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MS. KOEHLER:  We're going to be talking about the Indiana and Iowa welfare reform evaluation, some of our findings, some of our experiences in the first couple years of our evaluations.



My name is Kathy Koehler and I'm from the Indiana Division of Family and Children, and I'll be talking to you with Erik Beecroft from Abt Associates, our primary evaluator contractor.  And you'll see up on the overhead kind of a general overview of what we're going to be talking about this morning; and, certainly if people have questions, feel free to ask them as we're going on, or we'll have time for more questions at the end of our comments.



First, I'm just going to give you a brief overview of what welfare reform really consisted of in Indiana, and then Erik is going to give you a little more impression of what kind of findings we found after our first two years of observations of both welfare recipients and leavers.  And finally I'll give you some information about policy implications that have come out of both our findings and the kind of this continuing transition from a more cash assistance-dominated public assistance world to a more coordinated support-services kind of delivery system.



In Indiana we implemented welfare reform pretty early.  We had our AFDC waivers back in May of 1995, and those waivers included provisions such as a 24-month limit on adult eligibility for cash assistance.  We implemented sanctions for the first time.  We also had a family cap on children born after families were on assistance, and a personal responsibility agreement with provisions such as school immunizations, school attendance, and things like that.



Abt Associates and Urban Institute along with Indiana University in some limited applications have been working on our impact and process evaluations for this welfare reform evaluation, and Erik will be telling you more about that in a little bit.



And probably the biggest story was the caseload decline in Indiana.  We've experienced over a 50 percent caseload decline in our AFDC-TANF caseload, and what that means for us, what that means for those recipients who are on and off of assistance has been of great concern to us and to our evaluators.  And so we'll tell you a little bit about what we've found out so far and what kind of changes we've made in policies to try and correct some of the things that we don't think were going as well as we would like them to, and to further our reform activities.



So, with that, I'll hand it over to Erik, and he'll let you know what we've found out so far in our evaluation. 



MR. BEECROFT:  Okay.  I just want to add a couple of things to what Kathy said about the evaluation.  There are a couple of reasons why the Indiana evaluation is one of the most interesting and important evaluations that are currently under way.  First of all, it uses statewide random assignment in a large state, and there may not be a larger state in terms of caseload that has done statewide random assignment.



Secondly, random assignment is still under way, which means that we have a cohort now that has not been exposed to the pre-welfare reform world, and that makes it interesting to compare to earlier cohorts.



And, finally, there have been some very interesting policy changes over the course of the evaluation, especially the placement track provisions, which have been expanded to a much larger proportion of the caseload.  So, it will be interesting to see what happens to impacts for that segment of the caseload.



And the state's program has evolved.  This started out as a pretty orthodox, pretty tough Work First Program, and it's evolving toward what you might call a more enlightened Work First Program where there's much more emphasis on supportive services and keeping people employed.



So, for all those reasons, I think the Indiana evaluation is a very interesting and important one, and what I'm going to talk about today is only  the early impacts.  There will be a lot more to come.



There are four key impact findings.  The first one is that Indiana was successful in implementing a very strong Work First Program.  By the end of the first year of the program, most of the components were in place and were fully operational.  The main accomplishment was shifting to an employment-focused program at the local level that emphasized high job placement rates and rapid entry into the labor market.  This is really no mean feat because there are 92 counties in Indiana, each with its own welfare offices.  So, to get that rolling at the local level took some doing, but they did it and they did it well, I think.



The other components that were well implemented quickly were the Employment and Training Program, which was much more invigorated than it used to be -- sanctions for noncompliance, a detailed client assessment process to figure who was job-ready and should be assigned to the placement track, and a personal responsibility agreement that had a number of provisions embedded in it.



The reasons why Indiana was able to implement its program quickly are several.  First, there was a fairly long and thorough planning period.  Second some of the policies were hard-wired into the computer system; so they were automatically applied, requiring less case worker discretion.  Third, there was very strong leadership from the central office in Indianapolis; and, finally, there was extensive training of case workers.  All these things helped Indiana to implement their program quickly. That was the first key finding.




The second key finding is that Indiana's program increased clients' reliance on work and decreased their reliance on welfare over the first two years.  All these results are basically covering the first two years of clients' entry into the welfare reform program.  



This slide and the next slide that we'll show you pertain only to the placement track; and this was the subgroup of clients to whom the full set of welfare reform policies applied the time limits, the earnings incentives.



We expected to see the largest impacts for the placement track, and that is, in fact, what we saw.  We didn't see much evidence of impacts for the other subgroups; however, there are reasons why we think that may change in the longer run. 



This graph shows two key things.  First is that earnings is by far the largest source of income, compared to TANF payments or food stamp payments; and, in fact, it's larger than combined TANF and food stamp payments.  I think that's a fairly unusual finding for the first year or two of a program.  TANF payments are the smallest source of income, and that is partly because Indiana has a very low benefit level



The second thing to see from the graph is the impacts, and what you see are significant and sizeable impact:  increase in earnings that the program brought about, and decreases in both TANF and food stamp payments.  All these impacts were statistically significant.



The share of clients' income that came from earnings was substantially increased by Indiana's program, and that was one of the primary goals that the state had, to increase reliance on work and decrease reliance on welfare.  In that, they succeeded, I think it's fair to say.  That's finding number two.  



The third key finding is that the program did not increase clients' income.  



The upper left graph here basically stacks the three bars from the previous graph on top of each other:  earnings, TANF, and food stamp payments.  And what you can see is that, for the welfare reform group and the traditional welfare group, there's very little difference in the length of those two bars.  It's about a two percent difference, and it was not statistically significant so there was no evidence of impact on overall income.  The reason for that, I think you can see here is that the increase in earnings was offset by decreases in TANF and food stamp payments. This is a consequence of what Howard talked about, that Indiana's earnings disregard was not substantially changed.  So, after a certain low level of income and a certain number of months, there was basically a dollar-for-dollar offset, and that's why income has not increased.



One caveat is that these sources of income do not include the value of child care services received; and, as you'll see, Indiana has invested quite a lot of money in child care subsidies.  It doesn't include the earned income tax credit, which is very important, and other earnings not covered by the UI system.  On the minus side, it doesn't include payroll taxes or work expenses.  So it's a very incomplete measure of income.



Taking into account these other sources of income would increase the total, but wouldn't necessarily increase the impacts, because both groups basically have these other sources of income.



The other graph shows that the program had no effect on the percent of families who had enough income from earnings and public assistance to move themselves above poverty.  Most families were still poor with these three sources of income.  The proportion above poverty would be higher if the EITC were included, but not necessarily the impacts.



These results are really not surprising given the earnings disregard and what have been found for other Welfare to Work Programs.  That's the third key finding.



The fourth final finding is that, on average, clients didn't get very good jobs.  There were very high employment rates in the program; about 80 percent of the assistance groups had an employed person over the follow-up period.  But the jobs, as you can see, were generally not good jobs.  This graph is not just for placement track clients.  These are all welfare reform group clients.  Because these data are from the follow-up survey, there was a much smaller sample size.  So we took all welfare reform group members.



What you can see from the top left graph is the distribution of earnings.  The largest chunk of people had earnings in the five- to six-dollar-an-hour range.  The median hourly wage rate was only six dollars an hour.  This is the first job since random assignment.



What you can see from the lower right graph is that it was also the case that people didn't keep their jobs for very long.  About half of these clients left their first job since random assignment within about six months of entering that job.  Therefore, low wages and short duration.  Now, many of the clients who left their jobs became re-employed and, in fact, the primary reason that clients gave in the survey for why they left the first job was to take another job.



Now, this is not the whole story, obviously.  This is the first job since random assignment, and the premise of Work First is not necessarily that you will immediately be better off in your first job, but that getting attached to the labor force over time will make you better off.  So it's of great interest to see what happens in the longer run, and we will be looking at that with both survey and administrative data.



The work incentives in Indiana are fairly strong for welfare recipients because of the low TANF benefit amounts.  So it is possible that even minimum-wage work will make these clients better off, part-time minimum-wage work.  If a welfare recipient moved from no work to half-time minimum wage, her income would increase because her earnings, even at half-time minimum-wage work, would be higher than her TANF payments and because of the substantial earned income tax credit.  In addition, Indiana has provided a substantial amount of subsidy for child care.  So there are pretty strong work incentives, and there is reason to think that clients may be better off working.



These are the four key findings.  Logical questions to ask then is where did the impacts come from, and where did the increase in earnings and the decrease in TANF and food stamp receipt come from. Because of the design of the experiment, we can be less definitive; but I think it's a combination of factors.  



I think the more strictly enforced employment and training participation requirements are very important.   However, I think also what was interesting about Indiana was that they had a very forcefully communicated program philosophy and approach that had a very clear message and very clear incentives to local offices.  One of the key such incentives was the job placement goals for local offices.  Another factor was that the policy changes were hard-wired into the computer system.



But, overall, looking at these findings, the results are fairly mixed.  Indiana is now exploring ways to increase earnings and income, and (Kathy is going to talk about this) and increase the program's effectiveness generally.



I want to say again that this is early, that there is a lot to come.  The next report that we do, we're going to have a longer follow-up.  It's going to cover more cohorts.  This was just the earliest cohort of interest.  We're going to be looking at later cohorts, longer periods of time.  



We now have a better ability to track what happens to people when they leave their initial welfare case, and there are a number of questions that we're going to be interested in:  By how much does labor force attachment increase over time? What about clients who leave welfare and don't work; what happens to them and what happens to their income?



From what we've seen so far, looking at the additional quarters of data, it looks like the impacts are going to be bigger, at least on the receipt side. One reason is that the two-year time limit, has now kicked in for a large fraction of these early entrants.  During the period covered by these impacts, almost no one had hit the time limit.  We’re now seeing bigger impacts on receipt, and the question is, well, what's going to happen.  Is that going to trigger more work effort and higher earnings?  
We're also doing an extensive survey of children to find out about non-economic impacts of welfare reform on children, and we're going to do two additional follow-up surveys of adults.



Finally, I wanted to mention that what I think is a very important unanswered question in all of this is what is the distribution of impacts, not just what is the average impact.  What you've seen, what I've shown you, is basically the average impact.



I think the story with welfare reform is  that some people are going to do well, some people are going to be about the same, and some people are going to do worse; and it's important to disentangle that and figure out who does worse and why and who does better and why.  That becomes especially important in the era of time limits when, for the people who don't do well, they don't necessarily have the same safety net to fall back on.  So that is a question that will be of great interest to us for the remainder of the evaluation. 



MS. KOEHLER:  Okay.  So, from a state perspective, we got some good news from our evaluators, that we had put a lot of people to work at some point during the time that they were observing people.  We had also increased reliance on work versus assistance, receipt of assistance.  



However, there was quite a bit of bad news in there.  Overall family income wasn't increasing.  Wages were pretty low.  Retention was still a big challenge.  So what do we do about all of those challenges that are still out there?



One of the things that's been nice about having this evaluation happening and having these reports coming in periodically is that it gives us hard evidence to give to legislators and policy-makers, decision-makers, to say, you know, "Look at what's happening."  I mean, people from Washington can say, "Wow, Indiana has such low benefit levels," and, yes, we do.  We have very conservative legislators who really like low benefit levels.  But, when we can get these reports that say, "Look at all these people who are remaining in poverty," that can really give us some tools to use to get those folks to look at what's happening to the families in Indiana and what we need to do to improve their situations.



So one of the things that we've been able to do, and this is really some new news that I was just able to share with Erik this morning, is that out of some of these findings about not increasing families' income, we're going to be able to, hopefully, within the next six months or so implement a full income disregard, which we've never been able to do in Indiana before, up to 100 percent of poverty, which isn't the moon, but it will help us quite a bit, hopefully, in increasing families' income.  And that's something we'll be implementing over the next few months and see how that works.



We also were able to pass a low-income tax deduction about a year and a half ago, which in this session we switched over to a credit to try and increase the money coming back to families.  This served dual purposes, and you state folks will appreciate the fact that a credit will count for MOE, but a deduction won't.  



So that was an added little bonus for the legislators, that we're struggling with MOE and asking them to give us 20 million more dollars this year; and we said, "Well, if we switch this over to a credit, then this will give us some of that money that we're asking you for."  So we got that through this year.



We also refocused kind of our goals.  Erik mentioned briefly job placement goals that were very strong with the local offices during initial implementation of welfare reform; and, since we've looked at these findings, we've tried to refocus efforts on not simply thinking about placement as the goal and getting people into a job and saying, "Wahoo, I'm done," but looking at the follow-up, the retention, what kind of wages are these people getting in these jobs, and trying to build in incentives to our contracts because primarily contractors do most of our job placement and training activities, to build in some rewards for getting people higher-wage jobs and for getting people to stay in that job for at least six months or at least a year or at least stay in a job for six months or a year.



There's been an increasing de-emphasis on sanctions in Indiana.  At first, you know, it was a lot of that stick stuff and sanctions were a popular method of getting people to realize that we were serious about this stuff.  Now I think more of our approach, at least from the central office, and I think this is slowly trickling down into local offices, is that sanctions should be more of a red flag of an area that needs more work rather than just a punishment for not doing something we told them to do.



And so we've tried to back off of the sanctions as a stick policy and tried to get into more of a "This is a red flag and something you need to work on" and not just something that we use to say, "Hey, we're serious."



Actually, one of the questions raised this morning is something that we've been looking at, about what kind of wages are out there on the demand side of the market, what does the job market look like in Indiana; and we've been working a lot more closely with our Department of Workforce Development in several areas.  



One of them has been looking at the wage market in Indiana, which is fairly low, and trying to look at how we can improve jobs that are out there, how we can improve wages and improve opportunities that these folks are eventually going to have when they get into the workforce.  So they've been doing a lot of strong work in that area over the last six months or a year actually.  They're just at the analysis point of what does the wage market look like right now and what can we do to improve it.



And so we've been working with them on the demand side.  We've also been working with our Workforce Development Agency on the Welfare to Work grant.  They were our Welfare to Work grantee in Indiana; and, since we're in separate agencies, that makes it fun.  And we have been helping them to identify those clients who are eligible.  



We're all working real hard on that and getting those people into the Welfare to Work Program and trying to get a smooth transition from our agency to their agency when someone is approaching a time limit or needs those special services that can be offered through that Welfare to Work grant.  So we're working with them very closely on those two things.



And, finally, we're doing some experimentation that we're not too far into yet with co-location, with both workforce development staff and vocational rehabilitation staff.  And we haven't decided exactly what we're going to do with this, but we've run three or four pilots where there's a team approach, where there's a family case coordinator from the public assistance staff, a vocational rehabilitation worker, and a Department of Workforce Development worker who's used to the ATPA, WIA-type programs, and the Welfare to Work Program.  And those three people sit down with the client and decide what approach is going to be best for this person with all the resources that we have available to us.



We're pretty early in that foray right now and we haven't decided where we're going to go with it, but that's one of the things that we've started experimenting with, with our Workforce Development staff.



And, finally, as I mentioned earlier, kind of that transition from cash assistance to coordinated supportive services, my boss's favorite statement these days is "Welfare is over; it doesn't exist anymore."  And he loves saying that.  And, basically, what that means in Indiana is that cash assistance isn't our main focus anymore and that our focus now is on trying to provide coordinated support services to families to make sure that they have all the supports they need and that writing a check may not be the most effective way to get a family to self-sufficiency.



There are several programs that have kind of been the highlights in that supportive services effort, and the first one has been child care.  We've put a huge amount of resources into child care the last few years, and you'll see here the blue declining bars are our cash assistance expenditures, and the magenta or maroon bars that are going up are our child care expenditures, which have increased between '92 and '98 from 17 million to 135 million, which seems huge and seems like, wow, we should just be serving everybody in the state now, which, unfortunately, we're not.



THE AUDIENCE:  Is the state's share valid on the left side?



MS. KOEHLER:  That's total state and federal.  So we are spending 135 million dollars in child care, transferring our full 30 percent of our TANF block grant to the CCDF and still not serving -- we're probably serving about half the eligible population at our current estimates, which was very disappointing, even though we've put all this money into the program.  We still have waiting lists and we're still struggling to get everybody covered.



Luckily, with the new federal regulations, I think we're going to be able to get even more TANF money through that non-assistance definition into child care, and so we will continue to investigate that and get more money into child care as we can, because it's a big focus of our governor and of our agency.



But child care has been a huge challenge for us, and working on the access side at the same time and working on, you know, available slots.  If we're throwing all this money into the child care system, are there centers, quality centers, quality homes, that can handle all of that demand?  And we just in this legislative session passed a facility financing bill to try and work on that demand side also, to try and guarantee some loans out there and try and get some money into developing new centers and new homes that will provide quality child care.



The second one that we have put tremendous resources into is the whole Medicaid-CHIP thing, and I don't know if you all have dealt with CHIPs on a daily basis as much as I have over the last year, but CHIP has been huge in Indiana, the Children's Health Insurance Program, and we call it Hoosier Health Life in Indiana.  That's our Medicaid and our first CHIP program as a Medicaid expansion.  We have another separate state program that will be coming out 

January 1, 2000, up to 200 percent of poverty.



We have been doing massive outreach to uninsured, unenrolled Medicaid-eligibles and newly CHIP-eligible children and have increased our enrollment of children in Medicaid -- this includes both Medicaid and the Medicaid expansion -- from 210,000 to 275,000 at last count.  That's a little higher now, but I haven't updated the chart yet.  And so we're very proud of that.  



Our local offices have been working like crazy to get kids into the Hoosier Health Life system, and they've been doing all kinds of creative, fun things, and we'll have the "best practices" coming out soon that we're excited about, because our local offices have been very creative.



So that's been another huge effort, is to make sure that everyone who needs health insurance gets it when these families are leaving cash assistance, when families choose not to be on cash assistance, to make sure that they still access the health services that they can and that are available from the state.



Finally, we've looked at early intervention programs and increasing funding for early intervention programs to make sure that the family support services we have available there are available to as many families as possible.  And First Steps is our birth-to-three families who have children at risk of developmental disabilities program that offers a lot of intervention and therapy-type services for kind of special-needs kids zero to three, and we've increased our enrollment by almost 50 percent or over 50 percent over the last few years in that program.



Another program that we've put a lot of resources into is the Healthy Families Program, which is actually predominantly a state program that is one of those home visitation programs with workers trained by nurses that go into voluntarily-enrolled at-risk families.  They meet them at the time of birth of a new child, are assessed of that risk by a local standard that's developed in each county, and then are brought into a home visitation program where someone comes to their home and works with that family on parenting skills, getting their children in for immunizations and all those types of things.  



And we've recently increased funding in this program from a couple hundred thousand when it first started to 20 million this year.  So this has been another huge effort to increase those supportive services to families that we think that they really need as they're trying to work on this transition into work, and make sure that the whole family is supported, that the children are taken care of and that they have the chance to really succeed.



That's all I have for you.  I don't know if 

-- do we want to do Indiana questions and then Iowa or questions at the end?  Questions at the end, all right.  Then we can hear from Iowa now.



MR. FRAKER:  Good morning.  I'm Tom Fraker with Mathematica Policy Research.  We're a contractor to the Iowa Department of Human Services conducting the evaluation of Iowa's welfare reform program, which is known as Family Investment Program or FIP for short.  Our project officer, Ann Wiebers, is distributing a handout on my remarks.



My remarks are going to be somewhat less focused on the impact evaluation than Howard's remarks were earlier this morning.  I'm going to attempt to give a broader overview of all the components of our evaluation, and these are summarized in the handout that's going around now.



By the way, the handout mentions a number of studies.  Most of these studies are available to be downloaded from Mathematica's Web site, and our Web site address is www.mathematica-mpr.com.



Welfare reform was implemented in Iowa on October 1, 1993.  It was done under the old Section 1115 waiver provisions.  MPR's contract to evaluate welfare reform was signed about a year later, in August of 1994.  There was a significant subcontractor involved in this work, the Institute for Social and Economic Development in Iowa City, who was working with us.



Two research groups were formed:  an ongoing research sample consisting of treatment cases and control cases, and an applicant sample.  The ongoing sample was converted to the reform policies immediately on October 1, 1993.  The applicant sample was selected over approximately a two-and-one-half-year period from October '93 through March of '96.  We have a total of about 8,000 treatment cases and 4,000 control cases.  These are located in nine of Iowa's 99 counties and form the basis for our experimental evaluation. 



So random assignment of the applicant cases ended April 1, 1996.  The control policies ended about a year later, in March of '97.  That was quarter 14 of the demonstration.  The ending of control policies meant that all of our control cases were at that time in a phased manner converted to the welfare reform policies.  So we have 14 quarters of uncontaminated data.  We've collected a total of 20 quarters of data.  The last six quarters do have -- the control cases were exposed to the reform policies.  There's a contamination issue there that we will be wrestling with and, hopefully, dealing with in our further analysis of the data.



The initial evaluation was based almost entirely on the two samples that I've described to you with an experimental design; but, as the evaluation has proceeded and is now almost five years old, a number of new components were added.  Most of these components -- I won't say most, but a number of significant components were not based on the experimental design and tended to be in response to specific research needs and shorter-run research needs that DHS had or that the legislature had, and those resulted in a number of very interesting studies within the overall evaluation. 



Let me review key components of Iowa's welfare reform.  Ann can elaborate on these if she feels that would be helpful.  This is a broad brush.



First, there were major expansions in earnings disregards, so there were much greater incentives for welfare recipients to work under the reform program than under the old AFDC rules.



Second, work requirements were greatly strengthened.  There were fewer exemptions from work requirements, and the work requirements went into effect much more immediately.  The most obvious manifestation of this was in the family investment agreement, which is -- you're now familiar with these types of contracts -- a contract between the client and the state specifying what the client would do to achieve independence and what services the state would provide.  So all individuals who were not exempt from the work requirements were required to fill out a family investment agreement.



And associated with the family investment agreement was the limited benefit plan, which can be viewed as a sanction -- we, the evaluators, have tended to view it as a sanction -- for those who either fail to complete a family investment agreement or fill out a family investment agreement but don't carry it out.  And the limited benefit plan has evolved over time; but, for most of the period that our evaluation covered, it provided three months of reduced benefits followed by six months of ineligibility for cash assistance, though eligibility for food stamps and Medicaid remained.  And, at the end of that nine-month period, a family could reapply for FIP benefits but would be required to comply with the work requirements. 

So I'd now like to describe the various studies that are listed on the sheet here.  First and, no doubt, foremost was our impact study.  Our impact study was publicly released in December of 1998, and it was based upon four quarters of data for the applicant sample and eight quarters of data for the sample of ongoing recipients.  We will shortly be releasing an update to that report based on eight quarters of data for the applicant sample and 14 quarters of data for the ongoing sample.  I might add that the results have not -- are quite consistent between the two studies.



Speaking in a very general fashion, I can say that our principal findings from the impact study are that welfare reform in Iowa, that is, the Family Investment Program, increased employment and earnings, as Howard reported on, but did not reduce FIP participation.  In addition, it increased total family income.



What was responsible for these outcomes?  Well, it was the whole package of reforms in Iowa.  Work requirements, sanctions, the LBP, and financial incentives were responsible for these outcomes.



I would characterize the reforms or these findings as mixed.  The finding that employment has increased, earnings have increased in the treatment group relative to the control group is a very significant indicator of the success of the program.  I think it's somewhat disappointing, but when you look at the structure of the reform, it's not surprising that the program did not reduce welfare participation.



To understand that latter finding, I think all we really need to do is look at the financial incentives.  The earned income disregards were greatly increased.  That provides a strong financial incentive for families that are currently on FIP to work.  They get to keep more of their income, or an alternative view is less of their benefits are taxed away.  But it greatly increased the break-even point.  The break-even point for a family of three under the control program is about $9,500.  It's about $13,500 under the treatment program.  So a family really has to work and earn a lot more to work its way off of welfare if it's in the treatment group.  So it's not all that surprising that welfare participation did not decline.



Very much building on the findings from the impact study, but adding to them, was our cost benefits study.  We considered a somewhat broader range of costs and benefits in the cost benefits study than in the impact study.  We went beyond just benefit amounts to consider things like taxes, fringe benefits, and so on; and we found that, considering this broad range of costs and benefits, that welfare reform produced net benefits for the state and federal governments combined and for society as a whole.  



But, interestingly, the federal government -- most of the -- or the benefits disproportionately accrued to the federal government in the form of reduced food stamp payments and increased tax revenues from earnings while the costs disproportionately accrued to the state government, for example in the form of higher Medicaid costs and higher child care costs.



I found it interesting the way the media responded to our impact study and our cost benefits study.  As I said, the impact study was released in December of '98.  The cost benefits study -- well, we completed the impact study in December of '98, the cost benefits study, I believe, in March of '99, and they were both released simultaneously late in the winter of this year.



The media showed somewhat more interest in the cost benefits study than in the impact study, I think feeling that it gave a more comprehensive view of the effects of welfare reform, providing a perspective that taxpayers and the general public would be more interested in than does the impact study.



A third important component of our evaluation, the part based on the experimental design, was a federal cost neutrality study.  These are now archaic, I guess, something that goes back to the pre-federal welfare reform era, but was required by our evaluation and actually was very useful.  In order to conduct the federal cost neutrality analysis, we had to in a very timely fashion collect data every quarter on FIP, food stamp benefits, Medicaid-paid claims, et cetera, and produce quarterly reports showing whether welfare reform was costing the federal government money or saving it money.  This provided close to real-time research results to the state and to the federal government with roughly a one-quarter lag.



What we found was that, for approximately the first six -- perhaps it was seven quarters of the reform period, there were net costs of welfare reform to the federal government.  These initially were very high each quarter, but gradually started to decline around quarter five; and I think with quarter seven, it turned into a net savings for the federal government, and in the subsequent quarters we found net federal savings.



So I would say an important lesson from the cost neutrality study is that welfare reform, at least the type of reform that Iowa implemented, entailed significant upfront costs, but those did produce savings in the longer run.



And I would say the second lesson is that the real-time research results were useful, perhaps even more useful to Iowa DHS than -- well, I won't put it that way.  Iowa DHS found these real-time research results to be quite useful.



There are a number of components, as I mentioned, of our evaluation that are not based on the experimental design.  I go into several of these in the remainder of my handout.  There were a couple of medium-run studies that have included a client survey.  The first of these was a study of initial sanctions, that is, first assignments to the limited benefit plan for families that fail to complete a family investment agreement or renege on the terms of the family investment agreement.



We found that about half of the sanction cases became employed during the six-month sanction period and were actually financially better off than when they were on FIP.  The other half did not achieve employment, were not financially better off.  I'm generalizing somewhat.  But the incidence of extreme financial distress among both groups as evidenced by homelessness, family break-up, use of soup kitchens, and so on, was very low among all of the sanctioned cases.



This report received a great deal of attention in the national media and in the state media.  It was very influential in the state in easing public concern -- Ann might want to comment on the impression that the impact of this report had -- of how the limited benefit plan was viewed in Iowa.  



More recently, and this report is just in draft form now, we conducted a study of repeated sanctions, that is, a study of second assignments to the limited benefit plan.  About one-fourth of families that are assigned to a first LBP are subsequently assigned to a second LBP.  Iowa DHS was very interested in this group, who they are, why this occurs.



We found that the characteristics of twice-sanctioned cases are very similar to those of cases that are sanctioned only once.  So it would be very difficult to identify these cases in advance and deliver special services to them to prevent a second sanctioning.



Delays in requiring compliance with work requirements and in imposing sanctions may encourage cases to cycle on and off the LBP, taking advantages of these cracks in the program; however, some of the pending reforms to the LBP that will be implemented on June 1 do address some of these delays.



Finally, I might mention a study we did that might be viewed as management consulting.  It's a study of so-called well-being visits to families on the LBP.  When the legislature approved the limited benefit plan, it was concerned that sanctioned families might experience severe distress and that children might be put at risk.  So it required DHS to arrange for these families to be visited to check on the well-being of the families and, in particular, the well-being of the children in the families.



Iowa DHS contracted with the local public health departments to conduct these visits, the public health departments in each county, and the visits are conducted by public health nurses and social workers; but, after several years of these visits, there was concern that the program wasn't functioning the way the legislature and DHS had intended, and they asked us to study the program.



We found that only 40 percent of sanctioned families were being visited, and approximately half of the visits were being conducted by telephone.  The structure of the financial incentives, that is, the reimbursements that were provided to the local public health agencies for conducting the visits, were the same for a telephone visit versus an in-person visit, and so actually somewhat discouraged making visits in person.  Frequently, children were not seen.



We found that the checklist used by the nurses and social workers in conducting the visits were not well-focused on child well-being, and the data that they yielded were not capable of supporting rigorous analysis.  Our report suggested quite a number of changes in this program, and the state, to its credit, implemented a number of those changes.



The Iowa legislature acted very quickly to increase DHS's appropriations, so it could pay a public health agency a premium for conducting in-home visits and, also, a premium for conducting visits in which the children are actually observed.  DHS adopted a new checklist that was more focused on child well-being, and the legislature gave DHS funds to conduct a related study of work requirements, employment, and family functioning.



So that's an overview of the evaluation, and now Ann will give the state's perspective on this work.



MS. WIEBERS:  Thanks, Tom.  Two of the things that Tom mentioned with the impact study, one of the findings was that welfare reform in Iowa did not decrease participation, and that was something that we expected when we were designing the program, at least in the initial years.  Our design was to provide that upfront support to our families, hoping that they would

-- by having that support, it would allow them to transition off assistance in the outer years.  And so it's yet to be seen whether that becomes a reality or not and, hopefully, the final impact report will tell us that.



I also have to put out a disclaimer regarding one word that Tom used when describing the limited benefit plan, the word "sanction."  Iowa tries not to 

-- we do not view that as a sanction.  It's a consequence to our participants' actions.  So, just because of all the federal people here, I wanted to put that out, that Iowa still considers the limited benefit plan as a consequence.



Tom talked about all the different evaluations that we have going on.  As you can see, we have gotten great support in evaluating welfare reform.  As findings have been released and even as draft findings have been provided to us, we've made adjustments to our programs.  Most of the findings so far have confirmed our thinking in designing welfare reform.



I'm going to come at a little different perspective.  I'm going to kind of talk about some of the lessons we've learned at the state level in administering evaluations.  Tom has talked about the findings.  I'm going to talk from a state perspective what it takes to conduct these evaluations and how to design those.



One of the first things you need to think about is you need to know what you want to measure.  If you want to measure results, you need to decide the most critical issues that you want to measure:  Is it workforce attachment, wage levels, family well-being, program participation, or cost to society? 



If you want to measure processes, be clear on what the issues are.  Program implementation, overall process, or client and staff, for instance, are just some of the few things that you can measure for processes.



If you want to measure impact of specific policies, determine what policies you want to measure.  Examine the data needs and determine if it's feasible.  And, also, lastly, prioritize the things you want to measure.  You can't measure everything.  So prioritize what you want to know.



You should also be aware of evaluations' design impact on staff.  Some of the -- two of the design issues that both Iowa State and local staff have faced were random assignment and surveys.  Iowa completed a random assignment manually.  This was very time-consuming for local clerical and income maintenance staff and increased the chances for error.  State staff became involved in manually reviewing the assignment logs for accuracy in order to maintain the integrity of the sampling.  This was very labor-intensive.



At one point last year, Mathematica was administering three Iowa surveys at one time.  Staff state reviewed and commented on survey instruments, clarified survey payment policy to local field staff on several occasions, and provided Mathematica with a DHS letter to inform clients of the survey payment policy.  

Some clients expressed frustration with Mathematica's interviewing attempts.  State staff investigated the complaints and responded to the clients.  DHS felt very strongly about being sensitive to our clients' privacy.  So we worked out with Mathematica a two-refusal policy regarding the surveys.



You also need to understand who is interested in the findings and why.  Policy-makers will use findings to revise policies, implement strategies, legislate additional evaluations.  Advocates will use findings to lobby for changes and, if results are negative, to confirm their beliefs of program faults.  The media will report findings, hopefully accurately.  They may want to interview families affected by the program studied.  Other states will want to use findings in designing their own evaluations and programs.



You also need to determine the resources and support needed to conduct an evaluation.  You need support from your governor and legislature in order to provide the resources needed to conduct an evaluation.  If there isn't support, examine the possible reasons why.  Some could be a lack of understanding of information evaluations can provide.  You need to educate legislatures and decision-makers on the importance of evaluating.  There can also be competing use of state funding, which limits the possibilities, or lack of resources, whether it's funding, staff, or data management restraints.



You need to ensure you have adequate staffing to support the evaluations.  Evaluations take a lot of time at the state level.  Some of the tasks range from providing assistance to evaluators in developing evaluation plans and objectives, collecting and providing evaluation data, and explaining the data elements to the evaluator to help him understand what they are analyzing.



There's also the need to coordinate with other divisions, departments, to identify, recognize, and develop initiatives for evaluation.  You also need to review data collection instruments, reports, and other deliverables.  State staff also monitor evaluation activities and the budget, and the budget can be a complicated thing.  Iowa has so many different evaluations going on with so many different streams, that it's definitely a challenge to keep track of where you're at.



You also need to interpret and communicate implications of research findings with internal and external parties, and this can be a challenge when you're trying to bring a research report down to an everyday level of understanding. 



Also, as additional evaluations are added, you need to revise contracts.  Iowa started with one person working on evaluations 25 percent of her time.  We now have one full-time staff person and a second person working 25 to 30 percent on evaluations.  So there are resources that are needed.



You also need to examine whether existing data systems contain the administrative data needed to do the evaluation or do you need to access other data sources.  Additional data sources may require coordination with other departments and will probably add to the cost.



So, in conclusion, as far as evaluating from a state perspective, you need to determine and prioritize what you want to evaluate, make sure you have the needed resources, including staff, to support the evaluation.  Inform your customers of the findings and be prepared to respond to numerous inquiries regarding the findings.



Some of the emerging things that Iowa is doing, we're in the process of conducting several pilots, we're testing different programs.  We're testing a diversion program where we're diverting applicants from applying for FIP in several counties.  It's totally voluntary.  We're also in the process of providing post-FIP services to people who are leaving FIP.  We've tried to be flexible in working with our local offices in helping them design a program that would meet their needs.



The goal of post-FIP is to help people as they transition from FIP to self-sufficiency in that first year and to, hopefully, avoid them having to come back onto FIP.  We're also experimenting with post-employment services for people who are on FIP and employed.



One of the emerging issues out of this legislative session is seamless child care.  Iowa has had basically three different child care programs:  transitional child care, which was administered by the local income maintenance staff; promised jobs child care, which was administered by our jobs staff; and then state-administered child care assistance, which was administered by our social workers.  



And so clients, as they moved from one child care assistance program to another, they would have to go to a different worker for each one or sometimes two workers for two different programs if they were receiving promised jobs child care and state-administered child care.  It all varied.



So now we are in the process of designing a seamless child care program where we'll have one child care program and, also, one worker will administer that program in each office.  We're also in the process of conducting domestic violence sensitivity training for our jobs staff and income maintenance staff.  This is to help them understand the issues around domestic violence and try to screen for individuals who are subject to domestic violence.



And that concludes my presentation.  Are there any questions?



MS. SOLLOWAY:  Hi.  Michelle Solloway, University of New Hampshire.  I'm curious about the sanctions or consequences, whatever you want to call them, in both of the states; and, particularly, what are the actual benefit limits that you put on them?  What proportion of your population are actually sanctioned, generally speaking?  And do you find variation in implementation for how the sanctions are actually applied and who's actually making those decisions?



MS. WIEBERS:  I'll go first.  The limited benefit plan is a two-phased consequence.  When someone enters a limited benefit plan for the first time, their benefits are reduced for three months; usually just the kids receive benefits and then, for six months, the family --



MS. SOLLOWAY:  How much are they getting?



MS. WIEBERS:  The adult needs are taken off the grant.  So just the kids' needs are on the grant.  And then, for six months, the whole family is not eligible.  So it's a full family sanction for six months.  



If they enter a second or subsequent limited benefit plan, it's a full family sanction for six months.  Now, after that six months is over, they can come back in and reapply, at least at the moment.  



Now, we're changing this effective June 1.  For a first-time offense, there is an unlimited period of time.  We're trying to put more ownership on the client, and so it's up to them when they want to come back on assistance.  It's not time limited, so the family can come back on at any point, whenever they want to, for the first time.



For a second time, there will be the six-month full family sanction and, after that, they can come back on; but, before they can get FIP again, they must complete 20 hours of an activity in our jobs program within 30 days.  Now, that can be negotiated with the jobs worker if there's barriers, but that's the way it is as far as now.



As far as implementing the sanctions, currently if someone doesn't sign a family investment agreement, the jobs worker contacts them again through a mailing and, if they still don't come in to sign that agreement, then that limited benefit plan is imposed by the system.  The worker makes an entry.  So there's not a lot of judgment for that one.  If they don't come in, the end of their limited benefit plan.



For those who sign an agreement and don't fulfill that, there can be a judgment call there.  The workers attempt to bring the client in, try to get them to come in to renegotiate, "What's going on in your life?  What's happening that you aren't fulfilling your activities?"  



And, as a way of adding an unbiased opinion there, we added in -- I think in '96 we added in a third step to that, in that we have a supervisor review that file.  And then, if determining that the family is not fulfilling their obligation, that case is sent into our state-level office to be reviewed, because those who enter a limited benefit plan after signing the agreement, they cannot -- they have no reconsideration options.  For those who do sign an agreement, during that three months of reduced benefits where the kids only get FIP, they can change their mind at any time and come back in.



But, for those who sign an agreement, don't fulfill it, there is a more real consequence, that once that limited benefit plan is imposed, it stays imposed for the six months.  



Does that answer your question?



THE AUDIENCE:  What about the proportion of people that get sanctioned?



MS. WIEBERS:  Oh, I haven't looked at that data for quite a while.  I'd say -- okay, when you're asking, proportion of our caseload?



THE AUDIENCE:  Or case heads.



MS. WIEBERS:  Does 10 percent seem too low?



MR. FRAKER:  It's a pretty low proportion.



MS. WIEBERS:  I think it's about 10 percent.  

MS. KOEHLER:  Oh, did you want to hear the same thing for Indiana?  I'll be brief.  Basically in Indiana when someone is sanctioned, it can either be from a contracted job training worker that identifies the sanctionable activity, but that does have to be communicated to a case worker in the office so that the sanction can be implemented or a case worker in the local office can implement the sanction.



Oh, we forgot to tell you where you can get copies of our report.  So that's where you can get them.



The penalty for a sanction is the removal of the adult portion of the assistance grant, which is generally about $90 for a temporary period of time.  That period of time increases if it's a second sanction or a third sanction; and, with the second and third sanction, that can also affect the adult's eligibility for Medicaid.



Our sanction rate -- we don't have numbers off the top of our heads, but my estimate would be pretty close to Iowa, that we're in the kind of seven to 10 percent range of the case load at any point in time with sanctions in our adult caseload.



MR. BEECROFT:  If you're interested in sanctions, there's a recent Abt report based on Delaware which David Fine has done.  Delaware is a very interesting state with respect to sanctions because it has quite high sanction rates.  So you might want to talk to David about that.



THE AUDIENCE:  How much did you save in food stamps?  At least in Iowa, you mentioned that you saved -- most of the savings accrued in food stamps and tax revenues.



MR. FRAKER:  Yes, there was a significant reduction in food stamp benefit amounts.  Unfortunately, I don't have our impact report with me and I can't tell you the amount, but it was substantial and statistically significant. 



MR. CORBETT:  A couple of questions.  I'm Tom Corbett, University of Wisconsin, and I know I asked all these questions last year and I said I wasn't going to do it this year.  I promised Jan Van Vleck, but here I am.



A couple of questions on the outcomes, the things that we're focusing on.  If you have liberalized earnings disregards, in a way you're saying that it's okay to use cash assistance to supplement earnings.  So you wouldn't expect a lot of people to leave.  But what should we measure under that kind of scenario, and what about the proportion of resources that come from earnings?  You might be able to detect a shift in the proportion of families' total income that's coming from their own effort as opposed to leaving the rolls entirely.  Something to think about.



The second one is sort of the poverty gap one.  Again, I wouldn't expect beforehand -- it probably wouldn't be that you'd have a big impact on poverty rate, but you might have an impact on the poverty gap, that is, you know, the difference between whatever the threshold is and earnings.



Now, it could be, and it may be in Indiana, this worked well, that you didn't have a big effect on poverty rates.  So you go back and say, "We've got to do more, Legislature, to deal with this problem," but if you wanted to measure progress, then a poverty gap measure might be more sensitive.  



Any thoughts on those kinds of things?



MR. BEECROFT:  Yeah.  Although the income measure, in a sense, gets at the poverty gap, doesn't it?  I mean, there's no impact on income.



MR. CORBETT:  Well, that's true, but when you report it out, I mean, the graph that you used showed the rates and, of course, you look at it and say, "Ah, no effect, all this welfare reform and we're not helping these people at all."  I think, again, if you 

-- I mean, I can infer that it has an effect on the poverty gap, but that's different than actually showing it.



THE AUDIENCE:  There's no effect on the average income.  There's no effect on the percent in poverty.  In this case, it's unlikely that there would be (inaudible) significant poverty level.  A general (inaudible).



MR. CORBETT:  I missed the first part.



MS. KOEHLER:  Could you talk into the microphone?  They're recording.



THE AUDIENCE:  Well, in this particular case, because there was no effect on average income nor on the percent in poverty, the likelihood that there would be an impact on the gap is pretty small.



MR. CORBETT:  Wasn't there an effect on the average income?



MR. FRAKER:  No.  Well, tiny, very tiny, not significant.  Right, that's right.



THE AUDIENCE:  In Iowa there was an impact.



MR. CORBETT:  But, in a different state, this might come into play.



MR. FRAKER:  Yes, yes.  In particular, I think in Iowa it might be useful to look at the poverty gap, because income did go up.



MS. NAGLE:  Hi.  Gloria Nagle from Massachusetts.  This question is for Tom.  When you did the cost benefit analysis, did you look at it from the client's standpoint?



MR. FRAKER:  Yes, we did, and we found that the average client did benefit from welfare reform.



MS. NAGLE:  I just quickly looked at your executive summary when I came down and there seemed to have been a difference between applicants and ongoing cases and what you came up -- and it was hard -- it seemed like one benefitted and others didn't.  I couldn't figure out why.



MR. FRAKER:  That's a correct observation.  We found larger impacts of welfare reform, and these carried through into the cost benefit analysis on the applicant group.  Howard touched on this earlier.  The applicant group was immediately subject to the FIA requirement, requirement to fill out a contract with the state, whereas the ongoing group, that was phased in over about 15 months; and the applicant group had a higher percentage of cases where the youngest child was less than three years old than did the ongoing group, and more of the provisions of welfare reform were focused on that group with young children.  



And so that's another reason, because that group was over-represented in some sense in the applicant group, another reason why perhaps the impacts were greater on the applicant group.



MS. MARTIN:  I'm Jackie Martin from the Ohio Department of Human Services, and I wondered if you've had any discussions or problems around the issue of confidentiality, especially as you move into asking questions around domestic violence, substance abuse, and child well-being.



Where I'm coming -- there are a couple ways that this can occur.  We're asking our evaluators to develop a database that would have individual identifiers on it so that we can continue to follow these people over time.  As soon as they turn over something that has individual identifiers, then I have a state law which says that certain people, like law enforcement officials or the people in our Fraud Unit, can come over and ask me to turn over that database and I have to.



So we've been struggling with a couple issues.  One, what are the evaluators themselves required to report?  And so we're getting into who are mandated reporters; i.e., if they're going out doing a survey and they ask a question about "Did you beat your spouse in the past six months," are they required then to go to the telephone and report it?  



Then the second issue is, even if they're not mandated reporters, what about the issue that we might have to turn over a database and, therefore, evaluators are not able to tell the people they're serving that they have complete confidentiality?  And I just wondered if anyone else is running into this.



MS. WIEBERS:  I'm not aware of Iowa having a law like that, to my knowledge.  I think I've heard Don Winstead from Florida talk about a similar law, but I'm not aware of --



MS. KOEHLER:  Yeah, Don talks about confidentiality a lot.  And we haven't run into that particular issue either.  We have had, obviously, confidentiality things come up not really with Abt as much, but with smaller people who want to do studies and want access to data, but not the kind of confidentiality issue you have with having to turn over data to people.  We haven't run into that yet.



MR. FRAKER:  In Iowa, first, I'll say that our Survey Division -- we're conducting a child impact survey in Iowa, and a similar survey is being conducted in four other states.  We did have some anxiety about this set of issues.  So I can say that we've wrestled with it.  I can't -- I would need someone from our Survey Division here to tell you exactly how we're addressing it.  But you're not alone in confronting that issue.



We have turned over and will turn over to the state databases that have been formed, that compile data from the state's own data systems.  So we're sort of just giving the state back data that we have massaged, and that will include identifiers.



I believe that we are under no obligation to provide identifiers for respondents in the data files that contain data from our surveys, and so that avoids one part of that problem.



MR. ELSE:  Could I just address that?  I'm John Else from the Institute for Social and Economic Development.  I'm on the National Council on Research in Child Welfare and that's affiliated with the Child Welfare League of America.  And this whole issue of how researchers deal with child abuse has been a major concern.



I mean, do you -- if you find out child abuse is occurring, as researchers do we have any obligation to report that, whether we're a mandatory reporter or not?  It's an interesting -- I mean, it's a tremendous issue and it's more alive now when we start dealing with school violence.  If we knew that people were buying guns, assembling bombs, we found that out through our research, would there be any ethical obligation for us to do anything about that, to report that to anyone?  



And this welfare reform research, I think, is going to inevitably deal with child abuse and spouse abuse kinds of issues, and I think it needs to be dealt with publicly and not ducked and not just dealt with individually within our organizations.



MS. VAN VLECK:  I don't have any comments on this topic, so if -- I'm Jan Van Vleck, Wisconsin, the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development.  That includes Economic Support.



My question is really to Indiana, because, having a little bit of familiarity with Indiana, that northern Indiana is really quite different than the rest of the state economically, culturally, socially.  Did you do any analysis of geographic areas and how that's impacted by your program?



MR. BEECROFT:  Only a little so far.  What we have looked at is the two main urban areas in Indiana, which is Lake County that includes Gary, right, in the north?



MS. KOEHLER:  Right, up next to Chicago.



MR. BEECROFT:  And Indianapolis, of course, in Marion County, and contrasted those with the rest of the state.  And I don't remember offhand whether there were interesting differences there.  That's something that we will continue to look at, and maybe there are opportunities to do it at a finer grain; but, really, so far, we've focused primarily overall on the placement track.  But it's a good thing -- it's a good question.



MS. KOEHLER:  We haven't done that yet.  I think it is something we're interested in doing, and we'll see how much of it we have the resources to do; but, generally, I know even if you just look at really basic descriptive stuff, I mean, Lake County is much more depressed than any other area of the state, in kind of urban depression terms.  We have some rural areas that are just as poor, but, in concentrated poverty areas, it's definitely the most vulnerable part of the state.  



So I think it's useful, but we haven't done much of it yet.



MR. ASH:  My name is Daniel Ash.  I'm with Management Plus in New York and the Center on Fathers, Families and Public Policy in Madison, Wisconsin.  My interest is in the effect child support enforcement policy has on the cases in your experiment group as well as control group.



And I wanted to know if each state could comment on what is their pass-through policy and have they been able to collect data on the paternity establishment rates in both groups, control and experimental group, and if they have any information on the payment behavior of the non-custodial parents attached to your cases, the client cases.



MR. FRAKER:  Child support enforcement wasn't addressed directly by Iowa's welfare reform, and so we haven't studied it.  I can't answer many of your questions.  I believe that Iowa's pass-through policy is the standard $50.



MS. WIEBERS:  Our pass-through policy was eliminated, I believe, last fall as far as the $50 rebate.



THE AUDIENCE:  Everything is passed through or nothing is passed through.



MS. WIEBERS:  I can't answer that because I'm not knowledgeable of the child support policy.  I just know that our $50 rebate was eliminated last year.



MR. BEECROFT:  In Indiana, I think it's the same thing.  The pass-through was eliminated.  I think nothing gets passed through while the client is on public assistance.  And Indiana's welfare reform program was not really targeted -- there weren't really significant child support enforcement provisions, and so that also, as in Iowa, hasn't been really a focus of the evaluation.  It's all in a separate data system and we haven't yet looked into it.



I know that Indiana has focused a lot on child support, and this really increased their collections, but I haven't looked into that.



MR. FRAKER:  I can say that Iowa is very -- completely aside from the evaluation, Iowa is very interested in relationships between child support enforcement and collections and welfare participation and benefits; and, with funding from ASPI, Iowa DHS and MPR created a data file that links FIP benefit data and child support enforcement data over a 12-quarter period.



Unfortunately, we haven't been able to do much analysis of those data.  Resources haven't been there to analyze those data.



MS. WIEBERS:  I think our Child Support Division is in the process of moving ahead with that data, so there may be something forthcoming in the future; but, at this point, I don't believe there's anything.



MS. SCHELKLE:  My name is Waltraud Schelkle.  I'm a German economist right now at Johns Hopkins University.



Has any of your studies, both of you, looked at the reasons why there is so little job progression of these welfare recipients, why they stay on welfare?  I mean, couldn't it be that, with the welfare model, there's a very basic problem, namely, that you don't give any incentives for the employers to upgrade the jobs so that, like one has already discussed with respect to welfare, that it can easily become a problem itself, namely, creating dependency, the same problem you now hit with welfare, namely, that the employers don't have any incentives and that the state subsidizes low-wage employment?



MR. FRAKER:  Job progression hasn't been a part of our evaluation, but the post-employment services demonstration or pilot project that Ann mentioned does get at this somewhat by helping people who obtain employment to remain employed and to progress in their employment. 



MS. WIEBERS:  One of the pilots has asked to provide -- to train employers to have on-site mentoring.  This would not be a jobs staff person.  It would be an employee of the employer to provide on-site mentoring for that participant.  And so we're in the process.  I know Iowa has been really interested in how you get the employers engaged, and I know my previous division administrator had had several conversations with employers.  And, you know, we're to the point of trying to bring them to the table, but it is a huge task to do.



But I think the post-employment pilot will give us just a little bit of that.



MR. BEECROFT:  I think in Indiana the question on wage progression is not yet answered, because we haven't looked long enough, and it's a very important and interesting question.  But I don't -- in America, I don't see that it would work to have policies that would try to provide incentives to employers to improve wage progression.  I mean, this is sort of left to the market.



There are -- I mean, the earned income tax credit really is a form of a wage subsidy that the government does.  So that's one way to tackle it, but I don't see specific ways to provide -- government can provide incentives to employers to increase mobility -- I mean, wage progression.



MS. KOEHLER:  And we're over time, so I'm afraid we're probably going to have to let you guys go, but I'm sure if you guys want to come up and chat, you'd be welcome to.




(Applause.)
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