowerment Commisson and
has added a unique dimension to welfare reformin Virginia

Soon after welfare reform wasimplemented, the state launched astatewide community campaign. Its
doganwas, "Yes, We Can!" The campaign had threemain goals. Firs, it wasdesigned to ensure that
peopleunderstood the detail s of welfarereform and to garner widespread participation in and support for
welfarereform. Second, it provided the impetus for shifting the focus of welfare reform away from the
issuesthat were contenti ousduring thelegid ative debate and toward the purpose that everyone supported
and cared about: creating opportunities to help poor families achieve their dreams.

Findly, and perhaps most important, it wasintended to encourage peopleto cometogether at theloca
leve tosolveloca problems. The state held meetingsto help loca governments, faith-based organizations
and community organizationsbuild partnerships. Every community was different. some aready had
partnershipsin place on which to build, while others had to start from scratch. In the end, staff felt that
some communitiesbuilt successful partnerships, and othersfloundered. Overall, peoplewere pleasantly

surprised at how much enthusiasm was generated around making welfare reform succeed.

3. Providing Technical and Administrative Support to the L ocal Offices

Virginia swelfare systemisstate supervised and county administered. Thus, thelocditieshavedways
depended on the state for policy guidance, training, and automation support; thisrelationship did not and
was not intended to change under welfare reform. Consequently, successful implementation of welfare
reform, at least inthe early stages, was contingent on state staff being able to provide the technical and

adminigirative support necessary to implement thereformson time. Although staff found it achallengeto
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get everything into place in ashort period of time, they felt that quick implementation of earlier federa

reforms (e.g., the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act) had prepared them for the task.

a. Retooling Automated Data Systems

When Virginiaimplemented welfarereform, the devel opment of anew automated system waswel |
underway. However, because the new system was not close enoughto completion, staff had to retool what
they describe asan antiquated, poorly documented system for theinitia implementation of welfarereform.
At the sametime, they had to redesign the new automated system to incorporate the new policy changes.
All things considered, staff felt that they accomplished what they needed to in ashort period of time,
athough they wish they had devoted moretimeto training field staff. Staff also noted that it takes so long
to build new automated systemsthat they are often out of date before they are fully operational, making

it impossible to ever feel like they are operating at optimum performance.

b. Expanding Partnerships With Other Gover nment Agencies

From the state perspective, the compulsory school attendance requirement proved to bethe most
difficult VIP provision to implement for two main reasons. First, state socia services staff had not worked
with staff in the state Department of Education previoudy on truancy issues, and they had little knowledge
of the structure and operations of the public school system. Second, the limited overdaght role of the Sate
Department of Education and thewide variationin the operation of loca school districtsmadeit difficult
to develop adminigtrativerulesand proceduresto implement theprovison. Intheend, the procedureswere

designed to be flexible enough to accommodate differencesin local school districts.
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c. Using Local Communitiesas L aboratoriesfor Reform

The architects of welfare reform in Virginia knew they were embarking on a bold experiment,
especidly with the VIEW provisons. Since no one knew whether VIEW would work--and what it would
take to make it work--VIEW was designed to be phased in over time. State staff believe that the phase-in
strategy was critical to the success of welfarereform. If they had implemented VIEW statewide, they
believe they would have encountered massive resistance. Asit was, they were able to build on the
successesand learn fromthemistakes of thefirst communitiesto implement thereforms. Inaddition, when
VIEW wasfirst implemented, the phase-in schedule allowed state staff to give each locality individual
attention as they prepared to phase in the program.

Despite, or perhapseven because of, theimplementation challenges, state staff described the process
as“both exhilarating and exhausting.” Becausewelfarereform wasimplementedinapolitically charged
and very high-profileenvironment, staff reported that “ everything needed to land right--and it did.” With
afew exceptions, primarily related to automation, staff in the field concurred that the state had provided
them with the support they needed to implement welfare reform. Inevitably, there was some confusion
around the detail s of some of the policies, and communication was not alwaysas clear asit needed to be.
But issueswereusudly resolved relatively quickly. Thestesthat implemented early bore the additiona
burden of adeluge of pressinquiries. All of the research Sites carried the extra burden of maintaining two

setsof palicies, making them even more dependent than the other localities on the state for policy guidance.
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4. Empowering Local Administratorsand Line Staff

Sincewefare programsin Virginiahave aways been state supervised and localy administered, loca
offices have adways had someflexibility to decide how to operatetheir programs. However, the passage
of welfarereform encouraged loca officesto takeamoreactiverolein designing program strategiesand
service systems that would account for the needs and resources of their communities. Early on, Sate staff
reached out to local social service directors and encouraged them to take on leadership roles in their
communities. Thesocia servicedirectorswere seen asnatural alieswho had beenignored during the
political debate. Infact, totheir dismay, thelocditiesplayed avery minimd rolein the design of welfare
reform--their active involvement began after the legid ation was passed and focused on implementation of
policies.

Staff in the field were generally supportive of welfare reform, which helped implementation
tremendoudy. For thefirst time, they fet they could do something positivefor people. Many workershad
seenfamiliesgetting awelfare check and food stampsfor years, but nothing positivewas hgppening inthelr
lives. They felt welfare reform would be better for their clients and better for them. Still, they gpproached
reform with some skepticism. Until implementation began, no one was quite certain what welfare reform
would mean on aday-to-day basis. In addition, passing the reforms was so political that staff were
concerned that the new welfare provisonsmight not be around long enough to result in any mgor changes.

A year after welfare reform wasimplemented, the State sponsored a statewi de conference described
by many asaturning point intheimplementation process. The conference was designed to showcasethe
effortsof thecommunitiesthat had already implemented welfarereform. It created excitement and re-

energizedthe™Y es, We Can!" attitude that launched the new policy. Thelarger agenciesdid expresssome
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disappointment with the conference because the first sitesto implement welfare reform had smaller
caseloads, so conference presentations were not fully applicable.

A second conferenceheld ayear later generated even more enthusiasm, highlighted by the fact that
the Governor received astanding ovation when he announced that welfare reform would be implemented
statewide by October 1997--18 months ahead of schedule. Thosewho had not yet fully implemented

welfare reform looked forward to being part of what they saw as an exciting new opportunity.
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1. BUILDING A LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE
TO SUPPORT WELFARE REFORM

Higtoricdly, thewdfare office hasfocused on assessng individuas eigibility for public benefitsand
making surethose eigible receive benefitsin atimely manner. Although the local Departments/Divisons
of Socid Service (DSS) have operated employment programs for welfare recipients for many years, these
programs have dways been smal and have never had amagor impact on the operation, structure, or focus
of the local welfare offices. Implementing welfare reform, with its emphasis on work and personal
respongbility, meant local officesneeded to “think outsdethebox.” They needed toidentify Strategiesfor
anew way of providing income support and servicesto cash ass stance applicants and recipients. They
also needed to find ways to encourage responsible behavior and self-sufficiency.

Intheir effortsto create anew approach to providing services, the local welfare offices faced two
primary tasks: (1) identifying strategiesfor restructuring their current service delivery systemsand (2)
identifyingand deve opinglong-term rd ati onshi pswith other government agencies, community organizations
and busi nesseswho wereinterested in hel ping them achievetheir welfarereform goals. Thefiveresearch
sites made different choicesregarding how to restructure their current service delivery systems and how
toinvolvethelocd community in welfare reform. Thisresulted in different approachesto implementing
welfare reform. However, severa common themes emerged from their experiences.

C Major restructuring of the welfare office and privatizing the delivery of services was
uncommon. Prince William, which has had along-term interest in re-engineering the
department, istheonly stewherewe farereform served asacatayst for mgjor restructuring
of thewefareoffice. Theother four sitesprimarily focused on devel oping strategiesto help
workersdo thar jobs differently with an emphasis on helping them take on new responsibilities

and send adifferent messageto clients. Although the Sites contracted out for some services,
none of them shifted primary responsibility for the delivery of servicesto private contractors.
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C Theofficesrelied on several types of staffing arrangements. However, none of the
sitesfelt they had a model in place that effectively balanced the needs of clients with
the responsibilities of workers. Implementation of welfare reform proved to be very
demanding and required substantial changesinwork practice. Workershad to learn new
policies, interact with clients differently, and meet newly established standards for timeliness
and accuracy. Inaddition, workers' responsibilities have expanded under welfarereform,
meaning more timeis required for them to become proficient in their work.

C The responsibilities of eligibility and employment services staff have remained
separate and distinct since the implementation of welfare reform. None of the
research siteschoseto mergetheresponsibilitiesof digibility and employment services staff
into asingle staff position. Infour of the five sites, digibility and employment services
remained in separate operating units. Prince William, theonly siteto deviate from thismode,
crested anew employment servicesunit wheredigibility and employment servicesstaff carry
acommon caseload and work as a team.

C Thequality of local offices' relationships with other government agencies varies by
steand by agency. All of theresearch stesfdt it wasimportant to engage other government
agenciesintheir effortsto reform the welfare system in their communities. Key agencies
included theDivision of Child Support Enforcement (DCSE), thelocal schooal districtsand the
VirginiaEmployment Commission (VEC). While some of the sitesreported developing
extremely strong, positiveworking rel ationshipswith the public schoolsand DCSE, none
reported a strong working relationship with the VEC.

C The sites placed considerable emphasis on involving the local community in the
implementation of welfare reform, especially during the early stages of
implementation. Initid effortsto involvethe local community in welfare reform focused on
garnering widespread community support and i dentifying agencieswilling to participateinthe
Community Work Experience Program (CWEP). Over time, community involvement has
focused on maintaining ongoing relaionshipswith asmal number of community partnerswho
have taken an active interest in the implementation of welfare reform.

¢ In most of the sites, businesses were willing to consider hiring welfare recipientsto
fill vacant positions; however, businesses have not been extensively involved in the
ongoing planning and implementation of welfare reform. When welfare reform was
first being implemented, dl of the Stesinvested consderable time and energy to bring business
to thetable. Employers have been receptive to hiring welfare recipients, but with afew
exceptions, ongoing relationships and specific hiring agreements have not materialized.

This chapter presentsthe key choicesthe research stesmadeto createalocd infrastructure to support

reform and the challengesthey faced asthey put theinfrastructureinto place. We start with adiscussion
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of theinternal planning processes. We then present a detailed discussion of the strategies the sites
employedtorestructurethelr serviceddivery systems. Findly, wediscussthesites effortstoinvolve other
government agencies, community organizationsand businessesin theimplementation of welfarereform.
Thefocusof thissectionisprimarily onthe organizationd arrangementsthe Stesput into placeto implement
wefarereform. Thedetailson how they implemented the specific welfarereform provisonsare contained

in subsequent chapters.

A. PLANNING FROM THE BOTTOM UP

When asked what advice hewould giveto other states or localitiesimplementing aprogram smilar
to VIPVIEW, agate officid remarked, "Believe in front-line workers. They have atremendous capacity
for knowing how to help recipients. If you believein them and turn them looseto do the job, the results
will bemagicd." Each of thefivelocditiesinvolved linest&ff inthe planning for welfarereform. Lynchburg,
PrinceWilliam, Petersburg, and Portsmouth established wel farereform planning teamsthat relied d most
exclusvdy on the expertise of supervisorsand/or line gaff. Wise, the smdlest of thefivelocdities, engaged
in aless formal planning process, calling upon staff as needed to make decisions regarding the
implementation of VIP/VIEW.

Lynchburg and Petersburg established welfare reform planning processes that applied to the entire
agency, including staff from child protective services and foster carewho had no direct responsibility for
implementing welfare reform. An agency-wide approach was established to gather input from different
partsof the agency and to ensurethat all staff were sending acons stent messageto thefamiliesreceiving

services.
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Thewdfarereform planning teamsin thelocalitieswere given varying degrees of responsibility for
deciding how wefarereform should beimplemented. For example, in Petersburg, the planning team, made
up exclusively of line staff, made recommendations about managing welfare reform, hiring and training
workers, and accessing computerized information. Theseeffortsled to smooth implementation of welfare
reform. PrinceWilliam'swelfarereform team was asked to develop aplan for completely re-engineering
the system that provides assistanceto welfarerecipients. Their plan resulted in mgor changesintheway
sarvices are ddivered and staff areorganized. Portsmouth'’s planning team primarily developed aplan for
getting the message of welfare reform out to clients. The team devel oped aquestion and answer bookl et
for clients and a video on the VIEW program that could be shown in the lobby.

Portsmouth and Lynchburg a so have participated in regional planning groups. In Portsmouth, the
regiona planning effort hasfocused primarily on creeting a coordinated gpproach to develop an improved
transportation system. Thegroupisstriving to obtain additiona transportation funding. Thereisasense
that awholeregionismorelikely than asingleloca agency to have clout and command resources. The
region aso has preliminary plansfor developing aregiond approach to addressing the needs of "harder-to-
employ" clients, especially those with substance abuse problems.

In Lynchburg, staff attribute much of their successto their work with other locditiesin the region.
They have depended on each other to develop and implement new ideas. They have awarded regiond
contractsand brought staff together on aregular basi sto exchangeinformation and present dternativeways
of working with recipients. On more than one occasion, thishas alowed them to pool their resourcesto

implement programs that no single agency would have had the resources to implement on its own.
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B. RESTRUCTURING THE DSS SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM

Successful implementation of VIP/VIEW requires completion of many of the sametasksthat were
required under the AFDC/JOBS programs: Eligibility must be determined accurately and in atimely
manner; self-sufficiency plans must be devel oped; and supportive services must be authorized and
provided. However, the scope and relative importance of many tasks have changed, resulting in aneed
to rethink how to organize the work of the welfare office. This section discusses how the loca welfare

offices have responded to these changes.

1. Redefining Staff Roles, Responsibilities, and Relationships

Higtoricaly, local departments/divisions of socia servicein Virginia have been separated into two
operationd units digibility and services. Thedigibility unitswere responsible for determining digibility for
all of the public benefit programsincluding AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps. The serviceunitswere
responsiblefor Child and Adult Protective Services, foster care, child care andthe JOBS program. Four
of thefive stesmaintained thisstructure under welfarereform. Prince William eliminated the separation
between services and digihility by restructuring its office into an employment unit that handles dligibility,
VIEW, and child carefor dl VIEW-mandatory cases and amaintenance unit that handles digibility for dl
Food Stamp and Medicaid casesthat do not receive TANF and TANF casesthat are not subject to the
work requirement. Although giventhe optionto create anew salf-sufficiency worker who would handle
eigibility and VIEW responsbilities, al fivesteschoseto maintain separatedigibility and VIEW workers.

Higtoricaly, servicedelivery to welfarerecipientshasinvolved interaction with aminimum of three
different workers, each performing adifferent, specialized function. Eligibility workersauthorized benefits.

Employment service workers assessed recipients’ education, training and supportive service needs,

33



assigned recipientsto gppropriate program activities, madereferral sfor supportive services, and monitored
recipients participationin program activities. Day careworkersauthorized child carebenefits. Interaction
between workers occurred infrequently, most often through a series of paper transactions. Wefarereform
has affected thework of dl saff involved in providing servicesto wefarerecipients. The emphasison rgpid
entry into the labor market also hasincreased the need for coordination of program services. Thesites
havefaced aseries of challengesasthey attempted to develop aservice ddlivery system that takesinto

account clients and workers' needs.

a. Eligibility Determination: Expanded Responsibilities and Competing Priorities

Determination of igibility for apublic benefits program requires extensive knowledge of program
rules, an ability to meet multiple deadlines, and attention to detail. Historically, payment accuracy and
timeliness have defined successfor eligibility workers. Welfare reform, with itsemphasis on personal
respons bility and work, has added anew dimensonto the digibility determination process. Now, digibility
workers are expected not only to determine digibility accurately and in atimely manner, they must aso
explain anew set of rules, monitor compliance with those rules, support clientsin their effortsto find
employment, and continually remind clients that benefits are time-limited.

Regardless of theway the research sites structured the digibility process, workersfelt their jobshad
become more complicated and their workloads had increased. In particular, they report seeing more
employed casesthat take moretime and are more difficult to process correctly. Inaddition, they asofelt
that welfare reform required them to do more case management than they had previoudy done. Eligibility
workersand their supervisors are concerned that the emphasis on theimplementation of VIEW meansthat

the impact of welfare reform on eligibility workers has never been fully appreciated.



Shiftto Generic Workers. Prior towefarereform, theresearch sitesorganized their digibility staff
according to two different models. a generic model where staff handled dligibility for AFDC, Food
Stamps, and Medicaid or aspecialized model where staff handled eligibility for only one or at most two
of the public benefit programs. In preparation for the implementation of anew automated system and
separatefromwelfarereform, al localitiesin Virginiawere encouraged to move to ageneric model of
servicedelivery. Wiseand Lynchburg made this shift at the sametimethat they implemented welfare
reform, making theimplementation of welfare reform morelabor intensive than it wasin the other three
Sites.

The shift from specialized to generic casaloadsislabor intensive: staff must learn new policies, and
caseloadsmust beredll ocated to account for thechangeinworkers' programmatic responsibilities. Even
without welfare reform, the transition would have been difficult; welfare reform added another layer of
policy changesand expectationsonworkers. Although difficult to accomplish, the shift from speciaized
to genericworkersresulted in amoreintegrated digibility system. Workershad to learn morepolicies, but
clients have fewer workers with whom they need to communicate.

Balancing Continuity for Recipients and Efficiency for Workers. As a part of its
reorganization, Prince William adopted a“ cradleto grave’ model of service ddivery, where onedigibility
worker handles acasefrom application to closure. Wiseaso usesthismodel, and the other three sites
maintain separate intake and ongoing workers. Prince William shifted to aone-worker digibility model
because s&ff believed they could provide better serviceto clientsby doing so. Workersbelievethe system
works better for clients, but thejob isvery difficult to do well. Their intake responsibilitiesrequire very
quick turnaround and extremeattentionto detail, whiletheir ongoing respong bilitiesrequiremoretimewith
clientsand more timeto research their cases. Even with smaler casdloads, it has been difficult for staff to
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feel comfortable doing both jobs. Supervisory staff believethat the model isbest for clients, but they
acknowledge that they misudged how difficult it would be for staff to make the adjustment.

Staff in Wise, who have been handling both intake and ongoing case respongbilities for sometime, did
not report the same difficulties combining these two functions. The differencein workers experiences
probably reflectsinevitable start-up costsinvolved in shifting from one set of responsibilitiesto another and
differencesin casdoads. Wise, with few employment opportunities, hasarelatively stable casdoad while
Prince William has a far more transient casel oad.

Balancing the Needs of TANF and Non-TANF Clients. Eligibility isacomplex process that
extendsbeyond welfarereform. Therefore, from an eligibility perspective, successful implementation of
welfarereform requirestaking into account al factorsthat have animpact onthedigibility determination
process. Inparticular, Virginid swelfare reform changes affected only the TANF programs, which account
for arelatively small share of the total eligibility workload. Eligibility units also are responsible for
determining eigibility for Food Stamps, and Medicaid. Thenon-TANFMedicaid casdoadinthefivestes
isat least two-and-one-half timesthesize of the TANF caseload. InWisg, itisfour timesaslarge. While
TANF recipientsoften participate in al three programs, many familiesreceive only Food Stamps and/or
Medicaid. Infour of thefive sites workers carried amix of TANF and non-TANF cases, and their TANF
cases sometimes accounted for aslittle as 10 percent of their total caseload. Therefore, adthough welfare
reform required digibility workersto gpproach their work differently, it only did so for asmal portion of
their caseload.

PrinceWilliam felt that clients affected by welfarereform would receive better serviceif somedigibility
workers were dedicated specificaly to them. Therefore, Prince William eliminated the traditiona split
between dligibility and services and created an employment services unit dedicated to working with
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recipientswho are or will be expected to work as a condition of receiving cash assistance. Eligibility
workersinthisunit carry relatively smal caseloads and work only with TANF recipients. Clientswho are
not expected to work recelve services from a separate maintenance unit. Workersin the maintenance unit
carry very large caseloads and their work focuses solely on determining eligibility for public benefits,
primarily Medicaid and Food Stamps. Although staff believe this arrangement workswell, they believeit

isachalenge to maintain an environment that is welcoming to all clients.

b. Employment Programsfor Welfare Recipients. From Stepchild to Center Stage

The emphasis on employment has placed employment services staff at the center of welfarereform.
Employment services staff are responsiblefor enrolling recipientsinthe VIEW program, conducting an
initial assessment, assigning reci pientsto participatein specific VIEW program activities, authorizing
transportation assstance, and monitoring compliance with program mandates. While workers performed
al of these functionsunder the JOBS program, they did so in avery different environment. Under VIEW,
the emphasison rapid entry into employment for all mandatory participants hasincreased the volume of
work, quickened the pace a which tasks must be completed and dramaticaly atered the message workers
try to send to clients.

An Emphasis on Rapid Action and Response. The implementation of welfare reform has
dramatically dtered the pace a which VIEW workers must engage recipientsin work and work-related
activities. Under JOBS, recipients could participate in education and training programsfor long periods
of time. However, everything happens quickly under VIEW: workers are expected to conduct aninitia
meeting with clientswithin 30 days; within 90 days, recipients are expected to be working or participating

inthe Community Work Experience Program. Local officesarejudged on the extent to which they meet
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theseexpectations. Although asignificant changefrom JOBS, theresearch siteshave adjusted quitewell
to thisfaster pace. Since the beginning of implementation, the research stes have enrolled between 73 and
89 percent of mandatory recipientsinto VIEW in atimely manner and have placed between 67 and 76
percent of recipientsin awork activity within 90 days (See Table 111.1).

A New Focus Requiring New Skills. VIEW workers' jobs have changed in other ways aswell.
The messagesthey convey to recipients have changed, and they are required to be in contact frequently
(at least once amonth) with recipientswho remain on their caseload. While many of their day-to-day
regpong bilities have remained the same, aff fed they have had to acquire additiond skillsto help recipients
find and keep jobs. In particular, workersfed they need to know more about the job market and how to
provide recipients with direction on how to find employment.

Caseload Management I ssues. In generd, VIEW workers have been extremely supportive of the
wefare reform changes they have been required to implement and fed the job they have been asked to do
isareasonableone. The mogt difficult chalenges VIEW workers face revolve around management of an
ever-changing caseload in need of servicesquickly. In contrast to JOBS, many recipients are finding
employment withintherequired 90-day window, requiringworkersto help them obtain supportive services,

especially child care and transportation, quickly.
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TABLEIII.1

VIEW TIMELINESS MEASURES
(Cumulative - All Cases Since VIEW Implementation)

Prince
Lynchburg William Petersburg  Portsmouth Wise
Percent Enrolled
Timely 73 75 89 75 85
Percent Placed
Timely 76 72 69 63 67

SouRcE:  VirginiaIndependence Program Monthly Report, June 1998, Office of Policy and Planning,
Virginia Department of Social Services.

Workersadso arerequired to bein contact with recipients every month. Competing demandsfor workers
time often meansthat workers' monthly contact islimited to a phone conversation or aquick in-person
interaction while arecipient picks up atransportation or child care voucher. Recipientswho do not find
employment and are placed in CWEP require more ongoing support than those who find unsubsidized
employment.

To addresstheseissues, severd of the Sites have experimented withwaysto help workers achievea
more reasonable workload. For example, two of the sites, Prince William and Lynchburg, have hired
human service aidesto help with routine tasks such as scheduling orientation meetings and processing
transportation or child care vouchers. Both sitesfedl that these extra positionshave been critical to their
successin moving recipientsinto employment or CWERP quickly and providing good customer serviceto
recipientswhilethey arelooking for and after they find employment. Two sSites, Wise and Portsmouth, refer
recipients participatingin CWEP to aspecidized VIEW worker who handlesall CWEP cases. Thesesites
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fedl thesefamiliesfaceadifferent set of expectations and needsthan familieswho are employed anda
speciaized worker canmoreeasily focuson their specific circumstances. Specialization also streamlines
themonitoring processfor theagenciesinvolved in CWEP. Still, specialized CWEPworkersoften carry
large casel oads and have other respongbilities, making it difficult for them to meet with recipients as often

as they would like.

c. Child Care: An Expanding and Integral Component of VIEW

Although child carewas provided to we farereci pientsunder JOBS, the emphasis on employment has
made it a much more important under VIEW. Under JOBS, each local site had afixed child care
dlocation, limiting the number of recipientswho could participate in JOBS and providing child careworkers
with a predictable and stable workload. Inall sites, child care staff worked in a separate unit and had
responsibility for authorizing digibility for child care and processing paymentsfor providers. With the
exception of Prince William, all sites have maintained a separate child care unit since VIEW was
implemented.

Under welfarereform, child care policieschanged very little. However, because morerecipientsare
required to participatein VIEW and child care is guaranteed for al mandatory participants, the number of
families using subsidized child care hasincreased substantialy. Thisincrease hasrequired additiona staff
and increased coordination between day careand VIEW staff. Staffing configurationsfor the provision
of child care assstance range from afully integrated modd (Prince William) inwhich VIEW workersand
human servicesa deshaveassumed full responsibility for providing assistancewith child carearrangements
in additionto their VIEW responsibilitiesto aseparate mode (Lynchburg, Petersburg, and Portsmouth)

inwhich child careworkersare staffed in aseparate unit and have exclusive responsibility for addressing
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clients' child care needs. Wiseismoving to a hybrid model with responsibility for child care shared
between a dedicated child care worker and a VIEW worker.

In Prince William, employment services Saff assumed responghility for child care becausethey wanted
to reduce thenumber of contactsfor recipients. Staff report that they underestimated how much work was
involved in authorizing child care and resolving issues with recipients and providers. Asthe child care
caseload continues to grow, it becomes more difficult to manage child care along with other
respongbilities. To addressthisissue, Prince William has hired an additiona human service aide to work

with each employment service worker.

d. Coordination: An Ongoing Challenge with Structural Impediments

Theseparation of eigibility and service hasresulted inarel atively weak connection between digibility
and VIEW gaff. Staff report that they communicate more now than they did under the JOBS program,
but this communication is often limited to transferring information about program participation or
employment. VIEW workers generaly work with numerous eligibility workers, making it difficult for
workerstofed that they areworkingjointly to help arecipient find employment and achievether persona
goals. Theexception isPrince William, where eigibility and VIEW staff work asateam and carry a
common casel oad.

Staff in Prince William report that working inteams eases communi cation and worksbetter for clients,
who fedl it isfar more efficient than the old system. Even o, staff wereinitidly resistant to the change.
Many felt that thingsworked theway they were so therewasn't aneed to fix something that wasn't broken.

Toeaseworkers sconcerns, Prince Williaminitialy implemented theteam concept through apil ot project.
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Supervisory staff say the pilot project hel ped saff feel comfortable about the change. Supervisory staff

expected the lines would blur between the individual jobs, but they have not.

e. Ongoing Staffing Challenges

All staff feel that it has taken a significant amount of time to determine what staff resources are
necessary to implement welfare reform. They had no previous experience on which to estimate how
quickly casel oadswould turn over, how much child care and trangportation would be used, and how much
assistance recipients would need to find employment. Only afew of thesitesfed they have reached a
staffing pattern that works extremely well; the remainder anticipate staff changes (primarily adding new
staff) in the future.

Hiring decisonsin al of thesiteswereaffected by what they characterized asan uncertain futurefor
welfarereform. Program administrators have no guarantee that they will continue to receive the current
level of funding. Inaddition, because of thepalitica history of welfarereform, staff were concerned that
work requirements were only temporary. Therefore, most new staff have been hired astemporary or
restricted staff, which increases the likelihood of staff turnover. Petersburg has an especidly difficult time
keeping staff because their salaries are so much lower than the surrounding jurisdictions. All of the sites
report that losing saff creates problemsin service ddivery. Welfarereform has madethejobsof digibility
and VIEW gaff more complicated, requiring moretimefor new staff to reach the necessary productivity
level.

Althoughthestategavelocditiesthe optionto shift to anintegrated self-sufficiency worker whowould
handle all aspects of a case, none of these sitesimplemented or were planning to implement this model.

Given the workload management issues the sites face, it is unclear whether this model could be
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implemented successfully with the current level of staff resources. Prince William anticipated that the
creation of employment serviceteamswould movethem toward aone-worker model. But, it hasnot. In
fact, workersreport aready being overwhelmed by anew set of responsibilitieswithintheir current areas
of specidization. Further shiftswould require andysis of current workload management issuesand the kills
needed to undertake a greater range of responsibilities. It ispossible that additiona staff training could
makeit easier for workersto learn anew set of tasks; however, in generd, workersfelt that the best way
tolearnanew jobistodoit. Thelonger it takesworkersto learn anew job, the harder it isto get work
doneinatimely manner. Officeslike Petersburg that already face high staff turnover because of low
sdariescould face an epecidly difficult time shifting to agaffing arrangement that involves subgantid sart-
up codts. Itisclear that developing aservice system that effectively addressesthe needs of clientsand sets
realistic expectationsfor workersisacomplicated endeavor. From the perspective of the research sites,
theided strategy for alocating thework that must be donein awork-based ass stance system remainsan

open question.

2. Privatization of Services. Enhancement, Not Replacement of Agency-Provided Services

Although the research sites could have contracted out any number of servicesunder welfarereform,
the mgjority of services provided by agency staff prior to welfare reform have continued to be provided
by them. The strategy the research sites have pursued isto perform aspecific function themselves unless
thereis someonein the community who isbetter equipped to undertaketheresponsibility. Lynchburg, in
conjunctionwithitsregiona partners, initidly let acontract for assessment, job readinessand job placement
sarvices. However, once agency staff redized that they were more successful a completing theseactivities

themsalves, they cancelled the contract. Severd of the other research sites have identified contractors they
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feel provide quality servicesto their clients. For example, staff in Portsmouth feel they had found an
especialy dynamic contractor to provide job readiness services and wish they could provide the service
tomoreprogram participants. Similarly, Prince William hasdevel oped asuccessful contractua relationship
with a community agency that manages its CWEP program.
C. INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND COMMUNITY AND PRIVATE SECTOR

INVOLVEMENT

Although the state initiated and supported the devel opment of intergovernmental relationships and
involvement of thelocal community in welfare reform, the primary responsibility for developing and
mai ntai ning these rel ationshipsrestswith theloca offices. Each of thefive research stesmadeit apriority
to involve other government agenciesand the broader community and private sector in itseffortsto reform
thewe fare system. Effortswereaimed at achieving multiplegods:. (1) building relationshipswith other
government agencieswhose operationswere critical to the successful implementation of welfarereform;
(2) educating recipients and the broader community about the new policies, philosophy, and expectations;
(3) recruiting private sector or government agenciesto participate in the community work experience
program; (4) recruiting employersto hire welfare recipients; and (5) encouraging private and public
agenciestowork with thewelfare agency to meet client needs. Each of thelocalitieshas undertaken efforts

in al these areas.

1. Building New I ntergovernmental Relationships
Whdfare reform encouraged | ocal agenciesto reach out to other government agencieswith which they
previously had minimal or no contact. All of the Sites attempted to build relationships with the schools,

employment agenciesincluding the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC), the Private Industry Council



(PIC), the Job Training and Partnership Act agencies (JTPA), and the Division of Child Support
Enforcement (DCSE) within the Virginia Department of Socia Services. Below, we briefly discussthe
intergovernmental relationships the research sites developed. In later chapters, when we discuss the

implementation of specific policies, we provide moredetail on how theserelationships play outin practice.

a. Public Schools

Developing ardationshipwith theloca school systemwasnew for most of thesites, which previoudy
had no specific reason to work with the schools. However, to implement the compulsory school
attendance requirements, thelocal welfare offices needed to work closely withthelocal school districts.
Lynchburg, Petersburg, and Wise have devel oped especidlly strong partnershipswith theschools. Prince
William and Portsmouth have devel oped procedureswith theloca schoolstoimplement the compul sory
school attendance requirement; however, theserelationshipsare not nearly asstrong asthosefoundinthe

other three sites.

b. Division of Child Support Enfor cement

Prince William, Lynchburg, and Petersburg have devel oped strong relationshipswiththe DCSE. In
Prince William and Lynchburg, DCSE and welfare staff arelocated in the same office. I1n Petersburg,
DCSE staff are not located in the office, but staff have worked to devel op close ties between the two
offices. Thereiswidespread agreement in al of the sites (including those that have not forged stronger
relaionshipswith DCSE) that welfare reform has increased the importance of obtaining child support. In
theface of timelimits, child support can provide accessto additiond financia resources. Co-locating child

support workers on site makesit easier for recipientsto meet with child support workers and makesit
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easer for welfare and child support workersto shareinformation. Eligibility workers often have known

recipients for along time and can often provide information the child support worker may need.

c. Employment Agencies

Rel ati onshipswith employment agenciesvaried considerably withinthe sites. None of thesiteshad
been ableto devel op astrong working relationship with the Virginia Employment Commission (VEC). In
Petersburg, the VEC indicated it could not provide any assstance with welfare reform; in Prince William,
the relationship with the VEC was described as strained but improving. Staff in Lynchburg felt that the
VEC had not been very helpful in their efforts to help recipients find employment.

Some of thelocalitiesreport stronger relationshipswith JTPA and/or the PIC. In Prince William,
JTPA isonsteand functions asa part of the agency. Recently, Prince William started to work with the
PIC, primarily around the use of Welfare-to-Work funds.> Wise works closely with JTPA to obtain
funding for welfare clients and recently was able to obtain a seat on the PIC. Petersburg has a good
relationship with JTPA, but the PIC indicated that it could not help with welfare reform. Portsmouth, on
the other hand, maintains aclose relationship with the PIC and isworking with it to design programs using
Wi fare-to-Work funds. Lynchburg does not have aclose working relationship with either JTPA or the

PIC.

'Welfare-to-Work isanew federal program that isbeing i mplemented through the Department of
Labor at thefederd leve, the VirginiaEmployment Commission & the state level and the Private Industry
Councilsat thelocal level. Services must be employment-focused and are targeted to hard-to-employ
current and former TANF recipients and non-custodial parents of TANF recipients.
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2. Involving Community Organizationsin Welfare Reform

When welfare reform wasfirst being implemented, the local sites hosted community forums or
participated in existing forumsto | et people know what welfare reform would mean for the community.
Wiseinitialy focused itscommunity-wideforumson educating reci pientsabout the new program rulesand
expectations. Wise and Petersburg held community forumsto recruit CWEP providers. Prince William
and Portsmouth focused their community-wideforumson trying to garner support fromloca socid service
providers and the business community. The community forums allowed the localities to identify
organizationsthat were willing to make welfare reform apriority and allowed them to educate abroad
range of stakeholderson what would be expected of families gpplying for or receiving cash assstance. All
of theagenciesreport that, in generd, the community was and continuesto be supportive of wefarereform.

Now that welfarereformisfully implemented, community outreach and involvement hascontinued to
varyingdegrees. Each of the agencieshasasmall number of community agenciesit worksclosely withand
othersit callson when aspecific need arises. Over time, saff in each of thelocdities haverelied primarily
on their personal networks to identify community organizations to work with them. Prince William,
Lynchburg, and Wise have ongoing processesin place for working with the loca community. In Prince
William, the Didtrict Office Directors have an explicit mandate to devel op partnershipsin the community.
Asapart of thismandate, they have devel oped aCommunity Partnersgroup that meets monthly to identify
and resolveissuesrdated to wefare reform implementation. Lynchburg is currently working with the Socid
Service Board (an advisory board to the Director of Socia Services) to encourage community agencies
to implement service strategies that will support rather than undermine the gods of welfarereform. Wise
is working with a group of government and community-based organizations to develop training
opportunities and to encourage businesses to locate in the area.
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3. Involving Businessesin Welfare Reform

All of thelocalitiesreport that it has been more difficult to engage the business community in welfare
reform. Meetingswith Chambersof Commerce, the Lions Club, and other businessgroupswerehedin
eachlocdity. Staff from severd Stesindicated that very few business representatives attended community
forums, but their requests to attend aready planned meetings of businesses were welcomed. In spite of
their efforts, all of the sitesindicated that businesses have not been active partnersin the planning and
ongoing implementation of welfarereform. Businesseshave, however, hired welfarerecipientswhen they
have had employment openings, but they have been reluctant to make any ongoing commitments to
planning.

Thelocditiesfaced severa hurdlesin getting businessesinvolved in welfarereform. Businesseswere
concerned about the qualifications and dependability of welfarerecipients. Staff did their best to assure
them that reci pientswould be screened, and child care and transportation would be provided for them.
Even s0, businesses have been more comfortabl e contributing to welfare reform in concrete waysthan
making acommitment to an ongoing process. Businessesindicated that they did not want socia services
comingtothemto dotheir job. Socia service providersfelt they had to learn that businesses operated
differently than they did. Businesseswanted to betold exactly what it wasthey were being asked to do
and did not want to invest time processing ideas and information.

Over time, most outreach to businesses has occurred on an individual basis. The amount of outreach
varies from office to office. Prince William, the only office that has a staff person devoted to job
development, does the most extensive outreach to businesses. Initialy, almost all of the business
recruitment involved cold calls. Now that thereis an established track record, about 60 percent of contacts
come from referrals from other businesses with whom Prince William has placed recipients. With the
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exception of Wise County, theresearch Steswereaided in their effortsto placelarge numbers of welfare
recipientsinto employment by avery heathy economy. Itispossiblethat in moredifficult economictimes,

the local sites would have worked harder to involve businesses in their welfare reform efforts.

D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

With the exception of Prince William, the research sites did not undertake major structural or
organizationa changesto implement welfarereform. Instead, thelocal stesfocused ontrying to creste an
environment within the welfare office and in the community that would encourage and support recipients
effortstofind employment. Most of the changein the culture of thewd fare officesin thefiveresearch sites
hastaken placethroughindividud interactionsbetween workersand clients--changesthat are often difficult
to measure and define. Although supportive of welfare reform, the transition to a new work-based
ass stance system has often been difficult for staff. To successfully implement welfarereform, staff have
had to learn new policiesand skillsand adjust to anew set of expectations. It remainsto be seen whether
someof the difficultiesworkersfaced will diminish over time asthey become more comfortablewith their
new responsibilities.

The extent to which the research sites have been able to rely on other government agenciesto support
their efforts to implement welfare reform varies by site and by agency. The research sites invested
consderable time and energy to educate the community about the goals and purpose of welfare reform,
to recruit agenciesto participate in CWEP, and to recruit businesses to play an activerolein welfare
reform. The agenciesbelievethat their effortsto educate the community paid off asthey have been able
to implement welfare reform with broad community support. Community involvement in welfare reform

has changed over time, moving frominitial effortsto reach out to al members of thelocal community to
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ongoing effortsto work with afew community agenciesthat have made acommitment to work with the
locd agenciesto implement welfarereform. Effortsto bring businessto the table to be an ongoing part of
welfare reform have been less successful. Only Prince William continuesto actively recruit businessesto

hirewdfarerecipients. However, busnesseshave willingly hired welfare recipientswhenvacanciesarise.
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V. ENCOURAGING RESPONSIBLE PARENTING

Oneof the primary goals of welfarereformin Virginiaisto build astronger and more widespread
sense of family responsbility. The primary strategy for achieving this goal isto link receipt of cash
assistanceto aset of behaviorsthat the architects of welfare reform believed would encourage welfare
recipientsto become moreresponsible parents. So, when VIPwasimplemented, al TANF gpplicantsand
recipients had to meet four behavioral requirementsin order to keep their benefits:

C Children arerequired to attend school (and parents are required to attend any meetings held

to discuss a child’' s school attendance problems).
C Mothers are required to name and help locate the father(s) of their children.
C Minor parents are required to live at home or with aresponsible adult.

¢ Parents are required to have their preschool children immunized.

In addition, the birth of achild no longer automatically resultsin an increase in the amount of cash assstance
afamily isligible to receive.

With the exception of the compulsory school attendance requirement, the five research sites
implemented these requirements asthey were desgned -- asdigibility requirements. That is, digibility for
assgtanceis gpproved or denied, or in some cases, the amount of assistance reduced, based on compliance
with theserequirements. Becausethey generdly are addressed only during the ligibility intake meeting,
most of these requirements have not substantially altered the eligibility determination process, the
relationship between clients and workers, or the culture of the welfare office in the same way that work

requirements have. Three of the five sites have, however, used the compulsory school attendance
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requirement to expand their involvement with families and to encourage responsible parenting. The
discussion in this chapter examines theimplementation of these policiesin the research sites. For the most

part, implementation has been consistent across the sites, but some noteworthy differences do exist.

A. EXPLAINING THE NEW RULES: A STANDARD ROUTINE

A client’ sexperience with the new policiesbeginswith theinitial intakeinterview. Theapplication
processin each of thefiveresearch sitesisfairly standard: clients meet with an eligibility worker who
reviewsthe provisonsfor receiving ass sance under the new wefarelegidation and verifiesclient digibility.
Casaworkersuse standard stateformsto review each of the VIP provisionshighlighted above, explaining
therequirementsof each provision and answering client questions. Once caseworkershave explained these
provisons, clients are expected to Sgn the standard Agreement of Persond Responsibility indicating their
willingnessto cooperate with the program’ sexpectations. Sitesdiffer only on minor procedural issuessuch
as the sequence and duration of the intake meeting, whether applicants meet with another staff member
(such asascreener) prior to meetingwith an eligibility worker, and whether any type of employability
assessment is conducted at this first meeting.

Because this meeting isaclient’ sintroduction to the new welfare policy, digibility workersare
charged not only with determining digibility, but aso with communicating the message of the sate’ swdfare
reform program: to promote persond respongbility. Itisinthisfirst meeting that clientslearn of the sate’s
new philosophy that compassion means hel ping people help themselves. In Petersburg, for example,
casaworkersnoted that during theintakeinterview, applicantsareinformed that TANF benefitsare” just
toassst you until you areableto get out onyour own.” In Portsmouth, the new messageis conveyed by

thewelfare officelobby, which wasredesigned tolook morelikeabusiness setting than a public ass stance
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office. Workersin all of the Sites emphasized that welfareis not like it used to be and that more will be
required of recipientsif they want to receive assstance. However, themessageisdiluted by the gpplication
processitsdf, which isfilled with pgperwork and made routine by achecklist of obligations. Whileworkers
feel confident that people understand each individua requirement, they arelessconfident that clientsleave
fedling empowered to be better parentsor more responsiblecitizens. Pendtiesfor non-compliance provide
workerswith a concrete tool for enforcing the specific behaviors required by law, but they have few other

ways to encourage responsible parenting.

B. SCHOOL ATTENDANCE: REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION

The compulsory school attendance requirement for all children in the household under age 18--
designed toimprovethe children'sfuture--isconveyed to clientswhen they apply for assstance. Initialy,
the state defined truancy aseither 10 or more unexcused absencesin amonth or eight or more unexcused
absencesin each of two months. Loca agencies believed that this standard wastoo lenient. 1nresponse
to their concerns, the state amended the school attendance requirement in early 1996, redefining truancy
to be consistent with the state’ s compul sory attendance laws. At the same time, the Virginia Assembly
amended these laws, setting astricter attendance standard for all students. These stricter policieswere
implemented on July 1, 1996. Studentsare now defined as being frequently absent if they have: (1) three
consecutive absences, (2) five absenceswithin amonth and (3) seven absenceswithin acaendar quarter
(Wood and Burghardt 1997).

Because enforcing this provision depends on coordination with, and the cooperation of, thelocal
school gtaff, the procedures followed in enforcing this provision differ markedly acrossthe Stesin severd

key areas. (1) staff respongibilities, (2) coordination with schools, and (3) expectations for compliance.
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Thestaff respong blefor implementation, coordination, and oversight of thisprovision variesacross
thefiveresearch gites. InLynchburg, thewelfarereform ass stant takeson thisresponsibility for al cases
in conjunction with other obligations. In Petersburg, an eligibility staff member is dedicated to this
responsibility for al cases. 1n Portsmouth, one ongoing digibility worker overseesthisprovisonfor al
casesasasmall part of her digibility case management duties. InPrince William, each digibility worker
isrespongiblefor hisor her repective cases, and in Wise, the digibility supervisor devotes part of her time
to implementing this provision (at least one-half day each week is spent in truancy meetings).

The receptiveness of schools and their willingness to coordinate with local welfare agenciesin
developing a strategy to address student attendance also varies across the five sites. Lynchburg,
Petersburg, and Wise closaly coordinate with the school s, acquiring truancy listsfrom the schoolsand
following up with students such that DSS and school staff are obligated to meet with the parent and child.
Portsmouth school s have been attacking the problem of truancy independent of the welfare agency. As
aresult, DSS staff play lessof arolein addressing truancy issuesthere. When necessary, caseworkers
attempt to contact students, but these efforts are considered lessimportant than other school-based efforts.
InPrinceWilliam, asin Portsmouth, school stakeinitia responsbility for addressing truancy and refer cases
to DSS only after all school-based efforts have failed.

Thelocalitieswith aclear dedication of saff resources and close coordination with the schoolsstrictly
enforce compliance with the school attendance requirement. In Lynchburg, Petersburg, and Wise, parents
havefive days after they are notified about truant behavior to arrangeameeting with DSS and school staff.
Together, the parents, the truant child, DSS, and school staff develop an attendance planthat clearly Sates
astudent’ sobligationsto comply. Thereafter, school personne monitor students closaly, and if they are
noncompliant, the case isimmediately sanctioned by DSS. Prince William and Portsmouth enforce
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compliance with the compul sory school attendance requirement if the problem isbrought to their attention
by thelocal school district. However, the processis handled by individua workersrather than througha
centralized enforcement mechanism.

Petersburg has moved astep further than other Sitesinterms of client expectations, having devel oped
an intervention system that includes not just compliance but prevention initiatives. Through coordination
with other agencies, Petersburg supplements the school curriculum with opportunities that include
workshops, lectures, support groups, and cultural events. Participation in these extracurricular
opportunitiesis a part of the school attendance plan, and students are required to participate.

Because of the variationsin how this provision has been implemented and coordinated with local
schoolsacrossthefiveresearch sites, there are different perceptions of its effectiveness and impact on
studentsand their families. Whereeffortsare closely coordinated and strictly monitored, thereisastrong
sensethat thisis one of the moreimportant V1P provisons and thet it is pogitively affecting parentsand their
children. Wherethe oppositeisthecase, saff aremuch lesslikely tofed thispolicy will influence the next
generation of potentia welfare recipients, possibly because each individud worker islikely to seeonly a
few families affected by the provision. For statefiscal year 1998, an estimated total of 734 children were
removed from thefamily’ STANF grant for failure to comply with the compulsory school attendance policy.
For SFY 96, 97 and 98 combined, atotal of 2,228 children were removed from the TANF program
(Virginia Department of Social Services 1998).

C. PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT: EXTENDING PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY TO

NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS

During intake, gpplicants areinformed that they must provideinformation that will help the Division

of Child Support Enforcement locate thefather of their child. ThisVIP provisonisintended to restorethe
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roleof fathers, hoping to instill inthe short-term, financia responsibility, and inthelong-term, cultural
change. Staff membersreport that clientsgeneraly cooperate with thisVIP provision, particularly when
faced with the threat of a grant reduction or acase closing. Time limits, too, have increased clients
willingnessto cooperate asaresult of their need for financia assstanceto support their children beyond
what they now receive from two years of public assistance. Though clients usually supply the least
information required to establish the identity of the father, workersfee it is still more than they once
provided. Workers areextremely supportive of this policy because they believe that, in an environment
where cash assistance is time limited, child support will become increasingly important to families.
Although workers perceive that most families comply with this requirement, numerousfamilies have
not complied. For SFY 98, atotal of 1,308 TANF cases lost assistance for failure to cooperate with
establishing paternity, down from 2,097 casesin SFY 97. For SFY 96, 97 and 98 combined, 3,752
cases lost assistance because of non-compliance, making the number of families affected by non-
compliancewith thisprovision amost 70 percent greater than the number of families affected by non-
compliance with the compulsory school attendance requirement (Virginia Department of Socid Services

1997).

D. MINOR PARENTS: PRE-EXISTING COMPLIANCE

The*minor parents’ requirement isan in attempt to discourage out-of-wedl ock teenage birthsand the
establishment of independent househol ds by teenagers. An adolescent mother isinformed at theinitid
eigibility interview that she and the dependent child in her caremust reside in the home maintained by her
parent or guardian (or by an gpproved parentd proxy, such asan aunt or uncle or grandparent). 1f ayoung

mother doesnot comply, shewill benotified that her case hasbeen suspended for one month (during which
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time her TANF clock istill ticking). If the residency issueis not resolved within the month, her caseis
closed.

Staff support thispolicy initscurrent form, but when it wasfirst implemented, they felt it wastoo
redrictive. Initidly, teenage motherswho wereliving with their grandmothersor other family memberswere
required to move back with their parentsto be eligible for benefits. Staff felt that this created undue
hardship for someteenagers, asthey were being asked to leave a stable arrangement with a supportive
adult. Staff expressed their concernsregarding thispolicy and were successful in having it changedtoits
current form.

Staff membersat dl of thefiveresearch stesindicated that most clientsaredready in compliancewith
thisVIP provison, so the requirement affectsfew recipients. In addition, Site staff membersindicated that
they have limited means of verifyingtheinformation clientsprovide, soit isrelatively easy for aclient to

claim that her living situation satisfies the minor parent residency requirement when, in fact, it may not.

E. IMMUNIZATION: AMUTUAL INTEREST

Asapreventive measuretoimprovechildren’ sfutures, the VIP digibility requirements mandateall
eligible children to be age-appropriately immunized to qualify for TANF benefits. Caseworkersinform
clientsabout their immunization obligation during theinitia intakeinterview. If clientsare unableto produce
immunization records by or at the six-month reassessment, they have 10 daysto comply, or they will be
sanctioned. Staff report that clientsgenerally sharetheir interest in having their childrenimmunized, and
thereisahigh level of compliance with thisrequirement. Staff perceptions are consistent with data
collected by thestate. Fewer familieshavelost benefitsfor failureto comply with thisprovision than any

of the other provisionsdesigned to promote responsible parenting. For SFY 97 an estimated total of 369
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familiesreceived areductionin TANF benefits because of falure to immunize ther preschool children. For
SFY 96 and 97 combined, an estimated total of 744 families had their benefits reduced (Virginia

Department of Social Services 1997).

F. FAMILY CAP: ANIMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGE

Applicants areinformed at theinitid interview that any children born starting 10 months after TANF
gpprova (or 10 months after notification of the new rulein the case of ongoing clients) are not eigible for
TANF assistance, i.e., their grant doesnot increase. This corrective measureisdesigned to encourage
responsible behavior. Thearchitectsof thisprovisonbelieved that if parentsalready could not afford to
support their children, they should not be having additional children. If they chooseto haveanother child
then it is up to them to support the additional children themselves. Though digibility workersreview
thisfamily cap provison with clients, staff members cons stently noted that the policy ssemsunclear. There
has been widespread confusion about the start date for the 10 months of prior receipt of assstance. Staff
membersindicated that interpretation of the policy--and determination of this start date--can have a
profoundimpact asit determineswhether aclient recelves assistancefor her child or not. Inaddition, the
policy suffersfromafundamenta |oopholein that clientscan havetheir cases closed during pregnancy, and
then can regpply for assistance after the child hasbeen born. Thisloophole, along withthe confusion about
thefamily cap, have caused some Staff to fed that thisparticular VIP provison underminestheir authority
with clients.

Thefamily cap doesnot have the sameimmediate financial consequences asthe other behavioral
requirements the state has implemented; families only bear the consequences of the palicy if an additiona

childisborn. It may, therefore, take sometimefor thefamily cap to produceitsintended results. Thefirst
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children were affected by the family cap provison in May 1996. During May and June 1996 and SFY 97
and 98, 2,293 children were excluded from an assistance unit because they were subject to thefamily cap
(VirginiaDepartment of Social Services1998). If thefamily cap doesnot discourage familiesfrom having
additiona children, thenumber of children affected by thisprovisonwill increaseover time. 1nJune 1998,
88 caseswere excluded from their family’ s assistance unit because they were subject to the family cap

(Virginia Department of Social Services 1998).

G. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Widfarereformin Virginiaisoften described ashaving twin pillars: persona responsibility and work.
Clearly, more is expected of recipients now than was expected in the past. In response to these
expectations, the digibility process has expanded to focus on more than verification of income and assats.
Personal responsibility is encouraged through a set of policiesthat are designed to promote positive
parenting. Sofar, implementation of these provisions has focused on sending a clear message that all
mothers are expected to name the father of their children, and all parents are expected to keep their
childrenin school and make suretheir children areimmunized. Y oung mothersare expected to livewith
aparent or other responsible adult and the government no longer provides support for children who are
born while the family is receiving assistance.

Applicantsand recipientsare apprised of their responsibilities, and their benefitsare adjusted to take
into account acts of non-compliance. Currently, the eligibility workers who are charged with enforcing
these provisions do not see recipients often, making it difficult for them to do more than apprise recipients
of the new expectations and impose the appropriate penalties when recipients do not comply. Itis

anticipated that as casel oads declineworkerswill have moretimeto addressissues of non-compliancewith
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recipients. With theexception of the compulsory school attendance requirement in Lynchburg, Petersourg,
and Wise, the personal respongbility digibility provisions have not been accompanied by programmatic
or structura changeswithin thewelfare office (e.g., motherswith young children are not required to attend
parenting or family planning classes). This standsin stark contrast to the emphasis on work, which has
dramatically atered the culture of the welfare office. Thissuggeststhat if welfare reform encourages
recipients to become more responsible parents, it will be because the financia penalties associated with
non-compliance motivate reci pientsto act differently than they would havein the absence of these penalties
and not because they have recelved services designed to improve their parenting abilities. Thisdrategy is
consstent with Virginid semphasis on encouraging familiesto take greater responsibility for their actions

and for ensuring the well-being of their children.
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V. MOVING RECIPIENTSINTO WORK

With theimplementation of VIEW, Virginia swelfare program evolved from an unlimited assstance
program that encouraged education and skillstraining into an employment-based “work first” program that
provides assi stance on atemporary basis and encourages recipients to enter the labor market as quickly
aspossible. Virginiabelievesthat empowerment and persona responsibility are key to success. The
underlying philosophy of VIEW’ swork first focusisthat (1) most able-bodied recipients are capable of
finding and maintaining employment, and (2) the most effective way to succeed in thelabor forceistojoin
it right away, emphasizing informal on-the-job training over structured education or training programs
(Brown 1997).

The VIEW program emphasi zes hel ping recipients find unsubsidized employment as quickly as
possible. VIEW requiresalarger share of the TANF casdload to participate in work-related activities than
wasrequired under the JOBS program. Through enhanced funding, VIEW hasdiminated thelong waiting
liststhat formerly curtailed participation in work-related JOBS activities. VIEW rdieson the same work-
related program components that existed under the JOBS program—education and training, job search,
unpaid community work experience, and job readiness classes. However, thework first philosophy of
VIEW reordersthe sequence of these components, so that the priority for al VIEW participantsisjob
search, whichisto occur amost immediately after benefitsarefirst issued. Anenhanced community work
experience program (CWEP) serves as abackup work activity for all clients unableto find unsubsidized

employment.*

_ocditiesa so havethe option to usethe Full Employment Program (FEP), asubsidized employment
program, asabackup work activity. When VIEW wasfirst implemented it was expected that FEP would
(continued...)
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VIEW wasdesigned to adhereto Virginia sprinciplesof empowerment and personal responsibility.
Asimplemented, VIEW iscons stent to these tenetsand conformsto the work first philosophy espoused

in the Empowerment Commission’s 1994 report. Virginia s VIEW program has four key dimensions:

C VIEW is mandatory and full participation is expected. Participation in VIEW is
mandated for al able-bodied parents with the exception of those caring for achild under 18
months of age and those acting as the sole caregiver for another household member who is
incapecitated. Relatively narrow exemptionsfor VIEW mean that agreater percentage of
the welfare caseload is expected to work than was expected to participate in the JOBS
program. All referred persons are expected to be seen by aVIEW worker within 30 days,
after which clientsmust immediately participatein awork activity to continueto qualify for
TANF benefits. Unlike JOBS, thereisnowaiting list for the VIEW program--all referred
clients participate.

C Independent job search, which makes up the core of VIEW, istheinitial requirement
for all recipients. In keeping with Virginia s philosophy of empowerment, the State requires
all nonexempt TANF recipientsinitialy to attempt to find ajob on their own. Job readiness
programs, designed to provide assistance and structure in the job search process, are
available on alimited basisto asmall number of job search participants. Most, but not all,
staff believe the program would be more effective if job readiness was provided to all
recipients.

C CWEP isreadily available as a safety net for clients not able to find ajob. Realizing
that not everyonewill successfully find employment on their own, Virginiadesigned CWEP
to enable all recipients to meet the work requirement and continue to receive benefits.
Participation in CWEPismandatory for every client not employed within 90 days of referra
to VIEW. Levesof participationin CWEP have been lower than expected, but not because
the program isnot operating asmandated. A strong economy has madeit possiblefor many
recipients to find unsubsidized employment. Thefive research sites have had no trouble
identifying work experience dotsfor recipients unable to find employment on their own, and
staff believe that many additional slots could be created if future economic conditions
increased the need for them.

¢ Education and training is not a major focusunder VIEW, but it is till available as
an option in limited circumstances. Whiletraining opportunities have not been eliminated
from Virginia's work program, they are offered only in conjunction with job search,

Y(...continued)
bethefirst option for program participantswho did not find unsubsidized employment. However, this
program is rarely used.
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employment or CWEP. Staff have differing opinionsabout what role education and training
should play inawork first environment; some staff believethat VIEW’ s bal ance between
work and education and training isthe right one, but othersworry that clientswith very low
education and skill levelswill never be ableto makeit on their own without augmenting their
skills.

While gaff acrossthe steshave enthusiagticaly welcomed VIEW’ swork first philosophy and heraded
theimmediate successes of the program, thereisconcern that the VIEW provisionsrepresent aone-size-
fits-al policy that may not fully take into account the needs of the harder-to-serve population. Staff would
prefer adightly moreflexible set of work requirementsthat alow for different rulesfor different types of
recipients.

A. EXPANDED PARTICIPATION IN MANDATED JOB SEARCH AND WORK

PROGRAMS

Compared with the JOBS program, a much greater portion of the TANF caseload is expected to
participatein VIEW because (1) benefitsare conditional on VIEW participation for al able-bodied TANF
recipients, (2) work exemptionshave been narrowed (e.g., mothersof childrenyounger than 3yearswere
exempt under JOBS, compared with mothersof children younger than 18 monthsunder VIEW); and (3)
VIEW is sufficiently funded, which means that all referred recipients can participate.

Toreman digiblefor benefits, VIEW provisonsrequire dl “able-bodied” TANF parentsto work at
least 20 hours per week or participatein an approved VIEW work activity, such asjob search or CWEP.

VIEW participation is mandatory for al able-bodied parents, excluding those who are:

C Under age 16 or over age 59

C Age16-19 and enrolled in school
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C Temporarily or permanently disabled or the sole caregiver for adisabled household
member

C Theparent of achild lessthan 18 months of age or a“capped” child lessthan 6 weeks
of age or awoman in the fourth through ninth months of pregnancy

¢ Notthenatura or adoptive parent of the TANF child (child-only or relative caretaker
cases) and children receiving AFDC-Foster Care

1. Closer Monitoring of Medical Exemptions and Rapid Program Entry

Eligibility workersevauate clientsfor exemptions. A client claming amedical excusehas 30 daysto
submit aphysician’sreport. All medical exemptions are re-evaluated every 60 days. Clientswithout a
qudifying exemption areimmediately referred to VIEW and entered into the employment services queue.
A VIEW worker then has 30 daysto seetheclient. Astimelinessisacritica performance measure that
is calculated by the automated case record system, the mgority of VIEW-referred clientsare seen within
those 30 days. A VIEW worker makes an appointment for each client, and clientswho do not report on

the requested day lose their benefits.

2. Elimination of Waiting Lists
In addition to the expanded recipient popul ation required to participate, the long waiting liststhat
previoudy prevented many JOBS-referred reci pientsfrom parti cipating have been diminated under VIEW.
Previoudy, individudsbecame digible for employment servicesonly when ad ot opened because another
recipient left the JOBS program. Now, al recipients are expected to begin participation within 30 days
of being referredto VIEW. For example, when Wiseimplemented VIEW, morethan 300 TANF clients
were onthe JOBSwaiting list. Using VIEW funds, Wise diminated thiswaiting list, moving al pending

clientsinto employment or VIEW work activities.
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3. Expanded Referralsto VIEW

Availabledatasuggeststhat the number of familiesexpected to participatein VIEW issubstantialy
higher than the number who were expected to participate in the JOBS program. Nationally, only nine
percent of AFDC recipientswere required to participatein the JOBS program (Pavetti et al. 1995). In
Virginia, in 1995, only 7,260 recipients, representing just over 10 percent of the AFDC casel oad were
deemed mandatory for JOBS (U.S. House of Representatives 1996). Now, about hdf of Virginia sSTANF
caseload is estimated to be mandatory for VIEW.

Although one might expect broader program coverage to result in amore diverse VIEW casdload,
thedatapresentedin Table V.1 suggest that the characterigticsof VIEW participantsareremarkably smilar
to the characteristics of recipients participating in the JOBS program. These data compare the
characteristics of household heads who were receiving assistance at the time the experimenta and control
groupswerefirst established (October 1, 1995) and were still receiving assstance at thetime VIEW was
implemented in their local communities; al were members of the experimental group and could have
participatedin JOBSprior to VIEW implementation. A substantia portion of thegroup participated in both
JOBS and VIEW, athough some participated only in JOBS and others participated only in VIEW.
Except in Wise, recipientswho werereferred to VIEW were substantially morelikely to have compl eted
high school and lesslikely to havereceived AFDC or TANF in 36 of thelast 60 months. Thesedifferences
probably reflect theimpact of lowering of the age of the youngest child exemption from threeyearsto 18
months asrecipientswith younger children arelesslikely than recipientswith older children to havereceived

assistance for extended periods of time.
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B. SENDING THE MESSAGE, ESTABLISHING EXPECTATIONS

InVirginia, recipientsreferred to VIEW are expected to begin participating in the program quickly.
Aninitial assessment must take place within 30 days of aclient’ sreferral to VIEW. Thisinitial meeting
servesthree purposes: (1) to communicate the new VIEW “message’ totheclient, (2) to assesstheclient’s
occupational skills and needs, and (3) to develop an initia job search plan and sign the Agreement of
Persond Responghbility (APR). However, the primary focusof VIEW initid assessment meetingsisto help
recipientsunderstand their work responsibilities and establish appropriate expectationsfor awork-based
assgtance program. Although an employment assessment iscompleted, it haslittleimpact on arecipient’s

plan, as DSS expects all referred recipients to work.

1. Initial Assessment: A Standard Routine

Theactua assessment component of theinitial meetingisfairly routine. Staff report that it isgeared
toward trying to get abasic underganding of arecipient’sliteracy and skill leves, identify supportive service
needs, and develop aninitial job search plan. Sincetheemphasisof VIEW isgetting participantsinto the
labor market asquickly as possible, assessment results do not substantially alter aclient’ spath through
VIEW. All clientstake abrief standardized test (the Texas Instrument), which isused to determinea
client’ sfunctiond literacy level. Clientsaso completethe statewide VIEW Assessment Form, whichis
designed toidentify and evaluateaclient’ soccupational skills, education, proficiencies, and deficiencies.
TheVIEW Assessment Form determinesthetypesof jobsaclient could acquireimmediately without need
for further skills, training or education—critical information in awork first environment.

VIEW workers are dso proactive in identifying barriers to employment that can be overcome with

VIEW funds, such aschild care, transportation, dental or medical treatment, uniforms, and employment-
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related tools or supplies. Thisassessment is used to determine whether a client may require VIEW
supportive servicesto facilitate movement into employment or VIEW activities. If necessary, VIEW
workers will make referrals, for example, to the day care unit or worker, based on this portion of the
assessment.

Assessment practicesarelargely consstent acrossthefiveresearch sites, with differencesin format
arisng primarily from resourcecondraints. For example, whileLynchburg, Wise, and Portsmouth conduct
initial assessment meetingsasone-on-oneinterviewsbetweentheclient and their VIEW worker, staffing
limitationsin Petersburg meanthat theinitial VIEW assessmentsare conducted ingroupinterviewswith up
to sx clients. Each client doesget an opportunity to meet one-on-onewith aVIEW worker for 10 minutes
a theend of the assessment mesting to ask questions and completethe individuaized sections of the APR.
In Prince William, teams can Structureinitia assessmentsasthey wish; currently teams employ both group
and individual assessment formats.

Some of the localities conduct additional assessment activities to identify potential barriersto
employment. In Petersburg, acrimind background check is conducted for each client, and in Lynchburg,
workers collect arrest records and medica histories. (These may be used to facilitate CWEP placement
if ajobisnot found.) Somelocditiesfocusonaclient’ swork preferencesaswell asskills. VIEW workers
in Lynchburg, Portsmouth, and Wise usetheinitial assessment to learn about their clients' employment-
related interestsand long-term career goas. InWise, VIEW workersask clients“what they can do, have
done, aredoing now, and areinterested in doing in the future” and personalize the APR job search plan

accordingly.
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2. Clarifying the Work-First and Personal Responsibility M essage

Although clientslearn about basic VIEW provisonsand requirementsin theinitid intakeinterview with
an eligibility worker, amajor role of the VIEW assessment is to clarify the goals, expectations, and
requirements of VIEW participation. VIEW workers across the research sites discuss the mandated
VIEW program requirementsin afarly sandard manner--usudly by going through the APR with the client.
The crux of the message presented varies across the research sites because of differing philosophies

regarding approaches to welfare reform and what is expected of clients:

C Lynchburg gtaff usetheinitia assessment to present the benefits of welfare reform and stress
persona respongibility. Employment services staff makeit clear that the benefits system has
changed dramaticaly and that clients' liveswill now changefor the better, but that clientswill
be required to move toward employment. Workers stress that the program is mandatory and
that they will impose a sanction if the recipient does not comply with the mandate.

C InPetersburg, VIEW workers focus most closely on the consequences of non-compliance,
highlighting sanctions and case suspensions. Workers stress that DSS has funding for
supportive services designed to eliminate barriersto work success. VIEW workers also
highlight the urgency of time limits and present information designed to encourage clientsto
close their cases and bank their time.

C InPortsmouth, the main message presented to clientsisthat caseworkersarethereto help
them, but under the new rulesitisclients’ responsibility to take advantage of thisassistance
to helpthemselves. The message of thisinitial meeting hasevolved from“I’mgoing to give
you...” to“I'mgoingto helpyoutoget...”. Employment requirements are strongly
emphasi zed.

C Aspart of Prince William's emphasis on customer service, saff try to send a sdlf-sufficiency
message that reci pientswho get ajob will learnhow to work and will learn additiond skills
onthejob. DSS staff refer to this as the “work first” message.

¢ InWise, the message focuses on employment and self-sufficiency. The main message
presented to clientsisthat “now you need to work for your benefits.” Beforewefarereform,
VIEW workers opened assessment interviewswith: “How canwehepyou? Now workers
ask the clients: “How can you help yourself?’
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Regardless of the message communicated to clients, the expectation isthat recipientsleavethefirst
meeting with aclear understanding of what isexpected of them and how they will accomplishit. Currently,
participation in VIEW activities and authorization for support services begin immediately.

C. VIEW PROGRAM COMPONENTS: NEW POLICIESFOCUSON INDEPENDENT JOB

SEARCH AND CWEP

VIEW utilizes the same core components that were offered under the JOBS program—job search,
job readiness, education and training, and unpaid community work experience. In conjunction with
Virginia swork first philosophy, however, VIEW shiftsthefocusfrom education and training to job search,
resequencing the work-related activities so that job search precedes al other program components.
Immediately following theinitial assessment, all unemployed VIEW-mandatory TANF recipientsare
assigned to an independent job search, which may or may not be accompanied by ajob readiness program.
Community work experience playsasgnificant role; al clientsnot employed within 90 days of signingthe
APR must accept an unpaid community work experience position to remain digible for benefits. Education
and training occur infrequently under VIEW and generally only in conjunction with another activity.

Asthedatain TableV.2 show, nearly dl recipientsreferred to VIEW areeventudly placedinaVIEW
component: rates of placement in program components range from a high of 98 percent in Wise County
to alow of 90 percent in Lynchburg. Job search isby far the most common program activity, ranging from
aplacement rate of 96 percent in Lynchburg to 99 percent in Wise. Thesitesdiffer considerably inthe
extent to which job search iscombined with other program activities. (See TableV.2). Further details

about the structure and patterns of program participation are discussed below.
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1. Job Search
a. Sdf-Directed Job Search: The Primary VIEW Activity

Theprimary VIEW activity, mandated by the state, isthejob search requirement. Acrossthefive
sites, 97 percent of VIEW participants (cases referred to and enrolled in aVIEW work activity) are
assigned to job search; many participate only injob search, but otherscombinejob search with additiona
program activities. All clientsare assgned to 30 days of mandatory individua job search, during which a
clientisrequired to make and document 40 valid employer contacts during the 30-day period.?® Clients
who do not comply with job search requirements are sanctioned. The process varies across the five
research sites only in the degree to which (1) job search assistance is provided, (2) job search is
supplemented by job readiness classes, and (3) employment contacts are followed up and monitored.

Job search is primarily independent for clients across the research sites. 1n Wise, Portsmouth, and
Lynchburg, clientsare amost completely on their own during the 30-day job search. Workersprovide
encouragement but do not aid in the search process; no job listings are provided, and VIEW workers
typically leavejob application decisonsup to clients. Prince William employsajob developer who works
withindividual TANF recipientsto find suitable employment, and Petersburg VIEW workers support
clientsintheir job search by providingjob listingsto clientsand occasiondly driving to client homesto tack
applicablejob listingsto their doors. Petersburg has aso constructed improved job readinesstraining

facilitieswith computersto facilitatejob search activities, but there are not enough workersto adequately

Previous VIEW participants, clients already employed for at least 30 hours per week, and those
enrolled in an education or training program that will end within one year and in which they have been
enrolled for at least two semestersand have maintained a C- average are not required to participatein job
search.

3Wise participants are required to completejust 20 employer contacts because of the county’ shigh
unemployment rate, which limits a participant’ s ability to conduct an effective job search.
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staff thesefacilities. Information about jobsis posted on job boardsin DSSlobbiesat all fiveresearch

sites.

b. Concurrent Assignment to Job Readiness

All fiveresearch Stesassign someclientsto ajob readiness program, although thereisconsiderable
variation in the extent to which thisoptionisused. Acrossthe five sites, 25 percent of VIEW participants
wereassignedtojob readiness. Portsmouth, with areferra rate of 29 percent, wasthe biggest user of job
readiness services, Petersburg, with areferra rate of just 8 percent, used job readinesstheleast of thefive
stes(TableV.2). Under JOBS, job readinesstraining typicaly occurred prior to client work search efforts.
Thework firgt philosophy of VIEW, however, resequencesjob search over any form of training, including
jobreadiness. Intheresearch sites, job readinessistypically assigned only concurrent to or following the
mandatory job search asis evidenced by the extremely small portion of recipientswho are assgned to job
readiness as their only activity.

Thefive research sites offer job readinessto clients at different pointsin the job search process. In
Prince William, Lynchburg, and Portsmouth, VIEW workersassign clientsto job readiness classesin
combination with job search activities a any time during job search. In Petersburg, this assgnment is not
made until the two-week or four-week job search follow-up gppointments. InWise, job readinesstraining
isavailable only after the completion of the 30-day job search, so that job readinessistargeted to the
clientsmogt difficult to employ. Inal of the communities, however, assgnment to job readinessis gtrictly
limited by the timing of courses and the number of available sots.

Theexpanded responsibilities of employment services staff havemadeit increasingly difficult for

agenciesto providein-housejob readiness classes. Wise and Petersburg use JTPA services; Portsmouth
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contracts out job readiness services and Lynchburg refersrecipients at no cost to an existing programin
the community. Currently, only Prince William providesjob readiness training in-house, but it does so
through an ongoing co-location arrangement with JTPA. Strict time congtraints also makeit difficult to
assign clientsto periodic job readiness classes that start only every third or fourth week. Itiscritical for
workersto makethe VIEW assgnment within 30 days of referral, soif ajob readinessclassisaready in
progress, the client will missthe opportunity for ajob readinessclass. For example, Prince William’'s
classeslast threeweeks, so referralsare coordinated with thejob readinessclassschedule. Inall sites, the
number of job readinessdots arefixed and arefar |lower than the number of potentia participants, making
it difficult to assignall clientswho would benefit to ajob readiness class. Portsmouth’ s program, for
example, servesjust 60 clients at atime. While VIEW workers would like to assign all job search
participants to this program, their VIEW caseload is too large to allow universal participation.

Job readiness programs are designed to provide theinformation and skillsnecessary for participants
to succeed in the labor market. Typical job readiness programsin Virginia provide pre-employment
information, skillstraining, and discussion of workplace expectations, behavior, and attitudes. Some
programs also include motivational training or teach life skills, such as money and time management,
nutrition, and parenting skills. In Prince William, Lynchburg, and Portsmouth, job readinessisfollowed by
job club, sothat job preparation and search activitiesare closaly integrated. Clientsparticipatinginajob
readinessclassor job club during their 30-day job search receive moreindividua attention and assistance
during their employment search. Portsmouth’ sfour-week job readinesscurriculumincludesaninitia week
of classroom ingtruction focusing on resumes, interviewing skills, and application completion procedures,
aswell asmotivational messages. Inweekstwo through four, clients spend timein thefield looking for
jobs.
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Most, but not al, VIEW workers believe that job readiness should precede job search, and the
usefulness of job readinessremainsapoint of disagreement insomesites. Petersburg and Wise staff would
prefer to do job readinessfirst; VIEW workers believe that many clientsare being assigned to job search
before they know how to fill out an gpplication. In Portsmouth, clientsare referred to the job readiness/job
club program as soon as dots open because staff recognize that it has a high job placement rate and
appearsto bebeneficia for clients. In Prince William, some staff fedl that theindependent job search has

been quite successful on its own, but othersfeel that all participants would benefit from job readiness.

c. Follow-up and Monitoring

Thefiveresearch stes conduct varying amounts of client follow-up and job search monitoring during
the job search component. These differences are dictated by staff availability, and to alesser degree,
differences in philosophy. Workers in Wise schedule only a 30-day follow-up appointment; no
intermediate checking of job contacts or job search progressis done. Workers in Petersburg and
Portsmouth schedul e atwo-week follow-up appointment, at which timeworkers hopeto seethat 20 of
the 40 job contacts have been made or ajob has been procured. In Lynchburg, clients are required to visit
DSSweekly and show casaworkers 10 gpplications per week. In Prince William, the amount of follow-up
depends on whether the client is participating in job readiness. Lessintermediate follow-up is provided to
clientsnotinjobreadiness. Stesadsoinitiate different activitiesat theintermediatefollow-up meetings. In
Portsmouth, the clients' second interview with their caseworker after making 20 contactsissolely to assess
progress. In Petersburg, job contactsarereviewed at the two-week follow-up, and additiona skill testing

may be administered.
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Clients are required to submit detailed information on job contacts made in their job search
participation. Atthispoint, only oneste—L ynchburg—uverifiesthreeto fiveemployer contects. The other
four Stesare not ableto do any verification for avariety of reasons. In Portsmouth, caseworkers do not
verify the applications because they are trying to make clients understand that it istheir responsibility to
submit applications. InWise, Petersburg, and Prince William, clientsaretold that workerswill check their
jobreferral sheets, but to date VIEW staff have been far too busy to do more than check that “about 40
names are listed on the required contact sheet.” Most VIEW staff would prefer to validate the reported

contacts and hope to integrate this monitoring into the program in the future.

2. CWEP: A Critical Program Component

Virginia sapproach towork first requiresreci pientsto be employed within 90 days. For thisapproach
to be effective, it is necessary to provide an employment option for individuas who are not able to find
work ontheir own. Any VIEW mandatory client not employed at least 20 hours per week within 90 days
isassgned to the state-mandated CWEP. CWEP participation after 90 daysis mandatory; VIEW clients
who do not cooperate with CWEP placement are sanctioned.

Acrossthefiveresearch sites, 14 percent of VIEW participantswere assigned to CWEP, athough
many leave quickly after redlizing that they are will be much better off financially if they find apaid job
(TableV.2). With 19 percent of its VIEW participantsin CWEP, Petersburg made the most use of the
CWEP program, followed by Lynchburg with 16 percent, Wisewith 15 percent and Prince William with
14 percent. Portsmouth placed only 8 percent of its VIEW participantsin CWEP. Given their later

implementation, rates of participation in CWEP arelikely to increase over time in both Portsmouth and
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Wise, wherethe other sitesare likely to have reached their peak level of use, at least under the current

economic conditions.

a. Program Philosophy and Structure

CWEP participation involves unpaid work placement in anon-profit or government agency for up to
six months. Participantsarerequired to treat their CWEP position asregular employment; the number of
hoursthey must work isdetermined by dividing the sum of their TANF grant and food stamp alotment by
the minimum wage and the number of weeks (4.3) in amonth. Placements are reevaluated every six
months. CWEP recipients are aso required to continue looking for employment. Unexcused absences
or poor performance can result in a suspended or terminated TANF grant.

Overdl, there has been far less use of CWEP than anticipated during the planning of welfare reform.
Strategic planning for welfarereformin each of thefiveresearch communitiesincluded sgnificant focuson
the CWEP program, which was expected to be used heavily by dlients not ableto find employment within
90 days. Several communities spent agreat deal of time establishing a CWEP operating structure and
developing sufficient community work experience sitesand dots. However, withthe exception of Wise,
CWEP has not been needed nearly to the degree anticipated, probably for three reasons:

2. CWEP has served as amotivator, providing an incentive for VIEW participants to find

unsubsidized employment.

3. Somecdlientsplacedin CWEPimmediatdly find employment or become noncompliant asthey
do not want to “work for free.”

4. Economic conditionsinfour of thefive counties have been favorable, and VIEW participants
are finding employment.
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Wise, however, isan exception. Because of ahigh unemployment rate and consequent labor surplus,
asignificant portion of Wise' s casel oad is expected to participate in CWEP at some point during their
participationin VIEW. Staff expect that asubstantia proportion of these peoplewill remainin CWEP until

they reach the time limit.

b. Administrative Structure: Adaptation to Local Strengths and Resour ces

While only afew VIEW participants have been in acommunity work experience program, CWEP
has become well-defined, and highly structured in each of thefive research sites. Infour of thefive
research sites, CWEP isoperated in-house, and VIEW workersand supervisors have responsibility for
slot development, placement, and client follow-up. In Prince William, CWEP is contracted out to a
community-based nonprofit agency. Thisagency isresponsiblefor all CWEP-related activitiesincluding
interviewing and placing participants, monitoring participant progress, and identifying and recruiting Stes.
Prince William staff fed that this contracting arrangement has been avery positive experiencefor DSS,
community CWEP site participants, and CWEP clients.

Deveoping CWEP dotshas presented different challengesto thefive sites. Petersburg did not need
to develop any new CWEP dots; the city operated a successful community work experience program
under JOBS, and many long-standing and positive relationships between DSS and local work sites
remained. Lynchburg staff used the phone book and persona contactsto identify potential CWEP Sites,
and the welfare reform assistant successfully developed 150 work dlotsin agencies and organizations
throughout the city. Prince William and Wise aso created CWEP dots by relying on existing community
contacts. Prince William's CWEP contractor had managed acommunity service program for the court

system prior to welfare reform, so staff were ableto use existing relationshipswith awide network of loca
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agencies. Wise hired ajob developer with abackground as a JOBS trainer and numerous community

connections.

c. Work Experience Options: A Reflection of Program Priorities and the L ocal Economy

Theresearch communitieshave devel oped and used awidevariety of CWEPdots. InPrinceWilliam,
the mgjority of developed Stesare clerical, but there are also placementsin food service and elder care.
The largest CWEP placement centersin Wise are county offices, hedth facilities, the community college,
HeadStart, the local hospital, and the sheriff's department. In Portsmouth, placementstend to bein
schools, hospitals, city agencies, and day care centers.

Two of theresearch communitiesinitially developed awide variety of CWEP stesbut ended up using
just afew CWEPsite providersfor actua placements. For example, although Lynchburg devel oped 150
potential dotsin awide variety of agencies throughout the city, dmost all CWEP positionsfilled in
Lynchburg have beenwith DSS. Thesedotshave been chiefly clerical. Petersburg reliesheavily upona
state mental retardation residence and state psychiatric facility for placement. Most of these positionsare
kitchen or janitorial placements.

Several communitieshad hoped torely heavily on the school system for CWEP placements, but this
has been more difficult to work out because many schools require background criminal and Child
Protective Services (CPS) checks, which cannot always be processed in the 90- to 95-day mandatory
placement timeframe. Portsmouth isthe only research sitethat has successfully placed itsCWEP clients
within the school system. Wise continuestowork onthisissue. With limited transportationinthe ares, the
schools provide anidedl arrangement for many parents because they could ride to the school swith their

children.
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d. Meeting Client Needs: CWEP as a Developmental Activity

The stesintend for CWEP to be developmentd, and they have worked hard to develop Sitesthat can
betalored to anindividud client' sneeds. Prince William' s contractor, for example, looks for environments
whererecipients can build socia and other marketable skills. The Wise CWEP coordinator learns about
aclient’ sskills, interests, and long-term employment goa s to secure a placement that will complement the
client’ sskillsand help the client progresstoward long-termgods. Consequently, insteed of giving CWEP
participants chiefly kitchen or janitoriad placements, Wise attemptsto find crestive dotsthat could enhance
aclient’sjob skillsor turn into apaid position in the future. Workers report that in many cases, CWEP

positions have evolved into paid employment.

e. Monitoring and Follow-up: Constrained by Limited Staff Resour ces

Although CWEP attendance and performance are monitored by site supervisors, research site staff
have not yet developed a clear system for following up on long-term CWEP performance, monitoring
placements, or moving clientsto the next step. Staff acrossthe research sitesindicate they would liketo
spend moretime monitoring CWEP performance, but staffing limitations prevent them from spending as
much time as they would like in this activity.

According to CWEP gaff, the mgority of recipientswho are placed in CWEP positions have had no
redl exposureto theworkplace. Somedon’t know to cal their supervisor when they aresick or if they will
belate. They don’t have a backup plan for transportation or child care. Some have alcohol and drug

problems, domestic violence or mental health issues, and learning disabilities.
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f. CWEP: A Reasonable Program Expectation

Overdl, Virginia sexperiencewith CWEP has been very positive. While someclientsnaturaly do
not wish to “work for free,” CWEP has evolved into a successful employment developmenta activity. In
Wise, for example, CWEP has evolved into an on-the-job training developmental activity; CWEP-
participating clientswho had never previoudy worked are now learning the skillsand attitudes necessary
to perform successfully inthework place. Client self-esteem benefitsfrom CWEP interactions, and severd
placementshaveledto paid employment. In Portsmouth, CWERP positionshave occasionally turnedinto
paid positions, as severa community agencies use CWEP asatria program for prospective employees.
In Prince William, staff fed they have provided positiveopportunitiesfor recipientswho have experienced
few successesin their lives.

Whilethe current sequencing of job search and CWEP worksfor most recipients, staff do not believe
it worksfor all. For example, CWEP contractor staff in Prince William believe that CWEP would bea
better first step for some recipients. CWEP recipients are often those who have been on AFDC/TANF
for along period time; they areemotionally drained, are not well-educated, and have limited self-esteem.
After 90 daysof failurein their job search, some CWEP clients are too discouraged to accept CWEP as
the positive learning experience it has been designed to be. Nevertheless, welfare agencies do not have
thetoolsto conduct such profiling at thistime. Nor does state policy provide them with theflexibility to

deviate from the current sequencing of program activities.
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3. Education and Training

Traditional education and training havetaken aback seat to employment under Virginia snew work
first paradigm. Acrossthefiveresearch sites, only 15 percent of VIEW participantswere placed in an
education or training activity; rates of placement across the research sitesranged from ahigh of 19 percent
in Petersburg to alow of 8 percent in Portsmouth (TableV.2). While JOBS focused on forma long-term
education and training and on the acquisition of GED and college diplomas, VIEW emphasizes getting
participantstowork asquickly aspossible. VIEW participants can participatein formal education and
training only in conjunction with awork activity and usualy only after they have completed afull 30-day
job search.

Theonly clientsexempt from this“re-sequencing” of activitiesarethose enrolled in an education or
training program that will end within one year, and in which they have been enrolled for at least two
semesters and have maintained aC average. Evenif aclient isthusenrolled, he or she must till fulfill a
work requirement of eight hours per week, which can be fulfilled through work study or other work
activitiesrelated to their training.

Thereisnot consensus among staff at theresearch sites about what role education and training should
play in awork first environment. While some staff believe that VIEW'’ s bal ance between work and
education and trainingistheright one, othersworry that clientswith very low education and skill level swill
never beableto makeit ontheir own. Additiona preparation might ultimately increase their chances of
advancing farther and faster; lack of adequate preparation may mean they enter theworkforce and then
get stuck inlow-paying, dead-end jobs. Some staff expressed concern that studentswill no longer get their
GED, disguaifying them for some of the availablejobs. For example, in Wise, ahigh school diplomais
necessary to work inthe new prisons, which isahigh-paying employer. Some Petersburg staff would like
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aclient’ sfirst year on TANF to be dedicated to education and training, and that work first mandates could
be met the second year. Thiswould give VIEW workerstime to bolster their clients skills.

Ontheother hand, othersbelievethat thetraining VIEW participantsreceive whileworking isthe best
preparation they can receive for moving into better jobs. In addition, the decreased emphasis on education
hasencouraged training agenciesand community collegesto createnew short-termtraining programs. DSS
in Wise hasworked closely with thelocal community collegeto helpit tailor its certification and degree
programsto the new requirements of welfare reform. The college has developed a number of short and
more flexible degree and certification programs that can be completed at the sametimeas VIEW’s
mandatory work activities. Thework first mandate al so has prompted Portsmouth’ s community college
to devel op short-term training programsin nontraditiona fieldsthat havethe potentia tolead to jobspaying
above minimum wage.

Agenciesareworkingtofind flexible solutionsto VIEW participants education and training needs.
Project managersin Prince William are currently responsiblefor devel oping asdlf-directed career resource
center and shorter training opportunitiesfor TANF recipients. In Lynchburg, employed recipientsare
encouraged to participate in aprogram offered through acontract with the public schools. The program
provides short-term education and training opportunities to clients during the evening. In Wise, VIEW
workers assgn many clients to education and training as their second VIEW component, following the
independent job search. Becausethere are anumber of nursing homes and medical servicesfacilitiesin
Wise, Certified Nursing Assistant (CNA) training has become a common VIEW component. In
Petersburg, clientsmay aso beassigned to an education and training component following an unsuccessful

job search.
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D. VIEW PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICSAND EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

Virginia semphasisonwork and high levelsof program participationisreflected in the operation of
the VIEW program. Levelsof placementinawelfare-to-work activity among recipientswho werereferred
to the VIEW program were extremely high: 93 percent of all recipients who were referred to VIEW
showed arecord of placement in a VIEW activity.

The data presented in Table V.3 presents a detailed analysis of the characteristics of recipients
participating in various program components and examines program outcomes, focusing on levels of
reported employment and averagewages. Thesedataarefor household headswho were selected to be
part of the experimental group for theevaluation of welfarereformin Virginiaand werereceiving TANF
a thetimethelocdity implemented VIEW. Families who were receiving ass stance when the evauation
started (October 1995) and those who applied for assistance after that time are included in the sample.
The datapresented here cover the period from VIEW implementation through March 1998. Sincethesites
implemented VIEW at different times, the resultsarenot completely comparable acrossthestes. Thedata
for Lynchburg representsrecipients experiences over a 30-month period while the data for Portsmouth
and Wise cover only six months; the observation period is 24 monthsfor Prince William and 15 months
for Petersburg.*

Thecharacteristicsof recipientsplaced in job readiness suggest that theresearch Sitestarget their job
readiness classes -- ether through sdlectivetargeting or by self-selection among reci pients who do not find
employment quickly-- torecipientswith lower level sof education. When datafor al theresearch Sitesis

combined, 52 percent of all recipients who were placed in aVIEW activity had completed high school

“The data presented here represent the experiences of only a portion of the recipients who have
participated in VIEW in the research sites. Thus, the numbers presented here will not mirror those
contained in the monthly report prepared by the Virginia Department of Social Services.
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VIEW PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS AND EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES

TABLEV.3

BY PLACEMENT IN VARIOUS VIEW COMPONENTS

Participant Characteristics

Employment Outcomes

Percent
Percent Percent Percent Long-term Percent
HS Grad/GED Female-Headed Non-White Recipient® Average Age Employed Average Wage
Total
Ever Placed 52.2 96.9 715 57.8 30.8 62.9 $5.56
Job Search 51.5 96.9 71.6 57.9 30.9 62.8 5.55
Job Readiness 43.0 98.1 68.3 59.7 30.5 64.0 5.57
CWEP 50.4 97.3 77.0 69.0 313 62.4 5.65
E&T 59.3 95.7 62.8 545 28.9 68.8 551
Ever Employed 54.4 98.1 725 57.2 30.7 100.0 5.56
Lynchburg
Ever Placed 57.8 96.8 74.3 69.8 31.6 78.4 $4.86
Job Search 56.1 96.7 75.9 70.3 31.6 77.6 4.84
Job Readiness 38.9 100.0 722 79.6 30.6 87.0 4.65
CWEP 54.0 100.0 84.0 78.0 315 76.0 5.14
E&T 66.7 98.2 64.9 68.4 30.9 89.5 4.97
Ever Employed 58.1 97.8 73.0 70.0 31.0 100.0 4.87
Prince William
Ever Placed 54.2 97.7 59.6 48.8 31.3 76.0 $6.15
Job Search 54.2 97.8 59.9 48.9 313 76.6 6.14
Job Readiness 49.7 98.5 57.8 50.3 30.5 719 6.05
CWEP 51.9 100.0 67.5 66.2 30.9 83.1 6.15
E&T 43.1 96.9 49.2 56.9 294 89.2 6.13
Ever Employed 54.0 984 62.4 48.5 31.0 100.0 6.15
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TABLE V.3 (continued)

Participant Characteristics Employment Outcomes
Percent
Percent Percent Percent Long-term Percent
HS Grad/GED Female-Headed Non-White Recipient® Average Age Employed Average Wage
Petersburg
Ever Placed 53.4 99.2 95.8 60.2 30.4 60.2 $5.53
Job Search 52.6 99.2 96.4 60.1 30.4 59.3 5.54
Job Readiness 28.6 100.0 100.0 66.7 284 47.6 5.37
CWEP 57.1 95.9 98.0 735 33.0 59.2 5.29
E&T 72.7 100.0 86.4 50.0 28.4 81.8 5.42
Ever Employed 57.0 994 95.5 575 29.8 100.0 5.57
Portsmouth
Ever Placed 454 97.1 90.0 60.4 29.6 434 $5.28
Job Search 44.6 97.0 89.7 60.7 29.7 433 5.29
Job Readiness 38.8 97.5 91.7 65.3 29.7 51.2 5.26
CWEP 40.6 96.9 100.0 62.5 29.7 21.9 5.66
E&T 66.2 95.9 93.2 40.5 26.9 43.2 5.26
Ever Employed 47.3 97.0 89.6 61.7 30.2 100.0 5.30
Wise
Ever Placed 35.2 88.5 25 533 32.0 35.2 $5.09
Job Search 48.8 88.4 25 537 320 34.7 4.85
Job Readiness 29.2 91.7 0.0 58.3 35.7 25.0 4.84
CWEP 333 83.3 0.0 55.6 30.6 16.7 4.93
E&T 54.3 85.7 5.7 60.0 29.6 42.9 5.54
Ever Employed 56.5 97.8 2.2 435 311 100.0 5.10
SOURCE: MPR analysis of Virginia Department of Social Services VIP/VIEW case record data.
Note: The research sample includes household heads who were on assistance at the time the evaluation sample was established in July 1995, were selected for

the experimental group, and were still receiving assistance at the time VIEW was implemented. The table coversthe period of VIEW implementation through
April 1998. This table reads (from the first line of the table): 52.2 percent of the full research sample (five sites combined) who were placed in a VIEW
component had completed high school or received a GED; 62.9 percent of those who were ever placed had a record of employment and reported an average

wage of $5.56 per hour.

8_ong-term recipients have received assistance for at least 36 of the last 60 months.




or received aGED compared to only 43 percent of those participating injob readiness. Thispatternis
consstent acrossthesites, dthoughitismorestriking in somethanin others. In Petersburg only 29 percent
of job readiness participants had completed high school compared to 53 percent who participated in any
activity. Similarly, in Wisewhile 35 percent of dl VIEW participants had completed high schoal, only 29
percent of job readiness participants had done so.

CWEP participants do not have lower levels of education in the same way that job readiness
participants do. Instead, except in Portsmouth and Wise where fewer recipients have had time to reach
the 90-day CWEP trigger, long-term welfare receipt isthe characteristic that most distinguishesrecipients
who are placed in CWEP. For al the research sites combined, 69 percent of those placed in CWEP
received cash assistance for 36 out of the last 60 months compared to 58 percent of those placed in any
component. In Lynchburg and Petersburg, about three-quartersof those placed in CWEP werelong-term
recipients. In Prince William, where fewer recipients have received assistance for long periods of time,
two-thirds of CWEP recipients had received assistance for 36 out of the last 60 months.

Regardlessof the program component, the fraction of participantswho ever reported employment
wererelatively high for thethree sitesthat implemented VIEW early. Not surprising, employment rates
weresubstantialy lower for thetwo sitesthat implemented later. Therewas some variation in employment
rates by the type of program activities recipients participated in, athough the patterns are not aways
consistent across all of the sites. Average wages varied more across the sites than by participation in
various components within a site, reflecting differencesin local labor markets.

Almost two-thirds of thefull ssmplethat wasever placed inaVIEW activity found employment during
thefollow-up period at an average wage of $5.56 per hour. The highest rates of employment werefound
among recipients who participated in job readiness and education and training. The mgjority of CWEP
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participants also eventualy found unsubsidized employment. Their average wage at $5.65 was dightly
higher than for those who participated in any VIEW activity.

Lynchburg, with 78 percent of al VIEW participants reporting employment, had the highest
employment rates among the research sites. However, at $4.86 per hour, their average wage rate was
the lowest. Recipients placed in job readiness and education and training had the highest rates of
employment at 87 and 90 percent respectively. Recipients placed in job search and CWEP reported the
highest average wages.

Prince William’ semployment rateof 76 percent for recipients placed in any VIEW activity was only
dightly lower than the employment rate found in Lynchburg. Recipients participating in education and
training aso experienced high employment rates (89 percent) comparable to those found in Lynchburg.
Theemployment ratesfor CWEP participantsin Prince William (83 percent) were subgtantialy higher than
the employment ratesfor al VIEW participants; the average wage of $6.15 for CWEP participants was
egual to the average wage for al participants and for those placed in education and training.

With employment reported for 60 percent of al itsVIEW participants, Petersburg lagged far behind
Lynchburg and Prince William, possibly due to a much higher unemployment rate, more severe
trangportation problems and ashorter observation period. The differencein employment rates among
participantsin various VIEW componentsaso wasfar greater in Petersburg than in Lynchburg and Prince
William. While 82 percent of recipients placed in education and training found employment, only 48
percent of recipients participating in job readinessdid so. Averagewagesin Petersburg were higher than
theaveragewagesin Lynchburg but lower than thosein Prince William. Participantsinjob search, earning
an average of $5.54 per hour, had the highest hourly wages and CWEP participants, earning an average
of $5.29 per hour, had the lowest.
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Portsmouth and Wise show substantialy lower ratesof reported employment than the other threeSites.
In both locdlities, thisis probably reflective of a shorter implementation window. InWisg, itisasolikdy
to reflect the limited economic opportunitiesin the community. In Portsmouth, 43 percent of all VIEW
participants found employment; the highest rates of employment (51 percent) was found among job
readiness participants and the lowest (22 percent) was found among CWEP participants. Theemployment
rate for recipients placed in education and training (43 percent) was comparabl e to the employment rate
for al VIEW participants.

Facing an unemployment rate of 20 percent, it is not surprising that Wise has the lowest rate of
employment among VIEW participantsintheresearch Stes. Smilar to the other sites, theemployment rate
washighest (43 percent) for recipientsplaced in an education and training component. Reci pientsplaced
in CWEP had thelowest employment rate (17 percent). The averagewagefor recipientsparticipatingin
an education and training component was, at $5.54 per hour, substantialy higher than the average wage
for recipients placed in other program activities. Overdl, the average wage in Wise was somewhat higher
than in Lynchburg but lower than the other three sites.

The mgority of the TANF recipientswho were placed in aVIEW activity in the research Sites that
implemented VIEW early found employment. Inall of the sitesexcept Portsmouth, recipientswho were
placed in education and training had higher employment rates, but not necessarily higher average wages,
than participantsin any VIEW activity. In most of the Stes, placement rates were a so reasonably high for
participantsin CWEP, suggesting that most participantsin CWEP are successful in eventualy moving into
the paid labor market. Employment outcomesfor participantsin job readinesswere mixed acrossthe Sites.
Itisinteresting to note that Stesthat felt they had strong job readiness programsin place showed the highest
level sof employment among job readiness participants. Thesameistruefor thesites CWEP programs.
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Averagewagesindl of thesteswerejust barely abovetheminimumwage. Over time, it will beimportant
to examine whether recipients who find employment at lower wages are able to increase thelr wages or
whether they stay inlower-paying jobswhereit may bedifficult for themto cover dl their expensesonce

they exhaust their time limit and are no longer eligible for TANF benefits.
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V1. SUPPORTING THE TRANSITION TO EMPLOYMENT

Virginia sVIPNVIEW program includesmany policiesthat explicitly promote and support recipients
effortsto makethe trangtion from welfareto work. The state has sought to motivate work by: (1) making
employment more financially attractive to recipients, and (2) removing barriers to employment by
adequately funding supportive services such as day care, transportation, and work-related expenses.
Agency staff view thesefinancia incentives and support services positively and attribute much of wefare
reform’ ssuccessto dateto these well-funded initiatives. Below, we describe how the research siteshave

implemented these provisions and the challenges they have faced in doing so.

A. ENHANCED DISREGARDSTO MAKE WORK PAY

VIEW participants effortsto work in unsubsidized employment are supported financialy through
earned income disregardsthat are more generousthan those that were availabl e to reci pientswho went to
work under the AFDC/JOBS program. The enhanced disregards are designed to promote and reinforce
recipients work efforts by alowing them to keep their welfare check as a supplement to their earnings.
Instead of adollar-for-dollar reductionin benefitsfor al non-disregarded earnings, aswasthe case under
the AFDC federd policy, recipients continueto receive their full grant so long astheir total TANF grant
plus net earnings do not exceed the poverty threshold, as defined by the federal poverty guidelines.

Under the pre-welfare reform AFDC rules, clientswho left welfare for work usudly lost their AFDC
grant dmost immediately. The more generous disregardsavailableto VIEW participants alow them to
keep their TANF grant as well astheir earnings and make working in an unsubsidized job far more

attractivethan receiving TANFwithout working. For example, arecipient with two childrenlivingin Wise
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County with monthly housing costs of $175 and $167 in utility costswith no earned incomewould be
eligiblefor aTANF grant of $265 and $321 in food stampsfor atotal of $586. If the samefamily earned
$774 (35 hoursof work per week at $5.15 per hour), her total incomewould increaseto $1,248 including
$265 in TANF benefits, $96 in food stamps and $113 in amonthly Earned Income Tax Credit payment.
A family of three can earn up to thefedera poverty leve, $1,070 per month, beforethey lose digibility for
TANF benefits.

Many other states, especially those with higher benefit levels have implemented earned income
disregardsthat phase out thereceipt of TANF benefitsat higher earningslevelsthanin Virginia(Zedlewski
1998). However, because Virginiadlowsrecipientsto receivetherr full grant until their combined income
reechesthe poverty line, familieswith higher levelsof earningsin Virginiaaredigibletorecave alarger totd
income package than familiesin most stateswith ahigher maximum earningslevel. A comparisonwith
Massachusettsillustratesthis point. In Massachusetts, afamily of three can earn $1,230 before they lose
al digibility for TANF benefits, $160 morethan afamily in Virginia However, because Virginiadisregards
al of afamily’ searned income and Massachusettsdisregardsonly aportion of it, afamily working 35 hours
per week earning $5.15 per hour would bedigiblefor afull TANFgrant in Virginia($265 - $354) but only
$149 (out of afull grant of $540) in Massachusetts.

Itiscritical that clientsunderstand thedisregard policy for it to providethe desired incentive. While
saff ineach of theresearch Stesindicated that clientsmay not fully understand themechanics of the earned
incomedisregardspalicy, workersfed they effectively communicate the policy by showing dientsexamples

of their total income under different employment and unemployment scenarios. Anestimated 14,503 cases
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representing 85 percent of employed VIEW participants recei ved enhanced earned income disregards
during SFY 98 (Virginia Department of Social Services 1997).

In generd, agency saff fed pogtively about this change and attribute much of the successin moving
clientsinto work to this policy. However, staff also raised two concerns. First, the more generous
disregard is so ttractive to clientsthat it discourages them from closing their casesto save their limited
months on assstance for timeswhen they may bein greater need of assstance. Workers expect that many
clientswill reach the assstance timelimit while holding aminimum wage job asaresult. Inresponseto this
concern, workersin Petersburg encourage clientsto closetheir case, reminding them that they will till
qudify for food stampsand Medicaid and will get to keep their entire child support check if they closetheir
casesearly Second, some Site staff fear that the more generous disregards are” setting clientsup tofail,”
inthat clientswill cometo count on these extrafunds and removing the entire cash grant a once will be
devastating to some clients. They would prefer to see the earned income disregard phased out slowly.
B. PROVIDING VIEW PARTICIPANTSWITH ASSISTANCE FOR WORK-RELATED

EXPENSES

When welfarereform was being designedin Virginiathere was widespread support for providing
additional support to recipientsto help cover some of the costs associated with working. Thus, in addition
to being digibleto continueto receivetheir cash grant once they find employment, VIEW participantswho
areworking or participatingin CWEP also are dligibleto receive child care and transportation ass stance.
These services have been fully funded in Virginia. Thus, whileall recipients may not take advantage of

these services, they are available to those who need them.
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1. Child Care

In requiring clients to sign an Agreement of Personal Responsibility for full participation in the
mandatory work requirementsof VIEW, thestate hasassumed respons bility for making surethat child care
isnot abarrier to employment. Thestaterecognizesthat compliancewith the stringent VIEW requirements
isfeasible only once child care needs have been met. Under the state’ swelfarereformlegidation, VIEW
participants are guaranteed child care, both during their 24 months of TANF receipt and during the 12
months of trangition to full self-sufficiency, aslong asthey continue to meet the income guidelines.
Currently, sufficient funding is available to provide child care assistance to al participants who need it.

Inrecent years, localitiesin the Commonwedl th a so havereceived additional fundsto providechild
care assistanceto working poor families. Asaresult, most of the research sitesfelt that they would have
resourcesavailableto addressthe child care needs of most families oncethey arenolonger éligiblefor
VIEW-related child care. This support for the child care needs of working poor familiesisacritica
ingredient to sustaining former welfarerecipients full transtionto salf-sufficiency. In practice, thismeans
that even after VIEW familieshave exhausted their 12 monthsof transitional child care, many will till have
accessto child care assistance. Most of the research sitesfelt that current funding for child care for
working poor familieswould alow themto diminate or significantly reducetheir waiting list for child care
for working poor familiesin the coming year. In the absence of this support, long waiting lists could
potentially jeopardize the progress of those emerging from transitional assistance.

Theactua implementation of assistancewith child care needsvariesfrom the perspective of thefive
research sitesaong only acouple of dimensions. (1) the extent of support for child care during different

phasesof VIEW, and (2) thelevel of assistance provided inlocating care. Some of thisdifferentiation
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undoubtedly reflects differencesin an agency’ s overal gpproach to welfare reform, and some probably

reflects existing differences in agency organization.

a. Child CareAssistance During Different Phases of View

Sitesexhibit some differencesin thair provison of child care support during different phases of VIEW-
-most notably, on the extent to which they encourage familiesto utilizethe child careassistance available
to them while they arelooking for employment. Wise does not encourage familiesto rely on child care
assganceduringjob searchactivities(largely inresponseto theirregular hoursand scheduling difficulty job
search poses), and Petersburg isa so reluctant to do so. The other three sites, Lynchburg, Portsmouth,
and Prince William, however, dl encourage participants to use the subsidized child care available to them
duringjob search, though most commonly only on apart-timebasis. In Prince William, where provison
for child careinany phase of VIEW isauthorized on acase-by-case basis, clients are encouraged to have
family or friends provide care during job search activities, though they may be authorized for either part-
timecareor full-time careif job search is combined with another VIEW component such asjob readiness.
Inall sites, child care assistance can be terminated after 14 daysif aclient losesajob, but severa sites
indicate that authorization may be maintained if acaseworker believestheclient islikely to find other
employment in areasonably short time. Thisisdoneto help reduce the enormous amount of paperwork
required to process and authorize each client’ s child care arrangements and to keep the client from having

to find anew child care provider.
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b. Level of Assistancein Locating Care

Sitesvary ontheleve of assistance provided to clientsin locating care, including how much effort is
made to educate clients about their optionsand how to select aprovider. Sitesrange from avery hands-off
approach that leaves most of the processlargdly in the hands of the parent, to an involved approach that
entails reasonably in-depth conversations about needs and schedules and results in a specific list of
providers from which to select a care provider.

Both Wise and Petersburg are examples of the former approach. 1n these two sites, staff provide
clientswith alist of area providers, a checklist of what to look for in selecting a provider, and then
encourageclientsto select their own provider. Incomparison, Portsmouth and PrinceWilliamtak at length
with clients about their needs and circumstances. In Prince William, where VIEW workers have assumed
respongbility for child care assistance, staff have received training specificaly on how to providethistype
of support; in Portsmouth, staff reported spending 45 to 90 minuteswith each client to identify at least three
optionsfor care providers. InLynchburg, the level of assistance provided to clientsfalls somewherein
between. Clients are provided with referrals from VIEW staff, and they can also receive additional
assistancefrom staff inthechild careunit. Inaddition, they have accessto achild care hotlinewhich will
provide further assistance in locating providers.

Differencesin thetiming of implementation and strategiesfor hel ping recipientslocate child care appear
toresultin different levelsof use of child care. Asthedatain TableV1.1 shows, useof child care among
families participating in VIEW ranged from ahigh of 47 percent in Prince William to alow of 16 percent
inWise. Theutilizationratesin all of the sites except Wise were highest among reci pients who found

employment. For example, in Prince William 57 percent of recipients who ever reported employment
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received child care assistance compared with just 20 percent of recipients who never reported
employment. Similarly, in Petersburg, 41 percent of recipients reporting employment and 16 percent of
recipients not reporting employment received child care assstance. InWise, child care utilization was
higher among familieswho had not found employment, possibly dueto higher ratesof child careutilization
among participantsin CWEP or education and training. Portsmouth showsamost equd ratesof utilization
among familieswith and without arecord of employment, thus, it isal so possiblethat this pattern reflects
an earlier stage of implementation.

Child care utilization rates vary not only between the research sitesbut also among familieswith
different characterigticswithintheindividud stes. For example, Prince William and Lynchburg both show
exceptiondly highrates of utilization among familieswith aparent under the age of 24. All of the Stesshow
higher ratesof utilization among unmarried mothers. Prince Williamistheonly steto show higher utilization
rates among larger families. All of the sites except Lynchburg show higher utilization rates among

participants who have not completed high school.

c. Implementation Challenges

Though dl five sites currently appear to be providing child care to familieswho need it, the child care
workload does not yet appear to have stabilized. Petersburg and Wise, the two sitesthat are hesitant to
encourage familiesto utilize child care assi stance during job search and that place the bulk of responghbility
for locating care in the hands of the client, have seen arise in the number of cases needing child care
assistance, but not to the extent expected and not in away that has substantially changed the staff
workload. Wise, however, had just started to have clients reach the 90-day work requirement and was

preparing for anincreaseinitschild careworkload. Portsmouth does not face acurrent backlog of cases

98



needing assistance, primarily because the site met the anticipated need for increased child care with
additiona staff. InPrince William, where child careishandled by VIEW workers and human services
adesasan additiontotheir VIEW respongbilities, the child care casdoad isgrowing rapidly and ismaking
up anincreasing share of the staff’ soveral workload. Prince William hopes to reduce the workload for
individua workersby adding human serviceadesto each serviceteam. Lynchburg’ schild carecasdload
has been increasing over time, resulting in long lags before child care authorizations are processed.
Lynchburg had plans for hiring an additional worker to handle the increasing workload.

A contributing factor to therelative ease or difficulty workersfacein providing child care assistance
isthenumber of child careprovidersinalocd area. Sitesdiffer inthe extent to which they must struggle
withalimited supply of child careprovidersintheir respectiveareas. Clientsin Petersburg and Wiseare
encouraged to rely heavily on family child care providers, which arein good supply in thesetwo aress. In
Lynchburg and Portsmouth, wherefewer clients exercisethe option for family child care providers, staff
from the wdfare agencies are working to expand the number of available providers (particularly during non-
traditiond hours, when clients often rely on family memberswho staff fed are often not rdiable). Stesvary
on the gapsthey face in the supply of care, but most report at least some limitationsin supply for either
third-shift care, weekend care, evening care, or sick care.

Although the Stes have faced some chalengesin providing child care assstance to VIEW dients, most
of those challenges have been felt by workersrather than clients. Thereiswidespread acceptance that
child careisnecessary for VIEW clientsto work or participate in CWEP. Consequently, workerswill

generaly dowhatever isnecessary to make surethat child care assistanceisavailableto clientswho need
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it. Waiting periodsgeneraly affect the payment of providersrather than the actual authorization of child

care assistance.

2. Transportation Assistance

Four of the five research sites identified transportation as a major barrier to employment and
participationin VIEW activities. In Wisethereisno public transportation, and the rural, mountainous
county islarge and spread out. Fewer than haf of Wise's TANF clients own cars, and most cars owned
aresubstandard and unrdiable. InPrince William, the bussystemiis insufficient, and many familiesdo not
own cars. In Petersburg, most minimum wagejobsare inaccess ble by public transportation. The buses
also do not run to neighboring townswhere the computer or retail jobs are located, and most buses stop
running at 6:30 p.m.—too early for retail and servicejobs. Likewise, in Portsmouth, thelocal bussystem
shutsdown a 7:00 p.m. Of thefive research sites, only Lynchburg has an adequate transportation system
and even there, recipients employment opportunities are constrained if they need to rely on public
transportation.

Under VIEW, workersmay use VIEW funds to provide transportation services enabling participants
to travel to and from VIEW activities or employment. Transportation assi stance can be provided in the
form of mileage reimbursements, gasvouchersfor clientsor their car pools, busvouchers, car repairs (up
to one-third of thevehicle sfair market value), or in some cases, car insurance premiums. Workersinall
sites citetrangportation assistance asacritica component of the VIEW program; al believethat without
transportation assistance, VIEW would not be successful.

All theresearch sites provided transportati on assistance to VIEW participants. However, thesites

structured thisassistance dightly differently. Inal cases, aclient’sneed for transportation is determined
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during theinitial assessment. In Lynchburg, Prince William, and Portsmouith, clients are automatically
eligiblefor transportation benefitsfor all VIEW activities, including job search and job readiness classes.
Portsmouth clients are encouraged to find and pay for their own transportation before assstanceis offered,
but once offered it isavailablefor all VIEW activities. In Wiseand Petersburg, transportation support
servicesare availableto clientswho find ajob or enter CWERP; transportation assstance is generally not
availableto clients participating in job search or job readiness activities. Wise and Petersburg also have
used VIEW fundsto contract with van servicesto serveas commuter shuttles and to provide transportation
to CWEPjob sites.

Inal stes, VIEW daff believe the transportation supportive services funds to be more than adequate
to meet current and future needs. 1n the future, Wise County hopes to also provide funds to working
TANF recipients for adown payment on acar. Petersburg hopes to use some of their future VIEW
funding to purchase a van to transport recipients to program activities.

In theresearch sitesfacing the most extensive trangportation issues, workers are aware that funding
to meet individuals' transportation needs in the short term will not solve what they view as a bigger
gructurd problem. Transportation supportiveservicesmay temporarily solveanindividud’ stransportation
deficiencies, but they cannot permanently fill the gapsin acommunity’ stransportation infrastructure. In
Prince William, transportation was discussed as one of the five issues that need to be addressed in a
community forum heldayear following VIEW implementation. Portsmouth has participated in aregiona
welfare reform group, whose primary effort has been a coordinated approach to an improved
transportation sysem. Thisregiond planning group gpplied for agrant for additiond trangportation funding,

which was not approved; however, they plan to continue to pursue other avenues to address the
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transportationissuesintheregion. Lynchburg, working with other socia serviceagenciesintheregion, has
developed the Family Loan Program, which will provide employed TANF recipients with the opportunity
to obtain low interest loansto purchaseacar or for adown payment. Petersburg and Wise, with the most
severe trangportation problems, are continually working to identify waysto devel op long-term solutionsto

clients' transportation problems.

C. REMOVING BARRIERSTO EMPLOYMENT AND PROVIDING ONGOING SUPPORT

Additional supportive services are provided to remove abroad range of barriersto employment or
program participation. Theseinclude medical and dental servicesthat directly relateto VIEW activities,
suchasmedica verifications, dentures, glasses, and orthopedic shoes; and program participation and work-
related expenses such aslicense fees, uniforms, work boots or other shoes, safety equipment, and tools.
All of theresearch Sites provided these support servicesto clientswho need them once they find ajob or
enter CWEP. The need for these servicesis determined during theinitial assessment, and redetermined
as necessary when clients move into different VIEW components.

Staff membersin each of the research sitesreported that substance abuseisamajor problem among
VIEW participants. Menta healthissuesare also barriersto employment and VIEW participation. None
of the research sites, however, have any procedures or programs in place to address substance abuse,
mental heath, domestic violence, or other personal or family chalengesin any systematic way. Prince
William and Portsmouth do report that they have identified agencieswithin the community where they can
refer VIEW clientsif these problems areidentified. However, referralsfor substance abuse or menta

health counseling are rare.
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The research sites have been most successful in addressing one-time needsor ongoing needs that
primarily involvefinancid assstance (e.g., child care and transportation). Primarily because of staffing
congraints, they have been able to provide only minimal case management support to VIEW clients once
they find employment or are placed inaCWEPdot. Workers, especialy in Wise and Petersburg, felt that
they did not have any time for more than the required once-a-month tel ephone contact with employed or
CWEP clients. Wise and Petersburg supervisors report they plan to enhance these activitiesin future
versonsof their program; however, given dl of the demands on workers' time, follow-up with employed
clientsislikely toremanareativey low priority. InPortsmouth, employed clientsare sent aletter and card
encouraging them to contact the agency if they need any further assistance. Caseworkers are aso
encouraged to cal clients and make persona contact within thefirst 30 days of their employment, but this
isonly feasible for those staff who work flex hours, asit isdifficult to reach clientswho are also at work
duringtraditiona businesshours. Staff in Lynchburg report that they seemost of their clientsonceamonth
because they must comeinto the office to receive their transportation assistance. However, contact is
generaly brief.

Agenciesthat contract out job readiness activities provide more post-employment follow-up, in that
the contractorstend to serve as case managers. In Lynchburg, for example, whilethere are no specific
post-employment services available through thewefare office, through acontractua arrangement with the
public schools, clients do have the opportunity to participate in acareer advancement program. Howeve,
even with child care and transportation provided, few clients have taken advantage of this opportunity. In
Portsmouth, the job readiness contractor provides case management to recipients who find employment

without regard to whether the VIEW client is still receiving TANF benefits.
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D. SUPPORTING EMPLOYMENT FOR VIEW and NON-VIEW PARTICIPANTS

The mgority of employment supportsare available only to recipients participating in VIEW. However,
two VIP provisonswere designed to support employment among al TANF gpplicantsor recipients. First,
al applicants or recipients are alowed to accumulate $5,000 in savings, provided the money will be used
for education, homeownership, or starting abusiness. Workersreport that this affects few applicants or
recipientsasfew familiesthey see have been ableto accumulatethisleve of resources. Second, working
familieswho face atemporary loss of income are abl e to receive aone-time cash payment (known asa
diversion payment) aslong asthey agreeto forgo receipt of welfare benefitsfor up to 160 days. Workers
inthefivesitesreport that theregul ationson thisprovison aredefined very narrowly, making most families
ineligible. Thus, like the savingsincentive, it has been used rarely. A total of 853 TANF applicants
received Diversion Assistance during SFY 98, up from 618 in SFY 97. For SFY 96, 97 and 98
combined, atotal of 1,857 TANF applicantsreceived thisassistance. About 80 percent of the caseswho
were past their period of indigibility had remained off assstance (Virginia Department of Socid Services

1998).

E. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Clearly, effortsto support employment have been an important element of the implementation of
VIEW. Generousearnedincomedisregardsprovidereci pientswith additiond financia resourcesafter they
find employment. However, whilerece pt of the earned income disregard provides additional assstance
inthe short term, it encourages recipients to stay on assistance, using up months on tharr lifetime limit. In
theareasof child care and trangportation, full funding has been avail ableand services have been made easy

for clientsto access. The trangportation and child careissuesthat remain are structura in nature and are
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likely to require resources beyond those available for theimplementation of welfarereform. Thesites
report difficultiesfinding child carefor recipientswho work second and third shiftsor variablehours. Sick
child careisasoinlimited supply. However, these issues are not unique to welfare recipients; they are
important gapsin the overal supply of child care. Smilarly, while sufficient funding is available to cover
recipients transportation costs, the transportation options available to recipientsin some of the Stesare
clearly quitelimited. Theresearch sitesprimarily have focused their efforts on helping recipientsfind
employment, leaving workerswith limited timeto provide support to recipientsonce they find employment
or areplaced in CWEP. Inaddition, few resources are available to recipientswho face persona and family

challenges such as substance abuse, mental health problems or domestic violence.
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VIlI. CREATING BOUNDARIES TO SUPPORT:
IMPLEMENTING SANCTIONSAND TIMELIMITS

Widfarereformin Virginiawas designed to send avery strong message that receipt of public benefits
comeswith aset of behaviora expectations. Parents are expected to immunizetheir children and make
surethey attend school. Mothersare expected to namethefathersof their children and provide information
to help locate them. Able-bodied parentswho are not caring for young children are expected to work.
Familieswho do not meet these expectations are subject to financia pendtiesranging from $50to theloss
of dl TANF benefitsand food samps. (See TableVI1.1for adescription of al potentia financia pendties
for VIPVIEW.) Inaddition, inan effort to encourage familiesto makeit on their own, familiesare only
eligibleto receive cash assistance for 24 monthsand child care, medical and transportation assi stancefor
an additional 12 months. Depending on their use of trangtional benefits, families arethen indigiblefor
assistance for 24 to 36 months. Since TANF wasimplemented in February 1997, familiesalso facea
lifetime limit of 60 months on assistance.

Although sanctionsand timelimitsboth create boundaries on the support families can receive, they do
soin different ways, and, therefore, they pose different implementation challenges. Sanctionsare attached
to specific behaviors and impose almost immediate consequences for failure to comply with expected
actions. Timelimits, on the other hand, only have animpact far into the future and are based on cal endar
timerather than being directly linked to recipients behaviorsin theway that sanctionsare. Infact, given
the structureof Virginia stimelimit and sanctions, thefamilieswho will eventudly lose benefitsasaresult
of timelimitswill be familieswho havefailed to find employment and are participating in CWEP or those

who find employment but do not earn enough
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TABLEVII.1

VIPVIEW REQUIREMENTS WITH PENALTIES FOR NON-COMPLIANCE

Policy

Description

Penalty for Non-Compliance

Impact on Food Stamps
and Medicaid

Action Required for
Benefitsto Be Restored

Immunizations:

School Attendance

Paternity Establishment

Agreement of Personal
Responsibility

VIEW Participation

Children must be receive age
appropriate immunizations

Children must comply with
compulsory school attendance
policies

Mothers must name the fathers
of their children and provide at
least three pieces of identifying
information to help locate the
father

Mandatory VIEW recipients
must sign the Agreement of
Personal Responsibility

Mandatory recipients are
required to follow the plan
developed with their VIEW
worker, usualy job search for 90
days followed by CWEP

$50 for the first child not
immunized and $25 for each
subsequent child

The non-compliant child is
removed from the grant

Removal of the adult from the
grant for six months; if non-
compliance continuesthe caseis
closed

The caseis closed

The caseis suspended. For the
first instance of non-compliance,
the case must be suspended for
aminimum of one month. For
the second and third instance of
non-compliance, the case must
remain closed for three and six
months, respectively. While the
caseis suspended, the time limit
clock continuesto tick

Penalty amount is
counted in determining
the Food Stamp allotment

Penalty amount is
counted in determining
the Food Stamp allotment

Medicaid continues for
the children but not the
non-compliant adult.

The family can reapply for
Medicaid and Food
Stamps separately from
TANF but will be subject
to any Food Stamp work
requirements that apply

If the household includes
children under the age of
six, food stamps continue,
otherwise the food stamp
caseis also suspended

Produce immunization
record

The child must comply
with the attendance plan

Provide required
information and
cooperate with DCSE

Families who reapply
must sign the APR before
their caseis approved

To come into compliance
the non-compliant adult
must meet the
requirements of their
VIEW plan for two
consecutive weeks. |If
recipients close their
cases they must serve the
minimum sanction period
before their cases are
reopened.




to push them above the federal poverty line. Thetimelimit clock asoticksfor familieswho have been
sanctioned for non-compliance with thework requirement and have not asked to have their case closed.
If they remain non-compliant they will not be recaiving cash asssance when thetime limit hits, and they will

primarily be affected by their inability to receive assistance in the event that their circumstances change.

A. SANCTIONS

Astheinformation presented in Table VI1.1 shows, compliance for many of the key VIP/VIEW
provisionsisenforced by imposing sanctionson non-compliant families. Workersreport that they spend
subgtantid timeexplaining each of these provisonsto clients, trying to make surethey understand that their
check will bereduced or diminated if they do not comply with the program requirements. Workersbelieve
overdl they may beimposing more sanctionssmply because moreisexpected of families. Prior toreform,
families could only be sanctioned for failureto cooperate with child support and faillureto participate in the
JOBS program. When they were sanctioned for failure to comply with these two requirements, their grant
was reduced, not eliminated as it is now.

Workersin each of thefive sitesbelievethat sanctionsareacritical component of Virginia swelfare
reform efforts. In fact, workersbelieve that welfare reform would not be successful without sanctionsin
place. For thefirst time, workersfed they have some authority through which to encourage familiesto
behaveresponsbly. Workersfed that sanctions have been especialy important in getting long-term cases
to comply with program requirements.  Workers high level of support for sanctions does not, however,
mean that they necessarily impose sanctions on large numbers of recipients. Workersreport that the threat

of a sanction often is sufficient to encourage recipients to comply with program mandates.
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Asthe data presented in Table V1.2 show, during the first two years of implementation, the research
stesimposed rdatively few sanctionsfor non-compliancewith thevariousVIP provisons. Itisinteresting
to notethat with the exception of pendtiesfor non-compliance with the paternity establishment, the number
of sanctionsin the five localities appears to have little relationship to the number of cases receiving
assstanceinthelocality. Thetwo localitiesthat report the most active involvement with monitoring and
promoting school attendance, Lynchburg and Portsmouth, havethe highest rates of sanctioning for non-
compliancewith the school attendancerequirement. Evenwhentaking into account itslarger casdoad size,
the number of sanctionsfor non-compliance with the immunization requirement isfar gregter in Portsmouth
than any of the other sites. Thevariation found in the number of VIEW sanctionsthat have been imposed

reflects differences in the length of time VIEW has been in operation.

TABLE VII.2

NUMBER OF SANCTIONS
(State Fiscal Years 1996 and 1997)

Statewide Lynchburg Vl\:l’lrlllr:g; Petersburg  Portsmouth Wise
Immunization 1,040 13 19 6 77 2
School Attendance 2,228 122 31 91 71 7
Paternity
Establishment 3,752 38 56 111 132 21
VIEW Participation 2,355 145 154 34 N/A N/A
Failureto Sign APR 1,422 38 95 17 N/A N/A
Caseload over
Three-Y ear Period 126,323 1,766 4,144 2,151 5141 1,682

SouRce: Virginia Department of Socia Services, Virginia Independence Program Annual Report, Appendix, Fiscal Years
1996, 1997, 1998.
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Althoughthestesarein genera agreement that sanctionsareimportant, they report differencesintheir
philosophy and approachesto sanctionsfor the VIEW program. Lynchburg and Petersburgillustratetwo
extremes, with the other three sitesfalling in the middle. Lynchburg considersitself a*“therapeutic
sanctioning agency.” Workersbelieve they have been successful because the rules are tough and they
enforce them with public support. Most of the sanctionslevied in Lynchburg arefor non-compliance with
the school attendance requirement and participationin VIEW. Lynchburg’ ssanctionsare gpproved by a
supervisor and only are approved when minimum requirements are not being met.

Petersburg reportsadifferent approach to sanctions. VIEW workersin Petersburg report they are
reluctant to sanction clients. They see sanctionsasaway to get clients attention, not astick or aclubto
makethem participate. All sanctionreferrdsarereviewed by asupervisor to ensurethat the pendty isfair.
Staff worry that sanctioning can betoo punitive and too easy. They believeit should be used only asalast
resort.

Although the Sites approach sanctions somewhat differently, they areal careful to follow established
procedures regarding client notification and good cause. Over timeworkersbelieveit hasbeen easier to
convincerecipientsthat sanctionsarefor red. Initidly, recipients tested workers more because they did
not believe the sanctionsredly would beimposed. Although workers areloathe to impose sanctions, they
believe sanctions have helped to remove families who really do not need assistance from the rolls.

Thedatapresentedin Table V11.3 on VIEW sanctions suggests that rates of sanctioning are more
amilar acrossthe stesthan workers perceptionssuggest. Inthethreestesthat implemented VIEW early,
between 31 and 35 percent of recipients who were referred to VIEW were sanctioned for non-compliance

with  VIEW. Lynchburg’'s sanction rates are higher than Prince William and
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Petersburg but only by asmall amount. In Portsmouth and Wise, the sanction rates, at 11 and 14 percent
respectively, weremuch lower, reflecting thefact that they implemented VIEW much later than the other
threestes. Giventheemphasisonwork, itisnot surprising that sanction ratesare highest among recipients
with no record of employment. Recipientswith more children had higher than average sanctionratesindl
of the Stes except Portsmouth. Never married mothersin Lynchburg and Prince William aso had higher
rates of sanctions. Recipientswho had not completed high school had higher sanction ratesin Lynchburg,
Prince William and Wise.
B. TIMELIMITS

At thetime of our Sitevidts, only Lynchburg had any familieswho had hit the two-year time limit.
Nonethdess, time limits have had a substantia impact on the way digiblity and VIEW workers gpproach
therjobsindl of thesites. Workersremind clientsabout thetimelimit and tell them how many months of
assgance they haveleft every time they meet with them. In Portsmouth, periodicaly, workers even have
clientssign aform indicating their awareness of the number of months they have |eft to receive cash
assgance. Severd of theagencies sarted telling clients about the time limit during the public forumsthey
held when welfare reform wasfirst being implemented. In some of the research sites, thismeansclients
were gpprised of thetimelimit long beforethe clock actudly started ticking. But no matter how much they
emphasizethetimelimit, workersdo not feed most clientstakethetimelimit serioudy. For someclients,
time limits have provided them with the push they needed but disbelief isafar more common reaction.
Consequently, timelimits create asense of urgency for workers but not necessarily for clients. Workers

feel they must make every interaction count because assstance will not dways be available for recipients.
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Ingenerd, linestaff arefar moreambivalent about timelimitsthan about sanctions. They believetime
limits areimportant because they have created a sense of urgency that has not existed inthe past. Workers
feel they know their clientswell and that for some, two years is not enough time to change years of
dependence. Thosewho remain on assi stance and reach thetimelimit either will bein CWEP becausethey
have not been able to find employment or will be working part-time and/or for low pay. For someclients,
workers believe because of limited cognitive abilities or low job skillsthey are doing the best they can.
Workersthink that it iscritical to preparerecipientsfor the end of the 24 months but they are not quite sure
how todoit. Workersexpect that some reci pientswho reach thetimelimit will not farewell when their
benefits end.

Virginia stimelimit allowsfor exemptionsin the case of extreme hardship. However, workersdid not
believe that the hardship exemption would help many of the clientsthey are most concerned about. The
exception is Wise where recipients are likely to be eligible for a hardship exemption because of the
unfavorablelabor market conditions. According to Virginia s hardship exemption policy, job unavailability
isdefined asan unemployment rateof 10 percent or greater in the participant’ slocality. Giventhat Wise's
unemployment rateis currently closeto 20 percent, al familieswho have complied with the VIEW program
requirements by looking for work or participating in CWEP arelikely to quaify for an automatic hardship
exemption. The hardship exemption isgranted for ayear but can be extended if unfavorable economic
conditionspersst. Timelimitsarealongway off in Wise. Staff hope that before timelimits hit some of
their efforts to spur economic development in the area will take hold and more recipients will find

employment.
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C. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Sanctions and time limits have played a critica role in changing the culture of the welfare office. By
raising the stakes, they have dramatically atered the way workers approach their jobs. Workers know
that they need to make every interaction count because soon their clientswill be expected to make it on
their own. Althoughworkersfind it difficult to impose sanctionson familiesfor non-compliance with
program mandates, they believethat sanctionsencouragefamiliesto act responsibly and arefair: families
in need of asssance dways have the option to comply with program requirements and eventudly havetheir
benefitsrestored. They aremuch more concerned, however, about the long-term impacts of timelimits.
Familiesexert no control over timelimits. Evenif they comply with program mandates, the clock keeps
ticking, and oneday in the not-so- distant future their benefitswill stop. Workerscanonly do so much and,
for some recipients, they are not quite certainthat even their best work will make adifference. Workers
believe that some families smply face barriersto obtaining ongoing, full-time employment that cannot be

fixed in two years.
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VIII. NEXT STEPS

Weéelfarereformin Virginiawasimplemented three yearsago. Nonetheless, stateand local program
daff dill describeit asa“work inprogress.” Now that VIEW has been implemented statewide, Sate staff
fed they finally can chart the progressto date and begin to plan for what isahead. Because the research
sitesimplemented VIEW at different times, they are at different stages in planning for the future.
Lynchburg, Prince William, and Petersburg have had time to fully phasein VIEW, while Portsmouth and
Wise are still in the early stages of implementation.

Althoughthereisagenerd perception that welfare reform has been implemented asit wasintended,
staff at the state and in the research sites still see many challenges ahead. Everyone agrees that, to date,
welfarereform hasfocused primarily on getting welfare reci pients employed without regard to their total
earnings or prospectsfor thefuture. However, sate saff and thelocalities would like to expand the focus
of VIEW to addressthree key issues: (1) job retention, (2) job advancement, and (3) the needs of harder-
to-employ populations. In addition, in saverd of the Steslimited public transportation isasignificant barrier

to work for recipients.

A. JOB RETENTION

Staff reported that in the current economy it isrelatively easy for recipientsto find jobs but far more
difficult for them to keep them. Many recipientsquickly find anew job only to loseit. 1nJune 1998, 73
percent of recipientswho had ever been employed since VIEW wasfirst implemented were employed after
threemonths; by six months, the percentage still employed fdl to 52 percent (VirginiaDepartment of Socid

Services 1998).
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The data presented in Table VI11.1 further illustrate the extent to which unsteady employment isan
issuein thefiveresearch sites. Over the nine quarters starting with random assignment (July 1995 -
September 1997), with the exception of Wise, the vast majority of recipients who were referred to or
participated in JOBS/VIEW found employment. Inthefour siteswhere the mgority of recipientsfound
employment, the percentage of recipients with arecord of employment ranged from 84 percent in
Lynchburg to 66 percent in Portsmouth. Because of its high unemployment rate, only 29 percent of
recipientsin Wisefound employment. Inal of the stesincluding Wise, recipientswho found employment
didsoquickly. Atleast half of the recipientswho found employment did so within three quarters after
random assignment began; morethan one-third found employment immediately or were dready employed
when random assgnment occurred. In spiteof thisrapid entry into thelabor market, few recipients showed
steady or continua patterns of employment. The percentage of recipientsworking in at least six of thenine
quartersranged from ahigh of 33 percent in Lynchburg to alow of 16 percent in Wise. Higher levels of
continual or steady employment arereported in the siteswhere VIEW wasfirst implemented, suggesting
that VIEW policiesmight have aready encouraged steadier employment among the reci pients subject to
these policies.

Staff believe that many factorslead to job loss, including unreliable child care and transportation,
substance abuse, inability to do thejob, and difficulties getting dong with supervisorsand co-workers. For
some, problems occur Simply because they have never been required to maintain aregular schedule.
Although staff would like to work with recipientsto help them addresstheissuesthat lead to job loss, they
have not had enough time to do so.

Virginiaiscurrently inthe process of designing ademongtration project that isan expanson of VIEW,
caled VIEW-PLUS, to addresstheissuesthat lead tojobloss. VIEW-PLUSwill initidly beimplemented

119



in the research stes and then possibly expanded to the rest of the sateif it proves successful. Although
evidence hasbeen availablefor sometimethat job lossiscommon among welfare reci pients, few programs
have been designed specifically to addressthisissue (Hershey and Pavetti 1997). Thus, itislikely totake
substantial timeand effort to identify and implement strategiesthat will promotejob retention, especially

in an environment where rapid employment and re-employment is already expected of recipients.

B. JOB ADVANCEMENT

In June 1998, 10,315 VIEW participants were employed statewide, working at an average hourly
wageof $5.76, generating monthly earningsof $807 (VirginiaDepartment of Socia Services1998). Given
that recipients can only receive assistance for alimited period of time, staff in the sites expressed
widespread concern that recipients would never be ableto makeit on their own at thisearningslevd. For
example, in Prince William, where recipientsearn an average of $6.67 per hour, saff estimate thet it takes
$9 to $11 per hour to be able to live in the county.

Whilethereiswidespread agreement that the state needsto find waysto help currently employed
recipients move into better jobs, only Lynchburg hasimplemented a program to encourage employed
recipientsto increasetheir skillsto qualify for better jobs. Through acontract with the public schools,
Lynchburg currently offers reci pientsthe opportunity to participate in ashort-term occupational training
program inthe evening. Child care and bustransportationare provided to al participants. However,
attendance has been low. Staff are considering providing dinner to encourage more recipients to
participate. Staff in Lynchburg fear that once recipientsare working they will never attend aprogramon

their own evenif itspurposeisto provide them with the additiond skillsthey need to moveinto better jobs.
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Expanding VIEW to create opportunities for employed recipientsto move into better jobsislikey to
pose severd chdlenges. Because VIEW is primarily awork program, few resources have been dedicated
to creating education and training opportunitiesfor VIEW participants. Consequently, thelocalitiesmay
need additiond financia resourcesto spur the development of these services. Itisaso likely that they will
need to devel op new or expanded partnerships with organizations within the community that have the
capacity to providethese services. Inaddition, becauseworkersaready are having difficulties managing
an expanded workload, itisunlikely that they will be ableto devel op advancement opportunitieswithout
someincentive and/or additiona staff resourcesto do so. Employment and training resources for the poor
and disadvantaged traditiondly have been geared towardsthe unemployed rather than the underemployed,
thus successful development of career advancement opportunitiesasowill require changeswithin the

broader workforce devel opment system.

C. REACHING THE HARDER-TO-SERVE

Staff reported that, astheir casel oads have gone down, more and more of the familiesthey seeface
serious persond and family challenges. Issuescommonly raised include substance abuse, menta health
problems, domestic violence, learning disabilitiesand low intelligence and skill levels. Although nearly
everyone expressed aneed for more attention to bedirected to this group of recipients, the locditiesand
the state are only beginning to work onaplan for doing so. Some of thelocalities were hopeful that they
would be able to work with their local Private Industry Councils (PICs) to develop programs and/or
sarvicesusng Welfare-to-Work fundsto providethese services. However, strained rel ationships and/or
limited coordination with the PICsin some of the communities|eft some of the research sitesfedling that

they would benefit very little from these additional resources.
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Other states and localities that have addressed thisissue have done so in anumber of ways (Pavetti
etad. 1997). A common strategy isto provide more intensive case management, primarily by having at
least afew workers carry substantialy reduced casel oads. States with the most experience working with
the harder-to-serve a so have defined thelir participation mandates more broadly than Virginia, allowing
activities such as substance abuse treatment to count as amandatory program activity. A few satesare
experimenting with supported work modelsthat initially provide recipients with additiona supervision or
job coaching and then gradualy help them makethetrangtionto regular employment and/or aredevel oping
employeeass stance programsthat recipientscanturntoif they face persond or family challengesoncethey
are employed (National Governor’s Association 1998).

Virginiaislikely to face some difficult policy and programmatic issues as it begins to develop
alternatives for harder-to-serve recipients. The state’s efforts to reform the welfare system have
emphasized persona responsbility andindependence. Thus, itwill requireasignificant shiftinattitudeand
philosophy to identify and provide more intensive services to recipients facing significant barriersto
employment, as other stateshave done. Supported work models and employee assistance models, while
potentialy morecostly to implement, may be more consstent with Virginia sgpproachtoreform. Studies
inafew other statesthat examine thecharacteristics of sanctioned families suggest that the combination of
astringent work requirement and full family sanctions may have discouraged some families with more
serious problems from applying for assistance or participating in the VIEW program (Michigan and
Minnesotagtudies). If truein Virginia, thiswould suggest that some of the familieswho may benefit most
from more intensive services or amore supported work environment may have no current attachment to

thewdfare system, athough some may still be receiving food ssampsor Medicaid. Additional research
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to examinethe circumstances of sanctioned familiesmay be necessary to devel op acomprehensive strategy

for reaching the hard-to-employ.

D. TRANSPORTATION

Transportation assistanceisakey component of Virginia seffortsto hel p recipientsfind and keep
employment. However, thetransportation assistance availableis primarily designed to offset the costs of
goingtowork. For example, recipients can receive bus passes, reimbursement for mileage and assstance
with car repairs. However, few optionsare currently availablefor recipientswithout carswho livewhere
public transportationis limited. Wise, Petersburg, and Portsmouth al face serious transportation barriers.
Whilethey aredl working toidentify solutionsto thetransportation problemsfaced by their reci pients, they
seethisasan issuethat extends beyond welfarereform. Nonethel ess, they see the devel opment of better
trangportation systems or identification of strategiesto help recipients purchase cars as criticd to thelong-

term success of their VIEW programs

E. CONCLUSION

Virginia s efforts to garner widespread community support for welfare reform generated intense
enthusiasm for creating anew system that would providefamilies with more hope and more opportunities
toimprovetheir livesover thelongterm. Staff at al levelsfed proud of their accomplishmentsthusfar, but
they also know that they are till in the early stages of developing anew approach to welfare that will
improve the well-being of families over thelong-term. Staff are well aware that they have benefitted
enormously from ahealthy economy and that they will face anew set of challenges when employment
opportunitiesare not asreadily available. But because not dl of Virginia has benefitted from the current

economic boom, the state has some knowledge of what it takesto makewelfarereformwork in aless-
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than-favorable economy. Although therearestill many chalengesahead, VIP/VIEW are nearing the tage
when they will be percelved as“businessasusua,” rather than asanovel reform effort. Thus, one of the
key chalengesahead will beto sustain theinterest and enthusasmwithwhichwelfarereformin Virginia

began.
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