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Overview

Summary

JOBS TRAINING PROGRAM

T he performance audit of the Job Opportunity and Basic
Skills Training Program (JOBS) was mandated by the legislature
in the 1996 Supplemental Appropriations Act.  The legislature
required the audit to examine the outcomes and costs of the JOBS
welfare-to-work program since 1994.   The scope of the audit was
refined through a meeting of a legislative subcommittee, who
assisted the audit team in clarifying the focus of the audit, and a
series of interviews with members of the legislature and legislative
staff.

By using two performance outcome measures and conducting an
analysis of over 25,000 JOBS clients, the audit found that the JOBS
program had three positive outcomes: 1) participants had a slight
increase in average employment earnings; 2) the number of
participants receiving welfare declined; and 3) the average monthly
AFDC grant was reduced.

However, the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS)
has not established performance outcome measures that are related
to statutory goals, nor assessed how well the goals are being met.
The audit recommends that DSHS adopt two outcome measures:
1) an increase in earnings from employment, and 2) a reduction in
monthly AFDC payments.  By using these outcome measures for an
annual analysis of administrative data, and by comparing results
of the analysis with program expenditures, the state will have
useful feedback for accountability and management.

Program
produced
positive but
modest
outcomes
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The analysis conducted for this audit found that three services were
estimated to have the greatest impact in meeting statutory goals:
job search, on-the-job training, and post-secondary education.
DSHS has not assessed JOBS expenditures in relationship to
services which have the greatest positive impact.

The audit discusses four client management issues: 1) clients are
not adequately monitored, and the Employment Security
Department (ES) does not have a formal monitoring policy; 2), the
current JOBS Automated System (JAS) does not alert caseworkers
when action is needed on a case or when a client�s eligibility has
changed; 3) DSHS, ES, and third-party contractors sometimes
duplicate the assessment of JOBS clients; and 4) clients are not
sanctioned when appropriate, because the sanctioning procedure is
considered too cumbersome.

The audit also discusses four contract management issues: 1) there
is no rate structure for the contracts awarded to private non-profit
agencies; 2) there are no standard contract outcome measures for
services provided; 3) the contracts are not competitively awarded;
and 4) contracts are not adequately monitored.

BACKGROUND

The JOBS program was created when Congress passed the Family
Support Act of 1988.  It was intended to provide education and job
skills training to adult recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) who were considered able to work.  The goal was
to help families on welfare become self-sufficient and avoid long-
term welfare dependency.  States are obligated to provide education
and training services to eligible AFDC recipients; in turn,  AFDC
recipients are obligated to participate in the JOBS program in order
to become self-sufficient.

Washington began its JOBS program as a voluntary program in
1991.  In 1995, the JOBS program became mandatory.  JOBS
educational and training services, known as components, are
provided by DSHS, ES, and non-profit organizations, known as
third-party contractors.  JOBS components include basic and post-
secondary education, jobs skills training, and work experience.

Analysis
estimates
effective
services

Implemented
in
Washington
in 1991
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JOBS CASELOAD AND EXPENDITURES

In federal fiscal year (FFY) 1995, there were 57,053 JOBS clients
and total expenditures of $44.6  million.  From FFY 1994 to 1995 the
caseload increased by 13 percent, due to an increase in federal
participation requirements, and the expenditures increased by 40
percent, due to an increase in federal, state, and local matching
funds.

Expenditures for the JOBS program are funded from three sources:
the federal award (which is based on AFDC population), state
general funds, and local matching funds (which allow the state to
access more of the federal award than can be matched by state
funds alone).  In FFY 1995, $5.2 million more in federal dollars were
available to the state as a result of the third-party match contracts.

The expenditures of DSHS, ES, and the third-party contractors
increased from FFY 1994 to 1995, and shifted between the three.
DSHS expenditures increased because headquarters assumed the
responsibility of providing technical assistance and policy and
monitoring functions formerly done by ES headquarters, and
because the local Community Service Offices (CSOs) assumed the
responsibility of serving custodial parents under the age of 24 who
have not completed high school.  Also, the third-party contracts
increased because they served more JOBS participants (by referral
from DSHS and ES) than previously.

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

As part of the audit, an analysis of over 25,000 JOBS participants
was conducted.  Client participation and employment data was
tracked for a two-year follow-up period.  The JOBS program had
three modestly positive outcomes for the entire JOBS sample:  1)
the average earnings from employment increased slightly; 2) the
number of clients receiving AFDC decreased; and 3) the average
monthly AFDC grant was reduced.

The three JOBS components estimated to have the greatest impact
on increasing earnings and reducing welfare payments, after a two-
year period, were: job search, on-the-job training, and post-secondary
education (which includes some vocational education).  These

Served over
57,000
clients in
FFY 1995

Three
outcomes
observed
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results were in line with evaluations of the JOBS program in other
states, which suggest that employment-related, rather than
education-related, components may be more effective.  The results
of this analysis were then compared to expenditures for JOBS
components.  Expenditures for these three services were not
commensurate with their effect.  The audit recommends that an
analysis of at least two outcome measures (an increase in earnings
from employment and a reduction in monthly AFDC payments) be
done annually, and the results of the analysis be compared with
program expenditures.  This will give the state feedback on how to
improve its welfare-to-work program, and how to use resources
most efficiently.

The analysis also found that outcomes for clients who spent more
time in AFDC, without participating in the JOBS program, were
not as favorable.  This suggests that welfare clients should be
moved quickly from eligibility, to assessment, to participation in
effective services.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The audit found management issues that could impact program
effectiveness and efficiency.  Specifically, the audit found that: 1)
ES does not have a policy for monitoring JOBS clients; 2) JAS does
not alert caseworkers when action is needed on a case or when a
client�s eligibility status has changed; 3) there is some duplication
of resources in the assessment of clients by DSHS, ES, and the
third-party contractors; and 4) because of a sanctioning process
which is perceived by DSHS, ES, and most third-party contractors
as being too cumbersome and therefore seldom used, clients who do
not participate in the program are not sanctioned when appropriate.

Accordingly, the audit recommends that ES develop a policy and
procedure for monitoring cases; that DSHS and ES create a new,
simplified assessment tool that they could both use and that could
be displayed on the JAS; that further enhancements be made to
JAS; and that DSHS create a new sanctioning policy and procedure.

In FFY 1995, third-party contractors accounted for 20 percent of
total JOBS expenditures.  However, the audit found that there was
no rate structure or uniform outcome measures for each JOBS
component that was provided under contract.  Costs and outcome
measures for specific components varied widely among providers,
and there was no overall evaluation to compare effectiveness of

Expenditures
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commensurate
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services among providers.  The audit recommends DSHS establish
a rate structure for contracted services provided to welfare clients,
standard outcome measures for contracted services that are related
to the statutory goals of the program, and a competitive process for
awarding contracts.

The audit also found that third-party contracts were not adequately
monitored for performance or for compliance with federal and state
laws and regulations.  The audit recommends DSHS establish and
implement a policy to monitor contracts.

The audit found that due to concerns of legality, DSHS and ES do
not match data on welfare-to-work clients in order to measure
outcomes of the JOBS program.  In order to track the relevant
outcome measures it is necessary to match client data from DSHS
(e.g., client characteristics, program participation information,
and AFDC monthly welfare payments) and ES (e.g., earnings from
the Unemployment Insurance wage files), and then analyze the
data.  Because the wage data is provided by employers and is
confidential, DSHS and ES have not shared this data.  The audit
recommends the legislature amend RCW 50.153 so that DSHS and
ES can share and match data on clients to assess the effectiveness
of the program.

AGENCY RESPONSES

Appendix 2 contains responses from the Office of Financial
Management, the Department of Social and Health Services, and
the Employment Security Department.  The agencies generally
concur with the recommendations made in this report.
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Summary

RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1

The Department of  Social and Health  Services should adopt at least two outcome
measures for the JOBS program:  1) increase in earnings from employment, and 2)
reduction in monthly welfare payments.

The department should annually report to the legislature on the effectiveness of the JOBS
program.  The report should include an analysis of administrative records (from the
Department of Social and Health Services and the Employment Security Department) to
determine how effective the program is in meeting these outcomes, and an assessment of
the cost of services relative to their effectiveness.

Implementation Date: December 31, 1997
Fiscal Impact: Some cost for analysis, but a potential for more cost-effective

services.
Legislation Required: No

Recommendation 2

The Employment Security Department should create and use a welfare case monitoring
policy and procedure.

Implementation Date: July 1, 1997
Fiscal Impact: None
Legislation Required: No

Recommendation 3

The Department of Social and Health Services should create and implement a new,
simplified sanctioning policy and procedure for use in the program that will replace JOBS,
and ensure contractors follow the procedure.

Implementation Date: December 31, 1997
Fiscal Impact: Some cost to create, but a potential for saving staff time.
Legislation Required: No
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Recommendation 4

The Department of Social and Health Services and Employment Security Department
should create a new, simplified client assessment tool that can be maintained on the JOBS
Automated System (JAS) or its successor, and make the assessments available to
contractors.

Implementation Date: July 1, 1997
Fiscal Impact: Minimal
Legislation Required: No

Recommendation 5

The Department of Social and Health Services should establish a competitive process for
awarding contracts to third-party contractors for services to welfare clients.  The process
should emphasize services that have been proven effective in the annual analysis of
outcome measures (see Recommendation 1).

Implementation Date: December 31, 1997
Fiscal Impact: Minimal
Legislation Required: No

Recommendation 6

The Department of Social and Health Services should establish a rate structure for services
provided to welfare clients by the Employment Security Department and by contractors,
and establish standard outcome measures for services.  These outcome measures should
be related to statutory goals of the program.

Implementation Date: Plan by December 31, 1997; Rate structure by June 30, 1998
Fiscal Impact: Minimal
Legislation Required: No

Recommendation 7

The Department of Social and Health Services should establish and implement a policy to
monitor contracts for performance and for compliance with federal and state laws and
regulations.

Implementation Date: July 1, 1997
Fiscal Impact: Minimal
Legislation Required: No
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Recommendation 8

The legislature should amend RCW 50.153 so the Department of Social and Health
Services and the Employment Security Department can share and match employment and
welfare data on clients to assess the effectiveness of the JOBS program, or its successor.

Implementation Date: 1997 Legislative Session
Fiscal Impact: $2,500 per year (computer time), but potential for more cost-

effective program.
Legislation Required: Yes

Recommendation 9

The Department of Social and Health Services should add three features to the JOBS
Automated System (JAS), or its successor, to facilitate monitoring JOBS clients:

• Create an alert to show the automatic link between the JOBS Automated System
(JAS) and the Automated Client Eligibility System (ACES), so that caseworkers
may know the current eligibility status of the clients.

• Create an alert to notify a caseworker that an action is needed, either by the
caseworker or by the client.

• Create a default that will not allow a component (except for certain specific
components, such as job search or work activities) to be assigned to a client before
the client�s assessment and employability plan are completed and recorded as
completed.

Implementation Date: December 31, 1997
Fiscal Impact: Some (programming time)
Legislation Required: No
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BACKGROUND, OVERVIEW, AND APPROACH OF
THE PERFORMANCE AUDIT

T

Chapter One

he Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program
(JOBS), adopted by Congress in 1988, is the current education and
training program for �able to work� recipients of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC).  The purpose of the JOBS
program is to provide education and training to AFDC recipients so
that they may become self-sufficient and avoid long-term welfare
dependency.  JOBS began in Washington in 1991.  This performance
audit provides an analysis of two outcome measures to assess
program effectiveness, the caseload and expenditures since 1994,
and a review of current operations.

BACKGROUND/OVERVIEW OF
PROGRAM

Mandate for Performance Audit

Under ESSB 6251, the Supplemental Appropriations Act, the 1996
Legislature mandated a performance audit of the effectiveness and
costs of Washington�s JOBS program since 1994.

What is JOBS?

JOBS is the current welfare-to-work program (Title II of the
Family Support Act of 1988), enacted by Congress as part of an
effort to reform AFDC.  The JOBS program was designed to provide
education and job skills to those AFDC recipients considered �able
to work,� or likely to become long-term AFDC dependents, so they
could obtain employment and leave welfare.  The federal legislation

Program
provides
education
and training
for welfare
recipients
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also obligated certain AFDC recipients to participate in the education
and training program or face a reduction in their monthly AFDC
grant.

In Washington State, the JOBS program is administered by the
Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) and is funded by
federal, state, and other funds (generally local funds).  This
performance audit focuses upon the JOBS program in Washington
State since 1994.

In federal fiscal year (FFY) 1995, the JOBS program had 57,053
clients and total expenditures of $44,606,982.

Federal Legislative Intent

The goal of the JOBS legislation passed in 1988 is to help AFDC
recipients become employed, self-sufficient, and leave welfare.
JOBS is directed at AFDC recipients considered �able to work� and
four AFDC target populations considered most likely to become
long-term recipients.  An AFDC recipient whose youngest child is
at least three years old, and who is neither disabled nor caring for
a disabled family member, is considered able to work.  The four
target populations are:

• Applicants or recipients who have received AFDC for 36 of the
past 60 months;

• Custodial parents under 24 years of age who have little or no
work experience;

• Custodial parents under 24 years of age who have not completed
high school and are not currently in school; and

• Members of families whose youngest child is within two years
of being ineligible to receive AFDC.

Congress gave the states flexibility in designing their own JOBS
Program, but  directed the states to spend at least 55 percent of the
total federal and state JOBS funds on education and job skills
training.  Congress set participation rates for these target
populations; however, it did not establish program effectiveness

Goal of
JOBS is for
clients to
leave
welfare
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measures, as it did for the Job Training and Partnership Act (JTPA)
of 1982.  Instead, Congress directed the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) to propose outcome measures for the
Program.  To date, HHS has not proposed them.1

JOBS legislation established a new social contract stipulating that
federal and state governments were obligated to provide education
and training services to eligible AFDC recipients.  In turn, eligible
AFDC recipients were obligated to participate in the JOBS services
in order to become self-sufficient.  JOBS and other titles of the
Family Support Act of 1988 were intended to change the character
of AFDC by establishing the responsibilities and obligations of the
federal government, the states, and the participants.

JOBS Implementation Legislation in Washington

Washington State passed its JOBS legislation in 1991 (RCW 74.25)
and gave DSHS sole responsibility for operating a voluntary
program with the expressed legislative intent of economic self-
sufficiency through employment.  The following statements in the
legislation make this clear:

The Legislature establishes as state policy the goal
of economic self-sufficiency for employable recipients
of public assistance, through employment, training,
and education.

and

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
Program is specifically directed at increasing the
labor force participation and household earnings of
Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent Children
recipients . . .

1 Instead, HHS only required states to report participation  rates.  JTPA
legislation included outcome measures (such as reduction in welfare use,
increase in earnings from employment, and job retention) when the legislation
was enacted.  The discussion of outcome measurements is a key topic of the
GAO report, Welfare to Work:  Measuring Outcomes for JOBS Participants,
April 1995.

Performance
measures
are missing
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Other Legislation That Affected JOBS in
Washington

The legislature made two changes related to public assistance that
affected the JOBS program.  The first change was made in 1993 and
the second in 1994.  Both pieces of legislation emphasized the
temporary nature of public assistance and the goal of employment
for JOBS participants.

In 1993, the legislature passed ESHB 1197, Public Assistance�
Incentives to Work or Complete Schooling.  The legislation instructed
DSHS to divide the AFDC population into groups based on their
need for services and to match services to the needs of each group.
In the intent section of ESHB 1197, the legislature said, �Public
assistance is intended to be a temporary financial relief program .
. .� and that �. . . employment, training, and education services . .
. are effective tools in achieving economic self-sufficiency.�

The legislation stipulated that first priority of service would go to
individuals volunteering for services.  It also authorized DSHS to
contract with public and private agencies and other public service
organizations.

In 1994, the legislature passed E2SHB 2798, Welfare System
Reform.2   The legislation instructed DSHS to reduce AFDC grants
(by 10 percent per year) to families that had received welfare for
four years, and to emphasize the expectation that  AFDC recipients
will enter employment.  In Section I, the legislation stated, �. . .
inadequate emphasis on employment by the social welfare system
was an obstacle to achieving economic independence.�  The intent
of the legislature also states: �Income and employment assistance
programs emphasize the temporary nature of welfare and set goals
of responsibility, work, and independence.�

Changes in JOBS Made by DSHS

The JOBS program changed again in 1995.  HHS asserted that
Washington State was not meeting the federal participation
requirements for two-parent family (AFDC-E) participation under

2 Because the legislation reduced monthly grants, a waiver from HHS was
necessary, and the waiver was granted in 1995.

AFDC
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its voluntary program.  HHS threatened to sanction Washington
and suggested that DSHS follow the federal intent of a mandatory
program.  As a result, in July 1995, DSHS declared the JOBS
program mandatory for two-parent family recipients.  In October,
the JOBS program was declared mandatory for eligible single-
parent family (AFDC-R) recipients.

Also in October 1995, DSHS determined that all new JOBS
participants would be assigned to one of four groups, known as
�pathways.�  The purpose of these pathways was to provide
appropriate and cost-effective services to JOBS participants so
they could move from welfare to work.

Legal Decision That Affected the JOBS Program

A case was brought to the Thurston County Superior Court by the
Washington Federation of State Employees, who claimed DSHS
was �contracting out� services.  The services could be, and historically
had been, provided by employees of the Employment Security
Department (ES); therefore, DSHS was in violation of civil service
law.  On May 28, 1996, Judge McPhee granted an injunction
prohibiting DSHS from contracting with the Oberg Personnel
Agency, a private, for-profit employment placement agency.
Consequently, the �job search� service to JOBS participants is
contracted to ES.

AUDIT SCOPE AND APPROACH

The scope and objectives of this study (see Appendix 1) are
consistent with the mandate in ESSB 6251.  There are three
general areas addressed by this performance audit:

• Outcome measures used to determine JOBS program
effectiveness

• JOBS caseload and expenditures since 1994

• JOBS program management

Participation
is now
mandatory
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Outcome Measures Used to Determine JOBS Program
Effectiveness

The audit team analyzed two outcome measures to determine
JOBS program effectiveness.  The measures follow directly from
federal and state legislative intent for the JOBS program.  These
two outcome measures have also been used in the evaluation of
JOBS programs in other states.3   The two measures are:

• Increase in earnings (as measured by JOBS participants�
quarterly earnings from employment); and

• Reduction in welfare grants (as measured by JOBS
participants� monthly welfare grants).

The audit team obtained administrative data from DSHS on over
25,000 JOBS participants who were in the JOBS program in
October, November, and December of 1993.  We tracked these
clients through December 1995.4   We also obtained the quarterly
earnings records from ES on these same JOBS participants through
March 1996 (a two-year follow-up period).  The results of the
analysis of the outcome measures is shown in Chapter 3.

Field Interviews to Understand the Current JOBS
Program

In order to understand the current operation of the JOBS program,
in light of the program changes made in October 1995, the audit
team conducted 67 structured interviews in the six DSHS regions.
We interviewed DSHS Regional Administrators and ES Regional

3 GAIN:  Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts of a Welfare-to-Work
Program. Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. New York,
September 1994, and Florida�s Project Independence:  Benefits, Costs, and
Two-Year Impacts of Florida�s JOBS Program.  Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation. New York, April 1995.  Also see, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of Education.  The Jobs
Evaluation:  Early Findings on Program Impacts in Three Sites.  MDRC:
Washington D.C., 1995.
4 We obtained their educational level and recent work experience, the number
of children and the age of the youngest child, the JOBS education and training
service they were assigned, the type of provider of the service, the area of the
state in which they lived, and the amount of their monthly AFDC grant.

Appropriate
performance
outcome
measures
needed
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Directors, and/or their JOBS coordinators.  We also interviewed
staff in the Community Services Offices (CSOs),  the Job Service
Centers, and from the third-party contractors.

JOBS Program Caseload and Expenditures

DSHS and ES provided JOBS expenditure data.  The expenditures
and categories were discussed in meetings with staff from DSHS,
ES, the Office of Financial Management (OFM), legislative fiscal
committee, and the audit team.  Details of expenditures, by agency
and by component, are shown in Chapter 2.

JLARC Legislative Subcommittee

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee (JLARC)
appointed a legislative subcommittee, comprised of two members
of the JLARC Executive Committee and two members each from
the House and Senate who had extensive knowledge of welfare in
Washington.  Caucus staff and staff from legislative fiscal and
policy committees also attended.  The audit team met with the
subcommittee, at the beginning of the study, to discuss the scope
and objectives of the study and to learn areas of interest and
concern to the legislature.  They met again with the subcommittee,
at the end of the study, to discuss findings.

Other States� JOBS Experience

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy reviewed the
JOBS program in eight other states.  That state-by-state review is
published under a separate cover and is being distributed by the
Institute.5

5 Thomas Karier, Job Opportunities and Basic Skills:  Perspectives From Eight
States. Olympia, Washington State Institute for Public Policy, October 1996.
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PROGRAM CASELOAD, EXPENDITURES,
AND OPERATIONS

T

Chapter Two

he JOBS program is managed by DSHS.  JOBS offers
education and training services to AFDC recipients, and the
services are provided by DSHS, ES, and third-party contractors.  In
federal fiscal year (FFY) 1995 the JOBS program had 57,053
participants and a total budget of $44,606,982.  This was a 13
percent increase in caseload and a 40 percent increase in total
expenditures from FFY 1994.  In both FFY 1994 and FFY 1995,
most of the expenditures were in five categories.  The first four
categories were JOBS service components (assessment/employabil-
ity plan, job readiness, basic education, and post-secondary educa-
tion activities).  The fifth category was client services.  These
services (e.g., reimbursement for transportation, tools, and uni-
forms) are used to help a client complete an education or training
component.  Child care is also provided, but is not part of the JOBS
budget.1

THE JOBS CASELOAD AND
EXPENDITURES INCREASED SINCE
FFY 1994

From FFY 1994 to FFY 1995, the number of JOBS participants
increased by almost 13 percent, while the AFDC caseload decreased
slightly.

1 Child care is part of the AFDC budget.
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Exhibit 1
Increase in JOBS Caseload

Federal Fiscal
Year

JOBS
Participants

AFDC Monthly
Caseload

Percentage of
AFDC Caseload

1994 50,640 104,780 48%
1995 57,053 102,999 55%

The larger number of JOBS participants may be attributed to
increased federal, state, and other funding; federal participation
requirements; and the emphasis on requiring two-parent (AFDC-E)
households to participate.

Total JOBS Program Expenditures

The total JOBS expenditures for FFY 1995 is $44,606,982, an
increase of 42 percent from FFY 1994.  JOBS expenditures are in
addition to the AFDC welfare payments to families but they do not
include child care.  Exhibit 2 summarizes the total federal JOBS
award available, the actual federal expenditures, and the state and
local fund expenditures from FFY 1991 through 1995.
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Exhibit 2
JOBS Program Expenditures, FFY 1991 - 1995
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Third-Party Matching Funds Increased From FFY
1994 to FFY 1995

As shown below in Exhibit 3, total expenditures for the JOBS
program from each revenue source increased from FFY 1994 to FFY
1995.  State general fund dollars increased by $3.2 million.  Within
the increase, however, federal and state funds (as a percentage of the
total expenditures) decreased slightly.  The local matching funds
doubled from 4 percent to 8 percent due to the increased use of third-
party match contractors.  Exhibit 3 shows how the addition of third-
party matching funds affected the mix of total program expendi-
tures for FFY 1994 and FFY 1995.

By using matching funds from the third-party match contracts to
access (�draw down�) federal funds, Washington received more of the
federal award than it otherwise could have matched by the state
general fund dollars alone.  As a result of third-party match con-
tracts, Washington received $2,058,686 more in federal funds in
FFY 1994 and $5,209,266 more in FFY 1995.

Exhibit 3
JOBS Expenditures by Funding Source,

FFY 1994 and 1995
(Dollars in millions)

Shift in State Agency Expenditures

As shown below in Exhibit 4, the actual dollar expenditures by
DSHS and ES increased from FFY 1994 to FFY 1995, and the

Local funds
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percentage of the total funds spent by each agency shifted.  The
percentage spent by DSHS rose from 23 to 30 percent of the total,
while the percentage spent by ES fell from 66 to 50 percent of the
total.  This shift in spending can be explained by DSHS headquar-
ters assuming responsibility for the technical assistance, training,
policy development, and monitoring functions that were formerly
done at ES.  Also DSHS assumed responsibility for serving custo-
dial parents under 24 years of age without a diploma.  The increase
in  ES expenditures was due to ES contracting for job development
and for serving two-parent cases.

Exhibit 4
JOBS Expenditures by Agency, FFY 1994 and 1995

(Dollars in millions)

Exhibit 5 shows how the two state agencies spent their share of
JOBS funds.  The field client services and support category includes
salaries, benefits, and related overhead for all local office and
regional staff that provide JOBS program services.  Headquarters
support includes salaries, benefits, and related overhead for all
headquarters staff that support the JOBS program.  It also includes
costs associated with the use of JAS and the JOBS Financial System
(JFS) as well as data processing.  Client supportive services include
the cost of services to clients or to vendors in support of a JOBS
component.  DSHS expenditures are reported in FFY 1995 and ES
expenditures are reported in state fiscal year (SFY) 1995.

Shift in
agency
responsibility
and
expenditures
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Exhibit 5
Agency Expenditures for JOBS in 1995

(Dollars in Millions)

CATEGORY
DSHS     

(FFY 1995) PERCENT
ES       

(SFY 1995) PERCENT

Headquarters Support $2.4 18% $3.1 14%
Field Client Services and Support $10.6 78% $12.4 55%
Client Supportive Services $0.5 4% $6.9 31%

TOTAL $13.5 100% $22.4 100%

FTEs Increased in DSHS and ES

FTEs in DSHS and ES assigned to JOBS increased by approxi-
mately 25 percent from FFY 1994 to 1995 (DSHS) and SFY 1994
to 1995 (ES).  FTEs in DSHS increased by 51 percent while FTEs
in ES increased by 13 percent.  There were 16 new FTEs in DSHS
and the other existing FTEs were reassigned.  See Exhibit 6 below.

Exhibit 6
Increase in FTEs

Agency 1994 1995 % Increase
DSHS (FFY) 118 178 51%
ES (SFY) 261 296 13%
TOTAL 379 474 25%

Most JOBS Program Expenditures Were in Five
Categories

In FFY 1995 over 70 percent of JOBS program expenditures were
made in these five categories:

1. Assessment/employability plan (16%)
2. Job readiness activities (21%)
3. Basic education (16%)
4. Post-secondary education (5%)
5. Client supportive services (15%)
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The costs for the four direct service components (numbers 1-4
above) reflect DSHS or ES staff costs.  Although client supportive
services is not considered a direct component, much of the costs for
education activities (e.g., reimbursement for tuition and books) are
paid under client supportive services.

Exhibit 7 below shows JOBS expenditures for all components and
other costs in FFY 1994 and 1995.  For some components, expendi-
tures may have been made from other sources (e.g., post-secondary
education tuition may have been paid through Pell grants).

Exhibit 7
JOBS Expenditures by Category, FFY 1994 and 1995

CATEGORY FFY 1994 PERCENT FFY 1995 PERCENT

Direct Service Components

Assessment/Employbility Plan $6,480,787 20% $7,147,875 16%
Job Readiness Activities $4,143,732 13% $9,576,987 21%
Education Activities 
     Basic Education Activities $3,673,901 12% $7,194,523 16%
     Post Secondary Activities $2,946,153 9% $2,323,440 5%
Job Search $1,863,336 6% $2,842,115 6%
Job Skills Training $1,631,783 5% $1,938,650 4%
Self-Initiated Education Activities $742,815 2% $691,139 2%
Other Approved Program Activities (WEX) $619,254 2% $2,125,008 5%
Self-Initiated Training Activities $374,740 1% $443,336 1%
Job Development & Placement $291,794 1% $526,427 1%
On-the-Job Training $236,621 1% $483,795 1%
Community Work Experience (CWEP) $135,207 0% $56,022 0%
Work Supplementation (EPP) $521 0% $73,069 0%

SUB-TOTAL $23,140,644 72% $35,422,386 79%

Other Related Costs

Supportive Services (Program Costs Only) $6,868,552 22% $6,852,489 15%
Other Non-Component IV-F Costs $1,912,558 6% $2,332,107 5%

TOTAL $31,921,754 100% $44,606,982 100%

Exhibit 8 shows the components to which clients were assigned in
FFY 1995.
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Exhibit 8
Clients by Components, FFY 1995

COMPONENT DSHS ES TOTAL PERCENT

Assessment/Employability Plan (inc. hold. & wait.) 15,692    36,382   52,074      46%
Job readiness 6,101      5,593     11,694      10%
Education Activities 
     Basic Education 7,549      6,133     13,682      12%
     Post Secondary 375        6,475     6,850        6%
Job Search 1,905      9,088     10,993      10%
Job Skills Training 583        4,263     4,846        4%
Self-Initiated Education 281        2,959     3,240        3%
Work Experience (WEX) 407        1,522     1,929        2%
Self-Initiated Training 112        1,440     1,552        1%
Job Development & Placement 380        2,622     3,002        3%
On-the-Job Training 164        518        682           1%
Community Work Experience (CWEP) 2            86          88             0%
Work Supplementation (EPP) 12          26          38             0%
Other (inc. case management, conciliation) 1,046      35          1,859        2%

TOTAL 34,609    77,142    112,529    100%

Note:  A client may have been assigned to more than one component;
therefore, the total number of individuals shown above (112,529) is larger
than the FFY 1995 caseload (57,053).
Source:  DSHS (from JAS report).

HOW THE PROGRAM OPERATES

This section describes how the JOBS program operated in the
summer of 1996.  This was after DSHS declared the program
mandatory in 19952  and after responsibility for issuing contracts
was transferred from DSHS headquarters to the six regions.  Some
of these features may change when the new federal welfare reform
begins July 1, 1997.

How AFDC Recipients Enter the JOBS Program

Potential JOBS participants are identified by a DSHS financial
eligibility worker in a local CSO at two points:  1) at the time of the
initial application for AFDC, or 2) at a six-month review of their
AFDC case.  The financial eligibility worker identifies persons who
are considered �able to work.�

2 During the period of October 1993 through December 1995 (the period covered by
our analysis of administrative data) the JOBS Program was voluntary.
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Each JOBS Participant is Assigned to a �Pathway,�
and a State Agency

An eligible JOBS participant is assigned to one of the four path-
ways, created by DSHS in 1995, to target services deemed most
appropriate and cost-effective, given a participant�s characteris-
tics.  The pathways and the two state agencies that provide services
are:

Pathway Characteristics Served by

1 Job ready ES
2 Custodial parents under 24 years of age

without diploma DSHS
3 Employable, but needs training ES
4 Not job ready, disabled, potential SSI referral DSHS

The JOBS  staff of DSHS and ES are generally co-located within
the same local CSO.

Client Data is Entered on the JOBS Automated
System (JAS)

Once the DSHS or ES caseworker meets with the client, the client is
assigned an identification number in JAS.  The caseworker then
conducts an assessment and develops the employability plan.  After
the assessment and the employability plan have been done, the
JOBS participant is assigned to a JOBS service, known as a
�component.�  The assessment, employability plan, and each JOBS
component assigned to a client is recorded in JAS.

Exhibit 9, the JOBS Program Flow Chart, describes the process.
Chapter 3 discusses our findings regarding which components are
estimated to have the greatest effect upon an increase in earnings
and a reduction in welfare payments.



Chapter Two: Program Caseload, Expenditures, and OperationsPage 18

Exhibit 9
JOBS Program Flow Chart

Source:  JLARC analysis of DSHS and ES process.

Education and Training Services

The JOBS participant may receive an education and training
component through DSHS or ES; or, the participant may be
referred to a school, community college, four-year college, or a

Financ ia l  E l ig ib i l i t y  Worker :

l D etermines a  c l ien t  i s  e l ig ib le
      fo r  JOBS Program.

DSHS ES

D S H S  S o c i a l  W o r k e r

l    Does  an  o r ien ta t ion ,
       assessment ,  and  an
       emp loyment  p lan .

l    De te rmines  wh ich  JOBS
       educa t ion  and  t ra in ing
       component (s)  c l ien t  w i l l  be
       ass igned  and  may  re fe r  to
       a  schoo l ,  a  co l lege,  o r  a
       cont rac tor  fo r  serv ice .

l    De te rmines  wh ich  C l ien t
       Suppor t  Serv ices wi l l  be
       p rov ided.

l    Determines i f  c l ient  wi l l  be
       p rov ided  ch i ld  ca re  and
       au thor izes  payments .

Con t rac to r s :

l   Rece ives  c l i en ts  and
      p rov ides  serv ices .

l Ident i f ies  potent ia l
      c l ien ts  and sends
      c l ients  to  DSHS or
      ES to  obta in  a
      fo rmal  re fer ra l  so
      serv ices wi l l  be
      re imbursed.

l    Comp le tes  o r
       te rminates  serv ices .

Third Party
Contractors

ES Job Serv ice  Spec ia l i s t :

l Does  an  o r i en ta t i on ,
      assessmen t ,  and  an
      emp loyment  p lan .

l    De te rmines  wh ich  JOBS
       educa t ion  and  t ra in ing
       component (s)  c l ien t  w i l l  be
       ass igned  and  may  re fe r  to
       a  schoo l ,  a  co l lege,   o r  a
       cont rac tor  fo r  serv ice .

l    De te rmines  wh ich  C l ien t
       Suppor t  Serv ices wi l l  be
       p rov ided.

l    Determines i f  c l ient  wi l l  be
       p rov ided  ch i ld  ca re  and
       re fers  to  DSHS to
       au thor ize  payments .

Client Enters
DSHS

If ready to  work  o r
needs  t ra in ing ,
c l ien t  goes  to

If not  ready  to  work  o r
a  pa ren t i ng  t een ,

c l ien t  s tays  a t

P o s s i b l e  O u t c o m e s

JOBS Cl ien t :

l    S tays  in  JOBS and is
       no t  employed.
        
l    Becomes  emp loyed  bu t
       cont inues in  JOBS.

l B e c o m e s  e m p l o y e d
       and  leaves  JOBS.

l Leave  JOBS fo r  o the r
       reasons.
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local nonprofit organization,  known as a �third-party match
contractor.�3   Washington State provides the following components:

Exhibit 10
JOBS Education and Training Components

Each of the education and training components listed in Exhibit 10
are recorded in JAS.  It also records �holding� and �waiting�7  and
the three sanction-related components (�good cause�, �conciliation�,
and �sanction�).  JAS can be used to record case notes (e.g., if a client
is a victim of abuse).  Both DSHS and ES caseworkers have access
to JAS in their offices, but third-party match contractors do not.
(This is discussed in Chapter 4.)

3 Because these local nonprofit organizations use local, foundation, or other
various funds to match federal funds, they are known as �third-party match
contractors.�  A few contractors are not �match� contractors and are not
included in our review of contracting issues in this audit.
4 Two-and four-year college may be initiated by the participant prior to involvement
in the JOBS program.  JOBS will pay for the participant�s supportive services, but
will not cover direct component costs.
5 Job skills training also may be initiated before the participant�s involvement in
the JOBS program. Again, JOBS will pay for the participant�s supportive services,
but will not cover tuition or other direct component costs.
6 CWEP is a community work assignment for which the client works, at minimum
wage, a number of hours that is equivalent to the monthly AFDC grant.  The work
is not voluntary and the client is not paid.  CWEP was not provided after October
1995.  In contrast, WEX is voluntary and can be up to 40 hours per week.
7 Holding is used to show an interruption such as a break between school semesters.
Waiting is used to record a participant as active but waiting to begin a new
component in the near future (i.e., the next job readiness class might not begin
for several weeks).

Federally-Required: Washington Also Provides:

Education Activities
 Basic education
  Adult Basic Education (ABE)
  English as a Second Language (ESL)
  General Equivalency Diploma (GED)
  High School Completion
 Post-Secondary Education4

  Two-year college
  Four-year college

Job Skills Training5

Job Readiness Activities

Job Development/Placement

Community Work Experience or
Other Work Experience
Community Work Experience (CWEP)6

Work Experience (WEX)

On-the-Job Training

Job Search
Initial
Secondary
Extended

Work Supplementation
Employment Partnership Program (EPP)
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Client Services

The JOBS participant also may receive client supportive services,
work-related services, and child care.  Supportive and work-related
services include reimbursement for such expenses as public trans-
portation, mileage, car repairs, clothing, uniforms, and tools.
These services are part of the JOBS expenditures.  Child care is
managed exclusively by DSHS and is a separate program with its
own funding.

Mandatory Participation and Sanctions

If a mandatory JOBS participant does not participate, either by
failing or refusing to participate in the program, the recipient may
be �sanctioned.�  A three-stage sanction process was established in
1995.8   This is discussed further in Chapter 4.

No Dollar or Time Limit on JOBS Services

DSHS has set specific dollar limits for certain supportive services
and one-time work related expenses.  However, there is no estab-
lished limit on total client  expenditures per JOBS participant.9

Unlike the five-year time limit under the new federal welfare
reform, there is no time limit for how long a client may participate
in the JOBS program.

8 The sanctioning process is specified in WAC 388-300-340.  First, a DSHS social
worker must determine if the JOBS participant had a reason for not participating.
This is known as a good cause.  (Only DSHS staff can determine �good cause.�)
Second, if there is no good cause for not participating, the JOBS participant and the
agency or contractor serving the JOBS participant begin the service again.  This
is known as conciliation.  Third, if the JOBS participant does not have a good cause,
or if the participant failed to participate under the conciliation, the actual sanction
of cutting the grant  may be imposed.
9 A limit of $4,500 did exist in WAC 388-47-115 until 1995. DSHS removed the
agency-imposed limit, which was held over from the Family Independence Program
(FIP), when staff found they made exceptions to the limit for high-cost components
such as on-the-job training.

Program
and service
character-
istics
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JOBS PROGRAM AND CONTRACT
MANAGEMENT

As the state�s Title IV-A agency, DSHS is solely responsible for the
administration of the AFDC and JOBS programs.  All clients who
participate in the JOBS program receive AFDC, but not all AFDC
clients are eligible for JOBS.  The Division of Employment and
Social Services (DESS) administers the JOBS program.  However,
the JOBS administration is separate from the AFDC administra-
tion.  (Chapter 4 discusses contract management.)

Managing JOBS Participants� Activities

An individual JOBS client�s participation is monitored by either a
DSHS or an ES caseworker.  The caseworker is supervised by either
the DSHS or ES JOBS supervisor, who is generally located in the
same CSO but may be in another office.   A client whose JOBS case
is managed by ES may also receive child care payments and food
stamps from DSHS.

Managing Contracts

DSHS provides direct services to those clients who are assigned a
pathway served by DSHS, but DSHS also contracts with both ES
and third-party contractors to provide services to clients.  In 1995,
almost the entire contracting process (e.g., determining the need for
client services, negotiation of fees for services, contracting, and
monitoring contract performance) was transferred from DSHS head-
quarters to the six DSHS regional administrators.  The DSHS
regional administrators sign contracts with ES regional directors
and with third-party contractors.

DSHS headquarters also signs a �headquarters contract� with ES.
The contract primarily includes statewide JAS and JFS support.
DSHS headquarters retains responsibility for JOBS contracting
policy, technical assistance, and monitoring contracts for compli-
ance with laws and regulations.

Oversight



Overview

PROGRAM OUTCOMES

T

Chapter Three

his examination of the effectiveness of the JOBS program
is based upon an analysis of administrative records from DSHS and
ES, and was conducted by Greg Weeks, Ph.D., consultant to JLARC
on this project.  The analysis was based upon a sample of more than
25,000 adults, all of whom were in the JOBS program in 1993,
before it became mandatory in 1995.

The analysis found that there were positive outcomes for the JOBS
program, that JOBS clients who worked had better long-term
outcomes than those who did not, that some JOBS components
produced statistically significant increases in earnings and
reductions in welfare after a one-year and a two-year follow-up,
and that certain personal and program characteristics affected
outcomes.  The three JOBS components that were estimated to
produce the greatest long-term effects for JOBS participants were:
on-the-job training, job search and post-secondary education.
However, JOBS expenditures for these three components were
relatively small (see Exhibit 6 in Chapter 2).

OUTCOME MEASURES AND
ADMINISTRATIVE DATA USED IN THIS
ANALYSIS

This performance audit describes the estimated effects of the
program upon JOBS participants as it operated from 1993 to 1995.
Ideally, an evaluation of a program�s effectiveness would use an
experimental design, that is, a random assignment of clients to a

Report
analyzes
effectiveness
of JOBS
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treatment group that receives the program service, and to a control
group that does not.  A net impact analysis of this type was not
expected from the mandate for this performance audit.  Also, a post-
program comparison study that compared JOBS clients to AFDC
clients not participating in JOBS could not be done here because
data crucial to such a comparison (such as the educational level of
AFDC recipients not participating in the JOBS program) was not
collected.  (Appendix 3 describes the methodology for the analysis.)

Data on over 25,000 JOBS participants in 1993 was analyzed to
estimate the effectiveness of the JOBS program using the following
two performance outcome measures:

• Increases in earnings (as measured by earnings recorded in
the Unemployment Insurance wage files)

• Reductions in welfare (as measured by monthly AFDC
grants)

These two outcome measures follow the intent of the federal and
state legislation related to the JOBS program, and they have been
used in evaluations of JOBS programs in other states.  For
example, these two measures were used by Manpower Development
Research Corporation (MDRC) in its evaluations of the JOBS
programs in California and Florida; by Mathematica Policy Research
in its evaluation of the Minority Female Single Parent
Demonstration Program; and by MDRC in the evaluation of JOBS
programs in Riverside, Atlanta, and Grand Rapids.1

To use the two outcome measures in the analysis, the audit team
obtained DSHS administrative records on over 25,000 JOBS
participants who were in the JOBS program in October, November,

1 GAIN:  Benefits, Costs, and Three-Year Impacts of a Welfare-to-Work
Program.  Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation.  New York,
September 1994.  Florida�s Project Independence:  Benefits, Costs, and Two-
Year Impacts of Florida�s JOBS Program.  Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation.  New York, April 1995.  John Burghardt and Anne Gordon, More
Jobs and Higher Pay:  How and Integrated Program Compares with Traditional
Programs, The Rockefeller Foundation.  New York, 1990.  The JOBS Evaluation:
Early Findings on Program Impacts in Three Sites, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services and U.S. Department of Education. Washington, D.C.,
September 1995.

Two outcome
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and December 1993, and then followed their JOBS participation
and welfare use through December 1995.  This population formed
the JOBS sample for this analysis.2   (The sample design is shown
in Exhibit 22 in Appendix 3.)

This DSHS administrative data was then matched with earning
records of the Unemployment Insurance (UI) wage files at ES.
Earnings were tracked through March 1996.  This provided a two-
year follow-up of the two program outcomes.

THREE POSITIVE TRENDS IN JOBS
PROGRAM OUTCOMES

This analysis of the JOBS sample found three positive trends in the
JOBS program outcomes during the two-year (eight quarter)
follow-up period.  These trends are for the entire sample who left
JOBS during the analysis period�including those JOBS clients
who did not work and did not have reported earnings.  The trends
during the two-year follow-up period, from the first to the eighth
quarter after clients left JOBS, were:

• There was a slight increase in average earnings from
employment ($372 to $448 per month).

• The portion receiving welfare declined (51 to 20 percent).

• The average AFDC grant was reduced ($265 to $109 per
month).

These positive trends need to be considered in light of previous
research on JOBS programs in other states and public assistance
clients in Washington State.  First, the JOBS program can be
expected to produce a positive but modest impact.  MDRC reported
both an increase in earnings and a reduction in welfare payments
in California�s GAIN program and in Florida�s Project Independence.
In a study of three JOBS sites (Riverside, Atlanta, and Grand

2 Data from several DSHS sources were used:  personal characteristics of JOBS
participants from both the Interactive Terminal Input System (ITIS) and JAS,
program participation information from JAS, and AFDC grant amounts
through the monthly warrant roll.
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Rapids), MDRC found that programs that use job search, followed
by job skills training to promote rapid job entry, can produce
reductions in welfare and increases in earnings.3

Second, there was a consistent portion of JOBS recipients employed
(between 41 and 45 percent) during the period 1993 to 1995.  This
is almost an identical portion of employment by women on public
assistance in 1988 as reported  in Washington�s Family Income
Study.4   Because their employment was several years before JOBS
was implemented in Washington, the JOBS program may not have
increased the portion of welfare recipients who would have become
employed anyway.  We cannot be certain of this, however, because
this analysis was not based upon an experimental research design.

Third, the unemployment rate was decreasing during the study
period.  The state unemployment rate (non-agricultural) was 7.5
percent in 1993 and 6.4 percent in both 1994 and 1995.5

Fourth, an increase in earnings and a reduction in welfare use may
be expected over time.  The Family Income Study also found that
welfare clients increased their earnings and reduced their welfare
use over time.

IMPACTS OVER TIME

Exhibit 11 shows the changes by quarter for the entire JOBS
sample, including those who worked and those who did not.  The
chart shows a slight increase in earnings and a reduction in welfare
payments over the two-year period.  Of the entire JOBS sample, 20
percent still received AFDC after two years.

3 The JOBS Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and
U.S. Department of Education, Executive Summary, page 9, September 1995.
This study compared an employment-focused approach to an education-
focused approach.
4 The Washington State Family Income Study, a five-year longitudinal study,
was conducted by the Washington State Institute for Public Policy and based
on a sample of AFDC recipients drawn in March 1988.
5 Labor Market and Economic Analysis branch of ES, by telephone, October
18, 1996.
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Exhibit 11
Average Monthly Earnings Increased and Welfare

Decreased for the Entire JOBS Sample
 in a Two-Year Follow-Up

Follow-up
Quarter

Percent With
Earnings

Mean
Earnings

(per month)

Percent Who
Received

AFDC Grant

Monthly
Average AFDC

Grant)

First 43% $372 51% $265

Second 45% $415 41% $217

Third 45% $431 36% $188

Fourth (1 year) 45% $447 32% $168

Fifth 44% $456 28% $149

Sixth 43% $458 25% $133

Seventh 43% $457 23% $125

Eighth (2 Years) 41% $448 20% $109

Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.
NOTE:  The earnings and AFDC payments are shown in actual, not constant
dollars.  The inflation rate during this 24-month period was 6.4 percent.

JOBS PARTICIPANTS WHO WORKED
HAD BETTER OUTCOMES

When we examined the results of only those JOBS participants who
did work (41 to 45 percent of the entire sample), we found the
outcomes were better over a two-year follow-up than for the total
sample.  This suggests that a welfare-to-work program that
emphasizes work, in addition to training and education, can have
beneficial effects for the client�s family (through increased income),
and for the taxpayers (through welfare reductions).  The outcomes
for only those JOBS clients who worked, from the first to the eighth
quarter after clients left JOBS, were:

• Median earnings increased ($794 to $981 per month).

• Portion receiving welfare declined (30  to 8.5 percent).

Twenty
percent still
received
AFDC two
years after
leaving
JOBS
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• Average amount of monthly AFDC grant decreased ($138  to
$41 per month).

Exhibit 12 shows the changes by quarter for that portion of the
JOBS sample who worked.  After two years, only 8.5 percent of
those who worked remained on AFDC, in contrast to 20 percent of
the entire sample.

Exhibit 12
Average Monthly Earnings Increased and Welfare

Decreased More for Those Who Worked in the JOBS
Sample in a Two-Year Follow-Up

Follow- up
Quarter

Median
Earnings

(per month)

Percent Who
Received

AFDC Grant

Monthly
Average AFDC

Grant

First $794 30.1% $138

Second $863 20.1% $92

Third $890 16.4% $75

Fourth (1 year) $923 14.5% $67

Fifth $974 12.1% $55

Sixth $970 11.1% $52

Seventh $993 10.7% $52

Eighth (2 years) $981 8.5% $41

Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data
NOTE:  The earnings and AFDC payments are shown in actual, not constant,
dollars.  The inflation rate during this 24-month period was 6.4 percent.

CERTAIN JOBS COMPONENTS APPEAR
TO HAVE A POSITIVE EFFECT

Certain JOBS components appeared to have positive effects upon
earnings and welfare reduction, even when personal characteristics
(described in Exhibit 15) were considered.6  We examined results at

6 The consultant conducted a multiple regression, controlling for the personal
characteristics of the JOBS clients.  (See Appendix 3.)

JOBS clients
who
worked
were less
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remain on
welfare
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a one-year and a two-year follow-up period after clients left the
JOBS program.  (For the methodology of this analysis and an
explanation of why the last JOBS  component was used, see
Appendix 3.)

One-Year Follow-Up Shows Several Components Have
Estimated Short-Term Effects

After a one-year follow-up, the five components that appeared to
have the greatest statistically significant effect were employment-
related rather than education-related.  These components were:
job search, on-the-job training, work experience, jobs skills training,
and job readiness.  Post-secondary education, which may have been
vocational education and thus employment-related, also had a
positive effect. In contrast, the education-related JOBS components
(such as four-year post-secondary, high school completion, and
GED) did not appear to effect an increase in earnings or a reduction
in welfare payments.

Exhibit 13 shows the estimated relative effect of several JOBS
components upon an increase in earnings and a reduction in welfare
grants per month after a one-year follow-up.

Exhibit 13
Job Search and On-the-Job Training Had the Greatest

Estimated Impact on an Increase in Earnings and a
Reduction in Welfare One Year Follow-Up

$38

$70

$47

$94

$117

$143

$132

$62

$82

$134

$248

$261

$405

$418

$- $50 $100 $150 $200 $250 $300 $350 $400 $450

Assessment

Post-Secondary Educat ion

Job Readiness

Job Skills Tra ining

Work Experience

On-the-Job Training

Job Search

Increases in Earnings per month

Reductions in Welfare per month

Sample size = 

Note: Statistically significant at .05 level.
Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.
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The analysis sample shrank when we excluded cases that never
left the JOBS program during the analysis period or had missing
key data elements.  Of the 15,601 cases that left during the
analysis period, 7,011 left in time to allow a  one-year follow-up.

Two-year Follow-Up Shows Three Components had
Estimated Long-Term Effects

Exhibit 14 below shows that only  three components continued to
have an estimated effect upon both increases in earnings and
reductions in welfare payments per month after a two-year period.
Two of the components (on-the-job training and job search) were
employment-related and the third (post-secondary education) also
may have been employment-related.  This is because a portion of
the post-secondary education was two-year vocational education.

Of the 15,601 cases that  left JOBS during the analysis period,
1,491 cases left in time to allow for a two-year follow-up.

Exhibit 14
On-the-Job Training and Job Search Had the Greatest

Estimated Impact on an Increase in Earnings and a
Reduction in Welfare Two-Year Follow-Up

Note:  Statistically significant at .05 level except where noted.
Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.

After two years, on-the-job training, job search, and post-secondary
education are estimated to have both increased income to the
client�s family and reduced welfare payments for the tax-payers.

Only three
services
had a
positive
impact
after two
years
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Although there was evidence of reductions in monthly welfare
payments for on-the-job training and post-secondary education,
they were not statistically significant.  This may be due to the
relatively small amount of welfare reduction associated with
particular components, or to the relatively small sample size in the
two-year follow-up.  (See Appendix 3.)

PERSONAL AND PROGRAM
PARTICIPATION CHARACTERISTICS
AFFECTED PROGRAM OUTCOMES

The analysis of the JOBS sample data found that positive JOBS
program outcomes (increases in earnings from employment and
decreases in monthly AFDC grants) were related to two different
types of factors:

• Personal characteristics of JOBS participants

• Program participation characteristics

Exhibits 13 and 14 on impact of JOBS services on outcomes
accounted for these characteristics.

Personal Characteristics of JOBS Participants Affected
Outcomes

Of all the personal characteristics a client brings to the JOBS
program, education and recent work experience had the greatest
statistically significant effect on increasing earnings and reducing
monthly welfare payments.  From its 1988 sample, these are the
same factors that the Family Income Study found to be  important
for women to become employed and to leave and stay off welfare.

Several other characteristics such as age, gender, ethnicity, and
location in Washington had a statistically significant effect upon
outcomes.  Some of the effects were positive and some were
negative.  (See Exhibit 15 below.)  Because the effect of work and
education are measured in hours and years, respectively, they
appear relatively small.  For example, if a participant worked for
415 hours (the median hours of those who worked in the JOBS
sample)  and increased his or her earnings by $.25 per hour, the
total impact on increasing monthly earnings would be $103.75.

Education
and recent
work
experience
affect
outcomes
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Exhibit 15
Personal Characteristics That Affected Outcomes

One-Year Follow-Up

Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.
*Significant at less than .01; all other factors significant at .05 or less.

Characteristics of the JOBS Sample Used in this
Analysis

The typical JOBS participant was a white, 28 year-old woman
living in western Washington.  She was a single-parent with two
children.  She had completed 12 years of school and had not worked
in the year prior to the last quarter of 1993.  See Exhibit 16 below.
The JOBS sample, drawn in 1993, is quite similar to the Family
Income Study; however, it shows a slightly higher number of school
years completed and a  higher percentage of two-parent (AFDC-E)
cases.  Given the eligibility requirements for the JOBS program,
these differences are to be expected.  The figures for the typical
client are medians, the mid-point in the range.

7 This category includes Asian-Pacific Islander and Native American.

Typical
JOBS client
is a single
mother
with two
children

Personal Characteristic
Increase in
Earnings

(per month)

Decrease in
AFDC Grant
(per month)

Each Hour Worked (in year before sample) $.25* $.04*
Each Year of School (completed) $22.62* $1.91*
Young Child in Household (less than 6 years old) -$73.67*
Male $166.06* $19.84
Age (each year of age) -$4.87*
Hispanic $25.96
All Other Minorities (other than African
American and Hispanic)1 -$26.95
Two-Parent Case (AFDC-E) $17.25
Each Child (in AFDC case) -$43.80*
Location (living in eastern Washington) $4.93*
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Exhibit 16
Profile of JOBS Participants in 1993

General Characteristics Median

• Age 28 years

• Female 81%

• Male 19%

• White 73%

• African-American 9%

• Hispanic 6%

• All other minorities 12%

• Lived in Western Washington 67%
Children in Household

• Number of children  2

• Youngest child six years old or older 49%

• Youngest child three to five years old 47%

• Youngest child under three years old   4%
Education

• Years of education  12
Work

• Worked in year prior to being in
sample

35%

• Hours worked in prior year (for those
35% who worked)

   415

AFDC Program

• Single-parent case (AFDC-R) 72%

• Two-parent case (AFDC-E) 28%

Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.

Program Participation Affected Outcomes

Exhibit 17 below shows the relative importance of various program
participation characteristics to the program outcomes.  For example,
each month on AFDC decreased earnings by 66 cents per month,
and because the median length of time on AFCD was 34 months,
this meant an impact of $22.44 less per month.  Each month on
AFDC also affected welfare payments by 25 cents per month.  For
the median of 34 months, welfare payments were not reduced by
$8.50 per month.  This suggests the importance of immediately
placing eligible welfare clients into effective components of the
JOBS program or its successor.  It also indicates that the length of
time a client spends in the program can affect outcomes.

• The longer the person received AFDC, the lower earnings
and welfare reductions.

• The longer the person participated in JOBS, the greater the
increase in earnings and welfare reductions.

Long stays
on AFDC
negatively
affect
outcomes
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Exhibit 17
Program Characteristics That Affected Outcomes

One-Year Follow-Up

Factor
Increase in
Earnings

(per month)

Decrease in AFDC
Grant (per month)

Each Month (since first AFDC receipt) -$.66 -$.25

Each Month (since first in JOBS) $2.20 $.70

Each Month on AFDC (in past year) $9.65* -$6.13*

Mandatory (non-exempt) JOBS Client $41.66

Number of JOBS components assigned
(excluding assessment, holding and
waiting)

$23.18

Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.
*Significant at less than .01; all other factors significant at .05 or less.

Characteristics of JOBS Program Participation

In our sample, the typical JOBS participant had received AFDC for
almost three years.  The participant had been in the JOBS program
for 11 months and had been assigned two JOBS service components
(in addition to �assessment,� �holding,� and �waiting�).

We found the typical JOBS participant had received AFDC for the
first time 34 months before the sample was drawn (last quarter of
1993), but may not have received public assistance for all the
months since that first receipt.  The typical participant had been in
the JOBS program for about one year (11 months), as a volunteer
(or exempt), not a mandatory (or non-exempt) participant.8   Few
JOBS clients received services from third-party contractors when
our JOBS sample was drawn.

The characteristics shown in Exhibit 18 are similar to the program
participation characteristics found in the Family Income Study, in

8 The JOBS program was not mandatory for the period of this  analysis.
However, JAS was able to record a JOBS participant as  exempt or non-exempt.
For purposes of our analysis, we considered exempt to be voluntary and non-
exempt to be mandatory.

The typical
client is on
AFDC for 34
months . . .
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which the median length of stay on AFDC was three years.  During
that five-year study period (1988-1992), about one-third stayed on
AFDC continuously, about one-third left but returned, and about
one-third left and stayed off.

Exhibit 18
Program Participation Characteristics

of Typical JOBS Participants

Length of Time on AFDC Median

• Months since first received AFDC 34

• Months received AFDC in past year 11

Length of Time in JOBS

• Months in JOBS 11

Participation in JOBS

• Voluntary JOBS participants 57 %

• Mandatory JOBS participants 43 %

• Number of JOBS components assigned   5

• Number of actual JOBS components
     (excluding assessment, holding, or

waiting)

  2

• Served by a third-party match contractor   2 %

Source:  JLARC analysis of administrative data.

Expenditures for Most Effective JOBS Components

The three JOBS components which had the greatest statistically
significant long-term effect were:  on-the-job training, job search,
and post-secondary education.  However, it appears that levels of
expenditures directed to those components were not commensurate
with their outcomes.

Of the total FFY 1995 JOBS expenditures (as shown in Exhibit 6,
Chapter 2), only 12 percent of the total funds were spent on these
three components.  Expenditures for on-the-job training was 1
percent, job search was 6 percent, and post-secondary activities
was 5 percent.  This reflects DSHS and ES staff time.  Other
sources of funds (e.g., Pell grants for post-secondary education)
may have been used.  The assessment/employability plan component
comprised 16 percent of component expenditures in FFY 1995.
Because each new JOBS participant must be assessed and have an
employability plan done, this may be reasonable.

. . . and in
JOBS for 11
months

Only 12
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most
effective
services
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We note that these reported component expenditures primarily
reflect costs for DSHS and ES staffing and third-party contracts.
They do not include supportive services, such as reimbursement for
mileage or work uniforms.  Because a portion of supportive services
went toward each of these specific components, the actual costs
associated with each component would have been somewhat higher.
On-the-job training, in particular, may have considerable support
services.

We cannot say what the most appropriate expenditure level would
be to be cost-effective and produce more positive results.  To do so
would require a net-impact  study.  However, by implementing
Recommendation 1, DSHS would know if it was spending more
funds on the most effective services and less on the services which
are not as effective.

CONCLUSION

First, our analysis of the JOBS clients sample found that there
were three positive outcomes of the JOBS program during the two-
year follow-up: 1) the portion of clients receiving welfare declined,
2) there was a slight increase in average earnings from employment,
and 3) the average AFDC grant was reduced.  However, an increase
in earnings and a reduction in welfare use over time is to be
expected.

Second, the better outcomes for the JOBS clients who were
employed  illustrated that emphasis on work, in addition to
vocational education and training, should be considered in any new
program initiated under welfare reform.

Third, three JOBS program service components appear to produce
the greatest long-term positive effect.  Job search provided a
positive effect upon both an increase in earnings from employment
and upon a reduction in AFDC monthly grants, thus, benefiting
both the client and the taxpayer.  On-the-job training and post-
secondary education (which included vocational education) produced
long-term effects upon an increase in earnings and reductions in
welfare payments, but the reductions were not statistically
significant in the two-year follow-up.

Analysis of
effective
services is
possible
with
administrative
data
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Fourth, moving AFDC recipients into the JOBS program quickly
appeared to have a positive effect.  This suggests the new welfare
program should emphasize a quick movement from eligibility and
assessment to services that are estimated to be effective.
Assessment, waiting, and holding were used frequently (e.g., 40
percent of JOBS clients had these three components as their last
component, and 48 percent had these components assigned just
before job search).  Although a certain portion of clients can be
expected to be in assessment, and a few in holding and waiting,
these components do not have a positive long-term effect upon an
increase in earnings and a reduction in welfare.  The time limits
specified in the new federal welfare reform will make quick
movement into effective services even more important.

Fifth, the expenditures by component (Exhibit 6 in Chapter 2) show
that Washington�s JOBS resources were not matched to those
components which had the best outcome. Establishing and analyzing
outcome measures and then comparing them with program
expenditures can offer the state feedback in how to improve its
welfare-to-work program.  (See Recommendation 1.)

The results of this analysis are in line with other research results
related to JOBS participants.  The evaluation of the Riverside
County, California JOBS program (GAIN) found that certain
program strategies can lead to positive program outcomes.  These
strategies include:  a strong employment message, quickly moving
clients into employment (through job search and job development),
and the use of sanctions.  The evaluation of the Center for
Employment and Training (CET) in San Jose, California also found
that immediate placement in hands-on vocational training, and
integrating basic education with vocational training, rather than
offering basic education alone, had a positive effect upon clients�
income.  The evaluation of Washington�s Family Independence
Program, conducted by the Urban Institute, suggested that the
state should move toward a program that encourages self-sufficiency
and emphasizes client obligations.9

9 The Evaluation of the Washington State Family Independence Program,
Urban Institute, Report 94-1, April 1994 (under contract with the Legislative
Budget Committee, now Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee).
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND
CONTRACT PERFORMANCE

T

Chapter Four

his section is a limited audit of JOBS program policy and
management issues.  It is based upon the analysis of the JOBS
program outcome measures in Chapter 3, the program expenditures
in Chapter 2, a review of contracts with third-party match
contractors, a verification of JAS records with case files, and field
interviews.

The audit team found that the JOBS program lacked the appropriate
outcome measures necessary to determine whether or not the
program had been effective in meeting its goals.  A policy is needed
for effective client monitoring in ES, and the assessment tool and
sanctioning process should be simplified.  Third-party contracts
were not competitively awarded and there was no standard rates
or outcomes for contract services.  Therefore, a comparison of costs
and outcomes associated with state-provided and contractor-
provided services was not possible.  We also found that a policy and
procedure is needed for monitoring contracts for compliance and
performance.

FINDINGS

The JOBS Program Lacked Appropriate Outcome
Measures to Determine Effectiveness

DSHS lacks outcome measures that would allow for an adequate
assessment of whether or not the JOBS program is effective in
meeting its goal of helping clients to become self-sufficient and to
avoid long-term welfare dependency.
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No outcome measures were specified under federal and state
statutes governing JOBS.  However, broad goals such as the
avoidance of long-term welfare dependency, job retention, and self-
sufficiency were stated.  States are held accountable to HHS only
for the number and type of JOBS clients enrolled in education and
training components, not for the actual outcome or impact of the
education and training they provided.

ES staff and third-party contractors familiar with both JTPA and
JOBS told the audit team that, unlike the JTPA contracts, JOBS
contracts did not include measurable outcomes.

DSHS and ES continue to use two interim measures (�job entries�
and �entering wage�) which were used in the Family Independence
Program (FIP) and are tracked in JAS.  These measures do not
measure the actual achievement of the federal and state statutory
goals of self-sufficiency and avoiding welfare dependency.  Further,
these measures are not adequate because clients self-report their
employment and earnings, and they may not retain the employment
reported.  Also, there are no procedures for identifying clients who
may have left JOBS with employment and then returned to AFDC.

The audit team asked the representatives of DSHS, ES, and third-
party match contractors if they thought the JOBS program was
effective in helping clients to find jobs and to leave AFDC.1   Most
were undecided.  Seventy percent of the interviewees answered
that they had no way of knowing.  Their answers included:  �We�ve
no idea of AFDC recidivism;� �We have no actual data on JOBS
outcomes;� and �We have only job entry, but no follow up to know
if they are still employed.�

Several interviewees said the outcome measure currently used
(�job entry�) was not an accurate measure of the JOBS program
because  JOBS participants might find employment on their own�
without any assistance from the JOBS program.  Yet, the job
entries would be reported in JAS as a successful outcomes of the
JOBS program.  The interviewees who reported that JOBS was
effective, said they based their opinion upon �job entry.�  However,
several also added that they did not know whether the JOBS client
stayed employed or returned to AFDC.

1 A total of 53 interviews had complete answer to this question and were used
for this analysis.
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There is also a lack of analysis of the appropriate outcome measures
to know which components are effective.  Consequently, the
expenditure of resources may not match the JOBS services which
are effective.  For example, we noted that one DSHS region�s
Request for Proposal (RFP) issued in June 1996, requested a �good
mix of services.�

Our desire is to fund a good mix of services, therefore
our guideline for awarding contracts will be as follows:
15 percent WEX, 25 percent educational activities, 10
percent customized training, and 50 percent job
readiness.

The new performance measures, submitted to OFM for the 1997-
99 biennium per requirement of ESSB 6680, still do not measure
increases in earnings or reductions in welfare payments.   The new
performance measures will not be able to assess the effectiveness
of specific services to welfare clients.2

However, as discussed in Chapter 3, we analyzed two outcome
measures which are appropriate for assessing compliance with
legislative intent.  We found these measures feasible to track and
report.

Also, because resources may not have been spent on the most
effective service components (as discussed in the previous chapter),
we believe that DSHS should, as part of its analysis of outcome and
effectiveness, evaluate which JOBS services appear to be the most
cost effective.

Recommendation 1

The Department of Social and Health Services should
adopt at least two outcome measures for the JOBS
program:  1) increase in earnings from employment,
and 2) reduction in monthly welfare payments.

The department should annually report to the legislature on the
effectiveness of the JOBS program.  The report should include an
analysis of administrative records (from the Department of Social

2 From  Form B11, Biennial Budget Estimates, received from DSHS on
November 20, 1996.
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and Health Services and the Employment Security Department) to
determine how effective the program is in meeting these outcomes,
and an assessment of the cost of services relative to their
effectiveness.

The JOBS Program Lacked a Uniform Policy for
Monitoring Client Participation and the Client
Sanctioning Process was Perceived as too
Cumbersome to be Used

Monitoring Clients

JOBS cases were not monitored routinely in DSHS or ES, and ES
lacks a monitoring policy.  When JOBS cases are not routinely
monitored, there is a risk that clients may not receive the necessary
services to help them to leave welfare for work. Also, they may not
participate in the JOBS program as they are obligated to do by
federal statute.

DSHS policy requires supervisors to review a sample of JOBS cases
monthly and to document their review.  However, there is no
equivalent ES policy for JOBS case review.  Because ES currently
sees the majority of JOBS clients, or refers them to third-party
contractors, ES monitoring of cases is important.  ES headquarters
issued a memo in November 1995, suggesting supervisors review
a sample of cases, but there is no formal policy.

The DSHS social workers and the ES jobs service specialists
interviewed reported that their monitoring of clients ranged from
weekly face-to-face contacts with clients in some instances, to
quarterly reviews of case file records in others.  Seventy-nine
percent of the interviewees reported some type of case monitoring.
However, 47 percent reported that there was no formal policy or
procedure for monitoring client participation in their office or
region.

Each month DSHS and ES supervisors receive a JAS printout that
shows the status of each JOBS client and the specific social worker
or jobs service specialist assigned to the client.  This process seems
inefficient because it requires each social worker or jobs service
specialist to manually check the printout for cases that require
some type of action in JAS.  They then must make the appropriate
corrections in JAS.

When clients
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Before making field visits, the audit team reviewed each sample
CSO�s most recent monthly JAS printout to determine the status
of monitoring the caseload.  The audit team noted that action was
required for many cases at each CSO.  This was also reported by the
Division of Employment and Social Services in a recent review of
the JOBS program in one DSHS region.

On-site reviewers examined a sample of DSHS paper
files and noted that files contained assessment
information and participation requirements on hard
copies.  Reviewers also noted that many of the cases
were past the scheduled end dates.3

The most common action required was that the scheduled end date
of an assessment had passed.  This meant that either the client had
not attended an assessment, or that the assessment had been
completed but not recorded as completed in JAS.  This is both a
monitoring issue and a JAS issue (see Recommendation 9).  Also,
when verifying JAS printouts with case files, we noted a few cases
that did not appear to have been monitored for several months.

Recommendation 2

The Employment Security Department should create
and use a welfare case monitoring policy and procedure.

Sanctioning Clients

We found that the sanctioning policy adopted in 1995 is not being
followed.  Without routine monitoring of client cases, DSHS and ES
caseworkers are unable to identify clients that should be sanctioned
for accepting welfare grants but not participating in the program.
When appropriate, the sanctioning process should be used;
otherwise, the JOBS program is not complying with federal and
state policy which requires mandatory participation.

To assess the use of the sanction process, the audit team asked
about the process during the field interviews and also reviewed the
September 1996 statewide monthly JAS report.  The JAS report

3 The Division of Employment and Social Services� �Contractor and JOBS
Review�, April 1996.
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showed that of 43,852 active clients, 6 percent had been recorded
in one category of a three-step sanction process (�good cause�,
�conciliation�, and �sanction�).4   The report also showed that the
process was used more often in some CSOs than in others.  This may
reflect different CSO management philosophies.  We chose to
compare the percentage of clients referred for conciliation because
this measure was included in our 1993-1995 JOBS sample (see
Appendix 3).  In our sample, .01 percent of the last component
assigned was conciliation.  In September 1996, 1.9 percent of all
active cases were in conciliation.  It therefore appears that this
second step (conciliation) has increased during the past year, but
sanctioning is still infrequently used.

Although most of those interviewed (64 percent) thought the
sanction process was clear, they reported it as being cumbersome
and seldom used.  Regional administrators and supervisors were
more likely to report the process as being clear than were the direct
service providers who had the responsibility for initiating the
sanction process.

Seventy-two percent of those interviewed reported that either
sanctioning  was not  used  or gave a negative comment about the
process.  Many said that the process was too complicated and
cumbersome so it was not used. Those interviewed  told the audit
team that the three-step sanction process typically took from two
to four months, sometimes longer, to complete, and that the paper
work involved too much DSHS caseworker time.   (In fact, if the
procedures were strictly followed, the earliest a sanction could be
imposed was in 70 days.)  This finding about the lack of sanctioning
was also confirmed at one region in the DSHS Division of
Employment and Social Services report done this year.

Referral for good cause and conciliation are not a high
priority as staff would prefer spending time working
with clients to participate.5

It appeared that some third-party contractors were not adhering to
the sanctioning process.  This is either because they did not fully
understand it, or because there may be a financial disincentive for

4  JAS report JASB04M1.
5 JOBS Program Evaluation Report, Region 4 and 5, Page 8, March 1996.
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third-party match contractors to do so.  For example, if a client
attends a JOBS component provided by a contractor, the contractor
can be reimbursed.  However, if a client has missed two appointments
and the contractor refers the client back to DSHS to begin the
sanctioning process, then the contractor cannot be reimbursed.

Under the new federal welfare reform legislation the sanctioning
process can be simplified.  This presents an opportunity for DSHS
to create a streamlined process that can be used in implementing
the new federal welfare reform.

Recommendation 3

The Department of Social and Health Services should
create and implement a new, simplified sanctioning
policy and procedure for use in the program that will
replace JOBS, and ensure contractors follow the
procedure.

The JOBS Program Lacks a Common Client
Assessment Tool

Currently two state agencies assess clients and they use different
assessment tools.  There is no common assessment tool.  Some
JOBS clients are served by more than one agency concurrently.  For
example, a client may be assessed and served by ES, but at the same
time, DSHS may be providing child care, food stamps, and eligibility
reviews.  That client may also be referred to a third-party match
contractor.  With multiple agencies involved, client information
needs to be kept current on JAS.  Further, appropriate client papers
need to be mailed or faxed between organizations promptly.  This
requires close coordination between agencies and good case
management, communications skills, and management controls;
otherwise, the program may not be as efficient as possible.

Multiple agency involvement presents the potential for duplication
in the assessment of clients.  The audit team noted that several
different client assessment tools were being used in the field.  We
observed two different assessment tools used by DSHS throughout
the state.  ES staff told the audit team that they usually needed to
conduct their own assessment for the clients who were referred
from DSHS.  The audit team observed that ES used a standard one-
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page assessment tool.  Their assessment tool collected details on
employment history needed for job ready clients to begin a job
search or job skills training.

Third-party contractors told the audit team that they also needed
to conduct their own assessment because previous assessments
done by DSHS or ES were either not available to them or not useful.
The audit team noted a different assessment tool being used by each
contractor.  Some of these assessment tools were several pages in
length.  Third-party contractors are neither permitted to conduct
the formal assessment which is recorded in JAS, nor to be reimbursed
for assessing a client.  The contractors explained that they
nonetheless needed to do an assessment in order to begin serving
a client�even though they were not specifically reimbursed for it.

Multiple agency involvement, especially in assessing clients, may
indicate that JOBS resources are not being used efficiently, and
that clients are not moved quickly into those components which
may have a beneficial effect.  Quickly moving welfare clients into
effective components will become more important when time limits
are introduced in the welfare program that follows JOBS.  We
noted in Chapter 2 that assessment consumed 17.1 percent of the
JOBS expenditures in FFY 1995.  We understand that a new
assessment tool is being created  jointly by DSHS and ES.

Recommendation 4

The Department of Social and Health Services and
Employment Security Department should create a
new, simplified client assessment tool that can be
maintained on the JOBS Automated System (JAS) or
its successor,  and make the assessments available to
contractors.

Third-Party Match Contracts Have Not Been
Competitively Awarded and are Not Based on
Performance Standards

Third-party contracts were not competitively awarded and are not
based on a rate structure tied to performance standards.  DSHS
headquarters began to contract with third-party match contractors
in 1993 to access (�draw down�) more of the federal award than
would otherwise be available by the use of state general fund

Need
standard
assessment
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dollars alone.  As noted in Chapter 2, the amount of federal funds
increased since then.  By July 1995, the entire contracting
responsibility moved to the six DSHS regions because it was
believed that DSHS regional administrators were familiar with
service providers in their own communities.6

Several regional and CSO administrators reported to the audit
team that a contractor who could provide a 40 percent match, and
who was known to the regional administrator as a good provider of
services, was accepted when federal dollars were available.  The
contracts have evolved from cost reimbursement to fee for services.

The lack of a uniform rate structure, outcome measures, and a
competitive process for contracts has led to widely varied costs per
client.  Yet DSHS has no way of comparing the performance of
contracts with varying fees.  This also resulted in suspicion between
DSHS, ES, and the third-party contractors.  Some third-party
contractors reported that they believed ES workers saw contractors
as competitors and would not refer clients to them.  This issue was
also mentioned in the DSHS Division of Employment and Social
Services report of March 1996.7   Some third-party contractor staff
reported to the audit team that they believed the JTPA contracting
process should have been used as a model because JTPA contracts
had performance measures.

Because the JOBS contracting process occurs at the regional level,
each regional RFP, released in the summer of 1996, was slightly
different.  Despite the use of a RFP, the six DSHS regions were not
required to have a competitive process.8

Reduced funding under the new federal welfare reform will further
necessitate the effective and efficient use of contracts.

6 In Region 6, this responsibility was given to the individual CSO administra-
tors.
7 Page 4, Region 4 and 5.
8 Per contact with staff at DSHS Region 4, October 15, 1996, and confirmed by
JOBS headquarters staff.
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Recommendation 5

The Department of Social and Health Services should
establish a competitive process for awarding contracts
to third-party contractors for services to welfare clients.
The process should emphasize services that have been
proven effective in the annual analysis of outcome
measures (see Recommendation 1).

Contract Costs and Outcome Measures Differed
Widely

Within and among the six regions, the 1995 JOBS component costs
and outcome measures for each service component differed widely.
We reviewed the list of all 1994 and 1995 third-party match
contracts and the specific contracts for the third-party match
contractors in our field audit sample.  A consultant to the audit
team analyzed a large sample of 1995 contracts that provided the
�job readiness� component of service.9   Job readiness is a component
which increased in use between 1994 and 1995 and is most often
provided by third-party match contractors.  It is also provided in
some ES offices.  The consultant found a wide range of cost per
client and of contract outcomes for job readiness.  (See Appendix 4.)

Contract Costs

Some of the differences in contract costs might be explained by the
length of job readiness classes.  However, there was no evidence
available to prove that a longer class led to better outcomes than a
shorter class.  Cost differences could not be explained by caseload
or agency size.  Some contractors with small client numbers had
lower costs than contractors serving large numbers of clients.  Also,
cost differences could not be explained by whether or not contractors
provided job readiness alone or integrated it with other JOBS
components.

Other JOBS components also had a wide range in contracted
amounts.  The range of costs for all JOBS components in FFY 1995

9 The consultant reviewed 49 of 55 job readiness contracts, or 89 percent.
10 Report from James Kainber, Administrator, Division of Employment and
Social Services, May 9, 1996.
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were reported in a DSHS report.10   Note:  In case there were
unrepresentative extremes, we eliminated the lowest and highest
cost per JOBS client in each category.  The resulting ranges, which
are still quite wide, are shown in Exhibit 19.  This shows the
importance of establishing a rate structure.  It does not comment
on the effectiveness of contracted services.

Exhibit 19
Range of Costs of Contracted JOBS Services

Contracted Service
Range of Cost per

Client
Number of

Contractors
Basic Education $80 to $2,100 11
ESL $250 to $2,383   9
GED $250 to $3,397 13
Work Experience (WEX) $232 to $3,780 32
High School Completion $338 to $977   2
Job Readiness $125 to $3,780 56
Job Skills Training $577 to $2,000   8
On-the-job Training (OJT) $472 to $2,607   7

Contract Outcomes

There  has been no overall evaluation to verify whether or not the
outcomes specified in the contracts actually contributed to the
achievement of the statutory goals of self-sufficiency and avoiding
long-term welfare dependency.  Contractors, who provided services
under both JTPA and JOBS contracts, commented about the lack
of measurable outcomes in the JOBS contracts.  In most cases,
�outcomes� listed in many of the JOBS contracts were actually
outputs, (e.g., �provide activities to 26 clients,� �serve 40 clients,�
�instruct 54 participants in job readiness,� etc.).

The outcomes in some contracts appear to be more meaningful,
(e.g., �50 percent will attain employment,� �50 percent will be
placed in a work experience or a continuing education component,�
etc.).  However, we found no statewide evaluation of all contract
outcomes, nor did we find a link to the statutory  goals.  Also, the
more meaningful outcomes were often conditioned upon the phrase,
�of those who complete the program.�  Because dropouts were often
not counted, the calculation of successful outcomes was biased
toward a more positive result.

The outcome measures in some contracts could not be tracked by
JAS;  therefore, contractors and ES staff often had to count client
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outcome measures by hand in order to report them to DSHS.  If
DSHS establishes a rate structure and common outcome measures
for components, services provided by ES and contractors can be
compared, and the most cost-effective providers used.

Recommendation 6

The Department of Social and Health Services should
establish a rate structure for services provided to
welfare clients by the Employment Security Department
and by contractors, and establish standard outcome
measures for services.  These outcome measures should
be related to statutory goals of the program.

Contractors Were Not Monitored Uniformly or
Thoroughly

We found no common standards or protocols for monitoring
contracts.  Each region is responsible for monitoring the performance
of its contracts, and DSHS headquarters is responsible for monitoring
for compliance.  The level of monitoring third-party and ES
contracts varies among DSHS regions.

Compliance monitoring by headquarters staff ceased for several
months after the JOBS monitoring function was transferred from
ES to DSHS.  In March 1996, the DSHS headquarters JOBS
monitoring team began on-site monitoring of contracts.  In May
1996, the team also began conducting on-site visits to CSOs and
Regional offices to monitor contract management practices.

The audit team noted that contracts called for quarterly reports
from the contractor and annual performance reports about the
contractor from the DSHS Regional Administrator.  When the
audit team requested the DSHS reports of contractor performance,
one region indicated that their staff had not written any reports.
The other five regions� reports varied.  There was no uniform
monitoring protocol, and the monitoring did not focus on client
outcomes or compliance with statute and regulations.  A March
1996 DSHS headquarters monitoring report commented about the
regional evaluation of contractors.
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Performance evaluations of contractors includes
anecdotal information and reports from the contractor
as well as reported satisfaction of social workers.  JAS
does not track outcomes for contractors.11

The audit team noted that ES was not routinely reporting to the
DSHS Regional Administrator and that not all regional
administrators were requiring monthly or quarterly reports in all
regions. Contract-required reports varied.  Some regions required
monthly reports and others required quarterly reports.  A few
DSHS regions told our audit team they received reports regularly.
However, some regions reported that ES reports are not always
turned in, or they are turned in sporadically.  Some DSHS regions
said that they did not require ES reports because the information
was available in JAS.  This raises concern about management
oversight.

The audit team observed that the monitoring of contracts for work
experience (WEX) did not find any violations.  However, two of the
contracts in our field sample made WEX placements within their
own agencies, and one of the two did this exclusively.  The two
contractors had been making these in-house WEX placements for
the past  two contracting years.  This practice appears to be
contrary to program policy.  DSHS is responding by establishing a
policy that prohibits third-party contractors from making
placements within their own agencies.

One third-party match contractor claimed hours spent supervising
the WEX placements as part of the agency�s match for federal
funds.  This is another contract monitoring issue identified by our
audit team.  This practice is against federal regulations and is being
addressed by DSHS.12

Recommendation 7

The Department of Social and Health Services should
establish and implement a policy to monitor contracts
for performance and for compliance with federal and
state laws and regulations.

11 Page 17.
12  45 CFR 250.63(j) (3) and 45 CFR 92.24 (b) (7).
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It Was Not Possible to Compare Effectiveness and
Cost Between State Agencies and Third-Party
Contractors

The audit team attempted to compare the costs and outcomes of job
readiness, a component that is provided by both ES and by third-
party contractors.  Due to the wide differences in the job readiness
costs, lengths of class times, and outcomes, a valid comparison was
not possible.

ES staff interviewed during the field audit, as well as others
contacted by telephone later, indicated they provided some job
readiness training.  Four ES regions provided some type of job
readiness workshops or classes ranging from three days to two
weeks in length.  In other regions, ES job services specialists
reported that, as part of their day-to-day activities, they provided
job readiness services (helping with resumes and conducting labor
market reviews) to individuals on an as-needed basis.  The third-
party match contractors� job readiness classes ranged in length
from one day to six months and varied in what services were
provided.

Because there were very few clients (2 percent) being served by
third-party match contractors during our study period, and because
costs and outcome measures varied so much, we could not assess
the effectiveness of the third-party match contractors compared to
ES.   Implementation of Recommendations 5, 6, and 7 would allow
for this comparison  in the future.

Effectiveness
and costs
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Summary

DATA ISSUES

D

Chapter Five

uring the course of this audit we discovered several data
issues that were related to JOBS program management.

First, DSHS and ES have not been able to match data on welfare-
to-work clients in order to measure the outcomes of the program.
This is due to concerns about the legality of sharing certain client
data.  Second, JAS does not contain complete employment records.
Third, JAS lacks features that affect client monitoring and program
management.  Finally, we found concerns associated with  verifying
JAS data and case files during the study period.

NEED TO MATCH DSHS AND ES
ADMINISTRATIVE DATA TO TRACK
OUTCOME MEASURES FOR THE
PROGRAM

In order to track the relevant outcome measures of the JOBS
program, it is necessary to match and analyze client data from
DSHS and ES.

The administrative data from DSHS should include the personal
characteristics of clients,1  program participation information,2  and
AFDC monthly grant payment amounts.3   The administrative data
from ES should be the earnings records of the DSHS welfare clients
from the Unemployment Insurance wage files.

1 In the Interactive Terminal Input System (ITIS), its replacement (ACES), and in
JAS.
2 In JAS.
3 In the monthly warrant roll.
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The match of this client data has not been made in the past because
both agencies thought it was illegal.  They thought it was illegal
because the ES wage data is provided by employers and is
confidential.  It was possible for this performance audit to access
both agencies� data because the performance audit mandate in
ESSB 6251, the Supplemental Appropriations Act, required that
the administrative data be provided.

A match of client data, however, need not identify an employer or
an individual�s wage.  Our Assistant Attorney General indicates
that sufficient safeguards could be incorporated in an amendment
to state law that would enable the matching of client data for the
purpose of assessing program effectiveness.

Recommendation 8

The legislature should amend RCW 50.153 so the
Department of Social and Health Services and the
Employment Security Department  can share and
match employment and welfare data on clients in
order to assess the effectiveness of the JOBS program,
or its successor.

Self-Reported JOBS Employment Data Does Not
Correspond With ES Employment Data

The audit team asked its consultant, Greg Weeks, to determine if
the employment data in JAS (reported by JOBS clients) corresponded
with the employment data in the ES UI wage files (reported by
employers).

He found that there is more JOBS participant employment reported
in the ES UI wage files than in JAS.  In a sample of 16,830 JOBS
participants who had employment experience, a total of 10,039
were listed in the UI files, but only 6,284 had employment data in
both JAS and UI.4   Employment data in JAS is self-reported and can

4 Some of the employment reported in the UI wage files may have occurred after
AFDC participation, and therefore, after the time period captured by the JAS
system.  Another 1,753 had employment listed in the JAS system only, but not in
the UI files.  This employment may have been �uncovered� by the Unemployment
Insurance program.  Another 3,755 had employment listed only in the UI wage files,
but not noted the JAS system.

Incomplete
employment
data

Modify law
to enable
data
sharing



JOBS Training Program Page 55

be inaccurate.  UI data is reported by employers and is more exact.
This means that an accurate assessment of the short- and long-
term impact of the program upon employment and wages is not
possible without using the quarterly UI wage files in addition to
monthly JAS reports.

Lack of Features in the JAS System Limits Program
Management

There are three shortcomings of JAS that limit effective management
information on the JOBS program.  These issues apply to JAS or its
successor.

Link to Eligibility System

JAS has a link with the current welfare eligibility systems (ITIS
and ACES), but it does not automatically alert caseworkers that a
JOBS client�s eligibility status has changed.  The link is not
apparent to caseworkers unless they happen to open the particular
client�s JAS file for some reason.  This means cases remain active
on the JOBS caseload after they are closed (ineligible) in AFDC, and
JOBS cases that were temporarily ineligible may not be added to
the current JOBS caseload when they become eligible again.  Thus,
one potential result is that clients may not be provided the services
that might help them become self-sufficient.

Automatic Prompt (�Alert�)

JAS does not provide an automatic prompt (�alert�) to notify a
caseworker that an action must be made by a JOBS participant or
the caseworker.  This means that a caseworker may fail to provide
a service to a client or may lose track of what action is required by
the client.   Because caseworkers and their supervisors often are not
familiar with generating JAS reports, the monthly JAS report
printout is the only means to check a client�s participation in
components to which he or she has been assigned.  The checking
must be done manually, by reviewing the JAS printout and then
entering changes in the client�s JAS file.  This seems inefficient as
well as not timely.
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Assessment

JAS does not require an assessment and employability plan to be
�completed� or �closed� before a client is assigned to an education
or training component.  The actual assessment and employability
plan may take less than one or two hours to complete, yet the audit
team found that an assessment component was not completed or
closed within several months for many clients on the monthly JAS
reports we observed.   This means that some clients may not have
received an assessment in a timely manner, and other clients may
have received an assessment, but it was not recorded in JAS.  The
management data on clients� status may  therefore be inaccurate.

Recommendation 9

The Department of Social and Health Services should
add three features to the JOBS Automated System
(JAS) to facilitate monitoring welfare clients:

l Create an alert to show the automatic link between
JAS and Automated Client Eligibility System
(ACES), so that caseworkers may know the current
eligibility status of the clients.

l Create an alert to notify a caseworker that an action
is needed, either by the caseworker or by the client.

l Create a default that will not allow a component
(except for certain specific components such as job
search or work activities) to be assigned to a client
before the client�s assessment and employability
plan are completed and recorded as completed.

VERIFYING JAS DATA

JAS is the only source of aggregate information about which
components JOBS clients are assigned.  It is also used as a source
of information about JOBS clients� employment and wages.   Much
of the DSHS administrative data used for the analysis of the JOBS
program in Chapter 3 came from JAS.
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To verify the data from JAS the audit team selected 50 names at
random from the JOBS sample (25 at the Pierce County North CSO
and 25 at the Olympia CSO).  We compared JAS and case file data
on these 50 clients.  Although this was not a statewide statistically
representative sample, it provided some evidence within a limited
time frame.

The audit team could not easily verify all information in JAS with
all the case files.  This may have been due to missing information
in the case files or missing information in JAS.  We were told by
DSHS and ES supervisors that during our study period (October
1993 through December 1995), social workers were accustomed to
writing case notes by hand, putting them in case files, and not
entering all information into JAS.  We were told that in 1996, JAS
was used exclusively for recording components by both DSHS and
ES staff.  Because we did not verify 1996 JOBS case files with 1996
JAS data (this was not in our study period), we have no way to
corroborate this.

In a few cases, the DSHS and ES supervisors whom we asked for
assistance also had difficulty following the case histories.  This may
mean that client files were not maintained adequately by
caseworkers and not carefully monitored by supervisors during the
study period 1993-95.  DSHS and ES should determine if the issues
we found in our limited sample are system wide in 1996, and if so,
take appropriate actions.  If Recommendation 9 is effectively
implemented, this should improve the usefulness and accuracy of
JAS.
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SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES

Appendix 1

SCOPE

Pursuant to proviso language in ESSB 6251, this performance audit will examine the
outcomes and program costs of the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program
(JOBS) within Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) since 1994.

OBJECTIVES

l Examine compliance with federal and state laws, and describe state policies.

l To the extent possible, determine the costs of the JOBS program services and
administration.

l Compare JOBS program costs and outcomes by type of client characteristics, type
of services provided, type of service provider, and location within Washington.

l Compare Washington�s JOBS program costs and outcomes to JOBS programs in
other states.

l Make recommendations for statutory and/or program changes as appropriate.
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AUDITOR�S COMMENTS TO AGENCIES� RESPONSES

Recommendation 1.  We have clarified our recommendations for using  two specific
performance outcome measures.  We meant that at least these two outcome measures
should be used.  If  DSHS believes additional measures will be useful and the collection of
the information is not costly, then certainly the collection of additional measures is not
precluded.   These two measures are the minimum measures that will provide program
outcome information.

Recommendation 6.  We  believe that the wide range in costs per client for similar
services must be addressed by DSHS.   Under the new federal welfare reform, the state
may not wish to continue to provide, nor contract for, every service component that has
been provided under the JOBS program.   Because program changes will probably be
mandated during the 1997 Legislative session, we agree that it is reasonable to have a plan
in place by December 31, 1997; however, a rate structure should be in place by June 30,
1998.

Recommendation 9.  We have revised the third part of  this recommendation, based upon
the agencies� comments.  If, under the new federal welfare reform, the agencies want to
assign clients to job search or a work activity before an assessment is completed, this would
be reasonable.  However, it would not be reasonable to have clients stay in the assessment
phase for several months, as we observed during the audit,  or to assign clients to services
that may not be effective.   We believe that the welfare clients and the taxpayers are better
served when clients are quickly assessed and assigned to services that have been proved
to be effective.  Also, we concur that changes in JAS should be user-friendly for staff.

Methodology.  DSHS' comments on methodology highlight the difficulty in determining
which JOBS services are effective.  We believe our consultant's methodology  in analyzing
administrative data was sound.  It took into account the sequencing and frequency of the
different types of services assigned to JOBS clients.   Furthermore, the data show that
JOBS  clients typically received only two education or training  services  (when assessment,
holding, and waiting were excluded).
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The consultant used two methods to learn if a pattern emerged from which components
were assigned and how the components affected outcomes.  The two methods are briefly
described below.  Because the results were so similar, the first method  (the last component
assigned to a client) was chosen for the analysis.

Multiple regression analysis was conducted.  It statistically associated increases in
earnings and reductions in welfare payments to many independent variables.  These
variables included client characteristics, program participation characteristics, and the
last component received.  This association becomes statistically significant  when  it  is
large enough, given the sample size, to be different from finding no effect.

1. The Last Component

To estimate the effectiveness of the JOBS program, the consultant analyzed the
last JOBS component to which a JOBS participant was assigned.  It is possible that
certain combinations of JOBS components were the key factor for increasing
earnings and reducing welfare grants; however, the possible number of combinations
was large.

In general, participants in this JOBS sample had a median of five components, but
a  median of only two education and training  components, when assessment, holding
and waiting were excluded.  Assessment, holding and waiting comprised 40 percent
of the last component received by JOBS participants.  The remaining 60 percent of
the distribution of  last component assigned was divided between education, job
skills training work experience, job readiness, and job search.  None of these other
categories had more than 11 percent of the distribution.  Exhibit 20 shows the
distribution of JOBS participants� last component.

2. The Component Just Prior to Job Search

Because job search is frequently used as a bridge from the JOBS program to the
labor market, the component that occurred just prior to job search was also
examined.  The consultant reasoned that because JOBS participants in this sample
had a median of two education and training components, the component just prior
to job search may have been the key factor in enabling a  JOBS  participant  to
become employed and to leave welfare.

Because job search may be assigned three times (initial job search, secondary job
search, and extended job search) it was possible for  JOBS  participants to be
assigned to one type of job search just prior to another type of job search.
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A very similar distribution  of components appeared for just prior to job search as
for the last component (see Exhibit 21).  Again, over 40 percent of the JOBS
participants were assigned to assessment, holding or waiting.  The remaining 60
percent of the distribution were in education and  training components, but no
component received a large distribution.  Therefore, the consultant decided it was
reasonable to use the last component to which a JOBS client was assigned for the
analysis.

Exhibit 20
Last JOBS Component Assigned

Sample Size = 15,601

Assessment, Holding, Waiting 40.32%
  Assessment 17.73
  Assessment only 4.29
  Holding 15.67
  Waiting 2.63
Basic Education Activities 11.40%
  High School Completion 4.53
  English as a second language (ESL) 3.31
  General education diploma (GED) 2.46
  Adult basic education 1.10
Post-Secondary Education Activities 9.78%
  Two-year college 5.24
  Four-year college 1.56
  Self-initiated two-year college .88
  Self-initiated four-year college 2.10
Job Skills Training 7.52%
  Job skills training 4.88
  On-the-job training 1.15
  Self-initiated training 1.49
Work Experience 4.21%
  Job development/placement 2.65
  Work experience 1.41
  Community work experience (CWEP) .14
  Work supplementation .01
Job Readiness 7.74%
Job Search 11.83%
  Job search initial .88
  Job search secondary 10.42
  Job search extended .53
Case Management 7.19%
Sanction-Related .01%
  Conciliation .01
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Exhibit 21
JOBS Component Before Job Search

Sample Size = 2,693

Does not total 100% due to missing codes.

Assessment, Holding, Waiting
Assessment only
Assessment
Holding
Waiting

48.39%
34.94
2.23
8.69
2.53

Basic Education Activities
High school completion
English as a second language (ESL)
General education diploma (GED)
Adult basic education

2.53%
.78
.85
.71
.19

Post-Secondary Education Activities
Two-year college
Four-year college
Self-initiated two-year college
Self initiated four-year college

5.80%
3.04

.82
1.23

.71
Job Skills Training

Job skills training
On-the-job training
Self-initiated training

8.58%
6.61

.15
1.82

Work Experience
Job development/placement
Work experience
Community work experience (CWEP)
Work supplementation
EPP

6.12%
4.23
1.63

.15

.07

.04
Job Readiness 10.25%
Job Search

Job search initial
Job search secondary
Job search extended

16.11%
3.08

12.66
.37

Case Management 1.78%
Sanction-Related

Conciliation
.15%
.15
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JOBS  SAMPLE  SIZE

Although  25,853 JOBS participants were selected  for  the sample, some did not leave
JOBS during  the study period or had missing data elements necessary for the study.  The
effective analysis group was 15,601.  Of  this 15,601, 7,011 had left  JOBS  in time for a
one-year follow-up and 1,491 had left JOBS in time for a two-year follow-up within the
study period.  Another 7,099 had left JOBS, but not in time to be included in the one-year
follow-up group.

Exhibit 22
JOBS Study Sample

Not Studied
10,252

(Stayed on JOBS or had
missing data elements)

Analys is  Group
15,601

(Left  JOBS and had al l  data
elements)

Sample  S ize
25,853

JOBS Par t ic ipants
(last quarter of 1993)

1 ,491
Had left  JOBS and

had all data
elements in time

for a 2 -year
follow-up

1993

1995

7,011
Had left  JOBS and

had all data
elements in time

for a 1 -year
follow-up

7 ,099
Had left  JOBS and

had all data
elements, but not

in t ime for a 1-year
follow-up
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SAMPLE OF JOBS READINESS
CONTRACTS

Appendix 4

Job Readiness contract highlights, by Department of Social and Health Services Region
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WELFARE AND JOBS
CHRONOLOGY

Appendix 5

1935
Congress creates Aid to Dependent Children, later known as Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) as part of the Social Security Act.

1987
Washington State Legislature, at the Governor�s request, creates the Family Independence
Program (FIP), a five-year welfare reform demonstration program.  FIP provides:
financial incentives to obtain education, training, and employment; cash, rather than food
stamps; social services during  the program; and child care and  medical  coupons for a
period of 12 months after a client leaves the program with employment.

1988
Congress  passes, and the President signs, the Family Support Act (FSA) which  creates
the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training  (JOBS) Program.  JOBS focuses
education and training services on four �target populations� most likely to become long-
term welfare recipients:

• Clients who have received AFDC in 36 of the past 60 months.
• Custodial parent, under 24 years of age without a high school diploma or GED.
• Custodial parent, under 24 years of age with little or no work experience.
• Family whose youngest child is within two years of ineligibility.

1990
Washington State begins to implement the federal JOBS program.

1991
Washington State Legislature passes, and the Governor signs, JOBS legislation (RCW
74.25) that creates a voluntary program emphasizing work experience and education.

1993
Washington State Legislature passes, and the Governor signs, HB 1197 which instructs
DSHS to:
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• Divide the AFDC population into target groups.
• Match services to the needs of each target group.
• Focus AFDC on employment .
• Seek federal waivers that allow families to keep more of their earnings from

employment while receiving AFDC.
• Require staff to determine the most appropriate living situation for unmarried

pregnant teens who receive AFDC.

DSHS begins contracting with community organizations, known as third-party match
contractors, to provide JOBS services.  The contractors provide local funds which can
match or �draw down� additional federal dollars that are not matched by state dollars.

Family Independence Program ends.  An evaluation by the Urban Institute finds that the
program was not successful.  It increased welfare use and did not increase employment.

1994
Washington State Legislature passes, and the Governor signs, E2SHB 2798, which
instructs DSHS to:

• Reduce AFDC grants by 10 percent per year for families that received welfare for
four years.

• Train staff to emphasize the expectation that AFDC recipients will enter employment.
• Require staff to determine the most appropriate living situation for unmarried

pregnant teens who receive AFDC.

1995
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services threatens Washington State with
sanctions because the voluntary JOBS  program is not attracting enough two-parent
family (AFDC-E) participants.  DSHS changes the WAC regarding JOBS participation and
the JOBS program becomes mandatory for eligible JOBS recipients.

1996
Congress passes, and the President signs, the latest federal welfare reform known as the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (HR 3734).  This act abolishes
the federal entitlement to welfare benefits.  The federal AFDC, JOBS, and Emergency
Assistance funds are to be combined and transferred to the states through a Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families block grant.  The new  federal  law  limits financial
assistance to five years per recipient and requires most adults to work within two years.



GLOSSARY

Appendix 6

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).  The program created in the Social
Security Act of 1935, which provides financial assistance and other services to needy
families with children.

Automated Client Eligibility System (ACES).  The new DSHS electronic welfare
client eligibility data system, designed to replace ITIS.

Assessment.  The  process  by  which the  JOBS staff determines the needs, skills, and
prior work experience of a client in order to develop an employability plan.

Conciliation.  The second step in the sanction process, designed to resolve disputes or
discrepancies related to a person�s participation in JOBS.  If conciliation is not
successful, the JOBS participant may be sanctioned.

Component.  An activity or service available to JOBS participants.  See Exhibit 10, page
16.

Community Support Office (CSO).  One of 63 local DSHS offices in which direct
services are provided to AFDC and JOBS clients.

Community Work Experience (CWEP).  A JOBS component in which the JOBS
participant works in a community work assignment for a number of hours that is
equivalent to the monthly AFDC grant at minimum wage. The work is voluntary and
the client is not paid.  CWEP has not been used since October 1995.

Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS).  The state agency responsible for
managing the JOBS program.

Employability Plan.  A plan that describes the JOBS services that will be provided and
the activities in which the client is obligated to take part.

Employee Partnership Program (EPP).  Subsidized employment, known as �work
supplementation� in JOBS legislation.  EPP operates in two pilot sites, one in
Snohomish County and one in Benton County.
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Employment Security Department (ES).  The state agency that contracts with DSHS
to provide employment-related services to approximately 70 percent of the JOBS
participants.  This agency is also responsible for maintaining the Unemployment
Insurance fund.

Exempt.  A term applied to a person not legally required to participate in a JOBS
component or activity as a condition of AFDC eligibility.

Federal Fiscal Year (FFY).  October 1  of  the previous year through September  30 of
the year named.  (e.g., FFY 1995 is October 1, 1994 through September 30, 1995.)

Good Cause.  The first step in the sanction process, in which a DSHS social worker
determines whether a JOBS participant has an acceptable reason for failing to
participate in the program.

Holding.  A JOBS component in the JOBS Automated System (JAS) used to show an
interruption in a component, most commonly a break between school semesters.

Interactive Terminal Input System (ITIS).  The current DSHS electronic welfare
client eligibility data system, being replaced by ACES.

Job Development and Placement.  A JOBS component in which a state employee
discovers or solicits job openings on behalf of JOBS participants and markets them for
job interviews.

Job Readiness.  A JOBS component to help prepare participants for successful entry into
and participation in the labor market.  Job Readiness may include life skills planning,
goal setting, money and time management, communication skills, conflict resolution,
self-esteem, motivation, parenting skills, employer expectations, application completion
and resume development, interviewing techniques, transferable skills and problem-
solving techniques.

Job Search.  A JOBS component that provides labor market information and job-seeking
skills to participants who have been assessed as job ready.

Job Skills Training.  Vocational training in  a specific occupational area, which may
result in a participant receiving a certificate or license, but does not include degree
programs.

Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS).  The Job Opportunities
and Basic Skills training, as established by the Family Support Act of 1988.  The purpose
of JOBS is to assure that needy families with children obtain the education, training
and employment that will help them to avoid long-term welfare dependency.
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JOBS Automated System (JAS).  The electronic data and reporting system used to track
the activities of JOBS participants and to report JOBS activities and expenditures to
the federal government.

JOBS Financial System (JFS).  The electronic financial data system for the JOBS
program.

Mandatory.   A term applied to AFDC recipients who are required by federal law to
participate in the JOBS program.  Until October 1995, the JOBS program was
voluntary for all participants.

Non-exempt.  A term applied to an individual who is determined �able to work� and is
legally required to participate in JOBS.

On-the-Job Training (OJT).  Subsidized, structured individual training that prepares
the participant for full-time, gainful employment in a specific labor market and which
may be assigned for up to a maximum of 26 weeks.

Pathways.  Created  by DSHS in 1995 to target services that are deemed most
appropriate and cost-effective given a participant�s characteristics.  The pathways and
the two state agencies that provide services are shown on page 14 of the report.

Program Year (PY).  July 1 of the year named to June 30 of the next year.  (e.g.,  PY 1995
is July 1, 1995 to June 30, 1996.) Both DSHS and ES manage JOBS program activities
in terms of program years.   PY 1995 is the same as SFY 1996.

Revised Code of Washington (RCW).  The laws of the state, as enacted or amended by
the state legislature.

Sanction.  The reduction in AFDC grant payment (and in some cases, food stamp
allotment) imposed on  a  JOBS participant who has failed to participate in JOBS, or
who has refused a bona fide job offer, without good cause.   A sanction cannot be imposed
unless conciliation has been attempted.  The three steps in the sanction process are:
good cause, conciliation, and sanction.

State Fiscal Year (SFY).  July 1 of  the previous year through June 30 of the year named.
(e.g., SFY 1995 is July 1, 1994 through June 30, 1995.)

Supportive Services.  Services that the state must provide, pay for, or reimburse, such
as transportation and other work-related expenses to enable an individual to participate
in the JOBS program.
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Target Groups.  AFDC recipient groups identified by federal regulations to receive
priority consideration for JOBS services:

01 Applicants for AFDC who have received AFDC benefits for 36 of the 60
months immediately preceding the most recent month of application.

02 Recipients of AFDC who have received AFDC benefits for 36 of the preceding
60 months.

03 Members of a family in which the youngest child is within two years of being
ineligible for AFDC because of age.

04 Custodial parents under the age of  24 who have not completed high school
or equivalent, and are not enrolled in high school or equivalent.

05 Custodial parents under the age of  24 who have little or no work experience
in the preceding year.

06 Non-Target.  Not a member of Target Group 01, 02, 03, 04, or 05.

Third-Party Match Contractors.  Non-profit organizations that contract with DSHS
to provide services to JOBS participants.  Contractors  provide 40 percent of the cost
of a contract in order to match (�draw down�) 60 percent of the cost in federal funds that
the state would  not otherwise be able to match with general fund dollars.

Unemployment Insurance (UI) Wage Files.  Individual employee wage information
provided by employers to the Employment Security Department to determine
unemployment insurance payments.

Voluntary.  A term used to describe JOBS participants who are under no obligation to
participate in the program.  Before October, 1995, all JOBS participants were
voluntary.

Waiting.  A JOBS component recorded by the JOBS Automated System (JAS)  to show
a client as actively participating in the program, but waiting  for  a  given service to begin
in the near future (e.g., the next Job Readiness course offered by a contractor.)

Washington Administrative Code (WAC).   The rules of each state agency which
govern formal and informal procedures.

Work Experience (WEX).  A training activity in which a participant is placed in non-
salaried work with  a public  agency  or non-profit organization.  A JOBS participant
may not be assigned to one WEX for more than nine months.

Work Supplementation.  A JOBS component in which AFDC funds may be used to
subsidize employment for AFDC recipients as an alternative to the AFDC monthly
payment.  The EPP program is work supplementation.


