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Overview

The 1996 national welfare reform law imposed a five-year time limit on federally funded cash
assistance, established stricter work requirements, and provided greater flexibility for states in
designing and managing programs. This report — the last in a series from MDRC’s Project on
Devolution and Urban Change — describes how welfare reform unfolded in Los Angeles County
(particularly between 1998 and 2001) and compares welfare reform experiences and outcomes
there with those in the other three Urban Change sites: Cuyahoga County (Cleveland), Miami-
Dade County, and Philadelphia.

Los Angeles is a big and complex urban county, with a welfare caseload that is larger than that of
48 of the 50 states. In addition to its sheer size, the Los Angeles story is also unique among the
four Urban Change sites because its new welfare policies were gentler on families, with time-
limit and sanctioning rules that continued to provide benefits to children and with other policies
that made it easier for welfare recipients to increase their income by combining welfare and work.
That said, the welfare reform experience in Los Angeles paralleled in many ways what happened
in the three other Urban Change counties: The county had a rigorous work participation
requirement that typically kicked in after a recipient had been on welfare for 18 months, and it
developed policies to help move welfare recipients into jobs; over time, more recipients did go to
work. Neighborhood conditions also generally got better. However, most recipients still remained
poor, and those who worked were usually in low-wage jobs without benefits.

While welfare caseloads declined significantly both in Los Angeles and nationwide, a higher
proportion of people remained on welfare in Los Angeles than in the other three Urban Change
counties, and fewer left welfare for work. Policies that allowed welfare recipients to stay on the rolls
with fairly high earnings also increased people’s connection to support services, and — perhaps as a
result — household incomes were higher than in the other sites. Contrary to national trends during
the 1990s, however, the concentration of poverty increased in Los Angeles, likely driven by an
influx of poor immigrant families into particular neighborhoods.

Analyses of trends before and after the new welfare law took effect are mixed in Los Angeles.
They suggest that state and county policies encouraged people to leave the rolls and discouraged
people from coming onto the rolls but that they also increased the likelihood that former
recipients would return to the rolls. Although welfare recipients were more likely to work over
time, the trends do not suggest that this was because of the county’s efforts. Instead, the
burgeoning economy was probably an important force behind improving conditions.

Overall, the Urban Change project suggests that neither the fears of welfare reform’s critics nor
the hopes of its supporters appear to have been realized. There is no evidence that welfare reform
caused widespread hardship, but families were not substantially better off financially even though
many parents went to work. Looking ahead, the central challenge facing welfare policymakers is
how to devise strategies to help low-wage workers acquire the skills needed to advance and how
to support low-wage workers, perhaps by helping families use such work supports as food
stamps, Medicaid, child care subsidies, and the Earned Income Credit — in effect, building a
safety net around work and earnings.
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Preface

This report concludes the main portion of MDRC’s Project on Devolution and Urban
Change, an eight-year effort to chart the course of welfare reform in four big urban counties:
Los Angeles, Cuyahoga (Cleveland), Miami-Dade, and Philadelphia. The goal of the study was
to find out whether federal welfare reform would lead to meaningful changes in urban welfare
bureaucracies and to learn how time limits and other policies would affect the poorest families
and neighborhoods. Given the broad sweep of the overhaul, the Urban Change study used a va-
riety of qualitative and quantitative methods to examine how governments, neighborhoods, and
families experienced welfare reform over a several-year period. This report describes what we
found in Los Angeles County, but it also offers lessons from across the four sites that are impor-
tant for assessing the success of welfare reform so far and for continued discussions about the
reauthorization of the federal program.

In Los Angeles County, we found a welfare agency that took seriously the task of help-
ing people find work and provided generous benefits and other provisions to help ensure that
families were better off if they did go to work and were not worse off if they could not. Imple-
mented during an improving economy, welfare reform in Los Angeles County did not lead to
the ruinous effects that some people feared, but many families and neighborhoods remained in
distress at the end of the study period.

Across the four Urban Change cities, we found four very different approaches to wel-
fare reform but remarkably similar results. Cuyahoga County enforced a relatively short time
limit but, for those who reached it, provided a rich array of support services. Miami-Dade
County likewise enforced a short interim time limit but provided little help preparing recipients
for work and sanctioned a high proportion of people who did not comply with requirements.
Philadelphia had relatively weak requirements for recipients to work or look for work, and it
granted many extensions to the program’s time limits. Despite these differences, welfare
caseloads were down in all four counties; conditions improved in high-poverty and high-welfare
neighborhoods in all four counties; and welfare recipients who were surveyed at two points in
time were more likely to be working and to be financially better off in 2001 than in 1998.

The Urban Change findings contain a number of lessons to inform both state policy and
the ongoing debate about reauthorization of the federal welfare law. First, the federal welfare
block grant’s flexibility and funding level were crucial in helping the cities and states develop
and provide services that they deemed best suited to their welfare programs. Second, even
though participation rates and employment rates soared and welfare receipt plummeted, none of
the cities would have met the participation rates and work-hour requirements now being consid-
ered by Congress. Third, expanded earned income disregards that let welfare recipients keep
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some of their welfare benefits when they went to work helped to boost participation rates and
provided crucial economic support to families who took low-quality jobs, but these short-term
benefits had the unintended effect of reducing the time that it would take families to reach fed-
eral time limits. Fourth, helping former welfare recipients stabilize what appears to be a precari-
ous foothold in the labor market and obtain better jobs may require outreach to help families
receive work supports for which they are eligible, like the Earned Income Credit, and special-
ized skill-building programs designed to upgrade the skills of working parents. Finally, in all
four cities, the needs of the working poor and the problems of the hard to employ loom large.
As states continue to seek solutions to these relatively new problems, they need both substantial
flexibility to try new approaches and better evidence about what works.

Gordon L. Berlin
President

Xiv



Acknowledgments

This report represents the culmination of several years of research and could not have
happened without the support of many people. We especially thank the families — predominantly
low-income women with children — whose lives are represented in the statistics and stories
throughout this volume. We hope that the report reflects their experiences and contributes to pol-
icy decisions that will improve their lives and opportunities.

We are particularly grateful for the many kinds of support we received from administra-
tors and staff in both Los Angeles and California. Bruce Wagstaff at the California Department of
Social Services and Bryce Yokimozo, Phil Ansell, and Henry Felder of Los Angeles County De-
partment of Public Social Services (DPSS) have provided invaluable support for MDRC’s re-
search agenda. At DPSS, Eileen Kelley, Sandra Garcia, Lisa Nufiez, Barbara Sullivan, Luther Ev-
ans, Victoria Evers, Gail Dershewitz, and Michael Bono at various times helped to smooth the
path for our research and generously responded to questions. We also want to thank the directors
and staff of the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) regional offices and the California
Work Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) district offices who discussed pol-
icy and office practices and who arranged for us to observe participant services: Jackie Mizell-
Burt, 1da Rivera, Pamela Chilton, Viola Sanders, Dennis Veals, and Rita Figueroa. Thanks also to
Colleen Cunningham, Gerardo Chiquito, and Mayindi Mokwala for their assistance in confirming
details of policy implementation and in reviewing an early draft of this report.

As noted at the beginning of the report, a consortium of foundations and federal agencies
provided the financial support for the Project on Devolution and Urban Change. We particularly
want to thank the California Wellness Foundation for crucial support that allowed us to complete
and disseminate the findings in this report.

We received helpful written feedback on a draft of the report from Elizabeth Lower-
Basch at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Within MDRC, we received sub-
stantive advice on several drafts from Gordon Berlin, Thomas Brock, John Hutchins, Judy
Gueron, Howard Bloom, and Barbara Goldman.

A number of individuals in various institutions helped with data collection and analysis.
Louise Hanson and Carolyn Rahe at the Institute for Survey Research at Temple University over-
saw the fielding of the client survey and the preparation of its data files. Vandana Joshi, Farhad
Mehrtash, Roozan Zarifian, Manuel Moreno-Evans, and John Hedderson of the Los Angeles
County Urban Research Division played instrumental roles in compiling and processing
neighborhood indicators data. At the state level, Jim Klein of the Medical Statistics Section of the
California Department of Health Services provided invaluable advice on interpreting administra-
tive records, while Rapone Anderson at the California Department of Social Services helped us



find aggregate statistics on the county’s public assistance caseload. Abel Valenzuela at the Uni-
versity of California-Los Angeles led the effort to gather and prepare the ethnographic data.

At MDRC, staff who assisted with survey data collection and analysis included Jo Anna
Hunter, Rebecca Widom, and Judy Polyné. Isaac Kwakye did much of the computer program-
ming for the analysis of administrative records. Debbie Romm worked diligently to acquire and
process vast amounts of administrative records and was assisted by Galina Farberova, Natasha
Piatnitskaia, and Ngan Yee Lee. Robert Weber edited the report, and Stephanie Cowell prepared it
for publication.

The Authors

XVi



Summary Report

The 1996 national welfare reform law imposed a five-year time limit on federally
funded cash assistance, imposed stricter work requirements, and provided greater flexibility for
states in designing and managing programs. This report — the last in a series from MDRC’s
Project on Devolution and Urban Change — describes how welfare reform unfolded in Los
Angeles County (particularly between 1998 and 2001) and compares welfare reform experi-
ences and outcomes there with those in the other three Urban Change sites: Cuyahoga County
(Cleveland), Miami-Dade County, and Philadelphia.

Los Angeles is a big and complex urban county, with a welfare caseload that is larger
than that of 48 of the 50 states. That said, the welfare reform experience in Los Angeles paral-
leled in many ways what happened in the three other Urban Change counties: Over time, more
welfare recipients were working; their job quality and incomes improved, and their poverty
rates went down; and neighborhood conditions generally got better. However, most women
remained poor, and those who worked were usually in low-wage jobs without benefits.

In other ways, the Los Angeles story is unique among the four Urban Change sites. For
instance, California’s new welfare policies were gentler on families, with time-limit and sanc-
tioning rules that protected children and with other policies that made it easier for welfare re-
cipients to increase their income by combining welfare and work. However, California also had
a rigorous work participation requirement that was designed to kick in after a recipient had been
on welfare for 18 months.

While welfare caseloads declined precipitously nationwide, substantially more people
remained on welfare in Los Angeles than in the other four Urban Change counties, and fewer left
welfare for work; but more people in Los Angeles remained connected to safety net services, and
household incomes were higher than in the other sites. Contrary to national trends during the
1990s, however, the concentration of poverty increased in Los Angeles — driven presumably
by an influx of poor immigrant families into particular neighborhoods.

After presenting a digest of the study’s findings, this summary report offers back-
ground on the Urban Change study in Los Angeles, depicts the county’s demographic and eco-
nomic environment, describes the implementation of welfare reform, explains the effects of
reform on welfare receipt and employment and on the lives of welfare recipients, describes
what happened in Los Angeles neighborhoods during welfare reform, and concludes with pol-
icy implications drawn from conclusions from all four Urban Change sites.
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Findings in Brief

The Los Angeles Welfare Program

Los Angeles County’s caseload is large and diverse. The welfare caseload
in Los Angeles is the largest in the country and is highly diverse, with nearly
half the recipients not being native English speakers. The size and complex-
ity of the county’s welfare agency created a challenging environment for im-
plementing reform.

The CalWORKSs program added time limits and rigorous participation
requirements. The most significant changes introduced by California’s wel-
fare law — California Work Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids (Cal-
WORKSs) — were lifetime time limits for welfare receipt and mandatory par-
ticipation in work-related activities for the entire nonexempt caseload. Cali-
fornia’s program also initially included (until December 2004) a “work-
trigger” time limit mandating that, after 18 months on welfare, nonexempt
recipients either work or do community service for 32 hours per week.

CalWORKSs requirements are softened by protections for children.
CalWORK:Ss instituted a five-year lifetime time limit on cash assistance, but
California, unlike most other states, applies the time limit only to the adult
portion of the grant, and so cash benefits are reduced but not eliminated af-
ter five years. Also, financial penalties for adults’ nonparticipation in wel-
fare-to-work activities are not imposed on the children’s portion of the grant.

California’s cash grants and financial work incentives are comparatively
generous. In addition to offering a high basic grant compared with other states,
California increased the earned income disregard (the amount of earnings that
are not counted when calculating the amount of the cash grant), making it easier
for welfare recipients to increase their income by combining welfare and work.

Participation in the GAIN program begins immediately. Under Cal-
WORKS, nonexempt welfare recipients are automatically enrolled in Califor-
nia’s welfare-to-work program, Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN),
and they must participate in an orientation, appraisal, and (usually) job club,
which provides job-finding guidance. Many participants meet the participation
mandate (32 hours per week) by working. Those who are not successful in
finding a job sign a welfare-to-work plan, which sets in motion additional ac-
tivities that are geared to enhancing their employment prospects. The work-
trigger time clock begins when clients sign the welfare-to-work plan.
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Key Outcomes

Caseloads were declining in the mid-1990s. Los Angeles County began im-
plementing CalWORKSs in a period of declining caseloads, down from about
315,000 in 1994 to 260,000 when CalWORKSs took effect in early 1998.

Both participation and sanctioning increased. Rates of participation in
GAIN increased substantially in Los Angeles after CalWORKS was imple-
mented, peaking at 47 percent of the single-parent caseload in early 2001.
Recipients who did not comply with program requirements were increasingly
likely to be penalized and have their grants reduced. By 2002, about 20 per-
cent of the caseload were sanctioned.

CalWORKSs appears to have encouraged long-term recipients in Los
Angeles to exit welfare more quickly. An analysis of administrative records
data suggests that CalWORKSs encouraged recipients — especially long-term
recipients — to leave the rolls faster than they would have without welfare
reform. CalWORKSs may also have slightly increased the likelihood that re-
cipients would have short-term employment and that they would return to
welfare after an exit. Many of the trends in welfare receipt and employment
predated CalWORKS, and it is likely that the economy and other factors also
played an important role in these outcomes.

Recipients in both poor and nonpoor neighborhoods increasingly got jobs.
Welfare recipients in Los Angeles’s poorest neighborhoods increasingly went to
work, and they did so at the same rate as recipients in better neighborhoods.
Also, conditions in the poorest neighborhoods remained stable or improved
throughout the 1990s; for example, rates of child maltreatment and teenage
pregnancy declined. These improvements began before CalWORKS, and they
continued thereafter at a similar pace.

The circumstances of recipients who took part in a longitudinal survey
generally improved over time. A longitudinal survey of nearly 700 women
in Los Angeles who received welfare in 1995 revealed that, between 1998
and 2001, the women’s employment rates grew and their jobs typically got
better. Their economic circumstances also improved, with average household
income increasing and poverty rates and material hardships decreasing — al-
though it is hard to tease out whether these changes reflect the effects of wel-
fare policies, the strong economy, or other factors.
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Despite improvements, most women in the survey remained poor. Half
the women in the Los Angeles Urban Change survey were still on welfare in
2001; a sizable percentage were combining work and welfare at the end of
the study period. Respondents who were working typically earned low wages
and did not receive health insurance from their employers. Most families re-
mained poor and suffered material hardships.

Cross-Site Comparisons

Los Angeles’s new welfare policies were comparatively lenient. Compared
with welfare policies in the three other urban counties where the Urban Change
study took place — Cuyahoga County (Cleveland), Miami, and Philadelphia
— the policies in Los Angeles were more generous and gentler on families.

Welfare exits accelerated in all Urban Change sites. In the four Urban
Change counties, welfare reform appears to have sped up welfare exits for at
least some part of the caseload. This effect was concentrated among long-
term recipients, except in Miami.

Caseload declines were smallest in Los Angeles. Welfare caseloads declined
more sharply in the three other counties than in Los Angeles. In the longitudi-
nal survey, more than three times as many women in Los Angeles were still
receiving welfare in 2001 as in Miami or Cuyahoga. Families in Los Angeles
were also most likely to be getting safety net benefits, such as food stamps.

Across the four sites, similarities were more prominent than differences.
Strong cross-site similarities predominated: Over time among women in the
Urban Change survey, more were working; job quality improved; incomes
were up; poverty rates were down. Neighborhood conditions also generally
got better in all four counties. But also across the four sites, most women re-
mained poor, and those who worked were in low-wage jobs without benefits.

The Background of the Urban Change Study in Los Angeles

The 1996 federal welfare reform law, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportu-
nity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), introduced profound changes in America’s welfare sys-
tem. It eliminated Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) — the cash assistance pro-
gram for low-income families — and replaced it with a time-limited program called Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). It also imposed tougher work requirements on welfare
recipients and gave states more flexibility in designing their welfare programs. In turn, many
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states “devolved” much of the responsibility for their welfare programs to local governments
and other entities.

Anticipating that welfare reform might pose special challenges to urban areas — where
poverty and welfare receipt are most concentrated — MDRC launched the Project on Devolu-
tion and Urban Change (Urban Change, for short). The project has examined the implementa-
tion and effects of TANF in four urban counties: Cuyahoga (Cleveland), Los Angeles, Miami-
Dade, and Philadelphia. Between 2002 and 2004, MDRC released reports examining the par-
ticular ways in which reform unfolded in Cuyahoga, Philadelphia, and Miami-Dade Counties.*
This report focuses on Los Angeles, and it addresses questions similar to those posed for the
other study sites:

o How did California change its welfare law, and how did officials in Los An-
geles implement those changes? What “messages” and services were put in
place? How were work requirements and time limits implemented?

o What were the effects of welfare reform on the Los Angeles County
caseloads? Did reform alter patterns of welfare and employment?

e How did low-income families in the county adapt to work requirements and
other dimensions of welfare reform? What were their experiences in the la-
bor market? Were they better or worse off economically?

o What were the conditions of neighborhoods in Los Angeles before and after
welfare reform? Were poor neighborhoods better or worse off after reform?

In many ways, the Urban Change project captures the best of times and the most chal-
lenging of places for welfare reform. The study’s focal period of the late 1990s through the early
2000s was one of prolonged economic expansion and sharp declines in unemployment in the
United States. In addition, states and local areas had unprecedented amounts of money to spend on
welfare recipients, due to a combination of stable TANF funding (a five-year block grant based on
pre-TANF spending levels) and declines in welfare caseloads. The study thus captures the most
promising context for welfare reform: one of high labor market demand and ample resources to
support families in the process of moving from welfare to work. At the same time, it focuses on
big-city welfare agencies — institutions that have had difficulty effecting changes in the past —
and on the experiences of the poorest people and places within each county.

!See Brock, Coulton, London, Polit, Richburg-Hayes, Scott, and Verma, Welfare Reform in Cleveland
(New York: MDRC, 2002); Michalopoulos, Edin, Fink, Landriscina, Polit, Polyné, Richburg-Hayes, Seith, and
Verma, Welfare Reform in Philadelphia (New York: MDRC, 2003); and Brock, Kwakye, Polyné, Richburg-
Hayes, Seith, Stepick, and Dutton Stepick, Welfare Reform in Miami (New York: MDRC, 2004).
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To assess TANF’s implementation and effects in Los Angeles County, the study used
several research methods and data sources:

o Field research. Researchers visited welfare offices to observe program op-
erations and to interview staff.

e Analysis of administrative records. Welfare and employment records were ex-
amined for all families who received cash assistance between 1992 and 2001.

e Surveys of welfare recipients. Nearly 700 women who had a history of wel-
fare receipt and lived in high-poverty neighborhoods prior to welfare reform
were interviewed in 1998 and 2001.

o Ethnographic interviews with welfare recipients. Researchers conducted a
series of in-depth interviews with 50 welfare families in three poor neighbor-
hoods to understand their perspectives and experiences.

e Analysis of trends in social and economic indicators at the neighbor-
hood level. Aggregated data on welfare receipt and employment, prenatal
care and childbirths, crime, and child maltreatment in neighborhoods were
examined.

These data were gathered at multiple points to capture changes over time. In some in-
stances, data were obtained as far back as 1992, to establish a trend line that could help illumi-
nate whether changing patterns of welfare receipt, employment, and neighborhood conditions
could reasonably be related to TANF. The study therefore provides an unusually comprehensive
look at what happened with welfare reform and whether, on balance, low-income people and
neighborhoods became better or worse off over a several-year period. Nevertheless, it is worth
stressing that the effects of welfare reform cannot be disentangled from those of other changes
that occurred during the study period, including the strengthening national economy, the ex-
panded federal Earned Income Credit (EIC), and shifts in population characteristics.

This summary — like the full report on which it is based — describes the social and eco-
nomic environment of Los Angeles County during the study period. It analyzes how TANF was
implemented, examines trends in welfare receipt, describes the economic and social experiences
of low-income families, and examines the county’s neighborhood conditions before and after wel-
fare reform. To provide context for what happened in Los Angeles, a later section of the summary
compares results in Los Angeles County with those from Cuyahoga, Miami-Dade, and Philadel-
phia Counties. (Researchers used the same methods and data elements in all four counties in the
Urban Change study.) The summary concludes with a discussion of policy implications.

Sum-6



The Demographic and Economic Environment

Before drawing inferences from a study focusing on Los Angeles, some appreciation of
its social and economic context is essential.

e Los Angeles is, both geographically and demographically, a large and
complex county.

Los Angeles County covers a vast physical space; it spans over 4,000 square miles —
an area larger than Delaware and Rhode Island combined. The county includes 88 cities as well
as unincorporated areas. With nearly 10 million residents, it is the most populous county in the
United States. Like other cities in the Southwest, Los Angeles experienced substantial popula-
tion growth during the 1980s, with growth continuing more slowly during the 1990s.

e Los Angeles is an enduring destination for immigrants, making it one of
the nation’s most racially and linguistically diverse counties.

Most of Los Angeles County’s expanding population base in the past two decades is at-
tributable to immigration flow, with foreign-born residents making up 36 percent of the popula-
tion in 2000. Immigrants come mostly from Spanish-speaking countries (especially Mexico, El
Salvador, and Guatemala), but sizable numbers of immigrants from eastern Asian countries
have also made Los Angeles their home. The population growth among Latinos and Asians has
been offset to some extent by declining proportions of both whites and African-Americans.

e Immigration inflows have made Los Angeles a youthful county, but it is
also a county sharply divided in terms of educational attainment.

Many Latinos arrive in Los Angeles as young adults and start families; almost 30 per-
cent of the county’s residents are under age 18. Trends in educational attainment suggest the
emergence of two distinct economies in Los Angeles, with one-quarter of residents who are col-
lege educated (disproportionately whites and Asians) but also a higher-than-average percentage
who are not high school graduates (disproportionately African-Americans and Latinos).

e Contrary to the national picture of dramatic economic growth during
the 1990s, major economic indicators in Los Angeles County present a
mixed picture. Unemployment rates declined, for example, but poverty
increased.

Unemployment rates in Los Angeles peaked in the early 1990s and then declined until
2000. However, only six out of ten adults were in the labor force in 2000 — an exceptionally
low participation rate. Median income (adjusted for inflation) fell between 1990 and 2000, cor-
responding to growth in the number of low-income households. Poverty rates increased, and, by
2000, more than one out of six residents had incomes below the federal poverty line — exacer-
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bated by the fact that they were living in one of the most expensive urban areas in the country.
Jobs in the manufacturing sector have declined, while the “new economy” — driven in large
part by technology — offers fewer jobs for workers with low skills.

The Implementation of Welfare Reform

In the period before TANF, California’s welfare-to-work program was Greater Avenues
for Independence (GAIN), which originally offered primarily education to program participants.
But a rigorous study by MDRC in the early 1990s found that Riverside County’s employment-
focused approach, which emphasized quick employment combined with opportunities for hu-
man capital development (education and training), was more effective in increasing employ-
ment and reducing welfare caseloads.” Several counties subsequently changed their policies,
and California passed legislation in 1995 to encourage counties to focus on labor force attach-
ment as the principal strategy for GAIN programs. Additionally, California strengthened other
policies in the pre-TANF era to encourage welfare recipients to work. Given the existing wel-
fare program’s compatibility with the new emphasis on employment, California was positioned
for a relatively smooth transition to TANF-compliant welfare policies. An extended debate in
the California legislature, however, delayed the state’s response to TANF.

AB1542 — California Work Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) —
was finally signed into law in August 1997, almost one year after PRWORA was enacted. Ac-
cording to this legislation, the state established broad policies and continues to supervise the
overall welfare program, but administration and considerable decision-making discretion de-
volved to the counties. In brief, CalWORKSs conforms to federal time-limit and participation
requirements, but it safeguards children by not allowing sanctions against their share of cash
assistance grants.

The Major Features of CalWORKSs

e CalWORKSs combines policies intended to limit welfare receipt, encour-
age work, and change the behavior of welfare recipients while preserv-
ing a safety net for children.

The two most significant changes in California welfare policy following TANF were
the introduction of time limits for welfare receipt and mandatory participation in work-related
activities for the entire nonexempt caseload, but these requirements were softened by safeguards
designed to shield children from hardships.

“Riccio, Friedlander, and Freedman, GAIN: Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts of a Welfare-to-Work
Program (New York: MDRC, 1994).
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e CalWORKS imposes a time limit on cash benefits for adults but not for
children.

California adheres to the federal lifetime limits on cash assistance — 60 months — but,
unlike most other states, applies the time limit only to the adult portion of a case’s grant. Under
California’s plan, children on a welfare case continue to be eligible for TANF, at the state’s ex-
pense, until they reach age 18. When a family is “timed out,” the total grant amount is reduced
by about 20 percent (for example, from $626 to $505 monthly for a family of three in 2000).

e CalWORKSs maintains an employment-focused orientation and has
adopted stringent participation requirements for adults, but children
are not penalized for any noncompliance by their parents.

CalWORKs mandates that all recipients (unless they qualify for an exemption) enroll
immediately in the GAIN welfare-to-work program and participate in work-related activities,
which could include some education and training during the first 18 months. California’s partici-
pation threshold is 32 hours per week for single-parent families — higher than the federal 30-hour
requirement. Noncompliant recipients are penalized, but their children are not, putting California
with a minority of states that do not apply full-family sanctions for noncompliance, even for mul-
tiple instances of it. California also had (until December 2004) a “work-trigger” time limit: After
18 months (24 months for those on the rolls when the program was put in place), recipients who
wanted to continue receiving aid had to be actually working or engaged in community service
(rather than just in work-related services) for at least 32 hours per week.

e CalWORKs encourages employment by increasing the amount of
money that recipients can earn before losing welfare eligibility.

CalWORKSs enhanced California’s earned income disregards — the amount of money that
a family can earn each month before losing welfare eligibility. California increased the disregard to
the first $225 of earnings plus 50 percent of additional earnings, with no time limit on this incentive.
The generous disregard, combined with the state’s high grant levels, means that a family of three can
have earnings and can continue getting some cash benefits until their income exceeds $1,458 a
month (the equivalent of being paid about $8.75 per hour in a 40-hour-per-week job).

e CalWORK:s introduced provisions intended to influence welfare recipi-
ents’ childrearing and parenting behaviors.

Prior to August 1997, a family’s monthly welfare benefit was increased by approximately
$100 whenever a new child was born. California instituted a “family cap” policy at about the same
time that CalWORKSs was implemented: When children are born 10 months or more after a case
opens, the grant is not increased. Also, under CalWORKS, recipients are required to document
immunizations for preschoolers and school attendance for school-age children.
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e California’s policies protect immigrants from the loss of benefits under
PRWORA.

California uses federal funds to provide benefits to immigrants who quality for TANF
under federal law (those who entered the United States before August 22, 1996, or who have
been in the country at least five years), and it uses state funds to provide TANF and Medi-Cal
benefits to legal immigrants who arrived after that date or who arrived less than five years ago.
California also used state funds to pay for food stamps for immigrants who lost eligibility with
the passage of PRWORA — until the federal government restored eligibility to nearly all immi-
grants in 2002.

The Administration of Benefits and Services in Los Angeles County

In California, the state’s Department of Social Services oversees TANF, while each
county develops and administers its own program as specified in its state-approved TANF plan.
Los Angeles County submitted its CalWORKSs plan — formulated with significant community
input — for approval in January 1998 and then began implementing the plan in April 1998.

e The sheer size and diversity of the Los Angeles County caseload created
logistical challenges during the implementation of CalWORKS, which
for the first time sought to engage the entire caseload in welfare-to-work
activities.

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) is an enormous
public agency, with a workforce in 2002 of approximately 13,000 people. This complex agency
serves a welfare caseload that, in January 1998, averaged just under 260,000 cases. Los Angeles’s
caseload — although dramatically reduced from its peak of over 315,000 cases in Fiscal Year
(FY) 1994/95 — is the largest county caseload in the nation and is even larger than that of 48 of
the 50 states. (Figure 1 shows caseload trends.) Moreover, DPSS serves a high percentage of im-
migrants: Over 40 percent of clients do not speak English as their native language, which compli-
cates arrangements for communication and service provision. The caseload also includes a diverse
mix of single-parent families, two-parent families, and child-only cases. Thus, although the pre-
CalWORK:Ss policies in Los Angeles already incorporated some of the requirements of TANF, the
size and complexity of the welfare agency and its caseload created a challenging environment for
implementing policies designed to engage the entire nonexempt caseload.

e The Los Angeles County plan promotes the idea that any job is a good
(first) job, but it also articulates a goal of assisting families to move to-
ward self-sufficiency and improved personal circumstances.
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Figure 1
Monthly Cash Assistance and Food Stamp Caseloads
in Los Angeles, 1989/90 to 2002/03
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NOTE: A case represents any configuration of household members who receive benefits together,
which may include adults and children together or children only.

The Los Angeles plan articulates the view that finding employment is a critical first step
toward achieving self-sufficiency, but it also emphasizes that retaining jobs and advancing in
employment are vital in the long run. Thus, DPSS offers postemployment services to help
working participants develop advanced job skills and find better jobs. DPSS also developed
specialized screening procedures and services for participants who have certain barriers to em-
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ployment: domestic violence, substance abuse, and mental health problems. Then, in 1999,
DPSS took a leadership role in developing the county’s Long-Term Family Self-Sufficiency
(LTFSS) plan — a set of integrated, multiagency strategies to provide a broad array of services
to low-income families in Los Angeles.

e Los Angeles County faced a budget crisis in FY 2001/02 that affected its
ability to deliver services, just as the economy weakened.

Los Angeles County, and DPSS specifically, faced a budget crisis when, in FY 2001/02,
the state unexpectedly froze spending at the previous year’s level, even though substantial in-
creases had been budgeted. Los Angeles faced even higher deficits for FY 2002/03, when the state
budget gap forced cuts in CalWORKSs. Budget deficits compelled DPSS to implement a hiring
freeze and to limit or eliminate some services; the deficits also severely undermined the LTFSS
program. The budget crisis was exacerbated by problems with food stamp error rates. In 2002, the
State of California was penalized $126 million by the federal government for food stamp error
rates higher than the national averages in FY 1999/2000 and FY 2000/01. Much of the problem
originated in Los Angeles County. Although California eventually negotiated a settlement with
the federal government in 2004, Los Angeles was threatened with responsibility for paying its
share of the penalty ($88.3 million), and this problem monopolized the attention of several of
DPSS’s top staff for nearly a year — to the detriment of the welfare program.

Case Management and Service Delivery in Los Angeles County

In Los Angeles, separate staff within DPSS are responsible for administering welfare
benefits and operating the welfare-to-work program. Recipients of cash assistance in Los Ange-
les interact with both Eligibility Workers (EWSs), who are the benefits caseworkers, and GAIN
Service Workers (GSWSs), who are the welfare-to-work case managers.

o Eligibility Workers interact briefly with clients in uncongenial environ-
ments in which it is difficult for clients to ask detailed questions about
program requirements or to provide confidential information.

During intake interviews, EWs obtain needed information and explain a long list of
rules and policies. The volume of information and the brevity of these scripted interviews —
driven by high caseloads — make it difficult for applicants to ask questions that would help
them better understand requirements or to grasp key features of the new rules. Private space for
interviews is not available, which further undermines the EWSs’ efforts to screen for such em-
ployment barriers as domestic violence, mental health problems, and substance abuse. Clients
also have difficulty communicating with their EWs directly when they have questions about
benefits or about sanctions.
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e After approval, clients are scheduled to report to the GAIN program,
where they are told about participation requirements, go through an
appraisal, and are assigned to an activity — usually job club.

Within a few weeks of intake, clients who are not exempted are scheduled for GAIN
orientation, which comprises informational and motivational sessions that explain that participa-
tion in an approved activity must begin immediately. After orientation, GSWs meet with par-
ticipants to appraise their circumstances, assess their need for special services, and assign them
to their first activity. Unless clients are already employed or are in an approved training pro-
gram, they usually are assigned to job club — typically for three or four weeks — which pro-
vides job search training and access to job listings and telephones for job applications. Clients
who complete job club without securing employment sign a welfare-to-work plan, which sets in
motion additional activities geared to enhancing their employment prospects (for example, addi-
tional weeks of job search, education programs).

e Although the work-trigger time clock began when clients signed a wel-
fare-to-work plan, many recipients never signed this plan; therefore, the
first time clock never started ticking for these recipients.

Only recipients who signed a welfare-to-work plan were subject to the work-trigger
time limit at 18/24 months. For various reasons, many recipients never started this first clock
ticking: Those who were exempted, who were already working, who found employment during
job search, or who failed to report for orientation did not sign a plan. As a result, there may have
been some confusion about the time-limit policy, because relatively few clients were ever af-
fected by the 18/24 time limit, despite having been told about it. This situation may have led
some participants to conclude that the lifetime limits were not “real” either. This ambiguity —
combined with the fact that penalties for noncompliance and the lifetime limits themselves ap-
ply only to the adult portion of the grant — may have reduced the effectiveness of these work
inducement policies for some recipients.

o Despite the complications noted above, recipients increasingly partici-
pated in GAIN activities after CalWORKSs was implemented, and those
who did not comply were more likely to be sanctioned.

In the early 2000s, increasing percentages of the adult caseload enrolled in GAIN, with
the rates of true participation in work-related activities (not just enrollment in GAIN) peaking at
nearly 47 percent of the single-parent caseload in early 2001. Recipients who did not comply
with participation requirements were more likely to be penalized than in the past; by the sum-
mer of 2002, sanctioning affected about 20 percent of single-parent cases.
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e A steadily high percentage of recipients in Los Angeles combined wel-
fare benefits with employment income.

Welfare staff were not always knowledgeable about the details of the earned income dis-
regard and were not always careful in marketing it to clients. Nevertheless, as long as clients re-
ported their earnings, the benefit was calculated automatically. Indeed, the bulk of the caseload in
Los Angeles met their participation requirements by combining welfare receipt with earned in-
come. For example, in January 2001, about 25,000 GAIN participants from single-parent families
were in unsubsidized employment — compared with fewer than 2,000 in job club; about 8,000 in
vocational training; and about 2,000 in adult basic education. In the first quarter of 2001, 40 per-
cent of adult recipients in single-parent families were combining work and welfare.

o Despite the emphasis in Los Angeles on assisting individuals who face
special barriers to employment, relatively few recipients who have these
barriers have been identified and have received help.

EWSs and GSWs are trained to screen clients for substance abuse, mental health, or do-
mestic violence problems and to make referrals to programs that are offered through community
partners. Perhaps because of staff or client discomfort with the screening process, however,
DPSS has referred relatively few clients to receive such services (fewer than 2,000 clients per
month in FY 1999/2000 — less than 2 percent of recipients), and some who are referred fail to
pursue treatment. Also, relatively few clients have taken advantage of the county’s postem-
ployment services, which are offered to support job retention, perhaps because the demands of
work and parenting are already so high.

e Clients began hitting their lifetime time limits in Los Angeles County in
January 2003.

Because California signed its CalWORKSs legislation late, the time clock for the five-
year lifetime limits did not begin ticking until January 1998, and so clients did not begin to hit
their five-year time limits until January 2003. The state paid for benefits to families who were
still eligible for benefits between December 2001, when the federal clock hit 60 months, and
January 2003, when the state time clock hit the 60-month mark. As clients approached their life-
time limits, DPSS sent out several notices and offered enhanced services. In January 2003, over
25,000 cases were timed out of CalWORKS because of the state time limit, but timed-out fami-
lies continued to receive a substantial portion of their grants (excluding only the adult share), at
the state’s expense.
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The Perceptions and Experiences of Welfare Recipients

e Asurvey of welfare recipients reveals that their knowledge of CalWORKSs
policies was typically limited (although knowledge improved over time)
and that they generally did not have positive views of welfare staff.

Nearly 700 women who received welfare in Los Angeles County in May 1995 (before
TANF) were interviewed about their knowledge of welfare rules in 1998 and again in 2001.
Although more respondents knew the rules in 2001 than in 1998, the women’s knowledge of
several key features of CalWORKS was not strong, despite outreach efforts by DPSS staff. For
example, while most women knew in 2001 about a time limit on cash assistance, fewer than
half knew that the time limit is five years. Non-English-speaking Latinas were especially
unlikely to know the time-limit policies. Among respondents who were on welfare around the
time of the 2001 interview, about half indicated that welfare staff pushed them to get a job be-
fore they felt ready or before a good job came along, and roughly two-thirds felt that staff “just
wanted to enforce the rules.”

e Women who were interviewed as part of an ethnographic study con-
firmed that there was considerable confusion about new welfare policies
and many complaints about DPSS staff.

Some women in the ethnography consistently expressed uncertainty about how — or
whether — time limits would affect them, and sometimes they confused sanctions with time
limits. The distinction between the 18/24 work-trigger time limit and the five-year lifetime limit
also mystified some women. Several Latina immigrants who had problems with their benefits
erroneously concluded that the problems stemmed from their immigrant status. Ethnographic
respondents described frustrations in communicating with DPSS staff and with the emphasis on
finding jobs rather than on education and training, but some said that they thought the GAIN
program would motivate them. (Box 1 presents some of the ethnographic respondents’ com-
ments about welfare.)

The Estimated Effects of CalWORKSs on Welfare Receipt and
Employment

One of the goals of TANF is to move people from welfare to work. As a first step in
exploring the likely effects of CalWORKSs on welfare receipt and employment, administrative
records were assembled for the 5.85 million individuals who received cash assistance or food
stamps for at least one month in Los Angeles County from January 1992 through December
2001. It should be noted that data are available only through 2001 and, thus, that the analysis
focuses on the period before families reached the 60-month lifetime limit. The analysis excludes
child-only cases.
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Box 1

Women in the Ethnographic Sample Comment on Welfare Reform

Women who were interviewed as part of the Urban Change ethnographic study in Los Ange-
les described their experiences with welfare reform and their interactions with welfare staff.
The comments below reflect some major themes that emerged but are not representative of
all women in the study.

On (mis)understanding time limits

Michelle: 1 don’t know if | have a time limit or not. | believe I’ve been on welfare for five
years plus, because it was three years up there [northern California] and two years down
here, so | don’t know. . . . | guess my thing would be over in March. I would be completely
off welfare.

On (mis)understanding benefits for immigrants

Teresa: Immigrant people who do not have any documents to live here legally, they [DPSS]
cannot give them any aid. Before, they did give them aid, because | have known of people
who got it.

On experiences with the welfare-to-work program (GAIN)

Baby: GAIN was a good experience because of what it does for self-esteem. | think it’s a
good thing to motivate people.

Lisa: It [job club] was a bunch of boloney. | wanted to get my GED. Like right now I’m enrolling
here in the service center with a GED class from 9 to 11 in the morning. And if I tell them, they’ll
be, like, “Oh, well, you know you have to be in school for 32 hours a week.” So it’s hard.

Diane: And then you go and sit up in a classroom for eight hours ... do nothing [in job
club]. ... You know, they send you through this job training and all this kind of stuff.
[They’re] not helping you get a job. You’re to go out there and find this job on your own.
And a lot of people, you know, they take your application, but they don’t ever call you. And
it’s not working.

Crystal: They used to not put you in it [job club] until your baby was 6 years old. Now they
cut the age down. But | haven’t been able to go. | have a little boy who is in kindergarten; |
got one kid that gets out at 2 o’clock; and it’s kind of hard. Somebody has to be here when
the kids come home from school. Then I’ve got a baby [age 15 months] here, too. When the
kids come home from school and I’m at GAIN until five o’clock, who’s going to be here?

Monica: And then ... [GAIN] helped me out. . .. It’s helped; it’s pushing me to do things
for myself — which is good, you know.

Ly: I went to see the GAIN worker. . . . They asked me how many children | have. | said six
children. Then they asked [if] I could drive. | said no, and they could not find any job for me.
When they give me an appointment to see the GAIN worker, | justgo . . . I really want to get
a job. [But] how can I, if my children need me at home? They are too young, and besides
they don’t hire people who don’t speak English.

Sum-16




Much of the analysis summarized below compares groups of cases in which adults re-
ceived welfare payments between January 1993 and April 1998 (when the Los Angeles Cal-
WORKSs plan was signed) with groups of cases in which adults received welfare between April
1998 and December 2001. The pre-April 1998 data are used to establish a trend line to predict
recipients’ behavior post-April 1998. If the behavior of the later groups differs markedly from
the prediction, this suggests that CalWORKSs had an effect. For example, if CalWORKSs con-
tributed to the decrease in caseloads after April 1998, then either people should have left welfare
faster than expected (based on pre-CalWORKSs trends) after that point or fewer people than ex-
pected should have begun receiving welfare. An important caveat is that the credibility of the
estimates depends on the underlying assumption that trends observed prior to 1998 would have
continued unabated even in the absence of reform. If that assumption is not correct, then the
estimates of the effects of CalWORKSs are less plausible.

The main findings are summarized in Table 1. Consistent with the overall declining
caseload trend, rates of entry of new recipients as well as rates of reentry by returning recipients
declined in the pre-CalWORKSs period, and, after welfare reform, changes in these trends were
fairly modest. However, there is evidence from these analyses that welfare exits were affected
by CalWORKS: The rate of cases closing quickly increased after 1998, especially among long-
term recipients. The analyses also suggest modest effects on recipients” employment — notably,
a slight increase in unstable employment.

Readers should bear in mind the limitations of the study’s ability to estimate welfare re-
form’s effects. First, the analysis method is better suited to capturing large, sudden changes in
policy and behavior than gradual or incremental ones. The method is more plausible for predict-
ing behavioral changes soon after the 1998 implementation of CalWORKS than in later years,
when assumptions based on historical trends become less tenable. Finally, the analyses cannot
separate the effects of welfare reform from other factors, such as the growing economy, the ex-
panded federal Earned Income Credit (EIC), and the changing demographics of the population.
In sum, while the study can accurately describe long-term trends on welfare and employment, it
lacks the precision of a controlled experiment in determining whether or not any changes in
people’s behavior were caused by CalWORKSs.

e The rate at which welfare cases in Los Angeles County closed quickly
was declining between 1993 and 1998, but then the exit rate increased
after CalWORKSs was implemented.

Before CalWORKS, the rate at which newly opened cases exited from welfare within six
months was declining, although month-to-month variation was extensive. For example, nearly 50
percent of the cases that opened in late 1993 subsequently closed within six months. By mid-1997,
the rate of closing within six months was down to closer to 30 percent. The predicted trend would be
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Table 1

Trends and Estimated Effects of TANF in Los Angeles County:
Welfare Exits, Welfare Entry, and Employment

Outcome and Group

Trend Before Welfare Reform
(1992 to 1998)

Trend After Welfare Reform
(1998 to 2001)

Welfare exits

New welfare recipients

Long-term welfare
recipients

Welfare entry
New welfare recipients

Returning welfare
recipients

New food stamp-only
recipients

Employment

Employment among new
welfare recipients

Unstable employment
among new recipients

Stable employment among
new recipients

Rate of case closing quickly was
decreasing

Rate of case closing quickly was flat

Rate of entry was decreasing slightly

Rate of reopening (recidivism) within 6
months was decreasing slightly

Rate of entry onto welfare (within 3, 6,
or 12 months) was increasing gradually

Rate of employment within 4 quarters
of case opening was increasing

Rate of short-term employment (1-3
consecutive quarters) was fairly flat

Rate of long-term employment (4 or
more consecutive quarters) was
increasing

Rate of case closing quickly (within 6

or 12 months of opening) increased
*kk

Rate of case closing quickly (within 3,
6, or 12 months of becoming long
term) increased sharply ***

Rate of entry increased slightly ***

Recidivism rate increased slightly **

Rate of entry onto welfare (within 3, 6,
or 12 months) decreased ***

Rate of employment increased at same
rate as before welfare reform

Rate of short-term employment
increased slightly ***

Rate of increase of long-term
employment slowed slightly **

NOTE: All but one of the post-reform effects noted in this table (which reflect comparisons of actual trends
with predictions based on pre-reform trends) are statistically significant. Statistical significance levels are
indicated as: *** = 1 percent; ** =5 percent; and * = 10 percent.

a continuation of this decline. However, the rate at which newly opened cases left welfare within
six months increased somewhat after CalWORKS; for example, about 33 percent of the cases that
opened in April 2001 were closed by September of that year.
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e The effect that CalWORKSs appears to have had on hastening welfare
exits was especially pronounced among long-term recipients.

Among long-term recipients — those receiving benefits for at least 18 out of 24 months
— the trend line for case closures within six months after becoming “long term” was flat in the
pre-CalWORKS period (Figure 2). For example, about 25 percent of the long-term cases closed
within six months in both January 1995 and January 1997. During 1998, however, the rate of
closures began to rise dramatically. By mid-2000, over 50 percent of long-term cases closed
soon after reaching “long-term” status, suggesting that the effect on hastening welfare exits was
concentrated largely among long-term recipients.

e By contrast, trends for entry onto the welfare rolls in Los Angeles
County suggest that CalWORKSs was associated with a slight increase.
Recidivism (returning to welfare after a case closing) also increased
slightly.

Prior to 1998, the number of new welfare cases was declining at a rate that gave Cal-
WORKSs little opportunity to affect further decline. In fact, entry of new cases actually increased
slightly after 1998. Rates of reentry onto the welfare rolls among former recipients declined
throughout the pre-reform period and then noticeably increased toward the end of the study period.

e There was an exception to the welfare entry trends among cases consid-
ered to be at high risk: Cases that initially received only food stamps
were much less likely than predicted to begin receiving welfare after
CalWORK:s.

The likelihood that a new food stamp recipient would soon begin receiving cash assis-
tance was increasing gradually in the pre-reform era, despite overall caseload declines. After 1998,
however, this likelihood stopped decreasing. This suggest that CalWORKSs decreased — by about
7 percentage points, on average — the likelihood that a food stamp recipient would open a cash
assistance case within six months.

e CalWORKSs was not associated with a change in the likelihood that a
recipient in Los Angeles would become employed within a year of wel-
fare entry, but it did appear to modestly increase the rates of unstable
employment.

Over the entire study period, welfare recipients were increasingly likely to become em-
ployed and have earnings income, and the trend line did not change after 1998. However, the
trend for having unstable employment (defined as employment in three or fewer consecutive
quarters) did change modestly after 1998. In the years before CalWORKSs was implemented, the
rate of short-term employment among welfare cases consistently hovered at around 24 percent.
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Figure 2

Percentage of New Long-Term Welfare Cases That Closed Within Six Months
of Becoming Long Term, January 1995 Through April 2001

90 -

Implementation of > Gicted
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Estimated impact _| | =
10 - (difference) Col

Percentage of long-term cases that closed

_10 B
Jan. '95 Jan. '96 Jan. '97 Jan. '98 Jan. '99 Jan. '00 Jan. '01

Month that the case became long term
SOURCE: MDRC calculations using Los Angeles County administrative welfare records.

NOTES: The sample is limited to family cases, which contain an adult and children. Cases that
opened as child-only cases are excluded from the analysis.

A "long-term case" is defined as a case that received cash assistance in 18 out of 24 months from
the start of first cash assistance receipt. The percentage of long-term cases that closed is calculated as
the proportion of long-term cases that closed within 6 months after the base period of 24 months.

The boxed area represents the time span over which welfare reform policies may bave affected
behavior, as the policies were well advertised prior to being signed into law. The area extends from
October 1997 to March 1998. The thicker vertical line of the boxed area represents the
implementation of Los Angeles's TANF program in April 1998.

The predicted percentage of cases that would close and the estimated effect of welfare reform are
based on the semi-log model for the pre-reform trend. See full report for details.
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The rate increased to an average of nearly 27 percent in the post-CalWORKS period. By con-
trast, growth in recipients’ short-term stable employment (employment in four or more consecu-
tive quarters) — which had been steadily increasing prior to 1998 — slowed modestly but sig-
nificantly after CalWORKG.

e Overall, the findings from the administrative records analysis, although
mixed, suggest that CalWORKSs did contribute to declines in welfare
caseloads but had only minimal effects on recipients’ employment.

The findings suggest that CalWORKSs moved people off the rolls somewhat faster and
had an especially marked effect on the case closings of long-term recipients. On the other hand,
CalWORKSs policies may have increased both short-term (unstable) employment and recidi-
vism. These findings may reflect GAIN’s “work-first” messages, work incentives, and partici-
pation requirements, which affected increasingly larger segments of the welfare caseload after
CalWORKSs was implemented — including long-term recipients, who may have a more diffi-
cult time finding steady employment.

The Experiences of Former and Ongoing Welfare Recipients

One of the Urban Change project’s objectives is to understand how the well-being of
low-income families has evolved since welfare reform. The experiences of 697 single mothers
who were on welfare in May 1995 and who were living in Los Angeles’s poorest neighbor-
hoods were studied through survey interviews conducted just after CalWORKS got under way
(in 1998) and then again three years later (in 2001). Beginning in 1998, the two waves of sur-
veys were supplemented by a series of ethnographic interviews with 50 welfare mothers in three
poor neighborhoods.

In summary, data from these two sources indicate that, overall, there were notable im-
provements with regard to the employment and economic well-being of women in Los Angeles
who had been welfare recipients in 1995, with virtually no evidence of worsening circum-
stances, at least in the aggregate. However, half the women were still getting cash assistance,
and most of the ones who worked were in jobs that continued to leave them poor or near poor.
Although poverty declined for these women, improvements in material well-being were often
not substantial. In ethnographic interviews, many women spoke about their struggles with low-
wage jobs and about their conflict between their need to work, on the one hand, and their desire
to be at home to care for their children, on the other.

It should be kept in mind that any observed changes over time in the circumstances of
the women in the survey or ethnographic samples are not necessarily attributable to welfare re-
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form and are likely to reflect a combination of factors, including the aging of these women and
their children, the strong economy, and the effect of other policies, like the EIC.

Welfare and Employment Experiences

e Most survey respondents had worked for pay after CalWORKSs was im-
plemented, and many were working in 2001. Half were still receiving
welfare, however, including a substantial minority who were combining
work and welfare.

Among women in the survey, welfare receipt declined from 100 percent in May 1995 to
72 percent in 1998 and to 50 percent at the time of the 2001 interview. Nearly 40 percent of the
women were working and no longer receiving welfare in 2001. The percentage of women who
were employed and receiving cash assistance was fairly steady over time, decreasing only
slightly from 25 percent in 1998 to 20 percent in 2001. At both interviews, about 10 percent of
the women had neither work nor welfare as a source of income.

e Although a notable minority of respondents had worked steadily, most
had worked more sporadically, and 16 percent had not worked at all.

Some survey respondents had had stable employment, but there was considerable varia-
tion within the sample. Slightly more than a third of the women had worked in 36 or more
months out of a 48-month period between 1997 and 2001. About half had had less stable em-
ployment in short-term jobs, and one out of six had not worked at all in that period. Women
who combined welfare with work were less likely to work steadily than those who left welfare
for work. The ethnographic study suggests that some women change jobs frequently because
they take assignments through temp agencies in jobs with low — and fluctuating — wages and
periods of unemployment between assignments.

e Over time, the respondents who worked typically reported increases in
earnings, although relatively few had good-paying jobs with benefits in
2001.

Full-time employment increased over time, and the average hourly wage for the
women’s current or most recent job grew from $7.09 in 1998 to $8.22 in 2001. The result was
an increase in average weekly earnings, up from $230 to $298. Respondents were also more
likely to be in jobs with fringe benefits (such as sick pay and health insurance) in 2001 than in
1998. Nevertheless, only one out of four women who worked in 2001 had full-time jobs that
paid $7.50 per hour or more and offered employer-provided health insurance (Figure 3).
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Figure 3
Job Characteristics for Those Currently Employed in Los Angeles in 1998 and in 2001

Employed in 1998 Employed in 2001

12%

45%

47%
Full time; hourly wage $7.50 ” Full time; hourly wage less than |:| Current job fewer
or more; medical benefits “ $7.50 and/or no medical benefits than 35 hours

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Urban Change Respondent Survey.

NOTE: Calculations for 1998 are based on 289 of the 318 respondents who were working and for whom wage and benefit information was available.
Calculations for 2001 are based on 379 of the 398 respondents who were working and for whom wage and benefit information was available.



e Respondents who combined work and welfare had less favorable jobs
than those who had left welfare; many who were no longer getting TANF
appeared to still be eligible for some cash benefits.

Working women who had left welfare were more stably employed, had far better-paying
jobs, and were more likely to receive fringe benefits than women who combined work and wel-
fare. Given California’s generous earned income disregards, many welfare leavers appear to have
been eligible for at least partial cash benefits. But the ethnographic respondents suggested that, for
some working women, getting a small welfare check was not “worth the hassle.”

e Although many respondents were employed in 2001, most women faced
barriers to employment; barriers were more common and more likely to
co-occur among women who were not working.

Most of the women had barriers that could constrain their ability to get a job or limit the
kinds of jobs for which they qualified. In particular, nearly half the women lacked a high school
diploma or General Educational Development (GED) certificate in 2001 — although 8 percent
acquired this credential between 1998 and 2001. About one out of five reported difficulty con-
versing in English, and similar percentages reported a health problem that limited their ability to
work or had high scores on a scale measuring depression. The percentage reporting such barri-
ers remained fairly constant between the 1998 and 2001 interviews. Predictably, the more barri-
ers that women reported, the less likely they were to be working.

e Respondents to the ethnographic study commonly expressed tensions be-
tween the need to work and the desire to stay home to raise their children.

In the ethnography, many women who worked talked about the pride they felt in earn-
ing their own paycheck and having more money to spend on their children. However, they also
spoke about the tension between wanting to provide financially for their children by working
and wanting to be home to raise them, which they considered their “real” job. The generous
grants and work incentives in Los Angeles — and the availability of child care subsidies —
may have permitted a balance for some of these women by allowing them to receive welfare
while working part time.

o Ethnicity, education, and ability to speak English were related to differ-
ent economic outcomes, but improvements were observed for all groups.

Within the survey sample, Latinas who could not speak English had worked less stead-
ily — and were in lower-quality jobs — than English-speaking Latinas or African-Americans.
In 2001, the weekly earnings of non-English-speaking Latinas averaged $229, about 25 percent
lower than Latinas who could speak English. Women who lacked a high school diploma or
GED in 1995 were also much less likely to be employed and earned lower wages in their cur-
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rent or most recent job than women who had these credentials. Wages and earnings did, how-
ever, improve between 1998 and 2001 for all ethnic, language, and education groups, but non-
English-speaking Latinas had the weakest improvements in job quality.

Economic Circumstances and Material Hardship

e The households of women in the survey changed over time as some
women married and — despite California’s family cap policy — more
children were born.

Despite California’s policy of not increasing the cash grant when welfare recipients
have another child, 15 percent of the women in the survey sample gave birth between 1998 and
2001. All the women in the ethnography knew about the family cap policy, but most of them
specifically said that this policy did not affect their decisions about whether or not to have an-
other child. About one out of five of these women were married in 2001, and others were living
with a partner, but the large majority continued to be single parents.

e Over time, the composition of the women’s total household income
changed, but TANF income and safety net services (food stamps and
Medi-Cal) continued to be supports for most families.

From 1998 to 2001, there was a reduction in the percentage of families who received TANF
(down from 71 percent to 52 percent) and an increase in the percentage with earnings income (up
from 50 percent in 1998 to 64 percent in 2001). There were also declines in the use of food stamps,
WIC (the Women, Infants, and Children program), and Medi-Cal. Nevertheless, 57 percent of fami-
lies were still getting food stamps, and over 60 percent had Medi-Cal in 2001; about one out of three
women whose children were in child care reported getting a child care subsidy.

e On average, families were better off economically in 2001 than they had
been in 1998, but most families continued to be poor.

The average total monthly household income in the survey sample increased from
$1,355 in 1998 to $1,811 in 2001 — corresponding to an average annualized income of nearly
$22,000 in 2001 (not including the estimated value of the EIC, which would have added about
$1,400 to a working-adult household with two children). The percentage of households below
the official poverty line declined from 67 percent of the sample in 1998 to 54 percent in 2001
(not counting the estimated EIC). While the decline in poverty is good news, the vast majority
of families still had low income, and most who had left welfare shifted from being welfare poor
to working poor.

e Households of respondents who remained on welfare without working
were poorer in 2001 than those of the women who worked.
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The average monthly per person income in households of nonworking welfare recipients
was less than half that of working welfare leavers ($292 versus $664, respectively). Welfare re-
cipients improved their economic situation if they also had earnings: The average monthly per
person income in their households in 2001 was $416. Women who were neither on TANF nor
working in 2001 had low average per person income ($368 monthly) and especially low rates of
receiving food stamps or Medi-Cal, even though most appear to have been income-eligible.

e Over time, respondents’ assets increased, with both car ownership and
home ownership rising between 1998 and 2001.

More women owned cars in 2001 (55 percent) than in 1998 (43 percent). Home owner-
ship also increased — to 5 percent in 2001, compared with 3 percent in 1998. Along with in-
creased assets, however, came increased debt: 33 percent of households owed more than $2,000
in 2001 (not including car loans and mortgages), compared with 22 percent in 1998.

e There were improvements over time with respect to certain material
hardships, but most respondents continued to endure at least one food,
housing, or health care hardship.

Food insecurity (that is, having inadequate amounts or types of food) and housing hard-
ships (such as an excessive rent burden) declined between 1998 and 2001, and health care hard-
ships did not get worse, despite declines in Medi-Cal receipt. Nevertheless, nearly half the women
were food insecure in 2001, and there continued to be high rates of housing hardship, including
crowding, doubling up with others, and having multiple housing problems (for example, faulty
plumbing). The ethnographic interviews suggest that many women continued to struggle with
expenses and, to get by, relied on contributions from extended family members or partners.

e Although income grew over time among all ethnic and language groups in
the study, non-English-speaking Latinas had especially low incomes in
both 1998 and 2001.

Between 1998 and 2001, the increases in monthly household income averaged $430 for
English-speaking Latinas (a 26 percent average increase), $367 for non-English-speaking Lati-
nas (a 31 percent average increase), and $521 for African-Americans (a 43 percent average in-
crease). However, non-English-speaking Latinas, who had low average incomes as well as large
families, had average incomes per household member that were about 30 percent lower than
that of African-Americans in 2001.
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CalWORKSs and Neighborhoods

As federal legislation to reform welfare was taking shape in the mid-1990s, questions
were raised about the effects of reform in large cities, especially in disadvantaged areas. Given
that low-income families are often concentrated in poor neighborhoods, both the opponents of
welfare reform and its advocates predicted that its effects would be especially strong among
families in such neighborhoods. Critics feared that declines in family income, increases in the
number of unsupervised children, and growing despair would translate into increasing levels of
substance abuse, crime, teen birthrates, and other problems. Proponents of welfare reform an-
ticipated that as families secured employment, their increased earnings, income, and collective
sense of efficacy would translate into greater community cohesion and reductions in social ills.

This section summarizes findings from the Urban Change project’s neighborhood indica-
tors component, which asked: What were the conditions of neighborhoods in Los Angeles before
and after CalWORKS, and did poor neighborhoods get better or worse after welfare reform? The
Urban Change study divided the 1,620 neighborhoods (census tracts) in Los Angeles County into
three groups, based on their pre-TANF rates of poverty and welfare receipt: neighborhoods with
low rates of both poverty and welfare receipt (nonpoor neighborhoods), those with high rates of
poverty but low rates of welfare receipt (high-poverty, low-welfare neighborhoods), and those
with high rates of both poverty and welfare receipt (high-poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods). A
threshold of 20 percent or higher was used to categorize a neighborhood as high poverty or high
welfare. Conditions in these three types of neighborhoods before and after 1996 were analyzed to
determine whether trends stayed the same or changed after CalWORKSs was introduced. These
analyses are purely descriptive of trends during the 1990s.

The overall conclusion is that, in terms of key social and economic indicators, several
neighborhood conditions improved during the 1990s in all three types of neighborhoods. How-
ever, unlike in most of the country, Los Angeles had more high-poverty neighborhoods (either
low welfare or high welfare) in 2000 than in 1990. Employment rates among welfare recipients
grew steadily over time, and those in high-poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods were as likely
to go to work as those living elsewhere. Most of the positive trends predated CalWORKS, how-
ever, so the relative roles of welfare reform and other factors (including a booming economy)
are difficult to determine.

Trends in Neighborhood Welfare and Poverty

e The ethnic and demographic composition of neighborhoods in Los An-
geles County is related to their poverty and welfare status.

Nonpoor neighborhoods in Los Angeles are predominantly non-Latino white and La-
tino. Latinos, African-Americans, and immigrants predominate in neighborhoods that have high
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rates of both poverty and welfare receipt. Poor neighborhoods also have a higher proportion of
children than the other types of tracts, and they have lower rates of labor force participation and
of high school graduation and a lower ratio of working adults to children.

e During the period of this study, the number of neighborhoods in Los
Angeles with high rates of welfare decreased. However, the number of
neighborhoods with high rates of poverty increased.

Welfare recipients in Los Angeles tend to be much more dispersed throughout the
county than recipients in many metropolitan areas, especially areas in the Northeast and the
Midwest. During the 1990s, when welfare caseloads were declining, welfare concentration was
reduced even further. The number of high-poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods declined from a
peak of 116 (out of the 1,620 neighborhoods) in 1995 to 24 in 2000. However, Los Angeles was
unusual among U.S. cities during the 1990s, in that the number of high-poverty neighborhoods
increased — up from 25 percent of all neighborhoods in the county in 1990 to 34 percent in
2000. This trend is somewhat surprising, given the generally improving economy of the late
1990s, but it presumably reflects the influx of poor immigrant families into Los Angeles County
during that decade.

Neighborhoods and Welfare-to-Work Transitions

o Welfare recipients living in neighborhoods in Los Angeles that had high
rates of poverty and welfare receipt were just as likely to go to work as
recipients who lived in the other types of neighborhoods.

Although some hypothesized that welfare recipients who lived in high-poverty or high-
welfare neighborhoods would be less connected to employment opportunities and therefore less
likely to find or keep employment, this proved not to be the case. Recipients in the most disad-
vantaged neighborhoods were about as likely as those in the balance of the county to combine
welfare and work, to leave welfare, and to become employed.

Conditions of Poor Neighborhoods

e Over a nine-year tracking period, most social and economic indicators
of neighborhood conditions in Los Angeles improved or were stable.

The levels of social and economic distress mostly improved during the study period
(Table 2). There were substantial declines in the rates of teenage births, births with inadequate
prenatal care, and child abuse and neglect. In general, the observed trends predated CalWORKSs
reform and did not show major jumps or reversals after reforms were implemented.
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Table 2

Summary of Trends in Neighborhood Conditions in Los Angeles County,
1993 to 2000, by Poverty Status?

High-Poverty Low-Poverty
Indicator All Neighborhoods Neighborhoods” Neighborhoods
Births
Teen births Declines* Declines* Declines*
Adequacy of prenatal care Increases* Substantial increases* Increases*
Low-birth-weight births Stable Stable Stable
Child well-being
Child abuse and neglect Substantial declines*  Substantial declines* Substantial declines*

NOTES: A star (*) indicates that the trend is statistically significant.

®A neighborhood was classified as poor if 20 percent or more of its residents were below the poverty
threshold prior to TANF (1992-1995).

*Includes high-poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods and high-poverty, low-welfare neighborhoods.

o Improvements occurred over time in all three types of neighborhoods in
Los Angeles, but the absolute levels of distress were greater in the high-
poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods than in the nonpoor neighborhoods.

Some of the favorable trends in key neighborhood indicators were particularly pro-
nounced in high-poverty or high-welfare tracts. However, conditions in the county’s poorest
neighborhoods were consistently less favorable than in other areas. For example, rates of child
maltreatment were nearly three times greater in high-poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods than
in nonpoor neighborhoods in 1993 (18.5 percent versus 6.4 percent, respectively); by 2000,
these rates were down to only 6.9 percent in the high-poverty, high-welfare neighborhoods but
were still twice as high as rates in nonpoor neighborhoods (3.1 percent).

Comparisons with Cuyahoga, Miami-Dade, and Philadelphia
Counties

To provide perspective on what happened in Los Angeles after welfare reform, this sec-
tion draws contrasts with the three other counties that are part of the Urban Change study: Cuya-
hoga County (Cleveland), Ohio; Miami-Dade County, Florida; and Philadelphia County, Penn-
sylvania. Findings from the other counties have been described in separate reports (cited above),
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using the same methods and data elements as this report. Table 3 summarizes the characteristics of
each county and the key features of its welfare program following TANF. In brief, despite diver-
gent policy and programmatic responses to TANF in the four counties, and despite notable differ-
ences in their social and economic contexts, the trends in most major outcomes were similar.

Contexts and Policies in the Four Urban Change Counties

o Despite some contextual similarities, welfare reform unfolded in different
social and economic environments in the four Urban Change counties.

Cuyahoga and Philadelphia Counties are old, industrial cities that have suffered through
30 years of declining manufacturing bases and movement of jobs to the suburbs, whereas Los
Angeles and Miami-Dade are fast-growing counties. Cuyahoga and Philadelphia have sizable
African-American populations and few immigrants, whereas Los Angeles and Miami-Dade are
heavily populated by Hispanic immigrants and (in Los Angeles) Asian immigrants. Although
all four are the largest counties in their states and have a disproportionate share of their states’
welfare caseloads, Los Angeles is in a league of its own with regard to the size of its caseload,
budget, and staff. The cost of living — above average in all four sites — is also especially high
in Los Angeles.

o The welfare policies in all four counties involved time limits and a focus
on quick employment, with mandatory participation requirements and
enhanced work incentives; however, the counties’ policies and messages
to recipients differed considerably in several respects.

Some of the essential features of welfare reform are similar in the four Urban Change
counties, which all implemented welfare programs that emphasize moving recipients into work.
Pre-TANF welfare systems that promoted job search on a mostly voluntary basis were trans-
formed into systems with a stronger focus on work and with program participation requirements
for the entire nonexempt caseload. Each state also increased the amount of money that welfare
recipients could keep when they went to work. Time limits were instituted in all four counties.
Only in Los Angeles, however, did the lifetime time limit apply only to the adult portion of the
grant — meaning that recipients still received a grant, albeit a reduced one, after the time limit.
While all four counties imposed financial sanctions for noncompliance with the welfare-to-work
requirements, Miami-Dade used sanctions (full-family sanctions) far more often than the other
three counties. Cuyahoga, however, was the strictest county in enforcing time limits. Los Ange-
les had the most generous grants, and it implemented policies to shield children from time limits
and sanctions. The grants for sanctioned and “timed-out” families in Los Angeles were higher
than the full grants in the other three Urban Change sites.

Sum-30



Te-wns

The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Table 3

Description of Contexts and Policies for Welfare Reform in the Four Urban Change Sites

Descriptor Cuyahoga Miami-Dade

Philadelphia

Los Angeles

The socioeconomic context

Population
characteristics

Mostly African-American and
white

Diverse population of
Hispanics/Latinas, whites, and
African-Americans; large
numbers of foreign-born
residents

Fell from 10.5% in 1992 to
5.3% in 2000; rose to 7.7%
in 2002

Unemployment Fell from 7.4% in 1992 to
rate 4.2% in 2000; rose to 5.2%
in 2001

Was stable at 17.6% in 1990
and 2000

Rose from 12.8% in 1990 to
13.1% in 2000

Poverty rate

Local economy Large health care industry; Large tourism and service
declining manufacturing base; industries; trading hub between
increasing service sector; the United States and Latin
movement of businesses to the America

suburbs

Mostly African-American and
white

Fell from 9.4% in 1992 to
6.1% in 1999; rose to 6.4%
in 2001

Rose from 19.8% in 1990 to
22.2% in 2000

Major industrial center,
particularly for textiles; large
health care industry; declining
manufacturing base; movement
of businesses to the suburbs

Diverse population of
Hispanics/Latinas, African-
Americans, Asians, and whites;
large numbers of foreign-born
residents

Fell from 9.8% in 1992 to
5.3% in 2000; rose to 6.8%
in 2002

Rose from 14.8% in 1990 to
17.6% in 2000

Major manufacturing center,
despite declines; growth in bio-
medical and other technology;
large entertainment, tourism,
and health service industries

(continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

Descriptor

Cuyahoga

Miami-Dade

Philadelphia

Los Angeles

Key welfare policies

Time limits

Program emphasis

Sanctions for
noncompliance

Maximum grant,
family of 3, in 2000

Family cap policy

Work incentives

5-year lifetime limit; 36-month
interim time limit

Work-focused, 30 hours of
mandated participation

Full-family sanction

$373

No

Expanded earned income
disregard; loss of eligibility at
earnings of $974 (2000,
family of 3)

4-year lifetime limit; interim
time limit of 24 or 36 months
depending on case
characteristics

Work focused, 30 hours of
mandated participation

Full-family sanction

$303

Yes

Expanded earned income
disregard; loss of eligibility at
earnings of $787 (2000,
family of 3)

5-year lifetime limit; 2-year
work-trigger time limit

Work focused, 20 hours of
mandated participation after 2
years

Adult portion first two years,
then full-family sanction

$403

No

Expanded earned income
disregard; loss of eligibility at
earnings of $806 (2000,
family of 3)

5-year lifetime limit—adult
portion of grant only; 18 (or
24)-month work-trigger time
limit

Work focused, 32 hours (35 in
2-parent families) of mandated
participation

Adult portion only

$626

Yes

Expanded earned income
disregard; loss of eligibility at
earnings of $1,458 (2000,
family of 3)

(continued)



ge-wns

Table 3 (continued)

Descriptor

Cuyahoga

Miami-Dade

Philadelphia

Los Angeles

Local implementation

Time limits

Program focus

Sanctions

Welfare caseloads

Rigorous enforcement of
interim time limit, with safety
net services for those near
limits

Empbhasis on job club/job
search, some encouragement
for GED; steady increase in
participation after welfare
reform

Low rate of sanctioning
(under 2% from 1998 to 2000)

41,000 in Fiscal Year 1995/96;
17,000 in Fiscal Year 2000/01
(58% decline)

Extensions on interim time
limits for families fulfilling
work requirements

Emphasis on job club; some
unpaid work experience

Strict enforcement of rules;
high rate of sanctioning (up to
61%), but erratic

50,000 in Fiscal Year 1995/96;
17,000 in Fiscal Year 2000/01
(67% decline)

Many extensions for families
reaching time limits

Emphasis on initial job search,
then flexibility in hours and
activities until 2-year work
trigger; increase in
participation after welfare
reform

Limited use of sanctions
(3%-6%)

79,000 in Fiscal Year 1995/96;
44,000 in Fiscal Year 2000/01
(44% decline)

Work-trigger time limit not
universal; enforcement of 5-
year lifetime limit began 2003

Emphasis on job club, special
services for clients with mental
health or other barriers;
increasing levels of
participation in welfare-to-work
program (GAIN)

Increasing rate of sanctions
(over 20% by 2002)

311,000 in Fiscal Year
1995/96; 199,000 in Fiscal
Year 2000/01 (36% decline)




o Inall four sites, many recipients were confused about the new policies.

Welfare recipients in all four counties showed signs of confusion about the details of
welfare reform, especially the exact length of the time limits on assistance. Although recipients’
knowledge increased over time in all four sites, survey respondents in Los Angeles generally
displayed less understanding of the new policies than those in the other counties. Language bar-
riers and other communication problems, as well as misunderstandings about the work-trigger
time limit, may have contributed to the lower understanding in Los Angeles. A majority of re-
spondents in all four sites felt that welfare staff placed a high priority on enforcing the rules
rather than on helping them to transition successfully off welfare.

o Welfare caseloads declined in all four sites, but rates of decline varied.

All four counties (as in the rest of the Unites States) experienced declines in welfare
caseloads between the early 1990s and early 2000s, but the declines were less sharp in Los An-
geles than in the other three counties.

Welfare Entry and Exits and Employment in the Four Counties

o Inall four counties, new welfare policies appear to have sped up welfare
exits for at least some part of the caseload.

In every county except Miami-Dade, long-term recipients (those who had received wel-
fare at least 18 months out of a 24-month period) closed their cases significantly faster after
welfare reform than would have been predicted based on trends in the years prior to the imple-
mentation of new policies (Table 4). In Miami, exit rates for long-term recipients steadily de-
clined throughout the study period, and — unlike in the other sites — did not accelerate after
welfare reform. (It should be noted, however, that average welfare spells for Miami-Dade’s
long-term recipients were already fairly brief before 1996, leaving relatively little room for im-
provement.) In both Miami and Los Angeles, welfare reform was associated with somewhat
faster case closings for new welfare cases. As noted earlier, the estimates of welfare reform’s
effects are predicated on the assumption that pre-reform trends would have continued without
welfare reform.

e The effects of welfare reform on welfare entry (and reentry, among
former recipients) appear to have been small and inconsistent across the
four counties.

Beginning in the early 1990s, the rate of new case openings was declining in all four
counties, and, except in Los Angeles, the declining trend continued after welfare reform (al-
though the rate slowed slightly in Philadelphia). Variation in entry rate trends across the sites
was fairly small and could reflect demographic changes over time — that is, changes in the
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Table 4

Changes in Welfare and Employment Trends
After TANF in the Four Urban Change Sites

Outcome

Cuyahoga

Miami-Dade

Philadelphia

Los Angeles

Welfare exits

Welfare entry

Welfare reentry by
former recipients
(recidivism)

Recipients’
employment and
employment
stability

Exit rates increased from
1992 to 1996; increases
slowed after 1996 for the
overall caseload but
accelerated for long-term
recipients.

Entry rates declined from
1992 to 1996 and continued
to decline at the same pace
after 1996.

Recidivism increased slightly
from 1992 to 1996 and
continued to increase at the
same pace after 1996.

Employment rates increased
slightly from 1992 to 1996
and continued to increase at
the same pace after 1996,
although increases to long-
term employment slowed.

Exit rates increased steadily
from 1992 to 1996 and
increased at a slightly faster
pace after 1996 for new
recipients, with no change in
trend for long-term recipients.

Entry rates declined from 1992
to 1996 and continued to
decline at the same pace from
1996 to 2001.

Recidivism decreased from
1992 to 1996 and continued to
decrease after 1996, but at a
slower pace.

Employment rates were steady
from 1992 to 1996 but
increased after 1996, and the
length of employment spells
also increased.

Exit rates increased from 1992 to
1996 but declined slightly after
1996 for new recipients,
although they accelerated for
long-term recipients, most
notably after the two-year time
limit.

Entry rates declined from 1992
to 1996 and continued to decline
after 1996, but at a slower pace.

Recidivism decreased slightly
from 1992 to 1996 and
increased slightly after 1996.

Employment rates were steady
from 1992 to 1996 but
increased after 1996, with gains
mostly to short-term
employment.

Exit rates decreased slightly
from 1992 to 1998 but
increased after 1998, with
especially sharp exit rate
increases among long-term
recipients.

Entry rates declined slightly
from 1992 to 1998 but then
increased slightly.

Recidivism decreased slightly
from 1992 to 1998 but then
increased slightly.

Employment rates increased
from 1992 to 1998 and
continued to increase at the
same pace after 1998; rates of
short-term employment
increased slightly after 1998,
while increases of long-term
employment slowed.

NOTE: All post-reform effects noted in this table (which reflect comparisons of actual trends with predictions based on pre-reform trends) are statistically
significant at or beyond the 5 percent level, but less confidence can be placed in post-reform changes noted as “slight.”



population who were at risk of welfare entry. Los Angeles, in particular, saw an influx of poor
immigrants who continued to be eligible for welfare benefits throughout the 1990s, which, to-
gether with rising unemployment rates in the early 2000s, might account for the slight increase
in welfare entry there. Although recidivism (reentry) was also on the decline in Miami, Phila-
delphia, and Los Angeles, it rose in the late 1990s in Cuyahoga, Philadelphia, and Los Angeles.
Welfare reform may have slowed the declining rate of recidivism in Miami-Dade and may have
increased recidivism in Los Angeles and Philadelphia, perhaps because cases reopened when
short-term employment did not result in permanent self-sufficiency.

o Welfare reform may have had some modest effects on employment rates
among welfare recipients, but gains were more likely to be for spells of
unstable employment than for longer-term employment.

Table 4 also shows that, in every site, there were some employment trends that appear
to have been altered by the implementation of new welfare policies. In both Los Angeles and
Philadelphia, short-term spells of employment (those lasting three or fewer quarters) in-
creased after welfare reform, perhaps reflecting policies that encouraged quick employment
and allowed recipients to combine work and welfare. Miami’s much tougher sanctioning
policies and shorter lifetime time limit could perhaps account for the changes that were ob-
served in its employment trends.

Economic Circumstances of Families in the Four Counties:
Survey Findings

e Among survey respondents who were on welfare in May 1995, welfare
and employment statuses differed markedly in the four counties in 2001.

Based on data from the two waves of Urban Change surveys (in 1998 and 2001), re-
spondents in Los Angeles were substantially more likely than those in the other sites to still be
on welfare in 2001 (Figure 4). Perhaps reflecting the generous work incentives and the lenient
sanctioning and time-limit policies in Los Angeles, half the women were still on welfare at the
end of the study period, compared with less than 15 percent in Cuyahoga and Miami. Rates of
combining work and welfare were about six times higher in Los Angeles than in these two other
sites. The women in Cuyahoga County, where time limits were most strictly enforced — and
where unemployment rates were lowest and educational attainment was highest — were most
likely to be employed and off welfare in 2001. Miami, which had the highest sanctioning rate
and the lowest grant, had an especially high percentage of vulnerable women who were neither
working nor on welfare at the end of the study period.
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Figure 4

Work and Welfare Status of Women in the Survey Samples
in the Four Urban Change Sites, 2001
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SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Urban Change Respondent Survey.

NOTE: All women in the survey samples were single mothers receiving welfare in May 1995.

e Over time in all four sites, more respondents became employed, and job
quality improved, but low-paying jobs without fringe benefits were the
norm everywhere.

Sizable minorities of women in the survey — with similar rates in the four counties —
had been stably employed, that is, employed in at least 36 of the 48 months prior to the 2001
interview (Table 5). Among the women who worked — and most had done so — average
hourly wages, weekly work hours, and earnings rose between 1998 and 2001; fringe benefits,
too, were up in all four sites. Nevertheless, only a minority of working women across the sites
were in full-time jobs that paid at least $7.50 per hour and offered health insurance. Job quality
was highest in Cuyahoga and Philadelphia, where the average hourly wage in 2001 was $8.82
and where almost 40 percent of the working women had employer-provided health insurance.
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Table 5

Employment and Economic Outcomes of the Survey Samples
in the Four Urban Change Sites in 2001

Los

QOutcome Cuyahoga Miami-Dade Philadelphia Angeles
Employment in 48 months before 2001 interview (%)

Never worked during this period 6.1 13.7 12.8 155

Worked in 36 to 48 months of this period 39.4 37.1 32.6 36.1
Characteristic of current/most recent job in 2001

Average hourly wage (3$) 8.82 8.11 8.82 8.22

Average weekly earnings ($) 335 300 325 298

Job has/had medical benefits for self (%) 36.8 30.6 37.7 28.3
Selected barriers to employment in 2001 (%6)

Has no diploma or GED certificate 33.3 37.4 38.7 48.8

Has difficulty conversing in English 1.3 114 2.9 18.9

Has a health problem that limits ability to work 20.1 21.4 27.8 18.1
Sources of household income in prior month® (%)

TANF (cash welfare assistance) 17.0 13.6 32.9 52.1

Earnings from employment 72.0 63.9 64.1 63.6
Noncash benefits received in prior month (%)

Food stamps 48.5 52.8 54.5 56.7

Medicaid for self 49.3 48.4 55.8 60.3

Medicaid for any child 50.4 61.0 59.9 63.0
Household income and poverty

Average total monthly household income ($) 1,771 1,489 1,683 1,824

Average monthly income per person in household ($) 487 382 430 462

Below official poverty line” (%) 49.6 61.9 56.9 54.2

Below 185% of official poverty line (%) 82.4 89.9 85.0 85.5
Sample size 689 581 638 697

SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the Urban Change Respondent Survey.

NOTES: All women in the survey samples were single mothers receiving welfare in May 1995.
®Income sources are for any household member, not just respondents.

®The official poverty index does not include food stamps.
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e The majority of survey respondents in all four counties faced an array of
barriers to employment.

In all four sites, the women faced two or more barriers to employment, on average.
Education and language barriers were especially prevalent in Los Angeles, where about half the
women lacked a diploma or GED certificate and nearly one out of five could not speak English.
Health and mental health barriers were most common in Philadelphia.

e Over time, respondents’ households got more income from employment
and less income from TANF, but TANF income varied widely in the
four counties at the end of the study.

By 2001, earnings income contributed more to household income, on average, than any
other source in all four sites. However, almost four times as many households in Los Angeles (52
percent) as in Miami (14 percent) had TANF income in the month before the 2001 interview.

e In 2001 in all four sites, about half (or more) of the women surveyed still
received key safety net services, such as food stamps and Medicaid.

Despite differences in TANF receipt, about half the women in all four sites reported
getting food stamps at the end of the study, and about 50 percent to 60 percent had Medicaid (or
Medi-Cal). The women in Los Angeles — who were most likely to still be getting TANF —
were especially likely to still have food stamps and public health insurance.

e The overall economic picture was similar across the four sites, with av-
erage household incomes up and poverty levels down over time. Yet the
majority of respondents remained poor or near poor.

Total household incomes increased from 1998 to 2001 in all four sites. Average monthly
income was highest in Los Angeles ($1,824) and lowest in Miami ($1,498) — although, when
household size is taken into consideration, the average income per person was highest in Cuya-
hoga. Non-English-speaking Hispanic women in both Miami and Los Angeles had especially low
incomes. In terms of poverty, rates varied from a low of 50 percent in Cuyahoga County to a high
of 62 percent in Miami. In all the sites, the percentage of women who were poor or near poor —
defined as below 185 percent of the federal poverty level — exceeded 80 percent. Economic gains
over time were found in all four sites for women with different racial, ethnic, and language back-
grounds and for those with different levels of educational attainment.
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Poor Neighborhoods in the Four Counties

e Trends in social and economic indicators were favorable in all four Ur-
ban Change sites, and the trends appear not to have been affected by
welfare policies in any of the sites.

All four counties showed relatively similar improvements in neighborhood indicators dur-
ing the 1990s, such as declines in the rate of teenage births. Improvements were found in all three
neighborhood types (although the improvements were often most pronounced in the poorest
neighborhoods), and they did not speed up or slow down after welfare reform. Also, in all four
sites, welfare recipients from the poorest neighborhoods were just as likely to work and to leave
welfare as recipients from better neighborhoods. Many of the trend lines in the four sites were
comparable as well: Employment among recipients increased throughout the 1990s, and welfare
exit rates were also up. Exit rates did, however, increase far less sharply in Los Angeles than in
the other counties, which is consistent with county differences in caseload trends and with find-
ings from the survey that recipients in Los Angeles were substantially more likely to still be on
welfare in 2001. The concentration of poverty and welfare receipt in Los Angeles and Miami dis-
tinguishes them from the other two counties: Their low-income populations are relatively dis-
persed throughout the counties, whereas the low-income populations of Cuyahoga and Philadel-
phia are more concentrated in the city centers. Los Angeles, however, was one of only two urban
areas in the country where poverty concentration increased during the 1990s, perhaps reflecting
the continuous inflow of low-income immigrants.

Conclusions and Policy Implications

When the Project on Devolution and Urban Change began, both supporters and critics
of welfare reform envisioned striking changes in benefits and services and in the well-being of
poor families at risk of receiving welfare benefits. Proponents believed that the 1996 welfare
reform law would spur innovation among states and localities, that tougher work requirements
and time limits would induce more welfare recipients to find jobs, and that ending the welfare
“culture” of low-income communities would lead to the revitalization of those communities.
Critics, by contrast, feared that states would slash benefits and try to make their programs less
attractive than those of neighboring states. They worried that sanctions and time limits would
deprive needy families of essential income and would cause suffering and lead to increases in
crime, homelessness, and other social problems.

The Urban Change project can now draw on evidence from four places — Cuyahoga,
Los Angeles, Miami-Dade, and Philadelphia Counties — to assess whether these expectations
of big change have come to pass. In brief, the counties’ actual experiences fall somewhere
between the two extremes for predicted outcomes: The evidence from this study does not
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suggest that either dire outcomes or dramatic improvements followed the implementation of
new welfare policies.

What lessons are policymakers to draw, and how does Los Angeles’s experience con-
tribute to those lessons? Though the answers depend largely on the goals that policymakers
want welfare reform to achieve, this study supports several observations and recommendations,
some of which are relevant at the national level and across states and others of which apply
more directly to the situations in California and Los Angeles County.

Cross-Site Issues

e One lesson from this study (and from other studies) of responses to
TANF is that states and localities, when given the freedom to do so, craft
markedly different policies and procedures for addressing the needs of
low-income families.

The devolution of responsibility for cash assistance policies from the federal govern-
ment to the state and local levels resulted in widespread and extensive local debate and discus-
sion among policymakers, service providers, and advocates, and it ultimately yielded policies
designed to be more sensitive to local circumstances. The experiences in the four Urban Change
sites suggest that states and local entities can work within a federal policy structure that provides
direction but also allows flexibility.

o Despite notable differences in approach to welfare reform in the four Ur-
ban Change sites, many of the trends in welfare receipt, employment,
family well-being, and neighborhood conditions were similar. This under-
scores the important role that the economy and other forces — in addition
to welfare reform — likely played in influencing people’s behavior. This
might also reflect a common message across counties that aid was tempo-
rary and that welfare recipients were expected to work.

Although there were some differences in outcomes in the four sites, many of the big
“headlines” from the Urban Change counties are the same. Welfare rolls went down. Employ-
ment among welfare recipients went up. Conditions in poor neighborhoods — although worse
than in more affluent neighborhoods — held stable or improved. People leaving welfare for
work were still poor, but generally were not worse off, and many showed signs of progress.
These similarities were found despite differences in the demographic characteristics, labor mar-
kets, and welfare policies in the four counties, suggesting that larger social and economic forces
and similar messages about welfare played a major role in shaping these trends — and are likely
to do so in any policy environment. It is, of course, important to remember that the Urban
Change study took place in large urban environments during a period of rapid economic expan-
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sion in the United States and that data collection ended before lifetime limits on cash assistance
affected many families.

e While similarities across the sites are noteworthy, important differences
did emerge. In particular, substantially more people remained on welfare
in Los Angeles than in the other counties, and fewer had left welfare for
work; but more people in Los Angeles remained connected to safety net
services, and household incomes were higher than in the other sites.

California made a number of policy choices designed to protect children and their fami-
lies (and also to protect immigrants). Welfare grants in California are among the most generous
in the country, and the new incentives designed to encourage employment made it possible for
recipients in Los Angeles to combine work and welfare to a degree not possible in the other
sites. Moreover, families in Los Angeles were not faced with the prospect of being totally cut
off welfare when five-year time limits hit — or when adults failed to participate in mandated
welfare-to-work activities. These policies might discourage recipients from leaving welfare, but
they also might provide families with extra income as well as a better connection to key safety
net services. The relatively low rates of employment and high rates of welfare receipt among the
women in Los Angeles are likely to reflect other forces as well. In particular, survey respon-
dents in Los Angeles were more likely than respondents in the other sites to have language
problems and educational deficits. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that women who had a di-
ploma or GED in Los Angeles were more likely to still be receiving welfare in 2001 than non-
high school graduates in the other three sites.

e Neither generous and lenient policies (Los Angeles) nor severe and
stringent ones (Miami) — or, for that matter, policies between these ex-
tremes — were associated with widespread reductions in poverty and
material hardship among low-income families.

In all four Urban Change sites, many women left welfare for work, but their economic
circumstances, while improved over time, remained bleak. Even years after they were first se-
lected to be in the study, the majority of families in these four urban counties experienced at
least one hardship, such as hunger, inadequate housing, or lack of health insurance. This con-
firms what is perhaps obvious — that welfare policies are not in and of themselves antipoverty
strategies and that a better-coordinated set of policies across various domains (employment,
wages, taxes, education, immigration, and so on) may be needed to address the basic needs of
all residents; this may be especially true in large urban areas that pose the most severe chal-
lenges, such as the ones included in this study.

e Although most of the welfare recipients in Los Angeles and the other
three counties had worked, they struggled financially in low-paying jobs.
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Welfare policymakers may need to devise more flexible strategies to
help workers with low skills acquire the training and experience needed
to advance and to secure jobs with health benefits.

Despite the strong economy that characterized the study period, the women in the survey
and ethnographic samples described the daunting challenges that they faced in going to work
while maintaining their parenting responsibilities. In both Los Angeles and Miami, non-English-
speaking Latinas tended to be the worst off economically, as were women of all racial and ethnic
groups across the sites who lacked a high school diploma or GED. While current policy allows
welfare recipients to spend up to 10 hours of their 30-hour weekly work requirement in education,
very few clients do so — perhaps because staff do not encourage it or because women who have
small children find it difficult to combine education classes with 20 hours of work-related activi-
ties. It may be that a more flexible strategy — combining an emphasis on employment with more
options for education and training — may be more effective than a rigid emphasis on quick em-
ployment in helping women who have low skills to obtain jobs with decent wages and health
benefits. A more individualized welfare-to-work plan, paying attention to recipients’ needs and
preferences, may have a better payoff in terms of promoting long-term self-sufficiency. While
data from this study do not directly affirm this conclusion, data from other MDRC studies suggest
that a strategy that blends education, an emphasis on work, and a provision of work supports may
be especially effective.

o For welfare recipients whose barriers to employment are extremely severe,
supplementary services and special strategies are likely to be required.

For welfare recipients who are “hard to employ” as a result of facing multiple or espe-
cially severe barriers — including mental health problems, homelessness, substance abuse, and
domestic violence — neither a push toward quick employment nor an emphasis on education and
training, in and of themselves, is likely to promote self-sufficiency. Welfare administrators in Los
Angeles (and the other sites) recognized this challenge and developed several strategies to address
the needs of such recipients. Data from the Urban Change survey — which indicates that sizable
minorities of the women had health and mental health barriers — suggest that upfront screening of
recipients for these problems is not effective in identifying all who are in need. Other strategies
appear to be needed, and perhaps one opportunity is to begin a more in-depth dialog with recipi-
ents who are in sanction status, to determine why it is that they are unable or unwilling to comply
with participation requirements. In working with these hard-to-employ cases, creative, individual-
ized approaches — some of which were to have been tested as part of Los Angeles’s Long-Term
Family Self-Sufficiency (LTFSS) initiative — may be essential.

e Food stamps, Medicaid/Medi-Cal, child care subsidies, and the Earned
Income Credit appear to have played an important role in supporting
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the incomes of former welfare recipients and helping them to stay em-
ployed. Greater emphasis could be placed on advertising these benefits.

The service sector economy is characterized by low wages and benefits — a fact that is
unlikely to change any time soon. Many of the women in the Urban Change ethnographic sam-
ple indicated that they would not have been able to make it without the help they received from
food stamps, child care subsidies, and Medicaid. The survey suggests that, in all four counties,
more welfare leavers were eligible for these benefits than received them. Welfare staff — to-
gether with local foundations, advocacy groups, and community organizations — might con-
sider ways to step up their efforts to inform low-income families about the supports that are
available (and to make it less onerous to access these). It helps when such information is com-
municated consistently, frequently, and in multiple locations.

e The Urban Change study suggests that legislative proposals to increase
welfare-to-work participation rates much above 50 percent may not be
realistic, at least in large urban areas.

The 1996 federal welfare reform law sets participation targets that are much higher than
in the past, but it also gives states credit for reducing welfare caseloads. Some federal lawmakers
have expressed support for revisions that would raise participation requirements and eliminate the
caseload reduction credit. Data from Cuyahoga, Los Angeles, and Philadelphia Counties provide
some insight into participation levels that may be achieved by urban welfare departments — and it
should be remembered that, in most cases, these may reflect expansive definitions of “participa-
tion.” Los Angeles’s participation rate peaked at about 47 percent in 2001; similarly, Cuyahoga
achieved a participation rate of 49 percent in FY 1999/2000, and Philadelphia attained a top par-
ticipation rate of 47 percent in FY 1997/98. Participation rates tended to decline thereafter, how-
ever. Although some policymakers question why all welfare recipients cannot be engaged in work
activities, MDRC’s research suggests that the participation rate will never approach 100 percent
because of the constant opening and closing of cases, the time lapse involved in assigning clients
to activities and monitoring their attendance, and the personal and situational problems that many
welfare recipients face, including illness and child care problems.

Issues in California and Los Angeles County

e The culture in the eligibility/income maintenance offices, which does not
seem fully consistent with the goal of encouraging progress toward self-
sufficiency, could benefit from some reform.

In this study, welfare recipients’ encounters with their Eligibility Workers (EWSs) did
not appear to be a good vehicle for encouraging participation in work-related activities or for
“marketing” the GAIN program. Indeed, these encounters may engender hostility, confusion, or
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anxiety, and although some onerous aspects of these meetings may be necessary, positive inter-
actions between clients and EWs are undermined by time restrictions and other constraints that
are perhaps avoidable. For example, clients seeking clarification about a rule or wanting to re-
dress an erroneous sanction have had difficulty calling their EW directly and have been forced
to talk with someone staffing a help line — someone unfamiliar with their case. The EWs could
potentially play an important role in sending clients messages, not only about their obligations
but also about their opportunities — for example, about the income disregards and about such
key work supports as child care. While it is the GAIN Service Workers’ responsibility to com-
municate this information during the initial meeting, some recipients opt not to attend the GAIN
orientation and appraisal session — perhaps because they have already formed a negative atti-
tude based on their initial encounter with an EW.

o Simpler welfare policies may help welfare staff send clearer messages to
clients and strengthen program implementation.

California’s welfare reform law is relatively complex. Not only does it feature work re-
quirements and time limits, but it also includes provisions designed to ease the transition to
work and to influence parenting and reproductive behavior. Even the state’s time-limit policy
was complicated initially, in that there were two time clocks, and they did not affect everyone
on the grant. Welfare staff in the Los Angeles study often did not have enough time at intake
and recertification interviews to explain the new rules — and they themselves did not always
understand the rules. Compared with similar groups of women in Cuyahoga and Philadelphia,
the women in Los Angeles were less certain about the amount of time that they could receive
cash assistance, whether they could continue getting food stamps when they left the welfare
rolls, and the transitional benefits that were available. California policymakers might consider
simplifying some aspects of the welfare law or, at least, might refrain from adding new layers to
an already-complicated law.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA),
passed by Congress and signed into law by President Clinton in 1996, revolutionized social wel-
fare policy and fostered profound changes in how government agencies address the needs of the
poor. PRWORA abolished welfare “as we knew it” and created a time-limited cash assistance
program called Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). The legislation also estab-
lished strict work requirements for TANF recipients, eliminated federal funding for certain
groups of legal immigrants, and transferred the administrative authority for welfare programs
from the federal government to the states. In turn, many states have “devolved” much of the
responsibility for welfare to local governments and other entities.

Anticipating that welfare reform might pose particular challenges to urban areas —
where poverty and welfare receipt are most concentrated — MDRC launched the Project on
Devolution and Urban Change (Urban Change, for short). Begun in 1997, the project uses mul-
tiple research methods and perspectives to examine the implementation and effects of this
landmark legislation in big cities. It has sought answers to four major sets of questions:

e How would welfare agencies respond to the new law? What “messages” and
services would they put in place? How would they implement time limits and
participation requirements?

e How would TANF affect welfare caseloads? How would it alter patterns of
welfare receipt and employment?

e How would low-income families adapt to time limits and other dimensions
of welfare reform? What would be their experiences in the labor market?
Would they be better or worse off economically?

o How would welfare reform affect social conditions in big cities? In particu-
lar, would conditions in poor neighborhoods improve or worsen?

Los Angeles is one of four metropolitan areas included in this multifaceted study. Three
other counties — Cuyahoga (Cleveland), Miami-Dade, and Philadelphia — were also studied as
part of the Urban Change project.!

The other three site reports are as follows: Cuyahoga County (Brock et al., 2002), Miami-Dade County
(Brock et al., 2004), and Philadelphia County (Michalopoulos et al., 2003). For the most part, cross-site com-
(continued)



The study took place within a specific place and time and, in some ways, represents
both the best of times and the most challenging of places for welfare reform. On the one hand,
the study period of 1992 through 2002 was primarily a time of prolonged economic expansion
and unprecedented decline in unemployment, both nationally and locally. Moreover, in the late
1990s, an influx of TANF funds allowed welfare agencies to greatly expand their employment
training and related services. The study thus captures an especially promising context for wel-
fare reform — one of high labor demand and fully funded programs to support families in the
process of moving from welfare to work. On the other hand, the study focuses on populations
who are most vulnerable and places where it might be most difficult to move families from wel-
fare to work before they exhaust their time limits for cash benefits. In Los Angeles, as in the
other study sites, the Urban Change project examines people and conditions in the poorest
neighborhoods, where those who were responsible for implementing welfare reform — as well
as the recipients themselves — faced formidable challenges.

The Policy Context

This nation has been reforming welfare for almost as long as there has been a welfare
program. Policymakers have struggled to find ways to cover children’s basic needs without en-
couraging families to depend on public benefits. PRWORA can be viewed as an effort to cor-
rect problems that previous reforms had failed to bring under control. It was a response, in part,
to the sharp rise in caseloads that had occurred in the early 1990s, although caseloads nationally
had already started to decline by the time PRWORA was passed (Figure 1.1).

PRWORA ended the 60-year-old Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program, under which the federal government had helped support poor families. In its place, it
established TANF, whose very name expresses the intention that welfare assistance be consid-
ered temporary. The legislation places a five-year lifetime limit on federally assisted cash bene-
fits for most families — both adults and their dependent children — and authorizes states to
impose shorter time limits if they choose. While a state may grant exemptions from the federal
time limit, the number of exempted families may not exceed 20 percent of the state’s average
monthly caseload.

Under AFDC, states received open-ended federal funding to pay benefits, at “match-
ing” rates that were inversely related to the states’ per capita income.? Federal funding for

parisons presented in this report are drawn from these source documents. However, in a small number of in-
stances, specific cross-site analyses were undertaken.

“States were required to pay a percentage of benefit costs (ranging from 22 percent to 50 percent in 1996)
as well as 50 percent of administrative costs.
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Figure 1.1
National AFDC/TANF Caseload Trends (Number of Families), 1985-2001
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and
Families, 2002.

AFDC came with many strings attached. Uniform federal regulations determined, for example,
who was eligible for assistance, how income and resources were treated, what basic services
and activities were available to participants in welfare-to-work programs, and which families
qualified for assistance under the AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-UP) program. States
could deviate from the regulations only if they received special waivers. In the years immedi-
ately preceding the passage of PRWORA, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS) granted waivers to 43 states so that they could experiment with new policies and pro-
grams for welfare recipients.



PRWORA consolidated and dramatically extended the decision-making power that the
federal government had given to states under AFDC waivers. Many of the policies that are stipu-
lated in PRWORA — including time limits — had previously been implemented under waivers.?
States generally introduced changes in a limited number of areas under their waivers, however.
PRWORA allows them to implement much bigger reforms and to change everything at once.

PRWORA entitled states to receive federal block grants in a lump sum amount in fed-
eral Fiscal Years 1997 through 2002. Each state was eligible to receive an amount that de-
pended on its pre-TANF spending for AFDC benefits and administration, for the Job Opportu-
nities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program, and for Emergency Assistance. PRWORA’s
maintenance-of-effort provisions required states to spend at least 80 percent of their former
spending level (or 75 percent, if the state met the federal work participation rates).

Together, the federal block grants and the state maintenance-of-effort funds — com-
bined with falling caseloads in the late 1990s — meant that most states had unprecedented
amounts of money to spend on behalf of poor people and unprecedented freedom in deciding
how to spend it. Thus, states could freely allocate their TANF block grants between cash bene-
fits and services. They could set eligibility standards and work program requirements within
broad federal parameters.”> They could also determine how much of recipients’ earnings to dis-
regard in calculating benefit amounts; establish diversion programs to keep families from going
on aid; institute “family caps” that eliminate or curtail grant increases for additional children
born to mothers on welfare; require participation in substance abuse treatment; and impose
sanctions (that is, financial penalties) on recipients who lack “good cause” for noncompliance
with agency requirements.

The federal government can now control states only by reducing TANF funds if states
use their block grants to pay the cash benefits of families who have exceeded their time limits,
who fail to meet work program participation requirements established in PRWORA, or who
otherwise fail to abide by regulations. States can spend their maintenance-of-effort funds with
few constraints, but they are required to fund a range of services to accomplish the purposes of
the block grants and to assist families with children who are income-eligible for TANF (includ-
ing those who would be eligible if they had not exceeded their time limits). If states choose,

*The five-year federal time limit for recipients who were already on the rolls started on the date that the
states implemented their block grant program.

“*As of August 2005, Congress had still not finalized the reauthorization of PRWORA. TANF has
been operating on short-term extensions since 2002; the current extension is scheduled to expire on Sep-
tember 30, 2005 (Finance Project, Information for Decision Making).

*For example, while federal legislation does not allow states to use TANF funds to support households
without a minor child, states may set more narrow eligibility criteria. Similarly, while the federal law requires
work participation of adult recipients whose youngest child is age 1 or older, states may require participation of
adults whose youngest child is less than 1 year old.



they can use maintenance-of-effort funds to pay benefits for families who have been on the rolls
longer than five years. Two important issues, then, are how states implemented PRWORA and
how those changes affected the welfare-reliant population.

The Urban Context of Welfare Reform

However welfare reform plays out, the fate of recipients living in large urban areas will
be critical in determining the impact of the new policies. In recent decades, poverty and other
social problems have become increasingly concentrated in central cities.® If the new welfare
policies trigger dramatic changes in public assistance programs, residents of large urban areas
will feel the impacts — positive or negative — in greatest numbers.

Big cities and counties face a challenge because poverty and welfare receipt are concen-
trated within their borders. This concentration has been exacerbated over the last several years
as urban county caseloads have fallen more slowly than the national caseload. A study of 89
large cities and urban counties found that they contained 33 percent of the U.S. population but
that their share of the national welfare caseload increased from 48 percent in 1994 to 58 percent
in 1999.” Los Angeles is no exception to this trend. With only 28 percent of California’s popula-
tion in 1999, its share of the state’s welfare caseload increased from approximately 34 percent
in 1994 to 37 percent in 1999.°

Big cities face special challenges because of recipients’ characteristics. Immigrants —
whose access to federal benefits is curtailed under PRWORA — are much more likely to live in
big cities than in rural areas, and immigrants are an especially large share of California’s popu-
lation. Long-term welfare recipients are also disproportionately concentrated in big cities. Long-
term recipients — who may have special difficulty in securing employment — are the most
likely to be affected by PRWORA’s participation requirements and time limits.

The economic environment also poses a challenge for big cities. Even in the healthy
U.S. economy of the late 1990s, the majority of job growth occurred in the suburbs rather than
in central cities, and urban areas suffered from especially high rates of unemployment. In many
cities, employment prospects for workers with little education either declined sharply or failed
to keep pace with employment for better-educated workers.

®Jargowsky, 1997.

"Allen and Kirby, 2000.

®The increase in Los Angeles was, however, smaller in magnitude than increases in the other three Urban
Change sites. For example, Miami-Dade County’s share of Florida’s state welfare caseload grew from 20 per-
cent in 1993 to 31 percent in 2001 — a 55 percent increase over eight years, compared with the 7 percent in-
crease over five years in Los Angeles County.



Many inner-city residents might leave welfare if they could secure employment, but they
might have difficulty finding jobs because of space and race. According to recent employer sur-
veys in Los Angeles and three other cities (Chicago, Cleveland, and Milwaukee), the majority of
job openings for which welfare recipients were qualified were in suburban firms that had little
experience in employing African-American workers and were located far from public transit
stops.® Welfare recipients might be able to obtain the more plentiful suburban jobs only if ade-
quate public transit systems or transportation assistance are in place and if the agencies that are
charged with helping them find jobs tell them about suburban job opportunities. This kind of help
may be especially important for inner-city welfare recipients, whose social networks are less likely
to include stably employed neighbors who can act as informal sources of job referrals.*

Finally, big-city welfare agencies often have large caseloads, are constrained by union or
civil service rules, and have aging physical plants. Perhaps for these reasons, some states exempted
large urban areas when they implemented pre-TANF waivers."* Rightly or wrongly, big-city welfare
departments are often perceived as bureaucratic institutions that are resistant to change.

Despite these challenges, metropolitan America is not monolithic. Recent studies have
shown that the opportunities and barriers for welfare recipients depend on local labor markets,*
transportation routes,”* and the characteristics of the population and housing.** Moreover,
“devolution” means that different cities might implement welfare reform in different ways.
Studies such as Urban Change that focus on a few places can be sensitive to when and how new
policies are implemented. This report on Los Angeles and reports on the other three Urban
Change counties provide a view of how local decisions and urban context have affected the im-
plementation and outcomes of welfare reform.

Economic and Social Trends in the Los Angeles Metropolitan
Area

Los Angeles evokes many contrasting images: Hollywood and the glitz of famous mov-
ies stars; natural disasters including earthquakes, yearly fires, and flooding; extreme wealth in
neighborhoods such as Beverly Hills; extreme poverty in neighborhoods such as South Central,
Compton, Watts, and East Los Angeles; an urban concrete expanse that traverses hundreds of
freeway miles; a prism of cultures, races, and ethnicities; thousands of immigrant workers; and

°Holzer, 1999; Holzer and Stoll, 2000.
Wilson, 1996.

Allen and Kirby, 2000, p. 16.
Holzer and Danziger, 2001.
BHolzer and Stoll, 2000.

YCoulton, Leete, and Bania, 1999.



class, political, social, and racial divides. Indeed, Los Angeles is a city of contrasts that define
its demographic, economic, and social core. To provide a context for this Urban Change study
of Los Angeles, it will be helpful to understand the social and economic circumstances of the
second-most-populous city and the largest county in the United States.

Geography

Los Angeles County covers a vast physical space — it spans 4,061 square miles, an
area larger than the states of Delaware and Rhode Island combined. The county includes 88 cit-
ies as well as unincorporated areas within its boundaries. From the city’s downtown hub, its
northernmost region includes the San Fernando Valley over 25 miles away. To the west and
south — where sun, surf, and palm trees are found in abundance — are the popular Santa
Monica and Venice beaches. Farther south is the City of Long Beach, a major seaport and home
to recent arrivals from Southeast Asia, Mexico, and Central America as well as to many work-
ing-class African-Americans and middle- to upper-middle-class whites. Immediately south of
downtown is the beginning of the city’s historic black community, encompassing South Central,
Compton, Watts, and Inglewood. Finally, immediately east of downtown and east beyond
Montebello and into Pico Rivera is the largest barrio outside Mexico City. Figure 1.2 presents a
map of Los Angeles County.

Population

Nearly 10 million people live in Los Angeles County, and about 3.7 million live in the
city itself (Table 1.1). Los Angeles, like other cities in the Southwest, underwent substantial
growth in the 1980s, with growth continuing at a much reduced rate during the 1990s. Popula-
tion growth in the county occurred at about the same pace both in the Los Angeles metro area
and in the outlying cities and suburbs.

An enduring destination for immigrants, Los Angeles owes almost all its expanding
population base in the past two decades to its considerable immigration flow. Foreign-born resi-
dents made up 36 percent of the county’s population in 2000. Mexico has contributed the most
to this population by far, but immigrants from EI Salvador and Guatemala each account for over
100,000 residents. The percentage of the county population that was Latino rose from less than
20 percent in 1970 to almost 45 percent in 2000. Sizable numbers of immigrants from East
Asian countries (especially China, Korea, and the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Cambodia
and Vietnam) have also made Los Angeles their home. A full 54 percent of the county’s resi-
dents who were older than age 5 in 2000 spoke a language other than English at home.

As a result of these immigration patterns, Los Angeles is one of the nation’s most ra-
cially diverse counties. However, the population growth among Latinos has been offset to some



"aseqeleq sJ01edIpu| pooysoqybiaN sbueyd uequn :394N0S

Arepunoq jediolunw ssjabuy soT Jo AlD 1)

BOIUO BlUeS

R.I8AIY 001d
0||3gaIUoN nqirein

= I.I).J.-—_

sajabuy so7 Jo AuD

opueuId ue

Aa|eA adojoruy

Auno) ssjabuy S0 Jo spooyaoqybiaN uMoUM-|]9AA pUe Sealy Buluue|d 921A19S
Z'T 84nbi-
abuey) ueqan pue uonnjonsq uo 19sfoad syl




The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Table 1.1

Demographic and Economic Trends, Los Angeles Metropolitan Area

Trend 1970 1980 1990 2000
Population
CMSA 9,972,037 11,497,568 14,531,529 16,373,645
Los Angeles County 7,032,075 7,477,503 8,863,164 9,519,338
Los Angeles City 2,816,061 2,966,850 3,485,398 3,694,820
Long Beach City 358,633 361,334 429,433 461,522
CMSA population in central city (%) 28.2 25.8 24.0 22.6
Poverty rate (%)
CMSA 10.2 11.6 12.8 15.3
Los Angeles County 10.7 13.2 14.8 17.6
Los Angeles City 13.0 16.1 18.5 21.7
Long Beach City 11.3 13.8 16.2 22.4
Percentage who are African-American
CMSA 8.3 9.2 8.4 7.6
Los Angeles County 10.8 12.6 11.2 9.8
Los Angeles City 17.9 17.0 13.9 11.2
Long Beach City 53 11.2 13.7 14.9
Percentage who are Latina
CMSA 17.2 24.0 32.4 40.3
Los Angeles County 18.3 27.6 37.3 44.6
Los Angeles City 18.4 27.5 39.3 46.5
Long Beach City 7.3 14.0 23.3 35.8
Percentage who are foreign born
CMSA 9.8 18.5 27.1 30.9
Los Angeles County 11.3 22.3 32.7 36.2
Los Angeles City 14.6 27.1 38.4 40.9
Long Beach City 6.8 14.2 24.3 28.6
Total employment
CMSA 3,887,802 4,852,187 6,976,701 6,932,631
Los Angeles County 2,826,565 3,149,077 4,222,818 3,957,917
Los Angeles City 1,150,796 1,240,395 1,673,731 1,533,738
Long Beach City 139,523 152,063 207,566 189,805
Percentage employed in manufacturing
CMSA 26.2 26.4 19.4 14.7
Los Angeles County 27.3 28.1 20.4 14.8
Los Angeles City 24.0 25.9 18.4 13.2
Long Beach City 24.2 25.5 194 144

SOURCES: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and
Housing, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000.

NOTE: In the case of the Los Angeles, the CMSA (consolidated metropolitan statistical area)
includes the five counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura.



extent by declining proportions of both whites and African-Americans over the past few dec-
ades. Several predominantly African-American neighborhoods in South Los Angeles lost nu-
merous residents. The white population in the county declined by nearly half a million between
1990 and 2000.

Inflows of immigrants have made Los Angeles one of the nation’s most youthful coun-
ties, with a large share of Los Angelenos being in their late twenties and early thirties. With
many Latinos starting families in Los Angeles, the county also has a sizable number of children:
In 2003, almost 30 percent of the county’s residents (over 2.7 million) were under age 18.

The contrasts of Los Angeles are as evident in the population’s educational attainment
as in its cultural and ethnic diversity. About one-quarter of the adults in Los Angeles are col-
lege-educated. However, the percentage of the population who have graduated from high school
fell between 1990 and 2000. Trends in educational attainment suggest an economic restructur-
ing with the emergence of “two economies” in Los Angeles: a high-skilled population segment
that is disproportionately represented by whites and Asians and a low-wage segment that is dis-
proportionately African-American and Latino.”

Economy

The evolution of Los Angeles County’s population is paralleled by enormous changes
in the county’s economy. In particular, manufacturing once played a pivotal role in the area’s
economic stability, but the proportion of jobs in manufacturing declined dramatically since the
1980s, as it did in many areas of the United States. As Table 1.1 shows, the manufacturing sec-
tor employed fewer than one out of seven workers in 2000, compared with over one out of four
in 1980. Still, Los Angeles remains a major manufacturing center, particularly in the manufac-
ture of apparel, instruments, and aircraft and parts. The leading industries in Los Angeles today
are business and professional management services, entertainment and tourism, health services
and biomedical enterprises, and direct international trade. The “new economy” of Los Angeles
County is driven in large part by technology, with growth in biomedical, digital information,
and advanced transportation technology.*®

There were some improvements in Los Angeles on key economic indicators during the
1990s. In particular, Figure 1.3 shows that unemployment rates peaked in 1992-1993 and then
began a decline that was barely interrupted until 2001, coinciding with the end of the study period
for this report. However, other indicators show a more compromised economic story for the city

Brookings Institution, 2003.
18| os Angeles County Economic Development Corporation.
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Figure 1.3

Unemployment Rates in Greater Los Angeles and California
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2003.

NOTE: The CMSA (consolidated metropolitan statistical area) includes the five counties of Los
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura.

and county. For example, only six out of ten adults in Los Angeles were in the labor force in 2000
— one of the lowest labor force participation rates among large cities in the United States. Median
household incomes fell by almost 10 percent over the decade (adjusted for inflation), reflecting a
decline in middle- to higher-income households and a corresponding growth in low-income
households. The median household income in 1999 was just over $42,000.

Meanwhile, poverty in Los Angeles County has steadily increased since the 1970s. In
1970, only about one out of ten Los Angelenos were below the official poverty line; by 2000,

11



the poverty rate had grown to 17.6 percent — more than a 65 percent increase. According to the
2000 Census, nearly 1.7 million women, men, and children in Los Angeles County were poor.

A situation of particular concern to the low-income population of Los Angeles is the
trend in housing. Contrary to what happened nationally, home ownership in Los Angeles de-
clined in the decade from 1990 to 2000, with a home ownership rate of only 50 percent in 2001.
In the third quarter of 2002, the average rent for a one-bedroom apartment in Los Angeles was
$1,032." Such rents would consume 95 percent of a minimum-wage worker’s gross monthly
salary, working 40 hours per week. Indeed, it has been argued that the official poverty rate un-
dercounts the number of poor people in Los Angeles, because federal poverty limits do not take
differentials in cost of living into account and because housing costs in Los Angeles are among
the highest in the nation. Consistent with these steep housing costs, nearly a quarter million
people are homeless in the county at some point during the course of a year.

In summary, welfare reform was being implemented in Los Angeles during a period of
multiple and substantial changes in the county’s economy and its demography.

Los Angeles in Context: Comparison with Other
Urban Change Sites

As noted, this report on Los Angeles is the last in the series of four city reports in the
Urban Change project; the other cities are Cleveland, Miami, and Philadelphia. Although this
report focuses on the manner in which welfare reform moved forward in Los Angeles and on
how the lives of its welfare recipients evolved over time, some of the discussion in each chapter
examines similarities and differences between Los Angeles and the other three cities. In draw-
ing conclusions about the ways in which the four sites differed, it is important to understand that
the social and economic conditions within which welfare reform unfolded were vastly different.

The four counties participating in the Urban Change study are among the most popu-
lous in the United States, ranking from number 1 (Los Angeles County) to 23 (Cuyahoga
County) in 2000. Trends over time indicate that the populations in Cuyahoga and Philadelphia
Counties have been on the decline, whereas Miami-Dade and Los Angeles Counties are grow-
ing rapidly. As Table 1.2 shows, the four counties are sharply different in terms of geographic
area, ranging from only 135 square miles in Philadelphia to over 4,000 square miles in Los An-
geles. This, in turn, has implications for population density: Philadelphia’s density (over 11,000
people per square mile) is about five times the density of Los Angeles (2,344 per square mile).

Ynstitute for the Study of Homelessness and Poverty at the Weingart Center, 2003.
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Table 1.2

Selected Demographic and Economic Characteristics

in the Four Urban Change Sites, 2000

United

Characteristic Cuyahoga Miami Philadelphia Los Angeles  States
Population

County 1,393,978 2,253,362 1,517,550 9,519,338

Primary city 478,403 362,470 1,517,550 3,694,820
Population change, 1990-2000 (%) -1.3 16.3 -4.3 7.4 13.2
Land area, square miles 458 1,946 135 4,061
Percentage who are:

Below the poverty line 13.1 17.6 22.2 17.6 124

African-American 27.4 20.3 43.2 9.8 12.3

Hispanic/Latino 3.4 57.3 8.5 44.6 12.5

Foreign born 6.4 50.9 9.0 36.2 11.1

High school graduates, age 25 or older 81.6 67.9 71.2 69.9 80.4

Under 18 years of age 25.0 24.8 25.3 28.0 25.7

Unemployed 4.2 5.3 6.1 5.3 3.7

Employed in manufacturing 13.9 7.0 8.8 14.8 14.1
Cost-of-living index (2001) 109.3 103.9 121.1 140.0 100.0

SOURCES: American Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association, 2001; U.S. Department of
Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics; U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of
Population and Housing, 1990 and 2000.

NOTE: The "primary cities" are Cleveland, Los Angeles, Miami, and Philadelphia. Note that, in

Philadelphia, the county and city are the same (that is, the county encompasses the city and nothing

else).

All four of these urban counties are ethnically diverse, but with different ethnic patterns
and to different degrees. The majority of residents are white in Cuyahoga County, but ethnic
and racial minorities outnumbered whites in the other three counties in 2000. African-
Americans represented 43 percent of the Philadelphia residents and 27 percent of Cuyahoga
County residents, compared with only 10 percent of Los Angeles residents. Los Angeles and
Miami-Dade had very large populations of both native-born Hispanics and immigrants, mostly
from Spanish-speaking countries and (in the case of Los Angeles) Asia.

All four sites are characterized by higher rates of poverty (and unemployment) than the na-
tional average, but poverty varied considerably across the four Urban Change counties. The 2000
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poverty rate ranged from a low of 13 percent in Cuyahoga County to a high of 22 percent in Phila-
delphia. However, being poor in Los Angeles — where the poverty rate was about 18 percent in
2000 — may have especially severe consequences in terms of purchasing power, because the cost of
living in Los Angeles was substantially higher than elsewhere. Differences in housing expense are
especially noteworthy. For example, in 2002, the cost-of-living index for housing in Los Angeles
(199) was among the highest of metropolitan areas in the nation, compared with a housing-expense
index closer to the national average of 100 in Cleveland (96). This means that housing in Los Ange-
les is twice the amount, on average, as in other metropolitan areas.®

On several fronts, the general economic picture in Cuyahoga County in 2000 was
somewhat more favorable than in other sites. For example, Cuyahoga had the highest percent-
age of adults who had graduated from high school, and it also had the lowest unemployment
rate in 2000. However, in Cuyahoga County as in Los Angeles, Miami, and Philadelphia, manu-
facturing jobs declined sharply in the last decades of the century. Less-educated workers tend to
be especially hurt by industrial declines, because manufacturing jobs tend to be unionized and
to require less formal education than the service jobs that have replaced them.

Components of the Study

To analyze recent welfare policy changes and their effects in Los Angeles (and the
other three sites), the Urban Change project included five major components:

1. An implementation study describes the policies and programs that the Los
Angeles welfare agency put into place and the successes and obstacles it ex-
perienced in delivering benefits and services. As noted earlier, welfare re-
form gave state and local governments considerable flexibility in how they
administered programs. The implementation study uses extensive field re-
search, surveys of welfare staff, and analysis of program participation and
expenditure data to understand how local TANF programs operated and
evolved and how welfare recipients perceived the programs.

2. An analysis of state and county administrative records measures the effects
of welfare reform on welfare receipt, employment, and earnings. The study
collected records for the universe of Medi-Cal (Medicaid), food stamp, and
cash assistance recipients between 1992 and 2001. The analysis uses a multi-
ple cohort comparison, which compares outcomes for similar groups of wel-

¥The cost-of-living index is based on data from 310 metropolitan areas, compiled by the American
Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association (ACCRA). The national average in each quarter is standard-
ized at 100.
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5.

fare recipients before and after welfare reform went into effect, to see
whether the new policies led to significant changes in behavior.

A longitudinal survey gathered detailed information on low-income families’
employment and income, economic hardship, quality and stability of living ar-
rangements, marriage and childbearing, health, and receipt of services. The
survey was administered to a random sample of about 1,250 single mothers
who were between the ages of 18 and 45, lived in high-poverty neighborhoods,
and received either food stamps or AFDC in May 1995. These women were
first interviewed in 1998 and were interviewed again in 2001. About 800
women responded to both interviews. About 700 of these women were receiv-
ing cash benefits at baseline.

An ethnographic study provides an in-depth look at the experiences of dis-
advantaged families in certain low-income neighborhoods. While the longi-
tudinal survey yields aggregate statistical information, the ethnographic study
provides qualitative data on similar topics. Ethnographic respondents were
asked to discuss their welfare, employment, and other life experiences during
a series of interviews conducted between 1998 and 2001.

A neighborhood indicators study developed statistical profiles of Los Ange-
les as a whole and of low-income neighborhoods in the county and deter-
mined whether conditions in low-income neighborhoods changed over time.
The indicators include employment, poverty, residential mobility, births to
teenagers, child maltreatment, access to health care, and others. The study
investigated trends in neighborhoods from 1992 through 2000.

Table 1.3 summarizes the data sources used for this report. The combination of individual-
level and neighborhood-specific data provides a comprehensive and rich description of how welfare
agencies, low-income families, and poor communities have adapted to welfare reform. The longitu-
dinal data offer insights into changes over time — and whether welfare reform may have contributed
to these changes. Figure 1.4 shows when the various types of data were collected.

Although the rich array of data enhance the study’s ability to understand welfare re-
form’s implementation and effects, it is important to remember that this report covers the late
1990s through the early 2000s, when Los Angeles was making an economic recovery. During
that period, greatly reduced caseloads combined with stable block grant funding to leave the
Los Angeles welfare department with unprecedented amounts of money for welfare-to-work
services. Most pieces of the study describe only what happened before families reached the fed-
eral five-year lifetime time limit on welfare receipt.
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Table 1.3
Data Used for the Los Angeles Study
Chapter
Time Period Relying
Data Type Data Source Sample and Coverage on Data
Program Field/observational Interviews and observations conducted Five rounds of field 2
implementation  research in 3 CalWORKSs welfare benefit research conducted
offices and 3 GAIN Welfare-to-Work  between 1997 and
offices, and in the central 2002.
administrative office for the county.
Survey of intake Surveyed staffing in 8 offices.? Staff were surveyed in 2
officers (Eligibility ~Eligible staff completing survey: 81% 2000.
Workers) in 2000 (n = 254).
Survey of welfare-  Surveyed staffing in 7 regional offices. Staff were surveyed in 2
to-work case Eligible staff completing survey: 81%  2000.
managers (GAIN  in 2000 (n = 133).
Service Workers)
County and state Los Angeles County The universe of recipients who Eligibility and 3,6
administrative ~ administrative received food stamps or AFDC/TANF payment records for
records: cash records and in Los Angeles between January 1992  the period January
assistance, food California state and December 2001 (5,854,789 1992 to December
stamps, and unemployment recipients in 632,662 cases). 2001; unemployment
unemployment  insurance records insurance records for
insurance records the period Quarter 1,
1992, to Quarter 3,
2002.
Longitudinal Two waves of in-  Randomly selected recipients of cash ~ Wave 1 completed 2,4,5
surveys person interviews  assistance or food stamps in Los between April 1998

with current and
former welfare
recipients,
conducted by the
Institute for Survey
Research, Temple
University

Angeles County in May 1995 who
were single mothers, between the ages
of 18 and 45, and resided in
neighborhoods where either the
poverty rate exceeded 30% or the rate
of welfare receipt exceeded 20%. In
Wave 1, 76% of the sample completed
a survey; in Wave 2, 81% of Wave 1
respondents completed a survey; 773
respondents completed both surveys.
697 of these women were receiving
cash benefits in May 1995.

and April 1999; Wave
2 completed between
March and October
2001.
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Table 1.3 (continued)

Chapter
Time Period Relying
Data Type Data Source Sample and Coverage on Data
Ethnography Three rounds of in- 50 women residing in three Interviews conducted 2,4,5
depth, in-person neighborhoods varying in ethnic from 1998 to 2001.
interviews with composition and poverty: Westmont
current and former / West Athens, Longbeach (including
welfare recipients. a Cambodian sample), and Boyle
Conducted by on-  Heights.”
site researchers
from the University
of California, Los
Angeles.
Aggregate Social and Census-tract-level demographic data ~ All residential census 6
neighborhood economic indicators from the 1990 and 2000 Census. tracts in Los Angeles
indicators from administrative County.
agency records, Census-tract-level annual indictors

prepared by the for 1992 to 2000.
Urban Research

Division of the

County of Los

Angeles.

NOTES:

*These offices were Belvedere, EI Monte, Glendale, Lincoln Heights, Metro North, South Family, South
West Family, and West Valley.

®The Cambodian sample (11 women) was not interviewed in the first round of interviews.
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Figure 1.4

Time Line of Data Collection
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The Organization of This Report

This report is organized into six chapters, with conclusions and a discussion of policy
implications located in the Summary Report at the front of this volume. Each chapter provides a
different view of how welfare reform was implemented and what happened as a result.

e Chapter 2 focuses on the policy and program changes introduced after wel-
fare reform and the experiences of former and ongoing welfare recipients.
Drawing on documents, observations, and key informant and client inter-
views, it addresses the questions: How were the new welfare policies imple-
mented in Los Angeles, and in what ways was that distinctive in comparison
with other Urban Change sites?

e Chapter 3 uses administrative records for nearly 6 million welfare recipients
in Los Angeles between 1992 and 2001 to examine how patterns of welfare
use and employment changed before and after new welfare policies were im-
plemented. Using a carefully constructed cohort design, the chapter addresses
the question: Did welfare reform in Los Angeles have a measurable effect on
rates of entering or leaving welfare or on becoming employed?

o Chapter 4 draws on surveys and ethnographic interviews with welfare recipi-
ents who lived in poor neighborhoods. It addresses the questions: How did
the employment situations among welfare mothers in Los Angeles change
during welfare reform implementation, and how did their employment ex-
periences compare with those of welfare mothers in the other three Urban
Change sites?

o Chapter 5 uses the same survey and ethnographic data as Chapter 4, but it fo-
cuses on the questions: What were the material and social circumstances of
welfare families in Los Angeles over time, and how did economic circum-
stances and changes vary in the Urban Change sites?

e Chapter 6 shifts attention from individuals to the neighborhoods in which
they live. By comparing trends in neighborhoods where welfare recipients
reside and trends in the balance of the county, it addresses the questions:
How did conditions in low-income neighborhoods in Los Angeles change
during the implementation of welfare reform, and how did neighborhood
trends compare with other Urban Change sites?

19






Chapter 2

The Implementation of Welfare Reform in Los Angeles

As described in Chapter 1, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Recon-
ciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996 set the parameters for welfare reform, but it left a number of
important decisions to state and local governments. For example, cash assistance — known as
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) — was limited to five years for most fami-
lies, yet states were allowed to set shorter time limits and to determine exemption policies.
Other aspects of the federal law allowed flexibility and choices at the state and local levels. For
instance, TANF was ascribed four purposes: aiding poor families, ending dependence on gov-
ernment benefits through employment, preventing out-of-wedlock pregnancies, and encourag-
ing the formation and maintenance of two-parent families. States and localities could emphasize
each of these objectives equally or could give some objectives more attention than others.

This chapter examines how welfare reform played out in Los Angeles County, after the
California Work Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) act was signed into
law in August 1997. The data used in this chapter come from a number of sources, including
several rounds of field observations between 1997 and 2002 in three Los Angeles welfare of-
fices and three welfare-to-work offices; interviews and informal discussions with welfare staff
and administrators over the same period; focus group sessions with recipients at the welfare of-
fice; review of the welfare agency’s records, reports, and documents; a survey of welfare staff in
eight welfare district offices and all seven welfare-to-work regional offices in 2000; survey in-
terviews with nearly 700 ongoing or former welfare recipients in 1998 and again in 2001; and
in-depth ethnographic interviews with 50 welfare recipients in three low-income neighborhoods
between 1998 and 2001. The chapter focuses on policy implementation through the year 2002.
Changes that have occurred since that time may not be captured here.

The chapter addresses three broad sets of questions:

e What was California’s response to PRWORA? How did California’s welfare
reform policies differ from the policies that were established in the three other
sites that were involved in the Urban Change study?

e How were the state’s policies implemented in Los Angeles County and how
did the program unfold over time? What were the specific challenges and pro-
grammatic initiatives in Los Angeles County?
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e What were the experiences of participants and caseworkers during welfare re-
form in Los Angeles? How did their experiences differ from the experiences of
participants and caseworkers in the other Urban Change sites?

Summary of Findings

o California attempted to balance the goal of moving families toward eco-
nomic self-sufficiency and the desire to protect children on welfare.

California adheres to the federal lifetime limits on cash assistance — 60 months — buit,
unlike most other states, the time limits (as well as sanctions for noncompliance) apply only to
the adult portion of a case’s grant. California’s plan is intended to safeguard recipients’ children,
who continue to be eligible for TANF (as well as for Medi-Cal, California’s Medicaid program)
at the state’s expense. California’s policies to move recipients into employment include a wel-
fare-to-work participation requirement of 32 hours per week, starting immediately on approval.
California also instituted a “work-trigger” time limit: After 18 months (24 months for those who
were on the rolls when the program was put in place), recipients must work at least 32 hours a
week in unsubsidized employment or community service.! At the same time, recipients are of-
fered expansive incentives for employment: generous earned income disregards, along with
child care, transportation, and access to additional training.

o California protected immigrants’ access to benefits.

California uses federal TANF funds to provide benefits to immigrants who quality for
TANF under federal law (those who entered the United States before August 22, 1996, or who
have been in the country for at least five years), but it uses state funds to provide TANF and
Medi-Cal benefits to legal immigrants who immigrated after that date or who arrived less than
five years ago. California also used state funds to pay for food stamps for immigrants who lost
eligibility with the passage of PRWORA, until the federal government restored eligibility to
nearly all immigrants in 2002.

e Los Angeles County had a program in place in 1996 that was broadly
compatible with CalWORKSs, so it did not need to make radical changes
in its program or mission — only in its scale of operations.

Los Angeles’s prior experiences had moved the county toward an emphasis on quick
employment in the early and mid 1990s. PRWORA did not so much change the emphasis as it
pushed Los Angeles to expand its program to include more of the recipient households in its

The work-trigger time-clock policy was in place throughout the study period. However, this first time
limit was abolished as of December 2004, in accordance with state legislation SB1104.
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employment efforts. Following PRWORA, the two most significant policy changes in Los An-
geles were time limits and mandatory participation for all nonexempt households.

e Los Angeles’s employment-focused approach was enhanced with sup-
ports for getting better employment.

Continuing its earlier emphases, the Los Angeles plan articulates the view that finding
employment is a critical first step toward achieving self-sufficiency but that retaining jobs and
moving up the employment ladder are also vital in the long run. Thus, the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) emphasized postemployment services to help
working participants develop advanced job skills and find better jobs. DPSS also developed
specialized screening procedures and services for participants who had certain barriers to em-
ployment — domestic violence, substance abuse, and mental health problems.

o Los Angeles has the largest and one of the most diverse welfare caseloads in
the nation, which complicated the implementation of new welfare policy.

In Los Angeles County, the welfare agency began implementing CalWORKSs during a
period of declining caseloads, decreasing from a peak of about 315,000 in 1994 to just under
260,000 when CalWORKSs took effect in early 1998. The caseload in Los Angeles County is
larger than that in any other county in the United States, however, and over 40 percent of the
cases do not speak English as their native language. Los Angeles also has a relatively high per-
centage of two-parent households among the caseload. Thus, the size and diversity of the
agency and its clients created a challenging environment for effecting change.

e The complexity of Los Angeles’s time-limit policies, combined with the ap-
plication of penalties only to the adults in the assistance unit, may have un-
dermined the effectiveness of policies intended to push participants toward
employment.

California’s 18-month work-trigger time clock (24 months for participants who were
receiving welfare as of April 1, 1998) begins when clients sign a welfare-to-work plan and be-
gin to receive employment services. Most recipients in Los Angeles, however, never sign this
plan — often because they find employment. Caseworkers explain both the 18-month and the
60-month time limit, but since relatively few recipients were affected by the first (work-trigger)
time limit, many recipients may have concluded that time limits — including the lifetime limit
— are not real. This ambiguity, combined with the fact that penalties for noncompliance with
participation requirements and the lifetime limits themselves apply only to the adult portion of
the grant, may have reduced the effectiveness of the time-limit policies for some recipients.

o Despite the complications noted above, caseloads in Los Angeles County fell
after CalWORKSs was implemented, and the rates of participating in the
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state’s welfare-to-work program (Greater Avenues for Independence, or
GAIN) increased substantially.

Although welfare-to-work policies may have been undermined to some extent,
caseloads continued to decline in Los Angeles County throughout the late 1990s and early
2000s. By the end of 2002, the total caseload was just over 175,000 recipients. Increasing per-
centages of the adult caseload enrolled in GAIN, and actual rates of participating in work-
related activities peaked at nearly 47 percent of the single-parent caseload in early 2001. Recipi-
ents who did not comply with participation requirements were increasingly likely to be penal-
ized; by mid-2002, sanctioning affected about 20 percent of single-parent cases.

o A steadily high percentage of recipients in Los Angeles combined welfare
benefits with employment income.

A substantial percentage of the caseload in Los Angeles met their participation re-
quirements by combining welfare benefit receipt with earned income. California’s generous
earnings disregard policy — in conjunction with high benefit levels — allows families to con-
tinue to receive benefits at a higher level of earnings than in most other states, and recipients in
Los Angeles County appear to have taken advantage of this policy. For example, in January
2001, about 25,000 GAIN participants were in unsubsidized employment (compared with fewer
than 2,000 in job club; about 8,000 in vocational training; and about 2,000 in adult basic educa-
tion). By the first quarter of 2001, 40 percent of adult recipients in single-parent families were
combining work and welfare.

e Beginning in 2001, the implementation of some of Los Angeles’s innovative
programs was hamstrung by budget problems.

An innovative, multiagency plan to consider entire families as a service unit — the
Long-Term Family Self-Sufficiency (LTFSS) plan — was generated in a series of countywide
community meetings involving county residents, nonprofit and religious organizations, and
public agencies. Although some programs from the plan were put into service, a budget crisis
put the brakes on full implementation and also resulted in a hiring freeze that threatened core
CalWORKSs services.

o Recipients had mixed views of Los Angeles’s program.

The enthusiasm of DPSS staff did not translate into positive perceptions of the depart-
ment on the part of all welfare recipients. Recipients complained that eligibility workers were
difficult to contact, and many recipients left the welfare office with inadequate knowledge of the
rules. There were fairly high levels of misunderstanding about basic policies, especially about
time limits. Moreover, while some recipients felt inspired by the welfare-to-work activities,
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many said that their case managers pushed them to take jobs that did not pay enough and that
the case managers offered little assistance in finding good jobs.

Rewriting the Rules: California’s Welfare Reform Policies

This section examines welfare policies that were in place in California before PRWORA
and then describes the state’s response to the new federal legislation. California’s policies are put
into context by comparing them with policies in the three other Urban Change sites. Most of this
chapter, however, describes the actual implementation of California’s policies in Los Angeles
County and the experiences of the staff and clients during the transition to CalWORKS.

California’s Welfare Policies Before PRWORA

California had taken steps to reduce welfare rolls and to promote employment well before
PRWORA was passed in 1996. The state’s welfare-to-work program, Greater Avenues for Inde-
pendence (GAIN; established in 1985), had originally offered education to most program partici-
pants. A random assignment study of several California counties” GAIN programs (including Los
Angeles), however, revealed that Riverside County’s approach — combining an emphasis on
quick employment with opportunities for training and human capital development for those who
could not find jobs — was more effective in reducing welfare caseloads and in improving earn-
ings than approaches in other counties.” Several counties subsequently relied on these results to
make changes in their policies, and, in 1995, California passed legislation to encourage all coun-
ties to focus on quick employment as the principal strategy for GAIN programs.

Also before PRWORA, California had strengthened its policies to encourage welfare re-
cipients to work, by removing time limits on the disregards of earned income in the calculation of
cash benefit levels. The federal government allowed agencies, in calculating benefit levels, to dis-
regard the first $90 (a work-expense disregard) plus the first $30 of monthly earnings plus one-
third of the remainder for a limited period. California was granted a federal waiver in 1992 that
extended the earned income disregard for as long as the case continued to qualify for benefits.?

Given the compatibility of the existing welfare program with PRWORA’s emphasis on
employment, California should have been positioned for a relatively smooth transition to TANF-
compliant welfare policies. An extended debate in the state legislature, however, delayed Califor-
nia’s response to PRWORA. As shown by the time line in Figure 2.1, almost a year passed before

“Riccio, Freidlander, and Freedman, 1993.

®In 1996, a family of three would be at the “breakeven” point — that is, become ineligible for cash welfare
benefits — with earnings of $1,215 per month. The extension of the $30 and one-third earned income disregard
went into effect in 1993.
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Figure 2.1

Time Line of Welfare Reform in Los Angeles

August 1996: PRWORA signed
(federal)

January 1998: State
60-month clock starts  November 1999: Long-Term Family
Self-Sufficiency (LTFSS) plan approved

(county)

April 2001: Full rollout of
LEADER computer
system completed (county)

December 2001: First
CalWORKSs recipients reach
federal 60-month time limit and
are placed under state support

2003

1997 1998 1999

August 1997: AB 1542,
CalWORKSs legislation,
signed (state)

April 1998: Los
Angeles County begins
implementing county November 1999: First
CalWORKSs plan CalWORKSs recipients
hit 18-month work-
trigger time limit

Beginning Fiscal Year

2001/02: Budget shortfall
affects DPSS CalWORKSs
programs

January 2003: First
CalWORK:Ss families hit
state 60-month time limit
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AB 1542 — California Work Opportunities and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) — was fi-
nally signed into law on August 11, 1997. According to the legislation, California continues to
provide oversight of the state’s overall welfare program, with administration and some decision-
making being devolved to the counties, as had been the case even before PRWORA.

CalWORKs Policies

CalWORKSs combines policies intended to limit welfare receipt, encourage work, and
change the behavior of welfare recipients while preserving a safety net for children. As shown
in Table 2.1, CalWORKSs introduced a number of changes to welfare policies in California. Key
features of the new policies are described below.

Time-Limited Welfare

Although California adopted the federal 60-month lifetime limit on welfare receipt, it is
one of only six states that decided not to apply time limits to children’s portion of the grant.*
California’s 60-month clock began ticking on January 1, 1998. Any families who received wel-
fare continuously after that date and who were not exempted from the time limits received their
last full-family check in December 2002. Families subsequently received benefits only for chil-
dren 18 years of age or younger who remained in the assistance unit, and these benefits were at
the state’s expense.’

Participation Requirements

Welfare recipients who are not exempted from participation in work activities are
automatically enrolled in GAIN, the welfare-to-work program, after they are approved for
CalWORKSs benefits. ® The minimum participation requirement is 32 hours per week of qualify-
ing activities for single-parent households — higher than the federal 30-hour requirement.’

“The other states are Arizona, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, and Rhode Island. Texas applies the 60-month
limit to the whole family but removes the adult from the case when the family reaches the interim limit.

*Because California signed its CalWORKs legislation late, the state committed to paying for benefits to
families who were still eligible for benefits between December 2001 and December 2002 — the dates when
the federal clock and the state clock, respectively, hit 60 months of continuous welfare payments.

®Before CalWORKs, California officially required adults whose youngest child was 3 years of age or older to
participate in qualified activities — including employment, job training, or education — but, in fact, allowed many
households to receive benefits without such participation. In Los Angeles, capacity limitations led DPSS to re-
quire participation only of long-term recipients, with other recipients’ being invited to participate voluntarily.

"Beginning October 1, 1999, assistance to two-parent families was covered under a separate state program,
rather than as part of the federally funded CalWORKSs program. This allowed California to eliminate two-
parent households from calculations of participation rates. The participation requirement for two-parent fami-
lies is 35 hours per week, which can be fulfilled with part-time work by both parents.
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Table 2.1

Changes in Welfare Policies in California Since Welfare Reform

Benefit Type

Pre-Welfare Reform (1993-1997)

Post-Welfare Reform (1997-2000)

Cash assistance (AFDC or TANF)

Maximum grant, family of 3

Time-limit policy

Diversion policy

Earnings disregard policy

Income level at which eligibility ends,
family of 3

Work requirements

“Work-trigger” time limit

Age of youngest child for “mandatory”
recipients

Number of hours of work activities required
each week

Penalty for noncompliance

a

$607 (in 1996)

None

None

$90 work expense plus $30 and 33 percent of
earnings

First 4 months: $1,215 (in 1996)
After 12 months: $820 (in 1996)

None

3 years

20-40 hours, depending on the activity and
whether the family was a single-parent family
or a two-parent family

Termination of adult portion of the grant
(adult-only sanction)

$626 (in 2000)

Lifetime limit of 60 months, applied to the adult portion of
the cash grant

Up to 3 months lump sum payment in lieu of TANF, or up
to 6 months lump sum payment in certain circumstances;
specific policies determined by counties

$225 of monthly earnings plus 50 percent of the remainder

$1,458 (in 2000)

Must be employed in unsubsidized work or community
service work by 18 months (24 months for participants
receiving benefits as of April 1, 1998) to continue to qualify

6 months (3 to 12 months, at county discretion) for first
child; 12 weeks for subsequent children (up to 6 months, at
county discretion) — Los Angeles elected 12 months and 6
months

32 (single-parent household)
35 (two-parent household)

Termination of adult portion of the cash grant
(adult-only sanction)

(continued)
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Benefit Type

Pre-Welfare Reform (1993-1997)

Post-Welfare Reform (1997-2000)

Child support enforcement

Penalty for noncompliance

Amount of child support collections “passed
through” to recipient

Parental/behavioral requirements

Family cap
Immunization requirements

School attendance requirements

Food stamps
Maximum grant, family of 3

Income level at which eligibility ends,
family of 3

Penalty for noncompliance with work
requirements or child support enforcement

Termination of adult portion of the grant
(adult-only sanction)

$50

None before August 1997
None

None

$292-321°
$1,254-$1,445°

None

Termination of 25% of the cash grant
(adult-only sanction)

$50

No child born 10 months or more after household enrolls in
welfare added to unit

Immunization records required for all non-school-age
children

Proof of school attendance required for school-age children;
penalty for truancy or noncompliance is adult portion of the
cash grant for children under 16 years of age, and child’s
share if child is 16 or older

$321-$335°
$1,445-$1,504°

Adult’s food stamp allotment sanctioned

(continued)
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Benefit Type Pre-Welfare Reform (1993-1997)

Post-Welfare Reform (1997-2000)

Medicaid

Coverage of children in poverty Children under age 6 in households with
income at or below 133 percent of the federal
poverty level, and children ages 6 through 18

in households with income at or below 100

percent of the federal poverty level

Penalty for noncompliance with AFDC or None
TANF work requirement

Medi-Cal for children ages 0 to 1 at 200 percent of the
federal poverty level, for children ages 1 to 6 at 133 percent
of the federal poverty level, and for children ages 6 to 19 at

100 percent of the federal poverty level

None

SOURCES: California Budget Project, 1997; Los Angeles Coalition to End Hunger and Homelessness, 2003; U.S. House of Representatives, 1993, 1996, 1998,

2000; Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services.

NOTES:

dCalifornia’s maximum AFDC payment declined in three steps from a high of $694 in 1990 to $565 in 1997.

*$321 was the maximum food stamp allotment for a family of 3 in fiscal year 1998.
°$1,445 was the income cutoff for food stamps for a family of 3 in fiscal year 1998.



Work-Trigger Time Limit

The state also initially imposed a “work-trigger” time limit on recipients: After 18
months (24 months for those who were receiving welfare on or before April 1, 1998), they were
required to be working in unsubsidized employment or community service to maintain eligibil-
ity for TANF.2 If a household reached the work-trigger time limit and did not fulfill the re-
quirements, only the adult portion of the grant was discontinued.

Benefit Levels

Under CalWORKSs, as before PRWORA, California offers generous cash benefits:
$626 per month for a family of three in 2000.° When a case is sanctioned for noncompliance (or
when a case reaches the five-year time limit), the amount of the grant is reduced by about 20
percent — for example, down from $626 to $505 per month for a family of three.

Earned Income Disregard

Under CalWORKSs, California increased the amount of monthly earnings that are disre-
garded in calculating welfare benefits — to the first $225 plus 50 percent of additional earnings
— and continued to offer it for an unlimited period. This disregard (one of the most generous in
the nation), along with California’s high grant levels, meant that, in 2000, a family of three
could continue to work and could draw some cash benefits until the family’s earned income
reached $1,458 a month.*

Benefits for Immigrants

California’s policy protects immigrants from the loss of benefits under PRWORA. The
state uses federal TANF funds to provide benefits to immigrants who qualify under federal law:
those who entered the United States before August 22, 1996, or who have been in the country
for at least five years. The state uses its own funds to provide TANF and Medi-Cal benefits to

®Recipients who reached the 18-month point could request a single six-month extension, if they were en-
gaged in training that was likely to result in employment by the end of the extension period. As noted previ-
ously, the 18- or 24-month time-clock policy was eliminated in December 2004.

°In 1997, for example, California’s maximum grant for a family of three was $565; only Alaska, Con-
necticut, Hawaii, Massachusetts, New York, Vermont, and Guam provided equal or higher amounts. As of
2000, only Alaska, Connecticut, Hawaii, New York (Suffolk County), Vermont, Wisconsin, and Guam offered
higher benefits (U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 1998, 2000). In 2002, Cali-
fornia’s grant was $679 for a family of three.

%For a household working and receiving benefits for more than one year, California’s breakeven level is
higher than in any other state except Alaska and — for work-exempt households — Hawaii (U.S. House of
Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means, 2000). Many states “step down,” or eliminate, the disregards
after some months of employment.
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those legal immigrants who entered the United States after August 22, 1996, or who are within
their first five years of immigration. California also used state funds to pay for food stamps for
immigrants who lost eligibility with the passage of PRWORA, until the federal government
restored eligibility to nearly all immigrants in 2002. California continues to use state funds to
provide food stamps to legal immigrants who remain ineligible under current federal law (that
is, those who have not been in the country for at least five years).!*

Family Cap

Before August 1997, a family’s monthly welfare benefit was increased by approxi-
mately $100 whenever a new child was born. California instituted a “family cap” policy at
about the same time that CalWORKSs was implemented: Children born 10 months or more after
a case opens do not result in an increased grant (although they are eligible for Medi-Cal). This
family cap policy is not technically a response to PRWORA, but its implementation nearly co-
incided with CalWORKG.

Parenting Requirements

Under CalWORKSs, parents are required to show evidence of immunization for pre-
school-age children and of school attendance for school-age children.

Sanctions

Recipients in California can be sanctioned for a variety of reasons, including not show-
ing up for meetings with caseworkers, not cooperating with efforts to collect child support, and
not participating in assigned welfare-to-work activities. Sanctions result in the termination of
only the adult portion of a case’s grant.*? For the first instance, the sanction is in place until the
adult complies. For the second instance, the sanction is in place for three months, or until com-

The provisions in the TANF legislation relating to benefits for noncitizens were among the most contro-
versial of the new federal policies. The cost of federal retrenchment from providing for noncitizens would, of
course, be disproportionately borne by the seven “port-of-entry” states where three out of four new Americans
reside (California, New York, Texas, Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, and Arizona). Of these seven states, only
California provides state-subsidized cash assistance, health care, and nutritional benefits to postenactment im-
migrants. California’s efforts to provide these supports to immigrants must be seen in the context of the voters’
passage, in 1994, of state Proposition 187, a ballot measure that (had it not been overturned) would have re-
stricted undocumented immigrants’ access to public services. While Proposition 187 was defeated in federal
court in 1998, it is widely believed to have led many immigrants, documented and not, to shun public services
for fear of attracting the attention of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) (Zimmermann and Fix,
1998).

2In total, 15 states do not apply full-family sanctions (State Policy Documentation Project, 2001).
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pliance, whichever is longer. And for the third and subsequent infractions, the case is sanctioned
for a minimum of six months."

Taken together, these policies suggest that the state and the county had two principal
objectives for welfare reform: (1) to end dependence on government benefits by helping recipi-
ents find employment and (2) to protect children from potential harm by exempting their cash
assistance from sanctions and time limits imposed as a consequence of the activities of adult
caretakers. CalWORKSs policies are broadly compatible with California’s welfare policies be-
fore PRWORA. While some new policies have been put into place (significantly, time limits,
stricter participation requirements for the entire nonexempt caseload, and more generous work
incentives), CalWORKS can also be seen as an evolution of welfare policy trends in California.

Policies in the Four Urban Change Counties

To provide a broader context for understanding California’s welfare policies after
PRWORA, Table 2.2 summarizes the key features of the policies that were in place in Los An-
geles County and in the other three Urban Change sites: Cuyahoga County, Ohio (Cleveland);
Miami-Dade County; and Philadelphia County. As this table shows, all four counties had a life-
time time limit, transforming cash assistance from an entitlement to temporary income assis-
tance. The four counties also had an employment-focused program with enhanced work incen-
tives, employment-related services, and mandatory participation requirements for parents of
young children.

However, the four counties’ policies and messages to recipients differed considerably in
several respects. Cuyahoga and Miami-Dade have stringent time-limit policies; the lifetime
limit is only four years in Miami-Dade, and both counties have interim time limits that tempo-
rarily terminate cash assistance after even shorter periods. Both counties also mandate that
mothers of very young children (only 12 weeks of age in Cuyahoga County) participate in
work-related activities, and the penalty for noncompliance is termination of the family’s entire
grant. Los Angeles and Philadelphia have more lenient lifetime time-limit policies, but they im-
plemented work-trigger time clocks. Los Angeles has policies that shield children from sanc-
tions and from time limits, meaning that California is responsible for paying for the children’s
portion of the grant after the parents exceed the federal lifetime limits of five years. Los Angeles
also has the most generous grants, which — when combined with the county’s earned income
disregard — allows recipients to keep a substantial share of their earnings (nearly twice as much
as in Miami-Dade) before they lose eligibility for cash assistance.

BA recipient’s failure to file a monthly report, however, is an infraction of an eligibility requirement and
results in the total discontinuance of aid.
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Table 2.2

Key Welfare Policies After PRWORA in the Four Urban Change Sites

Descriptor Cuyahoga County Miami-Dade County Philadelphia County Los Angeles County
Lifetime time limit 5 years 4 years 5 years 5 years, adult portion of grant
only
Interim time limit 36 months, with 24 months 24 or 36 months, depending  None None
off before reeligibility on circumstances
Work-trigger time limit None None 2 years 18 months (24 months for

Program emphasis

Hours of work activity re-
quired each week

Age of youngest child for
mandatory participation

Sanctions for noncompliance

Maximum cash grant, family

of 3 (2000)

Work incentives — amount
of earnings disregarded

Income level at which eligi-
bility ends, family of 3
(2000)

“Family cap” policy

Child school attendance and
immunization requirement

Work-focused, mandatory
participation
30

12 weeks

Full-family sanction

$373

$250 of monthly earnings
plus 50% of the remainder

$974

No
No

Work-focused, mandatory
participation
30

6 months

Full-family sanction

$303

$200 of monthly earnings
plus 50% of the remainder

$787

Yes
Yes

Work-focused, mandatory
participation

20 (after 2 years)

12 months?

Adult portion for first 24
months on TANF, then full-
family sanction

$403

50% of monthly earnings

$806

No
No

those on welfare when Cal-
WORKSs first implemented)

Work-focused, mandatory
participation

32 for single parents; 35 for
two-parent families

12 months for the first child,
6 months for subsequent
children

Adult portion only

$626

$225 of monthly earnings
plus 50% of the remainder

$1,458

Yes
Yes

NOTE: *The maximum was 12 months in a lifetime.



Organizational Challenges and Responses to Welfare Reform in
Los Angeles County

In California, the state’s Department of Social Services oversees TANF, while each
county develops and administers its own program as specified in its state-approved TANF plan.
Los Angeles County submitted its plan — formulated with significant community input — for
approval in January 1998 and then began implementing the CalWORKSs plan in April 1998.

The Los Angeles County Welfare Plan

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) faced welfare
reform with a program in place that already incorporated many of the elements mandated by
CalWORKSs. Perhaps more than any other county in California, Los Angeles had resolved in the
early 1990s to learn from the MDRC random assignment evaluation of the GAIN program and
to improve its outcomes for the agency and for the families on welfare. As a result, Los Ange-
les’s Jobs-First GAIN program emphasized quick employment through engagement in a job
search-oriented job club, with education and training as secondary options for participants.*
Participation was enforced through sanctions, although participation requirements were focused
on long-term welfare recipients until 1996, when Los Angeles also began attempting to recruit
new recipients into employment services.”> GAIN welfare-to-work staff saw themselves as em-
ployment specialists, and they embraced the employment-focused philosophy. The program in
operation in Los Angeles in 1997 was a strong foundation on which to build a program respon-
sive to PRWORA.

Consistent with state policies, the Los Angeles County plan promoted the idea that any
job was a good (first) job, but it also articulated a goal of assisting families to achieve and main-
tain self-sufficiency and positive personal circumstances. Los Angeles’s plan acknowledges that
finding and retaining employment are critical first steps but that — particularly in the high-cost
context of Los Angeles — continuing to move up the employment ladder is vital to long-term
self-sufficiency for welfare recipients.® Thus, DPSS also emphasized postemployment services
to help working participants develop advanced job skills and find better-paying work.

Y“Weissman, 1997.

BQuint et al., 1999.

%The Los Angeles plan began with a statement of the county’s goals: “The overall goal of the Los Ange-
les County CalWORKS program is to improve the lives of children and families by assisting adults/caretakers
to become economically self-sufficient. Pursuant to this overall goal, major objectives include: (1) helping par-
ticipants to secure employment; (2) helping participants to retain employment; and (3) helping participants to
secure employment with sufficiently high earnings to no longer qualify for cash assistance” (Bayer, 1998).
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In those areas where Los Angeles County had room to shape policy, DPSS’s plan ex-
hibited a concern for how to assist households to achieve and then sustain healthy economic and
personal circumstances. For example, DPSS placed a priority on developing screening proce-
dures and specialized services for participants who had specific employment barriers (domestic
violence, substance abuse, or mental health problems). DPSS also instituted generous exemp-
tion and deferral policies; for example, Los Angeles elected to allow mothers of new babies to
have the longest exemption period permitted under state policy, that is, one year.

DPSS also recognized that many recipients face difficulties in transitioning to work. To
address the needs of participants who had multiple obstacles to success, DPSS engaged in a
year-long planning process to develop the Long-Term Family Self-Sufficiency (LTFSS) plan.
Created through an unprecedented collaboration involving over 250 county staff, nonprofit and
religious organizations, public agencies, school district employees, and researchers, the LTFSS
was approved by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors in November 1999. The plan,
which originally included 46 projects,”” involved a set of broad, integrated strategies to provide
a range of services to all members of households receiving CalWORKSs (as well as other low-
income families), with the aim of helping these households achieve economic self-sufficiency.

Despite developing a plan with strong supports, Los Angeles County took the responsi-
bility of employment seriously, requiring a minimum of 32 hours per week of participation for
single-parent households with children over 1 (35 hours for households with two parents) — the
maximum stipulated in the state plan. Moreover, the state plan allows a lower participation re-
quirement for single-parents with a child under 6 years of age — 20 hours per week — but the
county elected not to reduce its requirement for parents with young children. Los Angeles’s
plan also addressed the issue of welfare fraud: In 1999, under pressure from the Board of Su-
pervisors, DPSS adopted home visits as part of the CalWORKSs application process. Within five
days of the completion of the intake interview, DPSS staff make unscheduled visits to the home
to confirm the validity of the application.”® Thus, the LTFSS combines supports for stabilizing
personal circumstances, finding a job, and improving job skills with pressures to move into self-
supporting employment.

Y"Examples of projects include a multidisciplinary “family inventory” for each CalWORKs participant, to
identify family strengths and service needs (Project 38); a public health nurse home visitation program for cur-
rent and former CalWORKSs participants who are pregnant or have new babies (Project 34); support for child
care providers to increase the availability of evening, night, and weekend child care (Project 31); and opportu-
nities for teen children of GAIN participants to attend, with their parents, the Passport to Success job club pro-
gram (Project 20).

8Greene, 2002.
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Challenges in Los Angeles County: Size and Complexity

DPSS is an enormous public agency, with a workforce of approximately 13,000 people in
2002. In addition to providing TANF cash assistance and welfare-to-work services, DPSS is also
responsible for administering a variety of other programs, including General Relief, Refugee Cash
Assistance, the Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants, Supplemental Security Income Assis-
tance Program, the Food Stamp Program, Medi-Cal, and In-Home Supportive Services.*

This complex agency served a welfare caseload that, in January 1998, when Cal-
WORKSs was implemented, had just under 260,000 cases (Figure 2.2). Los Angeles’s welfare
caseload — although dramatically reduced from its peak of over 315,000 cases in Fiscal Year
(FY) 1994/95 — is the largest county caseload in the nation and, in fact, is larger than the
caseloads of 48 of the 50 states. (Only the state caseloads of California and New York are larger
than this county caseload.)

In addition to the size of the agency, DPSS faces challenges serving a diverse and geo-
graphically dispersed population. There is a high percentage of immigrants in the agency’s
caseload: In 1997, for example, over 40 percent of the cases did not speak English as a native
language.”® DPSS has Spanish- and English-speaking caseworkers in all its offices, but appli-
cants who speak other languages may have to undergo initial interviews with the assistance of a
telephone translator.”* CalWORKSs application forms are available in 10 languages.?? DPSS has
contracted with private agencies to provide welfare-to-work services to approximately 11,000
speakers of languages other than English and Spanish.

In addition to single-parent cases, the welfare rolls in Los Angeles have a relatively
high percentage of two-parent family cases, many of which are immigrant households. DPSS
also serves a large number of child-only cases, many of which are children of parents who, be-
cause of their immigrant status, do not qualify for benefits themselves.?

%1n addition to the major programs listed here, DPSS administers other, smaller programs, including, for
example, a Toy Loan program and a special program to provide Medi-Cal to individuals in foster care who
have not yet reached age 21. For information on special programs, see the Los Angeles County DPSS Web
site: www.ladpss.org/pages/dpss_homepage_specialpgms.cfm.

2Quint et al., 1999.

2!Many offices have staff who speak Cantonese and Vietnamese, and some have workers who speak other
languages (Armenian, for example), in areas where there is a concentration of specific populations.

*>The application forms are printed in Armenian, Cambodian, Chinese, English, Farsi, Korean, Russian,
Spanish, Tagalog, and Vietnamese.

2For example, in December 2002, 56 percent of the welfare caseload of 176,806 cases were single-parent
families; 8 percent were two-parent families; and 35 percent were child-only cases (California Department of
Social Services Web site).
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Figure 2.2
Monthly Cash Assistance and Food Stamp Caseloads
in Los Angeles, 1989/90 to 2002/03
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NOTE: A case represents any configuration of household members who receive benefits together,
which may include adults and children together or children only.

Thus, although welfare policies in Los Angeles already incorporated many of the re-
quirements of PRWORA, the size and complexity of DPSS made it difficult to implement the
modifications required by CalWORKSs. Even small changes in an agency of this size require
careful coordination of resources. One change that DPSS underwent in an effort to smooth the
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management of CalWORKSs implementation was to separate program and line management
functions, which earlier had been fused within service domains.** DPSS also contracted for the
development of a new computer system for the cash assistance case management functions, in-
cluding eligibility determination and case review. This contract, in fact, preceded CalWORKSs,
but the bulk of development, pilot testing, installation, and training occurred during the early
period of CalWORKSs implementation. The computer system, LEADER (Los Angeles Eligibil-
ity Automated Determination Evaluation Reporting), handles over 5 million transactions per
day on 11,000 terminals, with a live database of 1.9 terabytes. LEADER is one of the largest
data processing systems in the world.?

Organization Within DPSS

In Los Angeles County, welfare recipients typically must interact with two different sets
of staff in different DPSS offices:

Eligibility Workers

Applicants for cash benefits first meet with an Eligibility Worker (EW) in one of the 23
district offices. The EWs obtain eligibility information from applicants, secure needed documenta-
tion, and outline welfare policies and expectations. Once approved, recipients meet periodically
with EWs to recertify eligibility and to deal with any issues or problems affecting their status.

GAIN Service Workers

Successful applicants who are not exempted are referred to one of seven GAIN regional
offices, where they meet with GAIN Service Workers (GSWs) — the welfare-to-work case
managers who oversee recipients’ participation in work-related activities.

Shortly after the implementation of CalWORKSs in Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Board
of Supervisors ordered DPSS to contract out welfare-to-work services in two GAIN districts.
DPSS staff believe that the board was interested in seeing whether a private sector firm could
provide the same level of service at a lower cost than DPSS.* Lockheed-Martin®” and Maximus
each secured contracts for GAIN services starting October 1, 2000.

In addition to the contracting out of welfare-to-work services in two out of seven GAIN
regions, in 2001 the Board of Supervisors also required DPSS to re-let the contract for GAIN

*Interview at DPSS headquarters in August 2002.

Y okomizo, 2002; see also Peck, 2002.

®|nterview at DPSS headquarters in August 2002.

2 As of August 2001, the Lockheed Martin contract has been continued under its affiliate, Affiliated Com-
puter Services (ACS).
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orientation and job club services. The Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) had
been providing GAIN workshops since 1988, and LACOE had developed the materials and cur-
riculum for the job club and for GAIN orientation and motivation sessions. The idea of contract-
ing out these services was jarring to many DPSS staff, because LACOE’s program was highly
regarded both inside DPSS and by many outside evaluators; in the end, however, LACOE won
the new contract.

Early Implementation of CalWORKSs in Los Angeles County

GAIN had served only a fraction of the welfare caseload before PRWORA, and so a
major challenge for Los Angeles County was to enroll the entire nonexempt caseload into the
GAIN program: DPSS had only from April 1 to December 31, 1998, to officially enroll adults
from approximately 149,000 households that for the first time became subject to participation
requirements.” This anticipated bulge in client services necessitated the hiring and training of a
large cohort of new GSWs, many of whom were recruited from the ranks of EWs. As a result,
DPSS needed to hire new EWs to fill those vacated positions and to process new paperwork and
policies. Between 1996 and 2000, the number of GSWs tripled, from 283 to 900; during the
same period, the number of EWSs expanded by about 20 percent, from 4,357 to 5,189.* DPSS
itself grew from a workforce of around 10,000 to nearly 15,000.* The agency also opened one
new GAIN regional office near the Los Angeles airport to handle some of the additional wel-
fare-to-work participants. DPSS established a training academy, putting new staff through 10
weeks of training — much of it focused, for EWSs, on the LEADER computer system. Thus,
during this startup period, there were many raw recruits in both EW and GSW positions.

To get out the message about the new welfare rules — federal lifetime limits, work-
trigger time limits, and work supports — DPSS sent out mailers, discussed these issues during
eligibility and recertification meetings, produced a video about GAIN (which it showed in
CalWORKSs offices to new and recertifying recipients), and bought radio advertising time. To
smooth services for this large client pool, DPSS situated some GSWs in CalWORKSs offices to
handle new CalWORKSs recipients. Although colocation of GSWs in eligibility offices pre-
sented some challenges (some eligibility staff were envious of the GAIN work environment,
and oversight of the colocated GSWs from a distance was sometimes problematic), colocation
also facilitated communication between EWs and GSWs and created a relatively seamless proc-
ess to refer newly enrolled recipients to welfare-to-work services. DPSS succeeded in enrolling
all mandatory participants in GAIN by the deadline of December 31, 1998, but, in fact, many of

“Moreno et al., 1999.
DPSS data, provided August 3, 2004.
Pnterview at DPSS headquarters in August 2002.
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those who were “enrolled” had actually only received a letter notifying them of a scheduled ap-
pointment for orientation and appraisal.

CalWORKSs and the Budget Crisis in Los Angeles

Los Angeles County, and DPSS specifically, faced a budget crisis beginning in late
2001. Figure 2.3 shows that although the overall level of expenditures declined beginning in late
1995 as a result of caseload declines and associated reductions in cash payments, Los Angeles
stabilized expenditures and services for CalWORKSs beginning in 1999. By 2000, about 10 per-
cent of DPSS’s expenditures were for welfare-to-work services, compared with less than 3 per-
cent in 1995. However, in FY 2001/02, the state unexpectedly froze funds for Los Angeles’s
CalWORKSs programs at the previous year’s level, even though expected costs had been pro-
jected to increase substantially. Los Angeles County faced even higher deficits for FY 2002/03,
when the state budget gap forced cuts in state CalWORKSs and other social services funding.
These budget problems compelled DPSS to implement a hiring freeze and to limit or eliminate
certain services. In addition to threatening core CalWORKS services, the budget shortfall im-
pacted the implementation of all 46 projects in the Long-Term Family Self-Sufficiency
(LTESS) plan. Then, in FY 2002/03, only 21 of the LTFSS projects received funding, and the
outlook for continued funding was uncertain.*

The budget crisis was exacerbated by a problem with high error rates for food stamps.
In 2002, the State of California was penalized $126 million by the federal government for food
stamp error rates higher than the national averages in FY 1999/2000 and FY 2000/01.* Much of
the problem originated in Los Angeles County. Although California eventually negotiated a
settlement with the federal government in 2004, Los Angeles was threatened with responsibility
for paying its share of the penalty ($88.3 million),® and this problem diverted the attention of
several of DPSS’s top staff for nearly a year.3* DPSS at first attempted to resolve the problem
by instilling a greater awareness among EWSs, requiring them to watch a video on the impor-
tance of reducing food stamp errors. Then, in 2002, DPSS initiated countywide retraining of
EWs in the use of the LEADER system, to reduce errors when inputting information. DPSS

*Interview at DPSS headquarters in August 2002; DPSS data provided June 15, 2004.

%2California Legislative Analyst’s Office, 2003.

*3County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, 2002.

*DPSS attributed much of the error rate problem to three factors. First, California is one of only a few
states that require monthly, rather than quarterly, recalculation of food stamp eligibility. This triples Califor-
nia’s exposure to the possibility of errors in data input or calculation. Second, Los Angeles has a high rate of
food stamp recipient households that include immigrants or working members, both of whom complicate the
calculations. Third, DPSS assumed that some of the errors resulted from EWs learning to use the new com-
puter system (County of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors, 2002).
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Figure 2.3
CalWORKSs Expenditures, Fiscal Years 1992/93 Through 2002/03
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also reconfigured work units to create specialized positions to log in the monthly income re-
ports. Although the focus on reducing the food stamp error rates took a great deal of energy at a
critical time, the efforts may also have led to some improvements in the CalWORKSs offices. In
interviews with EWSs in the summer of 2002, several commented that the LEADER retraining
had been helpful.
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Case Management, Service Delivery, and Outcomes
Under CalWORKSs

The cash benefit and welfare-to-work aspects of case management in Los Angeles offer
contrasting experiences in terms of the feel of the offices, encounters with caseworkers, and
content of the communication.

District offices, where EWs are stationed, are generally bland, institutional buildings;
many are in isolated industrial or mixed-use neighborhoods. At all district offices, visitors pass
through a metal detector at the entrance. The reception area is often chaotic, bursting with men
and women, many struggling to keep small children quiet. In contrast, GAIN regional offices are
well appointed and calm.* Children rarely come to a GAIN office; as an adult space, the waiting
rooms are quieter and more professional. Although neither district offices nor GAIN offices allow
for much privacy during interviews between caseworkers and clients, interviews in the GAIN of-
fices are conducted at the GSW’s personal cubicle, whereas eligibility interviews in district offices
are held in warrens of small booths shared by all the EWSs. Observations suggest that a benefits
recipient in the district offices is accorded nominal respect, whereas a welfare-to-work participant
in the GAIN offices receives the professional attention of a case manager.

Based on information from a staff survey in 2000, EWs and GSWs are also different
demographically (see Table 2.3). According to the survey, most EWs are women, and nearly
half are Hispanic; though they have some college experience, many do not have a degree.
GAIN case managers are more likely than EWSs to be men, and they are more diverse ethnically;
the majority have a college degree. The staff survey suggests that GSWs have more years of
education than EWSs and have been working for the county for longer than their counterparts on
the eligibility side. The field research suggests that many GSWs attained their positions after
working as EWSs for some time.

CalWORKSs Benefits Case Management

On the eligibility/benefits side, case management is primarily a matter of collecting
information, entering it correctly into the LEADER computer system, explaining the rules to

$\Welfare-to-work case management may be carried out either in a GAIN regional office or in a DPSS
district office. Some GSWs are colocated in the district offices, in special GAIN service areas that are distin-
guished from CalWORKSs areas by new, modular furnishings and appointments that appear very professional
next to the more institutional equipment on the eligibility side of the office. GAIN has attempted to make the
experience at the district offices as close as possible to the experience at the regional offices. Initially, colocated
GSWs provided GAIN services to new applicants; at the beginning of CalWORKSs implementation, GSWSs in
the regional offices handled participants who had been receiving assistance before April 1, 1998, while colo-
cated GSWs provided GAIN services to new CalWORKSs applicants. Now colocated GSWSs provide postem-
ployment services to recipients who are working.
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Table 2.3
Knowledge, Practices, and Characteristics of Los Angeles Case Managers

GAIN

Eligibility®  Service

Workers Workers

QOutcome (EWs) (GSWs)

Knowledge of welfare policies
Percentage of staff who correctly reported that the county:

Has a job search requirement 89.9 99.2
Requires adult recipients to work or participate in

an approved activity 89.1 100.0
Has a lifetime time limit on cash assistance 78.1 89.5
Has an earnings disregard policy and understands the details 21.4 13.1
Has an earnings disregard policy but is unsure of the details 77.4 84.6

Discretion in case management
Percentage of staff who reported that agency rules, rather than
personal judgment, guide the following decisions:

What initial program or activity to assign a client” NA 80.9
What subsequent program or activity to assign a client” NA 73.9
When to exempt or defer clients from participation 79.4 77.9
When to sanction clients® 87.2 NA
When to sanction clients, pre-24 months” NA 86.1
When to sanction clients, post-24 months” NA 79.0
When to remove a sanction 84.9 56.7
When to exempt a client from the time limit° 81.9 NA
When to enroll a client in transitional benefits® 79.1 NA
Staff who report that:
They had proper training to do their work 66.8 82.0
Their job functions were clearly described 60.0 75.0

Monitoring and sanctioning
Average percentage of clients whom staff reported
are contacted each month 39.6 61.2

(continued)
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Table 2.3 (continued)

GAIN
Eligibility®  Service
Workers Workers
Outcome (EWs) (GSWs)
Staff characteristics
Gender (%)
Female 73.5 61.1
Male 26.5 38.9
Race/ethnicity (%)
White, non-Hispanic 18.3 14.6
Hispanic 46.0 22.8
Black, non-Hispanic 8.9 19.5
Asian or Pacific Islander 23.8 415
Other 3.0 1.6
Education (%)
No high school diploma 1.7 0.0
High school graduate 8.3 0.8
Some college 31.3 4.8
Associate's degree 23.8 24.8
Bachelor's degree or higher 35.0 69.6
Years employed by the county (average) 7.7 9.8
Caseload size (average)" 163.3 122.0
Sample size 254 133

SOURCE: MDRC calculations using data from a staff survey in Los Angeles, administered in 2000.

NOTES: "NA" indicates that these survey questions were not applicable to staff.
®Eligibility Workers include intake, ongoing, and monthly reporting staff.

®Questions pertain to GAIN Service Workers only.
‘Questions pertain to income staff only.

YCaseload figures reflect TANF clients only. Total caseload estimates, which also include clients

receiving other benefits, were significantly higher.

applicants and recipients, and managing the process of sanctioning. CalWORKSs Eligibility
Workers (EWs) are specialized into two types: Intake workers interview applicants for aid and
process their applications, and Approved workers handle existing, approved cases. Application
interviews with Intake EWs typically take more than an hour and a half (and may take much
longer, if the household composition is complicated), while recertification interviews with Ap-

proved EWs — conducted annually — are somewhat shorter.
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Intake interviews are largely scripted by the LEADER system: EWs ask questions and
enter information into a series of computer screens. In addition to the computer-driven question-
ing process, EWSs present applicants with a series of legal forms that need to be signed; EWs
often read the text of these papers aloud, to be certain that applicants understand what they are
signing and to keep the interview moving. The forms include statements about paternity, prom-
ises to attend GAIN services, acknowledgments of having been offered supportive services, ac-
knowledgments of having been informed of the lifetime limit on welfare receipt, and so on.

Despite the warm personalities of many EWs, observations of the intake process sug-
gest that most application interviews are hurried bureaucratic encounters, driven by the need to
gather a great deal of information, photocopy documents, and secure numerous signatures. Yet
applicants must also be told about CalWORKS rules, such as the lifetime time limit, the family
cap policy, the need to file a monthly income statement, and so on. The EWSs’ information dis-
semination role often seems to take second place to their information extraction role. Moreover,
applicants who were observed in intake interviews at district offices tended to ask few clarifying
questions while the EWs dutifully explained a long list of rules and policies; applicants often
appeared overwhelmed by the volume of new information.*® Although EWs generally try to
convey concern for the circumstances under which an applicant has come to the office, the con-
geniality of the first meeting is limited by the pace of the interview, combined with certain pro-
cedures that may give the appearance of mistrust (for example, applicants and their children are
fingerprinted; applicants must meet with the district attorney’s representative to provide infor-
mation about child support; and EWs inform applicants that a home visit will be scheduled to
confirm the legitimacy of their application).

Once an application is approved, the case becomes the responsibility of a different per-
son: the Approved EW, who interviews recipients annually when they come to recertify their
continued eligibility for benefits. Approved EWSs occasionally see recipients at other times —
for example, when recipients come to the office to file paperwork or to remove or “cure” a sanc-
tion. Although recertification interviews usually are shorter than intake interviews, they are
similarly driven by the need to gather information, enter it into the computer system, and secure
signatures on official documents. Recertification interviews tend to be somewhat more relaxed
than intake interviews, however. Recipients are no longer at the crisis point that brought them to
the office in the first place, and they have had a year or more to learn how the system operates.
Observations indicate that recipients are likely to ask more questions — and to offer more opin-
ions about the process — in recertification interviews than applicants ask in intake interviews.

* Applicants take home a newsprint booklet — created by an advocacy organization — that summarizes
the key rules as well as recipients’ rights.
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Yet Approved EWs feel pressured by high caseload demands. In the staff survey con-
ducted in 2000, EWs reported average caseloads of 163 clients (Table 2.3). The situation got
worse after 2002, when Approved EWSs no longer had to enter monthly payment information
into the computer system, which led DPSS to double or triple their caseloads.®” One EW, whose
caseload had jumped to 324 cases, commented: “During recertification time, | can’t interview
clients on a personal level, and the client feels that. It’s like going to see a doctor, and he’s look-
ing at his watch; you feel uncomfortable then, like, ‘Hey! You’re supposed to be helping me!’
Clients feel us looking at our watches.”*

EWs also felt that they lacked adequate training. In the staff survey, about a third of
them reported that they did not have sufficient training to perform their work, and 40 percent
did not feel that their job functions were clearly described (Table 2.3). In interviews, several
EWSs complained specifically about the transition to the new computer system. One said, “The
only time I’ve wanted to quit was when we had the transition from LEGACY to LEADER.”*
Even though EWSs had eight days of training on the system, many said that when they were
given additional training to reduce food stamp-related errors in 2002, they discovered that they
had been entering information incorrectly. Training shortcomings are reflected in the confusion
that some EWs had about certain new CalWORKSs policies, including the time limit.

Communicating Time Limits

EWs are responsible for explaining CalWORKS rules to clients, including the time-limit
provisions. In the staff survey (Table 2.3), some 22 percent of EWSs did not know that there is a
lifetime limit on cash assistance; in fact, they apparently had greater clarity about work re-
quirements than about time limits. However, in observations of intake and recertification inter-
views, EWs did consistently discuss both the 60-month lifetime limit and the 18/24-month
work-trigger time limit. In the observed sessions, EWSs explained that welfare is time limited,
emphasized the importance of securing employment, explained that participants could now
combine work income and welfare benefits, and conveyed that participants would have to be
working after 18 (or 24) months to continue to qualify for benefits. Applicants had to sign a
form acknowledging that they understood that they were limited to 60 months of aid.

$7Until 2002, in addition to the recertification function, Approved EWs were responsible for entering into
the computer the information from the monthly income reporting form (Form CA-7) for each household in
their caseload. This information determines the amount of the cash benefit as well as the food stamp allotment.
In the wake of the state’s critical problem with the food stamp error rate, DPSS separated the CA-7 functions
from the ongoing case management functions, and the agency trained specialists in how to handle benefit cal-
culations. When the task of entering CA-7 information was given to other specialized workers, many Ap-
proved EWSs saw their caseloads increase.

*0bservations at CalWORKSs office in August 2002.

*0bservations at CalWORKSs office in August 2002.
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Nevertheless, many recipients who were observed at interviews appeared to be con-
fused about the time limits, for several reasons. First, the participants rarely asked questions
about time limits; they did not take it upon themselves to clarify the time-limit policies. Second,
caseworkers often reassured recipients that the time limits would not affect the aid that their
children would receive, which undermined the “push” value of the limits. Third, caseworkers
did not appear to make an effort to personalize their discussion of time limits when talking with
participants. Although EWs (and GSWs) reported that they could easily determine how much
time remained for a participant, during observations, the participants were rarely told how close
they were to either the work-trigger or the lifetime limit. Note, however, that MDRC’s observa-
tions were conducted before Los Angeles began to call in recipients who were nearing the 60-
month lifetime limit.

Communicating Work Incentives

Another responsibility of EWs is to communicate information about the expanded
earned income disregard. Although most EWSs knew that there was an earnings disregard policy,
only one out of five understood its details (Table 2.3). Because benefits are calculated automati-
cally by the LEADER computer system, EWSs do not need to understand how to do the calcula-
tions themselves in order for clients to receive benefits. The power of the disregard policy to
motivate participants to take a low-wage job, however, can be undercut by caseworkers’ inabil-
ity to communicate the effect of the disregard on total potential take-home income. In particular,
the EWSs who were observed in intake and recertification interviews did not walk participants
through example calculations to show the effect of the earned income disregard.

Behavioral Provisions of CalWORKSs

In addition to eligibility determination or recertification, EWSs are charged with imple-
menting four provisions of CalWORKSs that affect participants’ behavior: the rules about child
support collection assistance, family caps, children’s immunization, and children’s school atten-
dance. If child support might be owed, for example, applicants are required to assist Los Angeles
County in locating noncustodial parents. Representatives from the Office of the District Attorney
(DA) are colocated in DPSS district offices so that applicants can meet with them as part of the
application process.* EWs explain that applicants are required to inform the DA of the names of
their children’s fathers and, to the best of their knowledge, to report the fathers’ whereabouts. Dur-
ing observed interviews, EWs often halted the intake process to allow applicants to meet with the
DA’s representative and to secure the required evidence of compliance. This requirement to pro-

“OAfter this study’s fieldwork was completed, the DA’s office established a special branch — the Child
Support Services Department (CSSD) — whose staff now handle child support issues and coordinate their
efforts with CalWORKSs staff.
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vide child support collection assistance, however, can create stressful circumstances for applicants
who bring their children to the intake interview — which often happens, because applicants are
required to have their children with them to prove the children’s existence.*

Intake EWs also inform applicants about the other three behavioral provisions, but these
are not emphasized. Households with children younger than age 6 must return within 30 days to
supply evidence that the children have received age-appropriate immunizations.* Households
with school-age children must also show proof (generally the child’s report card) of regular
school attendance. If a child misses more than nine days of school during a semester, the house-
hold incurs a sanction. If the child is younger than 16, the adult caretaker’s portion is sanc-
tioned; if the child is 16 or older, his or her portion of the grant is sanctioned, and the child may
become subject to work participation requirements. Compliance with these three behavioral
provisions of CalWORKSs is also checked during recertification. In several observed interviews,
parents expressed concerns about their inability to control their adolescent children’s school
attendance. Although the EWs reiterated the importance of compliance, interviews with them
suggest that many EWs had some sympathy with parents in this regard.*®

In fact, EWSs expressed some ambivalence about their role in monitoring parental be-
havior. The family cap, immunization, and school attendance requirements were not seen as
unworthy goals, but many EWSs were uncomfortable in the role of behavioral enforcer. Despite
mixed feelings, however, the EWs were observed as being consistent in fulfilling their respon-
sibilities to check children’s vaccination and school attendance records.

Exemptions

EWs are also responsible for determining whether clients are eligible for an exemption
from participation requirements. CalWORKSs requires parents of children age 1 or older to par-
ticipate in work-related activities, but it gives counties discretion to mandate the participation of
parents of younger infants (ages 3 months to 12 months).** As noted previously, Los Angeles
elected to give mothers of new babies an exemption for 12 months. Exemptions are also granted
for other groups, including those with a medically verified disability that is expected to last
more than 30 days, persons caring for a household member who is ill, and pregnant women
whose condition precludes participation.

*'In two observed interviews, applicants responded to questions about paternity by subtly indicating to the
EWs that the children had a different understanding of their paternity than was, in fact, the case. In both in-
stances, the EWs suggested returning on another day, without the children, to talk with the DA’s representative.

2 total of 18 vaccinations are required by age 6. Households may request an exemption from the vacci-
nation requirement if they have religious or medical objections.

“*Observations at CalWORKSs office in 2001.

“After the first exemption, subsequent births exempt parents from participation for six months.
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When CalWORKSs was first implemented, exemptions represented a relatively small per-
centage of cases. For example, in late 1999 and early 2000, the exemption rate for recipients in
single-parent households averaged 3 percent to 4 percent. Exemptions more than tripled in a sin-
gle month (July 2000) when programming modifications were introduced. Exemptions increased
until mid-2001, then held steadily at 16 percent to 17 percent through the rest of 2001 and 2002.*

GAIN Welfare-to-Work Case Management

California requires that welfare recipients begin participating in an approved activity
immediately upon approval of cash aid. Recipients who are not exempted from participation are
automatically enrolled in the GAIN program after they are approved. Enrollment rates in GAIN
fluctuated in the years after CalWORKSs was implemented. For example, in December 1999, the
enrollment rate (that is, the percentage of recipients participating in the GAIN program or
scheduled for an appraisal) among single-parent families was 73 percent, but the rate dipped to
around 60 percent by mid-2000. The enrollment rate peaked at 81 percent in February 2001,
followed by a slow but steady decline thereafter.*

Newly approved applicants are scheduled for a GAIN orientation, usually within a few
weeks of intake. The GAIN program orientations — which are motivational and informational
sessions run by the staff of the Los Angeles County Office of Education — are held at the seven
GAIN Regional offices.

New participants usually first meet their GSW for an appraisal on the day that they at-
tend the GAIN orientation. In any given month, thousands of such appraisals take place in Los
Angeles County.”” In the appraisal, GSWs gather information about participants’ goals, educa-
tion and experience, and current circumstances, including where they are in the GAIN program
flow and whether they are currently employed. GSWs also attempt to discover needs for sup-

**California Department of Social Services, 2002a, 2002b. Exemption rates were calculated by dividing
the number of exemptions listed on the monthly “WTW 25 - Cash Grant Caseload Movement Report” for sin-
gle-parent families (line 2) by the number of single-parent cases receiving a cash grant in Los Angeles County
for the corresponding month, listed on the “CA 237 CW - CalWORKSs Welfare-to-Work Monthly Activity
Report” (line 8, “All other families™). California’s trend report on exemptions from July 1999 to May 2004
specifically notes that the sharp spike in the number of exemptions statewide in July 2000 was because “there
was a significant increase (27.1%) in July 2000 when Los Angeles County implemented programming modifi-
cations” (California Department of Social Services, 20043).

“6California Department of Social Services, 2002a, 2002b. Enrollment rates were calculated by dividing
the number of enrollees listed on the monthly “WTW 25 - Cash Grant Caseload Movement Report” for single-
parent families (line 1) by the number of single-parent cases receiving a cash grant in Los Angeles County for
the corresponding month, listed on the “CA 237 CW - CalWORKSs Welfare-to-Work Monthly Activity Re-
port” (line 8, “All other families”).

*'California Department of Social Services, 2002b. For example, in December 1999, there were 9,392 ap-
praisals for single-parent cases (from line 6 of the “WTW 25 - Cash Grant Caseload Movement Report™).
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portive services (mental health, substance abuse, or domestic violence services) that had not
been identified by the EWs. GSWs reinforce the message that participants must find a job, that
any job is a good first job, and that welfare is time limited. At the appraisal meeting, participants
sign some documents, and GSWs assign participants to their first activity, which, for most, is a
GAIN job club. Although GSWs in fact have little latitude in making activity assignments, they
often try to elicit career goals from participants to help tailor their employment-focused mes-
sages. The observations of these appraisal sessions suggest that they are more spontaneous and
responsive than the meetings with eligibility workers.

Most participants initially are assigned to job club, which provides guidance in develop-
ing job-seeking skills and applying for jobs, access to job listings, and telephones for calling
potential employers. However, there are some exceptions. For example, participants who are
already working, as well as those who are enrolled in school and are receiving training for a job
that is in demand, are not required to attend job club. Participants who are already working suf-
ficient hours are offered child care and transportation support and are referred to voluntary
postemployment services — which include support groups, job fairs, and possibilities for addi-
tional training — to help them move up the job ladder. Those who are employed but need addi-
tional hours to meet the requirements are generally referred for vocational assessment, and they
generally participate in another GAIN activity. Some working participants are encouraged to
enroll in training (for the additional required hours) if they express interest in a career track.

Participants who are already taking an approved training or education course are cate-
gorized as being in a Self-Initiated Program (SIP). GSWs work with SIP participants to make
sure that they comply with the 32-hour minimum activity requirement. SIP participants sign a
welfare-to-work plan during their first meeting with the GSW, and this starts their 18/24-month
work-trigger time clock.*®

Job club was initially set up as a three-week activity, but DPSS offered a fourth week to
participants who wished to continue looking for employment. In 2002, DPSS modified the job
club program, and it became a four-week Enhanced Job Club (EJC), with an optional extension
of a fifth week. These enhancements were an attempt to keep harder-to-employ participants en-
gaged in job search activities, on the principle that even a minimum wage or a temporary job is
the best steppingstone to a better job.

Participants who complete job club without securing employment are referred to a vo-
cational assessment process, a full-day activity during which they undergo tests and interviews
to uncover unidentified employment barriers (such as learning disabilities, medical or psycho-

“*®In December 1999, nearly 6,000 recipients in single-parent cases were in a SIP, representing about 15
percent of GAIN participants from single-parent cases; by December 2002, the percentage had declined to just
under 11 percent (California Department of Social Services Web site).
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logical conditions, or substance addictions) and to identify skills to build upon. The assessment
results in recommendations for the activities that the participants need to pursue in order to se-
cure employment. Some seek immediate employment through another round of job club. Edu-
cation and training may also be part of the plan; during the first 18 months in the GAIN pro-
gram, participants may count training or education toward their minimum hours of participa-
tion. (When participants attend an approved educational activity, their books and other ancillary
expenses are paid for.) Based on the vocational assessment, participants generate a plan for at-
taining employment, and their signed welfare-to-work plan starts the 18/24-month work-trigger
clock. GSWs explain that the 18/24-month period is the length of time that participants need to
engage in a postassessment activity without being required to participate in community service
or to work for the full 32 hours per week.

Once recipients become GAIN participants, they are contacted every 90 days to con-
firm attendance, if they are working or enrolled in school, or they come to the office at the end
of an activity for the next assignment. One deputy director estimated that participants are seen
“on average once a month, one way or the other; maybe there is a child care payment problem,
or supportive services issue. They might be requesting money for tools or equipment for their
job.™ The GSWs who were surveyed, whose average caseloads were 122 participants (Table
2.3), reported that they saw about 61 percent of their clients each month. GSWs also attempted
to bring participants in for a discussion when they approached the work-trigger time limit and,
starting in late 2002, when they approached the lifetime limit on benefits.

Recipients with Special Needs

DPSS places special emphasis on assisting individuals who face certain employment
barriers: substance abuse, mental health, or domestic violence problems. GSWs (as well as
EWs) are trained to screen for these issues, primarily through the use of a scripted diagnostic
checklist that is presented to participants. Treatment and assistance programs to deal with these
barriers were offered through community partners. Participants who are referred to these special
supportive services providers also sign a welfare-to-work plan.

Despite the priority placed on dealing with these problems, a relatively small number of
participants have been identified and have received help. According to DPSS data, in Fiscal
Year 1999/2000, no more than an average of 1,812 recipients per month, or under 2 percent,
appear to have been in such services (and some who are referred do not keep their appoint-
ments).* In part, this situation may have arisen because of problems with the screening system:
In MDRC’s observations, many staff appeared uncomfortable with the screening questions.

**Observations at GAIN regional office in August 2002.
*%Brock, Nelson, and Reiter, 2002.
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Moreover, participants may have hesitated to reveal problems in an office environment that
lacked privacy. In one observation, the caseworker expressed uneasiness about the way that the
screening questions were phrased, and she warned the participant that the questions “assume”
that you are using drugs.>* Some staff also speculated that mothers were likely to be afraid that
their children would be taken away from them by child protective services if they revealed sig-
nificant problems with mental health, substance abuse, or a violent situation at home.>

The Welfare-to-Work Plan

Participants who signed a welfare-to-work plan were subject to the 18/24-month work-
trigger time clock. A large percentage of CalWORKS recipients, however, do not sign the wel-
fare-to-work plan, and so they never start their work-trigger clock (although this has no effect
on their lifetime time clock). According to one GAIN regional administrator, about one-third of
nonexempt recipients never show up for GAIN orientation and the appraisal session; they fall
into sanction status, although their households continue to receive benefits for the children. In
addition to noncompliant households, CalWORKSs recipients who are working when they first
apply and those who succeed at job club may never sign a welfare-to-work plan. They would
have been subject to the 18/24-month work-trigger time limit only if they lost their job, attended
an additional cycle of job search, and failed to find a job by the end of the program.

This peculiarity of the GAIN program flow may have affected perceptions of time lim-
its. Both EWs and GSWs advise clients of the 18/24-month time clock, along with the 60-
month lifetime limit on benefits, yet many CalWORKS recipients would never be subject to the
work-trigger time clock. Some GSWs reported that a lot of participants did not believe that the
lifetime time limit is real, and this may reflect the low impact of the work-trigger time clock.
One GSW explained: “I don’t think the participants think they are going to be taken off. They
have heard this so many times, and a lot of them, as long as they can still receive benefits for
their children they are not really concerned. . . . They thought the cash aid would stop after the
18/24-month limit. I think this may affect the 60-month-limit reality for a lot of them.”?

Program Participation

Clearly, not all recipients who are enrolled in the GAIN program actually participate in
employment-focused activities, but the rates climbed during the period after CalWORKS was
implemented, as shown in Figure 2.4. In December 1999, about one out of three recipients in
single-parent cases were in a work-related activity. By February 2001, when participation rates
were peaking, 47 percent of single-parent cases were in an approved activity. Note that these

*!Observations at GAIN regional office in August 2002.
*2Observations at CalWORKSs office in August 2002.
**0Observations at GAIN regional office in August 2002.
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The Project on Devolution and Urban Change
Figure 2.4

Percentage of Adult Cash Assistance Recipients Participating in
Work Activities in Los Angeles County, October 1999 to December 2002%
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SOURCES: California Department of Social Services, 2002a, 2002b.

NOTES: The rate was calculated by dividing the number of individuals (unduplicated) in single-parent
families participating in activities in Los Angeles County by the number of single-parent cases
receiving a cash grant in Los Angeles County. The number of individuals participating in activities was
taken from item 30 of the "CA 237 CW - CalWORKS Welfare-to-Work Monthly Activity Report" for
"All Other Families." The number of single-parent cases was taken from item 8a of the "WTW 25 -
Cash Grant Caseload Movement Report."

®Does not include adults in two-parent families.
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rates include all cases. When exempt cases are removed from the denominator, the rates are
much higher — for example, 55 percent of nonexempt single-parent cases in March 2001 were
true GAIN participants.

Because of the generous earned income disregard, many recipients have been able to
meet their participation obligations through unsubsidized employment. For example, in January
2001, about 25,000 GAIN participants in single-parent families were in unsubsidized employ-
ment (compared with fewer than 2,000 in job club; about 8,000 in vocational training; and about
2,000 in adult basic education).”* In the first quarter of 2001, over 40 percent of the caseload
were working. And, indeed, the relatively high rate of employment among recipients means that
the low rate of signing the welfare-to-work-plan may be somewhat irrelevant: Many of those
who failed to sign it were already working, and so the work-trigger time clock would have had
essentially no effect on them even if they had signed a plan, because they were already fulfilling
work requirements.

In discussions, GSWs expressed confidence and pride in their program. (In fact, Cali-
fornia received a federal high-performance bonus for workforce success in 1999 and 2000.) One
GSW said: “I think that it was a good idea for them to input the welfare reform, although [for] a
lot of people, it’s made it harder for them, but some with low self-esteem, it’s pushing them to
push themselves and realize that they are able to succeed and in turn improves their life and
their kids” well-being. Since we have welfare reform, we now have the opportunity to offer
counseling, substance abuse, domestic violence, etc., and that’s good. ... And even with the
postemployment, when | first came to GAIN, once you started working, that’s it; but now, if
you want to go to school, [you can improve your skills].”>

On the other hand, many CalWORKS recipients avoid GAIN, as noted earlier. No-
shows receive a notice of action, and, if they continue to refuse to participate, they are sanc-
tioned. Sanctioning rates did, indeed, increase over the study period, as shown in Figure 2.5.
Early after the implementation of CalWORKS, sanctioning rates hovered between 5 percent and
10 percent of all recipients. The huge spike in sanctioning rates in June 2001 (up to nearly 13
percent) was attributed to “the full roll-out of Los Angeles County’s LEADER system.”® Sanc-
tioning rates continued to increase in late 2001 and throughout 2002, reaching 24 percent of all
recipients (about 25 percent of all nonexempt cases) in July 2002.

*The employment rate among recipients in one-parent families grew after CalWORKS was implemented,
increasing from 37 percent in the first quarter of 1998 to 44 percent in the last quarter of 1999 (California De-
partment of Social Services Web site). Thereafter, however, the rate declined somewhat, down to 35 percent at
the end of 2002. The decline may reflect a changing economy or the increase in exemptions. Nevertheless,
substantial percentages of recipients combined work with welfare under CalWORKSs.

**Observations at GAIN regional office in August 2002.

*®California Department of Social Services, 2004b.
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Figure 2.5

Percentage of Adult Cash Assistance Recipients Receiving Welfare-to-Work
Sanctions in Los Angeles County, October 1999 to December 2002°
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SOURCES: California Department of Social Services, 2002a, 2002b.

NOTES: The rate was calculated by dividing the number of adults in single-parent families removed
from the Assistanc