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SPIVAKZBICE

When the cash
ran out, George
copped a plea

hroughout the Capitol and City Hall, -
there was one guestion on the minds of
insiders at the end of last week; .

Whose head did former Sen. Gary George
hand over to the fods on a silver platter as
part of his plea deal? : o

Some were guessing it had to be a high-
ranking pol, someone who once schemed with
the one-time powerful finance committes
chairman. Others were looking at the busi-

nessmen who helped George maintain his up-

scale lifestyle, including living ina Grafton
home while representing 4 poor Milwaukee
district.

“A lot of people have got to be sweating,”
said one local pol on Friday,

Sure enchigh. .

But that may be premature, 11.8. Attorney
Stave Biskupio doesn’t have anyone in the cross-
hairs — for now,

Those with an inside track into the George
matter said the ex-senator’s decision to coop-
erate with federal probes does not mean that
federal prosecutors and the FBI are waiting .
for George to give them the final detatls so
Biskupic can put another notch in his belt.

- Rather, sources say, George was driven fo
cop a plea with the feds on Thursday for an-
other very important reason. )

“He didn’t have the money” to fight all the
charges, sald one George ally. Remember,
George had to drop Madison superstar lawyer
Bruce Rosen, who, sources said, would have
likely rung up a legal tab in the $200,000
range.

The Milwaukee Democrat pleaded guilty to.
one comnt of accepting $270,000 in kickbacks
from the Ooportunities Industrialization Cen-
ter, a social welfare organization that he
helped obtain government contracts. Biskupie
will recommend ho more than $250,000 in
fines and up to five years behind bars, roughly
half the time that he likely would have faced
had he gone to trial and Jost,

As part of the deal, prosecutors will drop
faur charges, including money laundering and
theft of federal funds by rigging construction
bids for a $7 million Police Athletic Yeague -
youth canter.

Insiders say the plea deal came together
quickly toward the end of last week,

The two sides were driven together by a
number of factors.

Biskupic, who has scored seversl high-pro-
flle victories of late, was eager to lock up his
biggest catch. George, who has beaten down
many past attempts to throw him injail,
couldn't afford the defense needed to have a
fighting chance of winming,

“He's essentially serving a sentence right.
now,” said a second George fan. “If you've got
to go, you might as well start now,”

it would surprise no one if George, after
talking o autherities, rats someone out, This
is & guy who’s been at the center of power in
Madison for more than two decades, meaning
he must know where most of the bodies are
buried. Additionally, George has always
played on the edges and is known for Jong re-
membering those who have crossed him. '
. At the same time, s lawyer with experience
as@ prosecutor sald George can't realiy offer
up any bigger political names. He is, the
source said, near the top of the food chain.

If George were to attempt to flip some Wis-
consin business higwigs, they would have the
bucks needed to put up a spirited defense.
More important, though, the former legisla-
tive leader would bring a load of haggage to
the stand if he were called on to testify — bag-
gage that a defense attorney would use to
make jrors question his credibility.

“Whatever these dirty deals are,” said one
insider, “they’re going to involve him, teo.”
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George pleads gmlty to fraud

Four other counts dismissed:
ex-senator to cooperate in probe

By GRAEME ZIELINSKI
gzielnski@ioumalsentingl.com

In a voice almost lost in the
cavernous federal courtroom,
former state Sen. Gary R.

- George said something Thurs-
day that he's never said to a
judge.

“Gﬁllty.”

George, whose long political
career was marked by investi-
gations, challenges and
charges that he had success
fully repelied, pleaded zuilty
Thursday to a single count of
conspiracy, part of a deal that
requires his ongoing coopera-
tion with federal investiga-
tors,

49, acknowledged his role in a

The Milwaukese Democrat
was facing a five-count indict-
ment that implicated him in
schemes that stretched back
years and all the way to the
Virgin Islands. Prosecutors
said it inviolved hundreds of
thousands of dollars in kick-
back money and payola, as
well as a plan to launder some
of the money.

Federal prosecutors dis-
missed four other counts
against George as part of the
agreemnent.

In pleading guilty, George,

TALE GULDAN 7 DEULDANGRIGUPNALSENTINEL.COM

Fomer state Sen. Gary George, who will be
sentenced May 14, leaves the courthouse Thursday.

GEORGE’S DEAL

He ;:leads gmlty o

WA single oot of conspiracy to aocept kiukhacks
of legal fees paid by the Opportunities Industriafization
Canter of Greater Miiwaukee Inc., a social weifare

orgarization. Payments o Gearge amounted to
$270,000, according to the indictmert. «

Four other counts arp li:smmsed

n Gmspiracy io amt kickbacks of lzgal fess
paid by the:-Milwaukee Police Athietic League. )

M Thett of federal funds through the rigging of bids
for the congtruction of the Milwatkes Police Athistic
League buiiding.

B Acoepling kickbhacks of lagal fees paid by the state
to attorney Mark Sostarich, for his work on George's
behalf in a federal lawsuit about redistricting.

W Morey laundering, for transactions invoiing money
Milwaukes husinessman John Bowles peaid to a Virgin
Istands television station that was passed through to an
aceount controlied by George, in exchange for slate
construction contracts.

-.€ORL. next page
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fraud in which Mark E. Sosta-
rich, a longtime ally and for-
mer state Democratic Party

chairman, gave George a por-

tion of legal fees paid to Sosts-
rich with government funds by
the Opportunities Industrial-
ization Center of Greater Mil-
waukee Inc, a social services
agency that administers W.2
money and has deep ties fo
George.

The original indictment said
that George realized about
8270000 in ill-gotten gains
from that swindle, -

U.S. Attorney Steven M. Bis-
kupic recommendsd that
George get a maximum of five
years inprison and afine of no
more than $250,000, George
had faced as much as 50 yvears
in"jail if convicted on all
counts. .

Chief U.S. District Judge Ru-
delph T. Randa, who is not
bound by the sentencing rec-
ommendation, accepted
George's plea and set sentenc-
ing for May 14.

What does he know?

With George’s conviction
comes a new question: What
information does he have to
give, and who should be
afraid? .

Biskupic declined to elabo-
rate,

“There is a cooperative
agregment, and we intend to
pursue the cooperation,” he
said,

But others weére already
speculating. ‘

“My guess is 48 a result of

this plea agreement there are
some people sweating,” said
Jay Heck, executive director of
Common Cause in Wisconsin,
a government watchdog group.

“The guestion is would Gary
George be ‘able fo shed any
light on any other senators or
legislators or anybody in the
East Wing” of the Capitel,
where the governor’s office is
located, Heck said.

A former federal prosecutor
in Milwaukee, however, said it
seemed more likely that Bis
kupic cut the plea deal partly
as a matter of sxpedience, to
aveid having to take the
George case to trial, -

2 would bemmusual for a

“public official to have informa-

tion about somé other official's
corrupt practice, said Steve
Liccione, an assistant U.8. at-
torney from 1983 o 1996 now
in private practice,

But prosecutors might be
seeking information about oth-
er deals involving George and
special interests seeking state
largess, Liccione said,

He predicted that George
would likely serve something
close to the full five-vear rec-
ammended sentencs.

Sostarich, 50, agreed to coop-
erate early on and is scheduled
to plead guilty Jan. 30 to mail
fraud related to other George
kickbacks. He should not ex-
pect a long prison term, said
his lawyer, Stephen Glynn.,

“The real question in my
mind is whether anvone slse is
going to ‘be charged in this
stuff,” Glynn said.

Ethics reforms pending

Assuming George actually
does go to prison, he would be
the first state lawmaker to do.
56 for a crime commitied
while in office in a half-centu-
ry, Heck said,

A few Wisconsin lawmakers
have served jail time, but none
has gone to prison since Rep.
Harold Gade did in 19582 for
embezzlement, Hock said.

He urged lawmakers to
quickly pass reforms to help
clear the tarnish on the Legls-
lature created by the:charges
against George and five other
legislators accused of miscon-
duct in office in unrelated
cases,

One measure would combine
the state Ethies and Elections
boards into a single agency
with heightened enforcement
powers. A second would revise

.CONL. next page
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state laws governing campaign
donations, aimed at Hmiting
influence of special interests.
State Senate Minority Lead-
er Jon Erpenbach (D-Middie-
ton) said the reforms are

“something we should have

done a long thme ago.”
Erpenbach said he believed
the George case was an “ex-
tremely isolated” instance of
serious corruption involving a
lawmaker. ‘

Senate Majority Leader -

Mary Panzer {(R-West Bend)

‘and Sen. Mike Elis (R-Nee-

nah), a former majority leader,
didn’t  return calls seeking
comment Thursday, -

Richard Porter, chairman of
the board of directors of OIC,
said even though George ad-
mitied taking kickbacks of
money OIC paid to Sostarich,
“there are no new facts that
sugpest any impropriety by
O ‘
- The -agency has won more
than a guarter-billion deliars
in welfare reform funds in
state confracts.

Though the federal charges
are by far the rost serious

- trouble George has faced, he's

been the focus of -a series of

- state and- federal " investiga- -

tions. He paid fines for civil

- ethics viplations -in 1989 and

1990 and was the subject of a
federal probe in the early
19908, after a currency ex-
change he founded closed
amid allegations that he’d inmv-
properly siphoned out eash.

When the current Indict
ment was handed down in No-
vamber, and shortly after he
had lost a recall election for a
seat he held since first being
slected in 1980, George claimed
his innocence and vowed a
stout defensa.

But soon. it became clear
that many people long in-
volved with George would like-
ly testify against him, under

various. degrees - of  pressure

from the government.
On Thursday, George locked
anything but defiant at what

was scheduled to be a routine -

scheduling hearing.

There, Biskupic dropped a
bombshell about the plea
agreement, and another hear-
ing was set for 90 minutes lat-
or.

At thes second hearing,
George gave soft-spoken “Yes,
your honor” and “No, vour
honor” answers, as Randa
asked him routine guestions
about his guilty plea. George'’s
wife "sat at the back -of fthe
courtroom. - -

Biskupic told the judge he

could prove that George “mis-

used his office as state sena-
tor,” and provided some new
defails, including that vet an-
other friend and lemislative
aide, Dan Rossmiller, was pre-
pared to testify that George
had his office workers do his
personal work on state time.
And, for the first time, Mik
wankee busipessman John
Bowles was identified on the
record as the man who paid
George tens of thousands of
doliars, through a Virgin Is-
landy CBS television affiliate-
that George and his family
confrol, in exchange for state
construction contracts.

Other possible charges

After he was convicted,
George, dressed in a black suit
and a red tie, turned and gave
a look of resignation to his at-
forney, Alex Fiynn., George
stared straight ahead when
asked guestions by a reporter
outside the courtroom. Flynn
also declined to comment. Dog-
ged by a television camerd op-
erator as he left the federal
courthouse, he ducked into the
Pfister Hotel.

George still faces charges re-

‘lated to.an Ethics Board refer-

ral that allege, among other
things, that state workers ille-

gally conducted work on his
failed gubernatorial campaign
while on state time. :

Dane County District Attor
ney Brian Blanchard, to whom
that case has been referred,
said he had spoken with Bis.
kupic about Thursday's plea

agreement. Blanchard would
offer no comment on whether
& Dplea agreement for the.
Ethics Board referral was in
the works.

Steve Schultze of the Journat Sentine!
staff contributed to this report.
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January 26, 2004

Senator Carol Roessler, Co-chair Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee

P.O. Box 7882, State Capitol P.O. Box 8952, State Capitol

Madison, W1 53707-7882 Madison, Wi 53708-8952

Re:'Pre;Sé}Sé_d Audit of the Wisconsin Works (W-2) Program
Dear Seﬁa'térgo‘essler and Representative Jeskewitz:

The Council wishes to support Senator Darling’s request for an audit of W-2. We agree
that since it has been nearly three years since the last comprehensive audit it is time for
another look at how the program is working.

Senator Darling requests that the audit focus on a number of very important 1ssues In
addition, we believe the aadlt should address the foilowmg issues:

1 The pragram’s success in aciuevmg ecﬂaemac self«sui‘fic;ency for
' participants, Tn the April; 2001 study the Audit Bureau looked at those

who left the program soon after it was implemented, examining among
other things their employment rates, income levels, and rates and
characteristics of those who return to the program. It found the
success of these early leavers was mixed. Similar results were obtained in
a recent report of applicants for W-2 in Milwaukee County by the Chapin
Hall Center for Children at the University of Chicago. Policy makers need
o know how more recent leavers are doing — in Milwaukee and statewide
— now that the program has been operating for six years, in order to inform
future policy decisions.

2. Participant characteristics now as compared to early in the program.
The 2001 Audit presented a profile of W-2 participants as of July, one and
one-half years after the program began. (See Table 1, at page 15.) There
seems to be a general belief that a higher percentage of those left on the
caseload have substantial barriers to employment. In order to determine
whether new approaches to assist participants are needed, it is important
to determine how much participant characteristics have changed.



3. Types and amounts of program services received by W-2 participants,
The Audit showed that few participants received specialized assessments
and counseling services for a variety of personal barriers to employment,
and there was great difference among agencies. Now that the Department
requires that all agencies use a standard Barrier Screening Tool, with
follow-up, formal assessments where necessary, more participants should
receive assessments. It is important to determine whether more services
are also being provided, especially given reports of high numbers of
participants with substantial barriers to employment. Additionally,
auditors commented on the very few participants receiving technical
college or other post-secondary education, and this issue should be looked
at, as well.

4. The number of participants determined “job ready,” what their
characteristics are (e.g. employment history, educational level, and
family health), and what happens to them. In this placement,
applicants without employment are denied cash assistance and told that
they must look for work. Their cases may be reviewed after 30 days for
possible placement in 2 W-2 work program, but it is unclear whether most
applicants know about this or what happens if they do return. Statutory
authority for this placement has never been clear, and the use of the “job
ready” category has been a highly controversial since the program began.

5. Sanction policies, including percentages of participants sanctioned,
reductions in benefits due to sanctions, any disparate treatment of
minority populations or those with disabilities, prevalence of
improper sanctions, and variances in application of sanctions among
agencies. The 2001 Audit showed a high degree of variance between
agencies in both the percentage of participants sanctioned and average
amounts of monthly benefit reductions. Several agencies averaged
between 1/3 and 1/2 of their participants in sanction status monthly, and
benefit amounts were often reduced below 50%.0f the full amount. More
recently, the Audit Bureau found some evidence of racial disparities in the
application of sanctions. Others have claimed a disproportionate number
of sanctions for people with disabilities, which would be consistent with
national studies. An examination of sanction policy is essential to
determine how well W-2 is succeeding in its purpose -- to provide basic
support for all low-income families who qualify on an equitable basis,
while they work their way toward self-sufficiency.

6. Resolution of participant complaints. The 2001 Audit reported on the
number of requests for review at both the local agency fact-finding level
and the state Division-of Hearings and Appeal (DHA). It summarized the
reasons for the requests for review, dispositions at the fact-finding level,
the percentage of fact-finding decisions that were appealed and the high
percentage of decisions that were reversed upon appeal to the DHA.



Once again, there was great variety between W-2 agencies, indicating in
Milwaukee, in particular, fact-finding decisions are incorrectly favoring
the W-2 agencies more than in other areas of the state. There has always
been substantial support for exchanging the formal, fact-finding step for
an informal local review process and placing the formal hearing with
DHA, as is done with food stamps and medical assistance. The
Department of Workforce Development supported this change in its
November 2002 Biennial Budget Request, and Milwaukee County W-2
agencies are on record as supporting this, as well. But aside from
examining complaint procedures with an eye toward reform, as with
sanction policy the adequacy and fairness of the complaint review process
is critical to the program’s mission,

How time limits are affecting program servicesto families. At the time

" of the 2001 Audit, little information was available on the effect of time

limits on participants’ ability to become self-sufficient. None had reached
the federal five-year limit and only 1,551 had reached the 24-month limit
in a subsidized employment position. More information about the number
of and reasons for extensions, as well as the characteristics of those whose
cases close should be available by now, as well as statistics to indicate
how much agencies vary in their treatment of participants reaching time
limits.

The well-being of children and families who have left the program.
Many now agree that the success of a welfare program is measured less by
the number that leave the program than by how families fare after they

leave. In that context, it is important to measure not only a families’

employment and income characteristics, but other measures of economic
hardship and parent and child well-being. The Chapin Hall study, referred
to earlier, measured a number of these characteristics of families who had
applied for W-2 in Milwaukee County. Similar questions should be asked
of families who experienced the W-2 program in other parts of the state, as
well as those who have been off the program for a longer period of mnf:

The authors of the 2001 Audit suggested some issues that the legislature and DWD rmght
wish to consider, following the results of its evaluation, including,

Whether the challenges posed by the participants with multiple or severe
barriers to employment are being adequately addressed;

How best to address the needs of participants who are nearing the time
limits established for receipt of services;

How best to assist individuals who have entered the workforce but remain
in poverty in becoming fully self-sufficient.



We would suggest that requesting the Audit Bureau to address the eight issues we suggest
above, in addition to those requested by Senator Darling, will help to answer the
important questions posed by the Audit Bureau in their earlier report.

Resp/gg’tﬁﬂly submitted,

;_;
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Carol W. Medaris, Senior Staff Attorney
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Asbjornson, Karen

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

W-2 Audit
questions-2004.doc

-----Original Message

CR inbox

Halbur, Jennifer

Tuesday, January 27, 2004 12:24 PM
Asbjornson, Karen

FW: Questions for proposed W-2 Audit

From: Carol Medaris [mailto:cmedaris @wccf.org)
Sent: Monday, January 26, 2004 5:58 PM

To: Sen.Roessler@legis.state.wi.us; Rep.Jeskewitz @ legis.state.wi.us
Subject: Questions for proposed W-2 Audit

) W S s SlS

Dear Senator Roessler and Representative Jeskewitz: Please find attached a
letter regarding suggested issues for the W-2 Audit. | will follow this

with a hard copy by mail, but | know that you are due to meet on the 28th

and | wanted to be sure that you had this in hand by that time. Thank you
very much for your consideration.

Carol W. Medaris

Senior Staff Attorney

Wisconsin Council on Children and Families



January 26, 2004

Senator Carel Roessler, Co-chair Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee

P.O. Box 7882, State Capitol P.O. Box 8952, State Capitol

Madison, WI 53707-7882 Madison, Wi 53708-8952

Re: Proposed Audit of the Wisconsin Works (W-2) Program
Dear Senator Roessler and Representative Jeskewitz:

The Council wishes to support Senator Darling’s request for an audit of W-2. We agree
that since it has been nearly three years since the last comprehensive audit it is time for
another look at how the program is working.

Senator Darling requests that the audit focus on a number of very important issues. In
addition, we believe the audit should address the following issues:

1. The program’s success in achieving economic self-sufficiency for -
participants. In the April, 2001 study the Audit Burean looked at those
who left the program soon after it was implemented, examining among
other things their employment rates, income levels, and rates and
characteristics of those who return to the program. It found the
success of these early leavers was mixed. Similar results were obtained in
a recent report of applicants for W-2 in Milwaukee County by the Chapin

__Hall Center for Children at the University of Chicago. Policy makers need
to know how more recent leavers are doing — in Milwaukee and statewide
—now that the program has been operating for six years, in order to inform
futare policy decisions.

2. Rarticipant characteristics now as compared to early in the program.

The 2001 Audit presented a profile of W-2 participants as of July, one and
one-half years after the program began. (See Table 1, at page 15.) There
seems to be a general belief that a higher percentage of those left on the

_caseload have substantial barriers to employment. In order 1o JStermmime
whether new approaches to assist participants are needed, it is important
to determine how much participant characteristics have changed.

Is
-



3. Types and amounts of program services received by W-2 participants,
The Audit showed that few participants received specialized assessments
and counseling services for a variety of personal barriers to employment,
and there was great difference among agencies. Now that the Department
requires that all agencies use a standard Barrier Screening Tool, with
follow-up, formal assessments where necessary, more participants should
receive assessments. It is important to determine whether more services
are also being provided, especially given reports of high numbers of
participants with substantial barriers to employment. Additionally, %@(W‘f\
auditors commented on the very few participants receiving technical *
college or other post-secondary education, and this issue should be looked
at, as well.

4. The number of participants determined “job ready,” what their
characteristics are (e.g, employment history, educational level, and
family health), and what happens to them. In this placement,
applicants without employment are denied cash assistance and told that
they must ook for work. Theircasesmay be reviewed after 30 days for .
possible placement in a W-2 work program, but it is unclear whether most w
applicants know about this or what happens if they do return. Statutory o &3&3‘
authority for this placement has never been clear, and the use of the “job e
ready” category has been a highly controversial since the program began.

5. Sanction policies, including percentages of participants sanctioned,

reductions in benefits due to sanctions, any disparate treatment of

minority populations or those with disabilities, prevalence of -

'-unproper sanctlons, and variances in application of sanctions: among 335"3’ -
agencies. The 2001 Audit showed a high degree of variance between

agencies in both the percentage of participants sanctioned and average

amounts of monthly benefit reductions,, Several agencies averaged

between 1/3 and 172 of their participants in sanction status monthly, and

benefit amounts were often reduced below 50%.of the full amount. More .y
recently, the Audit Bureau found some evidence of racial disparities in the 7
application of sanctions. Others have claimed a disproportionate number

of sanctions for people with disabilities, which would be consistent with
national studies. An examination of sanction policy is essential to

determine how well W-2 is succeeding in its purpose -- to provide basic

support for all low-income families who qualify on an equitable basis,

while they work their way toward self-sufficiency.

6. Resolution of participant complaints. The 2001 Audit reported on the
number of requests for review at both the local agency fact- fzﬁg‘l’evel
and the state Division of Hearings and Appeal (DHA). Tt summarized the
reasons for the requests for review, dispositions at the fact-finding-level,
the percentage of fact-finding decisions that were appealed and the high
percentage of decisions that were reversed upon appeal to the DHA.




Once again, there was great variety between W-2 agencies, indicating in
Milwaukee, in particular, fact-finding decisions are incorrectly favoring
the W-2 agencies more than in other areas of the state. There has re has always
been substantial ng the formal, fact-findmm for
an informal Iocal review process and placing the formal hearing with

DHA, ,ammmmwm N/
Department of Workforce Development supported this change in its 7§—'
No@t*ﬂ()&?meWﬁé@uest EMMMQ‘;{HW W-2
agencies are on ies are on record as supporting this, as well. But aside from

examining complaint procedures with an eye toward reform, as with

sanction policy the adequacy and fairness of the complamt review process

is critical to the program’s mission.

7. How time limits are affecting program services to families. At the time
of the 2001 Audit, little information was available on the effect of time
limits on participants’ ability to become self-sufficient. None had reached
the federal five-year limit and only 1,551 had reached the 24-month limit
in a subsidized employment position. More information about the number
of and reasons for extensions, as well as the characteristics of those whose
cases close should be available by now, as well as statistics to indicate E
how much agencies vary in their treatment of participants reaching time’
limits.

8. The well-being of children and families' who have left the program.
Many now agree that the success of a welfare program is measured less by
the number that leave the program than by how families fare after they

~leave. In that context, it is important to- measure not onlya famﬁles
employment and income characteristics, but other measures of economic
hardship and parent and child well-being. The Chapin Hall study, referred
to earlier, measured a number of these characteristics of families who had
applied for W-2 in Milwaukee County. Similar questions should be asked
of families who experienced the W-2 program in other parts of the state, as
well as those who have been off the program fora longer period of time.

The authors of the 2001 Audit suggested some issues that the legislature and DWD might
wish to consider, following the results of its evaluation, including,

* Whether the challenges posed by the participants with multiple or severe .
barriers to employment are being adequately addressed; C

P

* How best to address the needs of participants who are nearing the time ¥
limits established for receipt of services;

wh

¢ How best to assist individuals who have entered the workforce but remain
in poverty in becoming fully self-sufficient.



We would suggest that requesting the Audit Bureau to address the eight issues we suggest
above, in addition to those requested by Senator Darling, will help to answer the
important questions posed by the Audit Bureau in their earlier report.

Respectfully submitted,

Charity Eleson, Director

Carol W. Medaris, Senior Staff Attorney



WISCONSIN STATE LEGISLATURE
Joint Audit Comunittes

s Committee Co-Chairs:
State Senator Carol Roessler
State Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

February 4, 2004
- Ms. Roberta Gassman, Secretary
Department of Workforce Development
201 East Washington Avenue, Room A400
Madison, Wisconsin 53707
Dear Ms. Gassman )
The Joint Légi_slati{ie Audit Committee will hold a public hearing on Wednesday, February 11, 2004 at
11:00 a.m. in Room 411 South of the State Capitol. At this hearing, the Committee will consider a
proposed andit of the Wisconsin Works (W-2) program.

As this proposed audit relates to the activities of your Department, we ask you to be present at the hearing
to offer comments on the proposed audit and to respond to questions from committee members,

Please contact Ms. Pamela Matthews (Representative Jeskewitz’s office) at 266-3796 to confirm
. participation in the hearing. Should you have any questions about the hearing, please contact us.

Sincéfeiy,

Senator Carol A. Roessler, Co-chair Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-chair
Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Legislative Audit Committee
Enclosure

ce: Janice Mueller
State Auditor

SENATOR ROESSLER REPRESENTATIVE JESKEWITZ
PO. Box 7882 » Madison, Wl 53707.7882 PO, Box 8952 « Madison, WI 53708-8952
(608} 266.5300 » Fax (608) 266-0423 (608) 266-3796 » Fax (608) 282-3624



State of Wisconsin |\ LEGISLATIVE AUDIT BUREAU

JANICE MUELLER
STATE AUDITOR

22 E MIFFLIN ST, 5TE. 500
MADISON, WISCONSIN 83703
{608) 266-2818

FAX {£08) 287-0410

D ATE Febmary 57 200 4 Leg.Audit Info@legis.statewins

TO: Senator Carol A. Roessler and
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz, Co-chairpersons
Joint Legisiative Audit Committee

FROM: Janice Mueller [,Q ik
State Auditor /@ i

SUBJECT: Proposed Audit of the Wlsconsm Works (W-2) Program—Backgmund
PR Infermaﬁon

At yeur reqnest we have, gathered some background mformation the Joint Legislative Audit
Committee may find useful in considering requests from Senator Darling regarding administration
of the W-2 program and from Senator Panzer asking for a related audit of state funds provided to
Opportunities Industrialization Center of Greater Milwaukee (OIC-GM), a W-2 agency serving
Milwaukee County residents.

The W-2 program was created by 1995 Wisconsin Act 289 to help participants achieve economic
self-sufficiency through employment. W-2 participants, who are primarily women with dependent
Chzidren are m)t aummamcaiiy entltied to cash benefﬂs as they wauld have been under Ald to

' program services based on their employment status. The pregram is administered at the state }evel
by the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) and, for the two-year contract period
begmmng January 1, 2004 by 69-local agencms

In fiscal year (FY) 2003- 04 the budget for W-2 services provxded by local dgenczes is

$145.2 million, which ancludes $21.2 million to fund administrative costs. Program funding is
provided by state general:purpose révenue ‘and federal Temporary Assistance for N ecdy Families
block grant funds. In November 2003, a total of 14,857 individuals participated in the W-2
program statewide.

The total number of W-2 participants receiving cash assistance increased from 6,810 in
November 1999 to 11,552 in November 2003. Participants placed in community service jobs

and those who stay at home caring for infants until the infants are 12 weeks old receive $673 per
month. Participants 1n transitional placements, which provide work and training for participants
who are unable to perform independent, self-sustaining work or work associated with community
service jobs, receive $628 per month.

The Legislative Audit Burean completed a comprehensive review of the W-2 program in
April 2001. Since that time, W-2 caseloads have grown, especially among those receiving cash
benefits. In addition, the number of local administrative agencies has declined, including in



Milwaukee County, where the number of administrative agencies has been reduced from five to
three. Concems about the program have been raised based on rising caseloads, changes in local
program administration, and questions about the extent to which deficiencies identified in prior
legisiative audits have been addressed. In addition, concerns have been raised about reported
financial irregularities related to expenditures made by OIC-GM, one of the largest providers of
W-2 services in the state.

An audit of the W-2 program could include:

+ areview of state and local W-2 agency administrative costs, including the level and
appropriateness of these expenditures;

» areview of W-2 agencies’ spending of state and federal funds, including funds provided
to these agencies apart from the W-2 program;

e an analysis of participant caseloads, including the extent to which the program has been
successful in limiting cash assistance caseloads by helping former participants to
maintain their employmeat

e an analysis of the cost and effectiveness of training and other services provided to
participants identified as having the greatest barriers to employment, including the types
and amounts of services received by W-2 participants; :

» areview of program sanctions, including corrective action DWD has taken with W-2
agencies and the extent to which DWD has been successful in reducmg the inappropriate
: 1_sanct10nmg of W-Z pammpam;s : : :

* an analysis of Ehe- effects of time limits placed on participants’ receipt of cash assistance;
and

o an.assessment of DWD’s progress in implementing the Legislative Audit Bureau’s prior
recommendations to improve program management, including improving oversight of

contractor spending.

If you have any additional questions regarding this request, please contact me.

IM/PS/bm

cc: Senator Robert Cowles Representative Samantha Kerkman
Senator Albert Darling Representative Dean Kaufert
Senator Jeffrey Plale Representative David Cullen
Senator Julie Lassa Representative Mark Pocan

Senator Mary Panzer

Roberta Gassman, Secretary
Department of Workforce Development



February 6, 2004 FE
B 05 7

Senator Carol Roessler
Co-Chair, Joint Legislative Audit Committee Joint Committee on Finance
Room 8 South, State Capitol

Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz
Co-Chair, Joint Legislative Audit Committee
Room 314 No;:th, State Capitol

Dear Senator Reessler and Representatwe J eskewztz

As }7011 prepare 10 c{ebate the proposed audit of the Wlscensm Works (W-2) program,
please consider: expandmc its scope beyond those items identified in Senator Darling’s
December 29, 2003 letter. Like you and Sen. Darling, I believe the Legislature should
seek a follow up to previous W-2 audits and direct the Audit Bureau to address those
items Sen. Darling identified. However, | also believe the $100 million structural deficit
in W-2, funding decisions by the Department of Workforce Development and
implementation challenges facing W-2 agencies require an examination of additional
aspects of the program. A more comprehensive review will provide a complete picture of
the status of W-2, along with valuable insight for making improvements, if necessary.

.Thé_ _foliéxifin:g:-aréfadditioﬁaal -iéé_ue_s I recommend including in an audit request:

e An anaiysis of contract expenditures that quantifies the different costs incurred by W-
2 agencies, including general administration, supportive services, staffing associated
with the pmvzs}on of dn‘ect servxces and cash benefits.

s An anaiyms of the extent to which the fOHOng variables - and any others identified
by the Audit Bureau - have affected recent caseload increases: new cases, cases
returning due to loss of employment, cases returning due to other factors and
participants remaining on the case load for longer periods of time. To the extent
possible, the affect of modifications to program practices and policies on each of
these variables should be addressed.

e An analysis of the process through which program participants are engaged in work
and work related activities, including the variety and nature of activities to which W-2
participants are assigned in each of the program tiers and the extent to which program
participants complete assigned education/training. To the extent possiblie. the level of
contract expenditures associated with these activities should also be determined.

Serving The Coulee Region’s 99th Assembly District

P.O. Box 8952, State Capitol » Madison, W1 53708-8032 « Telephone: 608-266-0631  Toli-Free: 888-534-0094
E-mail: Rep. Hucbsch@legis.state.wius



Senator Carol Roessler
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz
February 6, 2004

Page 2

¢ An analysis of the W-2 contractor selection process and the use of performance
- standards to influence program outcomes, including whether modifications to either
are needed.

s An analysis of W-2 coordination with other programs intended to promote self-
sufficiency and support working families, including Workforce Investment Act
(WIA) programs, Food Stamp Employment and Training (FSET), childcare, Medical

‘Assistance (MA), BadgerCare, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and child
‘support. S e

In order to understand, analyze and possibly improve W-2, the Legislature must have the
full story about how different program elements work together. Fxamining the issues I
have suggested will provide a more complete picture of the services and techniques
DWD and local providers are using to help W-2 participants become self sufficient and
more importantly, how effective they are.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Please contact me if [ can answer
questions or provide additional information.

Sincerely, ..

>

Mike Huebsch
State Representative

¢: Senator Alberta Darling
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February 10, 2004

Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz

Senator Carol Roessler

Co-Chairs of the Joint Committee on Audit
Madison, Wi

Hand Deliver

Dear Co-Chairs Suzanne Jeskewitz and Carol Roessler,

At the February 11, 2004, meeting of the Joint Committee on Audit, members will
consider the request of Senator Alberta Darling to conduct another audit of the Wisconsin
Works (W-2) program. As the Committee deliberates, I urge you to expand the scope of
the audit to include a review of the Department of Health and Family Services’s
administration of child welfare services in Milwaukee County.

Asa méﬁﬁﬁér:of the Joint Committee on Finanée, I éﬁthored an amendment to the 1999
2001 state budget that requested that the Legislative Audit Bureau

“conduct a review of DHFS administration of child welfare services in Milwaukee
County. This motion would request the Audit Bureau to report its finding to the
Joint Committee on Audit by January 1, 2003.” (see attached Motion #295).

My amendment received the unanimous, and bi-partisan, support of the Joint Committee
of Finance. Despite this legislative directive, the Joint Committee on Audit has vet to
approve a request for the non-partisan Legislative Audit Bureau to initiate a review of
child welfare services in Milwaukee.

According to recent news stories, as reported by Mary Zahn in the Milwaukee Journal
Sentinel, Wisconsin has been notified that its foster care system has failed a federal
review, The Executive Director of the Wisconsin Council on Children and Family
services pointed out, in the February 9, 2004, story, “There are real risks here for kids,
but also real risks for the stale in terms of funding losses. The feds are not going to be
issuing any new dollars to deal with this." According to reports, the state could
potentially face $1.4 million in penalties if the deficiencies are not remedied.



The state of Wisconsin cannot sustain further financial losses because of its inability to
comply with federal regulations in regard to children placed in foster care. Today, in a
letter to the Co-Chairs of the Joint Committee on Finance, the Director of the Legislative
Fiscal Bureau released the agency’s estimates that, by June 30, 2003, the general fund
balance will be -$32.2 million, $218.6 million below the level projected when the
biennial budget was signed. Moreover, the state faces significant deficits in its Medicaid
program. Therefore, the Joint Committee on Audit should initiate a review of the
administration of child welfare services in Milwaukee County, pursuant to Motion #295.

Sincerely,

-

Gwendolynne Moore
State Senator
4" District

cc: State Auditor Jan Mueller
Senator Alberta Darling
DHFS Secretary Helene Nelson



Senator Moore

HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES
[LFB Paper #530]

LAR Review of Milwaukee Child Welfare Administration

Motion:

Move to request the Joint Committee on Audit to request the Legislative Audit Bureau to
review the Department’s administration of child welfare services in Milwaukee County. Request
that the Audit Bureau review the following issues: (a) the use of private agencies in the provision
of child welfare services; (b) the provision of services to children in out-of-home care, including
case management services and services provided to the children's family, (c) safety services
provided to children placed in their home; and (d) the use of termination of parental rights and
adoption as a permanency plan goal for children in out-of-home care. Request that the Audit
Bureau report its finding to the Joint Commuittee on Audit by January 1, 2003,

Note:

This motion would request the Joint Committee on Audit to request the Legislative Audit
Bureau to conduct a review of DHFS administration of child welfare services in Milwaukee
County. This motion would request the Audit Bureau to report its finding to the Jomnt Committee
on Audit by January 1, 2003,

Motion #2935



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

For More Information, Contact Senator Alberta Darling
February 11, 2004 _ 608-266-5830

DARLING REQUEST FOR W-2 AUDIT IS APPROVED

MADISON . . . Wisconsin’s W-2 program will receive another thorough, ném«partisan evaluation
after the Joint Legislative Audit Committee gave its approval today to the audit request made by
state Senator Alberta Darling (R-River Hills).

“Since W-2 was created almost a decade ago, citizens and legislators have looked to the Audit
Bureau to give them accurate reports on the successes and failures of this groundbreaking
program,” said Darling. “Participants, observers and legislators have raised enough legitimate
concerns over the past year that I was spurred to request another quality assessment.”

Today’s unanirnous committee approval of Darling’s request will give the Legislative Audit
Bureau several areas in which to focus on, including:

e State and local administrative costs, including a review of the level and appropriateness of
. expenditures | | R

* Program sanctions, including the extent to which DWD has been successful in reducing the
inappropriate sanctioning of W-2 participants

e Trends in participant caseloads, including the extent to which DWD has been successful
limiting cash assistance caseloads by assisting former participants to maintain employment

“Wisconsin has long been a national leader in innovative welfare reform,” said Darling.
“However, based on the recent develops and the fact that reliable financial information on the W-2
program is now outdated and it’s time to take another snapshot of the program.”

It has been almost three years since the LAB has evaluated the W-2 program. During that time, the
program has undergone a number of significant changes and growth spurts, especially in
Milwaukee County. Recent studies and subsequent media accounts detailed alleged fiscal
mismanagement and questioned the program’s effectiveness.

i




Bepartment of Workforce Development
Office of the Secretary

201 East Washington Avenue

P.O. Box 7846

Madison, W1 53707-7046 . ’ hec o
Telephone: (B08) 268-3131 ' ‘ State of Wisconsin
Fax: (508)266-1784 ' E)epartment of Workforce Development
e-mail: dwdsec@dwd. state.wi.us Jim Doyle, Governor
Roberta Gassman, Secretary

Remarks to the Joint Legislative Audit Committee
Secretary Roberta Gassman
Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development
February 11, 2004

Good moming, Co-chairs Roessler and Jeskewitz and members of the committee. | thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the proposed audit of the Wlsconssn
Works (W-2) prograrn

BAC KGROUND

| believe that the W-2 program, administered by DWD, is one of Wisconsin's most important
programs. Together | know we share the goal of operating a program which most cost-
effectively and fairly connects low income people with work and related services for lives of
economic self-sufficiency.

Although DWD has made many improvements to the W-2 program, as with any new major
program, we are sure that this initiative could be even more successful and we would welcome
the oppor&unity to work with you on a potential future audit.

The W-«Z pregram and successfuliy connectmg Iowmmcome people towork are high. priorities for -
“Governor Doyle, me and the Department of Workforce Dévelopment. We believe that W-2 has
met many of the goals under which the program was originally designed and we, as a state, can
be proud of its successes. We also believe there are some areas of the W-2 program that could
be made even more successful, or that, perhaps, ‘have not reached initial, expected outcomes.
A thorough; independent’ assessment of the program could provide insights into those areas
that may need change or improvement. We welcome feedback on the W-2 program and would
provide all records, staff and necessary other resources needed to successfully complete an
audit of the program,

| am pleased to report that since the Committee’s last audit of W-2 in 2001, the Department of
Workforce Development has made a number of improvements to the program. These include:

+ Implementing the Barrier Screening Tool to help identify potential barriers to participation
in W-2 activities early on in participants’ entry into the program;

» Conducting a sanctions study to ensure that participants are equitably treated;
¢ Creating enhanced performance standards for the 2004-2005 W-2 contract period; and,
» Increasing our financial monitoring of the agencies administering the program.

However, further analysis could be helpful as we work to ensure the most effect:ve program
possible.
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4. AN ANALYSIS OF THE COST AND EFFECTIVENESS OF TRAINING AND OTHER
SERVICES PROVIDED TO PARTICIPANTS IDENTIFIED AS HAVING THE GREATEST
BARRIERS TO EMPLOYMENT, INCLUDING THE TYPES AND AMOU&TS OF
SERVICES RECEIVED BY W-2 PARTICIPANTS

We recognize that some individuals have more barriers to overcome than others and that
they will need more intensive case services. From the beginning, W-2 has operated on the
principle that all of our participants can parficipate at some level. The diverse level of
educational activities that participants are involved in including English as a Second
Language, basiceducation, literacy, and job skills training, show the flexibility of the
program in serving the needs of participants. We continue to believe that even our
participants facing the most barriers can improve their lives by participating in activities such
as basic education, parenting skills, and work experience.

DWD has also made significant changes in the way we are measuring W-2 agency and
partnc;pant success. The performance standards are outcome based, measuring the
success of the W-2 part;mpants involved in the program. The performance standards:

. Requa‘e that W-2 parttc:pants- are properiy assessed -by W~2 agencies;

» Measure the unsubsidized employment, job retention and earnings increase of
participants;

- o Measure the success of W-2 participants who are in educational activities, including job
skills training (over 2/3 of W-2 participants without a high school diploma/equivalent are
involved in educational activities);

-+ Measurethe customer satlsfactlon of partzczpants w;th the W-—Z agency v:a an. .
T Endependent survey SN S

5. A REVIEW OF PROGRAM SANCTIONS, INCLUDING THE EXTENT TO WHICH DWD
HAS BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN REDUCING THE INAPPROPRIATE SANCTIONING OF W-
2 PARTIC!PANTS

inappreprsate sanctzonmg, in some cases, is the result of participanis being assigned to
activities that they have difficulty completing due to their employment barriers. Since 2001,
DWD has taken steps to ensure that employment barriers are identified and needs are
addressed early in an individual’s participation:

Screening and Assessment

o DWD has placed greate e importance of assessing partsc;pant barriers.
Through the W-2 contracts, performance standards, and policy we
agencies to refer participants with serious empioymem barriers to a professional for
formal assessment. A formal assessment can determine the need for medical
treatment, counseling, or other types of community services and ensure that participants
have the necessary accommodations to successfully engage in W-2 work, training, and
education.

+ We have Wr__.\rrr_ﬁﬁgﬁungoo! to assist workers in identifying
participant erployment barriers that might otherwise remain hidden, such as domestic
violence, substance abuse and mental health conditions. The caseworker uses the
results of the screening process to refer individuals who are at-risk of significant
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« Allocation of costs when non-eligible program participants are served by the W-2
agency.

« Compliance with DWS requirements including: -

Caps on funding, such as administrative cost caps;
Accuracy and timeliness of expenditure reports;
Prior approvat for information technology purchases;
Subcontract approval; and,

Procurement requirements.

. & & & @

» DWD regional staff review monthly expenditure reports to ensure compliance with state,
federal, DWD, and W-2 RFP requirements, policies and procedures.

» The trigger for regular monitoring is monthly receipt of W-2 agency expenditure reports.
Intensive monitoring or technical assistance is warranted if expenditures reported by the
W-2 agencies appear excessive for the period report, if funds appear {o be insufficient
for the known agency caseload size, or if they include requests to purchase unusual
items or services. :

« The intent of this monitoring is to confirm that W-2 agencies are requesting
reimbursement properly, that the percentage of administration costs is appropriate, and
to note any changes in or unusual spending patterns for the W-2 program.

« An on-site review is conducted in each W-2 agency within the W-2 contract period.
Fiscal components of on-site reviews include: '

Internal controls;

Contract assurances;

Cost allocation;

Depreciation schedules;

W-2 employee bonuses;

Indirect cost plans;

Consistency with the W-2 plan;

Procurement; -

Compliance with prior approval processes; and,

Consistency between the level of program services and fiscal claims.

* & & & » 5 8 * ¢ B

POSSIBLE STEPS AHEAD
| hope that this update is heipful to your deliberations.

{ do believe that an LAB audit could be particularly helpful in the area of the fourth subject you
raised, the cost and effectiveness of training services, particularly in relation to Wisconsin’s
currently hard-hit economy. Here LAB's focus could assist us with our future budget and
allocation decisions as we work to meet the needs of participants.

Since 2001, Wisconsin has undergone a rapid increase in our unemployment rate. in parts of
Milwaukee the unemployment rate is double or triple the statewide average. Determining how
the availability of employment opportunities has affected our caseloads and how W-2 agencies
have confronted this situation and adjusted their program will be instructive to us and other
agencies that are struggling with placing participants in unsubsidized employment.



Lo
e

BUILT
Why Skills Matter for Long-Run
Success in Welfare Reform

by Karin Martinson and Julie Strawn

Revised April 2003

" National Adult Education Professional
- Davalopment Consorifum

CIASP  BRZENIFL
2
CenTer FoR Law ant Sovtag PoLioy il ]

National institute for Literacy



11 Buir to LAST: Why Skills Matter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank those whose financial support made this report
possible: The National Institute for Literacy, the Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, the George Gund Foundation, the MacArthur
Foundation, the Moriah Fund, the Joyce Foundation, the Public Welfare
Foundation, the Open Society Ins'ti_tuté_;:tha Packard Foundation, and an anony-
mous donor. We would also like to _thé'nk Gayle Hamilton and David Butler of
the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation for their help in interpreting
= the NEWWS data. Garrett Murphy of the National Adult Fducation Professional
= Development Consortium (NAEPDC) and Mark Greenberg of the Center for Law
and Social Policy reviewed drafts and provided helpful co'iﬁmenis.

b s L e

o Built to Last: Why Skills Matter for I.;'oh'g'mRun' Success in Welfare Reform was funded
in part under contract ED-02-PO-1535 between the National Institute for
Literacy and NAEPDC. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations
expressed in this publication are those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the organizations or agencies that provided funding for this
report. The contents of this publication do not necessarily reflect the views or

el

policies of the Institute or any agency of the U.S. government.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Karin Martinson is a consultant based in Washington, D.C. She has a wide range

T b ¥ e e o e a0 i

o of experience as both a researcher and a policy analyst on many issues related to
o low-income families, including welfare reform, employment and training pro-

grams, and program operations and service delivery.

: Julie Strawn is a Senior Policy Analyst who works on workforce development
| and welfare reform issues with the Center for Law and Social Policy. She focuses
in particular on job advancement and access to postsecondary education for low-

kN income adults.

Copyright © April 2003 by the Center for Law and Social Policy, the National
Institute for Literacy, and the National Adult Education Professional
Development Consortium. All rights reserved.



Buir to LAST: Why Skills Matter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform 111

TABLE OF GONTENTS

EXEGUTIVE SUMMARY . . . . .o it e e e e I
i. WELFARE RECIPIENTS, SKILLS, AND EMPLOYMENT . . .. ..... 5
2. WHICH WELFARE-TOWORK STRATEGIES WORK BEST?. . . . .. .. 11
3. WHEN Does EpucarioN AND TRAINING Pay OFr?. . . . ... . .. 17

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL. STATE.
aND Locar TANF Pouicies

ENDNOTES . . . . . oo e e e 27



BulLT to LLAST: Why Skills Matter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform

FXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Federal welfare funding, through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) block grant, gives states unprecedented flexibility to help low-income
parents move into employment. While states are generally given broad authority
to craft their own approaches for meeting the goals of the legislation, tﬁhé law dis-
courages states from allowing welfare recipients to participate in education and
training programs. Specifically, the law limits the extent to which education activ-
ities count toward federal work participation requirements, effectively restricting
full-time education and training to 12 months and capping it at no more than 30
percent of TANF participants.

These TANF restrictions on education and training are at odds with recent

research findings:

¥  SKILLS ARE _STRDNGL.Y LINKED TO SUCCESS IN THE LABOR MAR-
e, Basic skills and educational credentials matter generaliy for success
in the labor market, and welfare recipients often have low skills that hin-
der their efforts to find and keep employment and earn enough to sup-
port their families.

¥ THE MOST SUCCESSFUL WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS
INGLUDE EDUCATION AND TRAINING AS WELL AS OTHER SERVIC-
gs. Research fequivocally shows that the most successful welfare-to-
work programs focus on employment but make substantial use of educa-
tion and training as well as job search and other employment services.
Focusing on just job search or basic education is not nearly as success-
ful, especially over the long term.

¥  JOB TRAINING AND POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION CAN LEAD TO
HIGHER EARNINGS IN THE LONG RUN. Helping low-income parents
increase their skills through job training and other postsecondary educa-

tion pays off in the labor market. EveWu&lﬂthe«
fit from job training, if ' adult basic prgy@g a sub-

stantial mumber of weekly instructional houts..close-at tention is paid to
qualit ] ation is linked to job training and to employment.



2 BuLT to LAST: Why Skills Marter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform

Moving through basic education and job training can take a substantial
amount of time—more than a year on average-~yet pays off much more
than basic education alone.

FepERraL TANF POLICIES

As Congreés considers legislation in 2003 to reauthorize the TANF block grant,
the decisions it makes concerning access to education and training are likely to
have a profound impact on the long-term success of welfare reform. Some impor-
tant steps can be taken to increase access to and successful partzapanon in high-
quality education and training:

¥ NEASE SOME OF THE CURRENT RESTRICTIONS ON COUNTING EDU-
CATION AND TRAINING PARTICIPATION TOWARD FEDERAL WORK
REQUIREMENTS. States cannot achieve successful, long-term employ-
ment outcomes if they are discouraged from allowing TANF recipients to
upgrade skills as part of a comprehensive employment program.

¥ ALLOW SUFFICIENT TIME FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS TO MOVE
THROUGH BOTH ADULT BASIC EDUCATION AND JOB TRAINING
O OETAIN OCCUPATIONAL CERTIFICATES. While it can take longer
on average to complete both basic education and training than the cur-
rent 12 months that such activities count toward TANF work rates, it is
a worthwhile investment. The economic payoff is much larger than basic
education or job search activities alone.

¥  MAKE IT BASIER TO BALANCE WORK, FAMILY, AND SCHOOL BY
KEEPING THE OVERALL REQUIRED HOURS OF PARTICIPATION AT
A REASONABLE rEVEL. The U.S. Department of Education finds that
the more hours ﬁsmecoan students work, the larger the negative
impact on their grades and ability to stay in school.

H OFFER INCENTIVES TO STATES TO PROVIDE SUPPORT SERVICES
AND WORK-STUDY POSITIONS TO LOW-INCOME PARENTS WHO
ARE STUDENTS. States should be encouraged to provide services and
job opportunities through TANF that better enable low-income workers
to balance work, school, and family. Congress should also examine in its
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act how federal financial aid
policies can better support low-income workers in school.

i
i
3.
i.
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¥ ENCOURAGE STATES TO PROVIDE JOB RETENTION AND
ADVANCEMENT SERVICES, AND PROVIDE FEDERAL GRANTS TO
BUILD TRAINING PROGRAM CAPACITY IN PARTNERSHIP WITH
gMPLoveERrs. Employment retention and advancement should be part
of TANF' goals, and federal grants should be given to spur the creation
of public-private partnerships that help unemployed and low-income
workers upgrade their skills, especially at the worksite and during work
hours.

StaTE AND Local. TANF POLIGIES

States and localities can use the flexibility in TANF to improve access to and qual-
ity of gﬁlployment«reiated basic education, English as a second language (ESL)
classes, and job training services not only for welfare recipients but for other
low-income workers as well. States and localities can take the following steps:

% ESTABLISH CLEAR LINKS BETWEEN BASIC EDUCATION, ESL,
AND JOB TRAINING., This can be done through funding and perform-
ance measure mechanisms that reward programs for facilitating transi-
tions and creating “bridge” programs that quickly prepare adulss to enter
job training.

e MMNTAIN A CLOSE CONNECTION. BETWEEN EDUCATION AND
 IRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT. Education and training should be fol-
lowed quickly with strong job search and job development efforts.
Obtaining better quality jobs should be a key focus throughout educa-

tion, training, and job search services.

¥ PROVIDE INTENSIVE SERVICES AND CLOSELY MONITOR
PROGRESS. Programs should offer a substantial amount of instruction
each week sethat individuals can complete them quickly. Monitor
progress closely and reassess and possibly reassign those who are not
participating successfully.

¥ ESTABLISH TRAINING OPTIONS FOR THOSE WITH LOW SHILLS.
Expand the capacity of programs to provide occupational training to
those with low basic skills and/or limited English who may not gain
access to existing programs. In particular, more programs are needed
that combine adult basic education and English language services with
occupational training.



4 BuiLt to LAST: Why Skills Matter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform



BuiLr to L.AST: Why Skills Matter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform

WELFARE RECIPIENTS,
SKILLS, AND
FEMPLOYMENT

In general, basic skills and educational credentials are critical for labor market
success, particularly i individuals are to find higher quality jobs and experience
substantial earnings growth. While many welfare recipients have found jobs
under TANE their annual earnings are typically low and grow modestly over
time, in large part because their low skill levels and lack of educational creden-
tials consign them to Jow-wage jobs. Further, those with low educational attain-

ment and low. ski_ﬁ_s_. are more likely

than other recipients to remain on welfare
and unemployed or to return to welfare after finding and then losing a job.

3 There is a strong demand for cognitive skills by employers, even in
entry-level jobs. In contrast, many welfare recipients lack both the
ckills and credentials needed for success in the labor market.

Many jobs in today’s labor market require a certain level of skills, credentials, or
both. A survey obover 3,000 employers about entry-level jobs available to work-
ers without a college degree found that most jobs require the performance of one
or more cognitive tasks, such as reading and writing paragraphs, dealing with
customers, doing arithmetic, and using computers.! Most employers in this study
required credentials, such as high school diplomas and general work experience,
and some also required previous job training. Another study found that those
with the skill levels of a typical high school dropout will qualify for just 10 per-
cent of all new jobs between 2000 and 2010, while those with the skill levels of a
typical high school graduate will qualify for only 22 percent of these new jobs.2

The skills that employers want stand in stark contrast to the actual skills and
credentials of parents receiving welfare. Low basic skills are one of the most com-
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mon barriers to employment faced by welfare recipients.> One national study
found that 60 percent of all welfare recipients, and 81 percent of recipients with-
out recent work experience, have low basic skills, compared to 30 percent of full-
time workers.* Another national survey, conducted before TANF was enacted,
found that nearly two-thirds of welfare recipients scored in the bottom fourth of
all women their age on a basic skills test called the Armed Forces Qualifying
Test. Half of those parents—one-third of all welfare recipients—had basic skills
lower than 90 percent of other women their age.’

The educational attainment of mothers on cash assistance also remains well
below average. Government data indicate that 45 percent of the mothers who
received TANF in 1999 had compieted high school or received a GED.6 In com-
parison, 87 percent of all American women 18 to 54 years of age had completed
high school or received a GED.7 In addition, some of those welfare recipients
with a high school diploma have low basic skills despite their credential. A
national study found that welfare recipients have substantially lower skills than
other adults with the same level of formal education.®

¥ Not surprisingly, given their low skills and educational levels, welfare
recipients generally fare poorly in the labor market. Many who have
left Weifare are working at low—wage jobs with hmued benefits.

While many welfare recipients ieft Welfare for work under the 1996 welfare law
most of these individuals are not faring well in the labor market. One study with
a nationally representative sample found that those who left TANF for work in
1999 had a median wage of $7.15 per hour.? Moreover, individuals who leave
welfare for work are unlikely to receive employer-provided health care coverage
or paid sick or vacation leave. In the same study, only about one-third of employ-
ers offered health insurance. About 52 percent of those who left welfare in 1999
had incomes beloW the poverty level. Many of these individuals are poor because
their hourly wages are low and because they are not working full-time and year-
round. 1 Studies from individual states have reached similar findings.!!

A closer examination of the jobs held by current and former welfare recipients
makes it clear why their earnings are so low. One study analyzed the type of
employment obtained by individuals who left welfare for work from 1995 to
1997. More than 40 percent of the jobs were in service occupations and 17 per-
cent were in administrative or clerical positions, traditionally low-paying fields
that require only minimal skills. While wages are generally higher in managerial,
professional, or machine operator fields, fewer than one-quarter of TANF recipi-
ents managed to find jobs in these better paying occupations.12
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For some recipients, a lack of credentials and low basic skills contribute to
chronic unemployment. Several studies have shown that individuals with high
school diplomas are more likely to leave TANF for work,13 while those with the
lowest skills have the least connection to the labor market. One pre-TANF study
found that women with extremely low basic skills (lower than 90 percent of
women their age) were more likely to be disconnected entirely from the work-
force. Forty-four percent of women with extremely low basic skills had not
worked for most of the two-year period studied compared with just 15 percent
of those thh moderately low skills. In contrast, less than 10 percent of higher
skﬂled wormen were out of the labor market that long,14

X We:ifare re(:lplen{s expenence little wage growth over time. Wage
growth is restricted because those with low skills face limited oppor-
tanities for upward mobility.

Research conducted prior to TANF found that parents receiving welfare who
enter employment experience high rates of job loss with little wage growth.
Earnings grow, but this growth is due principally to working more hours or
weeks in a year rather than to earning significantly higher wages.!5 Recent stud-
ies of individuals who leave welfare provide little information concerning
employment retention and advancement; the studies with some iongltudmal data
typically stiggest some earnings growth over time, but mechan eammgs for adults
who have left assistance remain very low—about-$10,000 annually 6 A national
study that tracked young women for 10 years after leaving welfare sheds some
light on prospects for long-term earnings growth—it found that while earnings
increased significantly in the first five years, they plateaued after that, averaging
only about $13,000 in the tenth year after leaving welfare.7

Many former welfare iejzlpzenm and other low-wage workers do move up the job
ladder, but education credentials and skills, rather than experience, are increas-
ingly the most important determinant of wages.!8 One national study of young
welfare recipients found that each year of schooling beyond high school
increased wages by about 7 percent; other studies find a similar link between
postsecondary education and wages.!¥ Overall, the more education a woman
acquires, the more she earns: 1999 Census data show women with an associate
degree earn more than twice as much as those without a high school diploma
(about $24,000 annually compared to about $11,000) and 37 percent more than
those with only a high school diploma (who earn about $17,000).20 And since
the late 1970s, workers without a college degree have had fewer opportunities
for wage increases than those with a degree.2! A recent national study found that,
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among women who stay with the same employer, those without a high school
diploma see annual wage increases of less than 1 percent (0.7 percent); those
with a high school diploma about twice that (1.4 percent); while the wages of
those with a college degree grow at five times the rate of those without a high
school diploma (3.6 percent annually).22

Higher basic skills are also linked to higher wages over time. One pre-TANF
study found that those with basic skills test scores in the top three-fourths of all
scores earned about 8 percent more per hour in the fourth and fifth years after
leaving TANF than those with scores in the bottom fourth.2* Other studies find a
similar link between skills and wage growth.2* Few studies specifically address
whether welfare recipients with low skills and limited education have difficulty
advancing in‘the job market based on work experience alone. Preliminary evi-
dence suggests, however, that while many low-wage workers advance in the
labor market, the ones who remain in jobs with little or 1o earnings growth for
long periods of time tend to be less educated and disproportionately female, fea-
tures shared by the welfare population as a whole.25

The limited occupational mobility of low-skilled women may partly reflect the
types of jobs these women hold.?6 Occupations offering workers without some
college education the greatest wage potenuai such as machinist, equlpment
tepairer, and truck driver, tend to be held by men.2” While sales and admmlstra-
tive/clerical jobs can ‘be better paying for those who work their way up to super-
visory positions, only a small portion of these jobs are supervisory—so few can
expect to attain such positions. In general, unless low-educated females work in
nontraditional jobs or pursue postsecondary education and training, their
upward mobility is quite limited.28

Research also suggests that welfare recipients have stronger earnmgs potential if
they start at jobs with 1 higher wages.?% In one pre-TANF study, the average wages
of former welfare recipients in the top fourth of the wage distribution grew sig-
nificantly over five years, even after controlling for skills, education credentials,
work history, type of jobs, and personal factors. By contrast, the average wages of
those in the bottom fourth did not increase at all.3 Other studies have found that
recipients with higher wages initially were more likely to stay employed and
work more over a five-year period.3? However, one study looking at lower skilled
workers more generally did not find lower rates of wage growth at the bottom of
the wage distribution.®
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% Three at-risk groups—those individuals whe remain on welfare and
unemployed, those who leave TANF without finding work, and those
who leave TANF but return to the rolls—have low education and skill
levels. '

Because casgl_oads have declined dramatically since the enactment of TANE con-
cerns have been raised that the group still receiving welfare may be more disad-
vantaged and face more difficult challenges in moving to work. When several
studies found few differences between those remaining on the rolls after TANF as
compared to those on the 1olls before the law took effect,33 some concluded that
more dxsadvantaged families, with low education and skill levels, are finding jobs
at the same rate as those with h:gher skill levels.

A cioser look at the data, however, shows that focusing only on the characteris-
tics of those receiving welfare masks the troubling experiences of those with fow
education and skill levels. There are two reasons for this. First, primarily because
of increased earned income disregards under TANE which allow more individu-
als to combine welfare payments and job earnings, some of the more educated
and skilled individuals stay on welfare when they are working.3* Several studies
have found that those on welfare and working are similar to women who are off
welfare and warkmg 35 Second, some families with more severe barriers are
unable to meet work reqmrements and compiy with other rules and mandaies
and are sanctioned off the rolls.’ This means some disadvantaged families are
leaving the rolls without finding employment.

What is more important to look at, then, is who is working or not, regardless of
welfare status. Individuals who are struggling to enter and stay in the workforce

are concenirated in three groups:

¥  ON TANF anD NOT WorgiNG. Those families who remain on the
rolls and are not working have predominantly low education and skill
levels. Several studies have found that TANF recipients who are not
working have significantly lower education levels than those who are
working—even though both are on welfare.>” For example, one study of
welfare recipients in Michigan found that among those on welfare and
not working, 46 percent did not have 2 high school diploma, compared
to 32 percent of those on welfare and working. Thirty-three percent had
low skill levels, compared to 14 percent of those on welfare and work-

ing.3®
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¥ OFF TANF AND NOT WORKING. Due to sanctions and other reasons,
not all families who leave TANF are working-—and this group also has
low education and skill levels. For example, one study in Hlinois found
that 66 percent of those who left welfare with a job had a high school
diploma, while only 52 percent of those who left TANF without a job
had one.¥ Several other studies have found that individuals who leave
welfare without finding employment face many of the same barriers as
those who remain on TANF and are not working, including low educa-
tion and skill levels.%

¥ RETURNING FORMER RECIFIENTS. A third group is welfare recipients
who find employment initially, but then lose their jobs and return to
welfare. Studies have consistently found that about one-fifth of those
who leave TANF return to cash assistance.#! The group returning to wel-
fare appears to be a particularly disadvantaged group, with low educa-
tion levels, while those with higher education levels are more likely to
stay employed. For example, in one national study of those who left wel-
fare and returned, 38 percent had less than a high school education com-
pared to 27 percent of those who were working and off TANE#

There are also early warning signs that individuals leaving welfare more recently
may find it more difficult to succeed in the labor market than those who left ear-
lier. A study i m Wisconsin, one:of. the first states to 1mplemeni welfare reform,

 finds that a cohort who left welfare durmg 1997 had lower earnings than those
who left in 1995, an outcome attributed to the lower education levels of this sec-
ond group.#

Overall, basic skills and credentials are critical for employment and particularly
for advancing to higher paying jobs. There are also indications that individuals
who are not working (both on and off TANF) and those who return to the wel-
fare rolls will face difficulties finding lasting employment, in large part due to
their low education and skill levels. Because welfare recipients have low skills, if
they are to find jobs, move to better jobs, and move out of poverty, strategies to
upgrade basic and job skills will be required.
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WHicH WELFARE-TO-
WORK STRATEGIES
WoRK BEST?

The previous chapter highlights the importance of increasing skills and educa-
tional attainment if welfare recipients are to ultimately succeed in the labor mar-
ket. Employment services for welfare recipients have been evaluated extensively
using random-assignment methodology,** and these studies provide important
lessons on how to most effectively provide these services.

#  The most successful welfare-to-work programs—those that increased
o .employment and earmngs ona’ sustamed basx,smare those that pmwée
a range of services, including job search but also education and train-
ing. Recipients typically participated in just one activity at a time.

Evaluations of numerous welfare—to-work programs have consistently shown that
a “mixed strategy"—one that provides education and training as part of a pro-
gram whose central focus is employment—has been the most effective in increas-
ing employment and earnings, reducing welfare receipt, and sustaining that sue-
cess over time.* The18test and most comprehensive evaluation in this area is the
National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies (NEWWS), which studied 11
sites in the mid-to-late 1990s using a random-assignment research design.#

One of the sites in the NEWWS evaluation—Portland, Oregon—produced
employment and earnings impacts that are among the largest ever seen in wel-
fare-to-work programs. As discussed below, the program focused on employment,
especially in higher paying jobs with benefits, and provided a range of services
that included education and training. The first activity varied for each individual
depending on her circumstances, and recipients generally only participated in
one activity at a time.
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The program resulted in a 21 percent increase in employment, a 25 percent
increase in earnings, and a 22 percent reduction in the time spent on welfare
c:omPargd to control group members.#” These impacts far surpassed the other

- NEWWS sites as well as results from other evaluations, for both high school
graduates and non-graduates. The Portland program also resulted in the largest
improvements in job quality-—program enrollees experienced a 13 percent
increase'in hour_ly'wages' and a 19 percent increase in employer-provided health
insurance—and was one of only four sites in NEWWS that had any impacts in
this area.+ Finally, it was also one of the few sites in the evaluation that increased
employment stability, with a 14 percent increase in the proporuon empioyed in
all four quarters of the last year of the study 4 '

Other evaiuanons have shown that programs that pmwde a range of services—
pnmaniy education, training, and job search—produce the best results; Most
notably, the Riverside, California, GAIN program, which operated in the late
1980s, had a strong employment focus but also allowed participation in educa-
tion activities (60 percent participated in education or training) and produced
impacts similar to Portland.50 In addition, both the San Diego SWIM program
and the Baltimore Options program, which also operated in the 1980s, produced
substantial earnings impacts ihrough Jjob search as well as education and train-

_ Ing» Except for the San Diego SW?M program, these mzxed~serv1ce programs

S -have made either Imnted ‘or no use of unpaid work experienice or community

service activities (where individuals work in unpaid public or non-profit posi-

tions in exchange for then’ cash grant)

¥  The Partland program substanually increased participation in educa-
tion ami training programsm»partmularly job training and other post-
secondary activities—and strongly emphasized job quality while main-
taining a clear employmem focus.

What made the Portland program so effective? Several features of the Portland
program appear to have contributed to its impressive outcomes.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES INCLUDED EDUCATION, TRAINING, LIFE SKILLS,
AND JOB SEARCH. In Portland, those who were most work-ready received help
in finding good jobs—ones that paid more than minimum wage, had benefits,
and were full-time—while those with less education and work experience typi-
cally participated in life skills, education and training, and job search activities.s2
Overall, the Portland program produced a 23 percent increase in the use of edu-
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cation and training compared to the control group. For those with a high school
diploma, the program primarily increased participation in postsecondary educa-
tion and training. Over half of this group attended a community, two-year, or
four-year college at some point in the five years after entering the program——a 66
percent increase as compared to a control group. For those without a high school
diploma, the program increased the use of both basic education and job training.
GED preparation classes were offered to those who staff thought had a good
chance of attaining a GED certificate relatively quickly, and, as discussed below,
some of these individuals went on to additional education and training programs
after receiving their GEDs. It should be noted that while education and training
were common activities, job search was also used extensively-——the program
resulted in an 84 percent increase in participation in this activity. Overall, the
program was very balanced in its use of job search and education and training—
over five years of follow-up in Portland, 68 percent participated in education or
training and a similar share (65 percent) participated in job search.5

TAILORED SERVICES. The program did not use a “one-size-fits-all” approach
but rather tailored services to individual needs and circumstances. While some
enrollees attended job search activities (as in other typical job search-focused
programs), others were initially assigned to education or training. Subsequent
activities were also mdwxduaﬁy tallored although those who completed the hfe
skllis program ‘were most likely to participate in education ané trammg, job
search was common for those who completed education and training. Further
there was no standard hourly participation requirement; while staff worked
intensively with recipients to help them participate as much as possible, expecta-
tions for hourly participation were tailored to each individual >+ |

EMPHASIS ON JoB QuarrTy. There was a strong emphasis on finding high-
quality jobs. In a deparjure from other typical job search-focused programs, job
search participants in Portland were counseled to wait for a good job, as opposed
to taking the first job offered. Education and training was also encouraged as a
means of enhancing employability—specifically as a means of obtaining jobs
with higher wages and benefits. The focus on job quality was reflected in pro-
gram performance standards that encouraged staff to promote higher paying jobs.
The performance standards included a target for the average placement wage,
which was always much higher than the state minimum wage (for example, in
1994, Oregon’s minimum wage was $4.75 per hour and the placement wage tar-
get was $6.00 per hour).%

13
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30%

Average Increase in Earmngs Over Pwe Years
for Three Weifare~ta-Work S{rategxes

% The Portland program performed better than programs primarily
focused on job search—impacts were larger and longerlasting, persist-
ing even five years later.

Mixed-service programs that include education and training have consistently
outperformed job search-focused programs, which primarily provide job search
assistance. The recent NEWWS evaluation included several sites that focused
exclusively on employment and,
unlike the Porfland program,
did not provide a mix of servic-
es. These job search-focused
progréms increased employment
and earnings and reduced wel-

fare pgﬁﬁents,-; but by substan-
tially less than the Portland pro-

% gram. Earnings gains in job
20% 1= search-focused programs evalu-
ated ranged from 8 to 17 per-
15% cent ($1,500 to $2,500), and the
reduction in months on welfare
s ‘ranged from 8 to 14 percent.5
Caw (?ortland pammpants expen— .
enced a 25 percent increase in
0% - 'Mixea" T Wbsedrc  Basiceduation earnings and a 22 percent
services “focused - focused reduction in the time spent on
Source: Hamlon, ., Freedman, 5., Gennetan, L., Michalopovis, C., Waler 1, welfare.) (See Figure 1.)

Adams-CiarduBlo, D, et al. (2001}, How effective are different welfare-to-work
approaches? Five-year adult and child impacts for eleven programs. Washirgron,

DC: U.S, Departenent of Health and Human Services, Admintsiration for Children Another striking difference
and Famities and Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning znd Evaluation; .
and U.S. Deparment of Education. Available ar wonw mdre org, between Portland and the job

search-focused programs in the

NEWWS evaluation is that
Portland continued to produce unusualiy large earnings impacts in the fourth
and fifth years of follow-up, while impacts in most of the job search-focused sites
in the NEWWS evaluation disappeared over the long run.>” This is because job
search-focused programs achieve their results by helping people work more,
rather than by helping them prepare for better jobs or helping them keep jobs
longer. Consequently, the impact of these programs tends to be largest in the first
year or two and then diminish over time, as many program members lose the
jobs they find initially and do not earn more while employed. At the same time,
many of the welfare recipients assigned to the control group (which did not
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receive program services) eventually found on their own the same kinds of jobs
as recipients enrolled in the program.s# In contrast, the initial investments in
education and training made in Portland appeared to pay off over time, as indi-
viduals found higher paying jobs and stayed employed.

Past evaluations have shown a similar result, with mixed-service programs pro-
ducing longer lasting impacts than those that provided only job search assis-
tance.’® For example, the earnings impacts in the Baltimore Options program
also grew over time and did not diminish like many of the other programs evalu-
ated. This result was attributed to the fact that thé pi&gram helped individuals
find higher paying jobs than they would have without its services.® In addition,
Portland and {)ther_:ﬁiixed—serxfic¢ programs have performed far better than pro-
grams offeﬁng priméin’_ly work experience—these programs have resulted in min-

imal gains in employment and earnings.sl

¥ The Portland program performed better than programs that were pri-
marily focused on adult basic education (rather than job training or
postsecondary education).

Basic education—GED preparation programs, adult basic education programs for
those below an eighth grade level, and ESL programs—has been the most com-
mon activity in welfare-to-work programs that emphasizes skill development,
primarily because of {he 10W skills: of welfare rempzents Most of these basic
education-focused welfare-to-work programs operated prior to the implementa-
tion of TANF when there was less of an overall focus on employment in these
programs. Basic education-focused programs that were evaluated before TANF
typicalif did not have strong links to employment or to job training.

A review of welfare-to-work evaluations shows that earnings gains from these
basic education-focused programs have been limited, with few performing better
than mixed-service or job search-focused interventions.s? For example, in the
NEWWS evaluation, effects were smaller for the basic education-focused pro-
grams than for the job search-focused programs, with earnings gains in the basic
education programs ranging from about 4 to 13 percent {($800 to $2,000) and
reductions in the time spent on welfare ranging from 4 to 14 percent. In addi-
tion, the basic education-focused programs did not improve job quality and were
more expensive to operate. And, as with most job-search focused programs, their
impacts disappeared over the long run.63

Evaluations of basic education-focused welfare-to-work programs show that they
did increase the number of welfare recipients who got an education credential (in



16 Buwr to LAST: Why Skills Matter for Long-Run Success in Welfare Reform

most cases 2 GED, but some high school diplomas as well).5 However, a majori-
ty of basic education participants did not earn a GED. In addition, few of the
programs evaluated increased education test scores. Just two of 12 sites that
measured education gains for program enrollees found impacts on test scores.®

The Portland program, which produced substantially larger employment and earn-
ings impacts than basic education-focused programs, also increased participation
in basic education and receipt of GEDs for high school non-graduates. However,
basic education services in Portland were provided intensively within a program
that emphasized employment and job quality. Importantly, as discussed in the
next chapter, individuals in basic education often participated in other services
before or after, particularly job training, life skills, and job search activities.
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WHEN DOES
8 EDUGATION AND
TRAINING PAY OFF?

There is a growing body of evidence pointing to the importance of job training
and other postsecondary education in producing earnings gains and improving
job quality for welfare recipients. Even those without high school diplomas. can
benefit if basic education is closely linked to job training.

¥  Job training and other postsecondary education can produce substan-
tial employment and earnings gains, even for those with lower skills, if
 basic education and training are closely linked. -

The mixed-strategy program in Portland, which'dr.an.iatica}ly increased earnings
and job quality, increased the proportion of non-graduates who obtained a high
school diploma or GED and a second education or training credential (usually a
tradé_licenée or certificate)—a result no other evaluated program has achieved.
Whl{lﬁ the other education-focused sites in NEWWS did prodﬁc:e impacts on the
receipt of GEDs or high school diplomas for non-graduates, nore had an impact
on receiving a trade license or certificate or on receiving a GED and another cre-
dential. None of the job search-focused programs had impacis on the receipt of
any credential ¢ In addition, the three NEWWS sites that most increased hourly
pay for non-graduates after two years of follow-up—TPortland as well as
Columbus, Ohio, and Detroit, Michigan—also boosted participation in job train-
ing or other postsecondary services for this group.5’

The NEWWS evaluation also showed significant economic returns of job training
or other postsecondary education for those without a high school diploma in a
study of outcomes in three sites other than Portland.® This non-experimental
analysis of the NEWWS data found that non-graduates in basic education activi-
ties had substantially larger increases in longer term earnings and self-sufficiency



