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MR. KVAMME:  I'm with the Minnesota Department of Human Services.  Ginger Knox from MDRC will join me in some comments about lessons learned from our welfare reform demonstration, the Minnesota Family Investment Program.



I need to observe that we are very much in the process of learning.  Many of the interesting aspects and dimensions of the project are being analyzed at this time, and will be addressed in the final report on the project that is expected in February of 2000.  But we will speak to interim findings and other observations available to us.



Our understanding is that between the two states, we have about 50 minutes.  I think we're going to try to -- Ginger and I will try to confine our presentation to a sum of 20 minutes, so I'm going to move along quite quickly.



And I think I'll start with an overhead that gives some temporal context, or some -- speaks to how things stand, the status of our work in Minnesota.  And I'm hoping people in the back have a chance of reading this.  I'll try to articulate what's on the screen.



We started -- there are two columns here, what we call the MFIP Field Trials, and that's our demonstration project, the experimental evaluation project.  And the right-hand column is the statewide experience. 



We began the evaluation work in April of 1994 in seven Minnesota counties.  Perhaps the next event on this calendar I should mention is the external event that TANF happened in August of 1996.  



In January of '97, MDRC presented some interim findings and testified before our legislature, and that legislative session did make the commitment to implement, we call it, MFIP, Minnesota Family Investment Program.  So it's hopeless.  I'll be using that acronym so I won't disbar to the full wording of the topic.



Our legislature did choose to commit to MFIP as Minnesota's program to carry out the TANF block grant, and enacted such legislation in 1997.  In January and March of 1998, MFIP was implemented statewide.  I'll speak just a little bit later to some of the changes in the policies that were made when we moved to the statewide program. 



In June of 1998, we concluded the operations of the experimental project, the administration of the program in the experimental mode, and the treatment and control cases were converted to the statewide MFIP.  And, as I mentioned a moment ago, we're looking forward to the final report on the field trials in February 2000.



I'm just going to make a few comments by way of background preparation about identifying the strategy we think is represented by MFIP, and some observations about policies, and then Ginger will come up and speak to some of the findings recorded to date.



Minnesota has been at the welfare reform for a very long time.  Early in mid 1980s, we did quite a number of studies.  And, in the interest of time, I'm going to just jump to some conclusions.



When we looked at the use of families of welfare in our state, we saw three types of utilization, so-to-speak.  Many families, the majority in those years, seemed to use AFDC for temporary help. 



Among the longer-term users, there appeared to be a sizable group who seemed to manifest a lot of work behavior while on AFDC, and, we inferred, had some willingness, especially if nudged a little, to work, and some ability to work.  Though it wasn't totally clear whether they -- how much income they would be able to command, and what kind of wages they would pull down in the work place.



And a third group was more disadvantaged families.  In recent years, we've come to refer to them as the hard-to-employ, the hard-to-serve.



We were thinking about welfare reform.  And it's something you don't do every other year, so it has to be something that would stand the test of time.  We'd be adopting for the long haul.  And so we did give some consideration to the environment for these programs, especially economic environment, and labor market in particular. 



An assumption underlying the strategy that is MFIP is a notion that the global economy is likely,  over most of the time ahead of us, to produce labor market conditions in which there is at least opportunity in the forms of available jobs, but that a good number of these jobs might be limited in terms of compensation and wages.  



And so we had a couple observations then.  We had a group -- Howard referred to target group.  We had a group of our welfare users, we thought, with the right kind of program, given their willingness and some ability to work, or ability to work and earn some income, the right kind of program might make a difference.  And also, given the labor market, we thought the right kind of program could make what opportunities -- this labor market would produce a real opportunity to welfare families to advance their income and well-being.



So we developed pretty much -- I think of it as a pragmatic strategy.  It had bipartisan support in our state.  And the basic sense was with all this expenditure in AFDC, we ought to get something out of it.  Just think of it as an investment.



And the kind of things we like to get is that in terms of each individual case, the greatest degree of independence or reduction of dependency is possible, and, in terms of the caseload, the greatest decline in poverty as would be possible.  



And MFIP was articulated as pretty much a relationship to a client load as a contract, where we expect people to do their best.  And then, if a parent does his or her best, we provided a couple guarantees.  One is that if you go to work, your income will -- your total family income will always increase.  And, secondly, if you work, or if you earn a little more, MFIP will be available for -- until the family -- total family income increases to well above the poverty level.



There really are, I guess, two alternatives to families who have limited earning power and limited opportunity in the labor market, and one is to add another income.  That is, for all these single parents to acquire a spouse, become a two-earnings family.  And since that's something we can't count on in terms of public policy, we kind of see MFIP as having a role of a proxy, or representing a second parent's income, a second stream of income, into a working family situation.



The key policies are pretty simple.  I'll start with the last, and I'll try to read these points for the sake of you in the back of the room.



MFIP does combine cash assistance and food assistance.  So the waivers from the Department of Agriculture authorized us to pool these resources into one program so there's some advantage to simplification, and also insuring that all these resource streams are directed by one set of goals, so that there isn't inconsistency in approach.



And the two basic policy features of MFIP are what's called enhanced financial incentives to encourage work.  Strategically kind of think of about it as a guaranteed income/outcome, perhaps even more than incentive.  But, for research purposes, it's interesting to see if these policies do, in fact, function as an incentive.  There is childcare provided and health care provided, of course. 



And the second policy, main policy component, is mandatory employment services.  In the experimental program, as Howard, I think, mentioned earlier this morning, single parents were not subject to this employment mandate until they had reached the twenty-fourth month anniversary of their use of welfare.  It was actually 24 out of the previous 36 months.  But, at that point, they are mandatorily enrolled in employment services, and a plan was developed for each family.



When we approached the research investigation of this strategy, we were interested in getting a handle on what role -- what was important here, what role, incentives versus mandates.  We're interested in getting a reading on how well this program did in an urban environment.  About 55 to 60 percent of our caseloads is in the immediate twin city area.



But the overall experience in Minnesota is still significant.  And, through the years, we'd seen some differences in the use of welfare in those two areas.  So rural versus urban, that's another one.  



And then applicant versus recipient.  Our sense of a target group is primarily longer term recipients.  But we didn't want to make this temporary use exhibited by AFDC -- many AFDC cases is something we didn't want to alter fundamentally by making too rich, too cozy a program environment.  So we wanted to track applicants to see -- observe their response to this initiative as well.



So I'm going to step aside now and ask -- Ginger will come to the podium and speak to some of the findings.



MS. KNOX:  Most of the numbers I'm presenting here are also available on MDRC's web site, which is www.mdrc.org.  The executive summary of the report that I'll be talking about is there, with tables.



Now that Joel has given you some of the background about MFIP, I'll be presenting some findings from MDRC's evaluation.  And I'll mostly focus on findings from our interim report, which followed people for 18 months after they entered the program. 



There are several things to keep in mind about the context of the program and the evaluation.  First, as Joel mentioned, MFIP is really the response to a question Minnesota posed, which is "Can we design a welfare system that will achieve two major goals, encouraging work and reducing poverty at the same time?"



And, as most of you are probably aware, most previous welfare reform efforts have not achieved both of those goals.  Well-run employment and training programs have increased employment and earnings but have not consistently raised family income, because welfare grants tend to decline at the same rate that earnings increase.  And efforts to raise incomes by increasing people's benefits run the risk of being very expensive unless they're carefully designed to encourage employment. 



So Minnesota's initiative is important, because it represents really one of the first state attempts to combine these two strategies in the hopes of combining the benefits of each.



Second, as Joel mentioned, MFIP was implemented -- the MFIP that we are studying was implemented before the new TANF rules came into effect, so the program we're talking about today has no time limit on benefits.  And that would certainly affect some of the results that we see.



Joel will be talking a little more after I'm finished about how the new statewide MFIP responds to the TANF program, but the seven counties that we're evaluating had no time limit.



Third, even though this program doesn't have a time limit, it's key features are the major elements of many state TANF programs, combining work incentives with specific work requirements and opportunities.  And, since many states are adopting this kind of combined carrot and stick approach, the lessons from MFIP are particularly important. 



Fourth, the evaluation of MFIP has been designed to give us information not only about whether the program as a whole was effective, but also to measure the separate effects of changing the earned income disregard and putting mandates in place.  This kind of design, I think, has really enriched what Minnesota has learned from the project, and hopefully what other states can learn also.



And, finally, I want to emphasize an implementation challenge that accompanies these new incentives, which I don't think are talked about enough.  The most direct effective change in the earned income disregard is that anyone who works is likely to receive assistance longer than they would have under the old system, because the program raises the point at which they become ineligible for benefits.  So even people who were already working when they entered MFIP will see their income go up, even if they don't change their work behavior.



That effect for people who are already working is sometimes called a windfall effect, and it would increase welfare spending.  But, at the same time, the hope is that the incentives will encourage new employment among non-workers who now realize that work pays.  So if people go to work who wouldn't have worked otherwise, their welfare benefits will obviously go down.  And, ultimately, how much the incentives will cost any state is going to depend on whether these employment increases fully offset the increases in benefits to people who would have gone to work anyway.



So the major implementation challenge to limit costs when you change an earned income disregard is really one of marketing.  In order to encourage new employment, it's really critical to provide recipients with a clear message about the new incentives that work now pays.  If the incentives are just put into place without a real marketing effort to let people know how it affects them, the incentives can't change their behavior and lead to more employment.



Now, what they did along these lines in Minnesota was to give eligibility workers the initial responsibility for describing the new incentives to their clients.  They were also encouraged to periodically contact people in their caseloads who either weren't working or participating in activities to encourage them to work and to keep reminding them about the incentives and the fact that work pays.



And then the next step of marketing the incentives in Minnesota happened when MFIP recipients began to participate in the employment and training services.  At that stage, the message that work pays was again reinforced by the employment and training staff all along the way.



For example, when we sat in on orientation sessions to employment and training activities, often those session focused just as much on explaining the financial incentives as they did on telling people what services were available. 



The next exhibit is just here to show how the evaluation was structured.  In the seven MFIP counties, MFIP operated as an experiment, actually running side-by-side with the old AFDC system in each county.  People were randomly assigned on the day that they came into the welfare office to apply for welfare or for a redetermination interview.



As you can see at the bottom of the chart, they were randomly assigned, in most counties, to one of three groups.  The MFIP group was eligible for the financial incentives and the mandatory MFIP services. The MFIP incentives group, the middle group, got the incentives, but was not mandated to participate in services, although they could participate in voluntary services.  And, finally, the AFDC group got AFDC benefits and voluntary services also.



The report that I'm talking about today focused primarily on findings for single-parent families in urban areas, but we can talk more about two-parent families or the results for rural counties, if people are interested.  So, mostly, I'll be talking about single-parent families.



The results are very different, also, for long-term recipients than for new applicants to welfare.  So I'll be talking about those two groups separately.



The long-term recipients were subject to MFIP's participation mandates immediately after entering the program, because they had all been on welfare for at least two years prior to the time that they came into MFIP.  So they experienced both the incentives and the mandatory services right away.



And our process analysis showed that MFIP did change the level of employment and training activities for those long-term recipients.  The likelihood that they participated in any job search, education, or training went up by about 15 percentage points compared to the AFDC group.



This exhibit shows the impact of MFIP on outcomes for long-term recipients.  The column labeled MFIP here shows the outcomes for people assigned to the MFIP group, the next column shows outcomes for people assigned to AFDC, and the third column shows the difference in their outcomes, which represents the impact of the program.  And then the shaded column on the right shows the impacts as a percentage change compared to the experience of the control group.



If you focus on the shaded column on the right, you see that over 18 months of followup, the full program increased long-term recipients' total income by an average of 13 percent -- that's the fourth line down -- and it reduced poverty by about 16 percent, compared to the AFDC program.



Income went up for two different reasons.  Earnings and employment rose substantially for a 27 percent increase in earnings over the 18 months.  And, as we expected because of the structure of the benefits, welfare benefits also rose somewhat.



The poverty rates we're presenting here are just approximations, because they include food stamp benefits due to the way that MFIP combines food stamps and cash.  And it also doesn't include some other forms of income.  So this is sort of a rough -- the best we could do so far on how it affected poverty.



The next exhibit shows a decomposition of the effects of the program.  We can do this by comparing the outcomes for members of all three of the research groups, including those who were offered only the financial incentives.  And the most important conclusion from this exhibit is really that both the financial incentives and the mandatory services contributed to the positive results for long-term recipients.



The impacts of the full program that we saw in the last exhibit are presented here again in column one, so this is just the impacts.  It's not showing each group separately.



The results of just the financial incentives by themselves are presented in column two, and the effects of adding on the mandatory services are shown in column three.



For example, when we decomposed the earnings effects you can see that over the quarters here, the full MFIP program increased earnings by $1,041, compared to the AFDC program.  Only $158 of that earnings impact came from the financial incentives part of the program, while $882 came from adding on the mandatory services and reinforcing the incentive message.



And, if you look at the line on welfare benefits, you see that the full program resulted in an increase in benefits of $818, and that increase was completely due to the existence of the financial incentives.  Because the group that got incentives alone had an increase in welfare benefits of nearly $1500, while the additional effect of the mandatory services was actually to decrease welfare benefits.



So if we didn't have these different groups to sort this out, we would only be able to look at the left-hand column and take some guesses about what was causing these effects.



The total income increase for this group was $1859, and we've just seen that both of the components contributed to that increase in total income.  The welfare benefit increase stemmed mostly from the financial incentives, and most of the earnings increase came from the mandatory services. 



Now, turning to the next exhibit, we can look at the effects for new applicants to welfare.  And, as I said earlier, the applicants were generally not subject to the program's participation requirements when they first started in MFIP, because they had just entered the welfare system for the first time.  So during this part of the evaluation, during this 18-month followup, the applicants only experienced MFIP's financial incentives.  Although if they stayed on welfare for a full two years, they would start to reach the point where they went to services.



Looking at the far right-hand column of this exhibit, you can see that the results for applicants are not as positive as for long-term recipients.  And, like those long-term recipients who had only gotten the financial incentives, the applicants show only small employment increases and no increases in earnings.  They do show an increase in income and a reduction in poverty, but those are due entirely to increases in their welfare benefits, not to changes in their work behavior.



So why are the findings of the applicants less positive than for long-term recipients?  There are two big reasons.  First, they weren't subject to the participation mandate yet, so we don't see any positive results from that mandate at this point.  And we did some longer term followup, sort of an informal report to the state, which does show that you start to see some employment effects when they start reaching that two-year point.



Second, applicants are much more likely than long-term recipients to work, even in the absence of MFIP.  So that means there are a lot more applicants who would have worked without the program who gained higher welfare benefits under MFIP without actually having to change their work behavior.  In fact, there is some evidence that they cut back somewhat on their work hours, leading to -- you can see the negative effect on earnings that's not statistically significant.  Part of that effect seems to be them cutting back from full-time to part-time work.



The last exhibit outlines some of the implications of our findings.  And first, just to repeat one last time that for the long-term recipients, both of the parts of the program, the incentives and the mandated services, contributed to the positive outcomes.  If you had offered one component without the other, you wouldn't have had the combined effect of both earnings and income increases.



In fact, the results for the groups that were subject only to the financial incentives should really be a caution for states who have similar policies.  Changing the earned income disregard without the support of either mandated services, or at least a strong sustained effort at communicating a new message, could lead to increases in welfare spending without any increase in self-support through earnings.



The MFIP results also show that financial incentives have implications for program management that go beyond their economic effects on recipients.  For example, the employment and training workers told us in our field visits that they felt good about the shift in focus in the services from education to employment, which was part of the MFIP program.  Because, with the financial incentives in place, they knew that working really would increase their clients' incomes.  And they talked to their clients a lot about the incentives.



So we came away feeling that the existence of the incentives actually helped make the employment and training component more effective than it would have been without them.



The financial incentives also led the eligibility workers to send a stronger work message to their caseloads.  Workers often told us that under MFIP, they felt much more empowered to encourage their clients to go to work than they had when they were AFDC workers.



The next point is that the MFIP results underscore an important tension that Howard referred to this morning between financial incentives and time-limited welfare.  And any of you who come from a state that has both of those in place I'm sure has already thought about this.  



Even if you're in an era of declining welfare caseloads, the fact remains that a more generous earned income disregard will keep people who are employed mixing work and welfare longer, so they'll be using up their lifetime limit on welfare.  And this raises an issue of perhaps figuring out ways to stop the clock for people in months when they're mixing work and welfare. 



And another implication is that it makes it even more important to figure out ways to help people advance in their careers so that they can earn enough to actually leave welfare, rather than staying on for their whole lifetime limit.



A third major implication is that it's encouraging that in its first 18 months, MFIP was most successful at increasing the earnings of long-term recipients, because that's a group we think of as very difficult to serve.  In Minnesota, about half of these long-term recipients had actually been on welfare for over five years.  The biggest impacts actually occurred for the group that was somewhere between two and five years on welfare, not for the very longest term recipients.



But, conversely, the findings for applicants suggest that for the state to see increases in earnings soon after families apply for welfare, they might need to structure the program differently than it was during the field trials.  And Joel will be talking about how they thought about this as they designed their statewide MFIP program.



About a year from now, as Joel mentioned, we'll be publishing the final report on MFIP.  It's going to include a full benefit cost analysis of the program for these different groups, as well as a separate report on the effects of MFIP on child outcomes.  



The child outcomes study is particularly exciting, I think.  It's part of a cross-state effort that's funded by HHS and some foundation partners, and it's looking at the effects of five different state waiver demonstrations on children.



Now I'll turn it back to Joel for a final couple of words.



MR. KVAMME:  And, as we're running overtime, it will just be a couple of words.  One thing I will address is some changes made by Minnesota when taking MFIP statewide.  



In the demonstration, a family with earned income would reach the exit level, or the point where they were eligible for the last dollar of MFIP support, at about 140 percent of the federal poverty level.  And, because of cost -- consideration of cost economies, when Minnesota implemented the program statewide in January of '98, that exit level was set at 120 percent of poverty.



The second major change is that the time trigger, which, in the experimental phase, or in the demonstration, for single parents had been the twenty-fourth month of receipt was now advanced to a much earlier point in a case life.  Legislature gave county some latitude in selecting the exact month.  But the biggest counties have introduced a time trigger or mandatory employment services in month number three of a welfare term.  And then, of course, under statewide conditions under TANF law, we have introduced a time limit.



The time trigger decision was influenced both by the reality of time limits in the TANF world, as well as some of the observations about the efficacy of mandatory services that were culled from the interim findings of the field trials.



I'll just say -- one more observation, we did observe that -- we haven't talked this morning about some of the other research groups, but the impacts in rural counties and rural caseloads were not as significant as among the long-term urban cases.  MFIP did have positive impact, but not as great.  And for a number of reasons.  



We are participating in a -- we did receive a small federal grant to help work further on welfare reform in the rural area, and are looking to some of the community services to add value to add to the impact -- the change in the program strategy provided additional impact, but not a great deal of additional impact.  And we are looking for some community supports to deal with some of the issues of remoteness and local labor market conditions.



I think we've passed our time allotment.  And we thought we'd -- I think we in Texas were thinking that we would make our presentations and then offer ourselves for questions.  So I'll turn it over to the Texas delegation at this point.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  There are handouts.  If you haven't gotten one from the outside, there are some on the ledge over there (indicating).  



I'm Kent Gummerman from the Texas Department of Human Services. We contracted with Willie Nelson to write the "Ballad of Texas Welfare Reform."  He wrote the music and the lyrics.  He couldn't be here to present the music, so we will just read the lyrics that Willie wrote for us.



I want to acknowledge the support of the Administration for Children and Families.  Howard Rolston and Karl Koerper helped us put the program together.  And I want to say a special thanks to Ken Maniha, our project officer.



There are going to be four people making presentations:  myself; Michelle Bensenberg, from the Department of Human Services; and Deanna Schexnayder and Kathleen Murphy from the University of Texas, who each have a different part of the evaluation.  



I'm going to do just an overview, or a background. Texas does, in fact, have a very low grant. A mother with two children, in a month, her TANF grant would be $188, so there's not much room for wiggle on that.



Nevertheless, in the spring of 1985, the Texas legislature passed legislation that started time limits. It's different from the federal time limits.  There are three tiers.  You can receive TANF for one, two, or three years, depending on your education and training.  There are roughly equal numbers of each. The caretaker, once she reaches her time limit, will be disqualified for five years. After five years, she can come back on again.  The dependents on the case are not disqualified, but the caretaker is eligible to receive transitional Medicaid and childcare.



Time limits don’t apply to everybody.  They apply only in those parts of the state where employment services are available.  There are large rural areas without employment services.  And also, the TANF recipient has to be outreached to receive employment services. There are 254 counties in the state.  Eighty-seven of them were in the old JOBS program, and those are the areas where they have employment services. That might not look like a big section of the state, but it actually covers 90 percent of the TANF caseload.  So we only cover 87 of the counties, but we cover 90 percent of the caseload.



Time limits is one component of Texas welfare reform.  Another component the legislature put into effect was what we call Responsibility, Employment, and Resources.  That's that RER that you heard about this morning.  This has several components, and they're all mushed together.



The resource limits for eligibility were raised.  The work history requirements for two-parent families were done away with.  We disregard the earnings and resources of children.  We changed the age of child exemption for participating in the JOBS program. It had been if you were caring for a child under three you were exempt from employment services.  We changed it so that it is based on the age of the youngest child when you started AFDC or TANF.  When that child reached the age of five that person lost their exemption.  The legislation also mandated that the age be lowered annually for the first few years of welfare reform.  Now, a year later, clients are exempt from employment services until that youngest child is four years of age.



The last piece of RER is the Personal Responsibility Agreement, which had several parts.  We require that the children on the grant be immunized.  They must attend school.  The caretaker must cooperate with child support.  The caretaker must attend parenting skills training if they're referred. That's relatively rare; but, if they're referred, they must attend.  They must sign an agreement that says they will not abuse drugs or alcohol, and that they will not voluntarily quit a job.  And, of course, if they're not exempt, they must participate in employment services if they're in one of the JOBS counties. 



That was the RER program. There was a third component that you'll hear about from Kathleen Murphy.  It's not part of the demonstration, as you'll see, but we offer a diversion program where if an applicant is determined to be fully eligible for AFDC or TANF, they may take the alternative of $1,000.  Rather than getting $188 a month, they can take $1,000.



To be eligible, they have to meet some other crisis criteria.  For example, having just lost a spouse or having just lost employment.  They also have to agree not to receive TANF for the following 12 months.  The program has been in place for a short time that you'll hear about later.



Going back to the time limits and RER, we have structured three separate demonstrations, related but separate.  There are time limits with experimental and control groups, there is the RER program in a subset of those 87 JOBS counties, and there's RER in a small subset of the non-JOBS counties. It's kind of a complicated arrangement.



The evaluation is a complicated arrangement too.  There are three of us participating in it.  The Department of Human Services is doing a process evaluation, and Michelle will talk about that.  The Center for the Study of Human Resources at U.T. is doing the impact analysis, and Deanna will talk about that.   And the Center for Social Work Research at U.T. is doing recipient interviews of people who took the $1,000 option.



That ends the background.  Now, some of this will be repeated, so, if you didn't catch it the first time, you'll have another chance.  



MS. BENSENBERG: I'm Michelle Bensenberg.  I work with the Texas Department of Human Services, and I'm going to give you just a little taste of our process evaluation.  



We're trying to do two major things with our process evaluation.  We're trying to document welfare reform in Texas, including documenting our research design, and we're conducting site visits to assess the implementation.



The primary challenge for our evaluation, as it probably is in every state that's trying to do this, is the rapidly changing environment in which we're trying to do this evaluation.  The legislation was passed in 1995 for welfare reform in Texas, but the legislature continues to improve upon it. We are trying to keep up with those changes with our process evaluation.



There are two agencies in Texas that are primarily responsible for welfare reform.  The Texas Department of Human Services, which is the TANF agency in Texas, and the Texas Work Force Commission, which is the employment services agency.



Kent spoke to you of the three demonstration projects.  This is a map of Texas and where the demonstrations are located.  The Time Limits demonstration is in San Antonio, which is Bexar County, in central Texas.  There are 10 offices there that are involved in that demonstration.



RER (Responsibility, Employment, and Resources) in JOBS counties is located in El Paso in far West Texas, Odessa in the West Texas plains, Corpus Christi on the Gulf of Mexico, and Beaumont in East Texas.



RER in non-JOBS counties is located in Hondo, which is directly west of San Antonio of Bexar County; in Lockhart, which is northeast of San Antonio, and just a little southeast of Austin; Luling, which is in that same general area; and Huntsville, which is in East Texas.



So, as you can see, we've tried to capture some of the diversity of Texas by spreading the sites out across the state.



The implementation of the demonstrations is fairly complicated.  We use random assignment, like Minnesota, and it's a little difficult with all the different policies. We have a computer program that our workers use when they interact with the clients, that guides their interviews, so we programmed all of the policies into the computer program, and the program ensures that the research groups get the appropriate policies.  That has helped tremendously.



Random assignment is computer-generated.  It's based on the last digit of the Social Security number of the first person listed on the case.  Typically, that's the case head. Groups are assigned very early in the interview process when we're doing the household composition, which is the very first thing that's done in the interview. 



The experimental group gets time limits plus the provisions of RER that Kent referred to, and the control group gets the RER, but no time limits.



We started the time limits demonstrations in those 10 offices in San Antonio in June 1996. In January 1997, time limits went statewide.  We still have the demonstration offices, but people that aren't part of the demonstration are now receiving time limits.



In the RER demonstration, the experimental group gets RER.  for the RER in JOBS counties, they also get the time limits provisions.  The control group has the pre-reform policies.



RER implementation actually was statewide as of June '96, except for the control group for the RER JOBS counties, and the experimental and control group for RER non-JOBS counties. 



For the JOBS counties demonstration, the Personal Responsibility Agreement started in June '96, and the other provisions in October and November of '96. In non-JOBS counties, the whole demonstration came up in January '97.



We conducted an initial set of site visits October '97 through January '98 just to find out what was going on with the policies out in the field, how things were being implemented, and to get a general sense of what was going on out in the field. Now we're in the process of a more detailed set of site visits to find out what welfare reform messages the clients are receiving: what messages they're being given, what the staff think they're saying, and what the clients think the staff are saying.  That's going to be very interesting to find out.



In our current site visits, we're observing group informing, which is a process that happens prior to the one-on-one interview between the worker and the staff.  The clients are all brought in for a meeting where general policies and procedures are discussed. We're also observing the one-on-one interviews between the caseworker and the client, and we're interviewing caseworkers and clients.



Now I'll turn it over to Deanna for the impact.



MS. SCHEXNAYDER:  I'm Deanna Schexnayder with the Center for the Study of Human Resources at the University of Texas.  Also in the audience is one of our co-authors, Jerry Olson.  And, if you have any hard questions, I'll refer them to Jerry.



The impact analysis is covering three different experiments, as mentioned earlier:  the time limits experiments, RER in jobs counties, RER in non-jobs counties.  The findings that I'll talk about today will generally give you 18-month findings from the first two experiments, and 12-month findings from the RER non-jobs experiments, which didn't start until January '97.



Can you all hear me in the back?  Okay, good.



The length of this experiment is that we will be measuring the net impacts from June '96 all the way through June -- well, it ends in June 2001, and we'll report out in May of 2002.



There are a number of impact measures that are included in this evaluation.  They go into the general categories of self-sufficiency measures, which include employment and earnings, family income, receipt of child support; welfare dynamics measures, in which we're looking at percent of time on welfare; in addition to transfers to a number of different types of programs -- and I have a complete list of those in some of the handouts in the back -- that because of the structure of Texas's program, you don't just look at cash benefits.  A lot of the impacts will be found by transfers to child-only cases.  For example, if the caretaker has to leave welfare because of a penalty and the like.



We're also looking at participation in work force development services, which is a changing animal.  As the world gets more complex, we are now looking not only at participation in what used to be called the jobs program, but also JHPA programs, and, as they come on line, the welfare-to-work programs coming out under the DOL money.  Because, in some cases, people can actually avoid some of the time limits by participating in some alternative work force development programs and so on.  And that will be an interesting dimension over time.



And, finally, we are looking at a number of children's outcomes, which are not yet covered.  So that will be coming up in our next interim report in about a year.  I think the only child outcome you're looking at now is participation in subsidized childcare programs.  Later we will hope to look at immunization rates, education outcomes, foster care, child abuse neglect types of outcomes.



Findings from the Time Limits experiment which is being run is mentioned in Bexar County.  Your handout is wrong, by the way, but we've corrected it here.  



In the first 18 months of the experiment, about 25,000 people were assigned to experimental and control groups.  And we did a fairly sophisticated set of analyses to determine whether or not the random assignment process was conducted properly, and I'm happy to report that it was.  In a very simple statement for a lot of complex work, there were no significant differences between the groups at random assignments.



Also, we found very few differences between the groups in any of the outcome measures.  But let me speak to that a little bit.



At the time of our analysis, which was one and a half years out, only one percent of the folks in the one-year time limit group had reached their time limits.  Because, remember, we're looking at only a year and a half after this whole initiative began.  And, also, people have to be called in to work force development services before the time limit clock starts ticking.  So it's not as onerous as it might sound with the one-year time limits.  It applies to a very small percentage of people, and most of them hadn't reached their time limits yet.



For the folks in the two-year and three-year time limits, none of them had yet reached their time limit, so none of them were removed from TANF because of time limits at the point that this analysis was done.



We think that when we get a little bit more time elapsing that we will see some differences in those outcomes, but it really is too soon to tell at this point.



In the RER in jobs counties -- remember this is the group for which the experimental group had both the personal responsibility agreement and all of the resource changes that Kent described, plus time limits, and the experimental group had neither -- approximately 9500 persons were assigned to experimental control groups in this time.  Three of the four sites passed the test of random assignment.  



The Clint office in El Paso, we're still working with.  We think that there are some differences in that group at random assignment.  And the characteristics, we believe that those are related to 

-- or, actually, some of the effects of the experiment related to changing the rules for two-parent families, which are pretty highly represented in that office.  But we did not have the data yet to sort that out.  So that will come out in our next one, and they have been excluded from our findings for the purpose of this report.



Major findings to date for that group is that we did find that experimental group members spent significantly less time on welfare than the control group members.  However, we were not finding any significant differences between those groups in employment and earnings, which leads us to the next question of what's happening to them.  And we'll report on that more in our next report. 



Also, about 15 percent of the total exits in the experimental group were related to penalties that had been given to them for failure to comply with personal responsibility provisions.



We also found, contrary to hopes and expectations that, the experimental group had lower participations and rates in the job program than the control group.  So things were not kind of moving in the direction we were hoping to see thus far in that experiment.



In the RER non-jobs counties, here we have the opportunity to look at the personal responsibility agreement and other provisions of RER in the absence of time limits, because these are very rural areas in Texas.  And it's also a very small group.  In the first year of this experiment, about 1300 people had been assigned to experimental and control groups.  There were no differences in the numbers, but some differences between the demographics of the group.  And, again, we'll need to get more data from -- mostly from the applicants, which is not -- applicants who did not later enroll.  And we'll need to look at that more thoroughly before we can say more -- much about them.



Thus far, in the first year of this experiment, the experimental group spent less time on welfare.  But there were some contradictory findings, because there were no differences found for some of the other welfare exit measures.  And we're going to need to sort that one out over time, because we're getting contradictory findings on the measures.  And only five percent of the experimental group exits were penalty related.



In our other measures, no differences between the groups were found in employment, earnings, or childcare measures.



What can we draw in conclusions from these very early findings?  We think that the combination of RER and time limits are causing more persons to leave welfare.  But, as I said earlier, we don't have any evidence yet that these persons are becoming employed at higher rates.  



Our further studies, or longer term studies, we'll be looking at some of the other measures of family and child well-being, and we're going to try to sort out a little bit more what's happening to those families through bouncing against a number of other databases that we have available.



In the RER in non-jobs counties and the time limit experiments, it's really too soon to tell.  I mean, I can give you very early findings.  But, as I mentioned, lots of the interventions haven't really had a chance to take effect yet, and so we'll have to wait until our three-year findings are out in another year and a half or so.



MS. MURPHY:  Hi.  I'm Kathleen Murphy.  Some of you may have been expecting Laura Lein.  She's with us in spirit.  



Laura is the principal investigator on the project looking into the one-time payment program, and I've been managing it for her, along with Susan Jacquette (phonetic).  We've got a team of six researchers who are primarily anthropology and social work graduate students.  Veronica de la Garza did a lot of the interviews on which I'll be presenting today, which were in the Rio Grande Valley -- we'll show you a map later -- and she lives down there.  Five out of six of them are bilingual in Spanish and English.



As Kent explained, the one-time payment program provides a thousand dollars in cash to eligible applicant households.  As a result, these potential TANF applicants are diverted from the program for the subsequent 12 months.  It was first implemented in late 1997 in the Rio Grande Valley.  And, as Michelle mentioned, we've got a rapidly changing policy environment that has since been expanded statewide as of September 1998.



These blue dots here (indicating) represent recipients of the one-time payment.  Between January 1998 and May 1999, we've had a little under 1900 of them, except this diversion program.  And, as you can see, they are concentrated down here at the bottom (indicating), because that's where Cameron and Edalgo (phonetic) Counties are, where the pilot program began.



So what we're doing, this team of researchers, we've got an ongoing series of interviews with the $1,000 recipients in the Rio Grande Valley, and a few are starting up in San Antonio this spring.



By "series of interviews," I man between three and four.  And, as well, we're going to continue to track the families that have already been enrolled during the past year.  



And I want to stress that this is an interview; it's not a survey.  These are in-depth conversations, and we make sure that the same researcher is visiting the same families.  There are open-ended questions.  The point is to let the recipients really tell their stories, so we can get a real feel for the experience that they're having.



These interviews produce very long transcripts.  And, again, we're not just kind of coding things in very brief ways.  We really read through and get their stories, get the full flavor of what's going on.



What I'm going to talk about today are the 30 households that we've been talking to in the Rio Grande Valley.  Of these, perhaps not surprisingly, 28 are Mexican/American and two are Euro/American.  And, similar to El Paso, there's a large proportion of two-parent households in the caseload, so we've got 18 there and only 12 female headed.  And that's actually part of the reason why the pilot program was started there, because it was felt that they were a suitable population to participate in it.



So what I'd like to do next is outline for you four profiles of use of the one-time payment.  And I want to emphasize that some of these categories may overlap.  It's not that one family used the one-time payment only for one type of thing, but there was a preponderance of the money spent in this way.



The first way that people are using it is on a major one-time or emergency expense.  And, with each of these profiles, I chose a quote that kind of illustrates from the interview, and so you can get a chance to hear a little bit of the voices from the transcripts.  So, in this case, if the person said, "I couldn't look for work, but now I bought a $550 car.  Now I'll start looking."



The second profile of use was to carry a family through periods of unstable income.  And, remember, we're down in the Rio Grande Valley.  There's migrant labor going on.  So people often have depended in the summer on crop-picking, but we had a drought last summer.  So some people are using the one-time payment in between periods of other employment.  



And here is a migrant family head of household.  "We're going to El Paso for the onions.  Last year, we had people living here in our house.  But, when we came back, everything was gone except this old couch.  So now we'll close the house.  I made three payments for the summer, and we don't have to take nobody in here so we don't lose our house."



Anecdotally, in addition to the 30 households that's part of this sample, we've had one household come back again for the second year one-time payment.  And it's the sense that it's kind of an interim benefit.



A third way people are using the one-time payment is to meet needs until a new job starts.  And here we have someone saying, "We took the money because my husband could get a job, and we wouldn't qualify for welfare later."



Now, remember Kent mentioned that a family of three, their average monthly benefit was $188, so people are making the calculation and figuring, "Well, I'm going to come out ahead."



This fourth profile of use, people aren't coming out ahead, because they're not meeting a need that's temporary.  They're using the payment to meet pressing bills and urgent survival needs.  In this case, "We needed to pay bills and buy clothes for the kids for school.  The money's all spent.  But we needed it because of our current circumstances, since we had the car accident and couldn't work."  The problem is we're finding as we continue to track these families, they may be in the same dire straits six months after the payment, but they aren't eligible for TANF.



So what affects the use of the one-time payment?  And here I'm going to go through some factors that do affect it that I think will sound quite familiar, 'cause they often apply to the entire TANF caseload.  



One factor is limited awareness of eligibility for other assistance programs, such as Medicaid and food stamps.  We're seeing limited money management skills and resources.  People don't necessarily have a bank account, for example.  And it's somewhat speculation on my part, but, from other research I've done in urban households in Mexico, there isn't a lot of faith in a banking system down in Mexico.  So people are more likely, in the cases that we're talking to in the Rio Grande Valley, to perhaps give the payment to a trusted relative to keep it for them.



There is limited access to education and training, so the one-time payment only gets you so far.  Again, limited sources of affordable, accessible childcare.  We heard about that this morning.  Limited transportation, familiar.  



Limited access to medical care.  Sometimes the medical needs are related to the kinds of employment people are engaged in.  There was, for example, one case of aggravated asthma due to pesticides used in the fields. 



And, even though this is somewhat different as a diversion, accepting a one-time payment instead of being on a monthly benefit program, the feelings of stigma that we've heard about elsewhere related to receipt of public assistance continue.



In closing, I'd just like to emphasize that all of these factors are often found simultaneously in a given family's circumstances, and, of course, they compound each other.  So, again, unfortunately, a familiar refrain.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Thank you, Kathleen.  Let me just note that the print shop is now putting out an interim report.  And, if you send me an e-mail -- my address is on one of the early slides -- I'll be happy to send you a copy.



I believe that Minnesota and Texas are open for questions, if there are any.  There's still 20 minutes till lunch.  Yes, sir. 



MALE VOICE:  What was the Texas grant after the adult got sanctioned off?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  The question was what was the Texas grant after the adult got sanctioned off?



MALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MR. GUMMERMAN: After they reach their time limit and go off?  There's no longer a sanction under the new program.  Under the new program, if someone doesn't participate in the JOBS program, or if they don't cooperate with child support, they're penalized.  There's a financial penalty, but they're not “sanctioned” off any more.  The control group still is.  But, if an adult in the control group were sanctioned off, instead of getting $188, they would get approximately 90-something dollars.  



The penalty for not participating in JOBS or not cooperating with the child support is $78. The other penalties(for example, if your child doesn't attend school or doesn't get immunized) are $25 per violation. So, there are relatively modest penalties for not meeting those requirements.  I'm not sure whether I answered your question.  



Way back in the back.



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MR. GUMMERMAN:  I'm sorry.  Can't quite hear you.



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.) 



MR. GUMMERMAN:  I do have that information.  I have a separate sheet that has that information.  Yes.  The question was the PRA penalties, like immunization and school attendance and so on, I think the question was how often do those occur.  And --



FEMALE VOICE:  What (inaudible) which different elements accounted for that that they violated?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Well, I'm sorry.  Which different elements accounted for those sanctions?



FEMALE VOICE:  No, no.  Which things caused the sanctions?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Okay.  Which things caused the sanctions?  Let me give you what I think you're asking, and, if that's not it, I'll let Deanna try.



In the month of February, 11,000 people had a penalty for not participating in JOBS.  That was the most frequent penalty.  The next most frequent was 7500 for not participating in EPSDT.  Next was not participating in child support, 4,000.  Next, not participating in school attendance, 3600.  And, least of all, the immunization requirement with 1400.



Those are statewide figures, not just from our demonstration sites. That gives you a feeling that in order, it's JOBS followed by EPSDT (Early and Periodic Screening Diagnosis and Treatment) followed by child support, and then the others.  Was that what you were asking?  Okay.  Yes, sir. 



MALE VOICE:  I have a question for the Minnesota delegation.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Minnesota.



MALE VOICE:  Did your study include areas with Indian reservations?  And, if so, what types of conclusions did you draw?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Could you hear in the back?



MS. KNOX:  He asked if the study included areas with Indian reservations.  And the answer is yes, one of the rural counties does have a reservation.  We haven't really made it a focus of our -- it's a very small group, so we really haven't made it a separate focus.  So I really can't say much about the (inaudible).



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Yes.



FEMALE VOICE:  I have two questions about the one-time payment program.  (Inaudible.)  And my second question is there any requirement for the option of supportive services (inaudible)?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  The thousand dollar one-time payment keeps you off for 12 months.  At the end of 12 months, you may get it again, or you may go on welfare at that point in time. A few people have received two annual payments. The supportive services requirements do not go along with it.  It's totally separate from the TANF grant.



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MR. GUMMERMAN:  They can certainly volunteer for them, but they would not be reimbursed through the JOBS program.  Possibly through JTPA or other sources.



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible.)



MR. GUMMERMAN:  There is no pay-back provision.  It's a thousand dollars; it's theirs to use as they wish.  Yes.



MALE VOICE: What happens to the utilization of food stamps and Medicaid for those that take the $1,000 payment?  I take it that's a voluntary choice.  And what about childcare assistance?  Or is this somewhat supportive?



MR. GUMMERMAN: We don't have specific data to answer your question.  But, if they take the thousand dollars, that may affect their food stamp eligibility.



MS. BENSENBERG:  For the first month only.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  For the first month only.  Because that's treated as income in the month that they received it. They could get food stamps in the second month and Medicaid as well. We don't have figures yet, and may never have figures on how often that occurs.  And childcare, is the same as with regard to employment services.  Yes.



MALE VOICE:  In the RER -- this is for Texas.  In the RER in JOBS counties, you have the experimental group had lower jobs participation rates.  You also had that 15 percent of experimental group exits were penalty related.  Are those two facts related to one another?  Do you have any speculations on why you have lower jobs participation rates?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Ms. Schexnayder?



MS. SCHEXNAYDER:  Thank you.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Or Mr. Olson?



MS. SCHEXNAYDER:  They may very well be related, but we haven't done an analysis to conclusively say that at this point.



I think that in that particular experiment, one of the things that is very interesting is that we are seeing people leaving welfare, spending less time on welfare, but we're not seeing differences in the employment rates.  So I could speculate and say that the experimental group seems to be opting out -- a portion of the experimental group seems to be opting out of the requirements of the experiment, that is, to participate in the time limits -- I mean in the jobs program.  And they're taking the penalty, rather than doing that and just going and getting a job.



I think what will be more interesting will be to see the longer term findings when we can look at things like the employment retention of those individuals, and some of those longer term measures to see in the long run what will happen.  



'Cause, remember, these are really still very early outcomes.  And, also, the pattern in Texas over the decade or so that we've been doing research has been relatively high employment rates, and people trying to leave welfare.  Because this is not an attractive program for them at $188 a month.  



But the typical pattern for people on welfare in Texas has been a cycling behavior between welfare and work.  So we need to get to a slightly longer term outcome to see if we're going to see differences over time in their employment retention rates, or whether we're see, you know, any better outcomes than we are now.



I think the other thing over time in the next set of findings we should be able to see is whether people are findings their way to some of the work force development services that are available in Texas, but do not have, basically, the penalty of having your time limits clock start ticking, such as JHPA, such as the welfare-to-work options, in lieu of going to the jobs program.  



So it will get really complex over time, and all of those kinds of things we hope to sort out in the next report. 



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Yes, sir. 



MALE VOICE:  A question for the Minnesota group.  My understanding is that the group that got the incentives treatment alone did not show very significant earnings and employment outcomes?



MS. KNOX:  Right.



MALE VOICE:  And, if that's the case, does that suggest that the marketing by the caseworkers -- by caseworker staff alone is not very effective in terms of informing people about the incentives? 



MS. KNOX:  I think it's really hard to know why there weren't earnings effects.  Basically, the eligibility workers were supposed to do an initial discussion of the new rules.  And then, for people who weren't participating in any activities or employed, the initial idea was actually for them to every quarter contact people and sort of give them a pep talk and ask, you know, why they weren't working, or, you know, try to give them some ideas on going to work.



A lot of the offices really didn't do that, because they were just -- they really still had the same job as an eligibility worker that they had before, and there wasn't really a lot of room made in their job for taking on this new role of sort of continually talking to people about it.  So, in that sense, this sort of full-scale marketing that was planned really only happened in a couple of counties. 



The state, though, also sent out -- I mean, I think the marketing was pretty good.  It was -- the state, for example, sent out quarterly flyers to everyone in MFIP every single quarter of the demonstration reminding them about the incentives and the key rules that they should know about, so that people, you know, as long as they opened their mail and read it at all, you know, they would get reminders about it.



So whether it was the marketing or whether it was just the incentives -- you know, people have other reasons for not going to work -- it's hard to know.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Sir, your hand was first?



MALE VOICE:  I have a followup for Minnesota.  I was curious about the impacts on first-time applicants.  The program is -- I think the experimental program (inaudible).  I think 1997, with the passage of MFIP legislation statewide and the implementation planning created anything but a stable environment in looking at the low level of impact that you have.  I just wondered if our staff (inaudible) compare effects prior to '97 versus those (inaudible).  You might see more effects (inaudible).  The agency control might have been a tighter control. 



MS. KNOX:  He was asking about the effects especially for the new applicants, the sort of lack of effects on employment and earnings, and whether the changing environment, especially from 1997 forward, sort of affected the control groups' behavior in a way that would make it hard to see whether MFIP had an effect.  And I think that's true, although the report that I was talking about really measured outcomes before that kicked in.  And so this was basically outcomes for an early cohort, sort of the first half of the sample.



In the final report, we will be able to split up cohorts and sort of see whether the early group had bigger effects or the later group had bigger effects.  And we are going to look at sort of a time line that sort of shows, you know, when the big policy changes were kicking in nationally as well as in the state to sort of track, you know, when people started hearing a lot about welfare reform.  Even if they were told it didn't apply to them yet, it still might have affected their behavior.  And so we are going to think hard about that as we look at the final report and sort of how to make sense of the differences over time.



MS. SCHEXNAYDER: I think it was mentioned earlier what a challenge it was for the process evaluation to be looking at things in a changing policy environment.  I think it's equally, if not more so, a challenge for impact findings, because these things are continuing to change in every site every year.  And I think that's true across all of these experiments, that they're not the classical demonstration project in that, you know, you design it and it stays that way.  There's all this noise going on all around you as you still try to hold onto an experimental and control group.



So that is going to be something, I think, that all of these experiments that are going on right now will have to pay special attention to as we try to sort out the meanings of our findings, as we try to subdivide periods of time in which a certain initiative was going on or not going on.



So just to anybody else who's delving into that, you know, mine field there, it's tough.  It's lots tougher than the traditional model of what you expect with an experimental design. 



MS. KNOX: I mean, I will say, just to give Minnesota some credit, they really worked very hard with their legislature every year to keep just at least the field trial counties kind of as clean as possible, and to keep the control group a real control group.  And they really cut some political -- they used up some of their political capital just to keep the experiment as strong as it could be.



There were some changes in policies for the control group, but I think sort of the basic fabric of the experiment was really kept in tact.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Yes, ma'am. 



FEMALE VOICE:  (Inaudible) for Minnesota.  (Inaudible) the fact that you have very large impacts on the (inaudible) is really interesting (inaudible).  The first question is I wonder if (inaudible) between those (inaudible).  And the other part is it sort of sounds like this is (inaudible). 



MS. KNOX: The first question was about which subgroups may have had stronger impacts than others.  And we did look at -- we did divide the long-term recipients into those who -- about half of them had been on for longer than five years, so there really was a long long-term group.  And that group did not have as big impacts as the two- to five-year group.  And I think that people with high school diplomas also did better than people who didn't have them.



So we did -- even though the long-term recipients did do very well relative to the control group, we sort of did come away with a feeling that it was sort of the moderately disadvantaged, rather than the very tail of the disadvantaged group.  You know, the very most disadvantaged didn't benefit as much as the sort of middle group. 



And we'll look more at that also in the final report.



FEMALE VOICE: Aside from the length of time on welfare, you don't have more (inaudible) on these factors also.



MS. KNOX: We didn't sort of do a lot -- sort of clustering of, you know, welfare experience with high school diploma or other -- we didn't do a huge amount of subgroup analysis for that middle -- for that interim report, but we'll probably be doing more in the end.  



In the child outcomes, for example, we'll be looking at, you know, families who seem particularly at risk versus not, and thinking of some ways to categorize people.  And then your other question was about --



FEMALE VOICE: Philosophical.



MS. KNOX: Oh, the philosophical.  It was interesting.  I did field visits sort of throughout the experience, and then I also visited just as they were shifting to statewide MFIP.  And seeing that shift really brought home to me again how positively the initial demonstration was presented to recipients.  It was really -- a very strong message was sent that "This is an opportunity that you should take advantage of.  There really is more money in this for you than there used to be."  And the sort of mandatory and sanctioning end of it was presented again more as "This is an opportunity you should take advantage of, and here are the services that will help you get there."



The sanctioning side of it was really not -- they didn't beat people over the head with the sanction.  And it was actually -- it was a 10 percent sanction, so it wasn't nearly as big as some other states.



So, even though it was presented as a requirement, the fact that it was a requirement was not sort of the big message, I don't think.



But then, when I visited -- when they shifted to statewide, they did cut back somewhat on the level of the incentives, and they also -- there really was a much stronger, I think, work requirement message that was sent to people.  "You are now going to have to go to work."  It was very different than initially.  



And, when I was there, people were very angry.  They were not saying, "Oh, good.  What a great opportunity."  It really -- I mean, I don't know if Joel will disagree, but the atmosphere was very, very different, and I really think a lot of it was the messages that -- it was the policies, but it was also just the messages that had been decided, you know, to get across to people were quite different, probably more different than the policies' differences. 



MALE VOICE:  Did you address the problems related to recipient mobility and (inaudible)? 



MS. KNOX:  The recipient mobility and the possibility of them --



MALE VOICE:  For example (inaudible). 



MS. KNOX:  Right.  The answer -- are you talking about programmatically what happens, or in the experiment, when we try to measure things?



MALE VOICE:  Yes.



MS. KNOX:  Well, it sort of depends on the data source.  For example, for earnings, we actually -- since unemployment insurance information is collected statewide, as long as they move within Minnesota, we actually still have the follow-up data.  If they move out of state, we don't have them anymore.



For the survey, which is a big part of the final report, the survey firm actually tracks people down out of state if they can find them.  So it sort of, you know, depends on the data source how easy it is to find people.  



There is an issue of people moving, though.   If they move outside the seven counties, they'll get a different programmatic treatment.  They wouldn't get MFIP anymore if they moved outside of the seven counties.  So there's some -- you know, a little bit of dilution that would go on because of that.



But the counties are actually fairly close to each other, so I think a lot of the movement is actually -- with some exceptions, it's captured.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  I think we have time for one more.  Yes, sir. 



MALE VOICE:  I'm very interested in the (inaudible) concerns in Texas by childcare.  And you went into $188, $1,000 cash payment, but you really didn't go into childcare and (inaudible) issues on how recipients or clients would be able to -- people are servicing the group, but who's providing the services?  Could you elaborate on that issue?



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Sure.  The question was about the use of childcare in the Texas studies, and who provides it.  There was no difference between the experimental groups and the control groups in their eligibility for childcare, so that's no reason why we didn't mention it today.  However, that is a measure which will be reported on. 



MS. SCHEXNAYDER: We have some data.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  And there is some data in the tables that are being handed out.



MS. SCHEXNAYDER: It's in the report.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  It's in the report.  There is some data in the report.  



MS. SCHEXNAYDER: I'd like to address that. 



MR. GUMMERMAN:  Do you want to address that?  You might mention who provides the service too.



MS. SCHEXNAYDER: Right.  One part of the legislation that initiated this demonstration also consolidated a number of work force development services into a new agency, the Texas Work Force Commission.  And, at the time that occurred, the Administration for Subsidized Child Care also transferred to the Work Force Commission.  So that is the agency that is responsible for administering all the funds.



Texas had a system that got a lot of national publicity in the early '90s called the Child Care Management System, which was really a childcare broker system, and it brought together all kinds of sources of funds for childcare under one administration.  So that as families left one program eligibility type, they could continue to get childcare without their child being bounced around from one place to another.



So the CCMS data are available for our use in this evaluation.  And, also, we are about to finish a detailed report on that system and the use of subsidized childcare in Texas that will be out in the next month or so that gives far more information.



In terms of the clients in the study using childcare, it was actually fairly small so far.  In the time limits experiment, approximately four percent of the cases actually used subsidized childcare, and the average subsidy per month per child was in the $240 range.  And, in the RER choices, it was -- I'm sorry.  Yeah, RER choices experiment -- jobs experiment -- sorry.  Our terms have changed, but we decided to use the old terms for this presentation.  The levels were, again, about four percent.  The subsidies were a little smaller, around 200 per month.  And I would expect that they're not going to be as large in the non-jobs counties.  



In our later analyses, we're going to be also breaking out the continued use of transitional childcare.  The Texas law incorporated the federal language at the time.  So, even though there are no longer federal requirements for providing transitional childcare, those are part of our waiver in Texas.  So we will be subdividing out the use of that kind of childcare in our later reports.  Is that close enough for who's giving it and why?



MALE VOICE: Yeah,that's close enough. 



MS. SCHEXNAYDER: Okay.



MR. GUMMERMAN:  I think it's lunchtime.  Thank you all very much.




(Applause.) 




(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the meeting was concluded.)
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