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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A. THE I^IORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM

The continuing publ-ic concern with welfare programs was clearly evident

in the enactment by Congress on Decenber 28, L97L of the 1971 Anendments to

the SociaL security Act (Pub1-ic Law 92-223). This l-egisl-ation mandated sub-

stantial changes in both the structure and the operation of the Work Incentive

Program (WIN) as part of the effort to move recipients of Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (AFDC) toward self-support through emplolment.

The federal interest in work and training programs for cl-ients of the

AFDC program dates back to the 1961- Anendments to the Social Security Act which

authorized federal assistance to st,ates which provided grants for unenployed

parents, prinarll-y fathers, called AIIDC-UP. The l-962 Amendnents, now that AFDC

expLicitl-y incLuded an ernployabLe population, permitted federal expenditures for
payments for..vork programs in the case of AFDC-UP fathers and encouraged states

to adopt rrConmunity lJork and Training ProJects.rr The purpose of these projects

nas to provide paid work experience that would prepare jobless men for re-entry

i.nto the Labor force and would enabl-e them to work off their assistance pa)rment,s.

The prinary strategy of the 1962 Amendments, however, for moving clients
toward self-support centered on a sociaL services approach to the removal of the

sources of personal- dependency that led to the use of public assistance. States

were encouraged t.o provide social services by a new grant-in-aid fornula which

matched state expenditures on services on a 75/25 basis, or 93 federal- dol-Lars

for every state dol-l-ar.



With the passage of the Economic Opportunity Act of L964, the Comunity

Work and Trainlng Projects were replaced by the Work Experience Program (!fET)

whl-ch provided higher federal support, covered a greater target popuLation,

and could potentially provide more comprehensive training, social services and

work opportuni.ties. The WET denronstration projects inaugurated the period of
program cooperation between welfare and employment agencies. Public t'Ielfare

agencies had the responsibiLity of setting up work experi.ence projects, of pur-

chasing or developing training opportunities, and of providing supportive ser-

vices to enrollees. The Enployment Services assumed the task of providing man-

power services and particul-arly Job placenent services for graduates from the

progran. The WET projects were based on the asstrmption that much of the AFDC

casel-oad could be nade empl-oyable, including mothers, through the provision of

services and experience whieh were reLevant to employurent.

The 1-967 Amenduents to the SoeiaL security Act created the Work Incentive

Program (WIN) to replace the WET. Thls new program contained mandatory referral
comPonents for the first time and provided standardized incentives for those

mothers who obtained emplo]rment so that they no Longer lost assistance pa)Dents

equal to the hrages they earned. While WIN nade greater provlsion for job pl-ace-

ment than the previous programs, the maJor emphasis was st,iLl on training and

services leading to cl-ient rehabilitation.
The l-971 Anendments to the Social Security Act (frIIN II) rnodified various

parts of the original WIN Prograu (WIN I). The following is a short strmary of

some of the more important aspects of WIN I which are to be changed under WIN II
as specified in the legisl-ation.

1. Ref errals to I^IIN

Under WIN I referral
states had developed different

strategies varied from state to state. Different
criteria for mandatory categories, and, in additi.on,
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within these categori.es caserrorkers were allowed to exercise a great amount of

individual discretion. The WIN II legislation mandates changes in the referral

poJ-icies of states. WIN II requires that registtation for nanPolf,er services,

training and emplo1rnent be a condition of el-igibil-ity for assistance for speci-

fied categories of clients. Through the mandatory registration procedures,

t{IN II is lntended to reduce the lack of uniformity in referral and to increase

program coverage and reliabil-ity.
2. Separate Adninistrative Unit

The provision of services to WIN partleipants and accountability for

those enroLl-ed in the program under I^IIN I was often probl-ematic due to the Lack

of a speeifie unit within many welfare offices whieh could provide the neeessary

supportive services and could serve as lialson with the !0IN Program in Emplo5rnent

Service offices. The new program requires that states have a special- Program

administrati.on for WIN in welfare departments. This separate unit is to provide

services to l[IN clients and lialson to the EmploSrnent Service program' and the

operation of the WIN Program in local wel-fare offices becomes more uniform.

3. Referral Levels

Referral levels to WIN varied fron state to state, with a few depart-

ments of weLfare referring too snal1 a number of recipients to meet enrollment

goal-s. The new Amendments place a penalty on those states whi-ch, after June 30'

L973, fail to meet the mlnimum L5 percent certification of those required to

register.

4. Federal Matching Fornula

The federal- uatching fornula for the WIN/ES Program and for supportive

services was different - on an 80-20 basis for WIN/ES operations and a 75-25

basis for supportive services. Under WIN II, federal matchi.ng funds for all

operations and supportive service are p1-aced on a 90-10 basis, within the l-inits

of the auEhorizations of Congress.
-"3-



Priority of Referral

Earl-ier I{IN l-egislation did not address priority, but the Department

of Heal-th, Education, and WeLfare strongly reconrmended speciflc categories for

mandatory referral. This resulted, in many states, in a back-jan of mandated

individuaLs who did not want the serviees, or who were not particularJ-y enploy-

ab1e. The new legislation for WIN II sets priorities, €rmong those who must

register, for those who should be calLed up first. The order is as foLlows:

(a) unenployed fathers, (b) mothers who volunteer, (c) pregnant women and mothers

under L9 years, (d) youths over 1-6 and not in schooL, and (e) al-l- other indivi-
duals. The changes in WIN II alter not only the priority, particul-arly by plac-

i.ng voLunteers near the top, but aLso al-low the employnent, offices to consider

employment potential in carrying out the program.

6. Job Market

In the actuaL operations of I,IIN I, there was often l-ittl-e relatlonship

between the emplolment potential of the i.ndividual, the type of trainlng, and the

actual jobs avail-able in the eornmunity. Under WIN II the emploSrnent offices are

mandated to esLablish in each sppaepriate geographic area a Labor Market Advisory

Council- to assist in the identifieation of the types of Jobs availabLe or likely
to become avail-abLe. The new provisions al-so limits the amounts and kinds of

institutional training and place minimums on the amounts of on-the-Job training

and public service emplo5ruent in order to emphasize the utilization of these pro-

grams.

7. Aggpcy Cooperatigg and Joint Planning

There was littl-e joint effort between wel-fare and emplo)rment offices

in many states from the level- of the preparation of the individual enployability

pJ-ans to the l-evel of the preparation of state plans. Most tasks were carried

ou! separately. WIN II, while changing the operationaL responsibi-1itj-es, attempts

5.
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to create the mechanisms for joint efforts for most program activiLies ranging

from the joint appraisal of cl-ients to the review of statewide operational plans

by jointly establlshed regional and national coordination connittees.

&.

b.

the registration and c#tificati.on of the appropriate
clients from the AFDC caseload'

the role, structure, and responsibility of the mandated
Separate Administrative Unit,

the welfare responsibiLity in the joint welfare-enployment
service activities, and

the provision of supportive services.

C.

d.

B. FINDINGS OF INITIAL IMPACT STUDY

The findings of the study of the initial impact of WIN II on l-ocal wel-

fare office operations around WIN suggested that the guidelines were differently

inplemented in the various sites that were investigated. At the concl-usion of

that study in the FaLl of Lg72, it was difflcult to identify the extent and exact

nature of the impact of WIN II on the adni.nistrative patterns in l-ocal wel-fare

offices. The patterns in the six sites of Lowe1l and tr{orcester, Massaehusetts,

Monroe and Nassau, New York, and Middl-esex and Camden, New Jersey, had formed

a continuum based on the degree of concentration of WIN tasks within a single

unit prior to WIN II. A continuum had ranged from those admlnistrative patterns

exhibiting a reLativel-y 1-ow degree of coneentratlon of WIN tasks to patterns

displ-aying a high degree of concentration. The question of whether the various

patterns wouLd merge toward a point on the continuum of concentration as nandated

in the guidelines was Left open untiL more time had el-apsed so that locaL offices

coul-d deaL with transitional probLems and couLd establ-ish normal procedures for

implementing WIN II. The findings of the initial study were the following:

l-. The WIN II Program has accentuated the differences in organizational
structure of WIN within loca1 wel-fare offices and possibly l-ed to
greater divergence in program structure, at least in the short-run.

The new guidelines do not appear to have changed the priority of WIN
in LocaL offices from what it was prior to IIIN II.

2.
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3.

4.

5.

6.

7"

The nandatory registration procedures are being implemented in aLl
the sites.

During the transitional phase of the program' the general- under-
standing and knowledge about the WIN II Program was lower €rmong
staff within welfare offices than knowl-edge of WIN had been
previously.

The relations between welfare offices and employment offices have
general-ly improved as a resul-t of }'IIN II.

On the basis of very linited i.nvestigation, it did not aPPear that
I^IIN II had significant positive or negative effects on clients.

In those sltes which have inplemented the guidelines most comPl-etel-y'
the costs have run significantl-y hlgher than those which have only
partial-Ly put the new regulations and organizational- Patterns into
effect.

The costs were higher where the welfare offices relied primarily on
the cLient to compLete registration forms rather than the caseworker
conducti.ng an interview.

9. In order to arrlve at a sounder basfs for comparison of adninistrative
costs of the progr€rm, additionaL research at a later point ln time'
when the progran is more completely oPerationalized, is required.

10. The capacity of the local office in terms of staff size, caseload rate'
and WIN staff at the tirne of implementation affects the speed and ex-
tent to which the IfIN II GuideLines are bei-ng impJ-emented.

11. The comunications network and procedures that operate between the
state and locaL weLfare agencies significantly affected the ext,ent to
which the guidelines had been implemented in 1oca1 offices'

L2. The prLorlty of the ![IN Program in state Departments of lJelfare and
in locaL offi.ces affected the extent to which WIN II had been put into
effect.

1-3. The relative influence of the state welfare department over the l-oca1
offices al-so affected the degree to which the WIN II Program was in-
pJ-emented and the nanner in which lt operated.

L4. The nature and number of competing work Programs has an effect on
the util-ization, priority, and effectiveness of the WIN Program.

15. The political- and budget constraints which have been imposed in many
states and Localities on overalL welfare operations limit the capacity
of l-ocal offices to make the WIN II Program effective.

l-5. The voucher system for child care in some states is time consuming, and
confusing for workers and clients. In cases where significant delays
in payments are involved, the system reduces the available child care
resources by liniting the number of potential babysitters' slnce many
sitters are reluctant to become involved in such complicated procedures
and, more importantly, are unable to wait the necessary time for paym.ent.

8.
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c. OBJECTIVES At{D SCOPE OF SECOND ADMINISTMTIVE ]MPACT STIJDY OF IIIN II

The prirnary objectives of this project were to examine (1) the impact of

WIN II on locaL welfare office operations at a time when the program had been in

operation for approximatel-y one year, (2) the affects of competing programs'

pri.orities, and locaL and state pressures on the evolution of WIN, (3) the reac-

ti.ons and perspectives of I{IN participants on WIN II procedures and wel-fare office

administrati.on of WIN II, and (4) the differences between l-ocal tr'IIN operations

and the respective differences in impacts in terms of simpl-e input and output Per-

formance criteria.
The six l-ocations were ini.tially selected for this study by the Social and

Rehabilitation Service of DHEI,I, with the consultation of the Social WeLfare Regional-

Research Institute. It was decided to use the same si.tes as had been investigated

in the initial- Impact study. The sites locations were the following:

1. Canden County (Canden), New Jersey

2. Middlesex County (New Brunswlck), New Jersey

3. Monroe County (Rochester), New York

4. Nassau County (ltineola), New York

5. Lowell, Massachusetts

6. Worcester, l"Iassachusetts

After site visits had been made to these locations duri.ng the Sumer of 1973,

it was decided by the Social Welfare Regional- Research Institute and the Social

and Rehabilitation Service of DIIEIJ to incLude an additional state containing two

sites in the study. The State of California was chosen because it was outside of

the northeast reglon of the country and because it had developed distincti.vely

dlfferent ways of impl-ementing the WIN II Guidel-ines. The obJectives of the

California portion of the study were somewhat more linited than those in the other

states owing to l-imitations of time and resources. This meant that the review

-:7 -



of the welfare office operations as a whole in the Cal-ifornia sites rtas not

extensive, that the cLients were not interviewed, and that the range of back-

ground quantitative data collected was narrower. Unl-ike the sel-ection process

for the other Locations for invbstigation, the State Department of Human Resources

Development of the State of Cal-ifornia deternined the offices to be visiued and

examined by the researchers from the Regional Research Institute. These locations

were the following:

1. San Joaquin County, California

2. Stanislaus County, California

D. MCPLANATION OF FINAI REPORT

This report is intended to give the reader a sense of the impact of ![IN II

on Local wel-fare off ices as of the Sr.rnrme t ot L973. It is also intended to gi.ve

some initi,al indications of the affects of the program on clients and to iodicate'

within the linits of avaiLable data, the differences in performanee of the various

local- programs as they impl-emented WIN II. Wtrile the study has many of the lini-

tations of a short investigation in terms of (a) the gaps in certain quantitative

data and (b) the f-imited tine and resources to get at the subtle differenees in

performanee by the various offi-ces, the research presented in this report does give

a relatively eomprehensive picture of the operations of the WIN II Program and

does indicate some of Lhe more important issues, problems, and lmpacts.

The format for this report puts the presentation of fi.ndings and reconrmenda-

tiors at the beginnlng. While this was the l-ast section to be completed, it does

provide the context for the materials that foLlow and is directed at the prilnary

concern of policynakers in the agencies responsible for WIN II. This chapter also

contains a sect,ion which reports some of the recom'mendations and reactons of ad-

ministrati.ve personneL responsible for WIN II in the various states which were

visited. Chapters III, IV, V, VI, and VII are concerned exclusively with an exam-

I



ination of the WIN II Program ln the locations in New York, New Jersey and

Massachusetts. The reason for this is that nuch of the writing on this project

had been conpleted prlor to the addition of the California sites to the study.

Chapter VIII discusses the WIN II Program Ln California.

-.-9 -



A.

CHAPTER II

SI]MMARY OF FINDINGS AI{D RECOMMENDATIONS

LISTING OF FIMINGS

FederaL guidelines on registration were closely followed by l-ocal
welfare offi.ces.

Refusal to reglster by mandatory clients rras very rare.

The degree to which Local- wel-fare offices have established a fully
operative and participating Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) and
the manner in which the SAU operates vary greatly among the Locations
in the four states.

In those l-ocal- weLfare offices where separation of services had not
been operational- prior to !trIN II, impLementation of the ![IN II guide-
l-ines has been difficul-t and is stilL not eompleted.

Those l-ocal weLfare programs which had a special WIN unit within
Income !traintenance to handLe WIN financial procedures operated nore
efficiently.
The procedure of Joint Appraisal, where it has been implemented, has
improved Lhe cooperation between welfare offices and employment service
offices.

In some offices where there are other work prograns for wel-fare elients'
the priority and performance of WIN suffers.

The decrease in training opportunities has caused a gradual decrease in
volunteers.

A factor which had both direct and indirect inpact on the effectiveness
of the WIN II progr€rm was the preoceupation of some l-ocaL and state
weLfare agencies with the issue of ttwel-fare fraud.t'

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

7.

8.

9.

6.

10. Local aggregate
the j ob market

11. Problems in the
availability.

unemployment rates do not appear to reflect adequately
for WIN participants.

provision of ehiLd care services usually centered around

L2. Four percent of the registrants in all of the sites in this study completed
job entry in fiscal- year L973. Thirteen percent of the participants in
all- of the programs in this study completed job entry.

13. Those programs in this study which placed highest emphasis on (a) vol-unteers,
(b) supportive social- services, (c) training, and (d) strong joint agency
participation performed highest in terms of (a) the number of partieipants
who compLeted job entry, (b) a combined measure of completed job entry for
registranLs and for participants, and (c) the percentage which completed
job entry of those who entered Job entry.

10-



L4. With the exception of one location, those sites which had competing
work programs and el-aborate emplolment-reI-ated procedures tended to do
poorly on performance measures of effectiveness.

15. Those prograns which tended to have higher total- administrative costs per
participant had general-Ly higher performance levels (if one county which
did extremel-y poorly because of overadministrati.on is excluded).

16. In the one program which was most costl-y and bureaucratical-ly elaborate,
there appear to be diseconomies of scal-e since thls program perforned
poorly ln terms of nearl-y all measures of effectiveness.

L7. In ter:ms of the total- administrative cost per completed Job entry, no
definite indications emerge from the ranking of the programs as to the
factors in their operations which affect the l-evel of costs.

18. The administrative cost of the program p€r completed job entry ranged
fron $1-922 per successful- p1-acement to $5290 per successful placenent.
If the excessively high figure for one county is excluded from the calcu-
lation, the average administrative cost per compl-eted placenent is $2L42.

19. Clients tended to view the t{IN progran positively as a ueans of attaining
greater financial- and psychol-ogical sel-f-sufficiency.

20. The cJ-ients who responded to the survey fel-t that the mandatory require-
ments of the program were unfair and thought they should be discontinued.

2L. Twenty-one percent of the cLients surveyed had been referred to a job
by WIN.

DISCUSSION OF FIIIDINGS

Federal guideLi.nes on registratioo were closely followed by local welfare
offices.

In the implementation of the guidelines on regl-stration, caseworkers

identified and registered cl-ients who fell- into nandatory categories; however,

they did not devote much tine to explai.ning the program or attempting to generate

interest in IJIN. Most workers indicated that they were unable to do so because

of constraints on the time they could spend on cases and because they had inade-

quate knowledge of WIN II.
Refusal to reglster by mandatory elients was very rare.

Although many clients expressed an initial reluctance to registration

in !ilIN II, aL1 but a very few registered after a brief explanation of the potential-

advantages of participation. In addition, SAU workers indicated that most instances

B.

1.

2.
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of registrant |tnon-cooperationtt (i.e. non-attendance of appraisal int,erview)

were sati.sfactorily explai.ned by the client, These cases were usually placed

back in the pool in anticipatlon that the problem could be corrected by the time

of the 90 day reappraisaL. There has been little necessity for the 60 day

counseling or the fair hearing procedures. (Less than five hearings had been

held on this issue in the six programs in Massachusetts, New Jersey and New York)

, 3. The degree to which l-ocal- wel-fare offices have extabLished a fully
operative and participating Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) and the manner in
which the SAU operates vary greatl-v among the l-ocations in the four states.

In }lassachusetts the locations visited do not have Separate Administrative

Unj.ts. The explanation given was that Lhe state legisl-ature had not aPpropriated

sufficlent funds to the State Department of Public Welfare to implement this cor
ponent of the ![IN II program in addition to working toloard separation of services

from income maintenance,payuents and implementation of qual-ity control procedures.

The head supervisors funct,ion as the WIN coordinators. It is their responsibility

to inforu the AFDC supervisors and workers of changes in regulations and procedures,

to maintain a 1-og of I'IIN registrants, to send registration forms to the Enpl-olment

Service, to prepare the nonthly trIIN reports that are submitted to the state, and

to occaslonally perform an informal l-iaison role with the enpJ-oyment offices.

There Ls no Joint Appraisal Team at either location in Massaehusetts.

In New York the locations exhibited di.fferent SAU arrangements. In one

office the SAU onLy sees clients who have been designated as partici.pants by the

employment service and who need services which are not being provided to them by

another unit in the welfare department. In the other location the SAU handles all

I,IIN particj-pants who are designated by the employnent service. In the first site

there is no SAU participatj.on in the Joint Appraisal- process but a worker is

assigned as a f.iaison to the enplo)rment service offiee. In the other location the

SAU participates fu1ly in the Joint Appraisal Tean.

-.L2



functions:

New Jersey the Separate Adninistrative Units perform the following

pre-screening of WIN registrants,

home visits and WIN orientations for clients'
identif ication of volunteers,

reconrmendations to and arrangements for appraisal by the

Joint Appraisal Team,

participation in the Jolnt Appraisal- Team, and

arrangement of services and certification for clients who

participate.

In California the SAU is located withi.n the enpl-oJment offiees (Depart-

ment of lhrman Resources Developnent) and incl-udes eolocated welfare and enployment

servi.ce personnel. They perform al-l- functions which relate to WIN partlcipants.

been operat,ional prior to WIN II. implementation of the IiIIN II guidelines haq bggn

The initial- study of I,IIN II by this Research Institute found that the

extent and manner in which Local agencles separated sociaL service aetivities fron

assistance pa)'ments activities had an inportant impact on the ability of the office

to operationaLize the WIN II guidelines. In one state separation is still onLy

beginning and impl-ementation of the WIN guidelines is only partially complete.

In some of the sites which had separation, difficulties were encountered

around the fragmentation of tasks relevant to WIN participants. The nost important

of these was the difficulty in conrmunication about changes in financi.al aspects of

cases. The New Jersey offices had developed the most efficient response to this

problem by creating a WIN subunit within their Income Maintenance Unit.

€.

f,

4. trn those l-ocal weLfare offices where separation of serviees had not

di.f f icult and is still not completed.
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5. Those LocaL welfare prosrams which had a special WIN unit within
Income Maintenance to handl-e WIN fi-nanciaL procedures operated more efficiently.

The loca1 offices which had special WIN units within their Income

Maintenance unit experienced the fol-lowing benefits:

&. errors in registration were more likely to

corrected before t,he ease was forwarded to

b. f ewer errors were made in the redetermination

be

the

found and

SAU or JAT;

process; and

c. grant reducLions were processed more quickly.

6. The procedure of Joint Appraisal, where it has been implemented, has im-
proved the cooperat,ion between wel-fare offiees and enployment service offices.

Where Joint Appraisal Teans operated, there seemed tolbe a noticeable

improvement in the working relationship between ES and welfare. In most other

locations wtere there rras not JAT or where implementation was onLy partial, many

probLens between the two agencies appeared to result.

Another factor which enhanced interagency cooperation was colocation.

In Lowell, Massachusetts where there is no SAU or JAT, the colocation of the facll-

ities of the two agencies encouraged and enabled cooperation. In California the

programs which were studied had col-ocation and integration of staffs concerned with

WIN which further inproved the relations between welfare workers and empl-oynent

staff. The problem encountered in California revolved around the fact that the

welfare staff workers were county employees, were unionized, could strike, and

technicall-y could not be fired by the Joint IIIN unit supervisor but only by the

county weLfare dlrector. The emplolment staff were state enployees, were Dot

unionized, could not strike, and were directl-y answerable to the $fIN unit super-

visor.

7. In some offi-ces wherg there are other work programs for welfare clientsr
the priority and perfotmance of tr'llN suf f ers.

In New York the impact of competing work programs was somewhat mixed, but

the generaL indication was that the state work programs did draw staff and time
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away fron I{IN. In addition, the requirement to register and pick up checks from

the employment offices posed particular problems for WIN participants who were in

training, in On-the-Job-Training, or entering a job. Finally, lengthy court liti-

gation about the state requirenents has l-ed to confusion.

In CaLifornia the competitlon of the "Employabl-es Program" and the

'rComunity lJork Experience Program" (CWEP) has hampered performance in WIN. This

has been noted by this Institute and varlous review personneL from the Manpower

Administratlon in Region IX. Although offiees are restricted from placing clients

in C!ilEP untiL all WIN slots are filLed, loca1 office staff noted that thls was dif-

ficuLt to folLow in practice and was often abused. In addition, there was pressure

from the state enployment officiaLs in the central office to buil-d the program and

show some performance results, which is difficult to acconplish if the 1aw about

fi1-1-ing WIN sLots is strictl-y adhered to. In measures of performance concerned

with the percentage of certified participants who complete job entry in !,IIN, the

California offices do poorly when compared to all- but one other location in this

study.

8. The decrease in training opportunities has caused a gradual decrease in
volunteers.

Only a few offices have taken steps t,o solicit volunteers in l-ight of

the ernphasis on registration of mandatory clients. The New Jersey offices place

a priority on solicitation of volunteers and have worked out a number of procedures

and lnformaLionaL vehicles for encouraging cli-ents to volunteer. These offices

also attempt to nake more trainlng avail-abLe to partieipants than do programs in

the other locatlons in this studY.

9. A factor which had both direct and indirect impact on the eff9qtiveness
of the Wflt ff pioeram was the preoccupation of some l-ocal and state nglfgle_g€gggies

This concern with |twelfare fraudtt resulted in many cases in the trans-

ferring of staff from important service units of wel-fare agencies to eligibiLity

with the issue of ttwelfare f raud. tt

-15



degernination units and often meant that prioriLy in the implenentation of

.office procedures was taken from WIN II and placed on elaborate and J-engthy

quality control processes

10. Local aggregate unenployment, rates do not appear to reflect adequately
the job market for WIN participants.

Unenployment rates appear to be only a gross measure of the labor market

environment ln whtch WIN parti.eipants are seeking placement. The problen is that

one must exarnine the characteristics of the cLient population and then map that

onto unempl-oyment rates for subgroups of the popul-ation. In those places where

the program has a l-arge nr:mber of mal-e participants, it is general-l-y easi.er to

place those participants than femal-e participants. This is generall-y true because

unempJ-o5rnent rates for wonen are much higher than for men. This wouLd partially

explain why, in addition to a competent ES staff, the program in Lowel1 is able

to place a reasonabl-y high percentage of partici-pants even though the unemploynent

rate for the city is over 102. In Monroe, where the unempl-oynent rate is very

l-ow - less than 4i4, t}i-Le combination of favorable job market conditions and a l-arge

number of male participants makes placement ouch easier and less costly.

11.. Problens in the provision o
availabilitv.

In areas such as Camden County, New Jersey, where there are an ampl-e

number of day care centers and famiLy day care is only used to conplenent this

servlce, provision of chiLd care services was not a probLem. tr{here a shortage of

day care centers exists and WIN caseworkers must rely largely on fanil-y and group

home services, provision and continuation of services is more difficul-t. In a

nr:mber of locations the low rate and l-engthy delays in payments to providers made

it difficuLt for women to establish and continue ehiLd care oPerations in their

homes. Lengthy and conplicated licensing processes also tended to discourage the

avai.lability of opportunities for services.
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]-2. Four percent of the registrants in all- of the sites in tl!!s stud
completed Job entry in fiscal- year L973. Thlrteen percent of the participants
in aLl- of the programs in this study completed job entry.

13. Those programs in this studv which placed highest enphasis on (a) volun-
teers. (b) suDportive social services. (c) trai and (d) stro oint asenc
pirticipation performed highest in terns of (a) the number of participants who
completed lob entry, (b) a combined measure of completed jo-b entrv for rgSigtrants
and for pirticipants, and (c) the percentage which compLeted job entry of those
who entered job qptry.

of programs in terms of the three performance measuresIn the rankings

used, the Nen Jersey progr€rms were significantly higher than the other programs.

In Camden, 2L"l of the participants compJ-eted job entry, and in Middl-esex the f igure

was L97". This is even more impressive when it is noted that the New Jersey Programs

have very few male participants. Monroe and Lowell do moderately \rrell on this

measure wLttr L77" and L6% respectively. In terms of the number of successful place-

ments which wouLd have been expected based on a regression equation, both Camden

and Middlesex do better than would be expected. Monroe and Lowell performed about

as well as expected.

Although it is impossibl-e to factor out the significant variables which

have resulted in these performance 1eve1s, it can be noted that the Programs which

performed best in this sample of sites were those which emphasized (a) vol-unteers,

(b) training, (c)

well as employment

supportive social- services, aod (d) strong welfare office as

service partieipation in the program.

The ranking of the eight sites on performance in terms of the numbers

r,rho completed j ob entry is the f ollowing:

Camden, New Jersey
Middlesex, New Jersey
Monroe, New York
Lowell, ll,assaehusetts
Worcester, Massachusetts
San Joaquin, California
Nassau, New York
Stanislaus, California
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L4. tlith the exception of one l-ocation, those sites which had comoeting
work programs and elaborate emplqlrnent-related procedures tended to do poorly
on performance measures of, effectiveness.

The states which have given pri.ority to competing work programs arrd

which have elaborate enplo5ment registration procedures, California and New York'

appear to have greater difficulty in maintaining participants in those placements

which are found. Both Cal-ifornia programs had significantly fewer completed place-

ments than would be expected, given the number of certified participants in those

programs. Both programs also had less than 407"

actually complete job entry; the other programs

those who entered job entry

the study all had 407. or better.

of

in

It shoul-d al-so be noted that the California programs had a signifcant number of

male participants which means that pLacement shoul-d have been somewhat easier

(the labor market in those locations is not structured to favor women).

One of the New York prograns did moderately well in performance and the

other did very poorly. Since the program whlch perforned poorl-y was also over

bureaucratized and this was probabl-y a very significant factor in its low rate of

success, no conclusions ean reaLly be drawn f,rom the experience of the progr€rms

in New York except to say that the emphasis ln Monroe on a competent ES operation

meant that a reasonably good level- of suecess was achieved.

L5. Those programs which tended to have higher total administrative costs
per participant had generallv higher performance levels (if one county whlc4 did
extremely poorly because of overadministratlon is excluded)

The New Jersey progrErms, which spent most per participant, performed

best. Monroe, Lowell, and Worcester, in that order, had their rank on spendi-ng

correspond to their rank in performance. The Cal-ifornia programs were not in-

cluded in this assessment because there was insufficient infornation on the total-

cornbined costs of those programs. Nassau was excluded because it was considered

to be a special case where internal administrative factors resulted in this program

having the highest cost and worst performance of all the sites (excLuding those

in California).
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16. In the one program which was most cosLly and bureaucraticall-y elaborate,
there appear to be diseconomies of scale since this program performed poorlv in
terns of nearly all- meabureS of effectiveness.

This program had the I-argest welfare staff and most highly developed

structure of supervision as welL as the largest Separate Adninistrative Unit.

However, the performance of this office rras very poor in terms of all measures

effectiveness and its costs per placement amounted to LL7% mote expensive than

next most eostly program. AJ-though this program is most, eostl-y in terms of its
empLoyment service expenses, the major portion of this excessi.vely high cost is
the welfare departnent contribution.

L7. In terms of the total" administrative cost per compLeted -iob entrv, no
definite indicati-ons emerge fron the ranking of the programs as to the factors in
their operations whieh affect the l-evel of costs.

The ranking of the prograns in terms of the total- cost per compLeted

job entry is the following:

Monroe, New York
towe11, Massachusetts
Camden, New Jersey
Middlesex, New Jersey
Worcester, Massachusetts
Nassau, New York

There is some reason to believe that an inverse relationship exists be-

tween the number of nale participants and the cost of placement. Both Monroe and

Lowell have a significant number of maLe WIN participants. Although Canden and

Middlesex have on1-y a smaLl- number of males, Camden does have trsice as many men

ln the program as Middlesex. The Worcester and Nassau progr€rms tended to be l-east

effective of these six programs which may be part of the reason why they have both

large numbers of males and high costs per completed pl-acement. It should al-so

be noted that Monroe had not only the lowest unempJ-o)rnent rate but also the most

rapidly declining rate of any of the locations in this study - this means that a

large nr:mber of jobs were being opened or reopened during this year, which nlght

dampen the cost per placement.

of

the
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18. The administrative cost of the program per completed job engry ranged
lrom $492? per successful- pl-acement, to $5290 per successful placement. If the
excessively high figure for one countv is excl-uded from the caleulation, the
average administrative cost per completed pLacement is $2142.

The administrative cost per completed pLacement tended to run $2L42 on

the average for most prograns. This does not include the California programs for
which there was not suf,ficient date, and lt also excludes Nassau County, New York

because its costs were so excessive that the average woul-d have shlfted signifi-
cantly in an upward direction.

L9. Clients tended to view the WIN program positively as a means of attaining
greater financlal and psychologicaL self-sufficiency.

A najority of the sanpLe of clients who were surveyed feLt that the WIN

Program had hel-ped them in some way - 8L%. Forty-eight percent indicated that

they had been helped psychol-ogicall-y by the program in sense that they had increased

sel-f-confidence and better self-images. Forty-five percent felt that WIN would

put them on the path toward a decent job.

20. The clients who responded to the sufvey did not feel that the mandator
requirements of the program were fair and thought they should be discontinued.

2L.ientssurveyedhadbeenreferredtoaiob
by trIIN.

C. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Consideratlon should b" given to elininating
changing

As the program now has nany more registrants than can possibly be placed

as participants, a more effi-cient procedure might involve a more thorough evalua-

tion of all- reclpients according to their potential enpLoyability; then only those

who are 1-ikeLy to be nade participants would be incLuded in the program. Such a

procedure would reduce the staff time and effort now going into registering many

recipients who are not f-ikely candidates for the progran and would l-essen the hard-

ship which rnany nolr experience.
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The registrants pool should be differentiated.

As reconrmended in the report. from the first study, the registrants

pool should be differentiated by sub-categories to indicate the different classes

of registrants included in the totaL for the pool - those newly registered in the

progr4m, those who have eompLeted the progran and are working but remain in the

pool siace they are reeelving sone forn of supplementation, and those who have

been appraised but not deemed suitabLe for participation.

3. I^IINIES and SAU units should be co-located.

Wherever possible WIN/ES and SAU offices should be located in the sane

pl-aee or as close to one another as possibl-e. Reduction of physical distance be-

tween the two both inproves cormunication and lessens client hardship.

4. Separate WIN Income Maintenance Units shouLd be implemented as counter-
parts to the SAUrs.

Specialization of WIN II functions within wel-fare which are now mandated

for the serwice division of Local agencies in the form of the SAU need a counter-

part ln the income maintenance division. Such a unit wouLd reduce fragoentation

of WIN II tasks and lmprove cormunication regarding llIN II within the welfare agency.

5. Paper screening and pre-appraisal- should be lmplemented Lo improve the
joint appraisal- process.

The SAU shoul-d, to the extent that staff are available in addition to

those needed for providing supportive services, screen new registrants prior to

the fornaL apprai.sal proeess, either through paper screening of the IIIN registra-
tion documents or through interviews. This simplifies the appraisal process by

allowing more time for the SAU and WIN/ES t,o concentrate on registrants who are

more likely to be participants and lessens client hardship.

6. More fLexibi-lity and resourees should be given to LocaL programs to
develop training components.

Training components tend to attract more volunteers and can lead to

higher quality placements and more completed job entries. Staff in a nr:mber of

programs mentioned that restrictions on training hampered their efforts to enhance

2.
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the enployabiLity of participants. In many cases the pendul-um has srilung to

the other extreme from the overavail-ability of training under WIN I. A bal-ance

between tralning and placenoent is needed, with fl-exlbility for some longer tern

training in exceptional cases.

7. Elaborate emplolment oriented procedures (such as check pick-up and
regular lob search reporting at the ES) should be discouraged.in order to permit
a coqceluqrat:lqn of time and resources 9q lhg task of placing the most employable

8. AlL emplovnent rel-ated services for WIN registrants should be funded
on a 90-10 basis.

A number of l,lIN staff and state officials noted that efforts to place

registrants in jobs even before they are active participants in WIN are hampered

by the restricted interpretation of the activities and cl-ients for which WIN funds

may be used. Since the registrant pool-s are consitlerabLy larger than the number

of persons who are participants, the largest group of peopLe involved with the

program are not being served by it at this time.

9. Consideration should be given to changing the restriction on the appli-
cability of disregards for Atr"DC-U fathers.

It has been suggested by a number of respondents in this study that nany

participants who enter job eatry but do not complete the 90 day foLl-ow-up period

are men. Since the purpose of the disregard provisions is to encourage welfare

recipients who are working to continue to work, consideration shouLd be gi.ven to

extending these provisions to AFDC-U fathers in the way it now appl-ies to mothers.

10. Local WIN staff should see some positive results from the effort Lhey
put into s

This would take the forn of feedback on the statistlcaL analysis done

by the State, and technical- assistance to strengthen the local- programs. Statis-

tical reporting requirenents are seen by the local offices as having the goal- of

proving that they are succeeding in the progrErm, rather then as part of an ongoing

process of mutual state/Local- deveLopment of a meaningful progxam.
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CHAPTER III

PROGMM OPERATIONS

WELFARE OFFICES

A. REGISTRATION

1. Introduction

The l"Ianual for Implementation and Operation of the llork Incenti.ve

Program defines procedures for registration of AFDC recipients in the WIN

Program. These revised procedures are intended to eliminate considerable

variability among states (and, in fact, among l-ocal- offices) with regard to

the registration process in general and, specificaLly, with the categories of

recipients designated appropriate ![IN registrants. States are no longer per-

mitted to determine which recipients, within the broad cLass of l-egislativel-y

non-exempt persons, must register for the trIIN prograrn. The 1971- Anendments to

the Social Security Act reguire that al-l designated non-exempt persons must

register for manpower services, training and employment as a condition of eli-

gibility for AFDC assistance. By making registration a prerequisite of eligi-

biLity, the legislation mandates uniformity in the regisLration process and

in the categories of recipients registered.

Every applicant, as a condition for AFDC aid, must register for man-

power services, training and empl-oyment unLess such applicant is:

A child who is under age L6'or attending school ful-l- time;

A person who is i11-, ineapacitated or of advanced age;

A person who is so remote from a Work Incentive project that his
effective participation is precluded;

A person whose presence in the home is required because of
ill-ness or incapacity of another member of the household;

A mother or other relative of a child under age 6 who is caring
for the child;

&.

b.

C.

d.

€.
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f. The mother or other female caretaker of a chil_d, if the
father or other adult male rel-ative is in the home and not
excLuded by cl-ause (a), (b), (c), or (d), unless he has
failed to register as required or has refused, without good
cause, to participate in a l,lork Incentive Program or to
accept empl_o1m.ent.

Income Maintenance (I.M.) staff, acting as agents of the Department

of Labor, are resPonsibl-e for the registration process. A cost Relmbursement

contract between the Department of Labor Regional- Manpower Administrator and

the State $IeLfare Agency covers the eosts of registration, medical examinati-ons

(required to vaLidate claims of il-lness of incapacity), and Fai.r llearings of

refusals to register.

The registration process is essentially as follows:

1) The Income Maint,enance staff determines whether a new appS-icant
for AFDC assistance must register for WIN. If the applicant is
a mandatory registrant, the staff worker compleLes a registra-
tion form.

If the applicant claims exempt,ed status, he must provide confir-
mation of his claim (or medieal verification in the case of
claimed ill-ness or incapacity).

3) If an appJ-icant refuses to register, he must be inforned of the
eonsequences to hls application for assistance, and of the pro-
cedure for a Fair Hearing,

4) Registration is conpleted when the appl-icant si-gns the forn.
Coples of the form are then transnitted to the WIN manpower
agency and to the Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) in the
welfare office.

2. Impl-ementation for Current Caseload

The federal guidelines for the impl-enentation of ![IN II required that

local- weLfare offices evaluate their entire caseloads, and that all cases in
mandatory categories be registered by January, L973. This review and registra-
tion process rras the responsibility of Income Maintenance units in New York and

New Jersey. I'Iassachusetts offices were unable to complete the process until-

April, L973, desplte the efforts of al-l- available case workers. In an attempt

2)
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to meet the deadline, local

hastily evaluated thousands

welfare office staff with insuf f icient training

of cases.

It is important to note that Separation of Services has not been com-

pletely impleoented in ltrassachusetts. Lowellts Separation of Services is
more a nanagement plan than a deliniation of tasks and responsibilities. An

Intake Worker assigns cases which are in need of services to AFDC (Social

Service), and those which are not to Assistance Payments (Income Maintenance).

There is a shortage of workers to handle the present caseload, and workers

are reluctant to accept cases which may be transferred because of a change in
service needs. Thus, service workers perform financial functions and assist-

ance payment workers perform service functions.

Worcester has no Separation of Services. AFDC caseworkers perform fl-
nancial and servi-ce functions for all of their cases. It is anti,cipated that

separation wil-I be implemented in October, L973.

3. New AFDC Clients: Application and Registration Process

A maJor change in the appl-ication process has occurred within the

Last six months in the New York and Camden, New Jersey offices. Fornerly a

relativeLy brief application form was compl-eted, and the infornation given was

assumed to be accurate. Identification of errors or fraudulent cLaims occurred

later in the process when Income Maintenance workers reviewed the case during

validatlon or redeterminati.on. Currently, rhe burden of proof is on the cLient.

In New York, the appl-ication has been expanded to an el-even page form requiring

very specific, detail-ed documentat,ion. EJ-igibility workers rotate as ttcheckerst'

to ensure that the documentation is proper and complete. This must be done

before a client is interviewed by a regular eligibility worker. New clients on

AFDC must be recertified within 90 days of the initiaL application for assistance.

At the time of recertification, the client must again fill- out the appl-ication
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form and provide Lhe required documentation. This recertification process

is repeated every six months for all AFDC clients.

SimiJ.arly, the Camden, New Jersey office has changed to the presumptive

method of eligibility determination. Under this new system, the information

given by a client is assumed true for one assistance paynent. In order to con-

tinue to receive assistance, the client must docr.ment all information with

birth certificates, marriage certificates, rent receipts, etc. Coupled with

this procedural- change was the creation of a new unit within the offi.ce. llorkers

from various parts of the agency were brought together as a trTask Forcefrr r€-

sponsibl-e for visiting the homes of new appl-icants on the day they appLy for

assistance, to verify the address that was given.

The New York and Carnden, New Jersey offices have establ-ished units which

perform a qual-ity control- function for the agency. AL1 casefolders pass through

the unit and, on a random sampl-e basi-s, are monitored for infornational- and

budget errors.

These procedural changes and the policy changes which they reflect, rep-

resent New York and Camdeil r Neur Jersey t s ef f ort to

Registration and WIN status determination of

at the time of application i-n New York, Ner^r Jersey

application form is completed, the worker briefly

those applicants who are i-n mandatory categories.

eurtail fraud.

ner,r7 AFDC recipients occurs

and Lowell , Iv1ass. Af ter the

describes the WIN program to

The program is also described

to potential- volunteers if they either express an interest in training and job

placement, or appear to the worker to be a very good candidate.

A WIN registration form is then conpl-eted for both mandatory and voluntary

referrals. A WIN case review form is also eompl-eted for all AFDC appl-icants.

This forn provides the agency with a record of the reasons for trlIN exemptions.
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Camden, New Jersey has a l-oeal- training/employment program, the Employ-

ment Training Service (E.T.S.) in addition to WIN. The worker at intake

cl-assifies a1l- AFDC and AFI,IP clients as ![IN or ETS participants. tlorkers have

a checklist to assist them in making this determlnation. The worker also fills
out a short referral fonn developed by the agency which is sent to either ETS

or the special WIN unit in Income Maintenance.

Application and registrati-on procedures are handled somewhat differently
in Worcester, Mass. The intake workers that are "on duty" in the office fill
out client applications for assi.stance. These forms are forwarded to the intake

supervisor who assigns each case to a worker in the unit. The worker makes a

home visit, and if the cLient is in a mandatory category the program is briefly
expLained and he is regi-stered at that time. Clients cannot voLunteer to parti-

cipate in tr'IIN II until their case moves to the AFDC unit. Cases usually remain

in intake for a period of one to three months.

4. AFDC Clients: Redeterminations

In the Neril York and New Jersey offi-ces, Income Maintenance uniLs review

each AFDC case every six months. If any change is found which would pLace the

cLient in a mandatory category, the eLient is i-nformed of the status change and

requested to report to the IM worker for registration. At the time of the

cl-ientrs interview with the IM worker, the IIIN II program is briefly explained,

and the [,IIN case reviero and registration forms are completed.

In the Massachusetts offices, caseworkers visit each of their clients

at least every three months. If there have been any changes in the case which

make the client a mandatory !ilIN referral, or if the cl-ient expresses interest in

the program, the worker registers the client.
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The medical exemption procedure

Ivled ic.al . Exemp t i-ons

The medical exemption procedure is handled in approximately the same

manner in New York, New Jersey and Massachusetts. Clients in mandatory categories

who request an exemption from WIN II for medical reasons are informed that a

medieal examination is necessary to validate their cLaim. A IIIN case revlew

document is completed and sent to the cli-entrs doctor. trlhen a confirming form

is returned to the worker, the client is declared exenpt. If a client i.s dis-

abl-ed for uore than 90 days, he is referred to a vocational rehabilitation agency.

ShouLd the doctorrs examination not confirm the clientrs claim of incapacitation,

WIN registration is imediateLy completed.

The onJ-y signifleant variation in the medical- exemption procedure is

that in New York, all- AFDC clients in mandatory categories are required to regis-

ter. If a medieal exemption is claimed, it must be validated after registration.

Nassau CounLy, New York has recentJ-y defined this procedure further by requiring

that eonfirning medical- forms be returned within ten days. Tf this does not oc-

cur, a control- clerk instructs the Income Maintenance unit to close the case.

In New Jersey, all clients who are medically exempted frour IJIN are re-

ferred to the Division of Vocational- RehabiLitation (D.V.R.). Ilowever, client
participation in the Agencyrs programs is voluntary. Many of the people referred

to D\IR are either not motivated or too ill to participate in the Agency's empl-oy-

ment dlrected programs. A worker in the Camden, New Jersey offi.ce of DVR es-

timated that only 2% of the clients referred by the Income Maintenance unlt par-

ticipate, in contrast to 1002 participation by clients referred from the Separate

Administrative Unit (SAU).

6. Moveqent of Complgted Fo_Tms

After the application, case review, registration and nedical exempti-on

forms are completed, they are senl to the Income Maj-ntenance unit. Copies of
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al-l of these forms are kept i.n the clients folder at IM. WIN registrations

are Logged, and the forms are forwarded to the Separate Administrative unit

and Lo EnpJ-o5ment Service (E.S.).

The process varies sonewhat in Massachusetts due to the status of

Separation of Services in those offices. In Lowel-I-, the intake worker forwards

a1-1 compJ-eted forms to either the Assistance Payment or the AI'DC unit, depending

upon the inrmediate service needs of the case (most WIN clients are sent to AFDC).

Copies of the I'IIN registration form are sent to the WIN coordinator and to Em-

ploynent Service. In Worcester, the intake worker sends all- completed forns

to the AFDC unit. WIN registration forns are also sent to the Head Social Work

Supervisor.

7. Conclusion

FederaL guidel-ines on reglstration were followed fairl-y c1-oseLy by the

l-ocal weLfare offices studied. Workers vigorously identified and registered

cLients who fell- into nandatory eategories. However, they did not devote much

time to generating interest in, or expl-aining the program to non-mandatory

clients. Most workers indicated that they fel-t unable to do so because of time

constralnts and/or inadequate knowl-edge of WIN II. In any case, volunteers were

not a focus of concern.

Refusal to register by mandatory clients nas very rare in all six

counties. Al-though nany cLients expressed an initial rel-uctance, when the pro-

gramrs positive aspeets were expl-ained (training incentives, child eare al-Low-

ances, etc.), clients registered will-ingly.
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B. FINAIICIAL

1. Introduction

The previous section outli.ned the responsj-bilities of the Income

!traintenance staff (I.U.) for registration of appropriate AIDC recipients in

the WIN program. The Income Maintenance staff is also responsi.ble for provi-

sion of assistance pa)rments to WIN participants, and for adjustiag these pay-

ments in accordance with the activities of WIN participants upon notification
from the WIN manpower agency.

The assistance paynent process for WIN clients is not significantly

different from non-trllN cases. The Income I'Iaintenance unit has a fol-der on each

case which includes the clientrs application, case review docunent, and copies-

of the WIN registration form and medical- exanination form. Unit staff record

any WIN status changes and make appropriate adJustments 1n the clientrs budget.

The required six month redetermi.nation of each case, and any resul-ting registra-

tion of nandatory cl-ients, is also the responsibiLity of this unit.

ShouLd a client in a mandatory category refuse to register, or after

registering fail to cooperate (i.e. fail to appear for their Joint Appraisal

Team interview), Income Maintenance is responsible for instituting the grant

termination process. In New York, the IM unit has the additionaL function of

ehild care budget computation for WIN cases.

2. Implementation

In Monroe County, New York, and Middlesex County, New Jersey, aLl- IM

workers handl-e both WIN and non I{IN cases. Nassau County, New York has workers

within Il"1 who monitor the financial procedures of I'IIN cases. They send status

changes received from the Separate Adrninistrative Unit (SAU) and Enployment

Service (ES) to the appropriate IM worker (the agency caseload is divided a1-pha-
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betical-ly among workers), and make sure that the necessary budget changes are

made. These workers thus maintain on-going comunications between IM and

other units within the lfelfare Department, and betrseen Welfare and Employnent

Service.

Camden County, New Jersey also has special IrIIN workers within IM.

llowever, the scope of their responsibility is broader than that of the Nassau

County workers. This IM sub-division, caLLed the Talnadge Unit, handl-es al-L

of the financiaL procedures of WIN II cases except budget eomputation and ad-

justments. The unit reviews budgets, calls in redeterminations, and regi-sters

mandatory and vol-untary clients. It is responsible for completing WtrN case

review doeuments, and registration, medical exemption and vocationaL rehabili-
tation referral- forms. It recelves eopi.es of cl-ient budgets, and is respon-

sibLe for sendlng then to the state weLfare department.

WIN referraLs rnade by intake or other service workers within the

agency are al-so sent to the Talmadge Unit. Any clients who have not been reg-

istered previousLy are registered by the Unit, and the referral is forwarded to

the SAU. Since every referral to the SAU is registered, cases can be processed

efficiently for Joint Appraisal- Team interviews.

Budget computation for I^IIN eases is still- a function of the regular

IM unit. Ilowever, both the local and state agencies anticipate that as the

Talmadge Unit deveJ-ops (it was establ-ished in June, L973) it wilL take over bud-

get computaEion as well. This has occurred successful-ly in other New Jersey

countles.

Financi.al procedures for WIN cLients in Worcester and Lowell-, Mass.

are handLed by the assigned caseworker. In Worcester, the AFDC caseworker is
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responsibLe for budget computation and adjustments, as wetrI- as for provision

of social services and follow-up work. Whether aLl of these tasks are per-

formed by an Assistance Payment (AP) or AFDC worker depends on the unit to which

the case was origi.nal-Ly assigned.

3. Conclusion

The assistance payment process for I'IIN and non-tJIN clietrts was sub-

stantiaLly the same. Ilowever, sites which had a special WIN unit $ithin IM to

handl-e tr{IN financial procedures experienced significant benefits:

1.) Errors in registration were likely to be found and corrected
before the case was forwarded to the SAU or JAT;

2.) Fewer errors were made in the redetermination process; and

3.) Grant, reductions were processed more quickly.

The entire program operated more efficiently, as was repeatedly rePorted by state

and locaL personnel.

C. TITE SEPARATE ADMINISTRATIVE I]NIT

1. Introduction

Every Local welfare office which fall-s within a WIN project area is re-

qulred to estabLj.sh a Separate Administrative Unit (SAU), as the "focal point

of responsibil-ity for the agencyts responslbilities in the WIN progr€$...r1

The specific composition and size can vary from agency to ageney, but if pos-

sibLe, each local SAU must include fu1l time staff whose activities are solely

related to the WIN program.

Responsibilities of the SAU include:

- Developrnent of the l-ocal operaLional pl-an (the local" component
of the statewide operation plan);

- Participation in I.IIN appraisal-s;

- Development of empLoyability pLans;

- Participatlon ln deterninatj.on of needed supportive servi.ces;
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- Provision of authorized supportive services; and

- Certification to the Ennpower agency that such services have
been provided.

In addition, the SAU is responslbl-e for deternination of need for
and provision of sociaL services other than those authorized by the enplo)rm€'nt

servlee staff at the time of the appraisal interview; development of service

resources; provision of counseLing functions (ineludlng the sixty day counseling

period); and executi-on of various WIN administrative functions including fiscal
and statistical reporting, reeord keeping, budget estimates, and so on. The

SAU, then, is responsible for an entire range of functions, extending from re-

source pLanning and devel-opment to cJ-ient appraisal- and service determination

and provision.

The local representatlve of the Department of Labor is responsibl-e

for the final decision on who to enroll in I'IIN. llowever, the SAU participates

extensively in the clie-nt appraisal proeess, in conjunction with empLoymerrt

service staff. (8.S.) At the Joint Appraisal Tea:n Interview (JAT), the SAU

worker is responsibl-e together with the employnent service ruorker (s) for de-

ternining what inpediments to client Certification exist that can be corrected.

Services required to correct any such conditions are identified as part of a

. "WIN Supportive Service Certifi.cation Form", whieh is developed and compl-eted

by JAT staff. An employability plan is also developed at this time, with parti-
cipation from both ES and SAU staff.

After necessary supportive services have been identified by the Joint

Appraisal Team, SAU staff is responsible for the arrangement and provision of

these authorized services. Fo1-lowing satisfactory provision of services, the

SAU notifies the nanpower agency that the cl-ient is certified as ready to begin

nanpower services.
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The Separate Administrative Unit is responsibLe for provislon of

services to the cLient throughout the clientts participation in IilIN. As long

as an enrollee remains in WIN, the cost of services provided in accordance with

the pLan approved by the manpower agency wilL be matched at a 9A7" federal- parti-

cipation rate. In addition, the SAU is responsibl-e for provision of additional

services (services other than those authorized as necessary for WIN participa-

tion by Lhe manpower agency) to !ilIN clients as part of an on-going case re-

sponsi.bility. "Unauthorized" services are matched at a rate of. 75% federal- par-

ticipation rate.

Since the primary role of the Separate Adninistrative Unit is one of

service provision, the SAU supports the WIN program by arranging and providing

services necessary for Certification, by partieipating in the joint appraisal

of clients and identification of probl-em areas, by devel-oping needed service re-

sources, and by participating in on-going service care as it is required during

program participation and during the 90 day peri-od following placement.

Specific service areas may take on special importance for SAU staff.

The deveLopment and naintenance of chiLd care arrangements is particularly

crucial. Many WIN participants require chlld care services, and since this area

has traditionally been problematic with regard to both qual-ity and quantity of

services, SAU staff usual.ly devote a significant percentage of their time to

chlLd care arrangements.

2. Implementation

At the New York sites, the role of the'separate Unit is as foLLows:

Ehe Income Maintenance Unit sends a clientfs completed registration forms to

the SAU and the Employnent $ervi.ce (8.S.) fne client is then scheduled for an

appraisal- intervi.ew by E.S. If it is determined during the appraisaL interview

that the client wlLL need the provision of some social services (e.g. child

care, famil-y counseling) in order to prepare them for emplo)tment or training,
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the E.S. worker requests the SAU to secure the designated services. Thus, the

SAU in Monroe and Nassau Counties have client contact only with specifical-l-y

designated ![IN participants; clients who at,tended the appralsa]- interview and

have been determined to be in need of I{IN services. In Monroe County, the pop_

ul-ation that is served by the SA{I is refined still further. When a request for
services for a WIN client is sent from 8.S., the case is channeled through

Master Control (a central adninistrative unit) to determine if it is al_ready

active in any service unit within the wel-fare department. If the case is active
in another uni.t, J.t ls sent to that unit for additional serviees, rather than to
the SAU.

When the SAU receives a request for services, a easeworker evaLuates the

case in a home visit, makes the appropriate service arrangements, and records the

cl-ient as ready to participate in I,IIN. The SAU i.n Nassau County, New york reports
that E. S. allows the SAU caseworker approximately

propriate service provisions. The time period may

month in which to make ap-

extended, if necessary, for

one

be

an additional month; and if the services have not been provi.ded within the allotted
time, the case is returned to the registrants pool. Problems with child care

services are referred to a special day care worker within the SAU, who attempts

to deveLop the approprLate servLces. When arrangenent,s have been rnade, E.S. is
notified and the case is reactivated. If a cl-ient cannot be provided with the

appropriate services, a determination is nade by the SAU to exempt the client from

the program. The SAU notifies the E.S. and I.M. and the cli-enL is given an exempr

status.

In Monroe County, cases are closed after necessary services (other than

child care) are provided. The case remains on file in the SA-II and is updated

rrith all status changes as Long as the cLient is a WIN participant. If child care

service is provided, the case remains active with the SAU for 90 days fo1-l-owing

emplolment placement. In Nassau County, the SAU keeps the case open as a service
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case as long as the client is a VJIN partici-pant. In both offices, all cases

remain on file in the SAU for the eLient,rs first 90 days of enployment.

If a client requires suppl-emental financial assistance after this 90

day period, the case is sent to a regular service uni.t aod the client is pLaced

back in the registrantsr pool-. Services for such cLients are no longer funded

at the 90-1-0 level, but revert to the 75-25 level.
Cornmunication between the SAU and state welfare department staff ap-

pears to be fairly t-imited. There are no regular meetings. Contact is usual-ly

made as a response to a specific probl-em. Directives are generally sent to

local offices by the State lJelfare Comissioner, not by the state WIN staff.
In New Jersey, the Income Maintenance unit sends the clientrs completed

registration form to the Separate Adninistrative Unit. An infornal- paperscreening

of cases is conducted by the SAU. Cases which are poor candidates for IJIN are

identifi.ed, and appropriate referrals are made (i.e. clients whose empLo;rnent

potential could be significantLy expanded through a physlcaL rehabilitation pro-

gram would be referred to the vocational rehabilitation agency ).
In Camden County, the paperscreening process uses additional data on

client,s provided through their I,IIN referraL systen. Prior to implementation of

I{IN II, WIN I and the local Emplo5ment Training Service (ETS) progr€ns functioned

as one unlt. The unit worked only with volunteers, and the screening of partici-
pants was done jointly. After WIN II was impLemented, the programs were sepa-

rated and all cLients who vol-unteered for a work/training program nere referred

to ETS, whiLe }IIN received only the uandatory referrals. The new referral system

was devi.sed by the agency in response to this separation. Intake and service

workers now have a checklist to heLp them determine the most appropriate program

for a client,

Following paperscreening, the SAU worker assigned to the case makes a

home visit, and thoroughly acquaints the client with the WIN II program. Barriers
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to employnent and sociaL service needs are identified during this pre-appraisal

interview. The vi.sit gives the caseworker a more comprehensive picture of the

cl-ient, and of situations within the household that may cause serious service

problens or constitute grounds for de-registraLion. These visits also help the

SAU Lo identify voluntary mandatories. Based on these intervi.ews, final- recom-

mendations to the Joint Apprai-sal- Tean (JAT) are nade. JAT interviews are ar-

ranged by the SAU. Most clients who have had pre-appraisal interviews are called

in, and most of those who are interviewed by the JAT become WIN participants.

SAU partieipation on the JAT rotates :rmong the caseworkers. SAU workers

spend the week prior to JAT service reviewing the cases that are scheduled to ap-

pear. This enables the caseworker to identify for the team any special conditions

or problems that nay effect the clients participation in WIN.

The service needs of the cLient are finalLzed, at the JAT, and a request

for certi.fication is sent to the SAU. The SAU worker makes a certifieation visit
to the client, and explains all services avaiLable to him. The worker then assi.sts

the cLient ia obtaining services. If child care services are needed, the SAU

worker forwards the case to the Bureau of Childrenrs Services (BCS), which is part

of the New Jersey Division of Youth and Famtl-y Services. The BCS notifies the

SAU when the indicated services have been secured. The WIN Coordinator then cer-

tifies the enrollee as ready for active WIN participat,i-on.

The SAU has li.ttl-e cLient contact fol-lowing certification. It receives

very f-ittLe feedback from E.S. other than notifi-cation of status ehanges.

There is substantial. contact between the county I,IIN Coordinator and the

state WIN Coordinatorrs offices: L) l4onthly interagency meetings are conducted

on the local level for aLL participants in the program. A state representative

reviews any procedural- changes or problems, and provides loca1 staff with a

statistical- plcture of various program indicators, i.e. registrations, eertifi-
cations, participatl-ons, placement,s and reasons for terminations. 2) Statewide
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guarterly meetings are held for a1l- IIIN Coordinators to provide a forum for

exchange of their experiences and problens, and as a mechanism for directing

questions and probLens to state officials. 3) Training sessions on WIN II

have been sponsored by the state, (Local Coordinators frequently described the

state staff as being very cooperative and helpful.) 4) The State WIN Working

Group (a body organized during WIN I) pxepares Joint Operations BuLletins to

assist the l-ocal staffs in poLicy and procedural matt,ers. This group (which

meets once a nonth) includes representatives fron WeLfare, DYFS, ES, Education

(continuing and vocational), Vocatlonal Rehabilitation, and the Bureau of Budget.

Massachusetts weLfare offices do not have Separate Admini.strative

Units. Apparently, the state legislature has not appropriated enough funds to

the State Department of Public WeLfare to inplenent this component of the WIN II
program.

The head Social Work Supervisors in Lowell and Worcester function as

the WIN Coordinators. It is their responsibility to inform the AFDC supervisors

and wo::kers of any changes in regul-ations or procedures, to naintaln a log of

all new WIN registrants, to send registration forms to ES, to prepare the monthLy

I{IN reports that are submitted to the state, and to occasionally perform an in-

fornaL liaison roLe with ES. There is no .Joint Appraisal Team at either site

in Massachusetts.

The ES is responslble for identifying supportive servi.ces. Many clients

have made their olm service arrangements or have al-ready received assistance

from their caseworker ln securing services by the tine ES sends a request for

Certification. In Lowel-l, conrmuni.cation between ES and l{el-fare has been facil-i-

taLed by having the tno offices colocated; and in lilorcester, an AFDC caseworker

has volunteered to spend one half day per week at the ES office answering cl-ient

questions.
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D. CHILD CARE

Child care is usually the prinary service need of enrollees. Various

types of services are provided, (i.e. group day care, fanily day care, in-home

care, or day care centers) depending on cl-ient preference and the availability

of the services within the comunity. Service providers submiL monthLy bil-ls

to the appropriate local agency, i.e. the welfare department or DYFS. A voucher

is prepared by the l-ocal- agency and is sent to the state office for palment.

Massachusetts has recentl-y instituted a new central- palment system for

child eare providers. The Lowel-l office indicated that this new method of pay-

ment has caused serious problems. The period between bil-ling and the providerrs

receipt of pa5rnent is at Least 45 days. Since nany providers are low-income

and/or WIN partieipants thenseLves, this lengthy del-ay is a significant dis-

incentlve to participation for both providers and !ilIN enrollees.

In New York, the SAU caseworker is required to visit the site of the fanily

day care once a month through the parentrs fi-rst 90 days of enpl-oynent. The worker

evaluates the quaLity of the care and assists the provider in completing the bil-l-

ing for:ms. Monthl-y visits are aLso made to the childts home during this period

so that the SAU caseworker and the parent can discuss any probLems that nay have

arisen.

In New Jersey, a speciaL IIIN unit in the Division of Youth and Family Services

(DYFS) office is responsible for providing chil-d care services. Caseworkers from

DYFS participate in every Joint Appraisal- Tean (JAT) interview on a rotating basis.

When a request for certification is received by DYFS, a home vi.sit is made to ob-

tain information on the chiLdren, exlsting problens, and the type of day eare

that is appropriate and/or deslred by the mother. If the worker determines any

situation in the home that makes participation in WIN unreasonable or inpossible

at that time, the case i.s sent back to the SAU and placed in the registrants pool-.

Often such cases can be identified at the JAT interview, and the DYFS worker will-
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di.scourage acceptance of clients for whom they foresee great difficulty in pro-

viding services.

DYFS workers visit the chil-d care site and the cl-ientts home on a regular

basis. The DYFS considers general family counseling as part of their casework

ro1e, and maintains on-going contact wi.th the cl-ient. The case renains active

in DYFS through at least the clientts first 90 days of employnent.

Problems in provision of chiLd care services were usual-ly ones of avalla-

bi1-ity. In areas such as Camden County, New Jersey, where there are an ample

number of day care centers and fanil-y care is only used to compl-ement this ser-

vice, provision of child care services was not a probJ-ern. Ifhere a shortage of

day care centers exists and WIN workers must heavily depend upon famiLy and group

home services, provision and continuation of servi-ces is more difficult. In

Middlesex County, New Jersey, for example, the low rate and lengthy delay in pay-

ments to provi-ders made it difficult for women to establish and continue such

operations in their homes. Licensing such homes ia a very time-consuming processt

(as was emphasized in Camden, Lowe11, and Nassau) which creates further delays

i.n the certif ication process.

E. REGISTRAI{T NON-COOPERATION

Separate Administrative Unit (SAU) workers indicated that most instances

of registasnlrrnon-cooperati.ont' (i.e. Ron-attendance of appraisal interview) were

satisfactoril-y explained by the client. These cases were usuaLly placed back in

the pooL in anticipation that the problem could be correct.ed by the time of the

90 day reappraisal. There has been little necessity for the 60 day counseling

or the fair hearing procedures. (Less than five hearings had been heLd in the

six sites visited.) Significantly, aL1 sites indicated that the SAU has had no

difficulty in identifying a sufficient number of i.nterested, motivared clients.

F. CONCLUSION

It was found

in all sites. Any

that program priorities and guideLines were closely folJ.owed

major variations (e.g. sending non-cooperatives to the regis-
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trantst pool, paperscreening, pre-appraisal interviews) represented loca1 efforts

to improve progr€n quaLity and efficiency.

. GeneraLly, the SAUs had very l-ittl-e difficuLty providing clients lsith the

necessary services. Si.nce the emphasis of the program is on the identification

and participation of volunteers, (i.e. cl-ients who are interested and motivated

with respect to a wotkltraining program) most requests for Certification did not

invoLve a wide range of services. At the tine of the JAT interview, ruany clients

had nade thelr oun servlce arrangements. Cl-ients who needed a great many services

before being Job-ready (i.e. who needed extensive psychological counsellng, lived

in fairly distant or remote areas, or had sick or handicapped persons living at

home with constant eare or observation) generally did not become WIN participants.

The decrease in training opportunities has caused a gradual decrease in

volunteers in several offices. The Camden office solicits vol-unteers by sending

letters to the Atr'DC caseload expJ-aining the program. Middl-esex County has a bi-
linguaL monthly newsl-etter for welfare recipients in which the SAU describes

the availability of special training opportunities. (e.g. practical nursing

training course, secretarial training at a Katherine Gibbs schooJ-) Both offices

have found these methods of volunteer solicitation to be most successful-.

SAU workers repeatedl-y indicated that they have virtually no contact with

clients after they are certified. They receive mlninaL feedback from ES, other

than status change notification. In many cases, social- service counseling ls

done by ES errpl-oyment counseJ-ors, rather than SAU caseworkers.

It was found that the effective invol-vement of the weLfare department in

the WIN II program naa severel-y l-lnited where there was no SAU. The very posi-

ti-ve contribution which Lhese social service specialists can nake to the program

and to the AFDC recipient is also affected by the design and extent of separa-

tion of services in the particuLar offiee.
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CHAPTER IV

PROGRAM OPERATIONS

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

A. JOINT APPRAISAT TEAM

The guidelines for WIN II implenentation place strong emphasis on the

concept of program ttjointnesstt, both on structural levels of organizaLion

(nationaL, regional-, State, and Local) and on functional leveLs of operatlon

(planning, decision-making, serviee provision). The Joint Appraisal Tean (JAT)

most cLearly embodies thls concept.

The Joint Appraisal Team consi.sts of full-tine service staff from the

Separate Administrative Unit and from the manpower agency, who work in a eomon

l-ocation. The tean appraises el-igible registrants for suitability for manPower

services and empl-oynent every 90 days (except for persons who have been deter-

m:ined as unable to benefit from appraisal and those persons who are active par-

ticipants in !ilIN). The appralsal process generally consists of an interview

with the registrant, conducted jointly by SAU staff and nanpower agency staff.

The manpower agency determines which registrants totrcal-l -uptt for appraisal

interviews. Registrants are selected in accordance wl-th priorities established

in the legisl-ation:

a. unempl-oyed fathers;

b. volunteer mothers, whether or not they are required to regiater;

c. other mothers and pregnant women under age L9;

d. dependent children and reLatives over age 16 who are not in school-
or engaged in work or nanpohrer training; and

e. alL other individuaLs registered
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At the appraisal interview, the cl-ientrs emplolment potentiaL is evaluated.

This evaluation incLudes a consideration of the applicantts personal abiLity

to participate in work and/or tralning programs, as well. as a consideration of

l-ocal- l-abor market conditions. Team members then determine together whether

the registrant is an appropri.ate WIN participant. If the determination is nega-

tive, the recipient is returned to the pool- of registrants and is subJect to 90

day reappraisal-. If a positive determination is nade, the clientrs need for

supportive and rnanpower servi-ces i-s assessed and the case is assigned to one of

four I,IIN components. The components include: 1) "job-ready" (no services re-

quired); 2) t'Job-ready" but need supportive services; 3) need manpower trainirrg

and emplo)rment services before being ready for emplo)ment, but do not need sup-

portlve services; and 4) need manporrer serviees and supportive services.

At the time of the appraisal- interview, an empl-oyabil-ity pl-an is developed

by the JAT. As part of the enployabiLity pLan, needed supportive services are

deternined. Services identified as neeessary for recipient participatlon ia WIN

are approved by the empl-oyrn.ent service staff and a request for certification
(removal of barriers) forwarded to the Separate Administrative Unit.

1. Implementation

&. New York

In New York, the requirement for ttJoint Appraisal" was interpreted

differently at the two sltes studied. In Monroe County, one weLfare worker is

stationed full-tine at the employnent service office, in what appears to be more

a consultive than a partieipatory rel-ationship. In Nassau County, a full- Joint

Appraisal Team has been estabLi.shed. The Team consists of nine welfare staff

members stationed full-tine at the State Empl-olment Service (SES) office' and

approximately four permanent SES staff menbers. Both sites, in fact, have com-

plied with guideline requirements, which onLy state that one full-time member
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from the sAU be stationed ttin a comnon locatlon with enplo)tment service staffrl

and function in the capacity of a joint appraisal- worker. The guidelines do not

require the establishment of a rrful-1-fLedgedtt team of workers or, even, of mul--

tiple representation fron the SAU. The difference in approach and intention,

as weLL as in actual funetioning of these trro cases of joint appraisal woul-d

seem to be the ,cruclal- variabl-e in guideline compliance.

In Monroe County, the JAT is a tean in name only. In fact' the term

Joint Appraisal- Tean was unfamil-iar to most SAU easeworkers, including the case-

worker who was stationed at the empl-oyment service office. Thj.s worker was a

recent appointee, and had been assigned to the ES office for only a short time.

Ilowever, it appeared that his nain function would be to ttsign offt' on nanpower

requests for certification. The SAU representative was al-so consuLted regarding

specifi.c problems and questions whieh arose.

The welfare worker p-erceived his role as a liaison between the DPW and

DES, to resolve probLems arisiag between the agencies and to provide a ttrtelfare"

orientation to the appraisal proeess.

In Monroe County, the appraisal interview is conducted on a sequential

rather than joint basis. The interview is actually a function of the manpower

agency and does not directLy lnvolve the SAU worker. The cl-ient is interviewed

by a worker from the emploSrment service. An employability pl-an is deveLoped and

is Later reviewed with the SAU worker for suggestions, servi-ce in-put, etc. The

employability pLan is compl-eted and a request for service provi-sion is forwarded

to the Separate Administrative Uni.t at the weLfare department. There aPpear to

have been very few probl-ens andlot disagreenents concerning service deternina-

tions between the two agencies and over-all cotnmunicatioa and cooperatlon appeared

to be good.

In Nassau County a strgnificantly different situation existed. The

Joint Appraisal Team is structurally conpLete (6 caseworkers, 1 supervisor, 2

44



clerks from the welfare department and 4 SES staff members), and the requirement

for "jointnesst' appeared to be meeting with success.

The appraisal lnterview in Nassau Couaty consists of a client and

two workers (one from the SAU and one from Employment Service). The worker from

the welfare department explains the WIN progra,m to the el-ient and checks the

registration form for complete and accurate information. The worker then inves-

tlgates the clientts background, health, interests, problens, family situation,

and so on and completes a short profile on the cli.ent. The enploynent service

worker then inforns the client of various trai-ning and enplolment possibilities

availabLe and also questions the cl-lent about enplolment goals, interests, e:K-

periences, and capabilities. The ES worker begins to develop the enployability

pJ-an at this point.

Supportive services needed for WIN partici,pation are determined at the

time of the appraisal interview by both the ES and SAU workers. Again there ap-

pears to have been general agreement regarding service determinati.on and few

problems have arisen from agency differences in service orientation or authori-

zatton. Coumunicati.on and cooperatlon between the Enployment Service and the

welfare department seems to be very good as evidenced, in part, by the smooth

functioning and effectiveness of the Joint Appraisal Team.

b. New Jersey

The two New Jersey sites handled the appralsaL process in essen-

tial-Ly the sane nanner. Neither site has a standing Joint Appraisal Tearn. IIow-

ever, there i.s equal- nuneri.cal representation from each agency at the Joint ap-

praisal lnterview. The two counties differ in the number of people involved and

the reguJ-arity of Joint appraisal- assignments.

The absence of a standing, col-ocated Joint Appraisal Tean in New

Jersey. has not inpeded the functioning of a joint appraisaL process. The JATrs

in New Jersey function only during the time of the actual interviews. They have
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no responsibiLity for united action outside of this time period. Arrangements

for JAT meetings are handled by the SAU caseworkers. The SAU does the Paper-

screening (sometimes in conjunction with ES), and eonducts pre-JAT visits to

inform clients of ['IIN and to Look for "barriers to enployment" (i.e. regarding

social servi.ce probLens). The SAU workers also schedule the appraisal lntet-

views and nocify the eLients via two l-etters, one of which is technically from

ES. As a result of this preparation, the JAT interview can deal quickl-y with

service needs and initial employability pl-an development, as well- as assignment

to the appropriate entering status if certification can be arranged (orientation'

tratning, job placenent). This departure from the guideLines in the call-up

procedure seems to work very well-i the personal contact improves the 'rno-shod'

rate, and the ES staff at the JAT neeting can consider the question of employa-

bility from a labor narket point of view, since the clients have already been

screened for personal- and service probLens by the SAU caseworkers.

In Middl-esex County, a JAT meeting is held every Friday rnorning at the

ES office, at whieh tine twel-ve to fifteen interviews are schedul-ed. At each

JAT meeting there is one caseworker from the SAU (assigned on a rotating basis),

a job developer and a counselor from the ES I'IIN team, a caseworkef from the

Division of Youth and Family Services (also assigned on a rotating basis and re-

sponsible for chil-d care arrangements), a counselor from the Expansion Project

at the Division of Vocational- Rehabilitation whlch deals wlth welfare referrals,

and a counselor from the Learning Center. Thus, as nany of the i.nvolved ageneies

as possibLe contribute to both the ioformational and evaluative functions of the

JAT interview. This Ls the first time that ES has any contact with the client;

however, from this point on ES directs the program. Certification is requested

for mosL of the clients interviewed.

In Camden County there are, i.n effect, four JATrs. Each ES counselor

meets with a specific SAU easeworker (they have the same caseload and do the

-46-



appraisal for those cases), and a representative from DYFS twice every tlto

weeks. Again, the meetings are heLd at the ES office, and the arrangenents

and pre-JAT visits have already been made by the SAU caseworker concerned. The

procedure of the Lnterviews is basically the same as in MiddLesex.

In both sites, the JATfs demonstrated a high level of effective coop-

eration. The background work accompLished before the interviews appears to

have been particularl-y i:nportant to the success and smooth functi.oning of the

JAT. lfinor conflicts among agency representati.ves have occurred, but the strong

impressiorr rras that inter-agency cooperation in appraisal is a good aspect of

the WIN program.

C. I"lassachusetts

are

the

no

ES

In Massaehusetts, there are no Joint Appraisal- Teams, because there

SAUrs. At LoweLL and I'Iorcester, registration forms are sent directly to

offices, and the I^IIN ES teams are responsible for screening, call-up, and

conducting the appraisal interviews. In Lowell, the cl-ient is informed by nail
that the WIN team would like to set up an appraisal interview, and asked to con-

tact the office to arrange an appointment. The response gives the team an indi-

cation of the clientts eagerness Lo participate. The ES counselors norr handl-e

about twenty appraisaL interviews per week. Fol-Lowing a suceessful appraisal

interview, a counselor works with the participant for a four week orientati-on

period, duri.ng which time the empl-oyability and service pJ-ans are developed and

certif ication requested.

In Worcester, the Employnent Development unit of the WIN ES team

is responsibLe for call-up and appraisal. There ls no pre-screening, and all-

ellgible registrants are called in for an interview, with a priority for accep-

ting maodatory registrants. An aide makes the appointment, and the client taLks

to whichever Job devel-oper or counselor ls avai.Lable at the time of the appoint-

ment. At that time it is decided whether the client wiLl- be accepted as a par-
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ticipant, and what servlees wiLL be needed. However, certification is not

requested until- after orientation. lI,ost of the clients who apPear for the inter-

view are accepted.

Thls approach to appraisal- seems Less effective than the joint aP-

proach advoeated in the guideli-nes. Ilowever, until SAUrs are developed by the

!,Ielfare Department the procedure will continue as it is.

B. I,[rN - EMPLOYMENT SERVTCE (ES)

Under the I'IIN I program, a Team Model has been the basic nodel for Enploy-

ment Service (ES) I,IIN operations. The model was not inpl-emented in a1-1 project

offices, but was nevertheless regarded as the rrstandardrr staffing and organiza-

tional pattern. Three alternative program models were developed and issued

through the Manpower Administration subsequent to the passage of the 1971 Aoend-

ments to the Social Security Aet: Team Model, which utiLizes an interdiscipli-
nary tean approach for providing empl-oyabil-ity development and other services;

Case Responsibility ModeL, ucder which the responsibility for a participantrs

IrIIN experience rests with a single staff member and not wlth an entire team

(the ES worker has the sole responsibility for obtaining appropriate services

and for ensuring the effectiveness of these services); and Equgliqnal_t{gdg!, a

staffing pattern whlch organizes al-L unics, including the employabil-ity deveLop-

ment unit, on a functional basis.

The local manporrer agency (ES agency), regardLess of lts particuLar form

of staffing and organi-zat,ion, is responslbl-e for several I,IIN processes. I^IIN

staff ln the nanpower agency are responsible for the del-ivery of appropriate man-

power services to program participants. This includes direct placement in em-

p1-oynent. Manpower agencles are also responsibl-e for the pa5rnent of the $30

monthl-y cash incentive to program partj-cipants, as well as for the palment of

training related expenses.
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The menpower agency (ES) also participates in appralsal and enployabil-ity
planning functions on a shared basi.s with staff from the Separate Administrative
Unit. In addition, the agency has responsibil-ity for the delivery of specific
Program services including on-the-Job training (for participants who cannot be

placed ln regular enpl-olment at the tine), publ-ic service enpl-o5rnent (to replace
the Special Work Projects created in the 1967 Anendnents), and cllent devel-opment

components (such as work site training, basic education, generaL educational de-

veJ-opmentn and institutional training).
Consistently, WIN ES offices were found to operate efficiently and in

strict adherence to federal guidelines. The six offi.ces visited exhibited
greater uniformity than did the weLfare offices in the way the WIN program rilas

organized and conducted. General-ly, the otganLzation of ES enploys a more direct
line of controL from the state to the loca1 offices than does the organization of
welfare. This is especiall-y true i-n New York and New Jersey where there is a

degree of county autonomy i.n wel_fare.

A11 six ES WIN terms are currently operating on the funetional- nodel. prior
to WIN II' the New York and Massachusetts offices were organized on the team model.

Ilowever, due to increased case loads resul-ting from mandatory registration, the
functionaL model proved more efficient ln handling large nurnbers of clients in a

shorter period of time. The functionaL model in most sites consists of these

units:

1) an "Qpraisal-gg1!' responsible for screening those i.n the registrantrspool for parti.cipation;

2) a counseLing unit' responsibl-e for vocational counseling and arrange-
ment of WIN training;

3) a pLacement unit,, responsible for pJ-acing clients who are job ready,at entry or after ori.entation or training, in suitable Jobs (this unitalso does Job devel-opment exeept in some of the Larger offices wherea speclal unit or sub-unit handl_es this;
4) an administrative unit, responsible for handling the routine adminis-trative functions of the office.
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The WIN teams range in size from 8 to 30. In smaller offices, the above

functions are perforned by one or two individual-s, rather than a complete unit.

At both sit,es in Massachusetts, the WIN ES offices are snalL. There are 8 staff
in Lotrell-, and 13 in Worcester. The service areas involved include only the

city and surrounding area rather than an entire couoty. The New Jersey and

New York offices are generally J-arger as they do serve whoLe counties. New Jersey

has 8 staff in Middlesex County (New Brunswick) and 14 staff in Camden County.

New York State has the largest !ilIN ES offices, vit}:. 24 in Nassau Counth and 30

staff members ln Monroe County. A11 offj.ces found it necessary to increase staff
with the implementation sf WIN II, and the l-argest staff increases'nere experienced

in New York State.

1. Functions of the WIN ES Offices

The I{IN II program was handl-ed wlth remarkable similarity at the 6 WIN

ES offices studied. There was some variation in the way sites handled the entry

phases of the program (call-up, joint appraisal, and orientation). Ilowever, all
offlces fol-Lowed the work flow outline of the Department of Labor (DOL) guidelines

very carefuLLy. The conduct of each program ftmction is described bel-ow:

a - 0all-up and appraisaL: Entry operations were handl-ed dif f erentl-y

at the 6 sites studied. In Massachusetts, WIN ES has complete control over call-
up and appralsaL. Welfare's role is limited so1-e1y to filLing out the registra-

tion forms at lntake and forwarding them to the WIN ES team. New York has achieved

some distribution of responsibilities between ES and the Department of I'lel-fare.

Paperscreening is done by the SAUts at both sites. A full JAT functions at one

site; the other site has a singLe liaison caseworker at ES, but no joint appraisal.

In New Jersey, Welfare Department SAUrs had a najor roLe. At both sites, the

SAUrs had a minlmum of two contacts wl-th the client prior to ES contact: paper-

screening, and a pre-ca1-L-up vlsit (pre-appraisal interview) by an SAII worker.
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The SAU also makes the appointments for JAT interviews'

ES becomes involved with the client for the first time.

extensive SAU contact Prior

those who would not be able

At the int,ervi-ew,

The purpose of the

joint appraisal is to screen out before call-up

participate due to social serviee problems (child
to

to

care difficulties, special fanil-y elrcumstances, etc.). The JAT in New Jersey

also lncludes representatives from DYFS and DVR and in some cases the Learning

Center, in addition to the basic SAU and ES representatives found in New York.

b. Orientation: The function and location of orientation in the entry

process aLso varied considerably from site to site. In the lfassachusetts offices'

orientation was brief and primarily a means of faniliarizing cl-ients with WIN,

sinee they receive f-ittle or no infornation prior to entering the program. In

New york, the ES offices did noL stress orientation but rather emphasized the

training and p1-acement components of the program. In New Jersey, orientation ritas

viewed as an important part of the program. Almost aI-L new participants went

through a two or three week orientation. Since entry stePs prior to orientation

had already fanlliarJ:zed clients with the program' and the staff with clients

neede, orientation was used to introduce clients to the world of work and to

motivate them through group discussions, meetings with a psychologist, aptitude

and interest tests' fiel-d trips' etc.

c. Certlficatlon: The length of time involved in certification varied

from site to site, depeoding on the way in which each handled call-up' appraisal'

and orientation. The procedure for certification (ES sending a fom to welfare,

weLfare perforuing the service and then returning the form to ES) was the same

in alL sites, but the meaning of the routine varied significaotl-y. In Lowell'

certificaLion was a lray of notifying the sociaL worker that a service was needed.

Ilence, a considerable delay could develop between the ES request and welfare

action. In Worcester, eertification was noL requested unti1 after orientationt

and was basically a formality; participation would continue if possible, even
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without forrnal certification. The New York offices followed the guidelines on

certification exactly. The onl-y difference between sites was that in Nassau

County, the JAT worker at ES developed a service plan with an ES worker which
t

was then referred to the SAU for actual- provision of services. In Monroe County,

where there was no JAT worker at ES, this was done solely by the ES worker. In

the New Jersey offices, where there is a full- JAT interview, identification of

service needs is welL under way by the time of the JAT due to pre-aPpraisal con-

tacts by the SAU. Certif,ication is requested at the tlme of the JAT interview,

and the client does not participate in any aspect of the program until after cer-

tifieation is received. It is the DYFS not the SAU that is responsible for pro-

vision of chiLd care services - the nain service involved in certification.
d. Participation: Development of an employability pl-an is a part of

the appraisal process in alL sites. The anount of Welfare Department input into

the pLanning process depends on the extent of weLfare partieipation in the ap-

praisal- process. However, the employabil-ity plan is general-ly not fi:ralized until

meetings have been hel-d with a counselor after participation begins. Thus, the

final- pLan is the responsibility of ES. It may incLude various types of services'

training, and Job pLacements.

1-) Training: WIN II embodies a shift in emphasis from education

and training to job placement. The exrent to which training is stilL avail-able

varies considerably among sites. In Lowel-L, Mass., there is virtuaLly no training

available. Ilowever, in Lowell as at all the sites, clients who began training

progranrs under WIN I have been allowed to complete them. Apparently, the district

to which LoweLL belongs conrmitted so much money to training that the state WIN ES

office has frozen their training funds for the remainder of the fiscal year in

order to increase the percentage of funds goi.ng to ON the Job Training (OJT) ' as

stipul-ated in the guideLines. In l,lorcester, training continues to be available'
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especial-ly short term trai-nlng; in conpli-ance with new dlrectives the staff
gi-ves priority to Job placement and OJT. Both Neril York sites e:i,perienced

linitations on the length of training courses and budget ceili.ngs for this com-

ponent, but neither site felt these restraints to be severe handi.caps to the

operati.on of a good WIN program. Training is stj-LL very much l-n evidence in Lhe

New Jersey oft'ices, where an emphasis is pl-aced throughout the structure on keep-

ing traLning options open. Waivers can be obtained on the one year linit if a

market denand can be shown for the skill-. New Brunswick retains more emphasis

on train:ing than does Camden. At alL sites, training is provided either directly
by the ![IN program, or contracted out to private agencies, or through governmerit

or private progr€uns, such as NABS and MDTA.

2> Job Pl-acement: Job placement is perceived as the most important

part of WIN II. Al-1- offices seem to approach pLacenent from the perspective of

finding or developlng jobs for speclfic indivi-duals, rather than merely attenpting

to fit clients i.nto exi.sting jobs. Some clients are referred to the Job developer

lrmrediateLy after certification. Others are referred after orientation or after
compJ-etion of a training program. ALl sites reported success in pl-aci-ng c1-lents

in jobs, al-though some offiees had to deal- with tighter l-ocal labor narkets than

others. Lowell, l*Iass. ES staff expressed the most concern for a lack of Jobs;

LowelL has had a chronically depressed economy for many years. The attitude of

the ES staff varied between the }JIN I approach of offering clients the options

they preferred, to saying, in effect, "here are the Jobs we have avail-able - take

the one you l-ike best or which least offends you."

3) New ES Componerrts: On the Job Training (OJT) and Public Service

Employment (PSE): Only one site reported having instituted the PSE component of

the program. Worcester, Mass. was able to absorb people in PSE who were being

phased out of Emergency Empl-oyment Act (EEA) employnent. The reasons givdn for
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not developing PSE were either the lack of money from the state' or the unwork-

able provisions for PSE in the guidel-ines. The experience with OJT was much nore

mixed. Sites found it difficuLt, and in some cases inpossible, to

sites had full-y geared up for OJT. The New Jersey sites reported

to selL to enployers, who baLked at the anticipated paperwork and

the goverxrment. The New York sites had Just begun to develop OJl'

develop. Few

OJT as difficult

involvement with

and Nassau

County was doing weLl in the start-up phase. Worcester had a vigorous OJT pro-

gram under tr'llN tr which was continuing under IJIN II, while Lowel-L was i.n the start-

up phase of OJT.

Terminations

Terminations for falling to report for appraisaL i.nterviews were not

nearly as numerous as night be anticipated from the ttno showtt rate (which in rnany

offices was more than 50%). New Jersey had a Low "no show" rate (aPproximately 20%),

probabl-y as a result of the pre-JAT visits. Another factor which may have affected

the ttno showt' rate is the order ln which people were cal-Led in. In l{orcestert

where mandatory registrants were calt-ed in first, there was a nuch higher ttno showtt

rate than at sites where voLunteers (including vol-untary maadatories) were given

priority. GeneraLl-y, ES took termination action only reluctantly after an indivi-

duaL had faiLed to appear for a second interview, and had gone through the pre-

termination conference. In most cases, the client either showed reason why he

should not be reglstered, and was returned to exemPt status' or at some point

prior to actual termination decided to cooperate. Of those sanctioned, few if any

went to fair hearings. Some sites had not heLd any fair hearings' Sinil-arly' a

refusal to partici-pate after certification was rare. By the time a cLient com-

pleted the screening process and actually began Program' he was f-ikeI-y to be moti-

vated to continue. Thus, few registrants T{ere termlnated for refusal to particl-

pate, and virtually none of the terminations were chal-l-enged and taken to fair

2.
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hearings. Many ES staff felt that those who did not want to participate shoul-d

be returned to the registrantfs pool rather than be sanctioned, since the new

mandatory reguirement had created a large pool fron which to choose the most

motivated. Other staff took the position that the termination procedures rrere

so eomplicated, and clients so like1y to decide to eooperate that it was not worth

the effort to use the procedures. The time coul-d be more profi-tably used working

with those who were eager to participate.

3. Relations Between !ilIN ES and Welfare. and Between I,IIN ES and ES

Procedures designed to improve cooperation between the two WIN agencies,

where they were impLemented, seened to have had the desired impact. This was

particularly true of Joint Appraisal. Where it was inplemented, there seemed to

be a noticeable improvement in the working relationship between ES and lleLfare.

One ES staff member indicated that the cl-ose contact forced the agencies to learn

about one another and to deveLop rf,ays of working together. In sites where there

was no JAT, or where it had not been fully impl-emented, many problems between the

two agencies appeared to resuLt from its absence.

A mechanism not stipulated in the guidel-ines, but which improved coop-

eration considerably, was the colocaLion of the two WIN teans. The only site

studied where the two teams are colocated is toweLl, Mass. towell does not have

an SAU, and so welfare particlpation is Limited, but the colocatlon does facili-

tate some degree of trjoi.atrlesstt. In the two New Jersey sites, plans are under

way for colocation, and both the WIN ES and the SAU staff feel- the move will
definitely improve relationships. At sites where the WIN tean ltas located,in the

regular ES officer msoy staff indicated that greater independenee from the main

ES office would be beneficial. They feLt Lhat more autonomy would enabl-e them to

operate the WIN program more efficiently.
A ehange in program responsibil-lty from welfare to ES was acknowl-edged

at aLl sites. Wel-fare staff expressed a seose of dininished controL, and some

-55-



comPlained about the l-oss of functlon. For instance, welfare staff feLt that
they were most qualified to determine provision of sociaL services. Ilowever,

they generally agreed that the WIN ES staffs were of high quality (probably be-

cause of the high priority of WIN in the DoL at the state and federal l-evel-s)

and operated the WIN program satisfaetorily with a client-oriented point of view.

Sone problens remalned between the agencies, especially in areas where

the guidel-ines had not been fully tmpJ-emented or where gray areas in the gui.de-

lines had not been clarified. For example, in Massachusetts, welfare offices did

not have SAUrs. ES acknowledged that difficulties arose in worki.ng wlth the en-

tire AFDC staff, but was c:riticaL of the Legislature for not providing staff,
rather than of the l-ocal- welfare offlces. In Nassau County, a probLem developed

in interpreting from the guidelines who had responsibility for terminating a cLient

who refused to participate in a service plan worked out by the SAU worker. Both

agencies lsere uncertain of the interest of their respective guidelines and had not

as yet received an interpretatlon from a higher authority. In some cases there

was also a difference in opinion between wel-fare and ES regarding how rigorously
procedures for refusal to partlcipate should be applied.

4. Progran GoaLs 
\

A11 ES staff Lnterviewed perceived the goal of htIN II to be to move

cl-Lents toward self-sufficiency through employment. They were incl-ined to view

their roLe as assistlng individuaLs rather than attempting to reduce the welfare

rol-ls. The new emFhasis on rapid pI-acement and job experience for many cl-ients

has been generaLl-y well- accepted as perhaps a better role for }JIN than allowing a

few people to ful-fill their long-range employrnent goals through the program. It
was felt, however, that it is important to maintain a fair amount of short term

training, and to be able to offer longer training in exceptional cases. P1-acing

many clients directly into Jobs is often onLy a short-term solution, and does not
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break the cycJ-e of poverty and welfare dependence.

There was mixed staff reaction to the mandatory requlrements in the

WIN II program. Some feLt that there were unwise inclusions in the mandatory

category, such as mothers of schooL children whose absence from the hone (parti--

eularly with teenage children out of the reach of day care), might be detrimental.

Sone feLt that nandatory registration and evaLuation were imPortant, but that there

rrere so uany eager el-ients that the program need not require anyone to ParticiPate

who was reluctant to. The mandatory requirement, rather than flooding ES with hard

to pl-ace clients, has actuaLl-y provided a pool from which ES can choose those most

motivated and with whom they can get the best resul-ts. Few feLt that the program

was harassing cLients, because of the flexibility of the l-egislation, the clienr-

orientation of the staff, aod the fact that priority is given to volunteers in

call-up and thus participation.

ES staff strongtry emphasized that no matter how well administered the

present I'IIN program is, it is stilL subject to sueh variables as labor market con-

ditions, transportati.on problems, and age, sex, and race discrimination' over

which it has no control.

5. Surnmary of Site Emphasies and Strengths

The Massachusetts I'IIN ES offices were laboring under difficult clrcum-

stances since I^IIN II had not been tnplenented in the weLfare offices. Ilowever,

both teams seemed to be working quite effectively to impleuent the participant

aspects of the WIN program. Lowell- is particularl-y hindered by a poor economy;

no matter how administratively sound the progrem, it wouLd be somewhat l-inited

ln its potential to provide jobs. In llorcester the ![IN ES team exhibited unusual

strength in the provision of OJTrs - something most other sites were finding quite

difficult.
The New York ['IIN ES offices were apparently not inpeded by a lack of

irnplenentation of WIN II in their respecLive weLfare offices, since almost all- of
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the IIIN II changes had 6.sn implemented. One of the ES offices faced a heavier

backlog than the other due to delays in getting additional staff, but both seen

noril to have adeguate nanPower to handle the new work load.

The New Jersey WIN ES teams are fortunate in that they work with other

agencies with well- devel-oped tr'IIN components - ![el-fare, DYFS, and DVR' There is

aLso an excell-ent working relationship with the state IIIN ES office. Orlentation

and the general motivatlonal aspect of the WIN progran are more highly emphasized

in New Jersey than in the other sites, and training continues to play an important

role in the program. The najor problems which the New Jersey offices have to

contend with are l-abor market, probl-ems and transportation probJ-ems - boLh out of

the reach of the WIN program.
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CHAPTER V

SIGNIFICAIiIT INFLUENCES IN TIIE PATTERN
OF IMPLEMENTATION AI.ID OPERATION OF WIN II

Several- factors affected the pattern of lmpl-enentation and operation of

the WIN II program. The folLowing accounting is by no means exhaustive. Only

factors for whj-ch data was available, or of which the authors had knowledge are

incLuded. This section describes those fact,ors which the! study tean found most

significant at the time of the site vi.sits, one year after implementation of

the program.

A. PRE-OCCUPATION WITH I'WELFARE FMUD''

A factor which had both direct and indlrect impact on WIN II was a pre-

occupation (real or i-magined) of some local and state welfare agencies with so-

cal-l-ed "wel-fare fraudr'. A direct result of this concern was a transfer of staf f

from important service units of the agency to units concerned with eligibil-ity
determination. Indirectlyr €rs "welfare fraud" was given high priority by state

or Local agencies, other progr€rms and directives such as I,'IIN II (inplenentation)

were de-emphasized.

ProbLems with f'weLfare fraud" differed at the sites vlsited. The most ob-

vious probl-en was that of ineligible persons who rrere receiving benefits, usually

in l-arge numbers or with great notariety. Public sentiment frequently put con-

siderabLe pressure on publ-ic welfare agencies to catch the rrwelfare cheaterstt.

This type of pressure was evident at one of the New Jersey sites, where the en-

tire staff was keenLy arilare of charges of substantial rfwel-fare fraud" in the

agency, many of which were substantiated by fact. The staff feLt that the rate

of ineligibl-e recipients would have to be reduced before the agency coul-d restore

public confidence, and proceed with j.ts proper service functions.
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At other sltes ttwelfare fraudtt was associated with the nore general

evidenced not only forproblem of rising welfare rolls and costs. Coneern

a reduction in the number of ineU.gible reci.pients, also for the development

of poLicies which would reverse the rise in the welfare roLLs.

New York state has made the greatest efforts in this regard, both at the

state level and county 1-eve1-. State action to combat rising welfare costs be-

gan with the appointment by the Governor of an Inspector General-, whose sole

function was to investigate and prosecute cases of welfare fraud throughout the

state. In the sulmler of L971- the Legislature passed a mandatory work require-
ment for all- enpl-oyable General- Assistance and AFDC cases (described in detail
i.n section trErt of this chapter). In the fatrL of last, year the state welfare
agency rilas reorganized in an attempt to both gain more control over the counties

and to reorient the state welfare agenclz by bringing in staff from the State

EmpJ-oynent Service. During that period the state welfare agency enthusiasticall-y

adopted coSs/srsS (a reporting procedure received from SRS, which is designed

to lnsure that sociaL services l-ead cLients towards self-support), and mandated

it in the counties as a lray of ensuring that services provided would lead to re-
duced welfare dependency. Finally, in February of L973, a more stringent appli,
cation procedure replaced the decLaratory forn which had been ln use up to this
time. The J-onger form requires the applicant for PA to prove with substantial
documentation all factors of his/her eI-igiblity. The applicatlon for assistance

was thereby changed from 4 to li. pages.

At least one county in New York foLlowed the statets directions and adopted

a series of measures to control 'rwelfare fraudrt. Service staff at the welfare

agency were transferred to eJ-igibility units to process the more extensive state
application procedures. A l-ocal- work progr4m was enacted by the county legis-
l-ature prior to adoption of the state program, to deter potential applicants and

was

but
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to ensure that recipients of county money performed some service to the county

in recompense for aid received. The State Inspector General had become especiaLl-y

active in that part of the state, and the agency rras determined to successfully

challenge hls cLains of extensive welfare fraud in the county. Resulting trans-

fers of servlee staff directl-y affected I,IIN II, since the SAU had relied heavily

on regular service teams for provision of services to WIN clients. The large

scale removal of staff to eligibility and fraud-related activities undermined

service functions of the agency, and Lowered morale of many staff who felt that

services, rather than 'rfraudn acEivities shouLd be the priority function of the

agency.

B. RELATIONS BETWEEN TilELFARE A}ID THE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

The legisl-ation and guidel-ines for WIN II recognized that a good working

reLationship between welfare and ES is crucial- to the effective operation of the

program. The nandated mechanisms for ensuring a good relationship between Lhe

ttrro agencies, such as Joint Appraisal, seemed to be effective where impJ-emented.

However, the deciding factor was the extent to which the staff of the two agencies

were able to work together. The kind'of personal rel-ationships whieh did or did

not develop were critical to the successful impl-enentation of the progrErm. Cer-

tainly, all progrems run better with good staff who can work harmoniously to-
gether. Ilowever, this seened to be espeeial-ly true of WIN II, a progran which

reguired cooperation between tno agencles who normally have very different per-

spectives and ways of operating, and who are frequently hostile to one another.

The conclusion of this study was that institutional mechanism are not sufficient

to ensure a good workl-ng relationship. lrl.hat was decisive was whether the staff

at wel-fare and the staff at ES, and particularly the head of the SAU and the

WIN ES office, were able to develop a rapport.

A further finding was that the kind of rapport that did develop between

Welfare and ES determined the tenor of the ![IN II program. At those sites where
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WIN II was not implemented in welfare, or where the ES manager was most aggressive

in the operatlon of the program, WIN II nas perceived by cLients and

staff as a

in welfar€r

WIN II was understood as a welfare program with substantiaL new ES input.

One factor which contributed significantly to a good worklng relationship

between welfare and ES was the quality of the staff ES who manned the WIN

offlces. Both the wel-fare staff and the WIN ES nanagers confirmed the impression

of the researchers that I'IIN ES attracted high quality staff . Apparentl-y this was

due to the fact that WIN had both high priority and good funding within ES (other

ES monies were being cut baek while I{IN ES money rilas on the lnerease). Many wel-

fare staff conrmented that the staff at WIN ES were not typical of regular ES staff,

nanpower program. At those sites where WIN II was full-y

and where the IrIIN coordinator took more lnitiative than

welfare

implemented

the ES manag€rr

a

a

t_

particularly with regard

fare staff found the WIN

to

ES

their ability to work with welfare recipients. Wel-

staff responsive to clients I personal and family prob-

J-ems, eager to get elients jobs, and not particularly subJect to the usual stereo-

types of welfare clients. Therefore, at most sites the kind of friction conrmonl-y

found between the trf,o agenci.es was minimLzed.

It is important to note, however, that at sites where formal mechanisms for

cooperation between the trilo agencies had not been instituted, (where there was

no speci.aLized WIN unit in weLfare or where a Joint Appraisal- Tean from welfare

had not been set up in the WIN ES office), good relationships between the two

agencies were more difficult to maintain. In most cases where wel-fare failed to

impJ-ement parts of WIN II, the WIN ES staff were able to piek up the slack and

to operate the program effectivel-y. Where no SAU existed., ES staff took uhe

initiative and contacted individual- AFDC caseworkers about the service pIan.

Where no JAT operated at the ES office, ES interviewers determined, without con-

sultation with welfare, who would be participants by judglng the setvices needed

to make them partieipants.
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c. STATE-LOCAL WELFARE AGENCY RELATIONSHIPS

The quality of the relationships between state and locaL welfare ageneies

had a significant impact on the implementation and operation of WIN II. I\uo

aspects of the state-local rel-ationshlp rf,ere partlcularly important to the pro-

gram. First, the manner and priority of state action for the implernentation and

operation of I,|IN II at the l-ocal level couLd be seen in the degree of state agency

pressure on local offices to inpl-enent IIIN II and the methods which that agency

used to assist in the implenentation of the program. The seeond aspect was the

quality of initiative and response at the locaL level- to the new program in terms

of receptivlty by the local agencies to WIN II, irrespective of ttpressurett from

the state agency and in terms of local- agency cooperation with the state agency.

It is lmportant to note at the outset that all states complained that they

were hampered in the inpl-enentation of WIN II by delays in the receipt of progran

guidelines from the federal agencies, and by the consequent l-ack of time between

receipt of federaL regulations and effective dates (deadlines) for the implemen-

tation of the program aE the l-ocal l-evel. An interesting finding of the study

was the range of responses on the part of the three states to the same unfavorable

circunstance. New Jersey implemented the entire program at the earl-iest possible

moment; New York phased in the program over a period of months; and Massachusetts

implemented onLy that part with specific sanctions - the regui-renent to register

a1l- AFDC cases for WIN.

In Massachusetts the 1ocal welfare agencies have been a part of the state

system since the state DPW took direct control- of public welfare in l-968. In

pracLice, however, the loca1 agencies retain considerable autonomy from the state

agency. There ls a small I^IIN Unit in the State DPW, but due gs the large nr:mber

of local welfare offices the Unit had l-itt1e contact with loeal- !ilIN Program

operations. Its function was largely one of coLlecting progra$ statistics and
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ansliTerj-ng inquiries for local !ilIN coordinators. I{IN II was implemented in
three stages. First, a state letter was issued in June L972, which advised

the local- agencies to register al-1 ADC-U fathers by the JuI-y 1- deadl-ine. Most

locaL agencies conplied. A second state l-etter in September L972 outl-ined most

of the important changes in the t{IN progran mandated by the new legisLation.
The letter specifi.cally instructed the local agencies to begin registering a1-1

ADC cases for WIN. In the two sites visited this was the onl-y one of the WIN II
ehanges inpl-emented. .A,pparently the state WIN Unit made no attempt to implement

SAUts or JAT (the reason given at the local- level- nas that the state DplJ was

short-staffed). Thirdly, a state memo of March 1973 requested that al-l- ongoing

ADC cases be registered by April l-5 or the DPW woul-d lose federal- funds for fail-ure

to comply. Again, the 1ocal ageneies dld comply. The state DPW did not seem to

attach great importance to I,{IN II and the state $fIN Unit was not particul-arly ac-

tive and aggressive in l-ocal program operatJ-on. It appeared that the state WIN

Unit was pre-occupied with the administrati-ve problems of the state take-over of
public welfare and with prior federaL directives on separation of services which

had not yet been implemented. Thus the.Local agencies apparently did not feel the

pressure from the state to impLenent the program. It must be noted, however, that
WIN is theoret,icall-y aetive in all l-ocal agencies i-n l"lassachusetts, whereas in
New York and in New Jersey WIN programs are onl-y operative in the more urban

counties with larger populations (9 of 2L in New JerseY, 19 of 65 in New York).

In New York and New Jersey, public welfare functions are divided between the

county and the state. The state is responsibl-e for overal-l policy and for part,

of the budget, while the county is responslble for day to day program operations

(including hiring of staff) and for a portion of the budget.

In New York, this sharing of responsibilities seems to allow for consider-

able leeway oo the part of the counties, with regard to WIN as wel-1 as to other
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programs. The state ltIN Unit was small- and had little direct contact with the

l-ocal !trIN programs. The state WIN staff felt that the changes mandated by WIN II
were too substantial to lmplenent aI-L at once. Thus a conscious decision was

nade on the part of the state WIN staff to phase in the changes through state

letters issued over a six months period, from June to October L972. Require-

ments of the state letters rilere: 1) registration of ADC-U fathers in June L972;

2) registration of ADC new appLicanrs in July 1972;3) creation of the SAU i.n the

surmer; and 4) registraLion of ongoing ADC cases in the Fal1. No meetings were

held by state IfiIN staff and l-ocal staff regarding WIN II. The l-ocal agencies

general-ly responded favorabl-y to the state directives, uhough Lhere seemed to be

enough autonomy for one of the sites to delay the impLenentation of certain changes.

(Note: the state WIN staff has been enLarged from two to nine and reorganized as

a part of the reorganization of the state weLfare agency in the Fall of L972. More

contact with state WIN was now reported in at least one site.)
In New Jersey, at l-east one additionaL agency is involved in the operation

of WIN II besides wel-fare and ES. The Bureau of Chil-drensr Services (BCS), a

separate state agency, is responsible for the provision of ltIN chil-d care in New

Jersey. Although the fo::nal reLationship between the state and local agency in

New Jersey is simil-ar to that in New York, the state IJIN Unit in New Jersey (unl-ike

New York) is actlve in LocaL program operations and aggressive in inplementing

I,IIN II in Local offices. Since impl-enentation of WIN I, the state WIN staff has

met regularl-y with local- }JIN staff and with their counterparts at the state l-evel

in DOL and BCS. Since the issuance of federal- guideLines on WIN II, the meetings

with Local ![IN staff have been used to famili.arize them with the changes and to

work out problens in the transltion from lilIN I to WIN II. Sinil-ar discussions

were held Ermong welfare, ES and the BCS at both the stat,e and the county level.

As a resul-t, most WIN II changes were inpl-emented at the county Level during the
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first three months of the new progrsfrr

that t,ime the monthly meetings of state

the performance of the programs in the

changes in procedures.

where separation has not occurred

the full implementation of WIN II
plish, si.nee the guidelines assume

Massachusetts was the only one of

July, August and September L972. Since

and local staff have been used to assess

different counties and to make necessary

or is still in the process of being introdueed,

has been diffi-cult if not impossible to accom-

a separated system in local welfare offices.

the three states visited which had not imple-

D. SEPAMTION OF SERVICES

The ioitial- study of WIN II by SI{RRI found that the extent and manner in
which Local agencies separated social- service activities from assistance pa1ruents

activi.ties had an inportant funpaet on WIN II. In those state and Local agencies

mented separation i.n LocaL wel-fare offiees at the time of the site visit. Sepa-

ration was to take effect in Massachusetts in January 1-973 as a part of the in-
plementation of a new contract negotiated between the state DPW and the social

workers guil-d in December, L97L. However, it has been del-ayed by disputes between

the two parties about the detaiLs of impLementing the new contract.

Although separation of services in Massachusetts is a problem in the inpLe-

mentaEion and operation of WIN II, equalLy important is the l-ack of separate

staffs for WIN units in the AFDC sections of the loca1 agencies. As a result of

this, the ![IN ES staff must deal with each and every A]DC caseworker, which in
the offlces visited nay range fron 16 to 24 caseworkers. In addition, because of

a high turnover anong Atr'DC staff, WIN ES staff found that many caseworkers were

not famil-iar with WIN II goals and procedures. Thus in Massachusetts, the lack

of separation of service and budget functions rnay not be as big a probLem as the

lack of specialized I{IN units within the AFDC staff, for separation has itself
created difficulties for WIN in other sites.

- 66 -



In agencies where separation has occurred WIN II has been easier to im-

pLement. However, separation has created its own probJ-enrs for WIN. Initially,
when separation was inplenented in local agencies during WIN I, the fraguentation

of WIN tasks between two different workers caused considerable difficuLty for both

clients and WIN staff at some sites. Changes in fj-nancial aspects are closely re-

lated to ehange i.n types of services (either social services or nanpolrer servlces).

Most WIN staff felt that the program was more effective pri-or to separation. Each

of the agencies has inplemented separation differentLy, and devised different ways

of dealing with the probl-em of fragnentation of WIN tasks, some more suceessfully

than others.

The New Jersey offices, which have separate Income Maintenance (IM) units

for WIN (counterparts to the separate service units, the SAUrs) seem to have de-

vised the most effective solution for rel-ating the two functions. In New York,

one of the sites has designated a special trIIN worker withi.n the regular IM uni-ts,

and comunication between IM and the SAUfs has improved. AL the other site there

is no specialization of WIN in IM, and cornmunication between the IM and the Service

Divisions of the agency i.s routed through a control unit in a separate administra-

tive division of the agency. There, coordination of WIN tasks is especially dif-
ficuLt.

E. RELATED WORK PROGRAMS

In two of the three states studied there were other work programs besides

WIN. In New York, the other work progr€utrs competed with I{IN. In New Jersey, the

other work programs generally complemented the I,IIN program.

In June, LglL, the New York State Legislature enacted into law a work re-

quirenent that al-l- enpl-oyable GA and ADC recipients must, as a condition of el-i-

gibiJ-ity, register for work at the state employment service, accept job placements

through ES, and pick up their regular al-lowance checks at the loca1 ES office.
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Sanctions were to be appJ-ied to those empl-oyables who did not compLy untiL such

time as they agreed to compLy. Publ-ic work projects were to be established for

enpl"oyabl-e GA recipients who could not be placed in jobs in the regular economy.

(The county legislature in one of the sites visited had adopted a simllar program

a few months prior to the staterilide program.) The state work program caused con-

siderabl-e administrative difficulties for WIN. InitialLy' WIN clients had to

reglster under the new law and pick up their checks at the ES offices. This proved

especialLy difficql-t for WIN cLients who were in training, OJT, or starting jobs.

Further, nany potentiallyttgood" WIN clients were picked up by SES and p1-aced in

jobs before they were abl-e to get into WIN. In additioxt, some local- agencies who

were under pressure to do something about rising welfare rolls saw the state (and

l-ocal) work laws as a better vehicle than WIN for quickly moving clients frorn weL-

fare to work, and thus de-emphasized WIN in preference to the state Programs.

In August Lg72, a federal district court ruled that the state 1aw was in

conflict with the provisions of.the Social Security Act relating to the employnent

of ADC recipients. The court found that the IrItrN program PreemPted the state Iaw,

and thus enjoined the staLe from requiring ADC and ADC/WIN cLients to register

and pick up their checks at ES. A recent Suprene Court decision reversed the lower

court decision and renanded the case back to the lower court. The Supreme Court

rul-ed that the WIN progran did not preempt the state program, and that states

could also enact work programs for ADC recipients. According to welfare staff in

New York, the Supreme CourL decision wi1-L probably I-ead to a reinstitution of

registrat,ion and check pick up for ADC clients in the near future, though the

ruJ-ing of the Lower court had not yet been given. If this occurs' the state work

program would again be competlng with I,IIN.

In New Jersey, work progra,ms have had a different origin and purpose. At

one of the New Jersey sites, the Emplo)'ment Training Service (ETS) was started

-68-



by the county welfare board under a state regulation pernitting the county to

offer trai.ning and to pay training al-lowances for wel-fare recipients. ETS was

set up to complenent WIN I by providing Job placement to those who wanted ir

(WIN I offered training pri.narily) or to those who were not eJ-igible for WIN I

under the then existing federal- guideLines. t'lhen WIN became mandatory under

WIN II and shifted focus from training Lo job placenent, ETS was reoriented to

offer long term tralning to wel-fare recipients who could not get such training

under WIN II, and to provide nanpower services to those who were still not el-i-

gible for lilIN under the new eligibil-ity criteria. At both sites, training facili-

ties were operated by the county through the school- districts and offered train-

ing to both ETC and I{IN clients.

There rilas one point at which worlc prograns in New Jersey ca:ne in confLict

with tilIN. In July Lg7L, New Jersey dropped the tP component of AFDC and substi-

tuted a state funded program for the working poor - AFWP (Aid for Famll-ies of

the Working Poor). Thus fathers of two-parent families (who would be eligible

for WIN services in New York) are not eLigible in New Jersey. Instead they are

offered job plaeement and much lower benefits under AFWP. Further, as a result,

of droppinB UP, WIN in New Jersey is servicing a completeS-y fenaLe popul-ation

who, tn most labor markets, are harder to place than males.
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CHAPTER VI

CLIEM PERSPBCTIVES

A. INTRODUCTION

A snaLl Client Survey was incLuded in this study and had three primary

objectives. The first objective rflas to determine whether or not clients were

actually going through the procedures mandaLed by the arnendments. The seeond

objective was to investigate how WIN participants perceived these changes made

in the procedures of the program. The survey was devel-oped to gauge to what

extent, if any, WIN clients experienced an impact of the Tal-madge amendments

on the prograrn. The thlrd objecti-ve of the Client Survey focussed on clientsl

generaL attitudes toward ![IN; how clients reacted to the way in which they were

treated, and whether they were influenced soci-all-y and/or psychologicall-y by

the program.

In addition, the survey examined the various types of people participating

in trIIN. The study included a look at such characteristics as age, fanil} comPo-

sition, education and work experience.

It shoul-d be noted that the concern of the Client Survey was with the ex-

perience of present WIN participants, and not with direct outcomes of the pro-

gram. The survey was also basically quaLitative in nature, rather than quanti-

tative, and was intended to suggest dimensions of ptogram opetations and lmpacts

rather than to verify hypotheses about progran impacts.

B. DATA COLLECTION A}ID SAMPLE POPULATION

and

ing

Prior to the six site visits, letters were

employment service administrators explaining

their cooperation i-n selecting persons to be

sent to appropriate welfare

the Cli.ent, Survey and request-

interviehred. Each local admin-
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istrator was to designate ten IIIN cllents, two in each of the foLlowing five

categories, to participate in the survey: l-) vol-untary registrant, 2) mother

with children over six years of age, 3) unenpLoyed fathex, 4) participant re-

ceiving ehild care services, and 5) participant nearing completion of the pro-

gram. This stratified sanple population was selected to gain perspeetives of

people in various components of the progran, in order to insure as representa-

tive a sample as possible. At sites where a particular category could not be

represented by two peopl-e, sl-ots were fill-ed by adding extra partlcipants in
the remaining categories.

CLients who took part in the survey met the interviewer at either the

welfare or emplo5ment service office. Provision was made to reimburse parti-
cipants $5.00 to cover any transportation expenses they ni-ght have incurred in
getting to and from the interview. In instances where cl-ients were unabl-e to

appear for the in-person interview, telephone interviews were used. The inter-
view schedule, which required approximately thirty minutes to administer, con-

sisted of two parts. The first rel-ated to straight factual- infornation which

was obtained through analysis of the clientsr records (where available). The

second part incLuded nore impressionistic and perceptuaL questions, the aoslrers

to which rrere supplied by the clients. Each client questionnaire was assigned

a nurnber, rather than the clientfs name, ln order to insure confidentiality.
From an orlginal sample of 60 WIN participants (1-0 fron each of the 6

sites), a population of 58 WIN entol-I-ees satisfactorily completed the interview

schedul-e. A serious attempt was nade to produce a representative and unbiased

sampLe. Ilowever, a note of caut,ion must be interJected. It would appear that

the 20 participants interviewed in Middlesex and Camden eounties were WIN

"success stories.rt These individuals, who had been seLected as requested by

welfare and/or emplo5rment service administrators, tended to have a high degree
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' of personal motLvation, no prohibitiveLy serious probl-ems which could pose

obstacles to their success in the program, and a universal-ly high 1evel of
sati.sfaction with their experience in WIN. Further, although severaL of these

indi.viduals were officially classified as nandatory referral-s to the progr4m,

most had voLunteered to participate. Many of these same biases were also

apparent in the Nassau .County sampl-e. Of the orlginal 10 cllents selected in
Monroe County, only five actual-ly arrived at the interview. Those who did ap-

pear were quite satisfied with the progr€m. However, it is possible that those

who failed to appear ltere probabl-y aLienated from WIN and Less pleased wlth it.
At the Massachusetts sites, a bias again nay be present as a result of case-

worker/mpLoyment counsel-or sel-ection of ttsatisfied customers.tt For these

reasonsr then, interpretations of the survey results shoul-d be nade with a de-
gree of caution. However, it is possible that the bias detected in this sampJ-e

may be representative of the entlre population of WIN participants. Due to the

seLection Processr which eliminates persons whose emplo;rnent potential- is not

sufficiently high' ,it nay be that oost WIN enrollees tend to be nore of the po-

tentiaL "success stories.tl

C. SURVEY REST'LTS

1. Participant profile

Due to the requirement that WIN participants be recipients of Aid to
FamiLies with Dependent Children (AFD1), LOO:Z of those interviewed had chiLdren,
and a najority were fenaLe heads of househol-ds. From the final- sampl-e populatlon,
87.932 (51) were females and j.2.07"1 (Z) were males. The partlcj.panrs i.nterviewed
fe1l into the following age ranges z 6.89% (4, ber,ween 18 and 2I- years, 53.447"

(31-) between 22 and 30 years, 29.317" (17) between 31 and 40 years and 10.341 (6)

over 4L years of age. Thus the population rdas composed primariJ-y of female heads

of households who are in the prime working age category. rn terms of racial compo-

-72'



sirion, rhe sampLe consisted of 55.L7"1 (32) white,43.LO% (25) black, and

I.72% (1-) Puerto Rican respondents.

The sample was relatively evenl-y divided between mandatorl and voluntary

registrants. Of those individuaLs interviewed, 56.89% (33) were categorized as

volunfary and 43.L0% (25) were categorized as mandatory. It was also found that

56.897" (33) had chi-ldren under six years of age, whiLe 4L.37% (2lr) had chil-dren

over six years. Thus it appears that a significant number of volunteers lrere

taken fron the exenpt, eategory of mothers with children under six years old.

The sample al-so was divided fairly equally between those who had parti-
cipated in WIN before July 1-, L972 (WIN I) and those who had registered for the

program after that time (WIN II) z 46.55% (27) enroll-ed before Jutry 1, L972 and,

53.447( (31) enroLLed after that date. It was also found that 87.932 (51) of those

i.nterviewed had not previously been on welfare. There appeared to be no differ-
ence between vol-untary and mandatory participants in terms of previously having

or not having been on AIDC.

The respondents had conpl-eted various components of the program at the

time of the survey. Of the 58 persons intervi-ewed, 98.297" (57) had been through

the registrantst pool- and the pre-certifi-cation/appraisal stages. Further, 79.3L%

(46) had been in or were currently in the partici-patlon stage; thaL is, in some

forn of work, training or education. It was found.that 24.137" (14) of the sanpJ-e

had been or were presentl-y in the stop category. Ilowever, it was al-so found that

onl-y 1-7 .24lZ Qq of the respoadents were actual-Ly placed in emplolment.

It wouLd appear from these figures that onl-y a rel-ativel-y snaLl percen-

tage of WIN enrollees have actuaL1y been pl-aeed in a job. Two factors should be

noted in consi.dering this seemlngly Low rate of job placement. First, many of

those not in a Job currentl-y, will probabLy be enployed at some later date.

Secondl-y, of those not presently enpl-oyed, a majority are either i.n a training
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or education progran whieh should enhance their chances of obtalning employnent.

However, it should also be noted that among those persons who are empLoyed, nearly

hal-f fsund their jobs without the hel-p of the WIN program.

2. Procedural Comprehension

A primary objective of the Cl-ient Survey was to determine how well the

WIN program rras explained to cl-ients, and to what extent cl-ients understood this

explanation. It was expected that partici.pants would be confused by (a) the

movements from one program component to the next, (b) the changed administrative

structure, (c) the need to deal- with separate staffs of the Welfare Department

and the Enployment Service, and (d) the change in enphasis from training and edu-

cation (under IIIN I) to emplolmenL (under WIN II).
Initially, it should be noted that respondents had widely varying de-

grees of experience wlth $IIN. It was found that 8.621t (5> had been in the program

for one month or Less, 36.20% (2L) had been in fron two to six months, 25.86% (I5)

had been in from seven to tweLve months, L7.L4% (L0) fron thirteen to twenty-four

months aad. L2.067. (7) had participated in WIN for over two years.

It was interesting to learn how cLients reacted to the WIN registratioo

process. Of the total sample population, 91.37lZ registered in person and 8.62%

(5) registered by nail. The great naJority of those interviewed 87.932 (15)'

stated that there nas no difficulty or confusion invoLved in registering for I,IIN.

For the other L2.O6% (7) of the sa,mpl-e, some difficul-ty arose for those who

wanted to volunteer but who were determined by the guidelines to be exenpt. After

much time and perslstance,.these individuals were ultfunately aLLowed to register

for the progr€rm.

In order to determine how well- IJIN participanLs understood the concePt

of program components and the progression from one to the next, respondents were

asked what component (or stage) of the program they rtere in. Although with some

prodding and explanation clients did express a basic understanding of what they
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were doing and why they were doinB it, there did not general-J-y appear to be

a very firm comprehension of where each stood in relation to the rest of the

program. Clients did not seem to have a clear understanding of the stages a

WIN participant moves through in order to compl-ete the program. This was parti-
cuLarl-y true among those who had to wait for Long periods of tine for job l-eads

or placenent. While waiting, these persons had Little contact wlth the program

and thus Less understanding of the mechanics of it. Ilowever, it was equal-ly

apParent that a detailed understanding of the WIN process lras not essential for
clients. A general. outl-ine of the program and its goals seemed to be sufficient
to prevent clients from feeling confused by and aLienated from the program. It
seemed that more specific infornation !'ras neither desired nor necessary.

A najority of the sanpl-e, 86.202 (50), stated that WIN and its various

ecomPonents were expl-ained to them at the time of registration, while 9l-.37lZ (53)

said that they had some understanding of WIN at that time. Further investigation

rnade it clear that in New Brunswick, Camden, Mineola, and trrlorcester, an expl-ana-

tion was actually given after enrolLment, during the orientation period. Again,

there did not seem to be a criticaL need on the part of cLients for detailed ex-

planations at the entry point of the program.

The folLowing informatlon was obtained regarding initlal client contact

with the WIN program. The two primary sources through which the respondents were

informed about the program were welfare service workers, 37.g3% (22), and clientsl

friends or fanily members, 3L.O3% (18), The others in the sample heard about WIN

either through a letter/newsletter sent from the welfare department, 13.7912 (8),

or from a welfare intake worker, 5.17& (3). It should be noted that 10.347" (6)

of the sampl-e actual-ly initiated discussion and explanation of the program them-

selves by requesting information either about tlIN specifically or about any

avaiLable work or training programs.

-75 -



The data shows that 93.LOA (54) of the sampl-e responded that they

wanted to join ['IIN when they learned of it. This overwhelming response is ln-

teresting in light of the fact that 87.93% (51) ha<l been on AFDC prior to Joining

WIN, and had had an opportunity to volunteer. This nay reflect a lack of know-

ledge about the program until indivi.dual- cases were redetermined under WIN II.

With respect to the jolnt appraisal- interview,87.937( $L) of the

respondents reported that they had had such an interview and evidenced an under-

standing of its purpose. Only 6.89"A (4) responded with uncertainty.as to whether

or not they had had such an interview. In most instances cLients had to wait

only a short time between the time they registered and the time they were finally

called to the joint appraisal interview. This time period was less than one

month for 51.7L7" (30) of the samBle, between one and sixmonth for 27.58% (L6),

and between six months and one year for 5.L77. (3). The three J-ongest waiting

periods resulted fron difficulty in registration encountered by volunteers who

wanted to partj-cipate but had to wait for an opening.

Only a srnaLL portion of those persons interviewed had a negative im-

pression of the joint appraisal- interview. Basically the respondents felt either

neutraL or quite positive about Lhis experience. i'tany of then felt the interview

was pleasant as well as informative. Further, most of the sample had an under-

standing of what resulted from this interview, 1.e. to which stage they would

next progress.

Through questions which required specific responses regarding the

roles of severaL WlN personnel, lt was found that participants are neither con-

cerned nor knowLedgeable about the conplex administrative workings of the program.

Depending upon client-worker relationships and individual situations' most

respondents had a relativeLy clear idea of what rol-e their welfare service worker

pLayed. Ilowever, it was much Less clear how these workers related to WIN.
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There was a moderately high degree of understanding of the function of the

WIN team, but thls may have been due to the high 1evel of contact that partici-
pants have wlth this group. Most clj.ents were unaware of the existence of the

SAU. In the Massachusetts sites this was obvioustry because no such unit exists.

In the other sites clients expressed an awareness of something going on ttbehind

the scenes'r, but they did not display any more famil-iarity or understanding than

this.
In addition, most respondents who were employed beJ-ieved Lhat they had

completed the WIN program and were unaware of the sixty-day fol-low:up period.

3. Educatiorr and I'torf,Baqkgrounc!

The infornation obtained regarding the educatlon and work histories of

respondents indicates that in general WIN participants have a relativel-y high

leve1 of education upon entering the program. The percentage breakdown by last

grade completed shows that 5.L7% (3) of the sampJ-e compLeted eighth grade, L0.34%

(6) completed ninth grade, L2.06% (7) tenth grade, 27.581 (16) eleventh grade,

36.207" (2L) twel-fth grade and 8.62/" (5) completed at least one year of education

beyond high school. This means that 72.40% (42) ot the sampl-e population had at

Least an eleventh grade education and 48.27% (28) had high school diplomas. Un-

fortunatel-y it is difficult to know whether these flgures are a val-id lndication

of the educational, level- of aLl WIN partlcipants, or merely of those interviewed.

In terms of speciflc skil-ls, training, and certification the picture

ls not quite as bright. Only L8.96% (L1) of the sample had had any type of job

training in the past. Further, only 1-3.7g7" (8) had actually received certifica-

tion for that traini-ng. Regarding past experi.ence in any other public or private

work training program, onl-y 5.L7i( (3) had ever participated in such a Program.

Thus it wouLd appear that I'IIN enrollees have not been the fal-l-out of other federal

work progr€rms.
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With respect to the type and anount

dents the data is interesting if not precise.

general estimates were made as to the amount

had had. The estimates took into account the

I

4. Employabilitv Plan

There seemed to be a degree

employability plan anong respondents.

of work experience of the respon-

On a rough scale of 1ow-medium-high,

of work experience each respondent

respondents r age, number of jobs

hel-d, and total amount of time worked. trltren the sample was broken down in this
way it was found that 56.897( (33) felL into the "lod' category, 25.867" (15) in
the "mediumr! eategory, arrd L7.24/. (10) in the "high". It is clear that the maJor-

ity of those intervlewed were rrlowrr in their previous work experience.

The information obtained concerning the average wages earned by respon-

dents in their pasE jobs ls not particul-arIy conclusive. Generally these WIN par-

ti.eipanLs tended to earn Iow wages. Only 31.03"1 (L8) had earned over an average

of $2.25 per hour.

The type of work performed by the respondents had prinari-l-y been un-

skil-led. The general- categories of work that had been done were: clericaL (24.L37"),

manual Labor/factory (20.68%), clerk/saLes (17 .24%), wal-tress/food serving (L3.797") ,

nursing (L2.O67.), and cleaning/maint,enance (10.34%). A few respondents, however,

had been employed in more highl-y skilled occupations (one as an el-ectrieal- engineer).

of confusi-on regarding the coneept of the

I,Ihen asked whether such a plan had been

developed for them, L7.24% (10) of the sampl-e replied that they did not know, while

70.68% (41) answered yes and 5.177" (3) said that no such pl-an had been developed.

However, when questioned specificall-y about their current program partieipation

and future employment goal-s, most respondents did have a working understanding of

what is forrnal-ly referred to as their employabiJ-ity plan.

Only 22.4L7" (13) of the sanple was actuaLly sent to look for work inrnedi-

aueLy upon entering the program. This statistic rnay have resulted in part because
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46.557t of the sample consists of petsons who had enrol-led in WIN I where imedi-

ate empLo)ment was not euphasized. The existence of linited training opportuni-

ties and a tig-ht labor market, in addition to the emplo)tment-related needs of

the ![IN participants that are prerequisite to their gaining employnent, also

explain why such a low percentage of those in WIN are sent to seek work inmediateLy.

Many combinatlons of edueation, training and work experience nade up the

enpl-oyability plans of the respondents, As stated above, 22.4L71 (13) were deter-

mi-ned job-ready and began looking for work. Nineteen ox 32.75% went into some type

of training program, whil-e L7.24% (1-0) pursued their high school equlvalency and

then went into trai.ning. CoJ-Lege educati.on formed a foundation of the empLoyabil--

ity pl-ans for 8.62% (5) of the sampJ-e. One person planned to obtain a high school

equi.valency degree before entering collegen and another individual- planned to move

directly from a high school equival-ency course into the labor narket. The remain-

der of the sample population, 5.L7% (3) participated in either a work experience

project only or in both work experience and trainlng.

The prevalence of various types of plans differed somewhat between WIN I

and trIIN II participants, as rilas anticipated by the change in program emphasis from

training and education to work. Significantly more of the !ilIN II participants

were imediately placed in the Labor market, whereas a slightly greater Percentage

of the WIN I enroLlees went into training. As mandated by the guidelines, no oire

in I'IIN II had the option of a col-l-ege education, al-though several of those who had

joined WIN I had chosen this option. There were no significant differences between

WIN I and ![IN II with respect to other enployability plan alternatives.

Of the flfry-eight persons intervlewed, 86.2lit (50) said that they were

satisfied with their plans, while 8.621t (5) said they rilere not. The prinary cause

of dissatisfaction related directl-y to the changes nade by the Talmadge amendments.

Some participants of I{IN II wanted more training and education than is al-l-owed
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under the new program. They felt pushed into job-seeking, while their actual

desire was for education or nore extensive training.

When questioned about particular Job goal-s upon entering the progr€rm'

77.59% (45) said that they had such a goal. In a breakdown of the popul-ation

between voluntary and mandatory participants, it was found that a sl-ightly higher

percentage of voluntary thaa mandatory registrants had a job goal- in mind. Of

the totaL sample, 60.337. (35) feLt that the WIN program had allowed then to work

toward their goal, while L2.O6% (7) felt it na-d not and 6.827" (4) said they did

not know yet. Among those persons who fel-t I^IIN had not allowed then to work to-

ward their goa1, four major reasons were given: L) there ltas no appropriate

training avaiLabLe in Lhe area, 2) aptitude Lests showed the individual to be un-

suited for thei-r choice, 3) inabiJ-ity to find empLoyment in the desired fieLd

and 4) the educational goal was too lengthy for the progran.

Only 20.68% (L2, of the sampLe had ever been referred to a job by WIN.

However, the naJority of those (l-0) were hired and ultinately became enpLoyed.

The data cpLlected fron the sample population also seems to indicate

that a participantts past work experience bore littLe relation to the type of

trIIN enpLoyability plan which was devel-oped. Persons from each of the "previous

work experience" categories participated in every kind of empl-oyabil-ity plan.

There was a slight tendency for those with past experience ln manuaL Labor and

clerical work to participate more in the training component of IJIN. Ilowever'

there dld not appear to be any reaLl-y significant relationship between emplolment

history aad the current WIN empl-oyabiLity pLan. Two exceptions Lo thls general-

statement are3 1) there rdere no former manual laborers currently going to schooL

through WIN and 2) no persons with work history in cleaning and maintenance

presently being enpJ-oyed.
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In a comparison between WIN I and WIN II participants with respect

to level- of education, only a smal-I- difference was found. The mean last grade

compl-eted for the WIN I group was 11.44 years, whil-e the mean for the WIN II group

was 10.80 years. A sinilar finding related to the amount of previous work exper-

ience. Virtually no difference was found between the composition of the WIN I and

l0IN II groups rohen compared on this basis. Both groups tended to average between

low and nedir:m amount of experience in the Labor market.

Some basic differences in types of empLoyability plans were found among

the sites. The greatest emphasis on pl-acing parti-cipants innnediately in the labor

narket was found at the New York sites, where seven of the nineteen respondents

fell- into this category. The situation was reversed at the New Jersey sites. Of

the twenty persons interviewed, on1-y one began seeking employment imediately,

The emphasis on high school equivalency and training al-so seemed to be much stronger

in I'Iassachusetts and New Jersey than in New York. More New Jersey respondents at-

tended co1-I-ege through WIN than those in the other two states.

Services

According to program guidelioes, the range of services to be provided

for WIN participants incl-udes chil-d care, legal assistance, heal-th care, counsel-

ing, family pLanning and provlsion of work sr training related expenses. From the

total- sample it was found that the services most frequently used were child care

(67.23"1) and work/training rel-ated expense money (48.277.). Legal- services were

used by two people (3.44%); one person received health servlces; tno persons ltere

provided with counseling; aod three people used family planning services. Twenty-

tqTo percent of the sample received no services through the WIN program.

When the sample population is divided between those who entered the pro-

gram before July L, L972 and those who entered after that date, both the amount

and the type of service utilized remains comparableJ There rilas no significant

5.
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difference ln either the number of servi-ces provided to clients or the types

of services used between participants of WIN I and WIN II, except that a slightLy

higher percentage of IJIN II participants receive no services.

An anaLysis, by state, of the services being provided to clients j-ndi-

cates that fewer clients a::e provided with service in Massachusetts (27) as com-

pared with New York (30) and New Jersey (33). Although the number of persons

uti.lizing chiLd care services is nearl-y equival-ent from state to state, seventeen

persons in New Jersey are provided with mooey for work/training reLated expenses,

whlLe on1-y seven persons in !trassachusetts and four in New York are receiving this

service. This could be explained by the policy in New Jersey of providing a stan-

dard sum to all participants, rrhile in llassachusetts and New York the anount is

deternined by need and thus provided only to certain participants.

There appeared to be few problens with non-delivery of services either

promised to or requested by clients. Only one person was promised a* service which

r^ras not provided, whil-e 6.88A (4) requested services which were not provided. The

primary service which cLients desired but which WIN did not del-iver was assistance

in finding better housing.

The naJority of respondents (70.68%) stated that they had experienced

no major probl-ems in receiving services. Those who did encounter difficulty in

this area (8.627") indicated an inadequacy in the amount alLocated for work and

training reLated expenses. Nine people, or L5.5L% of the sample sLated that they

had problems related to delivery of child care services specifically. Several

clients complained of the insufficient amount of money provided to pay babysitters'

and of the l-ate and unreliabLe tining of those pa)rments. Others al-so felt it was

unfair to penaLize WIN participants by failing to provide extra day care during

chil-d illnesses, and by discontinuing incentive pa)rments when the parent was unable

to attend work or training due to elther child or parent il-I-ness.
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the time

from the

6.

It should be noted that all

of this interview T^rere sti1l

welf are department, as well

Attitudes Toward WIN

of the partieipants who hrere employed at

receiving supplemental financial- assistance

as social services from WIN.

Several- rrattitudinaltt questions were iacLuded in the lntervierr schedule

to obtain a clear impression of how participants reacted to the I,IIN program. The

first series of these questions provided respondents with a l-ist of areas in nhich

problems couLd potentially arise. Cl-leats were then asked to state whether they

wouLd choose to solve each problem with the help of either someone from the wel-

fare department or the I.IIN team (ES), or ln sone other manner. Data obtained from

these questions indicated that clients understood which personnel (welfare or

Enploynent Service) had influence in each of the particular probLem areas. How-

ever, there rras no concrete findiag of preferenee for ooe or the other offj-ces.

Ifhen questioned regardlng general, overall preference for either the Wel-

fare or Empl-oynent Service office, 5L.72% (30) of the sample stated a preference

for the ES (WIN team) whiLe 25.86% (15) felt more comfortabl-e dealing with people

at the welfare office, In the case of Monroe County, preference for the ES coul-d

be attributed to the fact that the ES is located in a more accesslble section of

fhe city than the welfare department. At the other four sites, client preference

for ES can probably be explained by the greater client contact with the WIN ES team,

and the corresponding positive feelings which have resuLted from this contact. This

appears to have been especial-I-y true at the two New Jersey sites, where elients ex-

pressed. a positi.ve rapport and a strong belief that the WIN tean personnel woul-d do

whatever they couLd to heLp if a problem should arise. This positive attitude be-

gan, for the Nerr Jersey participants, during the very successful- orientatlon sessions

and continued throughout the course of the program. Several respondents also de-

scribed personality conflicts with their welfare worker, and therefore preferred to
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go to the ES office. Survey result,s from Nassau County contradict the conclusions

dratm about the other sites. Owing to the separation of service units from income

maint,enance units, few clients in Nassau had weLfare caseworkers. These WIN clients
responded quite positi.vely to the SAU easeworkers, who could perform both WIN and

non-WlN-related service for them-

An overwhelming maJority of the sample population, 81.037" (47), felt that

the WIN program had helped them in some way. A najority of the respondents, 48.271t

(28), i-ndicated that they had been hel-ped psychoJ.ogically by the program. These

clients stated that the orientation sessions, the personal attention shown to them

by the WIN team, and the training, education or job they participated in, had given

them increased self-confidenee and a better image of themsel-ves. Trrro related bene-

fits were described by 44.8Li[ (26) of the sample, who responded that WIN put thm

on the road to securi.ng decent employnent, and afforded them the opportunity to get

off welfare. Others saw the benefits of t{IN in terms of the financial assistance

provided then while they worked toward thei.r goal- of self-suffi.cienty. Fina1Ly, a

number of respondents stated that WIN had helped then in a sociaL sense - that the

program motivated them to get out of the house and into the worl-d where they coul-d

be exposed to new peopJ.e and new opportunities.

Of the clients who responded that WIN had not been of help to them, most

indicated. they had not benefited. from the progrem so far, and others stated they

had found Jobs on their own without the help of WIN.

Seven of the respondents mentioned that they had the option to have Joined

another work/traj.ning progrem, and listed several reasons for choosing WIN instead.

Some preferred thls program because of the specific types of training offered.

Others beLieved WIN woul-d insure then of empJ-oyment. Still others preferred thls
program because of the serviees, particularl-y child care, which would be provided.

Of those who were asked if they would make the same choice again, 95.9% said that

they wouLd, while 4.L% saLd, it would depend on the outcome of the program.
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Four of the clients interviewed had had sorne experience in other work/

training programs. These respondents felt that WIN compared very favorably with

the other progr€rms for three reasons. First, ![LN was perceived by the clients

to be better organized. Secondly, other programs did not provide services. Thirdly,

training in other programs had been for jobs which had become obsolete.

Significantly, it was found that approxinately 70.68% (41) of the sample

popuLation had quite positive feellngs toward I4IIN, 27.58% (L6) had neutraL feelings,

and only L.727. (1) felt negatively tonard the program.

7. Col||ments and Suggestions

Most of the clients expressed some dissatisfaction with the trlIN program,

and had some concrete suggestions for improvi-ng the program. The most frequent

criticism related to tno of uhe fund.amental- program changes mandated by the Talmadge
'

amendments.

First, many respondents disagreed with the mandatory categorization of

certain WIN enroLlees. they felt it was unfair to force peopl-e into areas of em-

ploynent they had not chosen. Secondlyr'cLients stated thbre was too much emphasis

on the short-term goal of plaeing individuals on the labor marketi often disre-

garding their longer-term educationaL interests and career goal-s. Several- respon-

dents stipulated that there is a critical- need for long-term quality trainlng and

that anything less is of very linited value. One participant felt it was discrim-

inatory for !ilIN to allow only a low 1eve1 of in a given field; for instance, to

all-ow LPN training, but not RN training. Many believed that it was short-sighted

of WIN to inhibit people with anbition from becoming skiLled enough fo become

totally sel-f-sufficient. Others felt that WIN II was unfair in refusing to per-

mit colLege training, thereby llmiting the educational avenues open to clients.

The rnajor recolrmendation was for WIN to concentrate more on improving human re-

sources than on fill-ing job openings. Generally, participants suggested that the

WIN I poJ-icies reLated to education and longer-term traini-ng be reevaluated and

reinstituted. _ g5 _



Several probLems were al-so described relating to the inadequacy of
money provided for work and trai.ning-rel-ated expenses. The primary issue was

that actual- transportation expenses exceed.ed the money allocated to cover them.

Al-lowances were also frequently inadequat.e to cover expenses for books and other

school- supplies. The finaL suggestion lras that work incentive money not be dis-
allowed when a participant, misses a day of work or training due to the illness
of her chil-d or hersel-f. Clients felt quire strongly that it was unfair for then

to be penalized finaacially for circumstances beyond their control.
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CHAPTER VII

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AND PROGMM DATA

It is importanL to understand the quantitative differences in the llIN II

program Ermong the sites visited, as well as the qualitative differences. The

tlro types of differences interact. In some cases the qualitative differences

expl-ain the quantitative differences, and in other instances the quantitative

ones explain the qualitative ones. In general, one is merely a reflection of the

other. Quantitative descriptions of the program structure i.n each site in terms

of staff and cost allocations, sI-ot l-evels, AIDC casel-oads, registrant and parti-

eipant totals, and allocation of participants to dlfferent components of the

program, as well as a picture of l-ocal- economi.c conditions and partlcipant charac-

teristics, provide the basi.s for understanding the context of the program and the

interrel-ationships alnong vari-ous paraneters, with the assistance of pertinent

ratios. Ideal-J-y, one wouLd like to know whaL effect different organLzational

structures and cost structures and program enphases have on program effectivenesst

measured by pJ.acements. Unfortunately the l-initations of the data and the small-

.ness of the sample al-low one to draw only tentative conclusions on these matters.

One can, however, get a capsule picture of the program in each site and the inter-

rel-ationships among factors in each site.

The first secti.on presents data on administrative costs in the six sites.

The second section is concerned with program data, and includes sub-sections on

economic condi-tions, participant characteristics, cumulative program statistics,

and comparisons of the programs at two points in time (Jul-y 3L, L972 and April 30,
*1973). The final sectlon attempts to integrate the inforrnation, and draw concl-u-

sions about indlvidual sites, comparative success, and causal relati-onshlps that

can be deternined.
savings r^ras very incomplete, and would not

sites, or with eosts.
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A. ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

Estination of the administrative costs of the WIN II program proved very

difficuLt. An attempt was made to enumerate all welfare staff who had tr'llN respon-

sibifities and were thus covered by the 90-10 funding agreement, and to procure

average salary information for the personneL involved. As part of the interview,

workers with responsibilities in addition to tr'IIN were asked to estimate the amount

of time devoted to WIN activities. As a iesult of these procedures, the figures

presented Ln Tabl-e I are very rough estimates. It is unfortunate that statistical
reports indicating costs covered by 90-L0 trIIN funding were not available. There

are three mai-n sources of possible error in the Tabl-e I calculations:

1. In some cases, infornation on cl-erical staff is missing; however,
this blas is easily spotted and is not very Iarge..

2. Sal-aries trave been averaged; this will- affect the validity of the
absoluLe estimates, but shoul-d not affect reLative comparisons
among sites.

3. The personal estimates of tlme spent on WIN tasks are l-ikely fairl-y
inaccurate, si.nce workers often found it hard to separate WIN from
non-I{fiil tasks. An exampl-e of the probable use of different crlteria
for estimating tine spent on WIN is given by the differences in the
tine estimates of the Middlesex and Caurden Intake weLfare aides.
AlLhough the structure and sLze of the units are similar, the
Middlesex aides estimated 307', ot their tine on WIN, whil-e the Camden
aides estimated or-Ly 57" of their tine (and they handle a bigger case-
Load). This discrepancy probably biases the Middlesex costs upward

. and the Canden costs downward. Unfortunately, the use of these sub-
jective estioates coul-d not be avoided.

As a result of these probable error factors, the Lowell estimated total cost

is probabl-y biased donnward, due to the absence of data on AFDC clerks and the

low time estimates of the Intake staff. tJorcester and Lowel-L probably have more

nearly similar costs than indicated by.Table I. Middlesex estimates may be high,

owing to overestimates of time spent on WIN.

The costs estinated are only staff costs, and are in doll-ars per year, slnce

average annual salary data was used. Figures were not available on costs of

services and office space and materlal-s. Salary information rras not obtained from



the ES offices, but since the range of staff positions in each office was simil-ar,

and alL staff were full- time WIN, a rough estimate of staff costs was made

using $9r000/person as an average. This i.s l-ikely an overestioate (table 2,

CoLumns L8 and 1-9); however, the purpose of this estimate i.s sinpl-y to convert

the figures on ntrmber of ES staff into dol-l-ar terms for comparisons, naintaining
the rel-ative differences among offices by assuming that more staff means more costs.

Fron Table 1, one can see the variety of nays the progr4m is organized.

Table 2 highlights some of these differences, and tries to put the various unit
costs in a comparable state accordlng to simil-ar functions. These costs are then

normalized by putting them with respect to sl-ots, registrants, participants, and

AJ'DC caseload. It must be noted that the staff figures are as of July, t972, and,

in many cases have increased over the year in question.

The New Jersey sites have much lower SAU costs and fewer SAU staff, but that
is because the Bureau of Childrents Services (BCS) has WIN units responsibLe for
providing chiLd care services. In Nassau, in addition to the SAU staff there is
a JAT staff stationed at ES, whereas in Monroe and the New Jersey sites JAT tasks

are performed by the SAU staff. (In Monroe, because the SAU only provides services

to clients not already assigned to a service worker, the SAU cost estimate was in-
creased by 3A1Z to more fully reflect the entire cost of providing WIN services to
participaBts. - Table 1, Col-unn 10) In Tabl-e 2, Colunn 4, the SAU, BCS and JAT

units are aggregated so that the New York and New Jersey sites can be compared

according to cost,s for sinilar services. The costs of these services is lower in
Monroe than in the Nen Jersey sites, although the slot and registrant level-s are

hlgher in Monroe, and very high i.n Nassau compared with the New Jersey sites
(Colr.mns 7, 8). Service costs may be high in New Jersey due to the fact that they

deal aLmost excLuslvely with women, and women require more ser\rices, such as chiLd
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care, than men. The handling of chiLd care by the separate BCS agency is
probabl-y an effective, but costly way to ensure high qual-ity chlld care for WIN

part,icipants.

tr{hen the costs of Income Maintenance are exanined (Table 2, Col-umns 9 and l-0),

it is seen that Camdenrs use of a special I,IIN IM unit seems to be profitable. This

is one cost area where Nassau also performs quite well. Monroets exceptionally

1ow IM costs may be biased downward due to low time estimates (Table 1, Col-umn 12).

When the costs of the SAU, BCS, JAT, and Income Maintenance components are

added together (called Welfare Services Costs in Table 2, Columns 13 and 14) the

totals may be compared with the AFDC unit costs in the lIassachusetts sites, since

they cover the same I'IIN tasks. It is interesting to note how the Massachusetts

sites comPate ln cost with the New York and New Jersey sites, for thi.s gives some

indication of how costly the suggested WIN organizational- structure is compared

with the more haphazard way the welfare portion of the program is run in Massachusetts.

It is somewhat surprising to flnd that costs/slot are lower in Monroe than they

are in Lowell, and that costs/registrant are lower in both Camden and Monroe than

in either Massachusetts site. The most expensive site in terms of Welfare Services

Costs per s1-ot or per registrant is Nassau, where the cost is three times as great

as in the cheapest sit,e, Monroe. Candenrs program is cheaper than that of Middlesex;

although the staff sizes are approximately equal-, Cauden has a larger program. The

l"Iassachusetts sj-tes are in the niddle range, being neither the cheapest nor the most

expensive programs in terms of Welfare Services costs. Unfortunatel-y, such figures

do not measure the quallty of the servlces clients receive. It is posslble that

service quallty is lower in the more poorly organized and cheaper sites.

When one Looks at Intake eosts/reglstrant (Table 2, Col-r:mn 1-1) one sees

that there is a Large range, with Camden and Nassau operating most inexpenslvely,

and Monroe most expensively. This is a reversal of the generaL pattern' where in
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most aspects Monroe has the cheapest operati-on and Nassau the most expensive.

Since the Neril York sites have both recentl-y changed to very compl-ex Intake pro-

cedures, it is surprising that they woul-d represent the two extrenes in terms

of cost. This nay be partLy expLained by the fact Lhat the figures are averages

for the year, and the impact of the new procedures does not show up.

Looking at the total estimated welfare costs, (Table 2, Colum:rs 15 and 16),

one finds that the range is smaller than for the separat,e components. The most

expensive programs per regi-strant are Nassau and Middlesex, and the cheapest is
Camden. Nassaurs program is approxinately twice as expensive as Camdents or

Monroets. The Massachusetts sites aod Monroe have moderately l-ow costsfregistrant.
It seens that in the aggregate the differences in costs of various sections of

the program souewhat balance out, and the gaps between sites are reduced. Looking

at costs/sJ-ot, one sees that Worcester is lowest while Nassau and MiddLesex are

highest. The difference between the cost/slot and cost/registrant arrays is due

to the differences in registrants/sl-ot among the sites. This wil-l be dlscussed

nore fulLy in the data section. Worcester has a l-ow registrant/sl-ot ratio (and

Camden has a very hi.gh registrant per sl-ot ratio, due to pecul-iarities of the sLot

and staff (noney) allocations among sites. In CoLumn 25, one sees that the array

of cost/AFDC caseloads is very similar to the cost/registrant array.

When the artificiall-y estioated ES costs are compared among sites (Columns L9r2O

and 26), one finds a tighter range of costs, wi.th Monroe having the highest costs/

sLot, and Worcester having the highest costs/registrant and costs/emC. Nassau has

the lowest cost/slot and Camden has the l-owest cost/registrants and cost/AFDC. The

range is tighter because, as seen in the data section, sl-ot and ES staff l-evels are

more closely linked than are slot and welfare staff Level-s. It is evident, that most



of Nassaurs WIN money and effort go into the welfare, not the ES' Part of the

program. It will be seen in the latter section what affect' if any, this has

on output. Middlesex also has a relativeLy expensive welfare operation and a

relatively cheap ES operation. Monroe, on the other hand, has a relatlvely cheap

wel-fare program and a rel-ativel-y expensive ES program. The sarne is true of

trlorcester. Camden seems to operate rel-ativeLy eheapLy on both counts' esPecial-ly

when eosts/reglstrant are examined. LoweLl fall-s into the niddl-e cost range i.o

both welfare and ES operations.

!{hen the two estimated costs are added together (Columns 22 and 23) r the

range per slot rlarrows even more, withMiddl-esex and Nassau having the most ex-

pensive progr€rms, and Lowel-l and l{orcester the cheapest. Looking at cost/registrant,

again Nassau and MiddLesex are the most expensive and Camden and Monroe are the

cheapest. If Camden is excluded, due to.its high registrant/slot ratio' the range

of costs, fron $11-6 to $J-41- is quite smal1. Camden again stands out ln the cost/

AFDC array (Colunn 27). There does not seem to be a consistent al-l-ocation of WIN

money on the basis of AFDC caseloads, although some of the differences are probably

due to efflciencies of different organizational set-uPs. It is impossibl-e to specu-

late on the relative importance of these factors i.n creating the uneven cost struc-

tures. As a final means of courparison, total cost (welfare plus ES)/participant

is calculated, using the cumul-ative parLicipant totals from July, Lg72 to June, Lg73

(Col-unn 24). It can be seen that the order here is closer to the cost/sl-ot arxay

than to the cost/registrant figures. Thls is due to the fact that the participant

per slot ratios are more nearly equal among sites than the registrant per slot

ratios. This impl-ies that in looking at the previous comparisons, the cost/slot

order is more appropriate when one is concerned wit'h tasks having uainly to do with

partieipants and the cost per registrant order is more appropri.ate to tasks such

as Intake and IM where the whole registrant group (and AFDC caseload) is involved.

The concl-usion from Column 24 is that Nassau is the most expensive, Middl-esex and
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Camden fall in the middle

grouped at the bottom of

i

the range, and Worcester, Lowell, and Monroe are

range.

of

the

CoLumns 28 - 31- give an indication of the percentage of welfare costs ex-

pended for different aspects of the program i-n the different sites. The differ-
ences are substantial, aLthough one must keep in mind the subjective time esti.-

nates which produced the Intake and IM cost figures.

The uost important questions that arise from this cost survey concern the

effect,iveness of the expenditures. Is it good, in terms of program output, to

have an expensive program? Does a relative emphasis on Intake over Services re-

sult in a better program? Does it matter, in terms of pLacement success, whether

one puts relati.vely more funds into the ES side of the operation than the Wel-fare

side? These questions will be dealt w:ith after the program data is sramined. Un-

fortunately, value judgements are i.nvolved in what one considers a successful pro-

gr€lm, and each site probably has a reasonable rationale for its expenditure pattern

and level.

For now, the interesting thing is the variety of cost structures that exist.

When reading the descriptive site write-ups, it wilJ- be hel-pfuL to refer again to

the cost structures, so that one can see the different methods of administration

in the l-ight of costs, and can have a program image rilith nhich to p1-ace in per-

spective the myriad of numbers presented here.

B. LOCAI ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

In trying to understand the operation of the WIN progran in the various sites

lt is important to keep in mind the local economic conditions, since these condi-

ti.ons may constrain the potential effectiveness of the program. Table 3 gives a

brlef surunary of some important parameters that describe the economic conditions.

Several measures of unempl-oyment and change in unemplo5rurent are included. The

Department of tabor (DoL) figures give an up-to-date picture, except in the case
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of Camden. Camden is included in the Philadelphia SMSA, and this biases ln a

donnward direction the DoL unemploynent rates and cl-assification given forfCamden.

Unemployment in Ca,mden, judging from the 1970 census rates, is at least as high

as in Middl-esex, and Camden by itself would probably have a ttDt' or even t'Ett classi-

fication.
There is considerable variation among the sites regarding the buoyancy of

the locaL economi.es. The New York si-tes, Monroe and Nassau, have the lowest unem-

ploynent rates (Colunn 3) if Camden is excluded, and have had substanLi.al decreases

in unempl-oynent over the last year. They are classifled by DoL as areas of mod-

erate unemployment. They also had the l-owest percentages of their populations be-

low the poverty 1evel in L970. Monroe aLso has a high percentage of its employed

persons in manufacturing, a fact which coupled with the l-ow unenployment rate would

cause one to speculate that there are fairly good job opportuntties for semi-skilled

workers. Nassau, on the other hand, has a low percentage of its employment in manu-

facturing, which nay indicate less opportunity for the AFDC Popul-ation. Nassau is

a bedroom comunity of New York, and one would suspect that most activlty is service

oriented.

The New Jersey sites suffer fron more unemplo5ruent than the New York sites.

Middlesex definitely has Lhe better economy compared with Camden. It has more

manufacturing employment, and iLs work force has grown substantialJ-y ln the last

year. The impression gained during the site visit was that Dliddlesex was picking

up economically, whereas Camden was having severe economi,c difficulties. Camden

also had the highest percent of its population below Lhe poverty line in 1970.

Although the economy in neighboring Philadel-phia is better, transportation diffi-

cult,ies nake it hard for the Camden WIN progrrm to util-ize this labor market.

In Massachusetts, the unemployment figures are highr and both sites are

cLassified as having substantial unempLoynent. Both had Large amount of poverty
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according to the 1970 census. Both are old New England manufacturing and tex-

tile cities that have suffered extreme decl-l-nes over the last few decades.

Wotcester, however, has had a dranatic decrease in unemplo)tment in the 1-ast year,

and it may be on the upswing as fbir as economic buoyancy is concerned. Lowell

is stil1 declining, however, and is the only site to record a decrease in its

work force. It has the highest unemploSment rate and is classified as an area

of "persisLent" unemploynent by DoL. Lowell appears to be an unpromising place

to operate a welfare work program.

If one lrere to roughly order the sltes in terms of economic conditions condu-

ci.ve to a succesdful work program, the groupings woul-d be - from better to worse -
Monroerl'tiddlesex and NassaurWorcester and Camden, and then Lowell-. Unfortunately, only

general economic indicators, such as aggregate unemployment rates, are availabl-e,

and one cannot know what the employnenE outlook is for a specific population sub-

group, the AFDC caseload, with its om characteristics, skills, and reasons for

being unenployed or out of the labor force.

C. PARTICIPANT GHAMCTERISTICS

It is interesting to note the differeaces, if any, among participants char-

acteristics in the various sites. Table 4A sut"marizes the cumuLative participant

characteristics from JuJ.y L972 to Aprtl L973. The data is taken from the MA 5-99

forms. Unfortunately, for each category (age, race, sex, education) the cumula-

tive participant totaL is sinply redivi-ded a nert rf,ay. It would be more interest-

ing if, in addition to this, one could examine the age and sex and educat,ional

distributions of the component populations (white, Negro, Spanish-speaking), and

the age and race and educational distributions of the male and female populations.

However, some conclusions can be dram from the available data. The New

Jersey sites have a nuch higher percentage of women in the program than the other

sites, aLthough in al-l- sites the najority of participants are female. The I'Iassa-
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chusetts sites have the highest proportion of whites participating, while Camden

has the highest proportion of blacks. Middlesex has the highest proportion of
Spanish-speaking people in the program. In all sites, the great majority of

Parti-cipants are of age 22-44, with Middlesex having the highest percentage in
this range. This refLects the fact thb.t this age group would be the most employ-

able, and the WIN II emphasis is on helping those most job ready. The Massachusetts

sites have a larger proportion of participants under 22 than the other sites, while

Camden has the largest proportion of peopLe 45-54 years of age. One might expect

that sites with the most partici.pants in the 22-44 age group would have the most

success in pJ-acements. one night also specuLate that it is easier to plaee whites

than it is Spanish-speaking people or bl-acks. Unfortunately, the sample is too

snaLl to really test these hypotheses. Concerning education, alJ- sites have the

greatest proportion of participants from the 8-llth grade educational class. Nassau,

Middlesex and towell have fai-rl-y large proportions of participants wi.th grade LZ or

more.

It would be interesting to compare the participant characteristics with the

registrant characteristic or the general AFDC population characteristics. Data

is not available for the individual sites, however, Table 48 presents AFDC charac-

teri-stics by state as of Lg7L, and some tentatlve comparisons can be made with the

WIN participant, characteristics. In almost a1l cases, the WIN program has a higher

Percentage of white participants than the state AFDC percentages of whites. The

same seems to be true of proportional representation in the WIN program of Spanish-

speaklng clients - except in the New Jersey sites they are underrepresented. The

age and educationaL distributions for AFDC rivomen rather than men are presented,

because the majority of WIN participants are femal-e. The WIN age distributions
are more spread out than the total AFDC age distributions, having a higher repre-

sentation of young people in the trIIN program. Concerning education, WIN chooses

:96-



the more highl-y educated, as a greater proportion of WIN participants have more

than 8th grade education than is true of the general AFDC population. These

comparisons are very tentative, however, in light of the aggregated data.

D. CT'MTJI.ATIVE PROGRAM STATISTICS

Several tabLes have been prepared to lndicate differences in program ratios,

1eveLs, and emphasis among the sites. The fi-gures on cumulati.ve registrants,

participants, certifications, and so on, are taken from the MA 5-98 forms, and

cover the period July l, L972 to June 30, 1973. The staff figures are as of

July L973. In uany cases it is hard to make comparisons, since some double count-

ing cannot be avoided in sorting out the flow of people, due to the reporting pro-

cedure. Other reservations about the data will be pointed out throughout the dis-

cussion. Unfortunately, one cannot derive a dynamic picture of the program from

the ES statlstics, since the numbers do not have name tags on them. If three

people leave training, and three enter job entry, are they the same peopl-e? There

is no way of knowing. There is no way to tell lrow long peopl-e remain in various

components, or what exact progression through the program was carried out by each

of the persons being deregistered or recycled. Therefore, the statistics are

gross aggregates, and only tentative concLusions about program differences and pro-

gram effectiveness can be reached.

Table 5 presents AFDC caseload, WIN s1ot, registration, and staff data and

ratios. The percentage of the caseload registered ranged fxom 34% in Middlesex to

501l in Nassau and LowelL (Colunn 1-1). The number of registrants per sLot ranged

from 5.6 in the l"Iassachusetts sites to L2.2 in Canden (Colunn 13). This sane range

is found in the AFDC caseload per slot figures (Colunn 7), with the Massachusetts

sites having the lowest figure and Camden having the highest. The allocation of

slots on the basis of caseload is obviousl-y not equal. The figures on sl-ots per

welfare worker or per ES worker (Colurnns 9 and 10) show a much tighter range and

more equal load among sites. Monroe, whose emphasis is on ES staff, has a very low
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number of slots per welfare worker. In general, slots seem to be more closely

related to staff than to casel-oad, afld the sl-ot to staff ratios are uniformlv higher

in ES lthan in wel-fare. with the exception of Monroe. In Col-umn 15. when the fuLl-

tine WIN staffs in ES and l,Ielfare are added toEether and the slot/WIN staff 'ratio

computed for the New York and New Jersev sites. Monroe. with the hiehest ratio.

has one third nore slots Der staff than Nassau. which has the l-owest ratio. This

i-s a wi.der ranse than the sl-ot/ES staff ratios exhibit. if Monroe is excluded.

It is difficult to sort out iust what is implied bv aLl of these ratlos. and

how perfomance can be reLated to the various Darameters. ShouLd lre comDare olace-

ments per AFDC caseLoad. or reeistrants. or oarticioants. or slots. or staff. or

costs? llow are these six oara.meters lnterrelated? A hieh Dercentase of oartici-
Darts out of the AFDC casel-oad is not a fair: measure of success if it is accomolished

due to an exceDtionaLlv hleh staff/AFDC caseload ratio. I,lhere do we start to deter-

mine a causal- fl-ow from one oarameter to another? Presumabl-v the AFDC casel-oad is

determined indeoendentlv of the welfare ooeration- bv social- and economic variables.

al-thoush it could be areued that characteristics of the wetrfare oDeration mav have

some influence (sLze of erants. attitude of staff. strictness of Intake orocedures-

etc.) For exanple, the costs of Intake.may partly be "caused" by the size of the

caseload" and partly I'affectt' Lhe size of the caseload; expensive Intake procedures,

as in Monroe, uay be due to stringent screening procedures which helB keep the

caseload down. However, for the momenL we wil-l- ignore these infl-uenees and take

the AFDC casel-oad to be an exogenous variable. Once one has the AFDC caseload,

presr:mably a certain proportion are mandatory registrants for I,IIN. Thus, the regis-

trant/AtrrDC caseload ratios nay reflect one or all of the following:

1. Some basic average percentage of the AFDC population that is mandatory,

2. Effieiency of the WIN staffs in registering alL mandatory clients,
(This nay be a function of Intake and IM I^IIN staff sizes and costs)

3. Effort on the part of wel-fare staff to sol-icit vol-unteers. (This is
more an attitudinal factor than a size or cost factor)
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Two important questions arise: how is the size of the trrIIN staff determined,

and how are the number of sl-ots deternined? Participation l-evels would then be

expected to be related to staff capacity. If slot and staff levels are consi.s-

tently related, one woul-d expect differences in costs/participant to reflect dif-
ferences in efficiency (if every site had the same staff/sLot or expected parti-
cipant ratios). One would suspect that staff sj-ze is related to the size of the

AFDC caseload (assuming some average percentage of AFDC cl-ients are mandatory

for ![IN). Ilowever, this rel-ationship does not ho1-d, as shown in Table 5, and it
is uncertain what the intervening factors are (budget constraints, state I,IIN
priority, other political considerations). As for slot Levels, these are pre-

sunabLy determined according to staff and to AtrDC caseload. The slots/ES worker,

sl-ots/welfare worker, and slots/WlN staff total figures have a smaller range than

the caseload/staff figures; however the variation is considerabl-e, and the varia-

tlon in caseload/sLot ratios, even within states, is even greater. Once deter-

mined, the staff and slot l-eveLs are mutually reinforcing, for a decrease in sLots

wouLd mean a decrease in staff, although the inverse might not be true. The in-
pli.cation

parameters

output per

per staff,
or

the

for

is
any

or

anaLysis of the program of this confusion of relationships €rmong

that it is difficul-t to compare sites on the basis of some sort of

one parameter, such as placenents per slot, or per registrant,
per dollar. This must be born in mind throughout the rest of

discussion.

TabLe 5, Column 12, shows the pereentage of total registrants who are manda-

tory under WIN II. The figures reflect the emphasis dlscovered in the site inter-
views - Middlesex enphaslzes volunteers, while Nassau emphasizes mandatory clients.
The figures in TabLe 5, Colunn 10 also reflect the fact that New Jersey places

greater priority on voLunteers than do the other states. The figures for percen-

tages of volunteers and mandatories transferred out of the registrantrs pool (an

approximation for those made participants) show that in aLL the sites, volunteers
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have a higher likelihood of becoming participants than do mandatories (Columns 2' 3).

Table 6, Colr:mn 4 lndicates the percentage of registranLs who have appraisaL

interviews. Camden, Nassau, and Middlesex have l-ower flgures than Worcester,

Lowel-L and Monroe. Ilowever, if one refers back to Table 5, it can be seen that

these latter sites have reLatlvely lower registrant to slot rati-os, and so can

handle a hi-gher percentage of the registrants as participants.

There is some discrepancy between the certifications/registrants figures and

the cumul,ative participants/registrants figures. The participants/registrants

figures are unifornl-y higher, and it seens in most sites that the participant fig-

ure includes those for whom enployability pl-ans have been started, but who nay fail-

to be certlfied, or be certified with a lag. In aLl sites except Camden, the par-

ticipant totals are cl-oser to the certification requested totals than to the certi-

fication granted total-s. In Worcester, where the biggest discrepancy exists, certi-

fication is mereLy a fornality, and active participation begins without it. In

general, we know that different sites perform the certification process at different

tines, and have slightly different ways of categorizing people. The paruicipant

totals will be used in forming performance ratios, although certificaLions night

just as welL have been used. The reLative results would not significantl,y differ.

Colunns 6 and 7 show that there is a considerable l-oss of cLients ln the pro-

cess of movlng fron appraisaL to certification request to certification. These

figures however, are underestimates of the percentages of certifications/certifi-

cations reguested, and certifications/appraisals, because at any time the monthly

statistics are collected there are outstanding appraisals and certificatlon requests

which nay be aeted upon at a laLer date. This again is the problen of trying to

get a dynamic picture from stati-c data.

Table 6, Coh:mn 8 shows the rate of participants to slotsn and indicates that

the nraber of participants during the period were between two and three tines the

number of sl.ots (a proxy for number of participants at any one time). Monroe
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perfomed best by proeessing a high number of participants/s1-ot, while Nassau,

Lowel-L and Middlesex performed least wel1. This was the ease even though Nassau

had the highest staff capacity and potential to handle more than the given slots.

Thi.s resul-t witrL be examined in more detail in the final- secti.on.

Table 6, Column 9 shows the partieipant/registrant ratios, and agaln Worcester

and Lowell perform extremely weLl as a result of their Low registrant/slot ratios.

Candents perfornance looks bad,for the same reason - its high registrant/sl-ot ratio.

Tabl-e 7 presents ratios for nore specific aspects of program performance.

Colunns l- and 2 show that Camden and Monroe had the hLghest proportions of partiei-

pants enter job entry, while Monroe, I,Ior:cester and Lowell- had the highest proportions

of registrants enter Job entry (reflecting somewhat their 1ow registrants/slot ratios

and ability to process a higher percentage of registrants than the other sites). It

is becoming apparent that the use of sl-ots or participants as a denoninator is a

better measure of perfornance than the use of registrants, since sl-ots are related

to staff and how nany clients you can handle, whereas registrant totals are not re-

Lated to staff totals. The best measure to use as a denominator would probably be

a measure of total I'IIN staff , however this is not availabl-e for the Massachusetts

sites. Therefore, participants is a satisfactory way to normalize performance of

sites so that comparisons can be made. It shouLd be pointed out that because Nassau

has high staff/AliDC caseload, staff/registrants and staff/slots ratios, its perform-

ance is exaggerated by the use of participants as a denominator - it does not re-

fl-ect Nassaurs potential staff capacity.

When one looks at the figures for "entered skil-l- and class"/participants, the

emphasis on training held in the New Jersey sites and in Nassau is reveal-ed. Monroe

and Lor,re11, on the other hand, put very few peopLe into training and classrooms.

The figures rnay be inflated in terms of the number of peopl-e who received training

since the same person may have progressed from one category to the other and would

be double counted in the recording procedure.
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The figures for completed job entry, in Co1-umns 4, 5, and 9, include those

who were recycled and those who were deregistered. Worcester and Nassau perform

most poorly on the eompl-eted JE/participants ratio, al-though the total range is

not that great. It is somewhat surprising that Camden and Lowell, which have the

poorest labor market, have been so successful i-n job entry conpletions.

Table 7, Colr:mn 5 shows the percentage of those who entered job entry who

completed it. CoLunn 6 indicated the percentage of people who are transferred

out of job entry (but not recycl-ed due to completion) and who are put in another

}JIN category, perhaps the registrantrs pool. The New Jersey sites have a very good

completion rate, and Worcester , Monroe and Nassau do most poorl-y. Monroe puts

nany people into job entry (CoLr.mn 2), but loses many of these peopl-e before conple-

tion (Colunn 4)

CoLumns 7 and 8 break the completed job entry category into those deregistered

and those recycled. These figures are hard to interpret. It is probably true that

a lot of the variation is due to di.fferences ln the cl-ient populations. New Jersey

deals wi-th nore nomen, and they are usually recycled, not deregistered (the criteria
are different for men and women). This night also partly explain the fact that the

Massachusetts sites dergi.ster more people than they recycle, since these sites have

the highest perceotages'of male participants (see Partlclpant Characteristics).

Columns 10, 11 and 12, in conJunction with Colunrn 7 give the various ways

peopLe are terminated from WIN other than through completi.on of job entry, and

Colunn L3 gives the eumuLative terminations as a percentage of participants. It is

interesting that Worcester, with its mphasis on mandatories and on men has the

highest percentage of "left welfare for other reasons." The unifornity among the

other sites on this criterion is interesting. The New Jersey sites, perhaps due

to their careful screening process for WIN participstion, have lon termination rates.
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E. PROGRAM COMPONENTS . JULY 31 L97 2 A}ID APRIL 30 L97 3

As one final comparative view of the WIN program in the six sites, Table 8

presents a snapshot picture of the program as of April 30, Lg73. The data is

from the MA 5-98 forms, reading the f'on hand at end of monthrr column. In all sites

except those in Massachusetts, participant total-s are above the site slot leveLs

(Column 2). The program totals are the sums of the participant totals and the

registrant pooLs. Looking at the registrant pooLs, one sees that only Middlesex

has a reLatively low percentage of nandatory registrants, reflecting their emphasis

on soliciting volunteers.

Cofu:mn 5 indicates that ltorcester has a high percentage of the program total-

actual-J-y participatlng, and Camden has a low percentage, a fact that is once again

explained by the extreme positions these sites occupy on the registrant/slot ratio

range (Table 5, Colunn 13).

CoLunns 6-2L give the proportlons of participants and registrants in each of

the progran components, al-though lre are most interested in the proportions of par-

ticipants, The orientation figures (Column 6) are hard to interpret, since orien-

tation differs greatl-y €rmong sites. In New Jersey, lt is a very active component'

whereas in some other sites it is uore of a hol-ding category.

LoweLl and Monroe have the lowest percentage in ski11 training (Col-umn 8), as

was the case in the cr:mul-ative picture of Tabl-e 7. The same is true of the class-

room component, Colunn L0. The New Jersey sites, and Worcester have a l-arge ProPor-

tion of their participants in skilL and class categories. Nassau appears to empha-

size skil-l, but not class. llork experience is strongl-y used in Worcester, and not

at all in Nassau (Col-unn l-2). OJT (Colunn L8) is also important in ltorcester, and

is not utiLized at al-l- in New Jersey. PSE (CoLunn 20) is util-ized only in Worcester.

Camden and Monroe both have high percentages of participants in stop emplo)ment

(seeking plaeement), and Middlesex has a 1ow percentage in this category. This nay

reflect the comparative sl-ot/ES worker rat,ios (TabLe 5, Coh:mn 10) where Middlesex
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has the Lowest staff per s1ot, and Monroe has the highest number of staff per

s1ot, which means they can activeLy work with more clients findlng empl-oyment.

The figures for Job Entry indicate that l{orcester, Camden and Monroe have

the highest proportions of participants in this category (Col-unn L6), which is

similar to the cumulative results (TabLe 7, Colunn 2). It al-so happens that these

three sites have the highest ES staff/slot ratios, which means they can work more

intensively with the clients.

Colunn 22 gives the residuals, or the proportion of participants not in one

of the active components shown. Again, it is clear that the sites with the rela-

tively larger ES staffs can actively work with more participants. CoLumn 23 ex-

anines the parti-cipant/ES staff ratios, and shows that Middlesex and Nassau, with

already very high sl-ot/Es worker ratios, handl-e even more participants. The range

in this ratlo is greater than the range in the slot/ES ratio. The reason for this

is not quite c1ear.

Tabl-e 9 gives a brief surmary of the programs as of July 31, L972, shortly

after the I{IN II program went into effect. In conparing the Tabl-e with Tabl-e 8,

the changes in emphasis and performance that have occurred over the year of im-

plementation become evident. Monroe has achieved a phenomenal- increase i-n parti-

clpants (Column 8), and l,Iorcester has had the lowest. The year represenred more

transition and change for Monroe than for Worcester.

The change in enphasis from training to employment can be clearl-y seen in

the New Jersey and New York sites. Worcester actual-Ly had less skiLl- and class

participation in July than in April. It seems that Lowell, Worcester and Monroe

originally had the lowest emphasis on training, whereas now Nassau, Lowell and

Monroe harre the least emphasls on it. Camden and MiddLesex have de-emphasized

cLassroom education but have naintained their emphasis on skl11 training.
Thie proportion of partlcipants ln job entry has increased in Worcester,

ltiddl-esex, Canden and Nassau. Nassau and Middlesex have the l-owest proportions
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in job entry in both periods, as wel-l- as in the cumulative fi.gures. The shift

from training to enployment can perhaps best be seen in Camden, whi.ch in Ju1-y had

few particlpants in job entry and many in training, and in April had the most Par-

ticipants in job entry of any site and only a moderate number in training.

F. SI]MMARIES

At this point it would be usefuL to integrate the previ-ous topics of dis-

cussion, and sumarize what has been l-earned about the program structure, costs,

and perfornance in the individual- sites. Some of the previous figures are surmarLzed

in Table L0.

l. hlorcester

Worcester has l-ow caseload/sl-ots, ES staff/slots, and registrants/slots

ratios, and as a result is able to process a high percentage of the AFDC caseload

and of the registrantrs pool. It has a moderate participant/slot ratio, whieh

measures turnover. This night be expected to be higher, given the ES staff/sl-ot

ratio, however, a relatively great emphasis on training, relatively 1ow welfare sup-

port for the progran (in terms of staff and costs) and a slow l-abor market probably

all help to decrease the turnover rate. The worcester wIN program emphasizes manda-

tories and males. It has quite good perfontrance on pl-acements, but does more poorly

on compl-etions of Job Entry, which may be related to the emphasis on mandatories

who may be more reluctant participants, and to the lower l-evel of wel-fare service

support of the clients. In terms of costs, its ES costs/slots and costs/registrants

are very high, while its welfare costs are low. Its totaL costs/slot and per parti-

cipant are very l-ow. Because the program is large rel-ative to the size of the AFDG

caseload, the costs/efpC casel-oad are fairly high. When costs/compl-eted JE are cal--

culated, which is a proxy for completions per staff person, Worcester faLLs in the

niddle of, the range.

2. Lowell-

has low

Welfare

Lowell is a disast,rous labor market,

easeload/sloLs, high slots/Es worker, and

and ES eosts per slot, per registrant, and

but performs quite we1l. It
low registrant.s I slots ratios .

per participant are low, which
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is unconmon. Usual-Ly the site emphasizes one or the other department in terms of

staffing and costs. LowelL, like Woreester, has a relatively large I{IN program

given the size of the caseload and of the staff. It has a high participants/

registrants ratio as a result. Ilowever, it had a fairly l-ow ratio of participants

to sLots, and a high percentage of cl-ients in inactive components as of April 30,

which may be due to the l-ow ES staff per sl-ot ratio. Although the costs per parti-
cipant are l-ow, perfornance on job pl-acement is good, and it has the highest per-

centage of participants deregistered after compl-eting job entry. LowelL has very

l-ow mphasis on training, and a fairly high enphasis on mandatori.es.

3. Middlesex

Middlesex has compl-eteI-y inplemented the }IIN II organizational structure,

although it has a few variations that are unique to New Jersey and are seen by then

to Lead to more effective inpl-enentation of the program. The two main variations

are the use of the separate BCS agency for handling child eare, and the extensive

screening process, including pre-JAT visits, which is carried out by the SAU. These

processes should nean high quality welfare services to WIN c3-ients, and a high quality

of participants. The quality of services, and the attitudinal- benefits that resuLt

from the individual attention clients receive in the screening process and in the

extensive orientati.on program, ate impossible to measure, and are not included in the

statistical success criteria. MiddLesex has a greater relative ernphasis on the wel-

fare side of the program than the ES side. The slots per welfare worker ratio is
I-ow, while the sLots per ES worker ratio is very high. It has a high AFDC caseLoadl

slots ratio, indicating a small WIN program in relation to the casel-oad. IIIN regis-

trants nake up a relatlvely small- percentage of the casel-oad, which is due to the

existence of the AFI{P program in New Jersey. Middlesex has the greatest enphasis

on volunteers, and on women, and a very high emphasis on skill- and cl-assroom training.
Al-though it had a low percentage of participants enter job entry, it had a high

completion rate, which probabl-y refl-ects the careful- sel-ecti.on process, the quality
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of services, and perhaps the l-ong run affects of providing training. Most people

who completed job entry were recycl-ed but this is probably due to the fact thax 957.

of the participants rrere rromen. The niddlesex Low termination rate among partici-
pants is probably also due to the selection process. For this same reason, Middlesex

is able to certify a Large proportlon of those who have appraisal- interviews. In

ter:ns of costs, Middlesex has a very high wel-fare expenditures per slot and per par-

ticipant, and low ES costs. Total costs per slot and per registrant are also high.

The costs/completed JE ratlo is al-so high, which indicates a low placement per staff
rate. It is possibl-e that the potential benefits of the high quality wel-fare opera-

tion are offset by the reLatlvely snaLl ES operation.

4. Camden

The structure of the WIN program i.n Camden is very simil-ar Lo that

of Middl-esex (use of BCS, pre-JAT visits, relatLve enphasis on welfare, emphasis

on rilomen and on volunteers and existence of AFI'IP Program). Ilowever, Camden has

sLightly lower percentages of women and volunteers i.n the program, has a higher

sLots per welfare worker figure, and a lower sl-ots per ES worker figures (indicating

l-ess of an imbal-ance between the two sides of the I,IIN operation). It has an even

smaller program (defined by sJ.ot levels) in relation to the size of the AFDC case-

l-oad than does Middlesex, and in fact has the highest ratio of AFDG caseLoad to

sl-ots of any site. Because the Camden office nanages to register a reasonabLy

high percentage of the AEDC caseJ.oad, it has a very high reglstrants per slot
figure, and actlvely Lnvolves only a smaLl percentage of the registrants in I{IN.

Like Middl-esex, Caoden is abl-e to certify a l-arge percentage of clients who have

appraisal interviews, owing to the careful screening process. Camden has a large

emphasis on traini-ng, and a low turnover rate (jparticipants/slots) which may be

related to the fact that participants who get training stay in the trIIN program

Longer. Camden, with its moderate staff to sl-ots ratios, has a high pl-acement

rate and a high Job entry completion rate: As in Middlesex, most of those who

eompLete job entry are recycJ-ed, and termination is reached by only a low percent-
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age of participants. In terms of costs, Camden has fairly high wel-fare costs

per sLot, and moderately high ES costs per slot. In the aggregate, Camden has

moderate costs per slot compared with the other sites. Camden seems to have

struck a better balance between welfare and ES emphasis than has MiddLesex.

Camden also has moderate costs/completed JE, which we have used as a proxy for

placements per staff. Thus, the program is more expensive than the I'Iassachusetts

sites in rel-ation to placements, but given the qual-ity of the services received

by cLients, it may be more effective in ways not measured by straight aggregated

pl-acements.

5. Monroe

Monroe has a moderateLy l-arge !ilIN program, given the size of the

AFDC casel-oad, compared with the other si.tes (the New Jersey sites have the snaLl-

est programs). Monroe represenls one extreme in terms of rel-ative emphasis on ES

or wel-fare. It has the highest number of sLots per wel-fare worker of the New York

and New Jersey sites, and has the lowest number of slots per ES worker of a1l- the

sites. It will be interesting to discern if this imbalance and emphasis on ES

has any affect on the success of the program. Monroe has the greatest emphasis

of al-1 the si.tes on mandatory registrants. Monroe appraises a large percentage

of its regLstrants, however it certifies a Low percentage of those appraised. It

has a high turnover rate (participants/slots) which is probably explained by its

high ES staff/slots ratio which enables more individual contact, and by its very

low emphasis on training. Of all the sites, Monroe places the lowest Percentage

of participants in trainlng. A high percentage of registrants become partici-

pants in Monroe (second onLy to the Massaehusetts sites), which is due to the

large ES staff, high turnover rate, and moderate AFDC casel-oad/slots, regi.strants/

caseLoad and registrants/sl-ots ratios. Monroe places a large percentage of par-

ticipants in job entry, although the figufe is not large in relation to the size
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of the ES staff, and the quality of the Labor narket. Monroe also has a sur-

prisingl-y low job entry compLetion rate, which must reflect either the quality

of the placenents or the quality of the participants (enphasis on nandatories'

1-ow quality of wel-fare services, poor sereening). Monroe also has a nr:mber of

terminations for reasons other than empl-olment. Concerning eostsr Monroe has a

high intake costs per registrant, due to the elaborate registration procedures

that have been implenented.. l{elfare costs per sLot and per registrant are very

low, and ES costs per sl-ot and per registrant are very high. l,Iel-fare services

costs (welfare costs minus intake costs) are even lower in Monroe than in the

Massachusetts sites. Total cost/completed job entry is quite low, which implies

that pLacenent,s per staff are high (aggregated welfare plus ES staff). Ilowever,

placements per ES staff are probably rel-atively low.

Nassau

The picture of Nassau which emerges from the statistics is a dif-

ficult one to interpret. It has the l-argest progrErm in reLation to AEDC case-

l-oad (defined by the slot l-eveL) of al-l- the New York and New Jersey sites (the

Massachusetts sites have the largest programs). It places a great emphasis on

the welfare side of the program, and has the lowest number of slots per full-time

WIN welfare worker. Along with MiddJ.esex, it has the highest number of slots per

ES lilIN worker. It registers the highest percentage of the AFDC caseload of any

site, and has the highest percentage of mandatory registrants. It has an average

ratio of registrants per s1ot, and in terms of total- staff has low raLios of

registrants and slots per staff. The stage seems to be set for a very successful

program. However, it appraises a low percentage of registrants' and certifies

only a moderate percentage of those appraised. The cr.rmulative participants/

registrants ratio is very low, whieh woul-d reflect the 1ow ES staff to slot ratio.

The turnover rate among participants is also low, probably owing to the l-arge

number of participants to ES staff at any one time, and to the high emphasis on

6.
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training which naintains clients in the program l-onger. Nassau places a l-ow

percentage of participants in job entry, and has onl-y a moderate completion rate.

Most of those who complete job entry are recycled. It has a Low termination

rate among participants, which nay be the result, of carefuL screening and quality

services which result from the great emphasis on welfare staff. It is hard to

know how to explain the 1ow pLacement rate in Nassau, al-though it nay

term affect of the training enphasis, and is probably also related to

be

the

a short

smal1

ES staff. Nassau has the highest percentage of participants with at l-east a high

school education, which one woul-d expect ruoul-d make placements easier. The nature

of the Jobs available in the Local economy might explain this diffieul-ty. In terms

of costs, Nassaurs program isextremeJ-y expensive. I,lelfare services and total
wel-fare costs per reglstrant and per slot are the highest of all- the sites. Only

in intake does Nassau run a rel-atively cheap program. ES costs, however, are very

low. Nassaurs program, in terms of total costs, is the most expensive per sLot,

per registrant, and per participant of aLl the sites. Its costs per person com-

pleting job entry are twice as high as the next costly site, MiddLesex, and its
costs per entered job entry are also highest. In other words, Nassau has a very

low pLacenent rate per staff. One can onl-y speculate that a welfare bureaucracy,

such as exists in Nassau, is more expensive than it is effective, and that the

imbalance in Nassau between wel-fare and ES staff is not beneficial to a success-

ful WIN program.

G. SI]MMARY OF PERFORMANCE AbID COST INFORMATION

As part of the attempt to assess the impact of the variations in administrative
gtructure and cost, a number of measures of performance and costs were used.

Ratios T^rere computed

computed in the form

in

of

the form of percentages and costs were used. Ratios were

percentages and then compared between programs. In addition

some measures in order to derive an estimate of how welLregressl-Ons l^7ef e run On
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the program in a given Location was doing compared with its expected performance.

1-. Ranking of programs according to percent of registrants who
compl-eted Job Entry.

Lowell, Massachusetts and 6%

Monroe, New York 6%

Middles€xr New Jersey and 5%

Worcest€r, Massachusetts 57"
Camden, New Jersey and 4/"
San Joaquin, California 47"

Nassau, New York and 3%

Stanislaus, California 3%

Ranking of programs according to percent of participants who completed
Job Entry. This is probably a better measure of the performance of
the program.

1"

3.

5.

7.

2.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

7"
8.

Camden, New Jersey 2L%
Middlesex, Nerr Jersey Lgi(

L77"Monroe, New York
Lowell, Massachusetts L6%
Worcest€r, Massachusett s andL3%
San Joaquin, California L3%
Nassau, New York LOi(
Stanislaus, California 9%

3. Regression results for Completed Job Entries as a function of participants.
The numbers reported as the differences between the expected number of
CJEs given the number of partici-pants in a program and the actual numbbr
of CJEs reported by the program for the year. (See expl-anation in Appendix
to Chapter VII)

1-. Camden, New Jersey +31
2. Middlesex, New Jersey + 9
3. Monroe, New York - 4
4. Lowell, Massachusetts - 6
5. l,lorcestern Massachusetts -26
6. San Joaquln, California -67
7. Nassau, New York -1-03
8. Stanislaus, California -1-85

Ranking which combines the Compl-eted Job Entry for Registrants and
Participanrs (GJE/R + CJE/P).

1. Camden, New Jersey
2. l,liddlesex, New Jersey
3 . Monroe, New York
4. Lowell, Massachusetts
5. Worcest€rr lvlassachusetts
6. San Joaquin, Calif ornia
7 . Nassau, New York
8. Stanislaus, California
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5. Ranking of programs in terms of performance in keeping participants
who Enter Job Entry on the job through Conpleted Job Entry.

1. Middlesex, New Jersey 597"
2. Canden, New Jersey 497.
3. Lowell, Massachusetts 477.
4. Monroe, New York and 427"

Nassau, New York 427'
6. Worcester, Massachusetts 4O7"

7. Stanislaus, California 397"
8. San Joaquin, California 36%

Ranking of programs accordlng to the amount spent Per participant
(this excludes Nassau County because of its excessive cost and low
perforruance and excl-udes the Cal-ifornia programs because of l-ack of
suffieient information to eompute total administrative costs). The
perfornance ranking is pl-aced next to the cost ranking so that the
correspondence can be easily noted. (The cost rankings run from
high = l- to l-ow = 5)

1. Middlesex, New Jersey
2. Camdenn New Jersey
3. Monroe, New York
4. Lowell, Massachusetts
5. Worcester, Massachusetts

Ranking of programs in terms of the total administrative costs per
Conpleted Job Entry. The first column represents the total amount
spent per CJE in each of the programs for which sufficient data was
availabLe. The second eolumn represents the difference between the
expected ntrmber of CJEs given Lhe cost and the actual number of CJEs.

6.

2
1
3
4
5

7.

1. Monroe, New York
2. Lowell, Ivlassachusetts
3 . Carnden, New Jersey
4. Woreest€rr Massachusetts
5. Middlesex, New Jersey
6. Nassau, New York

$1,922 +16
$2,AL4 + 1
$2,046 0
$2, 287 -11
$2 r44O -2L
$5,29A -24L

II" CONCLUSIONS

It is harder

conclusions about

across sites can

to draw overall inplications from the data than it is to draw

individual- sites. Relati.onships Ermong parameters that hold

onl-y be specul-ated upon, not rigorousLy tested, given the sndll-

ness of the sample. In lieu of a comprehensive explanation of what nakes the !ilIN

program work, some partial conclusions and impLications from the cost and data

i.nvestlgation will be outlined.
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1. SLots are more closely related to staff l-evels than to AFDC l-evels.

There al-so seems to be a cLoser relationship between slots and ES staff than be-

trdeen slots and welfare staff, with the exception of Monroe.

2. Monroe has the greatest relative emphasis on the ES staff of al-l-

sites, and the Least emphasis on wel-fare staff of the New York and New Jersey

sites, as measured byboth cost figures and slotslstatf. Nassau has the highest

rel-ative emphasis on wel-fare staff, and the least on ES staff.
3. The Massachusetts sites have the lowest welfare costs, due to the lack

of implementation of the WIN organizationaL slructure. This does not seem to im-

pede their performance, at least in terms of quantity of placements. We can say

nothing definitive about quality of pLaceurents or services.

4. The New Jersey sites have the highest ratios of certifications to

appraisal interviews, probably due to their extensive pre JAT screening (reflected

in trigh wel-fare costs).

5. Participant turnover rate (ctrnuLative participants per slot) seems to

mainly depend on the rel-ative size of the ES staff, and perhaps al-so on the emphasis

on training.

6, The size (and cost) of the welfare operation seems to be less inportant

than that of the Enployment Service operation, at Least as far as pl-acements are

concerned.

7. The gross local unemploynent rates do not appear to reflect adequately

the job narket for ttIN participants, particularLy when maLe participants are in-
volved.

8. In the one program which rdas mosL costly and bureaucraticall-y elaborate,

there appear to be diseconomies of scal-e sinee this program performed poorly in
terms of nearly aLl measures of effectiveness.
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This program had the largest wel-fare staff and most hight-y developed

structure of supervision as well as the l-argest Separate Mministrative Unit.

Ilowever, the performance of this office was very poor in terms of all measures

of effectiveness and its costs per placement anounted to LL7% more expensive than

the next most costly program. Although this program is most costly in terms of

its emplo5ruent servi.ce expenses, the major portion of this excessivel-y high cost

is the welfare department contribution.

9. Four percent of the registrants in all of the sites in this study

compleLed job entry in fiscaL yeat L973. Thirteen percent of the partlcipants

in all of the programs in this study conpl-eted job entry

1-0. Those prograos in this study which placed highest emphasis on (a) vol-un-

Leers, (b) supportive social services, (c) training, and (d) strong joint agency

participation performed highest in terms of (a) the number of participants who

completed job entry, (b) a conbined measure of conpleted job entry for registrants

and for participants, and (c) the percentage which completed job entry of those

who entered job entry.

In the rankings of programs in terms of the three performance measures

used, the New Jersey programs were signifi.cantl-y higher than the other progr€rms.

In Camden, 2Li4 of the participants completed Job entry, and in Middlesex the figure

was L9%. This is even more impressive when it is noted that the New Jersey programs

have very few male participants. Monroe and Lowell do noderateJ-y well on this

measure witln L7% and. L6% respectively. In terms of the number of successful place-

ments which wouLd have been expected based on a regression eguation, both Camden

and Middlesex do better than would be expected.

as well as expected.

Inlonroe and Lowell performed about

Although it is i.mpossible to f aetor out

have resulted in these performance levels, it can
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performed best in this sample of sites were those which emphasized (a) volunteers,

(b) training, (c) supportive social services, and (d) strong welfare office as

well as employment service participation in the program.

The ranking of the elght sites on performance in terms of the numbers

who completed job entry is the following:

Camden, New Jersey
Middlesex, New Jersey
Monroe, New York
Lowell, Massachusetts
Worcester, Massachusetts
San Joaquin, California
Nassau, New York
Stanislaus, California

LL. With the exception of one location, those sites which had competing

work programs and elaborate empl-oyment-related procedures tended to do poorly on

performance measures of effectlveness.

The states which have given priority to competing work programs and

which have elaborate employment registration procedures, California and New York,

appear to have greater difficul-ty in naintaining participants in those placements

which are found. Both Californla prograns had significantly fewer conpleted place-

ments than would be expected, given the number of certified participants in those

programs. Both programs also had less than 4O% of those who entered Job entry

actual-ly complete Job entry; the other programs in the study al-l- had 40id or better.

It should also be noted that the California progrErms had a significant ntrmber of

raale participants which meafls that pLaeeneot shou1d have been somewhat easier

(the labor market in those Locations is not structured to favor women).

One of the New York programs did moderateLy well- in performance and the

other did very poorly. Since the prograrn which perfotmed poorly was also over

bureaucratized and this was probabl-y a very significant factor in its low rate of

success, no conclusions can really be drawn from the experience of the Programs

ln New York except to say that the emphasis in Monroe on a competent ES operation
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meant that a reasonably good level of success was achieVed.

L2. Those programs which tended to have higher total administrative costs

per participant had generally higher performanee l-evels (if one county which did

extremeLy poorly because of overadministration is excl-uded).

The New Jersey progr€rms, which spent most per ParticiPant, perforued

best. Monroe, Lowell, aod Worcester, ln that order, had their rank on spending

correspond to their rank in performance. The California programs were not in-

cLuded in thls assessment because there was insufficient infornation on the totaL

combined costs of those programs. Nassau was excluded because it was considered

to be a special- case where internal administrative factors resulted in thi-s progr€rm

having the higtrest cost and worst performance of all the sites (excluding those

in Californla).

13. In terms of the total administrative cost per completed job entry, no

definite indications emerge from the rankings of the Progrems as to the factors in

their operaLions which affect the Leve1 of costs.

The ranking of the programs in terms of the total cost per completed

job entry is the foll-owing:

Monroe, New York
Lowell, Massachusetts
Camden, New Jersey
Middl-esex, New Jersey
Worcester, Massachusetts
Nassau, New York

There is some reason to believe that an inverse relationship exists

between the ngmber of nale participants and the cost of pl-acement. Both Monroe

and Lowell have a significant number of nale WIN participants. Although Canden

and Middlesex have only a snalL number of males, Canden does have twice as nany

men in the progr:uD as Middlesex. The worcester and Nassau programs tended to be

l-east effective of these six programs which may be part of the reason why they

have both large numbers of naLes and high costs per completed placement. It should

-ll6-



also be noted Lhat Monroe had not only the lowest unemplo5ment rate but also

the most rapidl-y declining rate of any of the l-ocations ia this study - this

means that a Large number of jobs were being opened or reopened during this year,

which night dampen the cost per placement.
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APPENDIX TO CHAPTER VII
TABLES AND GRAPHS
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I -
\.0 
I 

INTAKE INTAKE 

#Super- #Workers 
visors 
%Time %Time 

·, 

' 
2 9 

WORCESTER 
11) 10% 

2 9 

LOWELL 
3% 6% 

2 
MIDDLESEX 

5% 

2 
CAMDEN 

3% 

8 45 
MONROE 

20% 15% 

2 12 
NASSAU 

12.5% 12.5% 

Column 1 2 
*See footnote at end of tables 

TABLE I 

TLME COST PER YEAR IN WELFARE OFFICES 

INTAKE INTAKE INTAKE SAU -

#Welfare #Clerks Approx- #Super-
Aides imate visors 

%Time %Time Cost 
' 

6 
$14,600 

10% 

2 WIN 
6,420 Coord. 

33% Time 
6% 

13 1 1 
26,178 

30% 30% 

13 4 
5,400 1 

5% 5% 

7 2 
82,915 

15% 

2 6 
16,900 

12.5% 
' 

3 4 5 6 

SAU SAU SAU SAU - - - -
#Workers /!Clerks #Aides Approx-

imate 
Cost 

' 

WIN 
Coord. 
$4,667 

4 1 1 
51,483 

4 2 55,5GO 

4 3 2 110,500 
(85,000a) 

25 7 4 
402,000 

7 8 9 10 



N 
0 
I 

IM IM - -
/!Super- #Workers 
visors 

%Time %Time 

WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

4 
MIDDLESEX 

12.5% 

1 
CAMDEN 

100% 

40 
MONROE 

6% 

NASSAU 12 

sm:: 
Column 11 12 

*See footnote at end of tables 

TABLE I 

TIME COST PER YEAR IN WELFARE OFFICES 

IM IM IM JAT JAT - - - - --
/!Welfare /!Clerks Approx- /I Staff Approx-

Aides imate imate 
%Time %Time Cost Cost 

32 4 
$58,312 

25% 25% 

4 2 
43,000 

100% 100% 

24,960 
( 19.200 b) 

2 
Control 68,000 10 $101,200 1 nncr 

13 14 15 16 17 



TABLE I 

TIME COST PER YEAR IN WELFARE OFFICES 

AFDC AFDC AFDC AFDC BCS BCS BCS BCS TOTAL -- -- -- -- - - - -
//Super- /!Workers /!Clerks Approx- //Super- /!Workers //Clerks Approx- Approx-
visors imate visors + imate imate 

%Time %Time %Time Cost Aides Cost Cost 

7 30 10 
WORCESTER $74,200 $88,800 

20% 

I ...... 4 32 
LOWELL 68,000 79,087 N -I 20% 20% 

1 6 1 
MIDDLESEX $60,500 196,473 

1 10 
CAMDEN 81,100 185,000 

MONROE 
218,375 

( 187,115 c) 

~ASSAU 588,100 

Column 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 
*See footnote at end of tables 
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FOOTNOTES 

(a) The bracketed number is the actual estimate, but is considered not reflective of actual 
service costs. The unbracketed figure, which increases the estimate by 30%, will be used 
in calculating total costs. This weighting derives from the fact that other parts of the 
welfare office provide services to many WIN participants. 

(b) The bracketed figure is the actual estimate, but because it is unreasonably low, it was in-
creased by 30%, and this unbracketed figure will be used in calculating total costs. 

(c) The unbracketed figure includes the 30% increase in the IM and SAU cost estimates, and will 
be used in calculating total costs. 
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I .... 
N ....., 
I 

WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

SAU 
Staff 

7 

7 

11 

42 

1 

JAT 
+ 

SAU 
Staff 

7 

7 

11 

52 

2 

TABLE 2 

COSTS OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

JAT SAU SLOTS 
+ + 

SAU BCS 
+ + 

BCS JAT 
Costs 

300 

225 

15 $111,983 230 

18 136,600 345 

11 110,500 500 

52 503,200 700 

3 4 5 

CUM SAU SAU 
REG. + + 

:F.iscal Year BCS BCS 
+ + 1973 JAT JAT 

Costs/Slot Costs/Reg 

1,689 

1,261 

2,014 $486 $56 

4,198 396 33 

4,194 170 26 

5,697 719 88 

6 7 8 
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TABLE 2 

COSTS OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

IM Costs IM Costs INTAKE COST $ SAU+IM WELFARE WELFARE TOTAL EST. TSTAJ .. EST. 
Slot Reg Reg +JAT+BCS svcs. svcs. WELFARE WELFARE 

or Costs Cost Costs Cost 
$ AFDC Reg Slot Slot Reg 

WORCESTER 9 $74,200 $44 $247 $296 $53 

LOWELL 5 72,667 58 322 351 63 

I -
MIDDLESEX $254 29 13 170,295 85 740 854 98 ~ 

I 

CAMDEN 125 10 1 179,600 .43 520 536 44 

MONROE 50 I 261 437 . -
6 20 130,250 31 52 

NASSAU 97 12 3 571,200 100 816 818 103 

Column 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
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WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

II ES EST. ES 
STAFF Cost @ 

$9,000/Person 

13 $117,000 

8 72,000 

8 72,000 

14 126,000 

30 270,-000 

24 216,000 

17 18 

TABLE 2 

COSTS OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

EST. ES EST. ES EST. Total 
Cost/Slot Cost/Reg STAFF Cost 

(Welfare + 
ES) 

$390 $69 $205,800 

320 57 151,087 

313 36 268,473 

365 30 311,000 

540 64 488,165 

309 38 804,100 

19 20 21 

TOTAL EST. TOTAL EST. TOTAL EST. 
Cost Cost Cost 

(Welfare + (Welfare + (Welfare + 
ES)/Slot ES)/Reg ES) /Part 

$686 $122 $304 

671 120 318 

1,167 133 455 

901 74 438 

976 116 323 

1,149 141 539 

22 23 24 
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WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

~IDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

WELFARE ES 
Cost /AFDC Cost/AFDC 

$23 $31 

32 29 

33 12 

16 11 

22 27 

52 19 

25 26 

TABLE 2 

COSTS OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

TOTAL SAU+ 1M/Total WELFARE SVCS INTAKE 
Cost/AFDC JAT+ Welfare Cost Cost/Total Cost/Total 

BCS Welfare Cost Welfare Cost 
Cost/Total Welfare 

Cost 

$54 84% 16% 

60 92% 8% 

45 57% 30% 87% 13% 

26 74% 23% 97% 3% 

49 51 11% 60% 38% 

73 86% 11% 97% 3% 

27 28 29 30 31 
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TABLE 3 

UNEMPLOYMENT AND LABOR FORCE CHARACTERISTICS * 

DOL Change in Unempl. 
Unempl. Work Force, Rate 
Classifi- March '72 - March '73 
cation ** March '73 

WORCESTER D + 7% 6.1 

LOWELL E - 5% 10.4 

~IDDLESEX c + 2% 5.8 

CAMDEN c + 1% 5.3 

~ONROE c + 1% 3.7 

~ASSAU c + 6% 5.5 

Column 1 2 3 

** C- Moderate unemployment 3% - 5.9% 
D- Substantial unemployment 6% - 8.9% 
E- Substantial unemployment 9% - 11.9% 

Unempl. Change in 1970 
Rate Unempl. Rate Census 
March '72 March '72 - Unempl. 

March '73 Rate 

8.2 26% .1.- 3.9% 

12.2 15% { 4.3% 

6.3 8% -it 3.9% 

5.9 10% ~ 6.2% 

4.8 23% -..!.- 4.3% 

6.5 15% ~ 2% 

4 5 6 

*SOURCES: (1) Columns 1 - 5 
Area Trends in Employment and 
Unemployment, May 1973 DOL 
(2) Columns 6 - 8 
1970 Census 

1970 % Of 
Census Empl. in 
% Below Manufacturing 
Pov. Level 

10.4% 30% 

11.6% 39% 

9.6% 35% 

16.1% 31.1% 

8.9% 38.5% 

2.3% 21.3% 

7 8 



~ORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 
I -N 

'f MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

Cumula-
tive 
wartici-
~ants 

585 

399 

492 

611 

1240 

1201 

1 

TABLE 4A 

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS JULY 1972 - APRIL 1973 

% 
M 

SEX 
% 

: F 

I 

RACE 
%-.-% 
w IN 

I 

35% 65% 90% : 9% 
I 

27% 

5% 

11% 

73% 95% : 5% 
I 

95% 57% I 43% 
I 
I 

89% 36% : 62% 
I 

• 25% I 75% 50% I 49% 
I I 

25% I 75% 45% 1
1 54% o 1 o 

I I 

2 3 

% Spanish 
Speaking 

6% 

3% 

16% 

9% 

8% 

6% 

4 

AGE 
21 or 
Under 

I 22-44 145-54 I 55-64 
I I I 

20% : 70% 

' 
17% I 73% 

I 
I 

9% I 85% 
I 
t 
I 

9% 1 78% 
I 

1 
14% I 75% 

I 

I 
I 9% 
I 

I 8% 
I 
I 

I 6% 
I 
I 

! 12% 
I 

I 
I 10% 

' I I 
9% I 81% I 9% 

I J 

5 6 7 

I 

1% 

I 1% 
I 
I 
I 
I .6% 
I 

I .2% 
t 
f 

1% 

1% 

8 

7th 
Grade 

11% 

6.5% 

8.7% 

8.5% 

14% 

7% 

9 

-- -~----

EDUCATION 
I 8-11 1 12th I Over 12 
tYears 1Grade 1 Years 

I I 1 

: 52% 
I 

I 50% 
I 
I 

f 49% 
I 
I 

I 59% 
I 
I 
I 
I 58% 
I 

I 41% 
I 
I 

10 

; 31% 
l 

I 37% I 
I 

I 38% 
I 
I 

I 30% I 
I 

! 
I 24% 
I 

I 43% 
I 
I 

11 

6% 

I 7% 
I 
I 

I 4% 
I 
I 

I 
1 3. 6% 
I 

4% 

9% 

12 
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\.0 
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MASSACHUSETTS 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

Column 

RACE 
I 
I w , . tN 
I 
I 

75% ,22% 
t 
I 

45% 151% 
I 
I 
I 

39% t44% 
I 
I 

1 

TABLE 4B 

AFDC POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS, 1971 

SPANISH SPEAKING AGE OF WOMEN EDUCATION OF WOMEN 

~ 20 20-44 44-54 55-64 ~ 7 8-11 12 

7% 4% 81.5% 9.4% 1. 7% 9.4% 48.1% 25.9% 5.1% 

15% 6% 82% 8.6% 1.2% 12.5% 46.5% 20.1% 2.3% 

34% 4.6% 82% 7.7% 1.2% 14.5% 40.0% 19.4% 2.6% 

3 4 
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WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

AFDC SLOTS 
Caseload 

3,800 300 

2,500 225 

6,000 230 

11,900 345 

lC,OOO 500 

11,300 700 

1 2 

TABLE 5 

OFFICE AND PROGRAM DATA 

AVERAGE WELFARE ES 
Partici- Staff Staff 
pat ion (SAU+BCS 

July-April) +JAT) 

281 13 

150 8 

245 15 8 

298 18 14 

493 11 30 

647 52 24 

3 4 5 

CUMULA- AFDC AFDC 
TIVE Caseload Caseload 
Registrants Slot Welfare 

Fiscal Year'73 Staff 

1,689 13 

1,261 11 

2,014 26 400 

4,198 34 661 

4,194 20 909 

5,697 16 217 

6 7 8 



TABLE 5 

OFFICE AND PROGRAM DATA 

SLOTS per SLOTS per REGISTRANTS MANDATORY REGISTRANTS REGISTRANTS SLOTS 
Welfare -ES Worker AFDC Caseload Registrants Slot WIN Staff WIN Staff 
Worker Total Regis- (ES+Welfare) (ES+Welfare) 

trants 

WORCESTER 23 44% 80% 5.6 

LOWELL 28 50% 77% 5.6 

MIDDLESEX 15 29 34% 60% 8.8 88 10 -I 
CAMDEN 19 25 35% 83% 12.2 131 11 

MONROE 45 16 42% 80% 8.4 102 12 

NASSAU 13 29 50% 85% 8.1 75 9 

Column 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
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Trims. % of Tot. 
Out of Mand.Reg. 
Reg. Trans. 
Pool Out of 
Cum.Reg.a Reg.Pool a 

WORCESTER 45% 38% 

.LOWELL 37% 30% 

MIDDLESEX Z8% 23% 

CAMDEN 16% 11% 

MONROE 33% 29% 

NASSAU 23% 18% 

Column 1 2 

% of Tot. 
Vol. Reg. 
Trans. 
Out of 

TABLE 6 

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 
REGISTRANT POOL - PARTICIPATION 

FISCAL YEAR 1973 

Apprais- Certifi- Certifi-
al Inter- cation cation 
view Reg. Certifi-
Reg. cation 

Reg.Pool a Reques-
ted 

55% 48% 18% 59% 

48% -- 59% 28% 76% a 

31% 37% 28% 80% 

37% 34% 17% 81% 

30% 68% 26% 71% 

47% 44% 18% 70% 

3 4 5 6 

Certifi- Cum. Par- Cum. Par-
cation ticiEants ticiEants 
Apprais- Slots Reg. 
al Inter-
view 

49% 2.3 40% 

47% 2.1 38% 

59% 2.6 29% 

51% 2.1 17% 

37% 3 36% 

41% 2.1 26% 

7 8 9 

a. Information for these categories is based on statistics from July 1972 to April 1973, rather than on 
the whole fiscal year. 

% of 
Transfers 
from Reg. 
Pool who 
are Man-
datory a 

71% 

68% 

52% 

61% 

78% 

71% 

10 



I -\A) 
\A) 
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Ent- Ent- Ent· Comp. Comp. 
ered ered ered JE JE -- --:I!- JE Skill Part. Ent---Reg. Part. and ered 

Class JE 
Part. 

::1 

!wORCESTER 13% 33% 40% 13% 40% 

LOWELL 13% 34% . 22% 16% 46.6% 

!MIDDLESEX 9% 31% 50% 19% 59% 

CAMDEN 7% 44% 50% 21% 49% 

MONROE 14% 40% 12% 11% 42% 

\ 

NASSAU 6% 24% 54% 10% 42% 

Column 1 2 3 4 5 

TABLE 7 

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 
JOB ENTRY - TERMINATION 

FISCAL YEAR 1973 
Trans Comp. Comp. 
from JE JE 
JE(not Dereg. Re-
re- Part. c:x:cled 
c:x:cled) Part. 
Ent.JE 

<> 

21% 10% 4% 

15% 10.5% 5% 

9% 3% 16% 

9% .1% 21% 

26% 6% 8% 

13% 4% 6% 

6 7 8 

Comp. Refu- ExemE Left 
JE sals Part. Wel---Reg. Part. fare 

a a other 
Part. a 

5% 1% 6% 13% 

6% 6% 3% 

5% 4% 3% 

4% 1% 8% 3% 

6% 4% 8% 3% 

3% 3% 4% 5% 

' 
9 10 11 12 

a. Information for these categories is based on statistics from July 1972 to April 1973, rather than on 
the whole fiscal year. 

Cum. % -
Termi-
nations 
Part. a 

29% 

21% 

9% 

14% 

17.4% 

13.3% 

13 
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WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

Pro-
gram 
Tot. 

926 

762 

1648 

3704 

3204 

4848 

1 

Parti- Regis-
cipant trant 
Tot. Pool 

293 633 
~ 

217 545 

298 1350 

376 3328 

605 2599 

872 3976 

2 3 

TABLE 8 

COMPARATIVE DATA ON WIN II PROGRAM 

FROM MA 5-98 FORMS OF APRIL 1973 

Manda- Parti- Orien- Orien-
tori ci:12ant tation tat ion 
Tot.Reg. Pro- Part. Pro ,-
Pool gram Tot. gram 

Tot. Tot. 

85% 32% 6.5% 2% 

82% 28% 11.5% 3.2% 

63% 18% 5% 1% 

89% 10% 9.5% 1% 

80% 19% 7% 1.3% 

91% 18% 

4 5 6 7 

Skill Skill Class- Class-
Trng. Trng. room room 
Part. Pro- Part. Pro-
Tot. gram Tot. gram 

Tot. Tot. 

27% 8.5% 15% 1.6% 

10% 3% 1% .2% 

21% 4% 14% 2.6% 

11.7% 1.2% 18% 2% 

5% 1% 1% .2% 

22% 4% 5% .1% 

8 9 10 11 
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WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

!Work 
Exper-
ience 
~art. 
rrot. 

8.5% 

1.3% 

3.7% 

3% 

3% 

12 

Work Stop 
Exper- ·•Employ-
ience ment 
Prog. Part. 
Tot. Tot. 

2.7% 6.8% 

.4% 11.5% 

.6% 4.7% 

.3% 18% 

.6% 31% 

12% 

13 14 

TABLE 8 

COMPARATIVE DATA ON WIN II PROGRAM 
FROM MA 5-98 FORMS OF APRIL 1973 

Stop Job Job 0-J-T 0-J-T 
Employ- Entr;y: Entr;y: Part. Prog. 
ment Part. Prog. Tot. Tot. 
Prog. Tot. Tot. 
Tot. 

2.1% 22% 7% 9% 3% 

3.2% 16.6% 4.7% 4% .2% 

.8% 12.7% 2.3% 

1.8% 31% 3.1% 

5.8% 23% 4.4%. 5% 1% 

.2% 12% .2% 3.5% .6¢ 

15 16 17 18 19 

P-S-E P-S-E Other Part. 
Part. Prog. (Residual) ES 
Tot. Tot. Part. Staff 

Tot. 

2% .6% 3.2% 23 

44% 27 

39% 37 

9% 27 

25% 20 

45% 36 

20 21 22 23 
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WORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

Partici- % Increase 
pant in Partici-
Totals pants from 

July '72 -
April '73 

240 + 22% 

140 + 55% 

216 + 38% 

269 + 40% 

194 +211% 

551 + 58% 

1 2 

TABLE 9 

COMPARATIVE DATA ON WIN PROGRAM 
AS OF JULY 31, 1972 

Orienta- Skill Class 
tion Parti- Parti-
Partici- cipant cipant 
pants 

5.4% 19% 7% 

25% 8% 1.4% 

5% 24% 26% 

6% 12% 40% 

4% 19% 5% 

7% 38% 24% 

3 4 5 

WE GJT JE - -Parti- Parti- Parti-
cipant cipant cipant 

~ 

4% 1% 20% 

1.4% 26% 

.5% 8% 

6% 13% 

14% 29% 

2% 3% 

6 7 8 
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lORCESTER 

LOWELL 

MIDDLESEX . 

CAMDEN 

MONROE 

NASSAU 

Column 

Comp. 
JE 
Part. 

13% 

16% 
... 

19% 

21% 

17% 

10% 

1 

Comp. Wel. 
Ent. Cost 
JE ·slot 

40%. $296 

46 •. 6% 351 

59% 854 

49% 536 

42% 437 

.. 818 42% 

2 3 

TABLE 10 
SUMMARY PERFORMANCE RATIOS 

FISCAL YEAR 1973 

~---
··-·----r-------..-· 

ES Tot. Comp. Reg. Slots % of 
~ ~ JE WIN WIN Part. 
Slot Part. Reg. Staff Staff Mand. 

$390 $304 5% 71% 

320 318 6% 68% 

313 455 5% 88 10 52% 

365 438 4% 131 11 61% 

540 323 6% 102 12 78% 

309 539 3% 75 9 71% 

4 5 6 7 8 9 

,. 

--. ---~-r- ..... ------~---: 

Ent. Ent. Cum. Un~mp. ~ost Cost l 
.:!!... JE Part. Charac. ~omp. Ent. j 
Part. Reg. Slots JE JE 

a 
I 

33% 13% 2.3 D 2,287 910 
l 
! 

34% 13% 2.1 2,014 938 I 
E I 

I I 
! 

31% 9% 2.6 c 2,440 1,451 i 
I 

44% 71. 2.1 D 2,046 997 

I 
I I 

40% 14% 3 c 1,:922 812 I 
I 

24% 6% 2.1 c 5,.290 2,240 I 
' I ! ' i i 

10 11 12 13 L4 15 
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CALIFORNIA 

SAN JOAQUIN 

STANISLAUS 

Column 

CUMULATIVE % REGISTRANTS 
REGISTRANTS Who Are Manda-

tory 

280,991 96% 

5,329 92% 

5,865 98% 

1 2 

TABLE 11 

CALIFORNIA PROGRAM DATA 

FISCAL YEAR, 1973 

APPRAISAL CERTIFICATIONS CERTIFICATIONS CERTIFICATIONS 
INTERVIEWS Requested Granted REGISTRANTS 

67,207 137,035 106,450 38% 

525 2,478 1,626 31% 

1,153 3,849 2,185 37% 

3 4 5 6 
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CALIFORNIA 

SAN JOAQUIN 

STANISLAUS 

Column 

Entered Completed 
Job Job 
Entry Entry 
Reg. Reg. 

9% 3.9% 

11% 4% 

8% 3.2% 

1 2 

TABLE 12 

SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA PERFORMANCE RATIOS 

FISCAL YEAR, 1973 

Entered Completed Completed Entered Entered Entered 
Job Job Job Skill Class OJT 
Entry Entry Entry Cert. Cert. Cert. 
Cert. Cert. Entered 

Job Entry 

23% 10% 44% 9% 2% 4% 

36% 13% 36% 12% 3% 5% 

22% 8.6% 39"/o 9% 2% 10% 

3 4 5 6 7 8 
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+-0 
I 

I 

LOWELL 

~ORCESTER 

~AMDEN 

~IDDLESEX 

!MONROE 

NASSAU 

SAN JOAQUU 

STANISLAUS 

Column 

Regis-
trants 

1,261 

1,689 

4,198 

2,014 

4,194 

3,697 

3,329 

5,865 

1 

I I · Partie- Part. 
1 ipants Reg. 

475 38% 

676 40% 

710 17% 

590 29% 

1,510 36% 

1,491 26% 

1,626 30% 

2,185 37% 

2 3 

TABLE 13 

SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE RATIOS AND COSTS 

Entered Comp. Ent. JE Ent. JE .9.:!!... 
Job Job R p R 
Entry Entry . 

161 75 13% 3!1% 6% 

226 90 13% 33% 5% 

312 152 7% 44% 4% 

185 110 9% 31% 5% 

601 254 14% 40% 6% 

359 152 6% 24% 3% 

591 211 11% 36% 4~' /o 

489 189 8% 22% 3% 

4 5 6 7 8 

.• -

/cJE CJE Tot. Tot. Tot. Tot. 
p IEJE Cost Cost Cost Cost 

Reg. Part. Ent.JE Comp.JE 

16% 6.6% $120 $318 $938 $2,014 

13% 40% 
I 

122 304 910 2,287 

I 21% 49% 74 438 997 2,046 
I ' I 

l 19% 59% 133 455 1,451 2,440 
I 
l 

I 17% 42% 116 323 812 1, 922 I 
I I 

10% 42% 141 539 2,240 5,290 I 
I 
I 
i 

13% 36% 

9% 39% ' . 
9 10 11 12 13 14 



"Reference Line" Diagrans

Two questions are addressed by the reference l-ine diagr€rms. Is there any

relationship between the nr:mber of I,IIN II participants and the number of completed

job entries in a given site and is there any relationship between total adminis-

trative costs and CJErs? Diagrams L and 2 computed from data on Lowell-, Middlesex,

Worcester, Camden, and Monroe use a simple l-inear regression technique to derive

a ttreference linett with which to answer Lhese questions.* The ttreference linestl

are fit according to the slmpl-e equations:

CJE = bt Participants

Total- Administrative Costs = b2 CJE

The coefficient b, which gives the rrsLope" of the reference Line indicates

the average relationship between the number of particlpants in the ![IN II program

and the mrmber of CJEs for the five sites names above. The coefficient b, indi-
cates the average reLationshlp between program costs and CJEs. According to the

first equation, on average across the sites approximately 17 percent of WIN II
partici.pants found Jobs and remained on them for at least ninety days, the defini-
tion of a CJE. The second equation indicates that each successful CJE cost approx-

imately $2 1048 in total administrative expenses . For the five sit€s r the relation-

ship between participants and totaL costs on the one hand and CJEs on the other is
generally very close. Thls can be seen in the diagrams as each of these five sites

does not lie very far from the reference line. *n Io terms of the CJE/Participants

relationship, Camden and Middl-esex seem to perform sJ-ightly better than average

whi-I-e Lowell, Worcester, and Monroe perform just slightLy J-ess wel-L than the hypo-

theticaL average site. Uslng the first equation we would predict that an ttaverage"

site with 7l-0 WIN II participants would have L2L CJEs. This is what the ttreference

line" tells us. We know that Camden did better than thls because with 710 parti-

cipants it aetual-J.y pl-aced 152 CJEs, thirty-one more than expected. In percentage
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terms,

of its
ment of

average

Canden had nearl,y 26 percent more CJEs than a hypothetical average site

participant size. Middlesex had ni.ne more CJEs than expected, an ioprove-

four more. Lowell was six CJEs below its expected value or

8.9 pereent over the hypothetieal average. Monroe

having 254 CJEs when the reference line would have

was almost the perfect

predicted 258, only

-7 .4 percent. Worcester

had an expected CJE placemenL rate of 1l-6 but placed only 90, about 22 percent

bel-ow the expected value. Nevertheless, given the tight fit, the differences fron

the reference line can be considered minor.

After computing the reference line on the basis of the initial five sites'

data points for Nassau and the two CaLifornia sites were added to Diagram 1. As

can readiLy be seen, these three sites had a considerably lower CJElParticipant

ratios. Assuming that the reference line indicates the average expected perform-

ance on this criterion, Nassaurs CJE rate is 40 percent bel-ow what night be ex-

pected. San Joaquin placed 24 percent fewer CJEs than expected whil-e Stanisl-aus

pLaced onLy about half, (49 percent) as many participants as would a hypotheticaL

average site of its participant size.

The relationship between totaL administrative costs and CJEs for the initial

five sites is even closer than the relationship between participants and CJEs. ***

ALl- fLve sites f-ie very close to the reference line with little variation. Monroe'

which performs best on this criterion, spent 6.1 percent less in pl-acing f-Es 254

CJEs than the hypothetical average site given by the reference l-ine in Diagram 2.

Lowel-l- spent L.6 percent less than expected while Camden sPent exactly what a

hypothetical average site would have in placing 152 CJEs. I,Iorcester and Middlesex

spent more than the average, 1l-.7 and l-9.2 percent more respectively. Superimposed

on the referenee line is Nassau County. Based on the hypothetical average set by

the initial- five sites, Nassau spent over I-50 percent more on plaeing its CJEs.

The expected cost for placing 152 CJEs according to the reference Line is $311'220.

Nassau spent $804,100 to place this many.
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The soLid reference l-ines were drawn on the basis of the initial- five

sites because the general reLationship between participants and CJEs and total

costs and CJEs were generaLly constant. Sucy constancy in the relationship pro-

vides evidence that the structure and perforrnance of these sites is similar. The

large divergence from the sol-id reference Llnes indicated by Nassau in Diagram 2

and by Nassau and Stanislaus in Diagram 1 is evidence of slgnificantly different

structure and/or performance.

The broken reference lines in both diagrans represent the ttaveragett relation-

ships that woul-d exist if al-l of the sites in each diagram.are contained in the

equations from which the reference lines are develop.d. **** These lines do not

fit anywhere near as well as the initial- reference f-ines because of the basically

different structural- and perfornance characteristics of the added sites. Neverthe-

l-ess the new reference lines yield the same rel-aLive ranking of sit,es as the lnitial

anal-ysis. The only difference is the absolute and percentage divergence from t,he

reference line. This shouLd make it clear that the reference l-ine is only a rela-

tive concept and that the rankings of sites whlch come out of this analysis are

only relative among themselves.

* The regression technigue used to fit the I'reference lines" is ordinary least
squares with the regression line constrained to pass through the origin. The zero
intercept is eonsistent arith the fact that there can be no WIN II placements with-
out participants and that there can be no CJEs when total costs are zero.

** The f,irst regression is:
[z = .gL6

Total Administrative Costs = 2.048 cJE
(23 .7 2)

CJE = .1711 Participants
(16.07)

The second regression is:
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The numbers in parentheses are t-stat,isties. The high corrected R2s lndicate
a close fit between the factors in the analysis.

t'** This is indicated by the even high"r n-2 in the second. equation.
tr*** The regressions for the broken reference lines are:

CJE= .LZLI Particlpants *=.327
(8.7e)

Total Admlnistrative Costs = 3,171 CJE R2 = .000
(s.l-6)

-l44-



RE FE RENCE L I NE

COMPLETED JOB
D IAG RAM ON THE RELAT IONSH I P BETWEEN

ENTRY AND PART IC I PANTS

COMPLETED

' Jm--
rTiTnv

b

375

q C.

I

Il.l, '/
b^/o//a

/
'l

I

I

)

L. = Lowell
M. = Middlesex
l^/. = Worcester
C. = Camden
N. = Nas sau
Mo. = Mon roe
J. = San Joaqu i n
S. = Stanislaus

PARTICIPANTS

-145-



RE FE REN CE L I NE D IAG RAM ON

COMPLETED JOB ENTRY AND
THE RELAT I ONSH I P BETWEEN
TOTAL ADM IN ISTRAT IVE COSTS

g0YPLErEp
JOB
ENTRY

380

'i'l r

I

I

t.l

././

./

fH.

)"

ooo
TOTAL AD}IINISTMTIVE COSTS

,r'
I

I

I

Il/,
l7
l/

'y.
I

)'

L. = Lowell
hr. = Worcester
M. = Middlesex
C. = Camden
Mo. = Mon roe
N. = Nassau

-146-



CHAPTER VIII

WIN II IN TWO CATIFORNIA COI]NTIES

A. WIN A}ID CALIFORNIA WORK PROGM],IS

After data collection and analysis had been conpleted on the six original
program sites, the Social tr{elfare Regional- Research Institute and the Office of

Program Plannlng and Evaluation of SRS decided that it wouLd be helpful- to extend

the study to a state in another part of the eountry. In addition, iL was con-

sidered desirabLe to find a situati.on in which another pattern of administrat,ive

organLzation was being used. It was decided Lhat the I{IN prograrn in particuLar

counties ln California offered the greatest opportunity for additional- perspectives

on the admlnistratlve implementation and operations of WIN II.
The WIN program in California operates as a part of the Departnent of Iluman

Resources Devel-opnent (IIRD), which is the sLate employment service agency. This

department administers three closeLy interrel-ated welfare - work programs: WIN,

Empl-oyab1-es, and Comunity !ilork Experience (CWEP). Enpl-oyabl-e and CI{EP are state

initiated programs which are part of an overall welfare program initiated as a re-

sul-t of 1-egislation in 1971 which also included changes in eligibillty criteria,
grants levels, adminisLrative changes, and work registration requirements.

The Empl-oyables program is real-l-y an administrative mechanism for processing

employabl-e welfare applicants and reci-pients. Under Ernployables, a1-1 applicants

and recipients of wel-fare are required to register with HRD for work and to conduct

an adequate job search as a condition of eligibility to receive welfare beneftts.

The goal of the program is Lo pl-ace all employabl-e welfare recipients in employment

and it is intended to be accompl-ished through the organizationally combined efforts

of the State Department of Social Welfare (SDS!il) and the Department of Iluman Resources
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Development.

This approach was made possible through the granting of a waiver of the

Social- Security Act requirements that a single sLate agency administer the AFDC

program. In August L97L, the secretary of HEW granted the required walver through

the authority in SecLion 11I-5 of the Act. tr'Iith this waiver, SDS!il continues to ad-

minister the AFDC program for al-l unempl-oyab1-e recipients whil-e IIRD provides employ-

ment and social services to all employables. In the employables counties, which

at the time of the site visits in October L973, included prinaril-y rural counties,

the IIRD staff is suppl-euented by county wel-fare department persorulel who are out-

stationed in IIRD offices. The eounty welfare department staff performs placement

activi.ties as well as social supportive services under the supervision of IIRD and

they remai.n on the payroll of the county as outstationed staff. The combined staff
form a separate admini.strative unit (SAU) for employabl-es.

The exemptions for the employables program are identical to those under WIN II

so that every recipient covered by this program is technicall-y a registrant of the

WIN II program. The HRD reviews exemption claims of il-l-ness or incapacity and

registers aL1- employable applicants. A work appl-ication is compl-eted and job search

activities are planned with the assistance of personnel- at HRD. This includes

scheduling bi-weekly interviews with IIRD staff to review job search efforts of appli-

cants and recipients. Registrants are responsibl-e for conducting an "adeguate" job

search and must report to the HRD office every two weeks to receive job counseling

and report on job search efforts. If the registrant is found to have conducted an

inadequate job search or refuses training, referraL, a job or an interview, he is

sanctioned.

Within this adninistrative process, a certain number of registrants are call-ed

and appraised for participation in the WIN II program. Within the WIN program

e enphasis remai.ns on placement but some training and other supportive services

up

rh
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do become avai.labLe to the partici.pant.

One difference between the CaLiforoia interpretation and the IIEW i-nterpre-

tation of the Talnadge Amendment at the time of the site visit in October 1973 is
that California asserts that all enployabl-e appl-icants as wel-1 as recipients are

required by the Talmadge Amendments to register with the HRD for emplo)rment services

and thus, potentlal welfare recipients receive employment services even before their
eligibility for welfare has been established. A11 registrants are considered to be

in the enployables program and subject to the sanctions of that particuLar program

unless they are specificall-y selected for participation in ttIN.

If all of these slots ln the trltrN program are fil-led, a client may be referred

to the Cornmunity Work Experience Progran (CWEP). CWEP was authotized by the

California Welfare Reforn Act of 1971- as a dmonstration project to 'tprovi-de work

experience and training for individual-s who are not otherwise able to obtain employ-

ment or who are not activel-y participating in training or education prograrns' i.n

order that such participants may move into regul-ar employment.tt In order to implement

the program California obtained four waivers of requirements of the Social Security

Act from the Department of Health, Education and l,Iel-fare as well as a Demonstration

Grant. The waivers obtai-ned in June L972 were the following:

State wideness - instead of havi.ng to provide equal services throughout
all- polltical subdivlsions of the state, CWEP is intended to operate
in only 35 counties.

Single state agencies - whereas the law requires that only one state
agency administer the AFDC program, CIilEP is administered through the
Separate Administrative Units set up at HI{D offices to provide services
to mrployables rather than through the State Department of Social tlelfare.

Reasonable promptness of aid - the state obtained a waiver on this require-
ment because it was feared that CWEP process ni.ght cause unusual delays
in the palrm.ent of grants.

ProhibiLion against the use of federal- funds for paynents made in return
for work - the computation of wage credit under CI{EP could not be done
without the waiver.

1.

2.

3.

4.
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CWE? is administered by the SAU at HRD offices 4nd operates as though it

rrere a component of the enpl-oyabl-es program. CWEP stipulates that participation

in Ctr{EP shall- be the last option for an AFDC reci-pient after direct placement and

participation in other manpower or training programs has been expl-ored. Work ex-

perience assignments are developed by the county weLfare department and the IIRD

offices with public and non-profit privat,e agencies, Participation in C![EP is

l-inited to 80 hours per month or enough hours to work off monthl-y grants at the

rate of $1-.65 per hour, whichever is less. The CWEP participant is expected to

use the remaining 80 hours to continue to conduct a job search. Failure to accept

a CWEP assignment without good cause results in the elinination of the individualrs

needs from the wel-fare grant for a period of 90 days for a fi-rst offense, six

months for a second and a year for the third. Vol-untarily quitting or being dis-

charged from an assi.gnnent for misconduct are other sanctionable actioos'

Although thirty counties in Californi-a have I,IIN progrrms, only sixteen

counties also have CI{EP programs. The program locations investigated in this

proJect were sel-ected by the State Department of lft:man Resources Development in

California (unl-ike the other six studled programs which were jointl-y selected by

SRS and the SociaL Welfare Regional Research Institute at Boston College). The

two counties that were visited were San Joaquin County and Stanislaus County.

B. SAII JOAQUIN COIINTY

San Joaqui-n County has a WIN progrem operaLing in conjunetion with an

Enployabl-es and CWEP program out of the Stoekton IIRD office. It is primarily a

rural county, and the AFDC caseload varies seasonal-ly with agricultural activities.

Many of the AFDC clients are persons with farn Labor backgrounds who are l-aid off

during the winter. The Stockton area is one of substantiaL and persistent unen-

plo5rnent, which makes the economic outlook for the AFDC population poor.
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The transition from WIN I to WIN II in Stockton coincided nith the impLen-

tation of the Enployabl-es progr€rm, in August, L972. The CIJEP progr€rm was then

superimposed on this structure in January L973. The interrelationships of these

three programs makes understanding the implerentation of WIN II and the present

program structure quite complicated.

1. Impl-ementation

Under WIN I, the IIRD IJIN staff rras organized into two teartrs, with similar

composition and responsibiLity, The team supervisors rePorted to the WIN supervisor'

who in turn reported to the IIRD nanager, At that time, welfare had a seParate WIN

coordinator, and Welfare handled referral and service provision. The WIN I program

thus invoLved about 16 staff in IIRD and about ni-ne in Wel-fare.

WIN II and Employables were impfemented almost simultaneously beginning

in August Lg72. The registration for WIN II began in August before the Welfare

staff moved to IIRD. The wel-fare staff came in three groups over a three month

peri-od in the Fal-l- of L972. San Joaquin was the first county to have both an Enploy-

ables and a I,IIN progran. The new programs demanded a compl-ete overhaul both in terms

of emphasis (on empl-oyment rather than training), and in terms of structure and organ-

ization.

During the transition, there rras a gap of about five months between the

first state directive and the final- directive, during which time the office operated

on a trial and error basis. During this period, the progrErm went from dealing with

four hundred participants, to dealing with a registrantrs pool of 2500-3000.

Colocation involved the greatest adjustment problems. Differences existed

between the welfare workers and the IIRD workers regarding who should be enroll-ed'

and what services shoul-d be offered. The regul-ations of WIN II eased somewhat these

areas of conflict, since the goaL of rapid employnent and services toward that goal

rrere carefulLy spelled out. A two week training session was held for the wel-fare
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and HI{D staffs before the new program was inplemented. At first there seemed to

be a gap in the expl-anations that HRD and SDSI'I were giving. There also seemed to

be poor wel-fare staff preparation for the new program, for they had l-ittle under-

standing of what, was happening to them. AJ-though it was felt that the quality of

support from the state l-eft something to be desired during impl-ementation, the

Stockton staff in some ways liked the degree of local- autonomy that, resulted in de-

veloping the program. There was a feeling that they were all involved in creating

something.

In January, L97 3 , CI,IEP

another shifting of staff, and a

staff were added.

2. Structure

was added to the Employables prograilr and involved

further increase in staf f workloads, since no nehl

The structure of the WIN program can onl-y be understood within the totaL

structure of the Employables-$flN-ClfEP program, The I'IIN project comes under the

direct nanagement of the Assistant Manager of Cl-ient Development, who reports directly
to the Office Manager. The Enpl-oyabl-es Program Supervisor reports directl-y to the

Assistant Manager of CLient Development and provides overall guidance and supervi.-

sion to the I{IN proJect. Under this WIN-fupLoyab1-es-CI{EP Supervisor, there is an

Appraisal Unit, a Ctr{EP Unit, a WIN Unit, and a Clerical Unit. The teams have been

disbanded, and there are IIIN staff throughout, these units and some of the mainstream

units. Staff assigned to the CWEP Unit eval-uate, screen, and assess those CWEP

participants who are WIN certified, and those that are assessed as potential WIN

part,icipants are referred to the WIN Unit. trIIN staff asslgned to the Appraisal- Unit

carry out the funct,ions for WIN determinations. WIN staff assigned to the main-

stream Pl-acement Unit provide WIN participants with Job pl-acenent and job search

services. A WIN unit of staff is assigned to the Emptoyer Relat,i.ons Unlt (nain-

stream) and obtains OJT contracts for enrployers and provides employers with ![IN

tax incentive information.
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When a person applies for AFDC, he/she is referred from trlelfare Intake

to the HRD nainstrearn Intake Unit to register for work and for the WlN-Enployables

program, if that person cannot be exempted under the I,IIN exemption criteria. The

MA5-95 must be completed and returned to t'Ielfare before the AFDC appl-ication is
processed. UntiL recently, the grant was dated from the day of the clientrs return

to wel-fare, whlch put considerable pressure on IIRD to quickly process each client.
Now, the grant is dated from the tine of initial contact wi.th Welfare. Now, also,

Idel-fare is responsibl-e for doing the medical exemptions for AFDC-Uis. During the

period of registration of the existing AFDC caseload, IIRD was processing 45-50

clients a day, which was an overwhelming workload. Now, 8-10 referral-s are received

from !ilelfare each day. The Intake Unit also does the initial- assessnent of employ-

abil-ity, and assigns service l-evels to clients. If the client is Job ready, he/she

i.s sent directly to the placement unit, and also undergoes an empLoyabl-es and Job

orientation, which is a two hour session conducted by a member of the WIN Unit.

Rights and responsibiLities are discussed, as wel-l- as labor market information and

job seareh skills. Eligibility is usua11-y not final-ized for 3 - 4 weeks, but during

that time the client can participate in orientation and get placement services and

begin the bi-weekly job search interview procedure. The client, however, cannot

be placed in WIN until- after eligibility has been establlshed. If a cl-ient proves

to not be eLigibl-e for welfare, he/she is deregistered and put in the mainstream

fil-es. At the bi-weekLy job search interviews, clients are evaLuated on their job

search performance, referred to new Job openings, and screened for possibl-e I'IIN or

CI{EP participation.

If clients are

ferred to the Appraisal

and needed services are

must still undergo job

not job ready at the time of

Unit, where employability and

arranged if possible to make

search interviews during this

registration, they are re-

job search plans are developed,

the elients job ready. They

period, and may be placed in
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CWEP once eligiblity has been established.

may be banked, whieh means they only have to

once a month. Wtten the needed serviees have

If servi,ces are not available, they

be seen for iob search interviews

been provi.ded, the service level

changes, and the clients go to the Enpl-oyab1-es and Job orientati.on and to the main-

stream placement unit. They nay al-so be picked up by $IIN at this time.

CLients may become WIN participants at nany stages of the process. If

clients find jobs after registration, and are federally eligibLe for welfare, they

nay be nade tr{IN participants if the wage meets the WIN requirements of suitability.

If they were not already certifj-ed, certification would have to occur. Certifica-

tion can occur at any stage (Al'OC-Urs are certified at registration) and means

that that person is standing by for IIIN particlpation. Every staff person in the

Enployables progr€rm watches for potential WIN participants, and knows the procedure

for referring WIN potentials. The idea is to have the program flexible enough so

that there are many directions a client can move at any moment within the total

progr€rm, and many different points at which the client can be picked up by WIN.

At the moment, most WIN referrals come from Intake, Pl-acement, and Appraisal-. The

![IN Unit conducts its onm appraisal of referra]-s.

C. STAI{ISLAUS COI]NTY

Stanisl-aus County has a WIN program operaLing out of the Modesto HRD office.

It is an agriculturaL county, and predominating among the AFDC population are those

with a work history of seasonal agriculture-related employnent. This results in

large seasonal fl-uctuations in the AFDC casel-oad, partieul'arly AFDC-U.

Stanisl-aus rras a WIN county under WIN I, and in September, L972 made the

necessary transition to the WIN II program. The county had been negotiating an

Enployabtes contract for almost two years, but it was not finally approved until-

Spring, L973, and physical colocation did not occur untj-L July, L973. Thus' during

the year of WIN II inplenentation, there was much uncertainty as to when Enployables

-l54-



would be superimposed on the I^IIN progralll. This gave the program a somewhat day-to-

to administrative arrangements made t,oday perspective, with no aura of permanence

handle the WIN II program. Stanislaus County was al-so slated to begin a CWEP pro-

gram October L5, L973. At the time of the visit, there lilas some probLem getting

the necessary county money to support the program, however, it is anticipated that

at least a minimal program will- be impl-emented.

In what follows, the changes necessitated by ![IN II and then by Empl-oyables

wil-L be outLined, and the present operation of the progr€rm, wiLL be discussed.

1. ImpLementation

Prlor to WIN II, the tean concept was used to run the WIN program in the

IIRD office. There nas one supervisor, and two teams rrith identical responsibili-

ties. Altogether this involved a staff of approxinately 1-3 people. At that time

there tilas a unit in l{elfaren the Vocational Services Unit, whose responsibilities

incl-uded the WIN caseload. The WIN emphasis at that time was on education, train-

ing, and ESL.

!{IN II was implemented in Late Summer 1972. The teams were replaced by

a functional- unit doing job devel-opment, training, counseling, and OJT, and an

assessment and appraisal unit. There were few changes at rtelfare, since the

Vocational Services Unit took on the SAU responsibilities. There was no joint ap-

praisal instituted, and the welfare unit did not deal with the cl-ients until certi-

ficati-on was requested.

Redeternination of the existing A.tr'DC caseload was done at Wel-fare IM,

and probable mandatory clients were sent to IIRD to register. This' of course,

resulted in a considerable backl-og of peopl-e for the IIRD Assessment Unit to handle.

New welfare applicants were sent directLy to IIRD, and had to show that they were

registered for work and WIN (or exempted) before their grants couLd be approved

(the completed MA5-95 had to be returned to !ilel-fare). This put a eonsiderabl-e tine
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pressure on HRD to process each client quickly, since the grant was dated from

the day the client returned to welfare. A recent change in proceedings, which

dates the grant from the day of initial- contact with welfare, has eased this

pressure considerably. tr{el-fare coul-d always make the exemptions for a mother

with a ehild under six, and for a youth in school-. Recently, tr'lel-fare has been

authorized to al-so handl-e the AFDC-U nedical exemptions (03 and 05), whil-e IIRD

stil-l does the medical- exemptions on the family grouP cases.

The najor changes required by IIIN II were attitudinal, not organizational.

The shift in emphasis from dealing with ghese needing the most he1p, to deal-ing

with those most job ready, meant that clients had to be moved from training slots

to other sLots. There were no traini.ng funds fot L2 months, and workers found it

hard to face clients with this turnabout.

There was considerable uncertainty throughout the year concerning the

negotiation of an fuployabl-es contract. The offlce knew Ebpl-oyables rras coming,

although some felt it was only a vague possibility, due to the incessant delays.

The timing of the new program nas never certain, and this nade it hard to pI-an and

organize within a present program strueture whose replacement was antieipated. The

actual Employables program got underway July 3, Lg73, when 13 Welfare workers were

transferred to the HRD office.

2. Program Structure

The present structure of the !ilIN program will be discussed wj-thin the

framework of the total Enployabl-es progran, since the two overlap.

a. Assessment and Appraisal- Unit

When a client is sent to HI{D to register in the Enpl-oyables program,

the A&A Uni-t determines whether he/she is exempt (regular WIN exemption criteria)

and compLetes the MA 5-95 Welfare registration form. If the client is non-exempt'

a work appl-ication must also be filled out for mainstream placement. A brief WIN
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appraisal

riateness

may

for

be given and a memo attached to the form indicating probabLe approp-

WIN. I,IIN certification request procedures will also be initiated
at this time for aIL AFDC-U|s (UA5-96), since they must all- be certified to trrIIN

wi.thin 30 days of eligibility being determined. This does not mean that they are

WIN participants, but only that they are ready to be made participants. At the

time of registration, the employability plan is also ini-tiated for all norl-exempt

and interview are set up.clients, and the first, bi.-neekly job search procedure

b. Empl-oyables SAU Unit

This unit, which contai.ns most of the lilelfare caseworkers, is
divided into two sub-unit, one of which does the bi-weekl-y Job search interviews,

and one of which handles services, and good cause determinations. If, during the

registration process, barriers to enploSment are discovered and the client needs

services or counseling, he/she is referred to the services section of the Enployables

SAU Unit. These social workers also reeeive referrals from bi-weekl-ies and from

the WIN Unit for counseling and services. This unit does the WIN certifications
(MA 5-96) on the Unempl-oyed Parents and on those who have favorabl-e IrIIN appraisals.

c. WIN Services Unit

This unit has the najor responsibility for the I,IIN program. The

unit picks up referrals from the A&A Unit, and should get referrals from the bi-
weekLies, aLthough it is too early to tel-l. The unit receives al-l- of the !1A 5-961

fron the A&A Unit. Only those deemed appropriate for WIN by the A&A Unit are re-

viewed at this point. A paper scrutinizing is sufficient for about 50% af rhese

referrals, and they are enrolled. The remai.ning 502 are called in for appraisal-

interviews. Certi-fications, reguested by the A&A Unit and fulfil-Led by the Employ-

abl-es SAU Unit, come to the IIIN Unit. Only some of those certified are enroLled.

Some clients are working at the time of enrolLment. If a cl-ient is federally

el-igible, and gets a job at a suitable WIN wage after registration, he/she may be
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enrolled as a WIN parti-cipant (certification, of course, must occur). A11 other

clients selected as enrollees attend a WIN orientation, which is an afternoon

session where rights and responsibilities are expl-ained and the program outlined.

They are then assigned to a counselor, where a WIN enpl-oyability plan is developed.

If the cLient is job ready he/she goes into the empl-oyment prep component, which

consists of a Job finding workshop with a counselor. This is a three phased pro-

gram, which begins with 25-30 peopl-e. The first phase involves how to fill- out

appLications, how to take tests, where Lo start l-ooking, etc. By the time of the

second phase, there are oal-y L5-20 people stil-l unemployed, and more in-depth

labor market information is given, and experiences with unsuccessful job i.nter-

views diseussed. By phase three, there are usually less than l-0 people still-

unenployed, and role pl-aying is done about what goes wrong with job interviews.

Of course, during this whole progr:un, the enrollees have been involved in reaL

job search. At the end of this third phase, only two or three clients are stil-I

unemployed, and they are passed on to a Job developer (there are two) who works

intensively with them. If a person cannot find a job in 90 days, he/she nay not

be cooperating, and nay be sanctioned. Or, they may be terminated from WIN and

put back in the Enployabl-es pool. A third al-ternative is Lhat the client may be

abl-e to be exempted. Some clients may be banked, which is a special- cl-ass within

the registrantts pool for those whom IIRD decides have too many barriers to employ-

ment to even be i-n the bi-weekLy job search category. Clients who are in the bank

are onl-y seen once every quarter. (In a CWEP county, banked peopl-e have to be

seen once a month, and can be referred out to a CWEP position ax arry tine).

Placement services, as seen above, are done by aJ-L members of the WIN

Unit. The WIN Unit meets every morning to discuss job opportunities that have

arisen, and to share difficult case problems. Training referrals are handl-ed by

the counsel-ors. The WIN Unit has access to the mainstream job orders, and the
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whole pool is interfil-ed with the,mainstream Placement-Empl-oyer Relations Unit.

OJT contracts are handLed by the I'IIN Unit. In May, about 175 cl-ients

were i.n OJT, but the number is now down to about 20. The reason for this decline

is twofold. First of all-, the suceess rate was low and so OJT is not being em-

phasized as much. Secondly, there are new IIRD controls scrutinizing OJT!s. This

new monitoring annoyed some good employers, and revealed many bad empl-oyers. Con-

sequentLy, both empl-oyers and WIN decided they wanted nothing to do with each

other. In many cases there is OJT money, but no state pressure to increase OJTfs.

There is no PSE.

Servi.ce provision does not seem to be a problem. Chil-d care is exclusively

in-home care.

The seasonal nature of the labor market causes certain difficulties for
the WIN program. WIN tries to work with young cannery workers to get thern more

permanent work. Ilowever, if workers have seniority at a cannery, they can make

fairl-y good money, and are general-ly just put in the Enployables program. WIN" in
general, does not take workers who are closely tied in with the seasonal enpJ-oyment.

Regarding refusals to participate, the IJIN Unit must do determinations

all- clients certified to WIN, even if they are in the pool; the only exception

if a IIIN certified client fails to show up for a bi-weekly interview, ln which

case an Enployables determination is done, One can conceive of a case where a

client conrmits two violations aL once, and may be subject to determination and sanc-

tion under both WIN and Enployables. The Enployables sanctions (done through wel-

fare) are stronger than the WIN sanctions. Generally nobody ever goes past the 60-

day WIN counseling period. The persorl agrees to participate, and is put back in
the pool. Occasionally people do not know that they can get out of the sanctions

by the 60-day counsel-ing period, and denrand fair hearing. Fair hearings have de-

creased since colocation, since the cl-ient can easily check wj-th the wel-fare people

on

is
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on the best way to deal with the refusal to participate charge.

d. CI,UEP

the inplementation of CI,IEP will have no af fect on I,IIN services.

There will be no change in the registration procedures, and the tentative plan

is to have the bi-weekl-y section of the Enpl-oyables SAU unit do the referrals to
C'I,IEP positions. However, new work will be involved in soliciting and keeplng

track of openings, and on bookkeeping. AL1 this wilL be done with no inerease in
staff , and wllL thus increase already heavy workl-oads.

D. PROGMM DATA

OnJ-y linited statistical infornation was obtained for the California WIN pro-

grail. The data reported is from the lIA 5-98 forns for the period ending 06-10-73,

whlch means that the cumulative statlstics shown on these forms are for the fuLl

fiscal- year, L973. The lIA 5-98 forms are not compil-ed at the l-ocaL offices but

rather are tabulated at the state l-eve1 from information submitted by the l-ocaI offices.

It was thus diffieult to get a detailed interpretation of what the various categories

mean, and an understanding of how the figures were arrived at. There is some uncer-

tainty as to how comparable this data is with that reported for the other six sites.

We were told at the California sites that they found the reporting proeedure totally
unsuitable to the way the WIN program is integrated with the Enployables and C!0EP

Programs.

TabLe II suomarizes some of the data from the IIA 5-98 forns for statewide

Cal-ifornia, San Joaquin County (Stockton), and Stanislaus County (Modesto). Tabl-e II, 
i

Colnmn 2 can be compared with Table 5, Golumn L2, and it is clear that the California

program i-nvoLves few volunteers, even as registrants. Volunteers are not soli-cited,

and clients know that if they volunteer they are volunteering for the whole workfare

paekage, not Just WIN.
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It can be seen from Col-umns 3, 4 and 5 that in California certificatioas do

not neceasariLy foll-ow appraisal- interviews, as is the procedure in the other sites.

Many are certifi.ed and enrolled (active participants) without appraisal interviews,

as indicated in the site write-ups. Also not all wtro are certified become aeti.ve

participants. Table 6, Column 5 may be compared with Table II, Column 6, which in-
dicates that Cal-ifornia sites certify a higher percentage of registrants than do

the eastern sites. This refl-ects the different uses of rrcertifi-cation't in California

and the other states and indicates that certifications/registrants in California i.s

comparable with partlcipants/registrants in the eastern sites (tabl-e 6, Col-unn 9).

For this reason, performance ratios are calculated with respect to certifications

for participati.on for California, in Table L2, and it is feLt that these ratios are

comparabLe with the eastern performance/partigipants ratios. The cumulative "parti-
cipantsrr figure on the MA 5-98 forms is used differently in the California program

from the progr€rms in the other sites.

Tabl-e 12 preserrts various performance ratios for Cal-ifornla, calculated with

respeet to certifications for participation and registrations, and it is feLt that

these are roughly comparabLe with the relevant performance/partici.pants and perform-

ance/registrants ratios in the other six sites. Coltrnn 1 ls comparable with TabLe 10,

Colunn 1L, and indicates that the California sites have more registrants enter job

entry than Nassau and Canden, comparable figures with Middlesex, and fewer than do

the llassachusetts and lfonroe sites. Their performance on compl-etions of job entry/

registrants (Column 2) however, is poorer than the eastern sites, with the exception

of Camden whj.eh is comparable and Nassau which is poorer (Tabl-e 10, Col-umn 2).

Tabl-e 12, Column 3 shows a great difference between the two Cal-ifornia sites in terms

of the entered job entry/certifications ratio. Both sites serve a predominantl-y

mal-e clientele and are in agricuLturaL-dominated labor markets. The higher perform-

ance of San Joaquln does not have an obvious expl-anation, given the linited informa-
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tion we have on the sites. tr{hen comparisons are nade with the other sites (Tab1-e L0,

Colqmn 1-0) in terms of "entered job entry"/participants, San Joaquin has one of the

better performances, and Stanlslaus has one of the rrrf,orsttr. In terms of ttcompl-etions

of job entry"/certifications or participants, boLh California sites fall- into the

lower end of the performance spectrum (Table 12, Col-r:mn 4 and Table 10, Col-unn 1).

Table 12, Column 5 and Tabl-e 10, Colunn 2 are calcul-ated in the same way and are

directly comparable. San Joaquin has the lowest rate of compl-etions for entrances

in Jobs of any site" and Stanisl-aus has the third lowest. 'From diseussions with HRD

staff it was lndicated that the low perforrnance 1eve1s may be the result of the total

California progr:rm spreading itsel-f too thin, and not working inteosively enough

with clients to better ensure their continuing ability to remain empl-oyed. The final

three columns of Table 12 present information on the util-lzation of skill and cl-ass-

room training, and of OJT. Comparing Colr.rmns 6 and 7 with Table 7, Column 3 indi-

cates that Cal-ifornia places extremely few peopl-e in traini-ng. This nay be a factor

in the Low Job tenure rates noted above. Emphasis on OJT shows the same range io

CaLifornia as it does anong the other sites (Table 8, Column 18).

It seems fair to eonclude from thi.s data that the California Program does not

facilitate a more effective trllN program. Unfortunately, the data was not availabl-e

to evaluate statistical-J-y the other components of the Cal-ifornia welfare-work pro-

grErm or the costs invoLved in the ![IN program.

E. BENEFITS A}.ID PROBLEMS

Part of the purpose of the examination of the progrErms in CaLifornia was to

identify some of the advantages as welL as some of the problens in the emplolment-

related procedures in programs. It shoul-d be noted that two Linitatlons were im-

portant conslraints on this part of the investigation. These were (1) the charac-

teristics of the two sites i-n California - neither of them was i.n a major metropol-

itan area, and (2) the l-imited amount of time that the programs had been in opera-
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tion within the offices that were visited.

The benefits that were observed were the following:

L. Early exposure to Enploynent Office services aimed at
placement in a Job.

fotentiall-y greater employment services availabLe to
welfare clients. The degree to which empl-oynent services
were made available to AFDC clients was dependent on the
HRD offiees so that in some locations a broad range of ern-
ployment services were avallabl-e whiLe in others on1-y minirnal
processing of job search papers occurred. In some offices
counseling and work experi.ence was provided with the aim of
assisti-ng the cLient in a career nobiLity pattern whereas in
others Little attention was given to the nobility needs and
job counseling needs of the cllent.

Work Incentive Program cl-ients are under one agency. There ap-
pear to be certain administrative advantages to having WIN
cLients, registrants and participants, handled by one agency.
Potential confusions were often mini.mized and direetions and
orientations clear to service workers who had responsibil-ity
for WIN registrants and partl-ciPants.

Anong the probl-ems that were noted were the following:

1. The comblnation of work programs for weLfare cLients had in-
creased the work l-oad of the Enplo)ment offices without Propor-
tionate increases in their staff. Consequently a disproportionate
amount of time was being devoted to welfare clients, often to the
detriment of services for the general- public and cLients of other
Employuent office programs.

2. The amount of paperwork and staff time required for both tlie
Enployables program.and CI{EP was extremely high and Enplo)tment
office staff was suffering from overload even at a time of non-
peak welfare caseload.

3. The increased paperwork and staff time i.nvolved in the Job search
requiremenLs and the CWEP job devetopment was oft,en counterPfoductive
and hindered the goal of placement and the provision of employnent-
related services.

The advantages of being able to provide a wider range and more in-
tensive employment services to wel-fare clients 1-ikely to get Jobs
appear to be offset by the neeessity of handl-ing large numbers of
recipients who had l-ow empLoynent potential.

cwEP assignments were often difficul-t to arrange and rarely resulted
in regular emploSrnent for cLients reLated to the mandatory non-
salaried work they performed. The user agencies appeared to be
hesitant to accept CI{EP assignees because of the difficulty in

2.

3.

4.

5.
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planni.ng usefuL assignments owi.ng to the high number ofttno showstt and the part-time nature of the assignnents, as
weLl as the uncertalnty of continued particlpation.

Local offices were having difficulty i-n meeting the goals
of the Ct'lEP program at the same time operating within the
state law which required that al-L WIN slots must be fi1led
before recipients can be referred to CIdEp.

F. SOME PERSPECTIVES ON I{IN II FROM CAIIFORNIA WIN PERSONNEL

Oplnions concernlng the WIN II Program were solicited by the Regional Research

Institute researchers from state and Local- personnel- nith responsibility for the

operation of WIN II in California. This section at,tempts to highlight some of the

poi-nts that were nade in those di.scussions.

1. CoLocation of wel-fare and empl-oyment staff responsible for I'IIN should be

made mandatory

2. The fornula of 9OILO funding should apply to all clients who are reguired

to register for WIN.

3. There should be greater flexibil-ity in the use of I{IN funds ln terms of
how much can be sPent on training and other components of the I,IIN Program. It was

fel-t that although there rilas a l-ot of waste in training under I,IIN I, the WIN II
Program is too res$rictive in its training limitations.

4. Arrangements should be nade for a joint reporting system, eliminating
differences between the reporting for DOL and IIEII.

5. The stat,e personnel expressed the opinion that emphasis shoul-d be placed

on registration of elients when they are applicants and before they are actually
recipients for the empJ-o)rmeot and pl_acenent componeots of l{IN.

6. Local staff expressed the strong feeling that the paperwork involved in
the WIN Program as it operated in California was "stlfling.tl

7. Local staff found the administraLion of the three work programs to be

overwhelming. They pointed out that the biggest pressure was the Lack of sufficient
nanporfer.

6.
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8. Local staff found Lhe pressure for fulfilling goals in the CWEP

program inconsistent with the restrictions of the 1aw on filling all WIN sl-ots.

9. Many staff felt that the Employables - CWEP programs and WIN rf,ere too

conplicated and reguired too much attention to the details of paper'work procedures.

l-0. Many workers from the Gounty Welfare Department resented and resisted

being assigned to EnpJ-oynent Service offi-ces.

1-1. A number of l-ocal personnel suggested that the prograrns and their pro-

gedures and requirements should be more sensitive to local- unemplo3ment rates and

employment situatlons in order to be more effective and more effi.cient.
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