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Preface 

In June 2012, Governor Jerry Brown signed the California Budget Act of 2012, which included a 

series of budget trailer bills, one of which—Senate Bill (SB) 1041—included significant reforms 

to California’s Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, known as 

CalWORKs (California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids). The reforms, effective 

six months later (in January 2013), included changes to work requirements and the exemption for 

having a young child, with the goal of engaging CalWORKs welfare-to-work (WTW) clients in 

more-intensive work-related activities as early as possible. The reforms also provide enhanced 

supports to address barriers to work, offer more flexibility in work activity options, and increase 

incentives to work as WTW clients move toward self-sufficiency. To fully understand whether 

SB 1041 is achieving its objectives and whether there are any unintended consequences, the 

California legislature required an independent evaluation. Following a competitive bidding 

process, the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) awarded the evaluation contract to 

the RAND Corporation, in partnership with the American Institutes for Research (AIR). 

As described in the evaluation background and study design report, the evaluation design 

includes five components: 

• The process study addresses questions related to SB 1041 implementation over time 

using data from interviews with state-level key informants, from annual interviews and 

focus groups in six focal counties (Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Riverside, 

Sacramento, and Stanislaus), and from an annual All-County Survey (ACS) of welfare 

directors.  

• The county welfare operations impact study relies on the information gathered from 

the focal counties and the ACS, as well as administrative data from county welfare 

offices regarding program staffing, budgets, and other matters, to assess the impact of 

SB 1041 on multiple dimensions of county welfare office operations. 

• The CalWORKs WTW client status study employs CDSS welfare system administrative 

data to provide a series of annual snapshots of indicators for the population of 

CalWORKs WTW clients. 

• The CalWORKs WTW client tracking study likewise draws on the array of state- and 

county-level administrative databases to provide a series of annual summaries of the 

dynamics of the CalWORKs WTW caseload. 

• The CalWORKs WTW client impact study combines administrative data with the 

California Socioeconomic Survey (CalSES)—primary data collected over time for a 

sample of CalWORKs entrants—to investigate the impact of SB 1041 on a range of adult 

and child outcomes for current and former CalWORKs WTW clients. 
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This second evaluation report extends the analyses in the initial evaluation report through 

updated findings, drawing on process study data collected in 2016, specifically the second wave 

of the ACS and qualitative data from interviews with county welfare office staff, focus groups 

with caseworkers, and interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients conducted in the six focal 

counties. Findings from the status, tracking, and impact studies are based on updated and 

extended analysis of state administrative data through 2016. Findings from the first wave of the 

CalSES, which will eventually contribute to the impact study, are featured as well. A final 

evaluation report will be based on further qualitative and quantitative data collection, including a 

third wave of the ACS, additional interviews and focus groups in the focal counties, both state- 

and county-level administrative data, and three waves of CalSES data. 

This evaluation report should be relevant for stakeholders in the public and private sectors 

interested in the CalWORKs program and in the TANF program more generally. Initial findings 

from the evaluation are available in the following report: 

• Evaluation of the SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work 
Program: Findings Regarding the Initial Policy Implementation and Outcomes, by 

RAND authors Lois M. Davis, Lynn A. Karoly, Robert Bozick, Diana Catherine Lavery, 

Dionne Barnes-Proby, Beverly A. Weidmer, Praise Iyiewuare, Jonathan Schweig; and 

AIR authors Gabriele Fain, Sami Kitmitto, Lori Turk-Bicakci, Cheryl Graczewski, 

Jennifer Anthony, Johannes M. Bos, Kaitlin Fronberg, Marina Castro, Melissa Arellanes, 

Andrew Horinouchi, Charles Blankenship, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 

RR-1348-CDSS, 2016, available at www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1348. 

Additional background on CalWORKs and the SB 1041 reforms, as well as the evaluation 

design, is available in the background and study design report: 

• Evaluation of the SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Program: Background 
and Study Design, by RAND authors Lynn A. Karoly, Robert Bozick, and Lois M. Davis, 

and AIR authors Sami Kitmitto, Lori Turk-Bicakci, Johannes M. Bos, Aleksandra Holod, 

and Charles Blankenship, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-919-CDSS, 

2015, available at www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR919. 

This study was undertaken by two divisions of the RAND Corporation: RAND Education 

and Labor and RAND Social and Economic Well-Being.  

RAND Education and Labor conducts research on early childhood through postsecondary 

education programs, workforce development, and programs and policies affecting workers, 

entrepreneurship, and financial literacy and decisionmaking. Questions about RAND Education 

and Labor should be directed to educationandlabor@rand.org. 

RAND Social and Economic Well-Being is a division of the RAND Corporation that seeks to 

actively improve the health and social and economic well-being of populations and 

communities throughout the world. This research was conducted in the Social and 

http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1348
http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR919
mailto:educationandlabor@rand.org
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Behavioral Policy Program within RAND Social and Economic Well-Being. The program 

focuses on such topics as risk factors and prevention programs, social safety net programs and 

other social supports, poverty, aging, disability, child and youth health and well-being, and 

quality of life, as well as other policy concerns that are influenced by social and behavioral 

actions and systems that affect well-being. For more information, email sbp@rand.org. 

At AIR, the study is housed in the Education program with staff from the Human and Social 

Development program and implemented in AIR’s San Mateo, California, office. Additional 

information about RAND and AIR is available at www.rand.org and www.air.org, respectively.

mailto:sbp@rand.org
http://www.rand.org
http://www.air.org
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Summary 

Senate Bill (SB) 1041 specified a bundle of policy changes for the CalWORKs (California Work 

Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids) program, which is California’s Temporary Assistance 

for Needy Families program. Most of the SB 1041 provisions became effective January 1, 2013, 

although implementation of some components may have started later, and the law scheduled 

other features to be phased in over time. As part of a requirement in the legislation for an 

independent evaluation, the RAND Corporation and the American Institutes for Research (AIR) 

conducted a second round of data collection and analysis in 2016 designed to provide updated 

information on the process of implementing the SB 1041 policy changes to the CalWORKs 

welfare-to-work (WTW) program, especially at the county level. The evaluation also examines 

the extent to which key indicators for CalWORKs WTW clients changed between the pre– and 

post–SB 1041 period, as well as updated analyses of outcomes for families and children and their 

association with the SB 1041 policy changes. 

SB 1041 Changes to CalWORKs 
SB 1041 specified a set of policy changes designed to engage CalWORKs clients in WTW 

activities as early as possible and facilitate the transition to self-sufficiency. Key features of the 

legislation include the following: 

• Within the overall 48-month cumulative lifetime time limit, designate 24 months of 

flexible work participation requirements, as well as expanded CalWORKs WTW services 

and other supports, governed by a new WTW 24-month time clock. During these months, 

CalWORKs WTW clients do not need to meet federal work participation requirements 

but are subject to a broader set of qualifying work activities and eligible for supportive 

services designed to enhance their ability to secure stable, gainful employment. 

• Reduce the average weekly hours of required work from 32 hours to 20 hours for those 

whose youngest child is below the age of six. All other single-parent cases had a small 

drop in the work requirement, from 32 to 30 hours.  

• Establish a new once-in-a-lifetime exemption from WTW requirements to care for a child 

from birth to age 23 months, replacing the prior temporary young child exemption—

which excused one adult per family from WTW work participation requirements while 

caring for one child below the age of two years or two children below the age of six. 

• Increase the size of the earned income disregard (the income excluded when calculating 

the benefit level) to the level that existed prior to cuts in 2011 in response to the Great 

Recession (i.e., restoration to $225 per month from $112 per month). 
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• Fully restore case management and supportive services under Cal-Learn, which serves 

low-income pregnant and parenting teens. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 74, signed into law in June 2013, included three additional policy 

changes that were intended to support the policy objectives under SB 1041. In particular, three 

Early Engagement strategies were instituted to identify and address barriers to employment more 

rapidly: 

• Use a new standardized online appraisal tool, known as the Online CalWORKs Appraisal 

Tool (OCAT), to more effectively identify and address barriers to employment. 

• Implement the Family Stabilization (FS) program, which is designed to identify 

CalWORKs WTW clients in need of intensive case management and services that seek to 

support the family in overcoming an identified situation or crisis that would interfere with 

participation in WTW activities and services.  

• Institute the Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) program, which provides new 

funds to expand the number of subsidized employment slots available to CalWORKs 

WTW clients. 

Evaluation Objectives and Approach 
To fully understand whether SB 1041 is achieving its objectives and whether there are any 

unintended consequences, RAND and AIR are conducting a multiyear evaluation with five 

component studies drawing on both qualitative and quantitative data: a process study to address 

questions related to the implementation of SB 1041; a WTW client status study and a WTW 

client tracking study to examine point-in-time and dynamic indicators for the CalWORKs WTW 

client population both before and after the SB 1041 changes; a county welfare operations impact 

study to assess the consequences of SB 1041 for various aspects of county welfare office 

operations; and a WTW client impact study to investigate the effects of the SB 1041 policy 

changes on a range of adult and child outcomes for current and former CalWORKs WTW 

clients. For purposes of the evaluation, WTW clients are defined as (1) aided adult CalWORKs 

WTW clients who are participating in WTW activities; (2) aided adult, minor parent, and 

guardian clients who are exempt from WTW activities; and (3) adult clients who are sanctioned 

and therefore do not receive aid. 

The evaluation is guided by a conceptual framework that, like a logic model, shows how the 

implementation of the policy changes links to a set of outputs and finally an array of desired impacts 

on child and family well-being. The evaluation framework serves to illustrate that whether the 

reforms achieve their intended effect will depend on a number of factors. First, as part of 

implementation of SB 1041, state-level officials, county welfare office administrators, and county 

welfare office staff must successfully communicate the new policy internally and to prospective and 

current CalWORKs WTW clients and then successfully implement the new policy changes. Second, 
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some counties may need to reorganize staff or shift resources among competing priorities to 

successfully implement the reforms. Further, the sequential nature of the implementation steps means 

that the pace at which the reforms are instituted may affect how quickly changes occur in county 

welfare operations or in the outcomes that WTW clients experience. Third, the reforms are expected 

to affect the experience of CalWORKs applicants and clients. Individuals are expected to apply for 

CalWORKs and, if eligible, receive assistance, develop a WTW plan, and participate in WTW 

activities. All of these potential implications of the SB 1041 reforms are occurring in concert with 

other policy changes—and many other factors, such as the state of the economy, that also might 

affect the outcomes of interest. The analytic challenge is drawing inferences about the causal impacts 

of the SB 1041 reforms when these other factors are not constant. Hence, for the impact analyses 

conducted for this evaluation, we adopt empirical strategies to control for possible confounding 

factors. 

This report, based on data available or collected in 2016 during the second year of the 

evaluation, addresses four of the five evaluation components (all but the county welfare 

operations impact study). As is common with program evaluation, our initial focus has been on 

understanding the implementation of the SB 1041 reforms, with the expectation that it would 

take more time to measure impacts, both because data are available with a lag and because it may 

take time for the impacts to materialize. Thus, the primary focus in this second report, as with the 

first report, is on findings from the process study, which is based on qualitative and quantitative 

information collected at the state level for all 58 counties plus additional information from six 

focal counties where more in-depth data-gathering was conducted. The data collected and 

examined for the process study cover the first three and a half years of the implementation of 

SB 1041. These rich data offer a statewide perspective on the status of implementation, as well 

as an in-depth view of implementation in the six focal counties, which represent 64 percent of 

the CalWORKs caseload. This information is extremely valuable for understanding any ongoing 

issues with implementation, how counties have approached the policy and process changes 

adopted under SB 1041, and the opportunities for addressing any challenges encountered to date.  

In addition, this report includes analyses based on several other sources of data that 

contribute to other study components. Specifically, we updated a set of analyses, presented in the 

first evaluation report and based on state administrative data, to address questions pertaining to 

the status, tracking, and recipient impact studies. The state-level data systems capture key 

indicators for CalWORKs WTW clients, such as time clock status, exemptions and sanctions, 

and employment and inflation-adjusted earnings. These updated analyses provide further 

assessment of the potential impact of SB 1041 on CalWORKs WTW clients, specifically for 

such outcomes as CalWORKs WTW participation, employment, and poverty status. We stress 

the tentative nature of these updated findings given that the data cover just one to three years of 

the post–SB 1041 period, thus providing only a very short-term assessment of impact, especially 

given the pace of implementation discussed in the first evaluation report. The final evaluation 

report will extend the administrative data we are able to examine and augment the primary data 
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assembled for this report with additional waves of qualitative and quantitative data collection. 

These data will then support more-rigorous analyses of outcomes as part of the impact study. 

In the remainder of this summary, we highlight the key findings associated with the four 

component studies.  

Status of Implementation of SB 1041 
Our findings regarding the implementation of SB 1041 are based on information gathered from 

the following sources: 

• interviews with state-level key informants, such as representatives from California 

Department of Social Services (CDSS) and other relevant state agencies, legislative staff 

involved in the formulation of SB 1041, relevant associations, and other stakeholder 

groups  

• the second wave of the All-County Survey (ACS), an online survey of the state’s 58 

county welfare directors, on which we obtained a 100-percent response rate  

• for the six focal counties examined in our first evaluation report—Alameda, Fresno, Los 

Angeles, Riverside, Sacramento, and Stanislaus—key informant interviews with county 

welfare office staff and individuals from other county agencies and service providers; 

focus groups with caseworkers; and interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients. 

Synthesizing across these various data sources and perspectives, we have findings on 

numerous topics related to the ongoing implementation of SB 1041 in the year following our first 

round of data collection at the state and county levels (i.e., from mid-2015 to mid-2016). In this 

summary, we highlight the most salient findings among those discussed more fully in the body of 

the report. 

State- and county-level stakeholders agreed that the core components of SB 1041 had 
been implemented as of mid-2016, although issues remained with the execution of some 
components, particularly the WTW 24-month time clock. From the perspective of the CDSS 

staff and other state stakeholders we interviewed (e.g., staff from welfare advocacy groups, 

California Community College Chancellor’s Office, Legislative Analyst’s Office, and legislative 

staff), as of mid-2016, all of the components of SB 1041 and the complementary Early 

Engagement activities were in place, training had been provided, and data systems were 

automated to the extent possible (with plans to continue to improve data infrastructure). In the 

2016 ACS, a majority of counties stated that the complexity of SB 1041 continued to be a 

hindrance to implementation, especially the WTW 24-month time clock. (This same finding was 

reiterated in the focal county visits.)  

Consequently, a majority of the counties indicated that they had provided additional training 

since mid-2015 to inform caseworkers about various aspects of the WTW 24-month time clock. 

Most counties continued to use a combination of both manual and automated systems for 
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updating the WTW 24-month time clock. The desire for simplification of the 24-month time 

clock and for standardized training on the 24-month time clock offered on an ongoing basis by 

CDSS was emphasized in the focal county interviews and was also the main subject of open-

ended responses in the ACS to a question about improving SB 1041. Several counties also 

suggested CDSS create a WTW handbook or resource booklet on the calculation of the 24-month 

time clock that consolidates all of the 24-month time clock mandates, tables, forms, and other 

materials. A large county also requested clarification on tracking the 24-month time clock for 

complex case scenarios (e.g., for two-parent households, rolling 12-month period for Job 

Search/Job Readiness hours) and clarification on the extension process and removal from aid 

process. Other issues that create hindrances to SB 1041 implementation and success, also cited in 

the 2015 wave of the ACS, include the availability of affordable housing and the availability of 

jobs. 

Counties continued to expand or enhance partnerships with local service providers, 
especially in areas where gaps previously existed. According to the 2016 ACS, new 

partnerships or enhancement of existing partnerships with service providers were more prevalent 

for housing assistance and to support the FS and ESE programs, compared with mental health 

care, substance abuse treatment, domestic abuse services, and educational services—areas where 

counties already felt needs were being met. ACS responses also indicated that a majority of 

counties affirm that it currently takes less than one month for a CalWORKs WTW client to begin 

participation in employment and/or job training and educational, activities to which he or she had 

been assigned or scheduled. In terms of receiving services, more than 90 percent of counties 

reported that it takes WTW clients less than one month to receive child care, transportation, and 

domestic abuse services. Still, 19 percent of county respondents reported it takes one to two 

months for WTW clients to start receiving mental health services, and 17 percent reported it took 

this long for substance abuse services. 

Understanding of the more-complex components of SB 1041 (e.g., WTW 24-month time 
clock) appears to have improved over time, but shortfalls remained. Similar to the 2015 

ACS results, nearly all counties reported in mid-2016 that WTW caseworkers understood 

moderately well or very well the enhanced educational flexibility under SB 1041 and that there 

were more choices in WTW activities. Furthermore, county welfare office supervisors generally 

reported that their WTW caseworkers understood moderately well to very well how to determine 

a WTW client’s place on the 24-month time clock; however, supervisors in a majority of 

counties were only somewhat confident that their staff could accurately calculate clients’ 24-

month time clock status. This same lack of confidence was evident when it came to explaining 

and preparing CalWORKs WTW clients for the post–24-month time clock participation 

requirements. Likewise, compared with the 2015 wave of the ACS, a somewhat higher 

proportion of county respondents in 2016 thought clients understood the WTW participation 

requirements moderately well to very well (72 percent versus 66 percent). There was almost no 

change in the percentage of county respondents who thought CalWORKs clients understood well 
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or very well the more-flexible activities they can participate in during the WTW 24-month time-

clock period (69 percent) and the new one-time young child exemption (88 percent). As with the 

prior ACS, a far smaller share of county respondents (about one-third) thought welfare clients 

understood the WTW 24-month time clock well or very well. 
The OCAT, implemented in almost all counties as of mid-2016, was viewed as a useful 

tool for identifying barriers but there were concerns with the time to administer the tool, 
the sensitive nature of the information collected, and administration in settings without 
privacy. According to the 2016 ACS, all but one county reported that they had countywide 

implementation of the OCAT and understanding of the OCAT tool on the part of county 

caseworkers was also generally rated to be high. A handful of counties had translated the tool 

into Spanish (five counties) or Spanish and Vietnamese (one county). On average, four out of 

five county respondents reported that the OCAT helped with identifying barriers to self-

sufficiency and needed services. State- and county-level interviewees noted that integrating the 

OCAT into county welfare operations has required counties to revamp their business processes 

and, in some cases, develop or strengthen partnerships with service providers. It has also 

extended the time needed to complete a WTW plan. The time required to administer the OCAT, 

the sensitive nature of the questions, and the lack of private space in some welfare offices for 

administration were sources of dissatisfaction for one-third or more of the counties, according to 

the ACS, and also a concern expressed in our six focal counties. According to state-level 

interviewees, some caseworkers had experienced secondary trauma as a result of the intense 

OCAT interviews and sensitive questions being asked (e.g., about drug use, domestic violence, 

mental illness) that caseworkers may not feel trained for. CDSS had responded with training and 

resources to support caseworkers in this role. Given data systems as of mid-2016, it was not 

possible to determine the take-up rate of the services recommended by OCAT, although state 

officials and county welfare office staff reported increased referrals to services (e.g., mental 

health and substance abuse, domestic violence, and child care). Interviews with CalWORKs 

WTW clients in the focal counties indicate that some spent time on waiting lists to get the 

recommended services (e.g., counseling, housing assistance). 

Counties suggested various improvements to the OCAT, including integrating the OCAT 

information into existing Statewide Automated Welfare Systems (e.g., Consortium-IV and 

Welfare Client Data System Consortia) and providing client-level data in the form of 

management reports to help counties plan, make program decisions, conduct focused reviews, 

and initiate focused outreach to specific populations. They noted the need for counties to be able 

to drill down to customer-level information for supervisory or management follow-up and to 

conduct focused outreach to customers. They also felt CDSS should continue to provide training 

regarding secondary trauma for OCAT users. 

Implementation of the FS program was largely viewed as a success given the flexibility 
it offers to meet the unique needs of each client and to provide services to children. All but 

one county reported countywide implementation of the FS program at the time of the 2016 ACS, 
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and almost all of those counties indicated that they offered treatment of family members of the 

CalWORKs WTW client. Nearly all county respondents reported offering substance abuse and 

mental health counseling and treatment, and 70 to 85 percent offer a range of other services 

related to treatment and housing. On average, counties reported serving 79 percent of eligible 

families through their FS program. In the next year’s evaluation report, we will explore the 

reasons behind why counties were unable to serve a greater percentage of families and possible 

solutions. 

Smaller counties tended to not offer as many services and to serve a smaller share of eligible 

families (73 percent versus 84 percent for large counties). State- and county-level stakeholders 

largely viewed the FS program as a success because of the flexibility it offers to address the 

unique needs of each client and the ability to provide services to children, which was not 

possible previously. ACS respondents were more likely to give higher ratings to their FS 

program in terms of stabilizing families, addressing barriers to self-sufficiency, providing 

substance abuse treatment and mental health counseling, and providing emergency shelter. 

Counties were not as positive regarding the success of their FS program with providing 

transitional housing to WTW clients. 
Use of the ESE program was below expectations as of mid-2016, but consolidation with 

the predecessor AB 98 Subsidized Employment program and other factors may support 
greater use in the future. According to the 2016 ACS, 45 counties reported implementing ESE 

countywide, six counties (four small counties and six medium-sized counties) were planning for 

implementation, while seven counties (five small counties and two medium-sized counties) 

reported that they have opted out. From the viewpoint of state-level stakeholders, ESE is an 

underutilized mechanism, but use was expected to grow, especially following consolidation with 

the predecessor AB 98 (2013) Subsidized Employment program as of July 2016 (which had a 

different funding structure). One challenge with the ESE program, identified by state-level 

stakeholders and confirmed by the responses to the 2016 ACS and interviews in our focal 

counties, was getting employers to participate. Another issue was whether CalWORKs WTW 

clients are “job ready.” In terms of outcomes, counties rated the program more successful in 

terms of preparing CalWORKs clients for long-term self-sufficiency and for finding 

unsubsidized employment, but they gave somewhat lower marks in terms of finding jobs with a 

livable wage, keeping clients employed with the ESE employer, and keeping clients from 

returning to CalWORKs. 
Take-up of educational opportunities as of mid-2016 continued to fall short of 

expectations, but efforts were underway to increase participation. One of the goals of SB 

1041 was to improve WTW clients’ access to educational offerings through the greater flexibility 

provided during the 24 months of CalWORKs WTW services. State- and county-level 

interviewees acknowledged the lack of growth in community college participation. Among the 

58 counties responding to the 2016 ACS, respondents in just 19 counties (33 percent) indicated 

that more clients were enrolled in community college compared with mid-2015. Respondents in 
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only 18 counties reported an increase in enrollment in vocational educational and training 

between mid-2015 and mid-2016. Explanations mentioned include capacity constraints on the 

part of the community colleges following budget cuts in the wake of the Great Recession, a 

growing economy making work more attractive than further education, the expectation on the 

part of recipients that pursuing a degree would likely extend beyond the WTW 24-month time 

frame, and the need for added supports to address the unique needs of WTW clients enrolled in 

school. Barriers to take-up of educational opportunities identified in the focal county interviews 

and focus groups included limited availability of courses and transportation, as well as clients’ 

“readiness” to enter a college-level program (e.g., lack of a high school diploma or General 

Educational Development [GED] certification, low literacy levels). Stakeholders at all levels 

expressed a commitment to continue collaborations to address the barriers to education and 

improving the educational opportunities of CalWORKs clients. For example, in two of the six 

focal counties, caseworkers were co-located on the local community college campus in order to 

foster closer communication and a stronger partnership and to make life easier for CalWORKs 

clients attending college. 

Across all 58 counties, a consistent view measured in the 2016 ACS was that outcomes 
had not changed much in the prior year under SB 1041. Between 41 percent and 65 percent 

of 2016 ACS respondents estimated that the implementation of SB 1041 had no effect (i.e., they 

marked “about the same”) in the last year (mid-2015 to mid-2016) on work participation rates, 

participation in WTW activities, compliance with CalWORKs program rules, earnings, 

participation in CalFresh (the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program in California), and the 

number of clients receiving sanctions. About seven in ten counties estimated that, over the same 

period, the implementation of SB 1041 had no effect (i.e., they marked “about the same”) on 

enrollment in GED programs, enrollment in educational programs, or the enrollment in 

vocational education/training programs. 

The tension between the flexibility of work activities offered under SB 1041 and the 
Work Participation Rate (WPR) may have lessened in at least some counties as of mid-
2016. The first evaluation report noted that county staff felt pressure to meet the WPR, given the 

potential penalties that were pending at the time for failure to meet the WPR in recent years. This 

raised a concern about counties’ willingness to encourage CalWORKs WTW clients to take 

advantage of the greater flexibility under SB 1041. Because California was expected to meet its 

2016 WPR, CDSS staff expressed the hope in their interviews that county welfare office staff 

would be less likely to see a conflict between SB 1041 and meeting the WPR. This reduction in 

pressure to meet the WPR was present in two of the six focal counties but continued to be a 

subject of concern in the other four counties. 
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Updated Participant Indicators in the Post–SB 1041 Period 
As with the first evaluation report, the status and tracking study components covered in this 

second report are based on the analysis of state administrative data covering the CalWORKs 

WTW population. The state data cover key indicators for CalWORKs WTW clients before and 

after SB 1041 became effective. In particular, for the status study, we examined the cross-section 

of CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, and February 

2016 in order to describe how key indicators measured in the state administrative data have 

changed in the first three years since SB 1041 took effect. For the tracking study, we use the 

administrative data to follow the cohorts that entered CalWORKs in February 2007, February 

2009, February 2011, February 2013, and February 2014 for two years to contrast the 

experiences of cohorts that only experienced the pre–SB 1041 rules, those that only experienced 

the post–SB 1041 rules, and those that transitioned through the policy change. We also examined 

outcomes three years after entry for all but the February 2014 entry cohort. 

As part of these analyses, we addressed questions related to use of the 48-month time-on-aid 

limit and the WTW 24-month time clock, exemptions and sanctions, leaving CalWORKs, 

employment and earnings, and reengagement. We continue to consider these analyses to be 

tentative because implementation of SB 1041 was still ongoing during the period covered by the 

data. It is also important to keep in mind that the set of cohorts examined in the tracking study 

experienced different economic conditions—before, during, and after the Great Recession—and 

different CalWORKs policy environments as the state responded to the budget crisis during the 

recession. Thus, for example, some of the patterns we measure in these descriptive analyses may 

be attributable to the improving economy. 

With these caveats in mind, we highlight several key findings from our analysis: 

• For two initial post–SB 1041 cohorts entering CalWORKs in 2013 and 2014, usage 
of the flexible WTW 24-month time clock appears to be low two and three years 
after entry. After two years (i.e., 24 months of potential aid), both the cohort that entered 

the CalWORKs WTW program in February 2013 and the cohort that began in February 

2014 had used, on average, about nine months of the 48-month time limit and about two 

months of the WTW 24-month time clock. After three years (i.e., 36 months of potential 

aid), WTW clients who started in the CalWORKs WTW program in February 2013 had 

used, on average, about 11 months of the 48-month time limit and still only about two 

months of the WTW 24-month time clock. The relatively low rate of “ticks” on the WTW 

24-month time clock likely reflects several factors, including lags in implementing the 

24-month time clock rules for these first cohorts; CalWORKs WTW clients meeting 

federal work participation requirements, causing their 24-month time clock not to 

advance; and WTW clients with exemptions or sanctions that caused both clocks to stop. 

• Comparing the rate of ever receiving an exemption before and after SB 1041 shows 
a slight increase, although the fraction with an exemption at a point in time in the 
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post–SB 1041 period has declined. The percentage of WTW clients who received at 

least one exemption during their first two years in the CalWORKs WTW program 

increased only slightly from the February 2007 entry cohort to the February 2014 entry 

cohort (from 44 percent to 46 percent). Similarly, the percentage of clients who received 

at least one exemption during their first three years in the CalWORKs WTW program 

increased five percentage points from the February 2007 entry cohort to the February 

2013 entry cohort (from 47 percent to 52 percent). Annual snapshots of all WTW clients 

since SB 1041—in February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016—showed that the share of 

clients with an exemption decreased from 41 percent in February 2013 to 29 percent in 

February 2016. 

• A similar pattern holds with respect to sanctions; relatively little change in ever 
receiving a sanction within two or three years of entry before versus after SB 1041 
and a small decline in the percentage with a sanction at a point in time in the post–
SB 1041 period. The percentage of clients who received at least one sanction during their 

first two years in the CalWORKs WTW program rose from 12 percent for the 2007 

cohort to 14 percent for the 2013 cohort, and then fell to 13 percent for the 2014 cohort. 

The percentage of clients who received at least one sanction during the first three years in 

the CalWORKs WTW program ranged from 17 percent for the 2007 and 2009 cohorts to 

18 percent for the 2013 cohort. Yearly snapshots since SB 1041 showed that the share of 

WTW clients who were currently sanctioned decreased from 13 percent in February 2013 

to 10 percent in February 2016. 

• Post–SB 1041 cohorts exit CalWORKs WTW after one year at about the same rate 
as pre–SB 1041 cohorts, but there is a slight increase in the exit rate after two years 
and three years in the post–SB 1041 period. The percentage of WTW clients who were 

not in the CalWORKs WTW program one year after entry changed very little from the 

February 2007 (52 percent) to February 2014 (51 percent) entry cohorts. The percentage 

of clients who were not in the CalWORKs WTW program two years after entry 

increased, rising from 64 percent for the 2007 entry cohort to 68 percent for the 2014 

entry cohort, and the percentage of clients who were not in the CalWORKs WTW 

program three years after entry also rose, increasing from 69 percent for the 2007 entry 

cohort to 77 percent for the 2013 entry cohort. 

• Employment rates viewed various ways show an increase for cohorts entering 
CalWORKs WTW in the post–SB 1041 period relative to the pre–SB 1041 period. A 

larger percentage of the February 2014 entry cohort was employed for at least one quarter 

in the cohort’s first two years after entry compared with the February 2007 entry cohort 

(56 percent versus 67 percent). Looking over three years, the percentage employed for at 

least one quarter in the first three years after entry ranged from 58 percent for the 

February 2009 entry cohort to 71 percent for the February 2013 entry cohort. 

The percentage of new WTW clients who were continuously employed for their first year 
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on WTW ranged from 13 percent for the 2009 cohort to 19 percent for the 2014 entry 

cohort. Yearly snapshots after SB 1041 showed that a higher percentage of clients were 

employed in February 2016 compared with February 2013 (26 percent in 2013 and 

34 percent in 2016).  

• Earnings likewise showed improvements for successive cross-sections of WTW 
clients in the post-SB 1041 period. For the February 2016 cross-section, employed 

WTW clients earned about $2,533 per quarter on average, controlling for inflation, a 17-

percent increase compared with the February 2013 cross-section. 

• Among CalWORKs WTW clients subject to reengagement under SB 1041—that is, 
those with a short-term exemption for young children as of December 2012, most were 
either reengaged or no longer CalWORKs WTW clients. Among the clients who had the 

short-term WTW exemption for young children in December 2012, just 16 percent still had 

this exemption in February 2014 and almost none still had it in February 2015 and February 
2016. As of February 2016, 17 percent of this group could be considered reengaged (i.e., 

neither with an exemption or sanction), while another 65 percent were no longer clients in the 

CalWORKs WTW program. The remainder had switched to the revised SB 1041 short-term 

young children exemption (4 percent), had another type of exemption (9 percent), or were 

sanctioned (6 percent). 

Further Descriptive Analysis for the Impact Study 
One of the goals of the SB 1041 evaluation is to assess the impact of the legislation on outcomes 

for adults and children in the CalWORKs WTW program. For example, as noted earlier, the 

tracking study findings using state administrative data on cohorts of first-time CalWORKs WTW 

entrants show an increase between 2007 and 2014 in the percentage of these clients who were no 

longer in CalWORKs two or three years after entry. However, such a change may reflect the 

improved state of the economy or changing demographic patterns of the CalWORKs WTW 

population.  

In this report, we updated one of the two strategies employed in the first evaluation report, 

which controls for possible confounding factors in order to assess potential impacts of SB 1041 

on several key outcomes. In particular, the same state administrative data used for the status and 

tracking studies, now covering the period from the first quarter of 2007 through the first quarter 

of 2016, were employed in a multicohort interrupted time series design that aims to isolate 

changes in outcomes that can be associated with SB 1041. Outcomes are measured for 

CalWORKs WTW clients both one year after CalWORKs entry and two years after entry.  

While these updated analyses are informative, we view them as limited in the extent to which 

they support strong inferences about the impacts of the legislation for three reasons. First, the 

administrative data extend just about three years since the SB 1041 reforms became effective and 

a longer post–SB 1041 follow-up would be preferable. Second, we have a limited set of control 
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variables to account for potential confounders. Third, the process study indicates that it has taken 

time for clients to take up the 24 months of flexible WTW services and for some critical early 

engagement activities, such as the OCAT, to be fully implemented in the period covered by the 

data. For this reason, the full effects of the legislation may have yet to be fully realized. These 

issues will be mitigated in the analyses in the final evaluation report, for which we will have 

additional data covering the post–SB 1041 period. 

Keeping in mind these limitations, these updated analyses produced the following findings 

using the state administrative data: 

• When we accounted for the changing unemployment rate and characteristics of 

CalWORKs WTW clients, we found that, after SB 1041, new WTW clients were more 

likely than predicted to be employed one year after entry (+1.9 percentage points). The 

increase in employment was more heavily concentrated in an increase in the percentage 

combining employment and CalWORKs WTW (+1.4 percentage points) than in the 

percentage for employed-only and no longer a WTW client (+0.6 percentage points). In 

addition, after SB 1041, the level of real quarterly earnings among CalWORKs WTW 

clients one year after enrollment was about $106 higher (7.3 percent) than predicted. 

These findings are consistent with the results from the first evaluation report, which used 

more-limited data in terms of the period and caseload covered. 

• Using this same approach to examine outcomes two years after CalWORKs enrollment, 

we found that in the post–SB 1041 period, new WTW clients were less likely than 

predicted to be employed two years after entry (–1.3 percentage points) and more likely 

to be still be a CalWORKs WTW client (+1.9 percentage points). When disaggregated 

into mutually exclusive categories, the percentage who were employed-only was 

significantly lower (–2.1 percentage points), while the percentage who were both 

CalWORKs WTW clients and employed (+0.8 percentage points) and the percentage 

who were CalWORKs WTW clients and not employed (+1.1 percentage points) were 

both higher. At the same time, the level of real quarterly earnings among new 

CalWORKs WTW clients two years after enrollment was no different than predicted. 

Although these analyses are based on the early cohorts to experience SB 1041 and during a 

period when implementation was still underway, the findings may indicate that the greater 

flexibility of the WTW 24-month time clock led to increased short-term usage of CalWORKs by 

new clients (one and two years after entry). In this time frame, new clients would not have been 

able to theoretically reach the end of the WTW 24-month time clock, and, empirically, that is 

what was observed (as noted earlier). Hence, it is not surprising that the results showed no 

change in WTW client status one year after entry and a small increase two years after entry 

associated with SB 1041. As noted in the first evaluation report, the higher amount of earnings 

one year after entry that is associated with SB 1041 could be consistent with the increased earned 
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income disregard. However, we note again that we were unable to completely rule out other 

factors, such as the improving economy, as an alternative explanation for the earnings effect. 

Implications and Next Steps 
As a multiyear evaluation, recommendations will be provided in the final evaluation report, 

although we do include suggested policy changes offered through the ACS and by stakeholders 

in the six focal counties as part of the content. A number of the findings summarized earlier are 

supported by multiple information sources, especially those from the process study, and can form 

the basis for identifying important implications of the results, as well as issues that we expect to 

consider in the third phase of the evaluation. In this final section, we highlight these implications 

and issues for further exploration. 

WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

The ongoing challenges with the WTW 24-month time clock were evident in the responses to the 

ACS and the interviews and focus groups conducted in the focal counties. The clock continues to 

be the most complex aspect of the legislation to administer in general (and in a consistent manner 

more specifically) and to explain to WTW clients. Although there appears to be some 

improvement since our first evaluation report in the understanding of the clock on the part of 

caseworkers, it appears that CalWORKs WTW clients continue to have difficulty obtaining a 

solid understanding of the WTW 24-month time clock and how it applies to them. As this was 

also the case in our first evaluation report, we again point to a need for strategies to simplify the 

guidance provided to WTW clients and to perhaps offer more-effective resource materials. 

Furthermore, the state-level administrative data available to us for this report indicate that the 

average WTW client has only a few months accumulated on the time clock and that relatively 

few have exhausted their 24 months of flexible WTW services. Given these issues, we will 

continue to focus on this aspect of implementation of SB 1041 in the final round of qualitative 

and quantitative data collection and analysis. 

The degree of take-up of the 24 months of WTW services and how the flexibility is used 

(e.g., for education) may have implications for whether SB 1041 will achieve its objective of 

promoting a robust transition to self-sufficiency that is sustained. A key issue we will seek to 

explore for the final evaluation report is the timing (initiation and duration) of participation in the 

24 months of WTW services and the nature of the services received. We will also plan to 

examine the extent to which WTW clients receive an extension on their 24-month time clock. 

Early Engagement Activities 

Although OCAT was in place in all counties according to the 2016 ACS, there still appeared to 

be a need to improve the tool’s administration and usefulness and to assess its ability to identify 

the most relevant needs a recipient faces. Improved administration could come through 
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streamlining of the information collected in the OCAT versus what is gathered elsewhere in the 

intake process. The OCAT could also be subject to a formal validation study, given that the 

OCAT tool, as administered in CalWORKs, has not been subject to validation research to date. 

We expect to continue to monitor ways in which the OCAT is administered and whether counties 

identify strategies to mitigate the concerns regarding the length of the tool and the sensitive 

nature of the information collected. The relationship between the OCAT appraisal results, the 

referrals to services, the take-up of those services, and any capacity constraints will be other 

topics of interest. 

The FS program also was operating in all counties and generally viewed favorably in terms 

of the ability to tailor needed services to adult recipients and their children. Looking ahead, we 

anticipate exploring the relationship between participation in the FS program and the mix of 

services received and the length of participation.  

Finally, given the lagging utilization of the ESE programs, the consolidation of the 

subsidized employment and ESE program are expected to increase the counties’ use of 

subsidized employment as a tool for increasing work participation. The extent to which this 

occurs will be of interest in our final round of data collection. Greater use of the program may 

require that counties expand their efforts to recruit employers. 

Scope for Process Improvements 

As implementation of SB 1041 continues to unfold and become more institutionalized, CDSS 

and the counties can continue to look for ways to improve processes associated with SB 1041. 

We have already noted the need to do so for the implementation of the WTW 24-month time 

clock and for the administration of OCAT. The need for process improvements may also be 

evident for other components of the legislation, such as connecting CalWORKs clients to needed 

services. In our final round of data collection, we will be particularly interested in novel 

approaches that counties have taken that may prove to be useful models for other counties and 

how the counties can and could work with one another to disseminate successful practices. 

Measuring SB 1041 Impact 

Given that the implementation of SB 1041 was reaching maturity as of mid-2016 when we 

completed our second round of data collection, we are more confident that a third round of data 

collection will be useful for measuring the impact of the legislation on county welfare office 

operations, as well as on outcomes for CalWORKs WTW clients and their families based on data 

that extend to 2017. Assessing the impact of the legislation will still be subject to a number of 

challenges, such as the need to control for potential confounding factors; the need to account for 

when each component of the legislation went into effect at the ground level, not just the effective 

date; and the expectation that we can make inferences only about the impact of the bundle of 

policy changes in SB 1041 and related legislation, rather than for any specific component of the 

legislation. Nevertheless, the methods we have identified (and used to perform the interim 
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analyses for this report) offer the best opportunity for making causal inferences regarding the 

effects of the complex set of changes under SB 1041. 
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1. Introduction 

Senate Bill (SB) 1041, enacted as part of the California Budget Act of 2012 (Chapter 47, 2012 

Statutes), contained significant changes to the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility 

to Kids (CalWORKs) program, most of which became effective January 1, 2013. CalWORKs is 

California’s Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, a central component of 

the safety net that provides cash aid for low-income families with children. The California 

Department of Social Services (CDSS) provides oversight and administration of CalWORKs, 

while county welfare offices in the state’s 58 counties operate the program.  

The SB 1041 policy changes included modifications to the requirements for work under 

CalWORKs, the types of eligible work activities, the time clock that governs the work 

requirements, and the exemption for a young child—all with the goal of engaging CalWORKs 

clients in welfare-to-work (WTW) activities as early as possible, while also providing enhanced 

supports to address barriers to work and to offer more flexibility in work activity options as well 

as increased incentives for work as WTW clients move toward self-sufficiency. SB 1041 also 

enhanced the financial incentive to work and streamlined the income verification process, among 

other changes. The California legislature included a provision in the SB 1041 bill for an 

independent evaluation to determine if the legislation achieves its objectives and if there are any 

unintended consequences. 

In addition, a set of strategies to support the SB 1041 early engagement objectives were 

added in June 2013 under Assembly Bill (AB) 74 (Chapter 21, 2013). Specifically, these 

strategies, known as Early Engagement, were (1) the development and use of a standardized 

online appraisal tool—known as Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT)—for use by county 

welfare departments (CWDs) to identify and address barriers to employment on the part of 

CalWORKs WTW clients; (2) the Family Stabilization (FS) program, which would provide 

intensive case management and services for CalWORKs WTW clients with an identified 

situation or crisis that would interfere with participation in WTW activities and services; and (3) 

the Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) program, which added funds for CWDs to expand 

the number of subsidized employment placements for CalWORKs WTW clients.  

During the debate over the SB 1041 provisions, supporters viewed the package of policy 

changes as retaining the successful features of the CalWORKs program (including those in place 

prior to the cuts prompted by the budget crisis), such as relatively generous financial incentives 

and the range of WTW supports. Child and family advocates called attention to its more-

restrictive features, such as the shift after the first 24 months of assistance to the more-limited 

work-related activities that qualify under federal TANF rules and the new one-time limit on the 

use of the young child exemption. The mandate for an evaluation of SB 1041, included in the 
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legislation, provides an opportunity to document the process of implementing the policy changes 

and to assess the resulting consequences in terms of both intended and unintended consequences. 

Given this context, the goal of the SB 1041 evaluation is to understand how the reforms were 

implemented; how the changes affected the number and composition of CalWORKs WTW 

clients and their experience with program services; and the effects of the reforms on families and 

children, as well as the operations of county welfare offices, the primary agents responsible for 

implementing and monitoring the program. Broadly, the multiyear SB 1041 evaluation is 

designed to address the following overarching questions by the completion of the study: 

• Has SB 1041 provided greater flexibility in the services and activities available to 

CalWORKs WTW clients? 

• Has SB 1041 helped remove barriers to WTW clients’ employment? 

• Has SB 1041 affected WTW clients’ transitions at the 25-month mark? 

• Has SB 1041 accelerated WTW clients’ paths to self-sufficiency? 

• Has SB 1041 affected California’s TANF annual work participation rates? 

• How have the changes affected CalWORKs and related programs at the county level? 

• Has SB 1041 improved the well-being of participating children and their families? 

• What improvements to the CalWORKs program are recommended? 

This report is the second of three annual reports that will provide findings from the evaluation 

components. Given the available data and the stage of evaluation, this report focuses on updating 

and extending a set of supporting questions that will contribute to our ability to answer the 

overarching study questions by the end of the evaluation.  

As described later in this chapter and more fully in the evaluation background and study design 

report (Karoly et al., 2015), the evaluation consists of five component studies: a process study to 

address questions related to the implementation of SB 1041; a WTW client status study and a WTW 

client tracking study to examine point-in-time and dynamic indicators for the CalWORKs WTW 

population both before and after the SB 1041 changes; a county welfare operations impact study to 

assess the consequences of SB 1041 for various aspects of county welfare office operations; and a 

WTW client impact study to investigate the effects of the SB 1041 policy changes on a range of adult 

and child outcomes for current and former CalWORKs WTW clients. 

As is common with program evaluation, our initial focus has been on understanding the 

implementation of the SB 1041 reforms, with the expectation that it would take more time to 

measure impacts because data are available with a lag and because it may take time for the 

impacts to materialize. Thus, as with the initial evaluation study, the primary focus in this second 

report is on findings from the process study, drawing in this case on information gathered in 

2016 from a second round of interviews with state-level key informants; from the second wave 

of the All-County Survey (ACS), an online survey of the state’s 58 county welfare directors; and 

from a second round of interviews and focus groups conducted in six focal counties (Alameda, 

Fresno, Los Angeles, Riverside, Sacramento, and Stanislaus). Together with the first round of 
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data collection in 2015, these rich quantitative and qualitative data, collected and examined for 

the process study, cover the first three and a half years of the implementation of SB 1041 and 

offer a statewide perspective on the status of implementation, as well as an in-depth view of 

implementation in the six focal counties, which represent 64 percent of the CalWORKs caseload. 

In this phase of the evaluation, we had a particular focus on the experience with implementation 

of supportive services under SB 1041; WTW clients’ take-up of education activities, particularly 

community colleges; and the implementation of the Early Engagement activities: OCAT, FS 

program, and ESE program. Together with the first evaluation report, the process study 

information in this report is extremely valuable for understanding the pace of implementation, 

how counties have approached the policy and process changes adopted under SB 1041, and the 

opportunities for addressing any challenges encountered to date.  

In addition, this report includes analyses based on several additional sources of data that 

contribute to other study components. Specifically, as with the first evaluation report, we analyze 

state administrative data to address questions pertaining to the status and tracking studies. The 

state-level data systems capture key indicators for CalWORKs WTW clients, such as time clock 

status, exemptions and sanctions, and employment. (Other aspects of program participation, such 

as the types of WTW activities that CalWORKs WTW clients engage in, are captured in county-

level data systems that were not yet available for analysis but will be examined in the final study 

report.) We also employ the state administrative data, now with an additional year of data 

relative to the first report (through 2016), to update our assessment of the potential impact of 

SB 1041 on CalWORKs WTW clients, specifically for such outcomes as CalWORKs WTW 

client status, employment, and inflation-adjusted earnings.1  

We continue to view the impact study findings as tentative and incomplete, given that the 

data cover just two years of the post–SB 1041 period—thus providing a relatively short-term 

assessment of potential impact—and given that the findings are limited to a narrow, albeit 

important, set of outcomes that can be measured in the state administrative data. The final 

evaluation report will extend the administrative data we are able to examine and augment the 

primary data assembled for this report with additional waves of qualitative and quantitative data 

collection. These data will then support more rigorous analyses of outcomes as part of the impact 

study. 

In the remainder of this introductory chapter, we first provide a brief overview of the  

SB 1041 changes and the accompanying Early Engagement strategies. Readers requiring a more 

in-depth discussion of the policy changes will find further discussion in Appendix A, drawing on 

content included in the first evaluation report (Davis et al., 2016). Next, we provide a discussion 

of the evaluation framework and methodology, replicating content in the first evaluation report 

 

1
 We used the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all urban consumers (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics [BLS], 2015a) 

to adjust earnings to 2013 first-quarter dollars. 
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(Davis et al., 2016). That report also provides other important background information, which we 

do not repeat here, including 

• a discussion of CalWORKs in the context of the TANF program more generally 

• an overview of recent CalWORKs caseload trends 

• a synthesis of prior research on the CalWORKs program. 

To provide context for the findings in this second report, a penultimate section summarizes high-

level findings from the first evaluation report (Davis et al., 2016) and a descriptive report on the 

CalWORKs population based on the first wave of California Socioeconomic Survey (CalSES) 

(Bozick et al., 2019). We conclude this chapter with a road map for the remainder of the 

document.  

Overview of SB 1041 and Other Relevant Policy Changes  
Prior to the SB 1041 reforms, the CalWORKs program was subject to a number of policy 

reforms as a result of shifting state priorities, federal policy action, and the Great Recession of 

2007–2009.2 These changes affected such features as benefit levels (which increased periodically 

until the Great Recession and then declined), work requirements (made stricter in 2004), the 

lifetime time limit for benefit receipt (reduced from 60 months to 48 months as of 2011), 

exemptions from work requirements for adults with a young child in the assistance unit3 (with a 

more generous allowance as of 2009), and the financial incentives to work (made less generous 

in 2011). 

SB 1041 Policy Changes  

Key provisions of the SB 1041 legislation include the following (see also Table 1.1 and 

Appendix A): 

• New time clock. As of January 1, 2013, a new WTW 24-month time clock was 

established, embedded within the preexisting 48-month lifetime limit, that allotted up to 

24 months for WTW clients to engage in a variety of activities to prepare them to become 

or remain employed. Months in the new clock accrue prospectively and cumulatively but 

not necessarily consecutively. 

• Nature of WTW services. While using the 24-month time clock, there are no required core 

activities—those that meet federal work participation requirements, such as employment, 

on-the-job training, and vocational educational training, which provides a more flexible  

 

2
 See Karoly et al. (2015) for a history of earlier reforms to the CalWORKs program. 

3
 The assistance unit consists of the co-residing family members who are determined to be eligible for CalWORKs. 

The assistance unit will not necessarily include all family members who are living together.  
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Table 1.1. Overview of Key SB 1041 Policy Changes Effective January 1, 2013 

Policy Pre–SB 1041 Post–SB 1041 

Adult lifetime time 
limit  

48 cumulative lifetime months of 
CalWORKs WTW assistance, 
services, and activities 

• Embedded within the 48 months of CalWORKs support, 
WTW clients can engage in a more flexible set of WTW 
activities for up to 24 months (tracked by a new WTW 24-
month time clock).  

• After the WTW 24-month time clock is exhausted, WTW 
clients must meet the CalWORKs federal standards for work 
participation requirements for the remainder of their 48 
months on aid. 

• Counties may extend the WTW 24-month time clock by up 
to six months for a target of 20 percent of WTW clients 
between months 24 and 48 of aid. 

Time-clock  
initiation 

Not applicable • Those starting the program on or after January 1, 2013, are 
subject to the SB 1041 time-clock structure. 

• Those in the program prior to January 1, 2013, with fewer 
than 24 months accumulated are subject to the 24-month 
CalWORKs WTW time clock, followed by the CalWORKs 
federal standards until the 48-month lifetime limit is reached. 

• Those in the program prior to January 1, 2013, with more 
than 24 months accumulated are subject to the 24-month 
CalWORKs WTW time clock until the 48-month lifetime limit 
is reached. 

Average weekly 
hours required per 
month 

• Single parent: 32 hours 
• Two parents: 35 hours 

• Single parent with child younger than age six: 20 hours. 
• Single parent with no child younger than age six: 30 hours. 
• Two parents: 35 hours. 

Average weekly 
core requirements 

20 hours of the weekly work 
requirement of 32 hours (for a 
single parent) or 35 hours (for 
two parents) have to be in core 
activities 

• No core requirement while subject to the CalWORKs 24-
month time clock. 

• While subject to CalWORKs federal standards period, 20 
hours of the weekly work requirement for single parents and 
30 hours of the weekly work requirement for two parents 
have to be in core activities, which include employment, on-
the-job training, and vocational educational training. 

Young child 
exemption 

Short-term exemption: One adult 
per family excused from WTW 
activities if caring for one child 
under two years of age or two 
children under six years of age 

• One lifetime exemption: One adult per family excused from 
WTW activities if caring for child under two years of age. 

• Adults exempt from the pre–SB 1041 young child exemption 
rules were not required to participate until the county 
reengaged them. Counties had until January 1, 2015, to 
complete the reengagement process. 

Earned income 
deduction 

$112 disregard plus 50 percent of 
the remaining earned income 

Effective October 1, 2013: $225 disregard plus 50 percent of 
the remaining earned income. 

Cal-Learn  Program case management 
component suspended 

Program fully restored on April 1, 2013: Pregnant/parenting 
teens were no longer under WTW rules but under special Cal-
Learn rules. 

Income  
verification 

Quarterly verification of income 
for eligibility 

Phased in from April 2013 to October 2013: New income 
verification system implemented with 
• semiannual income verification for cases headed by an 

adult 
• annual income verification for child-only cases. 

SOURCE: Based on Davis et al., 2016, Table 1.1. 
NOTE (All changes are effective as of January 1, 2013, except as noted. 
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option than under prior CalWORKs rules. After the WTW 24-month time clock is 

exhausted, WTW clients are obligated to meet the CalWORKs federal standards for work 

participation requirements for the remainder of their time on aid. 

• Work requirements for those with young children. The average weekly hours of required 

work were reduced from 32 hours to 20 hours for those whose youngest child is below 

the age of six. All other single-parent cases had a small drop in the work requirement, 

from 32 to 30 hours.  

• Young child exemption. The prior temporary young child exemption—which excused one 

adult per family from WTW work participation requirements while caring for one child 

below the age of two years or two children below the age of six—was replaced by a new 

once-in-a-lifetime exemption from WTW requirements to care for a child from birth to 

age 23 months. CalWORKs WTW clients with a young child exemption as of December 

31, 2012, were not subject to the SB 1041 WTW requirements (and the time clock would 

not start) until the county reengaged them (required by January 1, 2015), a process that 

involved communicating the policy change and initiating the WTW services component 

if they were no longer eligible for the young child exemption. 

• Other provisions. SB 1041 included a number of other changes, including (1) restoring 

the earned income disregard (the income excluded when calculating the benefit level) to 

the level that existed prior to the Great Recession; (2) restoring the full supports and 

specialized services for pregnant and parenting teens under the Cal-Learn program; and 

(3) reducing the burden associated with the income verification system. 

Together, the bundle of SB 1041 policy changes emphasized moving WTW clients through 

CalWORKs by intensifying their engagement with WTW activities early on and providing 

flexible, meaningful work activity options and supportive services during that period designed to 

enhance their ability to secure stable, gainful employment. The elimination of a requirement for 

core activities while subject to the 24-month time clock provides clients with the potential to 

engage in a range of activities that could include human capital investments through education or 

training as an alternative to a “work first” approach. The reduction in the weekly work 

requirement for single-parent clients with a child under the age of six provides additional 

accommodation for families with younger children. On the other hand, the return to the higher 

earned income disregard in place prior to 2011 provides a greater financial incentive to increase 

employment and earnings. Finally, the full restoration of the Cal-Learn program reinstated the 

set of specialized and supportive services for pregnant and parenting teens.  

Other Relevant Policy Changes  

It is important to note that three other policy changes, signed into law in June 2013 under AB 74, 

were intended to support the policy objectives under SB 1041 and thus are relevant for the 

implementation research conducted for this evaluation. In particular, the following Early 
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Engagement strategies were instituted to identify and address barriers to employment more 

rapidly: 

• OCAT. CDSS was charged with developing a new standardized online appraisal tool for 

use by CWDs to screen new CalWORKs WTW clients and more effectively identify and 

address barriers to employment. 

• FS program. AB 74 (2013) included provisions to identify CalWORKs WTW clients in 

need of intensive case management and services designed to support the family in 

overcoming an identified situation or crisis that would interfere with participation in 

WTW activities and services.  

• ESE program. AB 74 added funds to expand the number of subsidized employment slots 

available to CalWORKs WTW clients. 

Evaluation Conceptual Framework and Approach  
Our overall evaluation effort is guided by the conceptual framework depicted in Figure 1.1, 

originally presented in Karoly et al. (2015). The framework is structured like a logic model, 

moving from the policy change in the left column, through the implementation stage in the 

second column, to the outputs from the policy change, and finally to the desired impacts on child 

and family well-being. The top row indicates the sequence of activities, starting with the passage 

of SB 1041, continuing with implementation by the counties based on communication from 

CDSS, then engagement by WTW clients, and concluding with the desired outcomes for children 

and families.  

Additional details about each stage are shown in the middle blocks. For example, the 

legislation has components addressing eligibility requirements, services and support, and 

benefits. Those same domains are then the focus of implementation by counties depicted in the 

second column. Engagement by WTW clients in the third column shows the steps experienced 

by CalWORKs WTW clients and the end result of either reaching the time limit or exiting to 

employment. The desired child and family outcomes are shown in the final column, including 

stable, gainful employment; economic self-sufficiency; healthy families and children; and 

academically prepared and successful children. Finally, the framework also denotes the 

associated study component(s) at the bottom of each stage. 

The evaluation framework illustrates that whether the reforms achieve their intended effect 

will depend on a number of factors. First, as part of implementation by the counties (top box in 

the second column), state-level officials, county welfare office administrators, and county 

welfare office staff must successfully communicate the new policy internally and to prospective 

and current CalWORKs clients. Second, as indicated in the same box, some counties may need 

to reorganize staff or shift resources among competing priorities to successfully implement the 

reforms. Further, the sequential nature of the implementation steps means that the pace at which 

the reforms are instituted may also affect how quickly changes occur in county welfare  
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Figure 1.1. SB 1041 Evaluation Conceptual Framework 
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operations or in the outcomes that clients experience. Third, as illustrated by the column specific 
to CalWORKs WTW clients, the reforms are expected to affect the experience of an individual 
applicant to CalWORKs and those individuals who qualify for benefits. Individuals are expected 
to apply for CalWORKs and, if eligible, receive assistance, develop a WTW plan, and participate 
in WTW activities. 

As shown in the bottom of Figure 1.3, the multiyear evaluation of SB 1041 is embodied in 
five study components, described briefly as follows: 

• The process study addresses questions related to SB 1041 implementation over time 
using data from periodic interviews with state-level key informants, from annual 
interviews and focus groups in six focal counties, and from three waves of the ACS. 
Qualitative methods are used to document the practices, organizational changes, and 
policies undertaken to satisfy SB 1041; to examine the understanding of the reforms from 
the perspective of CalWORKs clients, caseworkers, and other county welfare office staff; 
and to identify any other factors that may affect SB 1041 implementation and its impacts. 

• The county welfare operations impact study relies on information gathered from the 
focal counties and the ACS—as well as administrative data from county welfare offices 
regarding program staffing, budgets, and other matters—to assess the effects of SB 1041 
on multiple dimensions of county welfare office operations. The approach uses multiple 
methods to isolate SB 1041 effects and rule out alternative explanations for the observed 
changes in county operations. 

• The WTW client status study employs CDSS and county welfare system administrative 
data to provide an annual series of descriptive tabulations—separately for relevant 
CalWORKs WTW client subgroups differentially affected by SB 1041—of how clients 
are distributed at a point in time in terms of WTW activities, exemptions, time on aid, 
current recipiency, and time-limit status and extensions, among other indicators. 

• The WTW client tracking study likewise draws on the array of state- and county-level 
administrative databases to provide a series of annual summaries of the dynamics of the 
CalWORKs caseload. These analyses serve to document changes in the flow of clients 
into, through, and out of the CalWORKs program, capturing the timing and sequence of 
various outcomes, such as receipt of services, participation in WTW activities, exits for 
employment or because of time limits, and other aspects of caseload dynamics. The set of 
cohorts examined in the tracking study experienced different economic conditions—
before, during, and after the Great Recession—and different CalWORKs policy 
environments as the state responded to the budget crisis during the recession. 

• The WTW client impact study combines administrative data with primary data collected 
over time for a sample of CalWORKs WTW entrants—through the CalSES—to 
investigate the effect of SB 1041 on a range of adult and child outcomes for current and 
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former CalWORKs WTW clients, including participation in CalWORKs and other 
means-tested programs, employment and earnings, income and poverty, adult and child 
health, and other aspects of family and child well-being. To make inferences about causal 
effects of the SB 1041 reforms, the study uses a multicohort interrupted time series 
design.  

In terms of evaluating SB 1041, it is important to recognize that other policy changes are 
occurring in CalWORKs as the SB 1041 reforms are implemented. There are also other factors in 
related policy areas and in the local economy that could influence outcomes for families and 
children. The analytic challenge is drawing inferences about the causal impacts of the SB 1041 
reforms when these other factors are not constant. To address this challenge, as discussed in 
Karoly et al. (2015), the evaluation components concerned with measuring the impact of the 
legislation use relevant analytic and statistical techniques to control for such confounding 
factors. The qualitative data collection, including state- and county-level interviews, also 
identifies what other factors may be influencing SB 1041 implementation and impacts. 

Over the multiyear investigation, each of the five study components will contribute to our 
ability to address the overarching study questions outlined at the start of this chapter (as shown in 
Table 1.2). For example, our understanding of the implications of SB 1041 for the services and 
activities available to CalWORKs WTW clients (the first study question) will be informed 
through descriptive analysis of the process of SB 1041 implementation and through analyses of 
the impact of the policy changes on county welfare operations and the services that counties 
provide. It will also be informed by descriptive analysis of state and county administrative data 
recording CalWORKs clients’ use of specific services and participation in specific activities and 
by the impact estimates for SB 1041 based on analyses of state and county administrative data 
and the CalSES. In general, the process study is expected to provide descriptive insights for each 
of the study questions and collect the relevant information to address the first, fifth, and sixth 
questions related to the impact of the SB 1041 policy changes on county welfare operations. The 
combination of the WTW client status and tracking studies will contribute to our understanding 
of the first five questions covering key goals of SB 1041 with respect to CalWORKs WTW 
clients and their service utilization; education, training, and job search activities; benefit receipt; 
employment; and transitions to self-sufficiency. Finally, applying the analytic methods of the 
WTW client impact study to both administrative and survey data will allow us to address the 
sixth question related to CalWORKs clients’ experiences and outcomes. 

As noted earlier in this chapter, this evaluation report contains findings related to the process 
study, as well as results from our continuing investigations pertaining to the WTW client status, 
tracking, and impact studies using state administrative data. For the quantitative analyses, in 
particular, the available data do not yet allow us to examine all of the outcomes listed above for 
these study components. Thus, at this stage in the evaluation, we do not seek to definitively 
address the overall study questions listed in Table 1.2. Rather, our aim is to begin to build an  
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Table 1.2. Relationship Between Overall Study Questions and Five Study Components 

Overall Study Questions 
Process 
Study 

County 
Welfare 

Operations 
Impact Study 

Participant 
Status 
Study 

Participant 
Tracking 

Study 

Participant 
Impact 
Study 

Has SB 1041 provided greater flexibility in the 

services and activities available to CalWORKs 

WTW clients? 

ü ü ü ü ü 

Has SB 1041 helped remove barriers to WTW 

clients’ employment? 

ü  ü ü ü 

Has SB 1041 affected WTW clients’ transitions 

at the 25-month mark? 

ü  ü ü ü 

Has SB 1041 accelerated WTW clients’ paths to 

self-sufficiency? 

ü  ü ü ü 

Has SB 1041 affected California’s TANF annual 

work participation rates? 

ü ü ü ü ü 

How have the changes affected CalWORKs and 

related programs at the county level? 

ü ü    

Has SB 1041 improved the well-being of 

participating children and their families? 

ü    ü 

 
empirical basis for addressing those questions over the course of the multiyear evaluation. In 
reporting on each study component in the chapters that follow, we highlight the specific 
questions we are able to address given the available information and the elapse of time since the 
passage of SB 1041. 

Key Findings from Previous Study Reports  

The initial evaluation report (Davis et al., 2016) drew on data collected or available during the 
first year of the evaluation and covered the first two and a half years after the main provisions of 
SB 1041 became effective. The data sources for the process study included state-level key-
informant interviews, the first wave of the ACS, and information from interviews and focus 
groups collected in the six focal counties. We also analyzed state administrative data to address 
questions pertaining to the status and tracking studies, as well as the impact study. 

In terms of experience with implementation of SB 1041, we found the following: 

• Stakeholders had diverse views regarding the goals and objectives of SB 1041. From 
the perspective of administrators, supervisors, and caseworkers, SB 1041 was viewed as 
providing CalWORKs WTW clients with flexibility to participate in non-core activities 
that address barriers to employment and self-sufficiency. At the same time, there was 
concern that the increased flexibility under SB 1041 might lead WTW clients to lose 
sight of the time-limited aspect of the WTW benefits. 

• State planning for SB 1041 was inclusive, but the pace of communication created 
challenges. The state-level workgroup process was viewed as inclusive and positive by 
stakeholders. At the same time, for many counties, especially the ones with smaller 
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caseloads, the timing of the release of state guidance on SB 1041 was cited as a moderate 
or major hindrance with respect to implementation. 

• Implementation of key SB 1041 components was high as of mid-2015. As of June 
2015, all but one county reported that they had reengaged the caseload with a short-term 
young child exemption. Eighty-six percent reported countywide implementation of the 
FS program, and 69 percent had achieved countywide implementation of the ESE 
program. Implementation of the OCAT, which had a longer development phase, lagged 
relative to these other components. A majority of the counties indicated they had formed 
new or enhanced partnerships with community-based service providers as they 
implemented SB 1041. 

• There was some divergence in views on how well caseworkers understand the 
provisions of SB 1041. ACS responses indicated that supervisors in most counties felt 
that caseworkers understood SB 1041 provisions moderately well or very well. In 
contrast, in the focal county focus groups, caseworkers expressed significant concerns 
regarding the complexity of SB 1041, with a particular focus on the WTW 24-month time 
clock. 

• Counties viewed the WTW 24-month time-clock as the feature that WTW clients 
understood the least. Participants were viewed as having a somewhat better 
understanding of other aspects of SB 1041, including the new WTW participation 
requirements, the increased flexibility during the WTW 24-month period, and the 
reengagement process for those with a short-time young-child exemption. 

• Various factors facilitated and hindered SB 1041 implementation. Existing 
relationships with state- and county-level agencies and various service providers were 
viewed as facilitating SB 1041 implementation. The lack of available housing and limited 
job opportunities, in contrast, were cited as key hindrance to implementation by the vast 
majority of counties. Explaining the complexity of SB 1041 to WTW clients was equally 
salient as a hindrance. 

• The role of the Work Participation Rate (WPR) in the implementation of SB 1041 
was a concern for some state-level stakeholders and many focal county staff. 
Perceptions that WPR and SB 1041 represent competing agendas emerged as a major 
theme in the interviews with state and focal county stakeholders. State-level stakeholders, 
external to CDSS, were particularly worried that counties felt pressured to meet WPR, 
influencing the extent to which caseworkers helped WTW clients access options 
available under SB 1041. 

Regarding the WTW client status, tracking, and impact studies, our analyses demonstrated 
the following: 

• The descriptive analysis for the status study showed some changes in the post– 
SB 1041 period in the share of CalWORKs WTW clients with an exemption or who 
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were employed and in clients’ average earnings. Annual snapshots of CalWORKs 
WTW clients in March 2013, March 2014, and March 2015 showed a declining rate of 
exemptions (from about 40 percent to 30 percent) after SB 1041 took effect. In contrast, 
the sanction rate remained steady with fewer than one in eight clients at each time point 
sanctioned. Yearly snapshots after SB 1041 showed that a higher percentage of clients 
were employed in March 2015 than in March 2013 (31 percent versus 25 percent). For 
the March 2015 cross-section, clients’ earnings, adjusted for inflation, were about $2,300 
per quarter on average, a 10-percent increase over the March 2013 cross-section. 

• The descriptive analysis for the tracking study, which followed pre– and post– 
SB 1041 cohorts up to two years after CalWORKs entry, showed small to moderate 
increases in the prevalence of exemptions, sanctions, exit from CalWORKs, and 
employment. Comparing outcomes for the March 2007 entry cohort (which only 
experienced pre–SB 1041 policies in the first two years after entry) and the March 2013 
entry cohort (which only experienced SB 1041 policies after entry) showed an increase in 
the percentage of clients who received at least one exemption during their first two years 
in the program (from 44 percent to 49 percent), an increase in the percentage of clients 
who received at least one sanction during their first two years (from about 12 percent to 
14 percent), and an increase in the percentage of clients who were no longer WTW 
clients in CalWORKs two years after entry (from about 64 percent to 67 percent). This 
same comparison revealed an increase from the 2007 to the 2013 entry cohorts in the 
percentage who were employed at least one quarter in the two years after CalWORKs 
entry (from 49 percent to 61 percent) and in the percentage who were employed 
continuously in the first year after entry (from 25 percent to 31 percent). 

• Preliminary findings using the impact study methodology suggest that SB 1041 may 
have had small short-term effects on CalWORKs WTW client status and earnings. 
When we accounted for the changing economy and demographics of CalWORKs WTW 
participants, we found that after SB 1041, WTW clients were continuing as CalWORKs 
WTW clients one year after entry at higher rates (2.2 percentage points higher) because 
those who were employed were combining work and CalWORKs WTW at higher rates 
than predicted (2.1 percentage points higher) rather than being “employed only” 
(1.9 percentage points lower). In addition, the level of quarterly real earnings among 
CalWORKs WTW clients one year after enrollment was about $54 higher (4.2 percent) 
for those who started after SB 1041 than for similar clients who entered before SB 1041. 
Given data limitations, we viewed these findings as tentative until additional data become 
available. 

Findings from the first wave of the CalSES, fielded between May and December 2015, 
provide a portrait of four cohorts of CalWORKs entrants, those who first enrolled in CalWORKs 
in 2011, 2012, 2013, or 2014 and who were living in Alameda, Fresno, Riverside, Sacramento, 
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Stanislaus, or Los Angeles at the time of enrollment (Bozick et al., 2019). The CalSES telephone 
survey collected basic demographic information for all household members, as well as 
information on income and material hardship. More-detailed information pertaining to 
CalWORKs program experiences; education, training, and employment; and health was collected 
for the sampled CalWORKs entrants. Most relevant for this second evaluation report are the 
following results from the telephone interviews: 

• At the time of the survey, about half of the sample was currently enrolled in the 
CalWORKs program. Employment issues was the most common reason given for 
enrolling in CalWORKs: 20 percent reported that they enrolled in CalWORKs because 
they could not find a job, and 19 percent reported that they enrolled in CalWORKs 
because they had lost their job.  

• Potentially because of improvements in the economy following the Great Recession, 
there is a decline over time in the percentage of participants reporting an inability to find 
a job as the reason for enrollment CalWORKs: 28 percent of the 2011 entry cohort gave 
that answer compared with 13 percent of the 2014 entry cohort.  

• Overall, most clients had favorable views of the CalWORKs program: 93 percent of the 
sample reported that they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement “CalWORKs 
provides the kind of help that families like mine need.” Conversely, only one in five 
CalSES respondents reported feeling that CalWORKs activities were a waste of time. 

• The majority of the sample had at least some postsecondary education, but only 15 
percent had completed an associate degree or higher. A little more than one-third of the 
sample (39 percent) had only a high school diploma or less. About one-third of the 
sample were currently enrolled in school, with about half of those enrolled doing so with 
the guidance of a CalWORKs caseworker.  

• Since enrolling in CalWORKs, the majority of sample members (60 percent) reported 
receiving some form of occupational training. 

• Fifty-six percent of CalSES respondents reported holding a job in the past month. Those 
who were employed worked for about 33 hours a week and earned about $10 an hour. 

• Sample members earned an average of $524 a month from their current jobs. The 
majority felt that it was difficult to live on this income (90 percent), and the majority 
noted that they have trouble paying their bills on this income (89 percent). Additionally, 
the majority of the sample reported having some form of debt (63 percent), mostly from 
credit cards and student loans. 

During the CalSES telephone interview, a subset of parents with young children were invited to 
participate in an in-home visit in which one of their children (the selected focal child) would 
complete a series of academic, executive function, and anthropometric (e.g., height and weight) 
assessments. During the telephone survey, parents answered questions about the care, health, and 
well-being of their child. While their child completed the in-home assessments, parents were 
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invited to complete a self-administered survey regarding the child’s socio-emotional 
development. A total of 1,220 families met the criteria for participating in the in-home 
assessments, and 891 participated. Key findings from the Child Supplement surveys and 
assessments include the following: 

• Twenty-five percent of parents reported that their children were in parental care only (as 
opposed to Head Start, other centers, relative care, or non-relative home care). Among 
those not solely in parental care, children spent approximately 20 hours a week, on 
average, in Head Start, other centers, relative care, or non-relative home care. 

• The majority of parents indicated that their child’s health was excellent (54 percent). 

• During the home visits, trained field staff administered well-validated assessments of 
each focal child’s vocabulary skills, pre-reading or reading skills, and mathematics skills. 
The vocabulary scores and mathematics scores for children in the CalSES sample were 
slightly lower than the national average of 100 but were within the normal range. Their 
pre-reading or reading scores were slightly above the national norm but still were fairly 
close to the national average of 100. 

• During the in-home focal child assessment, children’s height and weight were recorded 
and used to calculate their body mass index (BMI) and to determine if the child’s BMI 
exceed the threshold for overweight or obesity. On average, approximately 50 percent of 
children in CalSES were in the normal weight category and about one-quarter of children 
were in the obese category (23 percent). 

Road Map for the Report 

This second SB 1041 evaluation report presents analyses and findings for four of the five study 
components, based on data and other information available during the second year of the 
evaluation. Chapter Two details the sources of primary and secondary data examined in this 
report and the analysis methods. This includes information on the methods for conducting 
research and analyzing the data used for the process study, namely state-level key informant 
interviews; the ACS; and the focal county data collected through key informant interviews, focus 
groups with caseworkers, and interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients. We also provide 
descriptions of the state administrative data examined in the report and the analytic methods we 
employ for the status and tracking studies, as well as the initial analyses for the WTW client 
impact study.  

The next five chapters present evaluation findings. Chapters Three, Four, and Five cover the 
results of the process study, based on the analyses of the state-level key informant interviews, the 
tabulations from the ACS, and the additional insights from the qualitative data collected from the 
six focal counties, respectively. Together these data sources shed light on the ongoing 
implementation of SB 1041, with a particular focus on the provision of supportive services, on 
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the implementation of the Early Engagement components, and the opportunities for addressing 
challenges in implementation. 

Chapter Six presents updated analyses of state administrative data to address questions 
specific to the status and tracking studies. Although deeper analysis will occur in the final report 
when county-level administrative data can also be examined, the state data cover key indicators 
for CalWORKs WTW clients before and after SB 1041 became effective. In particular, for the 
status study, we examine the cross-section of CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2013, 
February 2014, and February 2015 in order to describe how key indicators measured in the state 
administrative data have changed in the first three years since SB 1041 took effect. For the 
tracking study, we use the administrative data to follow the cohorts that entered CalWORKs in 
February 2007, February 2009, February 2011, and February 2013 for three years in order to 
contrast the experiences of cohorts that only experienced the pre–SB 1041 rules and those that 
only experienced the post–SB 1041 rules. 

Chapter Seven employs the same state administrative data as Chapter Six but with the aim of 
measuring the changes in WTW client outcomes that might be associated with the SB 1041 
reforms using a multicohort interrupted time series design that accounts for other factors, such as 
the improving economy, that might also be affecting outcomes. Given that the administrative 
data extend just about three years since the SB 1041 reforms became effective and because we 
have a limited set of control variables, these initial analyses support preliminary inferences about 
the impacts of the legislation. Nevertheless, they provide tentative insights into the potential 
effects of the policy changes.  

We conclude in Chapter Eight by drawing out the implications of our findings from this 
evaluation report, highlighting areas where implementation issues may be addressed, and 
offering insights into the possible effects of the SB 1041 policy changes. 

A series of appendixes provide additional documentation of methods, data, and results.
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2. Sources of Data and Methods 

The four study components included in this second evaluation report rely on multiple sources of 
primary and secondary data as summarized in Table 2.1. In this chapter, we provide information 
on each of the data sources employed for the analyses reported in Chapters Three to Seven, as 
well as the associated analytic methods. As shown in Table 2.1, the process study—presented in 
Chapters Three, Four, and Five—relies on primary data collected through state-level key 
informant interviews and the ACS. The process study also incorporates information from the six 
focal counties collected through key informant interviews, as well as focus groups with 
caseworkers and interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients. Various sources of CalWORKs state 
administrative data provide the basis for analyses related to the status and tracking studies 
presented in Chapter Six. In Chapter Seven, an analysis for the client impact study is conducted 
using state administrative data. 

In the remainder of this chapter, we discuss each of the data components and corresponding 
methods in turn, with additional technical details provided in Appendix B and Appendix C. The 
processes for collecting and analyzing the primary and secondary data sources described in this 
chapter were reviewed and approved by the California Committee for the Protection of Human 
Subjects and the RAND and American Institutes for Research (AIR) Institutional Review 
Boards. 

Table 2.1. Evaluation Components and Sources of Data 

Data Source 

Process Study 
(Chapters 

Three, Four, 
and Five) 

Status and 
Tracking 
Studies 

(Chapter Six) 

Impact Study for 
CalWORKs 
Participants 

(Chapter Seven) 

State-level key informant interviews ü   

Survey of all county welfare directors (ACS) ü   

Focal county key informant interviews ü   

Focal county focus groups with caseworkers ü   

Focal county interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients ü   

State administrative data on welfare use and other 

outcomes 

 ü ü 

State-Level Key Informant Interviews  

To understand how the implementation process for the SB 1041 reforms was evolving more than 
three years after passage of the legislation, we conducted 13 state-level key informant interviews 
in summer 2016. The interviews were conducted with CDSS senior officials and staff involved 
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in implementing SB 1041, as well as representatives from other relevant state agencies (e.g., 
California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office representatives, legislative staff involved in 
SB 1041), relevant associations (e.g., the County Welfare Directors Association [CWDA], 
advocacy groups), and other members of the stakeholder workgroup convened by CDSS to plan 
for SB 1041.  

Interview Topics  

Table 2.2 summarizes the interview topics covered with the different types of state-level 
stakeholders. Similar to our interviews conducted in 2015, our interviews with CDSS staff in 
2016 explored CDSS’s role. For instance, CDSS is responsible for writing the regulations and for 
distributing TANF monies and state CalWORKs dollars. It also has federal reporting 
requirements and is responsible for overseeing county programs. Furthermore, CDSS provides 
technical assistance and guidance to the counties to help them implement SB 1041, and it is the 
lead state agency in the interagency collaborations required by CalWORKs legislation and 
associated with SB 1041’s implementation.  

Our interviews with key informants in other organizations in the public and private sectors 
accounted for their roles in implementing the legislation. To understand the implementation of 
SB 1041 reforms, we developed semistructured interview protocols for each set of stakeholders 
listed in Table 2.2.  

Table 2.2. State-Level Types of Informants and Interview Topics 

Informant Type Interview Topics 

CDSS senior staff • Implementation of the 24-month time clock 

• Impact of OCAT on county welfare operations 

• Referrals to, coordination of, and use of supportive services 

• Coordination and communication with community colleges 

• Status of implementation of AB 74 early engagement 

• Impact of SB 1041 on CalWORKs WTW clients 

• Successes, challenges, and next steps 

Key informants in 

other organizations 

in the public and 

private sectors  

• Implementation of the 24-month time clock (as relevant) 

• Impact of OCAT on county welfare operations (as relevant) 

• Referrals to, coordination of, and use of supportive services 

• Coordination and communication with community colleges (as relevant) 

• Status of implementation of AB 74 early engagement (as relevant) 

• Impact of SB 1041 on CalWORKs WTW clients 

• Successes, challenges, and next steps 

Data Collection 

We developed a list of potential key informants for the 2016 data collection in each of the 
categories listed in Table 2.2 using the key informant list developed in 2015 as a foundation. To 
develop the state key informant list in 2015, we partnered with CDSS to develop a list of 
potential state key informants in each of several categories (CDSS senior staff, key informants in 
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other organizations in the public and private sector, and data consortia representatives). In 2015, 
a CDSS representative distributed an outreach email to inform the identified key informants 
about the evaluation and to encourage their participation in the interview. In 2016, the evaluation 
team contacted key informants via email to invite their continuing participation and to begin 
scheduling interviews by telephone. We conducted interviews from June through September 
2016 with 12 key informants (see Appendix B for a list of agencies represented by the 
interviewees).  

The interviews were conducted by one or more evaluation team members and recorded, with 
participant permission, to facilitate note-taking. With respect to informed consent, we indicated 
that we would not share respondents’ individual answers with anyone outside of the research 
project and that we would not identify any individuals by name in study reports. Furthermore, if 
we used any quotations from the interview, we would not attribute them to any individual by 
name. In addition, as part of the informed consent process, we asked each interviewee if we 
could audio-record the interview for note-taking purposes. All of the state-level interviewees 
agreed to have their interviews audio-recorded. 

Finally, we reviewed relevant policy documents at the state level, such as legislation, All 
County Letters (ACLs), and All County Information Notices. This review helped inform state-
level interview protocol development and supplemented key informant interview findings. It also 
helped provide context for the findings presented in this report.  

Methods for Analyzing State-Level Interview Data  

To discern broad patterns and form overall conclusions, we examined responses to individual 
questions across the set of state-level key informant interviews. This allowed us to identify key 
themes that emerged from the interviews and where there were similarities or differences in 
views regarding the goals of SB 1041, the status of implementation, implementation successes 
and challenges, and the expected impact on CalWORKs WTW clients.  

All-County Survey 

In fielding the second wave of the ACS in 2016, the survey was designed to gather information 
from the 58 counties on their experiences with implementing SB 1041, particularly in reference 
to the one-year period since the 2015 ACS (i.e., between mid-2015 and mid-2016). The survey 
gathered information on the following: 

• barriers to the implementation of SB 1041 reforms and related mandates  

• implementation and effect of the 24-month time clock  

• implementation and effect of the OCAT 

• referrals, coordination, and utilization of services  

• ESE and FS programs  
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• perceived outcomes and expectations with respect to SB 1041. 

Survey Development and Topics 

To develop the 2016 ACS questionnaire, the project team held a planning meeting to discuss 
what key issues would be important to explore in the 2016 ACS and submitted a memo to CDSS 
with the proposed list of topics for the process study in general. The idea was that we would 
explore these topics throughout the different components of the process study (e.g., ACS, state-
level interviews, focal county data collection). The topics included 

• implementation of the OCAT 
• implementation and update of the other early engagement strategies (e.g., ESE program, 

FS program) 
• referrals to and participation in supportive services 

• participation in educational activities 

• update on automation of the 24-month time clock and training of staff 
• clients’ understanding of  

o the increased flexibility of the WTW 24-month time clock 
o participation standards while subject to the 24-month time clock and after 

exhausting the 24-month time clock 
o change to CalWORKs federal participation standards after the 24-month time 

clock has been exhausted 

• staff understanding of 
o the flexibility of the WTW 24-month time clock 
o how to use the flexibility to the client’s advantage 
o how to explain the WTW 24-month time clock 
o what, how and when to “tick” and “un-tick” clocks 
o how to explain and prepare clients for the post WTW 24-month time clock 

participation standards 
• exploration of how expectations around the 24-month time clock have been borne out 

• family stabilization services (including those provided to children). 

We then developed the core set of evaluation questions around these different topic areas. The 
initial draft instrument was sent to CDSS for comments.  

Based on feedback from CDSS and the project leaders and other team members, the 
evaluation team revised and refined the individual items and response categories of the 2016 
ACS questionnaire to minimize measurement error. The final questionnaire contains the 
following sections (see Appendix B): 

• Barriers to the Implementation of SB 1041 Reforms and Related Mandates in Your 
County 

• Implementation and Effect of the 24-Month Time Clock in Your County 
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• Implementation and Effect of the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) in Your 
County 

• Referrals, Coordination, and Utilization of Services in Your County 

• Expanded Subsidized Employment and Family Stabilization Programs  

• Questions for Supervisors About Line Staff and CalWORKs Participants. 

Outcomes and Expectations Fielding the ACS 

AIR administered the survey using Vovici, a software package used to create and administer 
online surveys. This is the same software package that was used for fielding the 2015 ACS. The 
survey field period began June 6, 2016, and continued through July 12, 2016. Prior to fielding 
the survey, CDSS and CWDA each sent a letter of support on May 2, 2016, and May 25, 2016, 
respectively, to the 58 county social services directors to inform them about the ACS and to 
encourage their participation.  

At the start of the field period, AIR sent all 58 county social services directors an email 
invitation (using email addresses reviewed by CWDA) to participate in the online survey. The 
invitation provided background on the survey and the evaluation of SB 1041, the survey web link 
and county password, and a recommendation to work with key operations staff and supervisors 
to complete the survey. To help facilitate this process, the email invitation included a Microsoft 
Word version of the survey so that county staff could share it more easily. The survey also 
included a set of definitions related to the survey topics to ensure uniformity and consistency of 
the data collected, and a link to a set of frequently asked questions and answers hosted on the 
RAND SB 1041 evaluation website (RAND Corporation, undated).  

With respect to informed consent, counties were told that their agency’s participation in the 
survey was completely voluntary—that they may choose not to participate or decline to answer 
any question. Further, they were told that the information their agency provided would be kept 
confidential. The research team would not share their responses with anyone outside of the 
research project, including CDSS, and would not identify any individuals by name in study 
reports. Further, we noted that we would report the survey results in the aggregate. 

One week following the initial email invitation, AIR sent the first set of reminder emails to 
the county social services directors. Two weeks after the initial invitation, AIR telephoned those 
directors who had not yet responded or opened the survey link. AIR continued to make 
personalized phone calls and send personalized reminder emails to encourage participation 
through the close of the survey. Sixty percent of counties completed the survey within the 
scheduled four-week time frame. We provided additional time for several counties and then 
closed the survey on July 12, 2016. All 58 counties participated, resulting in a 100-percent 
response rate.  
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Methods for Analyzing the ACS 

The descriptive analysis of the ACS enabled us to summarize (1) factors affecting 
implementation of SB 1041 reforms since the 2015 ACS (July 2015); (2) referrals, coordination, 
and utilization of services at the county level; (3) implementation of the WTW 24-month time 
clock since July 2015; (4) implementation of and experiences with the OCAT; (5) counties’ 
assessments of caseworkers’ and CalWORKs WTW clients’ understanding of the different 
components of SB 1041; (6) statuses of the FS and ESE programs; (7) counties’ views regarding 
how SB 1041 has affected various outcomes and how well different components are working; 
and (8) counties’ recommendations for improving SB 1041 and their information needs. 

Our descriptive analyses consist of tabulations (or charts) of the survey responses, with 
results presented for all 58 counties and then for counties classified into three groups according 
to the size of their total CalWORKs caseload as of March 2015 (CDSS, 2015f) as follows: 

• small counties, those with a caseload of up to and including 999 (20 counties) 

• medium-sized counties, those with a caseload of 1,000 to 4,999 (20 counties) 

• large counties, those with a caseload of 5,000 or more (18 counties). 

Because this is a census of all 58 counties (i.e., we are surveying the entire population of 
counties in California), we do not calculate inferential statistics. 

Respondents sometimes added information to the “other” category that could be coded as a 
previously listed response. In these cases, we recoded responses for consistency. For a few items 
where respondents could select responses along a range, we collapsed response categories at the 
upper end of the scale (e.g., moderately well and very well) or lower end of the scale to present 
the results. In addition, for various questions, respondents were asked to provide comments to 
explain their selection of the “other” response option (e.g., other factors that hindered 
implementation) or to describe their response (e.g., communication strategies) in more detail. We 
analyzed those open-ended written comments and include representative quotes in the narrative. 

Focal County Qualitative Data  

Similar to the focal county in-depth data collection that occurred in 2015, we conducted in-depth 
data collection in the same six counties in 2016: Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Riverside, 
Sacramento, and Stanislaus. Figure 2.1 provides a map to show the geographic location of the 
focal counties, which were selected to capture variation that is potentially relevant for the 
implementation of SB 1041, such as the geographic region of the state, degree of urbanicity, 
demographic makeup of the population, measures of socioeconomic status, and the state of the 
economy. Counties were also selected such that, together, they would capture a sizable share of 
the CalWORKs caseload.  
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Figure 2.1. Map of Six Focal Counties for SB 1041 Evaluation 

This variation is illustrated in Table 2.3. Key geographic, demographic, economic, and 
caseload characteristics are summarized for the six focal counties and for California as a whole. 
Together, the counties represent medium and large urbanized counties in the northern, central, 
and southern parts of the state and display variation in the demographic and socioeconomic 
make-up of their populations. The six counties account for 64 percent of the CalWORKs 
caseload and clients, ranging from a low of about 11,000 assistance units in Stanislaus County to 
176,300 assistance units in Los Angeles County as of January 2015. 

There are three components to the focal county data collection and analysis in 2016: county-
level key informant interviews, focus groups with caseworkers, and interviews with CalWORKs 
WTW clients. For the focal county work, RAND took the lead in conducting the key informant 
interviews and caseworker focus groups in Los Angeles, Sacramento, and Riverside counties. 
AIR took the lead in conducting the key informant interviews and caseworker focus groups in 
Alameda, Stanislaus, and Fresno counties. RAND’s Survey Research Group was responsible for 
recruiting and conducting the client interviews in all of the six focal counties.  

In this second wave of data collection, spanning the time from June 2016 to September 2016, 
the content of the interviews and focus groups focused on counties’ experiences with 
implementing SB 1041 reforms in the year since July 2015. We summarize the data collection 
methods used for each component, followed by a final section that describes our approach to 
analyzing the resulting qualitative data. 
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Table 2.3. Characteristics of Focal Counties and California as a Whole 

Characteristics Alameda Fresno Los Angeles Riverside Sacramento Stanislaus California 
Geographic region San Francisco 

Bay Area,  
East Bay 

Central  
Valley  
(south) 

Southern California, 
Greater Los 

Angeles 

Southern 
California,  

Inland Empire 

Central  
Valley  
(north) 

San Joaquin 
Valley  
(north) 

– 

Urban-rural classification Large  
central metro 

Medium  
metro 

Large  
central metro 

Large  
central metro 

Large  
central metro 

Medium  
metro 

– 

Percentage of population in urban areas 99.6 89.2 99.4 95.4 97.9 92.0 95.0 
Population        

Total persons 1,594,569 972,297 10,136,559 2,308,441 1,470,912 528,157 38,714,725 
Percentage of state population 4.1 2.5 26.2 6.0 3.8 1.4 100.0 

Race or ethnic composition        
Percentage non-Hispanic white 32.6 30.6 26.6 37.1 46.3 44.1 38.3 
Percentage non-Hispanic black 11.1 4.7 7.9 5.9 9.8 2.3 5.6 
Percentage Asian 27.9 9.8 14.1 6.2 15.2 5.4 13.7 
Percentage Hispanic/Latino 22.7 51.9 48.4 47.4 22.5 44.1 38.6 
Percentage other 5.6 3.0 2.9 3.4 6.2 4.1 3.8 

Education level, persons ages 25 and older         
Percentage less than high school diploma 13.1 26.4 22.5 19.4 13.2 21.6 17.9 
Percentage bachelor’s degree or more 42.8 19.7 30.3 20.7 28.9 17.0 31.7 

Percentage of single-parent  
female-headed households 

20.5 31.0 27.4 22.0 28.6 23.9 23.9 

Median household income $77,214 $43,423 $55,746 $57,006 $55,842 $51,084 $61,933 
Percentage of persons below poverty 

line 
12.5 27.7 18.7 17.1 18.2 18.0 16.4 

Unemployment rate 5.9 11.6 8.3 8.2 7.3 11.2 7.5 
CalWORKs caseload         

Total cases (assistance units) 16,886 27,338 167,276 31,826 31,362 11,028 541,366 
Percentage of state caseload  3.1 5.0 42.0 5.9 5.8 2.1 100.0 
Total persons on aid 35,986 70,747 394,249 79,364 76,271 27,407 1,301,288 
Percentage of state persons on aid 3.2 6.3 34.9 7.0 6.7 2.4 100.0 

CalWORKs caseload composition        
Percentage two parent 6.2 11.1 6.5 9.9 12.8 12.2 8.8 
Percentage all other families 40.1 35.1 41.0 43.5 34.6 36.8 39.4 
Percentage no parent 27.7 27.3 34.2 27.9 21.8 27.6 30.7 
Percentage Safety Net 20.5 20.7 13.1 13.7 24.7 15.8 15.2 
Percentage TANF timed out  5.9 6.4 5.4 5.5 6.5 8.2 6.3 

SOURCES: California Department of Finance, 2018; CDSS, 2015f; BLS, undated; U.S. Census Bureau, undated. 
NOTES: Urban population is for 2010. Population counts and shares are for January 1, 2015. The demographic, education, income, and poverty measures are 
for 2014. The unemployment rate is the 2014 annual average. The CalWORKs caseload counts and characteristics are for January 2015. – = not applicable. 
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County-Level Key Informant Interviews  

The county-level key informant interviews were conducted in the six focal counties between 
June and September 2016. Table 2.4 lists the different types of informants and the target number 
of interviewees per informant type, as well as the list of topics discussed. At county welfare 
offices, individuals in various positions were interviewed, including county directors or deputy 
directors of welfare services; administrative personnel (e.g., directors of the CalWORKs program 
and WTW program and directors of programs and services); relevant supervisors (e.g., of 
eligibility staff or WTW caseworkers); and eligibility and caseworker staff, among other 
personnel. Interviewees also included senior officials in other affected county agencies (e.g., 
mental health services agencies, child welfare agencies, and education and training providers), 
and directors or other key staff at other service providers (e.g., community colleges, community-
based organizations). 

Table 2.4. County-Level Types of Informants and Interview Topics 

Informant Type 

Approximate  

Number per County Interview Topics 

County 
directors/deputy 
directors of 
welfare services 

1–2 • Informant’s perception of how implementation of SB 1041 is going 
• Implementation and perspective on OCAT 
• Current processes for calculating clients’ WTW 24-month time clock 
• Views on the work participation rate 
• Clients’ engagement in educational and vocational training 

activities 
• Status and views regarding family stabilization and expanded 

subsidized employment programs 

County program 
directorsa 

2–4 • Informant’s perception of how implementation of SB 1041 is going 
• Implementation and perspective on OCAT 
• Current processes for calculating clients’ WTW 24-month time clock 
• Views on the work participation rate 
• Clients’ engagement in educational and vocational training 

activities 
• Status and views regarding family stabilization and expanded 

subsidized employment programs 

County 
caseworker 
supervisors of 
WTW, FS, ESE 
programs  

2–4 • Informant’s perception of how implementation of SB 1041 is going 
• Implementation and perspective on OCAT 
• Current processes for calculating clients’ WTW 24-month time clock 
• Views on the work participation rate 
• Clients’ engagement in educational and vocational training 

activities 
• Status and views regarding family stabilization and expanded 

subsidized employment programs 
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Table 2.4—Continued 

Informant Type 

Approx. Number 

per County Interview Topics 

County 
caseworkers  

1–2 • Informant’s perception of how implementation of SB 1041 is going 
• Implementation and perspective on OCAT 
• Current processes for calculating clients’ WTW 24-month time clock 
• Views on the work participation rate 
• Clients’ engagement in educational and vocational training 

activities 
• Status and views regarding family stabilization and expanded 

subsidized employment programs 

Community college 
staff 

1–2 • Role within the college and with respect to CalWORKs WTW clients 
• Educational programs that CalWORKs WTW clients typically enroll in 
• Any changes in the number of CalWORKs students 
• Description of the enrollment process for CalWORKs WTW clients 
• Information needed by the college from the county to facilitate 

enrollment 
• Interactions with welfare to work caseworkers 
• Types of support the CalWORKs program provides to students 
• Types of support the college provides to CalWORKs students 
• Recommendations for improving the educational opportunities or 

experiences of CalWORKs WTW clients 

Administrators of 
other service 
providersb 

3–4 • Role of informant within organization in providing services to 
CalWORKs WTW clients 

• Services provided to CalWORKs WTW clients and percentage of 
client population that is represented by CalWORKs clients 

• How CalWORKs WTW clients are referred to their organization and 
whether there has been an increase in referrals 

• Whether the county contracts with the organization 
• To what extent the organization has the capacity to meet the demand 

for services to CalWORKs WTW clients 
• Familiarity with SB 1041 
• Recommendations for improving access to services for CalWORKs 

WTW clients 
a Includes directors of CalWORKs, WTW, and FS, ESE, OCAT, and child care programs. 
b Includes mental health providers, domestic violence services, alcohol and drug programs, educational providers and 
vocational training providers, housing support providers, child care providers, and other community-based 
organizations. 
 

As indicated in Table 2.4, our aim was to conduct ten to 18 interviews per county depending 
on how the individual county was structured and the number of key stakeholders in each 
category. For the six focal counties, we conducted interviews with a total of 137 individuals, 
with some taking place as group interviews. In one instance, a caseworker who participated in a 
group interview also participated in a caseworker focus group. We created a standardized 
protocol to guide our interviews and to collect information on the topics listed in Table 2.4 (see 
Appendix B). 

We worked with each county’s designated contact to identify the personnel to be interviewed 
and to schedule a two- to three-day site visit. The county-level key informant interviews were 
conducted in person and augmented with telephone follow-ups to clarify information or to 
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interview welfare staff or other county agency staff and service providers who were not available 
at the time of each site visit. The interviews were conducted by two evaluation team members, 
with one serving as lead interviewer and the other as note-taker.  

As part of the informed consent protocol, interviewees were informed that we would use the 
information from the interviews for research purposes only. We would protect the confidentiality 
of their information and not disclose their identity, although the focal counties would be 
identified by name in study reports. We also noted that we would be taking detailed notes but 
would destroy all information that identifies the interviewees at the end of the study. We also 
requested permission to audio-record each interview for note-taking purposes. All of the 
interviewees agreed to have the discussions audio-recorded. We transcribed some of these audio-
recordings; for others, we listened to them to fill in any gaps in our notes or where we were 
uncertain as to what was said. We also conducted follow-up phone calls where necessary to fill 
in our understanding of an issue, to complete several interviews for which the period allocated 
did not permit a full discussion, or to talk with individuals who were unable to participate in the 
scheduled in-person interview. 

Caseworker Focus Groups 

We conducted two caseworker focus groups per focal county to examine their understanding of 
SB 1041’s components, particularly the OCAT, the WTW 24-month time clock, educational 
activities, and early engagement activities. We also were interested in their perceptions of 
operational changes at the county level and their perspective on how SB 1041 affects their work 
and experience with CalWORKs WTW clients. Specifically, the caseworker focus group 
protocol covered the following topics (see Appendix B):  

• OCAT implementation 

• conducting appraisals using OCAT 

• the OCAT appraisal summary 

• views on WTW clients’ response to OCAT 

• current processes for calculating the WTW 24-month time clock 

• the transition to the post–24-month period 

• efforts to address the work participation rate 

• views on WTW client engagement in educational activities 

• the family stabilization and expanded subsidized employment programs 

• advice to the state or county on further implementation of SB 1041. 

To obtain the sample pool of potential caseworkers, we requested from the county welfare 
agency the names and contact information of the caseworkers currently assigned to their two 
largest CalWORKs program offices. Our eligibility criteria were that a caseworker had a WTW 
caseload and had been a caseworker for one year or more to ensure at least some experience with 
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implementing SB 1041. In a few instances, we had to relax this criterion and invite caseworkers 
with less than a year of experience in order to obtain a sufficient pool of caseworkers from which 
to recruit. We focused on WTW caseworkers rather than eligibility staff.  

Our goal was to schedule ten to 12 caseworkers per focus group with the expectation that 
eight to ten would actually participate. To schedule the ten to 12 caseworkers per focus group, 
we needed a pool of approximately 35 to 40 candidates per focus group. The pool of 35–40 
candidates was based on prior recruiting experience to account for such issues as lack of 
response, no interest, and no-shows. 

In several instances, we had to expand the list of caseworkers to other offices within a county 
in order to recruit a sufficient number of caseworkers for the two focus groups. We then emailed 
recruitment letters to the caseworkers explaining the purpose of the evaluation and the focus 
group and requesting that they reply to the email if interested in participating. We also 
emphasized that their participation was completely voluntary and that the information they and 
others shared during the focus group would not be shared with anyone outside of the evaluation 
team.  

The caseworker focus groups were held between June and August 2016. Table 2.5 
summarizes for each focal county the number of caseworkers contacted, the number who 
participated, and the participation rate. The number of participants in the focus groups ranged 
from nine to 17 caseworkers, with a total of 110 caseworkers participating in these discussions 
across the six focal counties.  

Table 2.5. Number of Caseworkers Who Were Contacted and Participated in the Focus Groups, by 

County 

County 

Number  

Contacted 

Number  

Participated 

Percentage 

Participated 

Alameda 41 9 22 

Fresno 90 15 17 

Los Angeles 100 25 25 

Riverside 60 23 38 

Sacramento 75 21 30 

Stanislaus 25 17 68 

Total 391 110 28 

 
Each caseworker focus group session followed a written protocol, and the sessions ran 

approximately 90 minutes. A researcher with experience in conducting focus groups facilitated 
the caseworker focus group discussions in each county, with the other evaluation team 
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member(s) serving as note-takers.4 We did not provide an incentive payment to the caseworkers, 
as they were participating in their official capacity as government employees. However, we did 
provide light refreshments to thank them for their time. 

With respect to informed consent, we informed the focus group participants that the 
information from the discussion would be used for research purposes only. We would protect the 
confidentiality of the information and, although the focal counties would be identified by name 
in the project’s reports, no information would be included that could be used to identify any of 
the individual participants. We also indicated that we would not share any information provided 
during the focus groups with anyone outside of the research team in a way that could identify the 
individual caseworker. We also requested that focus group participants protect the confidentiality 
of others in the group. Lastly, informed consent included a statement that their participation in 
the focus group was completely voluntary and they could decide to stop participating at any time 
and for any reason. Their decision to participate in the focus group (or not) would not be shared 
with their employer or with CDSS and would not affect their employment in any way.  

Participant Interviews 

In 2015, we conducted focus groups with CalWORKs WTW clients in each of the six focal 
counties to learn about their understanding of the SB 1041 changes, their perceptions of 
operational changes at the county level, and their perceptions of how SB 1041 affects their work 
and their CalWORKs experience with the clients. In 2016, we opted to undertake a more in-
depth investigation into clients’ experiences by conducting thorough, qualitative interviews with 
up to eight CalWORKs WTW clients from each of the six focal counties for a total of 48 clients. 
Specifically, as part of the in-depth qualitative work conducted in the six focal counties 
(Alameda, Stanislaus, Riverside, Sacramento, Los Angeles, Fresno), we aimed to continue to 
gather data on implementation of key components of SB 1041 from the CalWORKs clients’ 
perspective, with a specific focus on clients’ experiences with the OCAT, caseworker-client 
interactions, and referrals to supportive services. In addition, our interviews focused on the 
experiences of clients engaged in educational activities, including any support received from the 
CalWORKs program.  

The sample for this component of the study was drawn from two different sources. Half the 
sample of clients (n = 24) for the qualitative interviews was drawn from a subset of the 
CalWORKs clients from the 2013 and 2014 cohorts who participated in CalSES and who 
reported that they had received assistance from the CalWORKs program to further their 
education or participate in a training program. These clients were contacted via telephone and 

 
4 Our research protocol approved by the California Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects and the RAND 
and AIR Institutional Review Boards did not allow us to audio-record the caseworker focus group discussions, so 
we relied on our typewritten notes. 
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invited to participate in the qualitative interview in addition to the second interview conducted as 
part of the CalSES. The other half of the sample (n = 24) for this data collection task was drawn 
from a list of CalWORKs enrollees provided by each of the six counties. These enrollees had 
recently enrolled in the CalWORKs program and completed the OCAT in the past three months. 

Candidates for the qualitative interviews were contacted by phone to verify eligibility and to 
schedule an appointment. To be included, they had to be at least 18 years old and speak either 
English or Spanish. The brief screener also confirmed that they were enrolled in CalWORKs and 
were still participating in educational activities or had recently completed the OCAT appraisal.5 
Approximately one-third of the sample had an invalid number and required additional tracking to 
obtain an updated number. Conducting the initial screening and scheduling call took multiple 
phone attempts and text messages. Once eligibility was confirmed and appointments were 
scheduled, an experienced interviewer contacted clients to conduct the interviews. 

The interviews covered the following topics: 
Topics specific to the educational group 

1. Information about what educational programs they are currently enrolled in and how they 
learned about the program, including their goals 

2. What services or benefits they are currently receiving from CalWORKs that help them 
participate in these educational activities 

3. Their experiences in accessing these benefits and services 
a. How did they learn about these benefits, who helped them 
b. Which benefits or services have been most useful and why 
c. How did they go about accessing these benefits or services and any problems 

experienced 

Topics specific to the OCAT group 

1. Their recall about completing the appraisal and overall views about it 
a. Length of the OCAT appraisal 
b. How they were informed about it 
c. What types of questions they were asked and whether they felt some were 

sensitive questions (e.g., any made them feel uncomfortable, were reluctant to 
answer them) 

d. Whether they had any concerns about how the information would be used or who 
may access it 

 
5 Note that, for individuals involved in educational activities, we sampled both English- and Spanish-speaking 
WTW clients. Based on the focus group discussions with clients in 2015, we anticipated that we may find some 
differences by language in their experiences with referrals to and accessing of educational services. We were unable 
to sample based on language for the OCAT appraisal group since the OCAT was only available in English in the six 
focal counties. Thus, the OCAT sample comprised only of English-speaking CalWORKs clients. 
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e. Their understanding of how the information will be used to create their WTW 
plan and refer them to services 

f. Whether they received any referrals to services and if so, to which ones  
g. Their experience to date in following up on the referrals and accessing services. 

The qualitative interviews took place between August 2016 and November 2016. All 
interviews were conducted via telephone using a scripted discussion guide. Locating respondents 
by phone took multiple phone attempts and conducting the interviews took more effort than 
expected in spite of the fact that appointments were scheduled. About 20 percent of the 
appointments had to be rescheduled at the respondent’s request. In addition, about 15 percent of 
the interviews were rescheduled at the request of the interviewer because the respondent was not 
going to be available for the duration of the interview or because interview conditions were not 
conducive to conducting the interview adequately (e.g., one respondent was in the grocery store, 
another was driving, another had to pick her child up from day care). Most interviews averaged 
approximately 60 minutes with some going as long as 90 minutes. With the interviewee’s 
permission, interviews were audio recorded, although it should be noted that approximately one-
third of interviewees reported that they would prefer not to be recorded. Upon completion of the 
interview, respondents were mailed a check for $50 to thank them for completing the interview 
and were advised that they would be contacted for a second interview in approximately three 
months.  

Methods for Analyzing Focal County Qualitative Data 

As we did with the state-level key informant interviews, we examined the information gathered 
in the focal counties through key informant interviews and focus groups using qualitative 
methods to identify key themes, discern broad conclusions, and where there was variation across 
different stakeholders. In other words, unlike the ACS, we did not calculate summary statistics 
based on the interviews or focus groups. 

To analyze the qualitative interview data, we used NVivo software to support coding and 
data analysis. Data were entered by interview question into this cross-platform, qualitative data 
management and analysis package and then coded using key analytical categories driven by the 
research questions. Using the software, we generated reports that allowed sorting, reducing, and 
indexing of the data, as well as elaborating on the nature of each coded mention. This approach 
allowed for a systematic process of categorizing the data through reduction, organization, and 
connection. The method supports exploration and the discovery of categorical relationships 
derived directly from the data and encourages sensitivity to emergent patterns and contrasts 
within (e.g., by interview respondent type) and across the focal counties.  

To analyze the CalWORKs caseworker focus group data we (1) identified general “themes” 
through review of notes and transcripts, highlighting relevant quotes and identifying where there 
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were differences in perspectives; and (2) summarized patterns of qualitative findings within and 
across counties. For CalWORKs caseworkers, themes identified were related to the 
implementation and use of OCAT and the appraisal summary and referral process, their 
experience with using the 24-month time clock, their views on efforts to address the work 
participation rate, referrals to and availability of such supportive services as child care and 
mental health services as well as educational activities, and their views regarding the FS 
program. For CalWORKs clients, we analyzed these qualitative interview data as a single sample 
(versus analyzing at the county-level). This allowed us to describe the experiences of 
CalWORKs clients in general who had participated in the OCAT and those participating in 
educational activities. Themes identified were related to clients’ experiences with educational 
activities, including services or benefits received from CalWORKs, and their experiences with 
the OCAT and referral process including accessing services. 

State Administrative Data  
The updated descriptive analyses for the status and tracking studies reported in Chapter Six and 
the updated descriptive analyses for the impact study reported in Chapter Seven draw from state 
administrative data maintained by CDSS.6 We begin with a description of the administrative data 
sources and how the data were prepared for analysis. We then detail how we defined the 
population of interest and the cohorts we analyze. A final section describes the analytic approach 
for findings reported in Chapters Six and Seven. 

Data Sources and Preparation for Analysis 

As summarized in Table 2.6, the individual-level databases maintained at the state level include 
Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project (WDTIP), a statewide welfare time-on-aid tracking 
and reporting system; the Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System (MEDS); and the Employment 
Development Department (EDD) Base Wage Match.7 For each data source, the table lists the 
population covered, the unit of analysis and frequency, and the data constructs. 

 
6 In future reports, in addition to state administrative data, we expect to report on individual-level data from two of 
the three statewide county consortia: Welfare Client Data System Consortia (CalWIN) and Consortium-IV (C-IV). 
(The other system—LEADER [Los Angeles Eligiblity, Automated Determination, Evaluation and Reporting] 
Replacement System [LRS]—is for Los Angeles County.) These data will add such information as participants’ use 
of services, enrollment in education programs, and reasons for discontinuing in CalWORKs.  
7 We draw from restricted access state administrative data that were made available as part of the SB 1041 
evaluation. 
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Table 2.6. Sources of State Administrative Data 

Data Source Coverage 

Unit Level/ 

Frequency Data Constructs 

WDTIP Adult TANF/CalWORKs 
WTW clients since 1998 

Individual level/ 
monthly 

Time clock,  
WTW client status, 
exemptions, sanctions 

MEDS Longitudinal Database and 
Monthly Extract Files  

All AFDC/TANF/ 
CalWORKs clients since 
1998 

Individual level/ 
monthly 

Demographics,  
county codes 

EDD Base Wage Match All CalWORKs adults 
since 2006 

Individual level/ 
quarterly 

Employment, earnings 

NOTE: AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Children. 
 

Most of the information used to address the evaluation’s research questions came from 
WDTIP, including information related to CalWORKs WTW client status, such as participating in 
WTW activities, being exempted from WTW activities, being sanctioned, and exiting the 
program. WDTIP also tracks cumulative time toward the WTW 24-month time clock and the 
CalWORKs 48-month time-on-aid clock. 

To form a more complete record for each CalWORKs client, which includes individuals who 
are exempted or sanctioned, we merged information from the MEDS and EDD to WDTIP data. 
Data from MEDS provided information about client sex, age, race or ethnicity, and primary 
language. We used these data to describe the population and to examine group differences based 
on demographic characteristics. Data from EDD provided information about the employment and 
earnings of individuals while they were a CalWORKs WTW client, as well as before entry and 
after exit.8 We used these data to assess employment longevity and consistency and level of 
earnings. Appendix C contains additional information about each data source and a description 
of the data preparation, merging (conducted using anonymized identifiers rather than actual 
Social Security and Client Identification Numbers [CINs]), and quality-control processes. 

Population and Analytic Framework 

Our population framework for the status, tracking, and impact studies included all (1) aided adult 
CalWORKs WTW clients who are participating in WTW activities; (2) aided adult, minor 
parent, and guardian clients who are exempt from WTW activities; and (3) adult clients who are 

 
8 The EDD data provide information on employment and earnings for workers covered by unemployment insurance. 
Nationally, the unemployment insurance data system is estimated to cover about 93 percent of the wage and salary 
component of national income (BLS, 2015b). Uncovered sectors include self-employment, some agricultural workers, and 
the informal sector (i.e., individuals working for cash). Estimates suggest that unemployment insurance administrative 
data underreport self-reported employment among welfare leavers by 10 to 20 percent (Isaacs and Lyon, 2000). Other 
estimates for the welfare-eligible population indicate that wages, when they are reported in the unemployment insurance 
data, may be understated by 11 to 14 percent (Hotz and Scholz, 2001). 
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sanctioned and therefore do not receive aid.9 We use the term “CalWORKs WTW clients” to 
identify this population of CalWORKs WTW participating, exempt, and sanctioned 
individuals.10 We used WDTIP to establish the main study population and added demographic 
information from MEDS.11 Appendix C provides more details about how we derived the study 
population. 

We analyzed different clusters of clients for the initial status, tracking, and impact studies. 
The status study analysis included cross-sectional snapshots of all CalWORKs WTW clients in 
February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016, the period after SB 1041 was instituted, in order to gain 
perspective on a cross-section of clients at regular intervals after the policy change. As 
snapshots, each point-in-time cross-section included clients who started in CalWORKs before 
and after the policy change. Because WTW clients may experience CalWORKs differently 
depending on when they entered the program, we divided the snapshot population into two 
groups of clients: those who first enrolled in CalWORKs WTW before January 2013 and 
continued after the policy change and those who first enrolled in CalWORKs WTW in January 
2013 or later. By examining the findings for clients who only experienced CalWORKs WTW 
under the SB 1041 reforms, we may gain insight to the long-term “steady state” outcomes of the 
SB 1041 reforms. The status study cross-sections combined included 1,256,892 clients. 

The status study figures in Chapter Six show the four status cross-sections defined as follows:  

• status cross-section 2013 (All CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2013 

• status cross-section 2014 (All CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2014 

• status cross-section 2015 (All CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2015 

• status cross-section 2016 (All CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2016. 

The status study analyses also show the following groups within each cross-section: 

• all clients (All CalWORKs WTW clients in February of each year 

• transitional group: CalWORKs WTW clients who enrolled in the CalWORKs WTW 
program before SB 1041 began and continued after January 2013 

 
9 Unaided sanctioned clients include those sanctioned because of WTW noncompliance; being a fleeing felon; 
violating a condition of probation or parole; being convicted of a felony for the possession, use, or distribution of a 
controlled substance; and being a custodial parent or caretaker relative who refuses to assign child support rights. 
We identified these sanctioned participants in the exception file as having exception reason codes 200, 201, 202, 
203, 204, or 205, and no record in the program participation file within the same month. 
10 CalWORKs WTW clients are members of cases. A CalWORKs case includes all members of the same family and 
counts them as one “unit” rather than separate individuals. This report focuses on the experiences and outcomes of 
the adult individuals in CalWORKs cases.  
11 During the planning stage for this evaluation, we expected to derive the study population from the MEDS data. 
However, WDTIP is the main record of participation in CalWORKs WTW and contains the majority of the 
information required for this report, which makes it preferable over MEDS for deriving the study population.  
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• post–SB 1041 group: CalWORKs WTW clients who enrolled in the CalWORKs WTW 
program for the first time in January 2013 or later. 

The tracking study analysis included five CalWORKs client entry cohorts—those who 
enrolled in the CalWORKs WTW program for the first time in February 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 
and 2014—to dynamically assess groups of CalWORKs WTW clients across time.12 We 
followed each entering cohort for two years, and we followed each entering cohort except for the 
February 2014 cohort for three years.13 We assessed, for example, whether clients received 
exemptions, left CalWORKs WTW, and/or became employed during that time. The tracked 
entry cohorts combined included 43,328 clients. 

The tracking study figures in Chapter Six show findings for the five cohorts defined as 
follows: 

• tracked entry cohort 2007: first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2007 

• tracked entry cohort 2009: first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2009 

• tracked entry cohort 2011: first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2011 

• tracked entry cohort 2013: first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2013 (only 
experienced CalWORKs WTW after SB 1041 took effect) 

• tracked entry cohort 2014: first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in February 2014 (only 
experienced CalWORKs WTW after SB 1041 took effect). 

The updated impact study, presented in Chapter Seven through a series of figures, analyzes 
client outcomes one year after CalWORKs WTW entry and two years after CalWORKs WTW 
entry. The impact analysis of one-year outcomes includes 36 cohorts of individuals who were 
first-time CalWORKs WTW clients from January 2007 through December 2015. Cohorts are 
defined by year and quarter of entry: Quarter 1 (January through March), Quarter 2 (April through 
June), Quarter 3 (July through September), or Quarter 4 (October through December). The analysis 
of one-year outcomes thus includes 24 cohorts of clients who experienced CalWORKs WTW before 
SB 1041 took effect and eight cohorts of clients who only experienced CalWORKs WTW after  
SB 1041 took effect. The impact analysis of client outcomes one year after entry includes 891,047 
WTW clients. 

The impact analysis of two-year outcomes includes 28 cohorts of clients who were first-time 
CalWORKs WTW clients from January 2007 through December 2014. The cohorts are defined 
the same as in the analysis of one-year outcomes. The analysis of two-year outcomes thus includes 

 
12 By “first time,” we mean that the client was not an adult client in the CalWORKs WTW program since January 
1998, because 1998 is the earliest year for which we have reliable data. 
13 We placed a client into a cohort for the tracking analysis if he or she began in the CalWORKs WTW program in 
February of a given year and did not participate in the program between January 1998 and January of a given year. 
For example, clients in Cohort 2007 started in the program in February 2007 and did not participate in the program 
between January 1998 and January 2007. 
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24 cohorts of clients who experienced CalWORKs WTW before SB 1041 took effect and four 
cohorts of clients who only experienced CalWORKs WTW after SB 1041 took effect. The impact 
analysis of client outcomes two years after entry includes 786,992 clients. 

In the status, tracking, and impact studies, we categorized clients and examined their 
outcomes based on whether they first enrolled in CalWORKs WTW before or after the SB 1041 
reforms became effective in January 2013. This division allowed us to compare whether the 
outcomes of CalWORKs WTW clients who experienced both old and new policies and 
procedures differed from those of clients who only experienced SB 1041 policies and 
procedures. However, an important consideration in this distinction is the pace of 
implementation of the reforms. The appropriateness of using January 2013 as an analytical cut 
point depends on the extent to which SB 1041 was actually implemented, as intended, by that 
time. As discussed in the first evaluation report (Davis et al., 2016), the initial implementation of 
SB 1041 appeared to be uneven, given delays in implementation guidance from the state and 
with Early Engagement lagging behind. An alternative approach would be to separate the 
population at a later point of “full implementation,” but it may be difficult to establish that date 
with certainty. Because it is not clear whether individuals who started in 2013 participated in the 
full implementation of SB 1041, we estimated separate impacts for the 2013 and 2014 cohorts as 
part of a sensitivity analysis. 

Analytic Approach for State Administrative Data 

Administrative data contain information on all CalWORKs WTW clients. Analyses presented in 
Chapter Six are descriptive. Figures are based on counts or averages, and the denominator is “all 
cohort clients,” unless otherwise noted. Since this is population data, analyses do not require 
tests of significance. 

In Chapter Seven, we analyze changes in clients’ CalWORKs WTW status and employment 
outcomes that might be associated with SB 1041. This analysis assesses the association between 
SB 1041 and CalWORKs WTW clients’ employment, CalWORKs WTW status, and other 
measures of economic status. We assess these associations by comparing the outcomes of 
individuals who were enrolled in CalWORKs WTW after SB 1041 went into effect with the 
outcomes of individuals who were enrolled in CalWORKs WTW before SB 1041 was put into 
effect. Such comparisons will not necessarily provide an unbiased estimate of the effects of the 
policy change because demographic and economic changes other than SB 1041 may have 
influenced the outcomes of CalWORKs WTW clients and may also have changed who enrolled 
in CalWORKs WTW in the first place. As California’s economy and demographics change, the 
observed outcomes for clients will change regardless of any changes due to SB 1041.  

To isolate the changes in outcomes that can reasonably be associated with SB 1041, we used 
a statistical regression model to account for specific economic and demographic factors other 
than SB 1041. This analysis, known as interrupted time series analysis, used a regression model 
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to compare the pre– and post–SB 1041 outcomes of different cohorts of CalWORKs WTW 
clients as if the observable characteristics of the clients and local economies were the same. The 
specific regression model used in this report accounted for CalWORKs WTW clients’ sex, age, 
race or ethnicity, and primary language; the clients’ number of quarters worked and average 
earnings in the year prior to WTW entry; the age of the youngest child and number of children in 
the case at the time of entry into CalWORKs WTW; and the county of participation and that 
county’s unemployment rate.14 

Because EDD collects employment and income data quarterly, the monthly WDTIP and 
MEDS data for each client were aggregated to corresponding quarters. The quarters for each 
client were indexed relative to the CalWORKs WTW enrollment quarter (e.g., first quarter after 
enrollment, second quarter after enrollment). Information on these first-time clients was tracked 
for two years after entry and we analyzed outcomes at the one-year (fourth quarter after entry) 
and two-year (eighth quarter after entry) marks. In particular: 

• In the analysis of one-year outcomes, we tracked eight quarterly entry cohorts that started 
in 2013 or 2014, after SB 1041, and compared their one-year outcomes with those of the 
24 pre–SB 1041 quarterly entry cohorts that started between 2007 and 2012.  

• In the analysis of two-year outcomes, we tracked four entry cohorts that started in 2013, 
after SB 1041, and compared their two-year outcomes with those of the 24 pre–SB 1041 
quarterly entry cohorts that started between 2007 and 2012. 

Because the last year of data available at the time of analysis ended the fourth quarter of 2015, 
the last entry cohort for whom we could observe one-year outcomes was the cohort that entered 
in the fourth quarter of 2014 and the last entry cohort for whom we could observe two-year 
outcomes was the cohort that entered in the fourth quarter of 2013.  

We conducted analyses on three sets of outcomes, measured one year and two years after the 
client entered CalWORKs WTW. We first analyzed whether the client was in CalWORKs WTW 
(i.e., was still a CalWORKs WTW client) and whether the client was employed.15 Employment 
and being a WTW client are not mutually exclusive, as many CalWORKs WTW clients are both 
in the program and employed at the same time. Second, to explore these results in more detail, 
we categorized and analyzed outcomes using four mutually exclusive indicators: whether the 
client was in CalWORKs WTW only, employed only, both in CalWORKs WTW and employed, 

 
14 The regression models included county fixed effects to account for differences across counties that do not change 
over time and quarter fixed effects to account for seasonality in outcomes.  
15 Because outcomes were analyzed at the quarter level, “in CalWORKs WTW” in a quarter was defined as being in 
CalWORKs WTW in at least one month during the quarter.  
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or neither. Third, we analyzed total real earnings in a quarter (i.e., earnings adjusted for inflation 
and expressed in first quarter 2013 dollars).16 

 
16 The classification variables as well as earnings were analyzed using a linear regression model. Even though the 
classification variables are binary outcomes, the analysis here is descriptive and not causal, so a linear regression 
model, also known as a linear probability model for binary outcomes, was used to generate results to ease 
interpretability.  
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3. State-Level Perspectives on the Ongoing Implementation of 
SB 1041  

For the first evaluation report (Davis et al., 
2016), we shared information collected in 2015 
from key informants in relevant government 
agencies, as well as other stakeholders with a 
state-level perspective to understand, at a high 
level, how these stakeholders viewed the context 
and background in which SB 1041 was 
developed, how the policy changes were planned 
and communicated, and what factors affected 
implementation.  

In this evaluation report, we share data from 
semistructured interviews conducted in 2016 
with a subset of those stakeholders who were 
interviewed in the previous year (12 of the 17 
from whom we gathered feedback in 2015) to 
identify any significant state-level changes in 
policy or procedures related to SB 1041 as well as perceptions on the current status of SB 1041 
implementation. 

These interviews revealed three central themes: (1) as of summer 2016, SB 1041 
implementation was proceeding fairly well; CDSS staff reported that all of the components of SB 
1041 are now in place, training has been provided, and data systems have been automated to the 
extent possible (with continuing plans to improve data infrastructure); (2) state-level 
stakeholders external to CDSS (e.g., welfare advocates, representatives from community college 
groups, legislative staff) acknowledged the hard work of all parties, but they continued to 
highlight the challenges that county workers face, on the ground, in implementing the complex 
legislation; and (3) given that California was expected to meet its 2016 WPR (CDSS, 2017), 
CDSS staff were hopeful that county workers would feel less pressure and would be less likely to 
view SB 1041 as being in conflict with efforts to meet WPR in the long-term. 

In the sections that follow, we provide a detailed discussion of the interview findings 
organized by a series of key themes. Note that, in the discussion, interview respondents from 
CDSS are identified as such (e.g., “CDSS administrators” or “CDSS staff”), whereas the term 
“state stakeholder” is used to refer to representatives from statewide organizations other than 

Chapter Three Methods 

• The perspectives collected were based on 
key informant interviews conducted with 12 
state-level officials in the public and private 
sectors in summer 2016—a subset of key 
stakeholders who were interviewed in the first 
year of the study.  

• We addressed topics including the status of 
SB 1041 implementation with a focus on the 
implementation of the 24-month time clock, 
impact of OCAT on county welfare 
operations, and implementation of the FS and 
ESE programs. 

• We analyzed using qualitative methods. 

• See Chapter Two for more detail on data and 
methods. 
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CDSS (e.g., welfare advocacy groups, California Community College Chancellor’s Office, 
Legislative Analyst’s Office, and legislative staff). 

Implementation of SB 1041 
CDSS staff—and at least one state stakeholder—acknowledged the initial challenges associated 
with implementation of SB 1041, particularly in regard to communication with counties. For the 
most part, in our second-year interviews, these respondents reported that implementation of the 
legislation had “ironed itself out” (although one CDSS administrator reported that counties still 
struggle with the complexities of the time clock). After a somewhat challenging start, counties 
had implemented policies and procedures to carry out the reforms. CDSS administrators also 
pointed to a steep reduction in technical assistance to counties and the distribution of ACLs to 
provide guidance between mid-2015 and mid-2016 as an indicator that counties had a more solid 
understanding of the reforms, compared with initial implementation of SB 1041. 

CDSS staff also focused on the fact that all components originally envisioned to support the 
goals of SB 1041, including the OCAT, ESE program, and FS program, were now in place. In 
addition to having these supports in place, according to CDSS staff, there had been no major 
policy or procedural changes to the components of the reforms over mid-2015 and mid-2016, 
beyond the release of guidance to explain the methodology for the 20-percent target for 
extensions beyond the 24-month time clock (CDSS, 2015b).  

Three of the state stakeholders interviewed—staff not employed by CDSS—offered a 
somewhat more mixed picture of SB 1041 implementation, pointing to the complexity of the 
legislation and the continuing challenges that both caseworkers and WTW clients had in 
understanding it. The counties continued to struggle with the WTW 24-month time clock in 
particular and required staff and time to reconcile the clocks on a regular basis. A state-level 
stakeholder described SB 1041 as “still a massive challenge for counties. It is still incredibly 
complex. It’s difficult for workers to understand, it’s difficult for clients to understand. And 
therefore . . . it takes up so much more time.”  

WTW 24-month time clock. Speaking specifically to the WTW 24-month time clock 
component of SB 1041, the CDSS administrators reported that county staff appeared to generally 
understand the time clock on a conceptual basis. One CDSS administrator acknowledged that 
some county staff still struggled with understanding when to stop or start the time clock. CDSS 
does monitor time clock data—based on a review of data in 2016, the state required that a set of 
counties reexamine and reconcile client data to ensure that clocks were “ticked” appropriately 
(e.g., verifying the reason behind why the clocks of clients who were not participating were 
ticking in the system). Other state stakeholders (those external to CDSS) also expressed concern 
regarding the complexities of the time clock for counties.  
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Data system automation. Since our discussions with state respondents over mid-2015 and 
mid-2016, CDSS had made progress in automating data systems that track clients through the 
24-month time clock. The consortia systems had made progress automating data systems. (C-IV, 
CalWIN, and LRS are the entities that automate data systems that are responsible for 24-month 
time clock tracking.) However, as of mid-2016, the system still required caseworkers to hand 
check and verify the time clock data, which we learned from our county-level interviews took 
considerable time. For example, a state stakeholder (external to CDSS) described one county that 
removes all their staff from client work once a month to check and reconcile the time clock data. 
A CDSS staff member acknowledged in an interview that while systems had become automated, 
the nature of the time clock required that caseworkers review and make judgments about when 
the clock ticks and unticks. 

Early Engagement Activities 
As noted earlier, SB 1041 was originally conceived within the context of a package of supports 
that would support engagement with clients and the provision of supportive services. State-level 
respondents provided feedback on these components: OCAT, FS program, and ESE program.  

OCAT. State-level respondents reported that the OCAT had been implemented by the 
counties, training had been being provided on the system, and the long-term plan was to integrate 
it with the Statewide Automated Welfare System (SAWS). A CDSS administrator highlighted 
the impact of the OCAT on county operations, which, in some cases, had required counties to 
revamp their business processes, and, in some cases, develop or strengthen partnerships with 
service providers. This staff member also reported that the OCAT had extended the time counties 
took to complete a WTW plan (which, by regulation, is typically within 90 days)—some 
counties were taking more of that time to complete the plan. 

However, overall, CDSS administrators described implementation of the OCAT as a success, 
and they were optimistic about the benefits of the OCAT as county workers became more fluent 
with the tool. One CDSS administrator said, “The percentage of the appraisals that indicated 
significant underlying family dynamic issues was much higher than apparently the staff had 
expected and was one of those ‘Aha’ moments.” A state stakeholder (external to CDSS) made a 
similar comment in recognizing the potential of OCAT data, noting that the OCAT would serve 
as a rich data source regarding issues that clients in the state are facing. 

A CDSS administrator and a state stakeholder acknowledged reports from counties regarding 
caseworkers experiencing secondary trauma as a result of intense discussions with clients that 
revealed significant barriers in their lives and from clients themselves who felt drained by the 
lengthy interview (as described in Chapter Five, the OCAT appraisal can take more than two 
hours to complete, as reported by county staff). In response, CDSS has provided training and 
resources to support caseworkers around issues of secondary trauma. 



 

 
 
 

42 

OCAT appraisal summary and referrals. Discussing the initial impact of the OCAT on 
referral rates, CDSS staff hoped to see an uptick in engagement with the FS program. In 
addition, two CDSS administrators referenced an increase in mental health and substance abuse 
referrals since the OCAT was implemented. Speaking specifically to child care services, the state 
had been reviewing the language in their forms to explain the benefits available to clients in a 
more user-friendly way, in an effort to increase use of these services (a theme that was also 
echoed in our discussion with county workers). It is important to note that data systems as of 
mid-2016 were not able to track the link between OCAT recommendations and subsequent 
participation in services at the individual level. 

Referrals to and partnerships with educational programs. One of the objectives of SB 1041 
was to improve clients’ access to educational offerings. In our interviews with state respondents, 
they touched on factors that may hinder or facilitate referrals to education pathways. Echoing a 
theme identified in our 2015 study, community college representatives were concerned that they 
had not observed an uptick in referrals in this area. State respondents suggested a variety of 
factors may be contributing to this picture. A state stakeholder (external to CDSS) said,  

The idea behind the flexibility [of SB 1041] was really to enhance the 
educational opportunities for CalWORKs clients. And this came along at a time 
that the community colleges were suffering from years of budget cuts. Not 
having a lot of class availability and so I think they’re still in the process of 
digging out of that. I certainly think that educational opportunity should become 
easier to access, but I still don’t know that we have an entirely robust system 
available for CalWORKs clients in terms of educational opportunities. But that’s 
another factor in terms of being able to take advantage of the flexibility is 
whether or not there’s infrastructure on the ground to facilitate that flexibility. 

The growth in the economy was also identified by CDSS administrators as a factor to consider 
when exploring community college enrollment rates. 

State-level respondents identified barriers that made it difficult for clients to persist once they 
are enrolled in college. These obstacles included the need for additional time (beyond the 24-
month time clock) to reach their educational goals and for increased communication between the 
colleges and the county welfare offices—for example, regarding details of the clients’ WTW 
plan so that CalWORKs college staff are better equipped to support students.  

The state-level respondents emphasized that there is a positive and collaborative relationship 
between the community colleges and CDSS and both partners were committed to improving 
educational opportunities for CalWORKs clients.  

ESE. The ESE program is designed to connect clients with subsidized employment 
opportunities. A state stakeholder and a CDSS administrator described their hopes to expand the 
number of slots available to clients through the ESE program. There is a belief at the state level 
that the program is underused, although it is challenging to find employers to participate. 
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As discussed in Appendix A, as of July 1, 2016, the California legislature (through AB 1063) 
consolidated the AB 98 (2013) Subsidized Employment and ESE programs (which ran 
simultaneously, sharing the same goals but operating under different rules) to reduce 
implementation burden at the county level. A CDSS administrator stated that  

AB 98 was the initial piece of legislation that created Subsidized Employment 
and it had a different funding structure. And so now, with our Expanded 
Subsidized Employment which had a different funding model, those have been 
merged so that we don’t have two different ways to claim expenditures or 
drawdown dollars. So we just have one model. Subsidized employment is 
growing, it’s growing slowly. But it is really an avenue that we continue to push 
counties on. 

FS. Designed to provide intensive case management and services to high-need clients (and 
their children, if needed), the FS program was characterized as a success by CDSS administrators 
and state stakeholders. The flexibility of the program that allows counties to respond to the 
unique needs of their clients was praised by state respondents as an effective strategy. One of the 
most significant benefits of the program, according to state stakeholders, is its ability to provide 
services to children, which previously was not possible.  

Work Participation Rate 
California had met its WPR for 2015. While the state was 
confident that it would meet the 2016 overall WPR, no 
official determination had been communicated to the state 
as of this writing. During the initial years of SB 1041 
implementation, California was one of 13 states and two 
territories that did not meet its target in 2012. As of this 
writing, states had not paid their full WPR penalties, but 
given the financial risk, it remains a powerful motivator 
(Center for Law and Social Policy, 2015). Pressures to 
meet WPR was a key theme that emerged in our initial 
site visits to counties, as participation requirements in SB 1041 do not align with WPR. 
Caseworkers reported a “mixed message’ from the state to implement SB 1041 while also 
responding to a perceived urgency to meet WPR. 

In the 2015 and 2016 interviews, CDSS staff acknowledged that the misalignment between 
federal TANF requirements and SB 1041 was of concern for county staff. They recognized that 
pressures to meet WPR may influence caseworkers to encourage clients to meet the federal 
TANF requirements, rather than the more-flexible requirements written into SB 1041. In our 
2015 interviews, CDSS staff expected that SB 1041 would benefit the state’s WPR in the long 
term by helping to reduce clients’ barriers to employment and helping them make a more 

WPR mandates that at least 
50 percent of federally work-eligible 
individuals must be engaged in work 
(or certain work-like activities) for 30 
hours per week per month, or 20 
hours for single parents with children 
under the age of six. State programs 
that are unable to meet the WPR may 
experience financial penalties. See 
Appendix A for additional details. 
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effective and lasting connection to the workforce. According to CDSS, the legislation allows 
CalWORKs WTW clients to benefit from more flexibility in work requirements and access to 
services, so that they are better positioned in the long run to meet federal requirements sooner 
within their period on aid—thus helping California to meet the target WPR.  

While the state was confident that it would meet WPR in 2016, the pressures articulated by 
county staff in this regard appears to continue (see Chapter Five for a full description of the 
county findings). One CDSS administrator, reflecting on the state’s recent success in meeting 
WPR, hoped that, with time, concerns at the county level in this area would slowly alleviate. 
However, another CDSS administrator emphasized that counties maintain a strong level of 
autonomy, and focus on WPR is often driven by county leadership. The staff member also 
emphasized that the tension between the CalWORKs program and the federal TANF program 
predated SB 1041. 

In conclusion, our conversations with CDSS administrators showed that they focused on the 
fact that infrastructure to support SB 1041 have been put into place. As one administrator said, 
“All the policy letters have been out there for quite some time, the automation is in place, 
questions have been answered, and so we are letting it continue to take hold and take root.” In 
our discussions, state stakeholders, external to CDSS, prioritized comments regarding the 
frontline challenges that counties continue to face to implement the legislation. The next two 
chapters provide a discussion of county-level perspectives on these issues and others, first for all 
58 counties based on responses to the 2016 ACS and then for the six focal counties.  
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4. The Ongoing Implementation of SB 1041 at the County Level: 
Results from the 2016 ACS 

The 2016 ACS was designed to gather 
information about the experiences of all  
58 counties in planning for and implementing  
SB 1041 policy changes. More specifically, as 
summarized in the text box at right (and detailed 
in Chapter Two), the survey obtained 
information about facilitators and barriers to 
implementation of different components of 
SB 1041, referrals and coordination and 
utilization of services, the implementation of the 
WTW 24-month time clock, understanding by 
CalWORKs WTW clients and caseworkers of 
the different components of SB 1041, the early 
engagement activities, including the FS and ESE 
programs and the OCAT, and counties’ views 
regarding the effectiveness of the different 
components of SB 1041 and of the impact of SB 
1041 on the CalWORKs program and on client 
outcomes. The survey provides information for these topics, in many cases in reference to the 
year since the 2015 ACS (i.e., approximately mid-2015 to mid-2016). In the discussion that 
follows, the “last year” refers to this time period. 

This chapter addresses the following questions associated with the process study. (We also 
preview the key findings from the survey.) 

• What factors have affected the implementation of SB 1041 reforms to CalWORKs in the 
last year (i.e., mid-2015 to mid-2016)? Compared with the initial ACS results, in 2016, 
more counties cited the timing and complexity of SB 1041 reforms as hindering 
implementation. Overall, 50 percent of counties reported that the timing of state guidance 
was a moderate to major hindrance, with large counties being more likely to report this 
than small and medium-sized counties. In terms of the complexity of SB 1041 reforms, 
72 percent of counties reported it was a moderate to major hindrance to implementation 
in the last year (mid-2015 to mid-2016); large counties were more likely to report this 
than counties with small to medium-sized caseloads. Forty-one counties provided written 

Chapter Four Methods 

• Our method is based on analysis of ACS 
administered in June–July 2016; all 58 
counties responded. 

• The topics focused on aspects of 
implementing SB 1041, often in reference to 
the period since the 2015 (ACS) (i.e., 
approximately mid-2015 to mid-2016) 

• Our analysis used descriptive data methods 
reported in tables and charts. 

• Results are reported in total and for counties 
stratified into three groups—small, medium, 
and large—based on CalWORKs caseload 
size: up to 999 assistance units; 1,000 to 
4,999 assistance units; and 5,000 or more 
assistance units, respectively. 

• See Chapter Two for more detail on data and 
methods. 
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recommendations for improving SB 1041—the majority of recommendations centered on 
the need for clearer guidance on and suggested improvements to the WTW 24-month 
time clock. 

• Were new partnerships or enhanced partnerships undertaken, and what were counties’ 
experiences with respect to referrals and coordination and utilization of services in the 
last year? Sixty-seven percent of counties reported in the 2016 survey establishing new 
partnerships or enhancing existing partnerships with housing assistance services or 
providers. Also, half of counties cited establishing new partnerships or expanding 
existing partnerships for their ESE programs and their FS programs. Approximately half 
of counties reported that establishing new partnerships or expanding existing partnerships 
was not needed in the areas of mental health care, substance abuse treatment, domestic 
abuse services, and educational services. The majority of counties reported that it 
currently takes a CalWORKs WTW client less than one month to begin participation in 
employment and/or job training and educational activities to which he or she had been 
assigned or scheduled. In terms of receiving services, more than 90 percent of counties 
reported that it takes clients less than one month to receive child care, translation 
services, transportation, and domestic abuse services. Still, 19 percent of counties 
reported that it takes from one to two months for clients to start receiving mental health 
services, and 17 percent reported it took this long for substance abuse services. 

• How well did county staff understand the SB 1041 policy changes? Supervisors were 
asked to indicate how well their WTW caseworkers understood the different components 
of SB 1041 (e.g., determination of the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock, changes 
to required hours of participation, changes to the determination of hourly program 
participation). Overall, 77 percent of counties’ supervisors reported that WTW 
caseworkers understood moderately well to very well how to determine a client’s 24-
month time clock. Yet, supervisors in 72 percent of counties reported that they were only 
somewhat confident that their staff could accurately calculate clients’ 24-month time 
clock. Overall, 76 percent of counties’ supervisors indicated that caseworkers understood 
moderately well to very well how to explain and prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–
24-month time clock participation requirements. Yet, 50 percent of counties reported that 
they were only somewhat confident their staff could effectively prepare CalWORKs 
clients for the post–24-month time clock participation requirements. Similar to the 2015 
ACS results, nearly all counties reported that WTW caseworkers understood moderately 
well or very well the enhanced educational flexibility and that there are more choices 
now in WTW activities.  

• What percentage of CalWORKs clients have transitioned to the post-WTW 24-month time 
clock? Of those CalWORKs clients who have used their full WTW 24-month time clock, 
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overall 47 percent of counties reported that 0 percent of these clients have transitioned to the 
post–24-month time clock; 44 percent of counties that only between 1 percent and 5 
percent of these clients had transitioned to the post–24-month time clock. Seventy-one 
percent of counties reported that 0 percent of these clients have been sanctioned, whereas 
29 percent of counties reported that 1 percent or higher of these clients have been 
sanctioned. Seventy-two percent of counties reporting that some clients had used their 
full 24-month time clock indicated that 0 percent have had their time clock extended;  
19 percent of counties reported that between 1 percent and 5 percent of these clients have 
had their time clock extended. Of those clients who have used their full 24-month time 
clock, 55 percent of counties reported that 0 percent of these clients had achieved self-
sufficiency and 30 percent of counties reported that only between 1 percent and 5 percent 
of these clients had achieved self-sufficiency. 

• How well did CalWORKs clients understand the SB 1041 policy changes? With respect 
to the WTW participation requirements, 72 percent of counties indicated that clients 
understood them moderately well to very well; this is an increase from 66 percent of 
counties in 2015. Similar to the 2015 ACS results, 69 percent of supervisors in counties 
assessed that CalWORKs clients understood moderately well to very well the increase in 
choices with respect to the activities they can participate in during the 24-month time-
clock period. Also similar to the 2015 ACS results, 88 percent suggested that clients 
understood the new one-time young child exemption moderately well to very well. 
However, supervisors rated CalWORKs clients’ understanding of the 24-month time 
clock far lower, with only one-third assessing that clients understood the process 
moderately to very well. 

• What have been counties’ experiences with the ESE program in the last year? Similar to 
the 2015 ACS results, 45 counties (78 percent) in 2016 indicated that they were 
participating in the ESE program at the time of the survey; smaller counties, however, 
were less likely to report participating in the ESE program than were medium-sized or 
large counties. All 58 counties were asked about what barriers there were to 
implementing the ESE program and to rate the ESE program. Fourteen percent of 
counties reported that there were not enough employers in the program, 3 percent of 
counties reported that there were not enough employment slots to fill demand, and  
3 percent of counties reported that clients were unable to fulfill employment 
requirements. In terms of rating how well the ESE program is doing, 67 percent of 
counties reported that the ESE program was doing moderately well to very well in 
preparing clients for long-term self-sufficiency; 59 percent of counties rated the ESE 
program as doing moderately well to very well in finding unsubsidized employment for 
clients, and 40 percent of counties rated the ESE program as doing moderately well to 
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very well with respect to finding jobs with a livable wage. Forty-eight percent of counties 
rated the program as doing moderately well to very well with respect to keeping clients 
employed with the ESE employer, and 34 percent of counties rated the ESE program as 
doing moderately well to very well with respect to keeping clients from returning to 
CalWORKs. 

• What have been counties’ experiences with the FS program in the last year? Overall,  
57 of the 58 counties (98 percent) reported that they had an FS program at the time of the 
2016 survey. Ninety-one percent indicated they offered treatment of family members of 
CalWORKs clients. With respect to treatment services, 96 percent offer substance abuse 
counseling and treatment and mental health counseling and treatment for FS program 
participants. In addition, 78 percent of counties offer intensive day treatment, nonmedical 
outpatient drug-free treatment, or residential treatment. With respect to meeting housing 
needs, 84 percent of counties with FS programs indicated that they offered emergency 
shelter, and 72 percent offered movement to transitional housing. Small counties seem to 
have more resource constraints on successful implementation of the FS program than 
other-sized counties. Overall, counties estimated that they have been able to serve 79 
percent of eligible families in the FS program between mid-2015 and mid-2016. Large 
counties reported that they were able to serve 84 percent of eligible families, medium-
sized counties reported 79 percent of eligible families, and small counties reported that 
they were able to serve 73 percent of eligible families over the same period. For those 
counties with FS programs, 89 percent reported that the FS program was doing 
moderately well to very well in helping to stabilize families in crisis and in helping to 
address clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency; 75 percent of counties rated the FS program 
as doing moderately well to very well with respect to providing emergency shelter; 46 
percent rated the program as doing moderately well to very well in providing transitional 
housing to clients and their families. Lastly, 84 percent of counties rated the FS program 
as doing moderately well to very well with respect to providing substance abuse 
treatment and 88 percent with respect to providing mental health counseling and 
treatment to clients and their families. 

• What have been counties’ experiences with the OCAT in the last year? At the time of the 
2016 ACS, 97 percent of counties reported that the OCAT had been implemented in all 
their county welfare offices; only 3 percent reported that the OCAT had been 
implemented in only some of their county’s welfare offices. Only five counties indicated 
that they had translated the OCAT into Spanish. Counties reported that the OCAT has 
had a positive effect with respect to identifying barriers to self-sufficiency and clients’ 
need for services. Specifically, overall, 78 percent of counties reported that the OCAT 
has made caseworkers’ ability to identify clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency somewhat 
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better or much better. In addition, 67 percent of counties reported that the OCAT made 
somewhat better or much better caseworkers’ abilities to identify the need for services by 
CalWORKs clients. Fifty-seven percent of counties indicated that the OCAT has not 
affected the referral process, and 62 percent of counties reported the OCAT has not 
affected caseworkers’ ability to identify client exemptions. Nearly all counties reported 
that WTW caseworkers understood moderately well or very well how to implement the 
OCAT; how to use the OCAT to develop clients’ WTW plans, to identify barriers to self-
sufficiency, and to identify need for other services; and how to use the results of the 
OCAT to make referrals. Fifty-five percent of counties indicated they were somewhat or 
very satisfied with the user-friendliness of the OCAT, and 48 percent were somewhat or 
very satisfied with caseworkers’ ability to save partially completed appraisals conducted 
using the OCAT. Still, counties also expressed concerns about other aspects of the 
OCAT. Sixty-seven percent of counties were somewhat or very dissatisfied with the 
length of time required to administer the OCAT and with the inability of caseworkers to 
administer the OCAT in a client’s preferred language. Thirty-four percent of counties 
also were somewhat or very dissatisfied with their ability to administer the OCAT in a 
space that affords privacy for clients. 

• What are counties’ assessments of the effects of SB 1041 on key outcomes, and how well 
are SB 1041 reforms and related mandates working at the county level? Between 
41 percent and 65 percent of counties estimated that the implementation of SB 1041 had 
no effect (i.e., they marked “about the same”) between mid-2015 and mid-2016 on work 
participation rates, participation in WTW activities, compliance with CalWORKs 
program rules, earnings, participation in CalFresh (the name for the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program in California), and the number of clients receiving 
sanctions. Seventy-one percent of counties estimated that, over the same period, the 
implementation of SB 1041 had no effect (i.e., they marked “about the same”) on 
enrollment in educational programs or the enrollment in vocational education/training 
programs, and 74 percent of counties estimated that SB 1041 had no effect on the 
enrollment in General Educational Development (GED) programs. Compared with the 
initial ACS survey, fewer counties (14 percent compared with 29 percent previously) in 
2016 indicated SB 1041 resulted in somewhat worse or much worse workforce 
participation rates. Fewer counties (12 percent versus 17 percent) also rated compliance 
with CalWORKs program rules as being somewhat worse under SB 1041 and fewer 
counties (19 percent versus 24 percent) also rated the number of clients receiving 
sanctions as being somewhat worse. 

In the rest of this chapter, we detail findings specific to the research questions above. We 
begin with an overview of what factors have affected the implementation of SB 1041’s 
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components in the year since the 2015 ACS (i.e., mid-2015 to mid-2016). We then present 
findings related to referrals, coordination, and utilization of services, including whether new 
partnerships or enhanced partnership were formed, how long it takes CalWORKs clients to 
engage in various activities, and whether more clients are engaging in these activities than 
before. We then discuss results specific to implementation of the WTW 24-month time clock 
over the same period, including how it is being calculated, who is responsible for calculating 
how much time a CalWORKs client has left on the 24-month time clock, and supervisors’ 
assessment of how well caseworkers and clients understand the 24-month time clock, the 
required hours of participation, and the determination of hourly program participation. Next, we 
present findings on counties’ assessment of caseworkers’ and clients’ understanding of the other 
components of SB 1041. We also discuss survey results related to the Early Engagement 
activities (ESE and FS programs and the OCAT). We conclude with counties’ views regarding 
the impact of SB 1041 on the CalWORKs program and on client outcomes and the effectiveness 
of SB 1041 reforms and related mandates at the county level. Lastly, we summarize counties’ 
feedback on their information needs and suggestions for improving SB 1041. Appendix D 
presents additional survey results regarding the provision of and capacity to provide services 
related to employment, education and training, and supportive services.  

Factors Affecting the Implementation of SB 1041 from Mid-2015 to Mid-
2016 

As noted in our first evaluation report, the guidance from CDSS evolved over time, and the focal 
counties reported that the timing of the release of state guidance made it challenging to 
implement the different components of SB 1041. In the 2016 ACS, we gathered information 
from all 58 counties about which factors affected the implementation of SB 1041 within the past 
year (i.e., mid-2015 to mid-2016). With respect to the 58 counties, only 19 percent of counties 
reported that the timing of the state’s guidance was not a hindrance in terms of implementation 
over the same period (Table 4.1). However, 50 percent of counties reported it was a moderate to 
major hindrance; with large counties being more likely to report this than small and medium-
sized counties. This is in stark contrast to our initial survey conducted in 2015 (two years after 
implementation), in which 55 percent of counties reported that the timing of the state’s guidance 
was not a hindrance in terms of implementation (Davis et al., 2016).  

In terms of the complexity of SB 1041 reforms, 26 percent of counties reported that, in the 
past year, it was only a minor hindrance in terms of implementation (Table 4.2). However, 
72 percent of counties reported that it was a moderate to major hindrance to implementation in 
the past year; large counties were more likely to report this (83 percent) than counties with small 
to medium-sized caseloads (65 percent and 70 percent, respectively).  
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Table 4.1. Whether Timing of State Guidance on SB 1041 to Counties Hindered Implementation in 

the Last Year (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator  
Did Not 

Hinder 

Minor 

Hindrance 

Moderate 

Hindrance 

Major 

Hindrance 

Not 

Applicable Total 

All counties        
Number  11 18 22 7 0 58 
Percentage distribution  19% 31% 38% 12% 0% 100% 

Small counties        
Number  5 6 8 1 0 20 
Percentage distribution  25% 30% 40% 5% 0% 100% 

Medium counties        
Number  4 9 4 3 0 20 
Percentage distribution  20% 45% 20% 15% 0% 100% 

Large counties        
Number  2 3 10 3 0 18 
Percentage distribution  11% 17% 55% 17% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer on 
the Likert scale. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the 
denominator. 

Table 4.2. Whether Complexity of SB 1041 Reforms in the Last Year Hindered Implementation  

(All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator 

Did Not 

Hinder 

Minor 

Hindrance 

Moderate 

Hindrance 

Major 

Hindrance 

Not 

Applicable Total 

All counties       
Number 0 15 17 25 1 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 26% 29% 43% 2% 100% 

Small counties       
Number 0 6 7 6 1 20 
Percentage distribution 0% 30% 35% 30% 5% 100% 

Medium-sized counties       
Number 0 6 4 10 0 20 
Percentage distribution 0% 30% 20% 50% 0% 100% 

Large counties       
Number 0 3 6 9 0 18 
Percentage distribution 0% 17% 33% 50% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer on 
the Likert scale. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the 
denominator.  

 
Table 4.3 addresses a series of other potential implementation challenges in the period from 

July 2015 to July 2016. Among all counties, 78 percent reported that, in that year, explaining the 
complexity of SB 1041 to clients was a moderate or major hindrance. By county size, the 
majority of counties in each size category cited this as a moderate or major hindrance. 
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Eighty-four percent of counties reported that availability of affordable housing for 
CalWORKs clients was a moderate or major hindrance, 59 percent of counties reported that 
availability of job opportunities was, and 52 percent reported that the availability of 
transportation options or transportation resources was. By county size, the majority of counties 
(between 78 percent and 95 percent) cited the availability of affordable housing as an important 
hindrance. However, large counties were less likely to cite availability of job opportunities or 
transportation resources as a hindrance. Specifically, the majority of small and medium-sized 
counties (75 percent and 65 percent, respectively) cited the availability of job opportunities as a 
moderate or major hindrance; however, only 33 percent of large counties cited this as a factor. 
Similarly, although 65 percent and 60 percent of small and medium-sized counties, respectively, 
cited transportation as an important hindrance, only 28 percent of large counties cited it as a 
moderate or major hindrance.  

Thirty-eight percent of all counties cited availability of vocational education or on-the-job 
training opportunities as a moderate or major hindrance, and 31 percent reported availability of 
educational opportunities for CalWORKs clients as such. By county size, smaller counties were 
much more likely to report these as being moderate to major hindrances than medium-sized or 
large counties. 

Table 4.3. Whether Issues Hindered Implementation in the Last Year (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

 
Number of 

Responding 

Counties in 

Total 

County Rated Issue as a Moderate or Major 

Hindrance 

Issues 

All 

Counties 

Small 

Counties 

Medium 

Counties 

Large 

Counties 

Availability of job opportunities for CalWORKs clients      
Number 58 34 15 13 6 
Percentage  59% 75% 65% 33% 

Availability of educational opportunities for CalWORKs 
clients      
Number 58 18 12 5 1 
Percentage  31% 60% 25% 5% 

Availability of vocational education or on the job 
training opportunities for CalWORKs clients      
Number 58 22 12 6 4 
Percentage  38% 60% 30% 22% 

Availability of financial resources for CalWORKs clients      
Number 58 9 6 1 2 
Percentage  15% 30% 5% 11% 
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Table 4.3—Continued 

 
Number of 

Responding 

Counties in 

Total 

County Rated Issue as a Moderate or Major 

Hindrance 

Issues 

All 

Counties 

Small 

Counties 

Medium 

Counties 

Large 

Counties 

Availability of child care services for CalWORKs clients      
Number 58 11 7 4 0 
Percentage  19% 35% 20% 0% 

Availability of affordable housing for CalWORKs clients      
Number 58 49 16 19 14 
Percentage  84% 80% 95% 78% 

Availability of transportation options or transportation 
resources for CalWORKs clients      
Number 58 30 13 12 5 
Percentage  52% 65% 60% 28% 

Competition with other state/federal mandates (e.g., 
Medi-Cal expansion)      
Number 58 24 9 10 5 
Percentage  41% 45% 50% 28% 

Availability of line staff (e.g., caseworkers, employment 
services specialists) who work with and/or counsel 
WTW clients      
Number 58 24 6 11 7 
Percentage  41% 30% 55% 39% 

Explaining the complexity of SB 1041 to clients      
Number 58 45 14 15 16 
Percentage  78% 70% 75% 89% 

Prior staff reductions/freezes in staff and/or funding      
Number 58 8 3 3 2 
Percentage  14% 15% 15% 11% 

Other      
Number 19 7 11 3 5 
Percentage  12% 55% 15% 28% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties  
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Percentages are calculated using the number of 
counties responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results for responses across the full Likert 
scale. One county marked “not applicable” regarding the questions on availability of child care services, affordable 
housing, and explaining the complexity of SB 1041 and related reforms. Three counties marked “not applicable” 
regarding the availability of financial services. In terms of the “other” category, 26 counties marked “not applicable.” 
 

Forty-one percent of counties reported that availability of line staff who work with and/or 
counsel WTW clients was a major or moderate hindrance to implementation. By size of county, 
between 30 percent and 46 percent of counties reported availability of line staff as a moderate or 
major hindrance, with medium-sized counties more like to do so. Relatively few counties 
reported that prior staff reductions or freezes in staff and/or funding (14 percent of counties) 
were a hindrance in the past year with respect to implementation of SB 1041 reforms, and this 
did not vary by county size. 
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In addition, similar to the 2015 ACS results, 41 percent of counties reported that competition 
with other state and federal mandates (e.g., Medi-Cal expansion) was a hindrance to 
implementation. Small and medium-sized counties were more likely to cite this (45 percent and 
50 percent, respectively) than large counties (28 percent).  

Also similar to the 2015 ACS results, only 19 percent of counties reported that availability of 
child care services for CalWORKs clients was a moderate or major hindrance to implementation. 
However, the degree of this hindrance varied by size of county. Thirty-five percent of small 
counties and 20 percent of medium-sized counties cited availability of child care services as a 
moderate or major hindrance; whereas no large counties reported this as such. 

Fewer counties reported that availability of financial resources for CalWORKs clients 
(15 percent of counties) were a hindrance in the past year with respect to implementation of 
SB 1041 reforms. This varied somewhat by county size. Thirty percent of small counties and  
11 percent of large counties reported this as a moderate to major hindrance, whereas only  
5 percent of medium-sized counties identified availability of financial resources as a significant 
hindrance. 

Referrals, Coordination, and Utilization of Services 
We asked the counties whether in the past year they had established new partnerships or 
enhanced partnerships with different types of service providers (Table 4.4). Sixty-seven percent 
of counties reported doing so with housing assistance services or providers. Also, 55 percent 
cited establishing new partnerships or expanding existing partnerships for their ESE program and 
48 percent reported having done so for their FS program. Fifty-nine percent of counties also 
reported that establishing new partnerships or expanding existing partnerships with educational 
providers was not needed. Approximately half of counties reported that establishing new 
partnerships or expanding existing partnerships was not needed in the areas of mental health 
care, substance abuse treatment, and domestic abuse services. Still, 37 percent of counties 
reported establishing new partnerships or expanding existing partnerships with mental health 
providers and 29 percent with substance abuse treatment providers. Although the results by 
county are not shown here, Table D.2 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.4. 
Table D.2 indicates that the results were similar by size of county with the following exceptions: 
(1) with respect to developing new or enhanced partnerships with vocational education/job 
training providers, small counties (55 percent) were more like to indicate that they had not done 
so than medium-sized (30 percent) or large counties (17 percent); (2) with respect to developing 
new or enhanced partnerships with domestic abuse service providers, many counties indicated 
that this was not needed including 40 percent of small counties, 65 percent of medium-sized 
counties, and 50 percent of large counties; and (3) with respect to developing new or enhanced 
partnerships with the FS program, the larger the size of the county, the more likely it was to have 
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done so; specifically, 30 percent of small counties, 50 percent of medium-sized counties, and 67 
percent of large counties indicated they had done so. 

Table 4.4. Whether New Partnerships or Enhanced Partnerships Were Established with the 

Following Service Providers in the Last Year  (All Counties) 

Organization or Provider 

Yes,  

New 

Yes, 

Enhanced No 

Not 

Needed Total 

New/enhanced partnerships with education providers 
(e.g., community colleges)      
Number 1 13 10 34 58 
Percentage 2% 22% 17% 59% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships with vocational 
education/job training providers      
Number 2 14 20 22 58 
Percentage 3% 24% 34% 38% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships with domestic abuse 
service providers      
Number 0 14 14 30 58 
Percentage 0% 24% 24% 52% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships with substance abuse 
treatment service providers      
Number 1 16 12 29 58 
Percentage 2% 27% 21% 50% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships with mental health service 
providers      
Number 2 19 9 27 57 
Percentage 4% 33% 16% 47% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships with housing assistance 
services or providers      
Number 12 27 7 12 58 
Percentage 21% 46% 12% 21% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships for the ESE program      
Number 11 21 14 12 58 
Percentage 19% 36% 24% 21% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships for the FS program      
Number 8 20 11 19 58 
Percentage 14% 34% 19% 33% 100% 

New/enhanced partnerships with other service providers      
Number 8 9 19 22 58 
Percentage 14% 15% 33% 38% 100% 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Percentages are calculated using the number of 
counties responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, 
and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 

 
We asked counties how long it currently takes a CalWORKs client to begin participation in 

employment and/or job training activities to which he or she had been assigned or scheduled 
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(Table 4.5). Ninety-one percent of counties reported that job search/job readiness typically takes 
less than one month for a client to begin engaging in these activities. About three-quarters of 
counties reported that it typically takes less than one month for clients to engage in job skills 
training, unsubsidized employment, and community service. Still, between 18 percent and 26 
percent of counties indicated that it typically can take one to two months for clients to begin 
engaging in job skills training, on-the-job training, subsidized employment, or community 
service. Although the results by county are not shown here, Table D.3 in Appendix D presents 
the detailed results for Table 4.5. Table D.3 indicates that small counties were more likely to 
report that participation in job skills training, unsubsidized employment, and other employment 
activities took more than two months than were medium-sized or large counties. Specifically, 55 
percent of small counties reported that it took clients more than two months to start participating 
in these activities compared with employment, job search/job readiness, on-the-job training, and 

Table 4.5. How Long It Currently Takes a CalWORKs Client to Start to Participate in the 

Employment and/or Job Training Activities to Which He or She Has Been Assigned or Scheduled 

(All Counties) 

Employment/Job Training Activity 

Less Than One 

Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than Two 

Months Total 

Subsidized employment      
Number  38 12 3 53 
Percentage distribution  72% 23% 5% 100% 

Job skills training      
Number  45 12 1 58 
Percentage distribution  78% 21% 2% 100% 

Job search/job readiness      
Number  53 5 0 58 
Percentage distribution  91% 9% 0% 100% 

On-the-job training      
Number  36 9 5 50 
Percentage distribution  72% 18% 10% 100% 

Unsubsidized employment      
Number  45 5 6 56 
Percentage distribution  80% 9% 11% 100% 

Community service      
Number  41 15 2 58 
Percentage distribution  71% 26% 3% 100% 

Other employment      
Number  38 7 6 51 
Percentage distribution  75% 14% 12% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 
100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 
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community services. 
We similarly asked counties how long it currently takes a CalWORKs client to begin 

participation in educational activities to which he or she had been assigned or scheduled (Table 
4.6). Seventy-seven percent of counties reported that it typically takes a client less than one 
month to begin GED preparation activities and 70 percent reported less than one month for adult 
basic education. Between 63 percent and 69 percent of counties reported that it typically takes 
clients less than one month to engage in vocational education/training, community 
college/postsecondary education, and other educational activities. Still, between 21 percent and 
32 percent of counties reported that it typically can take one to two months for clients to begin 
engaging in these different types of educational activities. Although the results by county are not 
shown here, Table D.4 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.6. Table D.4 
indicates that, for GED preparation, community college/postsecondary education, and other 
types of education, large counties were more likely to report that it typically takes CalWORKs 
clients less than one month to start participation in these educational activities than were small or  

Table 4.6. How Long It Currently Takes a CalWORKs Client to Start to Participate in the 

Educational Activities to Which He or She Has Been Assigned or Scheduled (All Counties)  

Educational Activity   

Less Than One 

Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than 

Two Months Total 

Vocational education/ training       
Number   37 18 2 57 
Percentage distribution   65% 32% 3% 100% 

Adult basic education       
Number   40 15 2 57 
Percentage distribution   70% 26% 3% 100% 

GED preparation       
Number   44 12 1 57 
Percentage distribution   77% 21% 2% 100% 

Community college/ postsecondary education     
Number   36 18 3 57 
Percentage distribution   63% 32% 5% 100% 

Other education       
Number   35 15 1 51 
Percentage distribution   69% 29% 2% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. 
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medium-sized counties. 
Table 4.7 summarizes counties’ assessments of how long it currently takes for CalWORKs 

clients to receive the services listed. More than 90 percent of counties reported that it takes 
clients less than one month to receive child care, translation services, transportation, and 
domestic abuse services. Seventy-two percent reported that it takes less than one month for 
clients to start receiving housing assistance, but 21 percent reported it can take from one to two 
months. Seventy-nine percent of counties reported that it takes CalWORKs clients less than one 
month to receive mental health services, and 83 percent reported it takes less than one month for 
substance abuse services. Still, 19 percent of counties reported it takes from one to two months 
for clients to start receiving mental health services, and 17 percent reported it took this long for 
substance abuse services. Although the results by county are not shown here,  

Table 4.7. How Long It Currently Takes a CalWORKs Participant to Start to Receive the Services to 

Which He or She Was Referred (All Counties)  

Services Referred To 

Less Than One 

Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than Two 

Months Total 

Child care     
Number 53 4 1 58 
Percentage distribution 91% 7% 2% 100% 

Transportation (e.g., bus, Metro Rail)     
Number 55 2 1 58 
Percentage distribution 95% 3% 2% 100% 

Mental health     
Number 46 11 1 58 
Percentage distribution 79% 19% 2% 100% 

Substance abuse      
Number 48 10 0 58 
Percentage distribution 83% 17% 0% 100% 

Domestic abuse      
Number 56 2 0 58 
Percentage distribution 97% 3% 0% 100% 

Translation      
Number 56 2 0 58 
Percentage distribution 97% 3% 0% 100% 

Housing assistance     
Number 42 12 4 58 
Percentage distribution 72% 21% 7% 100% 

Other services     
Number 37 4 0 41 
Percentage distribution 90% 10% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. 
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Table D.5 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.7. Table D.5 indicates the 
results were similar by size of county with the exception of housing assistance. Fewer small 
counties (55 percent) reported that it took less than one month for clients to start receiving 
housing assistance than medium-sized or large counties (80 percent and 83 percent, 
respectively). 

In Table 4.8, we report the results for the question that asked counties if, in the past year, 
more CalWORKs clients have undertaken the activities listed in Table 4.7 compared with before 
July 2015. Seventy-two percent of counties reported that more CalWORKs clients are now 
engaged with the FS program and 59 percent reported more clients are now engaged in the ESE 

Table 4.8. In the Last Year, Have More CalWORKs Clients Done the Following Activities Compared 

with Before July 2015 (All Counties)  

Activities Yes No Don’t Know  Total 

Enrolled in community college     
Number 19 32 6 57 
Percentage distribution 33% 56% 11% 100% 

Benefited from enrollment in community college    
Number 24 15 19 58 
Percentage distribution 41% 26% 33% 100% 

Successfully transitioned to employment after 
24 months of education 

    

Number 11 22 25 58 
Percentage distribution 19% 38% 43% 100% 

Participated in the FS program     
Number 42 14 2 58 
Percentage distribution 72% 24% 3% 100% 

Enrolled in vocational education/training programs    
Number 18 32 8 58 
Percentage distribution 31% 55% 14% 100% 

Benefited from enrollment in vocational 
education/training 

    

Number 22 20 16 58 
Percentage distribution 38% 34% 28% 100% 

Successfully transitioned to employment after 
24 months of vocational education/training 

    

Number 8 20 30 58 
Percentage distribution 14% 34% 52% 100% 

Participated in the ESE program     
Number 34 21 3 58 
Percentage distribution 59% 36% 5% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 
100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 
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program (Table 4.8). Forty-one percent reported that more CalWORKs clients have benefited 
from enrollment in community college; however, only 33 percent reported that more clients had 
actually enrolled in community college courses in the past year. Thirty-eight percent of counties 
reported that more CalWORKs clients had benefited in the past year from enrollment in 
vocational education/training programs. Only 19 percent of counties reported that more 
CalWORKs clients had successfully transitioned to employment following educational activities, 
and only 14 percent of counties indicated more clients had successfully transitioned to 
employment following vocational education/training activities. Although the results by county 
are not shown here, Table D.6 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.8. Table 
D.6 indicates that 83 percent of large counties reported that more CalWORKs clients participated 
in the ESE program in the past year, compared with 35 percent of small counties and 60 percent 
of medium-sized counties. Large counties also were somewhat more likely than small and 
medium-sized counties to report that more clients in the past year benefited from enrollment in 
community college and vocational education/training programs.  

Implementation of the CalWORKs WTW 24-Month Time Clock in the Last 
Year  

Ninety-five percent of counties reported that WTW caseworkers are responsible for calculating 
how much time CalWORKs clients have left on their WTW 24-month time clock (Table 4.9). 
Only 10 percent of counties reported that responsibility for doing so was that of a special group 
of staff. Although not shown, 11 counties (19 percent) indicated that, in the last year (since mid-
2015), their county had established a special committee or work group tasked with calculating 
and reconciling the WTW 24-month time clock.  

The 58 counties were asked how the 24-month time clock is being calculated currently within 
their county. Compared with 60 percent of counties in 2015, 72 percent of all counties indicated 
in 2016 that it was being calculated both using an automated system and manually (Table 4.10). 
Similar to the 2015 ACS results, counties with larger CalWORKs caseloads were more likely to 
use a combination of automated and manual calculation than counties with smaller or medium-
sized caseloads, many of which primarily relied on manual calculation. Twenty-five percent of 
small counties and 10 percent of medium-sized counties indicated that they relied solely on 
manual calculation of the 24-month time clock. 
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Table 4.9. Who Is Responsible for Calculating How Much Time CalWORKs Clients Have Left on 

Their WTW 24-Month Time Clock (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator  

A Special 

Group of Staff 

Have Ongoing 

Responsibility 

Supervisors of 

Caseworker 

Staff 

WTW 

Caseworkers 

 

 

Other Total 

All counties       
Number  6 11 55 6 58 
Percentage distribution  10% 19% 95% 10% 100% 

Small counties       
Number  1 2 19 1 20 
Percentage distribution  5% 10% 95% 5% 100% 

Medium-sized counties       
Number  4 6 19 3 20 
Percentage distribution  20% 30% 95% 15% 100% 

Large counties       
Number  1 3 17 2 18 
Percentage distribution  6% 17% 94% 11% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: N = 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-
sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Respondents were instructed to 
mark all that apply.  

Table 4.10. System Used for Calculating 24-Month Time Clock (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator    Manual  Automated  Both  Total 

All counties        
Number    7 9 42 58 
Percentage distribution    12% 16% 72% 100% 

Small counties        
Number    5 4 11 20 
Percentage distribution    25% 20% 55% 100% 

Medium-sized counties        
Number    2 3 15 20 
Percentage distribution    10% 15% 75% 100% 

Large counties        
Number    0 2 16 18 
Percentage distribution    0% 11% 89% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one 
answer. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator.  
 

Overall, 46 counties (79 percent) indicated that, in the last year (since mid-2015), their staff 
had received additional training on how to calculate the 24-month time clock (results not 
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shown).17 Table 4.11 summarizes what type of additional training on the 24-month time clock 
was provided in the past year. Ninety-one percent of the 46 counties reported providing additional 
training in the past year on how to calculate the WTW 24-month time clock (Table 4.11). Seventy-
two percent of counties also reported providing additional training on how to explain the 24-month 
time clock to CalWORKs clients; 74 percent provided training on how to reconcile discrepancies 
between their consortium’s database and their county records that affect a client’s 24-month time 
clock; 76 percent provided training on how to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to 
counsel clients; and 76 percent provided training on how to explain and prepare CalWORKs clients 
for the post–24-month time clock participation requirements. Although the results by county are not 
shown here, Table D.7 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.11. Table D.7 
indicates  

Table 4.11. Of the Counties That Provided Additional Training on How to Calculate the 24-Month 

Time Clock, Type of Training Provided in the Last Year (All Counties)  

Type of Training on 24-Month Time Clock 

Training 

Provided 

Training Not 

Provided Total 

How to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients    
Number 33 13 46 
Percentage distribution 72% 28% 100% 

How to calculate the 24-month time clock    
Number 42 4 46 
Percentage distribution 91% 9% 100% 

How to reconcile discrepancies between your consortium’s 
database and your county records that affect a CalWORKs 
client’s 24-month time clock 

   

Number 34 12 46 
Percentage distribution 74% 26% 100% 

How to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to best 
counsel CalWORKs clients 

   

Number 35 11 46 
Percentage distribution 76% 24% 100% 

How to explain and prepare CalWORKs clients for the  
post–24-month time clock participation requirements 

   

Number 35 11 46 
Percentage distribution 76% 24% 100% 

Other    
Number 7 39 46 
Percentage distribution 15% 85% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark all that 
apply. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. 

 
17 Counties were instructed to not include training that is provided to new staff on the 24-month time clock. 
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that, for all of the types of training (except the “other” category) listed in Table 4.11, small 
counties tended to be less likely to provide this type of training than medium-sized and large 
counties. For example, only 50 percent of small counties provided training on how to reconcile 
discrepancies between your consortium’s database and your county records that affect a 
CalWORKs client’s 24-month time clock, whereas 78 percent of medium-sized counties and  
93 percent of large counties that answered this question reported having provided this type of 
training. 

Given this additional training, we were also interested in counties’ assessments of how confident 
they were that their staff could do the range of activities shown in Table 4.12 related to the 24-month 
time clock. Nineteen percent of counties indicated that they were not at all confident that their staff 
could effectively prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-month time clock participation 
requirements. Fourteen percent of counties reported that they were not at all confident that their staff 
could accurately reconcile discrepancies between their consortium’s database and their county  

Table 4.12. How Confident Are Counties That Their Staff Can Do the Following (All Counties) 

24-Month Time Clock Activity    

Not at All 

Confident 

Somewhat 

Confident  

Very 

Confident Total 

Accurately explain the 24-month time clock to 
CalWORKs clients 

       

Number    0 34 23 57 
Percentage distribution    0% 60% 40% 100% 

Accurately calculate CalWORKs clients’ 24-
month time clock  

       
Number    2 42 14 58 
Percentage distribution    3% 72% 24% 100% 

Accurately reconcile discrepancies between 
consortium’s database and county records 
that affect a CalWORKs client’s 24-month time 
clock 

       

Number    8 38 12 58 
Percentage distribution    14% 65% 21% 100% 

Effectively counsel CalWORKs clients on the 
flexibility of the 24-month time clock 

       

Number    0 29 29 58 
Percentage distribution    0% 50% 50% 100% 

Effectively prepare CalWORKs clients for the  
post–24-month time clock participation requirements 

   

Number    11 29 18 58 
Percentage distribution    19% 50% 31% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 
100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 
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records that affect a CalWORKs client’s 24-month time clock. At the same  time, 50 percent of 
counties indicated they were very confident that their staff could effectively counsel CalWORKs 
clients on the flexibility of the 24-month time clock, and 40 percent were very confident that 
their staff could accurately explain the 24-month time clock to clients. It is noteworthy that for 
the different activities listed in Table 4.12, most counties fell into the somewhat confident 
category, suggesting that counties felt there was room for improvement in their staffs’ ability to 
do the range of activities related to the 24-month time clock. 

Although not shown here, the results presented in Table 4.12 are consistent across small, 
medium-sized, and large counties with two exceptions (see Table D.8 in Appendix D for the 
results broken out by size of county). Large counties (22 percent) were more likely than small 
and medium-sized counties (10 percent in both cases) to report that they were not at all confident 
that their staff could accurately reconcile discrepancies between their consortium’s database and 
their county records that affect a client’s 24-month time clock. Medium-sized counties (30 
percent) were more likely than small (10 percent) or large counties (17 percent) to report that 
they were not at all confident that their staff could effectively prepare CalWORKs clients for the 
post–24-month time clock participation requirements. 

Table 4.12 presents results of an assessment by counties of the degree of confidence they had 
that staff could carry out the different activities associated with the 24-month time clock. In 
Table 4.13, we focus more narrowly on the caseworkers who are often the initial staff to do the 
determinations of the 24-month time clock and asked for the caseworker supervisors to assess 
how well WTW caseworkers understand different aspects of the 24-month time clock. In 
general, a comparison of the results between the two tables indicates that the supervisors tended 
to have a more measured assessment of the caseworkers’ understanding of the different aspects. 
For example, in Table 4.12, 50 percent of counties indicated that they were somewhat confident 
that staff could prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-month time clock participation 
requirements, whereas in Table 4.13, 41 percent of supervisors reported that caseworkers 
understood moderately well how to explain and prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-
month time clock participation standards. In Table 4.12, 60 percent of counties were somewhat 
confident that staff could accurately explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients, 
whereas in Table 4.13, 52 percent of supervisors rated caseworkers as understanding moderately 
well how to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients. Also, in Table 4.12, 72 
percent of counties reported being somewhat confident that staff could accurately calculate 
clients’ 24-month time clock, whereas in Table 4.13, 58 percent of supervisors reported that 
caseworkers understood moderately well to very well how to determine a client’s 24-month time 
clock. 

Although the results by county are not shown here, Table D.9 in Appendix D presents the 
detailed results for Table 4.13. Table D.9 indicates that these results are consistent across small, 
medium-sized, and large counties with one exception. Small counties were less likely to rate 
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caseworkers’ understanding of how to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients as 
being moderately well than were medium-sized or large counties. Twenty-five percent of small 
counties rated caseworkers’ understanding of this issue as being slightly well or not well at all. 

Table 4.13. Supervisors’ Assessment of How Well WTW Caseworkers Understand the  

24-Month Time Clock (All Counties) 

Policy Change  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Determination of a CalWORKs 
client’s 24-month time clock 

       

Number  1 12 34 11 0 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 21% 58% 19% 0% 100% 

Increased flexibility offered by the 24-month 
time clock       
Number  0 5 32 20 0 57 
Percentage distribution  0% 9% 56% 35% 0% 100% 

How to use the flexibility of the 24-month 
time clock to the CalWORKs client’s 
advantage       
Number  0 8 35 15 0 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 14% 60% 26% 0% 100% 

How to explain the 24-month time clock to 
CalWORKs clients       
Number  3 4 30 21 0 58 
Percentage distribution  5% 7% 52% 36% 0% 100% 

What, how, and when to “tick” and “untick” 
clocks       
Number 4 18 27 9 0 58 
Percentage distribution 7% 31% 47% 15% 0% 100% 

How to explain and prepare CalWORKs 
clients for the post–24-month time clock 
participation standards       
Number  6 14 24 12 2 58 
Percentage distribution  10% 24% 41% 21% 4% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Counties were instructed to mark one answer on the Likert scale. Percentages are calculated using the 
number of counties ponding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, 
medium, and large counties. 
 

Table 4.14 shows the percentages of CalWORKs clients who have used their full WTW 24-
month time clock and the following actions. Overall, 47 percent of counties reported that, of those 
CalWORKs clients who have used their full 24-month time clock, 0 percent have transitioned to the 
post–24-month time clock; 43 percent of counties reported that only between 1 percent and 5 percent 
of these clients have transitioned to the post–24-month time clock. Seventy-one percent of counties 
reported that 0 percent of CalWORKs clients who have used their 24-month time clock have been 
sanctioned, whereas 29 percent of counties reported that 1 percent or higher of clients have been 
sanctioned. Seventy-two percent of counties reported of clients who have used their full 24-month 
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time clock that 0 percent have had their time clock extended; 19 percent of counties reported that 
between 1 percent and 5 percent of these clients have had their time clock extended. Of those clients 
who have used their full 24-month time clock, 55 percent of counties reported that  
0 percent of these clients have achieved self-sufficiency and 30 percent of counties reported that only 
between 1 percent and 5 percent of these clients have achieved self-sufficiency. Although the results 
by county are not shown here, Table D.10 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 
4.14. Table D.10 indicates that small counties were more likely to report that 0 percent of clients 
have transitioned to the post–24-month time clock, have been sanctioned, or have had their time 
clock extended than medium-size or large counties.  

Table 4.14. Percentage of CalWORKs Participants in a County Who Have Used Their Full 24-Month 

Time Clock and Have Done the Following (All Counties) 

 Share of Clients Reported  

Clients Have Used Their 24-Month 

Time Clock and Have   

0 

Percent 

1–5 

Percent 

6 Percent 

or Higher Total 

Transitioned to the post–24-month 
time clock 

     

Number  25 23 5 53 
Percentage distribution  47% 43% 9% 100% 

Been sanctioned     
Number  37 8 7 52 
Percentage distribution  71% 15% 14% 100% 

Had their time clock extended     
Number  38 10 5 53 
Percentage distribution  72% 19% 9% 100% 

Achieved self-sufficiency     
Number  26 14 7 47 
Percentage distribution  55% 30% 15% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties  
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Percentages are calculated using the number of 
counties responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, 
and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 

Understanding of Other Components of SB 1041 
Supervisors were asked to assess the understanding of other components of SB 1041 for both 
caseworkers and CalWORKs clients. In the tables that follow, because we report responses 
across the full Likert scale, we have tabulated the totals across all counties. See Appendix D for 
the results disaggregated by county size. 
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WTW Caseworkers’ Understanding of Other SB 1041 Components 

Similar to the 2015 ACS results, nearly all counties reported that WTW caseworkers understood 
moderately well or very well the enhanced educational flexibility and that there are more choices 
now in WTW activities (Table 4.15). With respect to their understanding of the OCAT, nearly all 
counties reported that WTW caseworkers understood moderately well or very well how to 
implement the OCAT; how to use the OCAT to develop clients’ WTW plans, to identify barriers 
to self-sufficiency, and to identify need for other services; and how to use the results of the 
OCAT to make referrals. Although the results by county are not shown here, Table D.11 in 
Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.15. We did not find systematic differences 
by size of county in supervisors’ assessment of WTW caseworkers’ understanding of the 
changes listed in Table 4.15. 

Table 4.15. Supervisors’ Assessment of How Well WTW Caseworkers Understand  

Other SB 1041 Changes and Related Supports (All Counties) 

Policy Change  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Enhanced educational flexibility        
Number  0 4 33 21 0 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 7% 57% 36% 0% 100% 

More choices now in WTW activities       
Number  0 1 21 36 0 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 2% 36% 62% 0% 100% 

How to implement the OCAT       
Number  1 3 11 42 1 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 5% 19% 72% 2% 100% 

How to use the OCAT to develop clients’ 
WTW plan       
Number  2 3 18 34 1 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 5% 31% 59% 2% 100% 

How to use the OCAT to identify barriers to 
self-sufficiency       
Number 1 2 13 42 0 58 
Percentage distribution 2% 3% 22% 72% 0% 100% 

How to use the OCAT to identify need for 
services       
Number  1 2 14 41 0 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 3% 24% 71% 0% 100% 

How to use the results of the OCAT to make 
referrals       
Number  2 2 16 38 0 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 3% 28% 66% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 
counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer on the 
Likert scale per policy change. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as 
the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. 
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WTW Clients’ Understanding of Other SB 1041 Components  

Table 4.16 records the results of supervisors’ assessments of how well CalWORKs clients 
understand the other components of SB 1041. With respect to the WTW participation 
requirements, 72 percent of counties indicated that clients understood them moderately well to 
very well; this is an increase from 66 percent of counties in 2015. Similar to the 2015 ACS 
results, 88 percent suggested that clients understood the new one-time young child exemption 
moderately well to very well. With respect to clients’ understanding the different components of 
the 24-month time clock, there was more variability. Similar to the 2015 ACS results, 69 percent 
of supervisors in counties assessed that CalWORKs clients understood the increase in choices 
with respect to the activities they can participate in during the 24-month time clock period  

Table 4.16. Supervisors’ Assessment of How Well CalWORKs Clients Understand  

SB 1041 Changes (All Counties) 

SB 1041 Component  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

The WTW participation requirements       
Number  4 12 27 15 0 58 
Percentage distribution  7% 21% 46% 26% 0% 100% 

Increase in choices with respect to the 
activities they can participate in during the 
24-month time clock period       
Number  5 13 30 10 0 58 
Percentage distribution  9% 22% 52% 17% 0% 100% 

The one-time young child exemption      
Number  3 4 16 35 0 58 
Percentage distribution  5% 7% 28% 60% 0% 100% 

The increased flexibility offered 
by the 24-month time clock 

 
      

Number  4 13 36 5 0 58 
Percentage distribution  7% 22% 62% 9% 0% 100% 

That aid is still available for 48 total months, 
but in 24 of those months there are 
different—and, in some cases, reduced—
participation standards       

Number  6 16 24 11 1 58 
Percentage distribution  10% 28% 41% 19% 2% 100% 

The change to CalWORKs federal 
participation standards after the 24-month 
time clock has been exhausted       
Number  10 24 19 4 1 58 
Percentage distribution  17% 41% 33% 7% 2% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Counties were instructed to mark one answer on the Likert scale per component. Percentages are calculated 
using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately 
for small, medium, and large counties. 
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moderately well to very well. Furthermore, 71 percent of supervisors assessed that CalWORKs 
clients understood moderately well to very well the increased flexibility offered by the 24-month 
time clock. Only 40 percent of supervisors rated CalWORKs clients’ understanding of the change 
to CalWORKs federal participation standards after the 24-month time clock has been exhausted 
as moderately well to very well. Also, only 60 percent of supervisors rated clients’ understanding 
as being moderately well to very well that aid is still available for 48 total months, but in 24 of 
those months there are different—and, in some cases, reduced—participation standards. This last 
result also varied by county size. Table D.12 in Appendix D indicates that medium-size and large 
counties were more likely (30 percent and 44 percent, respectively) than small counties (10 
percent) to indicate that clients understood only slightly well that aid is still available for 48 total 
months, but in 24 of those months there are different—and, in some cases, reduced—
participation standards. 

Early Engagement Activities  
The Early Engagement activities include the ESE and FS programs, both established under 
AB 74 (see Chapter One). They also include the OCAT. Below, we present the results for 
questions in the ACS related to these activities.  

Expanded Subsidized Employment Program 

Similar to the results in 2015, 78 percent of all counties indicated that they were participating in 
the ESE program at the time of the survey (Table 4.17). Twelve percent indicated that they had 
opted out of the program, and 10 percent responded that they were planning to or were in the 
process of developing a program. By size of county, smaller counties were less likely to be 
participating in the ESE program (55 percent) compared with medium-sized or large counties 
where the participation rate was 80 percent and 100 percent, respectively. Among the nine 
counties with small caseloads and no ESE program, four reported that they were planning to or 
were in the process of developing a program for their county.  

All 58 counties were asked about barriers to implementing the ESE program. Fourteen 
percent of counties reported that there were not enough employers in the program, 3 percent of 
counties reported that there were not enough employment slots to fill demand, and 3 percent of 
counties reported that clients were unable to fulfill employment requirements (Table 4.18). Of the 
two counties that indicated clients were unable to fulfill employment requirements, they listed the 
following reasons: lack of reliable transportation, of interest or motivation, and/or it was due to 
personal problems or issues. Other barriers cited by counties included staff shortage and/or 
turnover, making it difficult to implement the ESE program; low unemployment rates impacting 
the ESE program; and that local businesses have historically been unwilling to participate in the 
ESE program because of the program requirements. 
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Table 4.17. Participation in the ESE Program (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator  Yes 

No,  

Opted Out  

No, but  

Planning  

to Join Total 

All counties      
Number  45 7 6 58 
Percentage distribution  78% 12% 10% 100% 

Small counties      
Number  11 5 4 20 
Percentage distribution  55% 25% 20% 100% 

Medium-sized counties      
Number  16 2 2 20 
Percentage distribution  80% 10% 10% 100% 

Large counties      
Number  18 0 0 18 
Percentage distribution  100% 0% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-
sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one answer. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding 
to the question as the denominator. 

Table 4.18. Barriers to Implementing the ESE Program (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator  

Not Enough 

Employers in 

the Program 

Not Enough 

Employment 

Slots to Fill 

Demand 

Clients Unable 

to  

Fulfill 

Employment 

Requirements Other 

Missing a 

Response (Did 

Not Select Any 

of the Four 

Options) Total 

All counties        
Number  8 2 2 8 38 58 
Percentage distribution  14% 3% 3% 14% 66% 100% 

Small counties        
Number  6 1 1 5 7 20 
Percentage distribution  30% 5% 5% 25% 35% 100% 

Medium-sized counties        
Number  2 1 1 3 13 20 
Percentage distribution  10% 5% 5% 15% 65% 100% 

Large counties        
Number  0 0 0 0 18 18 
Percentage distribution  0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 45 counties that have an ESE program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small 
counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more 
for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark all that apply. Percentages are 
calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 

 
Table 4.19 shows the 58 counties’ ratings as to how well the ESE program is doing. Sixty-

seven percent of counties reported that the ESE program was doing moderately well to very well 
in preparing clients for long-term self-sufficiency (Table 4.19). Fifty-nine percent of counties 
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rated the ESE program as doing moderately well to very well job in finding unsubsidized 
employment for clients and 40 percent of counties rated the ESE program as doing moderately 
well to very well with respect to finding jobs with a livable wage. Forty-eight percent of counties 
rated the program as doing moderately well to very well with respect to keeping clients employed 
with the ESE employer. Thirty-four percent of counties rated the ESE program as doing 
moderately well to very well with respect to keeping clients from returning to CalWORKs. 
Although the results by county are not shown here, Table D.13 in Appendix D presents the 
detailed results for Table 4.19. By size of county, medium-sized and large counties were more 
likely to rate the ESE program as doing moderately well than were small counties on all of the 
categories listed in Table 4.17, except for the category of keeping clients from returning to 
CalWORKs. Fifty percent of large counties rated the ESE program as doing only slightly well on 
keeping clients from returning to CalWORKs compared with 15 percent of small counties and 25 
percent of medium-sized counties. 

Table 4.19. Counties’ Rating of How Well the ESE Program Is Doing (All Counties) 

ESE Program Component  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Preparing clients for long-term self-
sufficiency       
Number  0 6 21 18 13 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 10% 36% 31% 22% 100% 

Finding unsubsidized employment for clients       
Number  0 10 19 15 14 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 17% 33% 26% 24% 100% 

Finding jobs with a livable wage for clients      
Number  2 21 16 7 12 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 36% 28% 12% 21% 100% 

Keeping clients from returning to 
CalWORKs 

 
      

Number  2 17 15 5 19 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 29% 26% 9% 33% 100% 

Keeping clients employed with the ESE 
employer       
Number  0 14 15 13 16 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 24% 26% 22% 28% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 45 counties that have an ESE program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties 
(20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties 
(18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per row. Percentages are calculated using the number of 
counties responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, 
and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 

Among the 45 counties with an ESE program, 23 counties indicated that participation in the 
program usually has led to unsubsidized employment for clients; 19 counties reported that 
participation in the program sometimes has led to unsubsidized employment (Table 4.20).  
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Table 4.20. How Often Has Participation in the ESE Program in the Last Year (Since July 2015) Led 

to Unsubsidized Employment for Clients (Overall All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Group and Indicator  Never Sometimes Usually Always 

Not 

Applicable Total 

All counties        
Number  0 19 23 2 14 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 33% 40% 3% 24% 100% 

Small counties        
Number  0 4 5 0 11 20 
Percentage distribution  0% 20% 25% 0% 55% 100% 

Medium-sized counties        
Number  0 6 10 1 3 20 
Percentage distribution  0% 30% 50% 5% 15% 100% 

Large counties        
Number  0 9 8 1 0 18 
Percentage distribution  0% 50% 44% 6% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 45 counties that have an ESE program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties 
(20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties 
(18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per row. Percentages are calculated using the number of 
counties responding to the question as the denominator. 

Family Stabilization Program 

Overall, 57 of the 58 counties (98 percent) reported that they had an FS program at the time of 
our 2016 survey (results not shown). Table 4.21 shows the types of services the counties with an 
FS program offered. Ninety-three percent indicated they offered treatment of family members of 
CalWORKs clients. With respect to treatment services, 98 percent offered substance abuse 
counseling and treatment and mental health counseling and treatment for FS program 
participants. In addition, 79 percent of counties offered intensive day treatment, nonmedical 
outpatient drug-free treatment, or residential treatment. With respect to meeting housing needs, 
86 percent of counties with FS programs indicated they offered emergency shelter and 74 percent 
offered movement to transitional housing. Small counties seem to have more resource constraints 
on successful implementation of the FS program (e.g., small counties are less likely than other 
counties to have offered transitional housing, rehabilitative services, and intensive drug treatment 
as part of the FS program) than other-sized counties. 
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Table 4.21. Services Currently Offered as Part of the FS Program (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

 
Number of 

Responding 

Counties 

County Has FS Program Service 

Program Service Offered 

All 

Counties 

Small 

Counties 

Medium 

Counties 

Large 

Counties 

Treatment of family members of CalWORKs clients      
Number 57 53 16 19 18 
Percentage   93% 80% 95% 100% 

Intensive day treatment, nonmedical outpatient drug-free 
treatment, or residential treatment      
Number 57 45 10 19 16 
Percentage   79% 50% 95% 89% 

Emergency shelter      
Number 57 49 15 19 15 
Percentage   86% 75% 95% 83% 

Movement to transitional housing      
Number 57 42 12 16 14 
Percentage   74% 60% 80% 78% 

Mental health counseling/treatment      
Number 57 56 18 20 18 
Percentage  98% 90% 100% 100% 

Substance abuse counseling/treatment      
Number 57 56 18 20 18 
Percentage  98% 90% 100% 100% 

Other      
Number 41 33 6 15 12 
Percentage   80% 60% 88% 86% 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 57 counties that have an FS program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 
counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 
counties). Counties were instructed to mark Yes or No or Don’t Know for each program service listed. Percentages 
are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. For the Other category, 
41 counties total responded; 10 small counties, 17 medium-sized counties, and 14 large counties. 
 

Table 4.22 tabulates the staffing changes counties reported making in the last year to expand 
the FS program. Among all counties, 39 percent reassigned caseworkers to the FS program, 
28 percent hired additional caseworkers, and 17 percent created a new unit to manage the FS 
program (Table 4.22). Forty-four percent of counties reported expanding the services offered or 
adding services. Large and medium-sized counties were much more likely than small counties to 
make these changes. Nine percent of the small counties indicated they made other changes to 
expand the FS program, with the open-ended response of one small county indicating that they 
had begun to work with Child Welfare Services on the Family Reunification Plans connected to 
the FS program to help stabilize families once the children are returned to the home. Twenty-
three percent of medium-sized counties indicated they had made other changes to expand the FS 
program with open-ended responses, including contracting with outside providers to increase 
clinical staff and funding a family resource center with budgeting classes. Lastly,  
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Table 4.22. Staffing Changes Made in the Last Year (Since July 2015) to Expand the FS Program 

(Overall All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

 
Number of 

Responding 

Counties 

County Made Staffing Change 

Type of Staffing Change 

All 

Counties 

Small 

Counties 

Medium 

Counties 

Large 

Counties 

Hired additional caseworkers      
Number 57 16 0 10 6 
Percentage   28% 0% 50% 33% 

Reassigned caseworkers to work with the FS 
program      
Number 57 22 4 8 10 
Percentage   39% 20% 40% 56% 

Created a new unit to manage the FS program      
Number 57 10 2 6 2 
Percentage   17% 10% 30% 11% 

Expanded the services offered or added services      
Number 57 25 6 10 9 
Percentage  44% 30% 50% 50% 

Other      
Number 43 9 1 4 4 
Percentage   21% 9% 23% 27% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 57 counties that have an FS program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties 
(20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties 
(18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark Yes or No for each type of staffing change listed. Percentages are 
calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. For the Other category, 43 
counties total responded; 11 small counties, 17 medium-sized counties, and 15 large counties. 
 
23 percent of large counties indicated that additional changes were made with open-ended 
responses, including expanding the program to include housing search for homelessness 
prevention and enhancing or streamlining the process for housing assistance payments by 
instituting a voucher process; increasing the efficiency, frequency, and number of service 
providers who consult with one another at multidisciplinary meetings where progress and barrier 
removal strategies are discussed and agreed upon for the FS families; adding a full-time social 
worker position dedicated to working with the FS team to handle the more complex cases where 
children are at greater risk for entering the child welfare system; and revising program policy and 
service delivery in the area of temporary shelter and subsidies under the housing support 
component to serve more clients in fiscal year 2016–2017 with an individualized service delivery 
approach. 

Overall, 53 counties (91 percent) indicated that they are currently able to serve all families 
eligible for the FS program (results not shown). When asked to estimate what percentage of 
eligible families they were able to serve in the last year (i.e., mid-2015 to mid-2016), counties 
estimated overall that they had been able to serve 79 percent of eligible families in the FS 
(results not shown). Specifically, large counties indicated that they were able to serve 84 percent 



 

 
 
 

75 

of eligible families, medium-sized counties reported 79 percent of eligible families, and small 
counties reported that they were able to serve 73 percent of eligible families in the FS program 
during the last year. 

Lastly, overall, 35 counties (60 percent) indicated that they provide direct services to children 
through their FS program. Table 4.23 summarizes the write-in responses received from 23 
counties as to what type of services were offered. 

Table 4.23. Write-In Responses Regarding Services Offered to Children Through Counties’ FS 

Programs (By County Caseload Size) 

ACS Open-Ended Comments 

Small Counties 

• Behavioral health (alcohol and other drug/mental health), counseling, domestic violence, depending on the need. 
• Extracurricular activities for children (camps, classes, tutors, after-school childcare). 
• Family counseling. 
• Academic support for children experiencing hardships. 
• Mental health counseling, housing assistance, transportation services, or any service needed to address a barrier 

to the family’s self-sufficiency. 
• Mental health, parenting counseling for parent and child, play groups, [and] safe summer activities, such as pool 

passes, camp tuition. 
• Our county FS plan does allow for the provision of direct services to children, but most FS cases do not use it. We 

have provided mental health referrals to children, have helped families get connected to support services for 
children, and have helped families enroll their children in school or child care. 

• Referral to counseling services that include the "whole" family (including the children). Social worker assigned to 
FS also directly counsels the "whole" family (including the children). 

• Counseling services. 
Medium-Sized Counties 

• Counseling services. 
• Children can receive assistance with mental health, substance use disorder, and domestic violence services, in 

addition to assistance with clothing, diapers, and other possible support items. 
• If it helps the adults in the assistance unit, we provide services for the children and other non-aided adults, 

including scout camp or other after school/summer youth programs, as well as extended mental health meetings 
and support groups and services in ten domains of their lives. 

• Mental health counseling. 
• Mental health counseling and behavioral health services. 
• Mental health counseling, substance use counseling, and transportation. 
• Multidisciplinary team meetings with clients, coordinating planning and time management for clients, 

psychoeducational child evaluations and planning, and connections to child mental health providers. 
• Provide advocacy for children and parental support by attending school individualized education program 

meetings, the Learning Institute, other child appointments (e.g., medical). Pay for bus passes for school and other 
needs. Participate in linkages or team meetings at family, youth, and children to support the family. If there is a 
need, family stabilization will provide support to child and family as a whole. 

• Referrals to internal and external housing programs, including child care for parents to attend CalWORKs housing 
support program workshops. Referrals for mental health, substance abuse, and domestic abuse counseling. 
Transportation to different approved family stabilization activities. We are looking into the option to pay for after 
school programs not covered under child care that would enable the WTW client to participate in their assigned 
activities. 

• Our county provides direct services to children for issues such as domestic violence, behavioral health, 
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Supplemental Security Income assessment and case management, specialized child care needs, housing-related 
needs, and linkages AB 429. 

• We can and would provide services to children, but we haven’t had the occasion to do so yet. We have worked 
hand in hand with children’s services to ensure children receive the services necessary. 

• We developed a unit of social workers devoted to working with our AB 429 and linkages cases. Also, all of the 
services we provide to clients through FS are also available to the children in those cases (counseling, household 
items, school supplies, clothing, diapers). In addition, we send a social services advocate to the School 
Attendance Review Board meetings to see if we can offer FS services to teens who are not attending school. 

• We provide the same direct services to children as we do for adults. 
Large Counties 

• Counseling, transportation, job services through the CalWORKs Youth Employment Program for children age 16 
and older. 

• Behavioral health services: Our employment services has partnered with the health department to provide 
behavioral health services on-site for all WTW clients and their children. For FS, a behavioral health specialist 
attends monthly multidisciplinary team meetings to provide insight and suggestions for customers facing 
behavioral health barriers. Housing services: Our employment services has partnered with a housing resource 
center to provide homeless and imminent risk housing services directly to FS families. The housing specialists 
and case managers attend FS meetings to discuss the housing needs and progress of FS customers. Domestic 
violence and substance abuse services: Domestic violence and substance abuse social workers attend FS 
meetings to discuss customer progress in domestic violence and substance abuse activities. Family and 
children’s services: Family reunification social workers work with FS case managers to develop FS plans that 
support family reunification activities and provide the supportive services necessary for successful participation in 
the plan. Supported work environment opportunities through our ESE program. Access to facilitated workshops 
for parenting, life skills, self-care, how to job search and create résumés/applications, how to interview, how to 
stay motivated and positive, culturally specific educational group for young men, soft skills (job retention), etc. 

• Family play, counseling, role play, family problem solving. 
• In partnership with community-based family resource centers—services available for all family members as 

needed.  
• In partnership with the Department of Mental Health, CalWORKs FS counseling for kids program. 
• Limited family counseling is available through our FS program. 
• Mental health counseling is provided. 
• Our FS team includes a behavioral health clinical therapist. Our partnership with behavioral health provides 

access to direct services, including therapy, children’s treatment services, emergency treatment services, 
multidimensional family therapy, and child interaction therapy. Children are part of the family unit and receive all 
services available to adult. 

• Recovery assistance for teens, community united by empowerment, mental health substance use and behavioral 
health counseling, and a parent and teen discussion group. 

• Services provided to youth through FS include transportation and counseling for mental health, domestic 
violence, substance abuse, and at-risk youth. 

• We provide mental health, substance abuse, family crisis counseling, criminal arrest history assistance, and other 
barrier removal services necessary to stabilize the family. 

• We refer children to local service providers for counseling. We also assist with paying for the children’s voluntary 
participation in enrichment activities such as music classes, tutoring, and summer camps.  

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Bulleted items indicate what services to children counties offer through their FS program. Responses were 
provided by 23 counties. 
 

Table 4.24 showed the ratings by the 57 counties with an FS program of how well the 
program’s different components are doing. For those counties with FS programs, 89 percent of 
counties reported that the FS program was doing moderately well to very well in helping to 
stabilize families in crisis and in helping to address clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency. With 
respect to addressing housing issues, 75 percent of counties rated the FS program as doing 



 

 
 
 

77 

moderately well to very well with respect to providing emergency shelter, and 46 percent rated 
the program as doing moderately well to very well in providing transitional housing to clients 
and their families. Lastly, 84 percent of counties rated the FS program as doing moderately well 
to very well with respect to providing substance abuse treatment and 88 percent with respect to 
providing mental health counseling and treatment to clients and their families. Although the 
results by county are not shown here, Table D.14 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for 
Table 4.24. Small and medium-sized counties (67 percent and 60 percent, respectively) were 
more likely than large counties (31 percent) to rate the FS program as not doing well at all or 
only slightly well in providing transitional housing to clients and their families. 

Table 4.24. Among Counties with an FS Program, Their Rating of How Well the FS Program Is 

Doing (All Counties) 

FS Program Component  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well Total 

Helping stabilize families in crisis      
Number  0 6 32 19 57 
Percentage distribution  0% 11% 56% 33% 100% 

Helping address clients’ barriers to self-
sufficiency      
Number  0 6 27 24 57 
Percentage distribution  0% 11% 47% 42% 100% 

Providing emergency shelter to clients and  
their families     
Number  5 9 17 25 56 
Percentage distribution  9% 16% 30% 45% 100% 

Providing transitional housing to 
clients and their families 

 
     

Number  14 15 13 12 54 
Percentage distribution  26% 28% 24% 22% 100% 

Providing mental health counseling or treatment 
to clients and/or their families      
Number 1 6 18 32 57 
Percentage distribution 2% 11% 32% 56% 100% 

Providing substance abuse counseling or 
treatment to clients and/or their families      
Number  1 8 19 29 57 
Percentage distribution  2% 14% 33% 51% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 57 counties that have an FS program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties 
(20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties 
(18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one rating for each type of staffing change listed. Percentages are 
calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. Percentage totals may not 
add up to 100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 

 
Overall, 56 counties (96 percent) indicated that the intensive case management provided 

under the FS program was helping to remove barriers to self-sufficiency for program 
participants; only one county disagreed with this statement. The open-ended responses provided 
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additional information about how the counties view the role of intensive case management. 
Small counties indicated that intensive case management was essential to 

• helping families in need 

• assisting customers in stopping their WTW 24-month time clock and looking at the 
whole family addressing the removal of barriers to self-sufficiency 

• allowing staff to build a rapport with clients in a manner that promotes cohesiveness 

• helping to keep clients engaged 

• helping to provide the intensive “whole family” approach necessary to move these 
families out of crisis mode and into regular WTW. 

Medium-sized counties in their open-ended responses commented about the intensive case 
management component as follows: 

• Intensive case management is helping to remove barriers to self-sufficiency by increasing 
awareness, accountability, guided tasks, follow-through, and wrap-around services for the 
entire family. 

• Taking a more holistic approach has been successful. This includes looking at the whole 
family, the whole picture, and assisting in removing ALL barriers to make for better 
success for the clients. 

• Clients motivated to overcome their barriers to achieve self-sufficiency respond very well 
to the intensive case management. 

• Intensive case management has been critical in removing barriers and helping clients 
stabilize and move forward in their WTW activities. 

• Intensive case management helps focus and direct clients by allowing them the 
opportunity to address barriers with purpose, a plan, and the support of their workers. 

• Intensive case management helps uncover barriers and helps the family navigate those 
barriers and to stay accountable and more on task. 

• Intensive case management is essential to assist the client in navigating the complex 
systems necessary to receive services. 

Large counties similarly echoed these benefits, including that intensive case management has 
helped to 

• connect families with available FS resources and assist with monthly progress toward 
stability 

• remove barriers for families by helping guide clients to appropriate services in a timely 
manner 
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• remove barriers by working directly with the family on time management, life skills, 
making and keeping appointments, and identifying and addressing barriers that need to be 
addressed 

• provide wrap-around services to the entire family to assist with barrier removal and allow 
families to stabilize and re-engage in WTW activities.  

At the same time, all counties commented on the fact that the clients need to be willing to engage 
in and receive intensive case management. As one county noted, “Clients who lack motivation or 
are not ready to remove their barriers do not do well with the intensive case management.” A 
small county also commented that, in rural counties, in spite of intensive case management, the 
services may not be available. 

Overall, 54 out of 55 counties (98 percent) that answered this question indicated that the FS 
program was, in their view, helping program participants create the conditions needed to 
successfully engage in the WTW program; only one county disagreed with the statement, and 
three counties did not answer this question. 

Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool  

Overall, at the time that the 2016 ACS was fielded (May–June 2015), 97 percent of counties 
reported that the OCAT had been implemented in all their county welfare offices; only 3 percent 
reported that the OCAT had been implemented in only some of their county’s welfare offices 
(results not shown).  

With respect to resources available to caseworkers if they had questions about using the 
OCAT, almost all the counties indicated that caseworkers had support from an administrator or 
supervisor (Table 4.25). In addition, 88 percent of counties cited the support from the OCAT 
user help desk.18 Sixty-seven percent of counties overall also cited support from a content expert 
within their county’s social services department. Here, smaller counties were much less likely to 
indicate that a content expert was available to caseworkers in this area. Nine counties indicated 
that there were other resources available to caseworkers with open-ended responses, including an 
OCAT binder or reference guides, an intranet webpage created to provide information, an 
internal help desk, an Outlook inbox where caseworkers could submit any questions and receive 
answers, and support from other staff (e.g., program technology staff, lead workers, peers, and 
behavioral health staff).  

 
18 The email is OCAT@icfi.com, and the telephone number is 1-855-283-1644. 

mailto:OCAT@icfi.com
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Table 4.25. Resources Available to Caseworkers If They Have Questions About the Use of the 

OCAT (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

 
Number of 

Responding 

Counties 

County Made Staffing Change 

Resources 

All 

Counties 

Small 

Counties 

Medium 

Counties 

Large 

Counties 

Support from an administrator or supervisor      
Number 58 57 19 20 18 
Percentage   98% 95% 100% 100% 

Support from a content expert within their county’s 
social services department      
Number 58 39 6 17 16 
Percentage   67% 30% 85% 89% 

Support from the OCAT user help desk       
Number 58 51 18 16 17 
Percentage   88% 90% 80% 94% 

Other      
Number 58 9 2 2 5 
Percentage  15% 10% 10% 28% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark Yes or No for each type of resource listed.  

 
Only five counties indicated that they had translated the OCAT into Spanish, with one county 

reporting that they had translated the OCAT into Spanish and another language. Another county 
commented that while they have not translated the OCAT into another language, they use an 
interpreter to assist the caseworker and client in completing the OCAT. 

Table 4.26 summarizes counties’ responses with respect to how the OCAT has affected the 
different issues listed. The two areas for which counties reported that the OCAT has had a 
positive effect were with respect to identifying barriers to self-sufficiency and client’s need for 
services. Specifically, overall, 78 percent of counties reported that the OCAT has made 
somewhat better or much better caseworkers’ abilities to identify clients’ barriers to self-
sufficiency. In addition, 67 percent of counties reported that the OCAT made somewhat better or 
much better caseworkers’ ability to identify the need for services by CalWORKs clients. With 
respect to the referral process, 57 percent of counties indicated that the OCAT has not affected 
this process, and 62 percent of counties reported the OCAT has not affected caseworkers’ ability 
to identify client exemptions. Although the results by county are not shown here, Table D.15 in 
Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 4.26. For two of the categories in Table 
4.26—caseworkers’ ability to identify CalWORKs clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency and the 
need for services—small counties were more likely to rate the OCAT as having made these 
processes somewhat better than medium-sized or large counties. For example, 60 percent of 
small counties rated the OCAT as having made somewhat better the identification of the need for 
services compared with 40 percent of medium-sized counties and 50 percent of large counties. 
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Table 4.26. How Use of the OCAT Has Affected Different Issues (All Counties) 

Issue  

Made It 

Much 

Worse 

Made It 

Somewhat 

Worse 

Did Not 

Affect It 

Either Way 

Made It 

Somewhat 

Better 

Made It 

Much 

Better Total 

Caseworkers’ ability to identify CalWORKs 
clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency     

 
 

Number  0 1 12 30 15 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 2% 20% 52% 26% 100% 

The need for services (e.g., child care, 
transportation, mental health) for 
CalWORKs clients     

 

 
Number  0 0 19 29 10 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 0% 33% 50% 17% 100% 

The referral process for CalWORKs clients      
Number  0 4 33 17 4 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 7% 57% 29% 7% 100% 

Ability to identify client exemptions       
Number  0 0 36 19 3 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 0% 62% 33% 5% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one rating for each type of issue listed. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties 
responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large 
counties. 

 
With respect to how the OCAT has affected the number of referrals to services for 

CalWORKs clients, overall, 52 percent of counties reported that it had increased the number of 
referrals, whereas 43 percent of counties reported no effect (results not shown). Counties were 
also asked to explain how, if at all, the OCAT has changed the referral process in their county. 
Twenty-three counties wrote in their open-ended responses that it has not changed the referral 
process within their county. For the remaining counties that wrote that it had changed the referral 
process, the open-ended responses indicated here illustrate the different ways in which the 
OCAT had affected their referral processes: ability to involve the client in the referral process; 
ability to identify greater number of areas of need; assists case managers in identifying any 
needed referrals early on in the engagement process; increased referrals for certain types of 
services not previously identified; helped county to understand that clients may have more needs 
than previously recognized; instead of referring clients to job search/Job Club (a group of job 
seekers who help one another in their job hunts), the OCAT enables caseworkers to first address 
identified barriers; helps identify FS cases upfront; helps streamline the referral process and 
increase appropriate referrals; now able to identify additional barriers; provides an avenue for 
engaging clients on a deeper level from the beginning of their time on aid; and some earlier 
referrals for mental health and substance abuse counseling. 
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Counties were then asked to rate how satisfied they were with different aspects of the OCAT 
(Table 4.27). Fifty percent of counties indicated they were somewhat or very satisfied with the 
user-friendliness of the OCAT, and 48 percent were somewhat or very satisfied with 
caseworkers’ ability to save partially completed appraisals conducted using the OCAT. Still, 
counties also expressed concerns about other aspects of the OCAT. Sixty-seven percent of 
counties were somewhat or very dissatisfied with the length of time required to administer the 
OCAT and with the ability of caseworkers to administer the OCAT in a client’s preferred 
language. Thirty-five percent of counties also were somewhat or very dissatisfied with their 
ability to administer the OCAT in a space that affords privacy for clients. Although the results by 
county are not shown here, Table D.16 in Appendix D presents the detailed results for Table 
4.27.  

Table 4.27. Counties’ Degree of Satisfaction with Different Aspects of the OCAT (All Counties) 

OCAT Feature  

Very 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

Neither 

Dissatisfied 

or Satisfied 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied Total 

Length of time required to  
administer the OCAT     

 
 

Number  8 31 9 7 3 58 
Percentage distribution  14% 53% 16% 12% 5% 100% 

User-friendliness of the OCAT       
Number  1 15 13 21 8 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 26% 22% 36% 14% 100% 

Ability to save partially completed 
appraisals conducted using the 
OCAT    

 

 
Number  4 9 17 17 11 58 
Percentage distribution  7% 16% 29% 29% 19% 100% 

Ability to administer the OCAT in a 
space that affords privacy for 
clients     

 

 
Number 6 14 15 11 11 57 
Percentage distribution 11% 25% 26% 19% 19% 100% 

Ability of caseworkers to administer 
the OCAT in the client’s preferred 
language     

 

 
Number  25 14 16 3 0 58 
Percentage distribution  43% 24% 28% 5% 0% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one rating for each type of feature listed. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties 
responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large 
counties. 

 
The only systematic differences of note were that medium-sized and large counties (75 percent 
and 83 percent, respectively) were more likely to indicate that they were very or somewhat 
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dissatisfied with the ability of caseworkers to administer the OCAT in the client’s preferred 
language compared with 45 percent of small counties. 

Counties were asked to indicate their degree of satisfaction with the use of the OCAT as a 
tool for caseworkers to screen for barriers to self-sufficiency, as well as for different needs 
(Table 4.28). Overall, 74 percent of counties were somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with the 
use of the OCAT to identify barriers to self-sufficiency and to identify clients’ service needs. 
Fifty-nine percent of counties were also somewhat satisfied or very satisfied with the use of the 
OCAT as a tool for identifying clients’ educational and employment training needs. We did not 
discern systematic differences by county size of counties’ level of satisfaction with the use of the 
OCAT (see Table D.17 in Appendix D). 

 Table 4.28. Counties’ Degree of Satisfaction with the Use of the OCAT as a Tool for Caseworkers 

to Screen for Barriers to Self-Sufficiency and Clients’ Different Needs (All Counties) 

Needs  

Very 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

Neither 

Dissatisfied 

or Satisfied 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied Total 

CalWORKs clients’ barriers to 
self-sufficiency     

 
 

Number  2 5 8 24 19 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 9% 14% 41% 33% 100% 

CalWORKs clients’ service needs      
Number  1 4 10 28 15 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 7% 17% 48% 26% 100% 

CalWORKs clients’ 
educational needs    

 
 

Number  2 5 17 21 13 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 9% 29% 36% 23% 100% 

CalWORKs clients’ employment 
training needs     

 
 

Number  1 7 16 23 11 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 12% 27% 40% 19% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one rating for each type of need listed. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties 
responding to the question as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large 
counties. 

Counties’ Views Regarding Impact of SB 1041 on CalWORKs Program and 
Client Outcomes in the Last Year 

We asked counties for their assessment as to what extent implementation of SB 1041 has 
affected different outcomes for the CalWORKs program and for clients in their county during the 
last year. Seventy-one percent of counties estimated that, in the last year (mid-2015 to mid-
2016), the implementation of SB 1041 had no effect (i.e., they marked “about the same”) on 
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enrollment in community college programs or the enrollment in vocational education/training 
programs, and 73 percent of counties estimated that SB 1041 had no effect on the enrollment in 
GED programs. Between 41 percent and 66 percent of counties estimated that the 
implementation of SB 1041 had no effect (i.e., they marked “about the same”) in the last year on 
work participation rates, participation in WTW activities, compliance with CalWORKs program 
rules, earnings, participation in CalFresh, and the number of clients receiving sanctions 
(Table 4.29). Compared with the initial ACS survey, fewer counties (14 percent compared with 
29 percent previously) indicated SB 1041 resulted in somewhat worse or much worse workforce 
participation rates. Fewer counties this time around (12 percent versus 17 percent) rated 
compliance with CalWORKs program rules as somewhat worse under SB 1041, and fewer 
counties (19 percent versus 24 percent) also rated the number of clients receiving sanctions as 
somewhat worse.  

Additionally, 50 percent of counties recorded that participation in WTW activities in the last 
year under SB 1041 was somewhat better or much better, and 48 percent indicated earnings were 
somewhat better or much better (Table 4.29). With respect to education and vocational training 
activities, 24 percent of counties reported that enrollment in vocational education and training 
programs was somewhat better or much better in the last year, and 28 percent of counties 
reported that enrollment in community colleges in the last year was somewhat better or much 
better; 34 percent reported that the length of time CalWORKs clients spend in educational 
activities was also somewhat better or much better; and 36 percent reported that persistence of 
CalWORKs clients in education/training activities in the last year was somewhat better or much 
better. 

Table 4.29. Counties’ Assessment of the Effects of SB 1041’s Implementation on Outcomes in the 

Last Year (All Counties) 

Outcomes 

Much 

Worse 

Somewhat 

Worse 

About the 

Same 

Somewhat 

Better 

Much 

Better 

Not 

Applicable Total 

WPR        
Number 1 7 28 20 2 0 58 
Percentage distribution 2% 12% 48% 35% 3% 0% 100% 

Participation in WTW 
activities        
Number 0 5 24 28 1 0 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 9% 41% 48% 2% 0% 100% 

Enrollment in GED programs        
Number 0 3 41 8 3 1 56 
Percent 0% 5% 73% 14% 5% 2% 100% 
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Table 4.29—Continued 

Outcomes 

Much 

Worse 

Somewhat 

Worse 

About the 

Same 

Somewhat 

Better 

Much 

Better 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Enrollment in community 
college programs        
Number 0 1 41 12 4 0 58 
Percent 0% 2% 71%  21% 7% 0% 100% 

 
Enrollment in vocational 

education/training programs       
Number 0 2 41 12 2 1 57 
Percentage distribution 0% 3% 71% 21% 4% 2% 100% 

Length of time CalWORKs 
clients spend in educational 
activities        
Number 0 0 37 18 2 1 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 0% 64% 31% 3% 2% 100% 

Persistence of CalWORKs 
clients in education/ 
training activities        
Number 0 0 36 18 3 1 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 0% 62% 31% 5% 2% 100% 

Compliance with CalWORKs 
program rules        
Number 0 7 34 15 1 1 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 12% 58% 26% 2% 2% 100% 

Number of clients receiving 
sanctions        
Number 0 11 35 11 1 0 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 19% 60% 19% 2% 0% 100% 

Participation in CalFresh        
Number 0 0 38 3 1 16 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 0% 66% 5% 2% 28% 100% 

Earnings of clients        
Number 0 0 29 23 5 1 58 
Percentage distribution 0% 0% 50% 39% 9% 2% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Counties were instructed to mark one answer per outcome. Percentages are calculated using the number of 
counties responding to each outcome as the denominator. Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, 
and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 

Counties’ Views Regarding the Effectiveness of SB 1041 Reforms and 
Related Mandates in the Last Year at County Level 

We asked counties their opinion of how well various aspects of the SB 1041 reforms to 
CalWORKs and related mandates in the last year were working in their county. Because we 
report responses across the full Likert scale, we have tabulated the totals across all counties in 
Table 4.30. Again, Appendix D presents the results disaggregated by county size. 
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Similar to the 2015 ACS, 76 percent of counties indicated that communication of the new 
rules was working moderately well to very well (Table 4.30). Also, similar to the 2015 ACS 
results, 83 percent of counties indicated that matching CalWORKs clients with appropriate 
WTW activities was working moderately well to very well. 

Table 4.30. Counties’ Assessment of How Well Aspects of SB 1041 and Related Mandates in the 

Last Year Are Working (All Counties) 

Aspects of SB 1041 and 

Related Mandates  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Communication of new CalWORKs  
program rules to CalWORKs clients 

      

Number  2 11 32 12 1 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 19% 55% 21% 2% 100% 

Matching CalWORKs clients with 
appropriate WTW activities       
Number  1 8 34 14 1 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 14% 59% 24% 2% 100% 

Provision of services  
(e.g., child care, domestic abuse 
assistance, housing assistance)       
Number  2 1 25 27 3 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 2% 43% 47% 5% 100% 

Provision of mental health and/or substance 
abuse counseling or treatment       
Number  3 2 23 27 3 58 
Percentage distribution  5% 3% 40% 47% 5% 100% 

Coordination with community colleges       
Number  2 3 25 24 4 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 5% 43% 41% 7% 100% 

Coordination with vocational education providers      
Number  2 4 25 19 8 58 
Percentage distribution  3% 7% 43% 33% 14% 100% 

Coordination with other county agencies to 
provide services       
Number  1 5 25 23 4 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 9% 43% 40% 7% 100% 
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Table 4.30—Continued 

Aspects of SB 1041 and 

Related Mandates  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Working with nonprofit service providers       
Number  1 2 26 24 5 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 3% 45% 41% 9% 100% 

Working with employers and job training 
providers       
Number  1 3 30 20 4 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 5% 52% 34% 7% 100% 

Tracking WTW participation of CalWORKs 
clients       
Number  4 15 24 13 2 58 
Percentage distribution  7% 26% 41% 22% 3% 100% 

Improving information management of the 
CalWORKs program       
Number  7 10 27 6 7 57 
Percentage distribution  12% 18% 47% 11% 12% 100% 

Implementation of the ESE program       
Number  1 2 16 23 16 58 
Percentage distribution  2% 3% 28% 39% 28% 100% 

Implementation and/or expansion of the FS 
program       
Number  0 7 15 32 4 58 
Percentage distribution  0% 12% 26% 55% 7% 100% 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
outcome. Percentages are calculated using the number of counties responding to the question as the denominator. 
Appendix D provides results separately for small, medium, and large counties. Percentage totals may not add up to 
100 or may exceed 100 because of rounding. 
 

With respect to coordination with community colleges and vocational education providers, 
the majority of counties indicated this aspect was also working moderately well to very well 
(Table 4.30). Eighty-three percent of counties indicated that coordination with other county 
agencies to provide supportive services was working moderately well to very well. 

With respect to the provision of mental health and/or substance abuse treatment services, 
similar to the 2015 ACS results, 87 percent of counties reported this was working moderately 
well to very well (Table 4.30). Also, 90 percent responded with the top two ratings for the 
provision of supportive services. Eighty-six percent of counties reported that working with 
nonprofit service providers and with employers and job training providers was going moderately 
well to very well. 

Sixty-seven percent of counties rated the implementation of the ESE program in the last year 
as working moderately well to very well, and 81 percent rated the implementation of the FS 
program in the last year as working moderately well to very well (Table 4.30).  

Two areas that counties flagged as working less well were tracking WTW participation of 
CalWORKs clients and improving information management of the CalWORKs program. Similar 
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to the 2015 ACS results, 33 percent of counties reported tracking WTW participation of 
CalWORKs clients as working not at all well or only slightly well, and 30 percent reported 
improving information management of the CalWORKs program as working not at all well or 
only slightly well (Table 4.30). 

Counties’ Additional Information Needs and Suggestions for Improving 
SB 1041 

In a final section of the ACS, counties were asked about any information needs they had. 
Overall, 24 percent of counties expressed an interest in additional information, with small 
counties (20 percent) and large counties (39 percent) in particular indicating such a need 
(compared with 15 percent of medium-sized counties). Thirteen counties provided written 
comments about their information needs. In addition, counties were asked for their 
recommendations for improving SB 1041 and for any comments they had on different aspects of 
SB 1041. Forty-one of the counties provided written recommendations.  

Tables 4.31–4.33 summarize, by size of county, the feedback we received regarding 
counties’ information needs and their recommendations for improving SB 1041. We grouped the 
counties’ comments as follows: 

• 24-month time clock (Table 4.31) 
• Other related requirements (Table 4.32) 
• Early Engagement activities (Table 4.33). 

The majority of the comments focused on the challenges of calculating the 24-month time clock, 
concerns about clients’ understanding of it, and aligning the 24-month and 48-month time-on-aid 
clocks (Table 4.31).  

Table 4.31. Write-In Responses Regarding Counties’ Information Needs and Recommendations for 

Improving SB 1041: 24-Month Time Clock (By County Caseload Size) 

Small Counties 

• Continued assistance managing the 24-month time clock and using its flexibility.* 
• More training on the 24-hour time clock.* 
• Simplify the WTW 24-month time clock. Require the state to develop a WTW handbook for calculation of the WTW 

24-month time clock for counties to use.  
• Eliminating cumbersome process of tracking time clocks allowing more time to engage clients in appropriate 

services needed—improving success rate of self-sufficiency. 
• Make the 24-month training clock more user friendly and align state and federal requirements. 
• More standardized training on the various aspects of SB 1041 that can be conducted regionally and on an ongoing 

basis on the 24-month time clock, FS, and OCAT. 
• Remove the WTW 24-month time clock. The time clock is time intensive, and time would be better spent focusing 

on client outcomes. 
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Table 4.31—Continued 

Medium-Sized Counties 

• 24-month time clock. Post–24-month time clock transitioning.* 
• 24-month time clock.* 
• CDSS has offered regional and/or county trainings in regard to CalWORKs/WTW-related topics, such as SB 1041 

reforms. Our county would like to participate in trainings such as these in the future to develop a more 
comprehensive understanding of CDSS’s interpretation of SB 1041 reforms.* 

• Eliminate the 24-month time clock. Prior to implementing change in process, consider areas of impact. This would 
eliminate the need to have multiple Q&A releases and increase transparency. 

• Align state and federal standards to be the same or otherwise simplify the WTW 24-month time clock process. 
Solidify comprehensive trainings for counties on an ongoing basis. 

• Improve 24-month time clock tracking/communication between automated systems and Tracking Recipients 
Across California (TRAC)/WDTIP. 

• Allow the flexibility of participation for the 48 months under the CalWORKs clock and not limit this to 24 months. 
• Eliminate the 24-month time clock. It is not helping clients succeed and is administratively difficult to manage.  
• Get rid of the 24-month time clock. It is confusing for customers and staff and offers no real benefit for either but 

causes a lot of extra work. And automation still is a problem. At times, we are asked for data we were not asked to 
track. . . . Allowing time for automation, with fully realized policies and regulations prior to implementation, would 
have greatly improved the outcomes.  

• Remove the 24-month time clock limit, as it does not give all clients enough time to move through barriers. 
Barriers such as mental health services and alcohol and other drug services—which can pose a problem in a 
client meeting hours after 24 months—tend to repeat. Change WPR rules as under the 24-month time limit 
regulations, where clients can choose activities that do not meet federal WPR. 

• Simplify the 48-month time clock to eliminate the 24-month core and non-core requirement. 
• Suspend the 24-month time clock, or, if it can’t be suspended, ask CDSS to simplify and provide better guidance 

and direction.  
• The 24-month time clock is difficult to understand and confusing to both workers and clients. We recommend 

going back to the 48-month time clock. 
• The flexibility of the 24-month time clock hurts WPR. The emphasis should be on clients meeting federal 

requirements. 
Large Counties 

• Clarification on tracking the 24-month time clock for complex case scenarios, such as two-parent households, 
rolling 12-month period for job search/job readiness hours, and tracking vocational education hours. Clarification 
on the extension process. Clarification on the remove-from-aid process.* 

• It would be helpful to have all of the 24-month time clock mandates, tables, forms, and other materials 
consolidated into one resource booklet.* 

• More information on the automation and tracking of WTW 24-month time clock.* 
• The 24-month time clock is always evolving, and we are always looking for best practices to achieve our 

mandates.*  
• We need more information on the management of the 24-month time clocks.* 
• Disbanding the WTW 24-month time clock. The provisions in SB 1041 related to the WTW 24-month time clock 

are not proving to be effective in moving customers toward self-sufficiency like the ESE program. It is workload 
intensive to make sure you explain the clock, correctly stop and monitor the clock, and reconcile the clock with all 
the nuances added into the implementation. With all the discussion, some customers are still confused. Not one 
customer in our county has exhausted their WTW 24-month time clock before they exhaust their CalWORKS 48-
month time clock. This is attributed to all the later agreed-upon nuances about whether or not a month would tick 
against a customer’s clock. Agree with the CalWORKs federal standards and the flexibility, not sure how those two 
issues could coexist.  

• Eliminate the 24-month time clock. 
• Eliminate or align the 24-month time clock with federal rules and continue to offer programs that assist with barrier 

removal for clients. 
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Table 4.31—Continued 

Large Counties 

• Repeal the 24-month time clock. The profuseness of statutory requirements and CDSS regulations that stop, 
exempt, and/or extend the 24-month time clock render the policy somewhat ineffectual and certainly inefficient in 
terms of resources and workload, including time and resources dedicated to continuous policy development, 
training/retraining, time-clock tracking, and information systems programming, The regulatory complexities, 
including reconciling CalWORKs minimum standards and CalWORKs federal standards, have a net negative 
impact on core WTW case management functions, such as rapport building and program engagement. 

• The rules surrounding the 24-month time clock are very confusing and difficult to calculate. One suggestion may 
be to look at eliminating the clock. Another would be to simplify the way it is calculated, how clients are notified, 
and the activity agreements. Although the flexibility of the 24-month time clock in allowing a wider variety of 
activities is appreciated and some clients are benefiting from it, we are not noticing any significant difference in 
positive outcomes for families. It is also causing additional desk work for our employment and training workers that 
could be better spent engaging and supporting families. We appreciate the freedom allowed in the FS program, 
and if the 24-month time clock was eliminated or greatly simplified, it would perhaps allow us to put more 
resources and energy toward the six-month period for those families who really need additional time and attention. 
The 24-month time clock impacts our ability to meet WPR, since the state and federal regulations do not align. 

• To provide our clients with additional flexibility and time to become self-sufficient, it is recommended that our 
clients be allowed 48 months to participate in education and other training activities without having to meet 
CalWORKs federal WPR requirements. By eliminating the WTW 24-month time clock, our WTW SSWs [social 
service workers] will have more time to spend providing intensive case-management services to their clients rather 
than dedicating a significant amount of time to tracking and reconciling time clocks. 

• Training on the 24-month time clock conducted by the state with timely follow-up to questions that cannot be 
readily answered. 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Bulleted items are recommendations unless followed by an asterisk, in which case they are an information 
need. 

Table 4.32. Write-In Responses Regarding Counties’ Information Needs and Recommendations for 

Improving SB 1041: Other Related Requirements (By County Caseload Size) 

Small Counties 

• Clearer, more simple WTW requirements would be very helpful to both clients and staff. If it was easier to grasp 
what is expected and available in the program, clients would be better able to use the program. 

• Improve the WTW 2 form. Have a separate WTW Plan form (that possibly includes comprehensive discussion 
language) from the WTW 2 Activity Agreement. 

• It is our humble opinion that competing for CalWORKs housing support as well as requiring certain mandates for 
SB 1041 programs is very taxing on staff resources and creates intrinsic factors of confusion while mitigating the 
need to train staff on regulations rather than allowing them to provide immediate assistance to the families we serve. 

Medium-Sized Counties 

• Alignment of California requirements with federal mandates. 

• CDSS created tools, training materials, and educational videos that can be used statewide for consistency 
purposes. 

• Our county would like to recommend that CDSS release policy-related documents regarding SB 1041 on a more 
timely and frequent basis. It has been our experience that much of the information regarding the specifics of the 
regulations are still somewhat vague. While we know some of the information is still being discussed and/or 
vetted by CDSS from our participation in monthly meetings, a lot of questions appear to go unanswered. Also, 
certain new information that is released in the form of ACLs/All County Information Notices is not always 
comprehensive and leaves room for additional question with the current policy. In addition, improvements 
regarding our automated system of CalWIN would greatly assist us by decreasing the amount of time and effort 
spent on managing the difficulties associated with the 24-month time clock and provide our workers with more 
time to focus on WTW engagement. 
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Table 4.32—Continued 

Medium-Sized Counties 

• Improve the WTW 2 so that it is less confusing to a client. For example, information about the federal time-limited 
activities. If someone’s activity is primarily education, for example, they don’t need to come back every semester 
and sign a new WTW 2. Or, if someone needs to attend a job readiness activity, such as mental health 
counseling appointments, they can sign one WTW 2 for these services for six to 12 months at least. They 
wouldn’t have to come back every four weeks to sign a federal sided WTW 2, then sign another one for two 
months for non-core (which is federally allowable but does not show on the WTW 2 federal side as a non-core 
option), then sign another one for the left side. If the WTW 24-month time clock was consecutive and offered for 
the first 24 months of all client’s 48-month time clock, or started only once the client requests it, then the constant 
signing and movement of plans would be avoided and would result in less confusion for the clients. The down 
side of this would be that a client’s WTW months would tick and would not reserve months for when a client 
might need them most. 

• Implementing processes that require more workers/staff than are available to deliver these mandates to best 
serve the clients should include the development or mandate of more workers to learn and deliver these 
services. 

Large Counties 

• Align state with federal requirements of the TANF program. The state only aligned the work requirements with 
federal. 

• Expedited policy information and systems issues are two of the primary areas in which enhancements are 
needed. 

• Making information, rules, and regulations more simple for clients would alleviate some of the difficulties for 
clients with low literacy or cognitive capacity. 

• Need to ensure that automation and policy is available prior to implementation. 

• Timely sharing of rules and regulations by the state would have assisted in the operationalization of the required 
mandates and made it more user-friendly for our customers, service providers, and our staff. The 24-month time 
clock has been evolving in terms of the rules and how to apply them. Our county has struggled because the 
information coming from the state has been provided inconsistently and in bits and pieces. 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTES: Bulleted items are recommendations. 

Table 4.33. Write-In Responses Regarding Counties’ Information Needs and Recommendations for 

Improving SB 1041: Early Engagement Activities (By County Caseload Size) 

Small Counties 

• More training for FS, subsidized employment, and ESE.* 

• More training on OCAT and FS program.* 

• Fix OCAT. 

• More training and tools provided by the state. Not expecting counties to implement until the consortia have 
effectively created tracking tools in the software programs. It’s very cumbersome to track FS and Housing 
Stability Plan (HSP) separately because our consortium has no tracking mechanisms in the system. HSP 14 
and FS 14 are very time consuming to track, manage, and report because of this issue. No tracking tools were 
provided, so I’m sure counties are not consistent in how they are reporting data. 
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Table 4.33—Continued 

Medium-Sized Counties 

• OCAT in multiple languages, specifically in Spanish; OCAT streamlined to not be so lengthy; increased retention 
benefit for employers who use subsidized employment. 

• Increase funding for FS. Integrate OCAT information into existing SAWS.  

• Secure more funding for FS. Simplify ESE regulations, combining the benefits of AB 98 and AB 74. 

• We learned that some counties hired new staff to accommodate for the increased workload because of SB 1041 
mandates, especially to conduct the OCAT. The FS funds may be used to cover expenditures related to the 
services and operational costs of a county’s FS program. However, there is not enough FS funding to cover the 
needed addition of new staff to implement all SB 1041 mandates (FS, OCAT, ESE, etc.). Mandates should 
come with a sufficient allocation allowing hiring of necessary staff to meet compliance. 

• Streamline AB 98 and ESE. Measure success of ESE in others ways. Include discontinuing from cash aid and 
finding unsubsidized employment among success measures. Allow up to 12 months of ESE participation without 
the three-month extension requirements as long as the clients meet one of the two criteria. Allow counties to 
continue ESE when customers discontinue cash aid for reasons other than their income. Counties in contract 
with businesses can’t afford to terminate contracts without damaging business relationships. 

• FS allocation increase. Translate OCAT into Spanish and other languages. 

Large Counties 

• Rolling out OCAT Interview Tool in Spanish. Since OCAT implementation, 53.04 percent of our customers 
appraised have been identified as limited English proficiency. English is not their first or primary language. 
Having the Appraisal Summary Report and a Spanish OCAT Interview Tool is essential to conducting an in-
depth and comprehensive appraisal. Integrating OCAT with C-IV/CalWIN and providing client-level data in the 
form of management reports is essential for counties to plan, make program decisions, conduct focused 
reviews, or initiate focused outreach of specific populations. For instance, out of 775 customers interviewed who 
completed the appraisal in the first nine months of OCAT, customers were identified with multiple potential 
barriers via their responses to questions in various sections of the OCAT Interview Tool and may have needed a 
service referral to outside services, some of which are contracted services. Currently, the counties have NO 
WAY to track and see if the customers’ needs were met by the CalWORKs Employment Services case 
managers. Additionally, 183 learning needs screenings; 344 emotional and mental health concerns identified; 56 
customers with possible alcohol and substance abuse addiction; 188 customers with past criminal offense 
convictions; and 168 customers who were potential victims of domestic violence. As mentioned before, counties 
don’t have the ability to drill down to customer-level information for supervisory or management follow-ups or to 
conduct focused outreach to customers because of only having access to "summary" reporting functionality. 
Merging the outdated AB 98 Subsidized Employment program into the more effective AB 74 ESE program. ESE 
allows for job training and non-wage cost coverage that helps to establish supportive employment environments 
for clients who are not quite prepared for unsubsidized employment. Expand the ESE program and help 
counties focus on truly helping customers move toward self-sufficiency. This can be done by providing more 
supported work opportunities coupled with case-management services to remove barriers to obtaining 
unsubsidized employment! Better for counties to be focused on providing and supporting employment skills, 
experience, and opportunities, than counting a time clock that has extraordinary and, at times, confusing rules. 
Improved reporting tools that help capture valuable metrics in program reporting. Housing Stability Plan 14, FS 
14, AB 98, and AB 74 reporting does not effectively capture key participation metrics and outcomes. Each report 
has different fields for reporting. It would be preferable to standardize state program reports to be able to make 
direct comparisons of one program to another. Each report should have similar, if not the same, report fields to 
help conceptualize success and identify opportunities. State-sponsored FS program training for CWD case 
managers showcasing an integrated approach between WTW and Family and Children Services. 

• Continue to provide vicarious/secondary trauma–based training sessions for OCAT users. 

• If additional funding for FS and ESE was available, more clients could be served, thus enabling them to better 
remove the barriers and allow them to be successful in attaining self-sufficiency. 
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Table 4.33—Continued 

Large Counties 

• The reports available in OCAT need significant enhancements. There is currently no drill-down capability or 
ability to separate updated appraisals from new appraisals created. While we may know the number of clients 
reporting a certain barrier, we are unable to pull a list of cases to verify whether or not they have received the 
appropriate support. 

• Align ESE and AB 98 for a simplified subsidized employment program with a singular funding stream. The 
profuseness of statutory requirements and CDSS regulations that stop, exempt, and/or extend the 24-month 
time clock render the policy somewhat ineffectual and certainly inefficient in terms of resources and workload, 
including time and resources dedicated to continuous policy development, training/retraining, time-clock 
tracking, and information system programming, The regulatory complexities, including reconciling CalWORKs 
minimum standards and CalWORKs federal standards, have a net negative impact on core WTW case 
management functions, such as rapport-building and program engagement. Align ESE and AB 98 for a 
simplified subsidized employment program with a singular funding stream. 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTES: Bulleted items are recommendations unless followed by an asterisk, in which case they are an information 
need.  
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5. A Six-County Perspective on the Ongoing Implementation of 
SB 1041 

This chapter presents findings from the site visits 
conducted with the six focal counties—Alameda, 
Fresno, Los Angeles, Riverside, Sacramento, and 
Stanislaus. As was the case in the first evaluation 
report (Davis et al., 2016), the focal county 
findings complement the information gathered 
through the state-level key informant interviews 
and the ACS completed by all 58 counties. As 
described more fully in Chapter Two (and 
summarized in the text box to the right), the focal 
county key informant interviews and the focus 
groups with caseworkers were designed to 
provide a more in-depth view of many of the 
same topics covered in Chapters Three and Four. 
Although the focal counties were selected to 
capture important variation across the counties in California, the results are not necessarily 
representative of the experiences across all counties. Nevertheless, the ability to explore topics 
related to the early implementation of SB 1041 with more specificity and for stakeholders not 
included in the other process study components (e.g., caseworkers and CalWORKs clients) 
provides a richer perspective on experiences with SB 1041 to date. 

In particular, we consider the following questions in this chapter and highlight the key 
findings from our data collection efforts in the six focal counties: 

• What are the experiences of county staff in implementing the 24-month time clock? 
Although the counties seem to have an overall better understanding of the 24-month time 
clock than they did during its initial implementation, there were still many areas of 
confusion regarding calculation of the clock. Automation of the clock seemed to be 
helpful; however, staff reported still feeling burdened by their responsibilities. In 
addition, training on the time clock, according to caseworkers, did not align with the 
complexity of the cases with which they worked. Finally, caseworkers repeated a theme 
that emerged from the 2015 data collection—that clients did not understand the 24-month 
time clock adequately. 

• How have efforts to meet the state’s WPR affected implementation of SB 1041, if at all? 
As they did as of 2015, most focal county staff continued to express significant concerns 

Chapter Five Methods 

• Based on analysis of qualitative data 
collected for six focal counties: Alameda, 
Fresno, Los Angeles, Riverside, Sacramento, 
and Stanislaus, primarily during the late 
spring and summer 2016. 

• Data collection included key informant 
interviews, caseworker focus groups, and 
CalWORKs WTW client interviews. The focus 
was on experiences with implementation of 
SB 1041 primarily during the period since 
mid-2015. 

• Analyzed using qualitative methods. 

• See Chapter Two for more detail on data and 
methods. 



 

 95 

about meeting WPR. In particular, staff still perceived “mixed messages” about WPR—
pressure to help the county meet WPR while also supporting clients in accessing the 
flexibility allowed under SB 1041. Staff, as in 2015, perceived an inherent conflict or 
misalignment between these two objectives. However, staff in two of the six focal 
counties reported less pressure around meeting WPR compared with 2015.  

• What are the experiences of county staff in implementing the OCAT? What has been the 
perceived impact of using OCAT for caseworkers and for clients? The OCAT is intended 
to help welfare staff more effectively identify barriers faced by clients through a 
comprehensive screening process. In three of the six focal counties, most administrators 
said they had observed an increase in referrals for mental health services, but they were 
mixed as to whether there had been changes in referral rates for other services since the 
implementation of OCAT. In general, staff perceptions of the tool were mixed, with a 
number of challenges identified, including its length and incompatibility with other data 
systems, thus requiring staff to conduct multiple data entry tasks. The sensitive nature of 
the OCAT questions was also raised as problematic for some caseworkers.  

• What have been the experiences of CalWORKs WTW clients with the OCAT? Clients 
commented on the length of time it took to complete the OCAT reporting and that the 
appraisal took anywhere from 90 minutes to two hours, not including the time they had to 
wait in the waiting area. Almost all of the clients reported that the appraisal included 
questions that were very personal, and some reported feeling embarrassed, 
uncomfortable, and even angry at some of the questions. Questions considered especially 
sensitive were those regarding domestic violence, depression, and alcohol or substance 
use. While some of the clients understood why the questions were being asked, some 
were worried about the confidentiality of the information, who would have access to this 
information, and how this information could be used. Also of concern was if their 
children were present; the clients did not want them to hear what was being said. One 
client, for example, reported that she did not want her young daughter to hear that she had 
been depressed. Another client stated that she did not want her eight-year old son to hear 
her talking about the abuse she had suffered from his father. In general, clients reported 
that the referrals they received were for services or benefits that they were interested in, 
but that, even though they were referred, it was not always easy to actually get the help 
they needed (e.g., some reported that there was a three- to four-month waiting list for 
counseling services).  

• How has implementation of Early Engagement activities associated with SB 1041—the 
ESE and the FS programs—proceeded among the counties? The ESE program provides 
counties with the funds to expand the number of subsidized employment openings 
available to CalWORKs WTW clients. Staff offered a mixed view of the ESE program, 
noting that more participating employers are needed and that many WTW clients are not 
fully “job-ready” for the program. Based on feedback from county leaders and 
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caseworkers, FS has been an overall positive experience for CalWORKs clients. The 
flexibility of the FS program allows counties to respond to the unique needs of their 
community. Counties also pointed to the value of providing services to clients’ children 
through the FS program, including child mental health support.  

• To what extent has SB 1041 been successful in improving clients’ access to education? 
Despite improved flexibility to engage in education, clients continue to face significant 
challenges in this regard, according to county welfare staff. Barriers include limited class 
availability and transportation, as well as clients’ “readiness” to enter a college-level 
program (lack of a high school diploma or GED, low literacy levels). While county 
welfare staff generally described positive communication with community colleges, 
representatives from colleges pointed to the need for a more effective system to share 
information across the two systems.  

• How should implementation of SB 1041 be improved, according to county staff? Staff 
said they hoped the state would not make significant changes to SB 1041 so they could 
continue to build on the procedures they have put into place. Other requests focused on 
increasing time for case management so that caseworkers could engage clients in a more 
focused way. Other recommendations to address specific components of SB 1041 are 
included in detail in this chapter. 

In the remainder of this chapter, we first describe our findings regarding the implementation 
of the 24-month time clock, including issues related to training, caseworker and client 
understanding of the clock, challenges faced by caseworkers, and recommendations for staff for 
improvement.  

Next, we delve into WPR and county reports of its perceived impact on the implementation 
of SB 1041. This section includes a discussion regarding interviewee results about the WPR, 
including calculation of weekly participation hours, consequences of not meeting the federal 
WPR, perceived impact of SB 1041 on the WPR, and the tension perceived by interviewees 
about meeting WPR versus a work-ready approach.  

Following this section, we present findings regarding the implementation of the OCAT, 
including factors that have facilitated and hindered its use and its perceived impact on rates of 
referrals to supportive services. We conclude by highlighting the perceived impact of SB 1041 
on welfare office work flow, caseworker’s engagement with clients, and in regard to client 
experiences.  

Perceptions of SB 1041 WTW Time Clock 
In this section, we present findings regarding the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock that 
allotted up to 24 months for WTW clients to engage in a variety of activities that would prepare 
them to become or remain employed. 



 

 97 

Overview of the WTW 24-Month Time Clock 
The WTW 24-month time clock was implemented with the passage of SB 1041 in January 2013 
and allots 24 months for CalWORKs clients to engage in a variety of activities to prepare them 
to become or remain employed (CDSS, 2012a). The new time clock is embedded within the 
preexisting CalWORKs 48-month time limit, which determines how long nonexempt clients are 
eligible to receive cash assistance contingent upon compliance with the federal work 
participation requirement. Months in the new clock accrue prospectively and cumulatively, but 
not necessarily consecutively (CDSS, 2012a). After the WTW 24-month time clock is exhausted, 
clients are obligated to meet the CalWORKs federal standards for work participation 
requirements for the remainder of their 48 months on aid.19 In addition, clients with fewer than 
24 months left on their 48-month time-on-aid clock are only permitted to participate in WTW 
activities for the time remaining on their clock (CDSS, 2012c). More-detailed information on the 
24-month time clock can be found in Appendix A.  

Calculation of the WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

In the first wave of the ACS, the 58 counties were asked how the 24-month time clock was being 
calculated within their county. Sixty percent of all counties indicated that it was being calculated 
both using an automated system and manually. Counties with larger CalWORKs caseloads were 
more likely to use a combination of automated and manual calculation than counties with smaller 
or medium-sized caseloads, many of which primarily relied on manual calculation. Twenty-five 
percent of small counties and 15 percent of medium-sized counties indicated that they relied 
solely on manual calculation of the WTW 24-month time clock. This report updates what the six 
focal counties are currently doing with respect to calculation of the WTW 24-month time clock.  

Calculation of the WTW 24-month time clock involves an automated system in five of the 
six focal counties and a completely manual process in the last county. Although the automated 
system ticks the 24-month time clock automatically after the initial input of information, the 
individual managing the clock is still responsible for entering any relevant exemptions that are to 
apply moving forward and unticking any months that should not have counted. Completely 
manual calculation of the clock means the individual managing the 24-month time clock is to 
review the clock on a monthly basis and determine whether the clock should tick for that month 
based on the client’s WTW activities.  

At the writing of this second evaluation report, the one county using a completely manual 
process to calculate the WTW 24-month time clock does so because of a malfunction that 
occurred when the county attempted to switch to a new automated system for ticking the clock. 
The malfunction caused errors in the information in the old automation system for the WTW 24-
month time clock, and the new one is not yet working. This being the case, those responsible for 

 
19 Participants began timing out of the WTW time clock in January 2015. 
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managing the WTW 24-month time clock are currently asked by the county to track hours 
manually until the issue is resolved.  

In all six of the focal counties, the caseworker managing a client’s case is also responsible for 
monitoring the individual’s WTW 24-month time clock. In three of the six focal counties, 
supervisors provide oversight and further review the 24-month time clocks for errors after they 
have been monitored by the caseworkers. Although none of the focal counties have established 
special committees to review the 24-month time clock on a regular basis, one of the six focal 
counties has implemented a workgroup to review cases that have exhausted the 24-month time 
clock and ensure that the months were correctly allotted.  

Transitioning to the Post–24-Month Time Clock Process 

After exhausting their 24-month time clocks, clients must meet CalWORKs federal standards in 
order to continue receiving cash aid (CDSS, 2015c). The transition to the post–24-month time 
clock process involves multiple steps that aim to keep the client fully informed of options they 
have and requirements they must meet after transitioning off the WTW 24-month time clock. See 
Appendix A for a detailed summary of the transition to the post–24-month time clock process. 

County leadership in each of the six counties noted that the transition to the post–24-month 
time clock process had been completed for only a “handful” of CalWORKs clients. Many clients 
who were expected to exhaust their 24-month time clock did not do so because CDSS released 
directives to untick or extend the WTW 24-month time clocks of several clients. These directives 
are described in the section below. 

Additional Guidance and Training Provided on the 24-Month Time Clock 

When the WTW 24-month time clock was first implemented, CDSS released multiple directives 
for calculating and managing the clock (e.g., CDSS, 2012c). On-site trainings occurred in 
counties to reinforce the instructions relayed through these directives and to clarify any questions 
CWDs had on WTW 24-month time clock implementation and calculation. In the first evaluation 
report, we learned that a number of respondents in the focal counties found the trainings 
confusing, incomplete, or unhelpful. Often the trainers themselves were not clear on the 
instructions from CDSS, or instructions in newly released ACLs contradicted the information 
presented in trainings. The section below provides an update on the directives released and 
trainings conducted on the 24-month time clock as discovered in our conversations with 
representatives from the six focal counties.  

In addition to the guidance on transitioning clients to the post–24-month time clock process, 
CDSS also released directives on two other major topics related to the 24-month time clock: (1) 
the unticking of the WTW 24-month time clock for clients with zero participation hours and (2) 
the application of extenders to the WTW 24-month time clock for eligible clients. 
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Unticking of the WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

Concerned that there was a portion of CalWORKs WTW clients for whom the 24-month time 
clock was ticking inaccurately, CDSS released guidance for counties to resolve this potential 
issue. CWDs were asked to identify the population of adult CalWORKs clients who, for at least 
six consecutive months between January 1, 2013, and September 30, 2015, had (1) received aid, 
(2) zero hours of participation in a WTW activity, and (3) their WTW 24-month time clock 
ticked (CDSS, 2015i). A client with zero participation hours was defined as one for whom the 
CWD had no record of that adult having earned income or participating in a WTW activity 
(CDSS, 2015i). CWDs are to initiate a noncompliance process for any client who fails or refuses 
to comply with WTW program requirements. Furthermore, CWDs have 20 days from the 
initiation of the noncompliance process to communicate with the client and make a good cause 
determination, and, during this time, the WTW 24-month time clock may tick. Sanctions are to 
be imposed no earlier than 30 days from the CWD’s notice to the client for noncompliance and 
no later than the first of the month following the lapse of this 30-day period (CDSS, 2015i). 

Under this directive, CWDs were to give the clients who fit the parameters above good cause 
for lack of engagement and untick from the WTW 24-month time clock: (1) the months in which 
the client was unengaged before initiation of the compliance process and (2) the months in 
excess of the 60 days from initiation of the compliance process to imposition of a WTW sanction 
(CDSS, 2015i). After this process was complete, CWDs were then to notify clients of the months 
unticked from their WTW 24-month time clocks, and if appropriate, engage them in WTW 
activities (CDSS, 2015i).  

Application of Extenders to the WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

In January 2015, CDSS released further guidance on extensions of the WTW 24-month time 
clock. Clients who are nearing the end of the 24-month time clock, still have time on the 48-
month CalWORKs time limit, and are unlikely to meet CalWORKs federal standards at the 
exhaustion of the WTW 24-month time clock are allowed to request an extension to the WTW 
24-month time clock and provide evidence that they meet at least one of the following 
circumstances:  

1. The client is likely to obtain employment in six months. 
2. The client has encountered unique labor market barriers temporarily preventing 

employment and therefore needs additional time to obtain employment. 
3. The client has achieved satisfactory progress in an educational or treatment program, 

including adult basic education, vocational education, or a self-initiated program that has 
a known graduation, transfer, or completion date that would meaningfully increase the 
likelihood of his or her employment. 

4. The client needs an additional period of time to complete a WTW activity specified in his 
or her WTW case plan because of a diagnosed learning or other disability, so as to 
meaningfully increase the likelihood of his or her employment. 
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5. The client has submitted an application to receive Supplemental Security Income 
disability benefits, and a hearing date has been established 

6. Other circumstances as determined by the CDSS (CDSS, 2015b).  
 

CDSS then calculated the targeted number of extension cases for each CWD using the 
WDTIP and transmitted this information to the counties. The 20-percent extension targets were 
calculated based on the number of adult members expected to reach the end of their WTW 24-
month time clock between January 2015 and June 2015 who would not exhaust their CalWORKs 
48-month time limit during that six-month period (CDSS, 2015b).  

Additional Training Provided on the WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

We learned that additional training on the WTW 24-month time clock over the past year 
occurred in five of the six focal counties. In three of the six focal counties, trainings covered the 
transitioning to the post–24-month time clock removal from aid process, the appropriate 
application of extenders to the WTW 24-month time clock, and the project to untick the clocks 
for the WTW CalWORKs clients who meet specific criteria. In two counties, trainings mostly 
consisted of refreshers on WTW 24-month time clock calculation. However, staff reported that 
trainings were often delivered inconsistently both within and between counties. In one county, an 
administrator noted that training on the 24-month time clock occurred on an as-needed informal 
basis, and, in another county, the only training that caseworkers received on the 24-month time 
clock happened during the induction period. Updated trainings on the 24-month time clock were 
delivered by staff development and through briefings. 

Caseworkers’ Understanding and Perceptions of the WTW 24-month Time Clock 

County leadership and caseworkers were both asked about how well caseworkers understood the 
WTW 24-month time clock. Caseworkers tended to report a lower level of understanding of the 
clock than we found in the comments of county leadership. When asked how well caseworkers 
understand the clock, one county supervisor said, “In general . . . most of the employment 
counselors understand what stops the clock and what doesn’t, so the exemptions. Most of the 
employment counselors know that and understand the requirements.” However, caseworkers in 
all six focal counties expressed confusion around the calculation of the 24-month time clock. 
When asked how things with the WTW 24-month time clock were going, one caseworker bluntly 
stated, “It’s still confusing for everyone and nobody really knows. Everyone interprets the clock 
differently. Everyone is confused; both the staff and the customer.” Although some county 
leadership believed caseworkers had a clear understanding of the WTW 24-month time clock, 
others were aware that the clock was a difficult burden for caseworkers to manage. One county 
supervisor said, 

We’re looking into changing how to calculate the time clock because job 
readiness hours and all the exemptions are confusing. If a customer was called in 
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for a hearing because their time clock was exhausted, [the county] would lose 
because we likely counted it incorrectly. . . . It’s very time intensive. It would be 
a full-time job just to verify cases correctly. Most staff members do not fully 
understand everything that goes into doing the [WTW 24-month] time clock 
correctly, and don’t have the time to calculate it correctly. There are often 
contradictory instructions that are hard to understand. 

Although the counties seem to have an overall better understanding of the 24-month time 
clock than they did during its initial implementation, there are still many areas of contention and 
confusion regarding calculation of the 24-month time clock, as expressed during our 2016 site 
visits. Caseworkers commented that the examples provided in the trainings do not reflect the 
complexity of the cases they actually have to review. One staff member noted, “The case they 
gave us in training was an ideal case, not a real-world case that was much more complicated. 
Ideal cases comprise 5–10 percent of our cases. There were many different scenarios that we 
were not trained in.” Furthermore, the trainings received by staff were characterized as 
unstandardized and inconsistent. One caseworker in a county linked the variation in how well 
staff understood the WTW 24-month time clock to how training was delivered:  

Supervisors had to develop some guidelines, and they were not formal. 
Individual supervisors have a grasp on teaching their staff. When you go to 
another unit, it’s hit or miss. Some supervisors don’t have a good grasp on [the 
WTW 24-month time clock], so not everyone has the same experiences. 

This variation in training led to a persistently inconsistent understanding of how to apply to the 
rules for exemptions, and thus continued variation in how the WTW 24-month time clock is 
ticked. Lastly, there is confusion about the transition to the post–24-month time clock 
requirements. In one of the six focal counties, caseworkers could not accurately describe what 
that process entailed, and supervisors were unaware that CDSS had released instructions on how 
to transition clients to the post–24-month time clock.  

Respondents in the six focal counties had a generally negative view of the WTW 24-month 
time clock—a theme that echoed what was expressed last year. Caseworkers in all six of the 
focal counties noted feeling overwhelmed by their duties with respect to the WTW 24-month 
time clock. Although automation of the clock seemed to be helpful in the five counties in which 
automation was present, the responsibilities of manually applying exemptions, reviewing the 
WTW 24-month time clock, and unticking the WTW 24-month time clock for the clean-up 
project were time-consuming and unmanageable for caseworkers whose caseloads were high and 
time was stretched thin. One caseworker noted, “It’s automated, but it’s too time consuming to 
follow the clocks on a month-to-month basis.” One county administrator said that the WTW 
program 

is about the customer being successful, but when we have our staff focusing so 
much time on making sure the [WTW] 24-month time clock is correct, it takes 
away services from our customers, and not every customer fits into every 
situation. I think the [WTW] 24-month time clock doesn’t really help if you’re 
thinking about the customer. 
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A leader in another county noted, 

all that time invested in counting the time on aid [and] ticking and non-ticking 
the [WTW 24-month time clock] . . . could better be used in focusing on the 
families and providing that one-on-one services with them . . . because 
sometimes it could take four hours just to go through and review a case and make 
sure that the clocks are correct. 

Administrators and Caseworkers’ Views Regarding Clients’ Understanding of the WTW 
24-Month Time Clock 

County administrators, supervisors, and caseworkers across all six focal counties reported that 
they did not believe clients fully understood the 24-month time clock. One county supervisor 
said, “It’s difficult to explain the [WTW 24-month] time clock to customers. They may not really 
understand until they get a notice. If we’re having trouble understanding [the WTW 24-month 
time clock], it’s going to be that much more difficult to explain it to a customer.”  

Furthermore, respondents noted that several factors hindered caseworkers from providing 
clients with a comprehensive explanation of the WTW 24-month time clock. First, the 
complexity of and inconsistent instructions regarding the WTW 24-month time clock meant 
caseworkers often did not have a clear enough grasp of the clock themselves in order to explain 
it to clients. One respondent, a staff development trainer in one of the six focal counties, spoke 
about how confusion about the WTW 24-month time clock among multiple parties at the CWD 
negatively impacts client understanding of the 24-month time clock. She said, 

It’s a challenge to provide information to staff because there’s a lot going on.  
SB 1041 has not been easy to implement. There are a lot of areas where things 
are unclear. The more information we get from the state, the more confusing it is. 
It’s challenging to have staff keep up with the changes. . . . Staff have challenges 
because of the workload. Our clients do not really understand the [WTW] 24-
month time clock. They think it’s their [CalWORKs 48-month] time limit. The 
first challenge was just explaining to clients what the [WTW 24-month] time 
clock was, and how it works into the [CalWORKs] 48 month time-clock. . . . It 
was challenging for us [the trainers] to understand and for the staff to understand, 
so I imagine it is probably difficult for clients to understand as well. 

A caseworker in a different county echoed these sentiments, noting,  

The trainers are confused and don’t know all the nuances [of the 24-month time 
clock]. They don’t give us accurate information because they don’t have accurate 
information. . . . Because so many different caseworkers touch a case, and there’s 
variation in how caseworkers do the [WTW 24-month time] clock, there is 
confusion on the caseworker’s and customer’s end. We can’t give the 
information to the customer in a way that they would understand. Giving them 
details—which we don’t even fully get—would throw them off. 

Secondly, the WTW 24-month time clock is explained by the caseworker to the client during 
the orientation and appraisal process, a meeting that can last several hours and includes an 
overview of the CalWORKs WTW program, the administration of the OCAT, and the 
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determination of activities. According to staff, there simply is not enough time to fully explain 
the nuances of the WTW 24-month time clock to clients when they are overwhelmed with this 
other information. One county leader admitted, “I think a lot of clients just end up [saying] . . . 
‘Just tell me what I have to do so that I can continue getting my check.’”  

Lastly, respondents were also cognizant of the fact that clients often arrived at the CWD in 
crisis mode. Clients were understandably more focused on addressing their needs in the 
immediate future (e.g., money to cover this month’s rent), than a 24-month long plan. One 
county leader said,  

[Clients] want to know, “How many hours do I have to do?” They want concrete 
things. Nothing with this clock is really concrete . . . I think we try to explain the 
options, but I just think sometimes clients have other issues, other things on their 
mind, and the clock is the last thing they’re thinking about when they come in. 

Caseworkers noted that they try to make it as easy as possible for the client. One caseworker 
admitted, “I really just tell the client, ‘Give me some hours and do what you need to do.’ I don’t 
have them worry about it too much.” Another said, “I give them a short summary. If you go into 
too many details, they don’t know what you are talking about. You have to make it simple.” 

Challenges with the WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

The challenges with the WTW 24-month time clock identified in the 2015 site visits persist one 
year later. Counties continue to struggle with accurately calculating the WTW 24-month time 
clock. Although updated training may have occurred for the WTW 24-month time clock, in some 
of the counties, caseworkers report that they still do not fully comprehend the clock, and the 
rules for exemption are applied inconsistently. When asked what aspects of the WTW 24-month 
time clock were confusing, a supervisor in one of the focal counties replied, “The uncertainty of 
the accuracy of the [WTW 24-month] time clock. There’s a domino effect; if one month is off, 
future months are also off.” Some administrators acknowledged the complexity of the 24-month 
time clock and admitted that caseworkers will continue to have problems, even if an automated 
system is in place. One county administrator noted,  

A lot of it is in the data entry. The [caseworker] has to put in the data. For 
example, if [the caseworker] knows that someone has an exemption and doesn’t 
put that exemption in, then CalWIN is not going to calculate the [WTW 24-
month time clock] correctly . . . it’s up to the [caseworker] to put in the correct 
information. Junk in, junk out, you know. 

County leadership in five of the six focal counties noted accurately calculating the 24-month 
time clock as a challenge for their county.  

Caseworkers in three of the six focal counties discussed how the transfer of CalWORKs 
WTW cases, both among caseworkers and between counties, increased the difficulty of 
calculating the WTW 24-month time clock. One caseworker noted the issues associated with the 
frequent transfer of cases between caseworkers, saying that “the cases are transferred too often. 
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When cases are transferred, the clock ticks, and the client should really get that time back. They 
keep looking at our WPR, but I can’t track a case within the month when it has been transferred 
three times.” The variation in how the WTW 24-month time clock is calculated between counties 
made it difficult to ascertain the methods used to previously calculate the clock, and caseworkers 
do not have always access to the data they could use to correctly calculate the clock according to 
their county’s standards. This further complicated management of the WTW 24-month time 
clock. One caseworker noted, “We also have a lot of intercounty transfers. If you get a case from 
a county or another region, you have to pinpoint how their previous case manager completed 
their [WTW 24-month] time clock. There’s very little standardization across the board.”  

Respondents in all six focal counties also expressed frustration with the “clean-up” project 
from CDSS outlined in ACL 15-99, in which counties were directed to untick the WTW 24-
month time clock for CalWORKs clients who met particular criteria. The clean-up project 
occurred because the state was concerned that several CalWORKs clients would falsely time out 
because of the inaccurate ticking of their months. The work associated with this directive left 
counties feeling frustrated and underappreciated. One caseworker said, “The county is constantly 
changing its mind on what’s best for our population. One year [after] the clock is implemented, 
and us doing all of that work to ensure the months are counted correctly, we’re told to give the 
clients their months back. It really pissed me off.”  

Another challenge is the perceived conflict among staff between the WTW 24-month time 
clock and the 48-month CalWORKs federal time limit. In our 2016 site visits, caseworkers in 
five of the six focal counties noted the difficulty in determining which activities count as state or 
federal activities. The conflict between the two clocks increased the difficulty of explaining the 
rules of WTW participation to customers. Caseworkers in three counties expressed the 
awkwardness and confusion around telling clients that although the state allows them to do fewer 
hours, the federal side requires them to do more. When asked how comfortable they were 
explaining the WTW 24-month time clock to clients, one caseworker said, “It’s confusing. There 
is a problem where sometimes [the state side] says 20 hours, but the federal says to include the 
average, which really means 22 hours. What is the average? How do you explain that?” Another 
caseworker expressed, “no matter how you explain it, they [the clients] see the number on the 
contract, which is different than what you’re telling them, and they are never convinced.” 

Welfare Staff and Caseworker Suggestions for Improving the WTW 24-Month Time 
Clock 

Respondents across the six counties offered multiple suggestions for improving the WTW 24-
month time clock. Respondents in four of the six focal counties recommended better alignment 
between the 24-month time clock and the 48-month federal time limit. One county supervisor 
said,  

if I had a magic wand . . . I would make changes with the state and the 
requirements they put out. I would align them with the [federal requirements] . . . 
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If the feds say, ‘This is what you have to do,’ and we were on board and aligned 
with that at the state level, I think that we could really . . . be able to hone in on 
what we do to align with the feds and be able to focus on that. 

Respondents in three counties suggested removal of the 24-month time clock entirely. From 
their perspective, calculating and tracking the time clock was too intensive, and took away from 
time that caseworkers could better spend serving CalWORKs clients. One county leader 
declared, “It’s time to get rid of [the WTW 24-month time clock]. It’s not beneficial to anyone. 
At the end of the day, it’s still limited time. The amount of time it takes for staff to reconcile the 
clock is better spent working with the client.” Another county leader expressed similar 
sentiments: “I know the legislation thinks this is the best thing, but is there anything about 
getting rid of the [WTW 24-month] time clock? Because to me it’s either get rid of the clock, or 
start being realistic when we don’t meet WPR.” A respondent in one county recommended 
extension of the 24-month time clock and noted that 24 months was not enough time to fix the 
barriers for CalWORKs clients, many of whom were struggling with generational issues. One 
caseworker said, “If we’re going to give them 48 months and invest in them for 48 months, why 
are we just limiting them to 24? As workers, we’re spending a lot of time . . . focusing on the 24 
[months] when they really have 48 months. . . . I feel that if we’re going to invest time with 
helping them with their family, why not do it the full 48 [months]?” 

Work Participation Rate 
As we did in the first year of the study, our visits to the six focal counties in 2016 explored issues 
related to the WPR. In general, our findings around WPR mirrored those that emerged in the first 
year of the study. 

WPR is a central component of the federal TANF program. SB 1041 did not change the 
federal work participation requirements and federal WPR computation rules. Federal law 
requires states to meet a specific WPR or face a penalty by losing a portion of their TANF grant 
allocation. However, SB 1041 did modify the CalWORKs program to allow work-eligible 
individuals to participate in activities that do not count toward the WPR. Table 5.1 illustrates the 
difference between the CalWORKs federal and CalWORKs WTW work requirements and notes 
compliance with the federal WPR. See Appendix A for a detailed summary of the WPR. 
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Table 5.1. CalWORKs Federal and WTW Requirements 

 Hourly Work Requirements (Hours per Week) 

Case Type 

CalWORKs Federal 

Requirements  

(Up to 48 Months) 

 CalWORKs WTW 

Requirements 

(for 24 Months) 

Single parent with child younger than age six 20 core  20 non-core 
Single parent with no child younger than age six 20 core/10 non-core  30 non-core 
Two-parent family 30 core/5 non-core  35 non-core 

Meets federal WPR? Yes  No 

Calculating Weekly Participation Hours 

The weekly work participation hours required for the WTW program are aligned with federal 
requirements; however, the methodology for calculating participation hours differs for the 
programs. Just as they did in our 2015 focal county site visits, caseworkers in 2016 visits shared 
that they spend an extensive amount of time calculating work participation hours, which 
increases their workload. For WTW, this process consists of calculating a weekly average by 
adding the total number of hours of participation in CalWORKs activities for the month and 
dividing it by 4.33, then rounding to the nearest whole number (CDSS, 2014e). The averaging 
methodology for the CalWORKs federal WPR requires calculating a weekly average for each 
activity type (core and non-core) for the month and dividing each sum by 4.33, then rounding the 
quotients to the nearest whole number and adding the results. The accuracy of these calculations 
is extremely important, especially for the CalWORKs federal WPR.  

As in the 2015 site visits, caseworkers from all six focal counties described challenges in 
calculating the hours for activities that meet WPR requirements. Staff from several counties 
specifically mentioned the confusion created by averaging hours. One caseworker talked about 
how the county uses 4.33 hours, rather than four hours, in their calculations, stating “Therefore, 
if the customer does 22 hours a week, they are meeting WPR, but if they do 20 hours a week (as 
their contract says they should), they aren’t meeting WPR, and that month doesn’t count.” 
Because of these challenges and given the importance of calculating the WPR accurately, several 
counties continue to utilize specialized units that collect, verify, and report hours to the state. 

Philosophical Differences: Work-First Versus Work-Ready Approach 

The WPR requirements are work-focused with limited opportunity for clients to engage in non–
work-related activities. SB 1041, in comparison, places a strong emphasis on the importance of 
mitigating the impact of potential barriers to employment through a variety of supportive 
services and options to participate in non–job-related activities. Administrators and caseworkers 
reported challenges reconciling these work-first versus work-ready philosophies. The work-first 
approach was characterized by county staff as doing what is best to meet WPR; the work-ready 
strategy is doing what is best for clients to achieve self-sufficiency and reach their goals. Case 
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workers in several counties indicated that they strongly encourage CalWORKs clients to engage 
in activities that meet the CalWORKs federal requirements. As one caseworker shared, “Before, 
it was about getting them engaged. Now, we have to figure out what side they are on and try to 
manipulate them to the federal side.” Similarly, an administrator from another county explained, 
“Best practice is to get the client to meet WPR from the get go, because in doing so, you’re 
acclimating them to the most ‘difficult’ requirement. The 24-month time clock is then icing on 
the cake. If they get really used to doing the 24-month time clock requirement, the 48 one can be 
a bit more rigid and difficult because there are more hours to complete.” As in 2015, counties 
still struggle with perceptions of competing priorities between WPR and SB 1041. 

Approved Activities 

As in 2015, staff at all levels in five of the focal counties noted the difference between the types 
of activities that clients can engage in while subject to CalWORKs minimum standards (allowed 
while subject to the 24-month time clock) and CalWORKs federal standards (required after 
exhausting the 24-month time clock). Clients must devote the required number of hours to job-
related core activities in order to meet the CalWORKs federal WPR requirements. In contrast, 
SB 1041 allows WTW clients to spend all of their required hours engaged in non-core activities 
that do not have to be directly associated with getting a job, which can impact WPR. As one 
administrator explained, “There’s this increased opportunity for clients. They don’t have to meet 
WPR; they can just do non-core activities for 20 or 30 hours, and it’s okay, and at the same time, 
your case is going to get pulled for WPR, and you’re still going to get told you’re not meeting 
[WPR].” Similarly, caseworkers in one focus group explained that it was difficult to balance 
offering flexible activities for customers and maintaining the county’s WPR. In another county, a 
caseworker shared how this discrepancy impacted both the caseworkers and the clients: 

The thing is that the WPR cases selected for inspection are randomly selected 
every month. They may be doing Job Club, but they may not be doing enough 
hours to meet the federal side, only the state side. When you tell the selected case 
that they need to do more hours, the client is confused and agitated—“You told 
me I only have to do x hours, but now you’re telling me I need to do more.” The 
client only has to do the extra hours for that month, but they are still confused. So 
this is where the conflict comes in.20 

Intended Versus Actual Levels of Flexibility 

SB 1041 enables WTW clients to opt out of core activities for a total of 24 months. During this 
time, these cases are noncompliant with the CalWORKs federal WPR regulations. As in 2015, 
caseworkers in the focal counties felt that SB 1041 afforded clients flexibility to choose their 

 
20 It is contrary to CDSS policy to compel a client to increase their hours to meet WPR when they have time left on 
their 24-month time clock and a signed plan that only meets CalWORKs minimum standards. State policy specifies 
that clients cannot be forced to exceed CalWORKs minimum standards while using their 24-month time clock. 
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own activities. As one respondent explained, “I think our clients feel like they have that 
flexibility [to choose their activities]; they have more options now than they used to and I don’t 
know that WPR goes against any of that.”  

Although caseworkers agreed that SB 1041 afforded clients flexibility, one of the most 
common concerns voiced by county staff during both the 2015 and 2016 site visits was the 
tension that they felt between supporting clients’ participation in SB 1041 while feeling pressure 
to help the county meet WPR. As one administrator explained, “Work participation is a number 
—it’s strictly a number, and it doesn’t really reward a person who becomes self-sufficient.” An 
administrator from another county echoed this sentiment, explaining, “The biggest issue is the 
difference between engagement and WPR. People are participating [engaged] because they have 
options for two years, but that’s not helping WPR. The two policies contradict each other.” 
Respondents in two counties also noted that clients do not understand—or care—about WPR 
requirements. As one interviewee explained, “I want the family to understand what [WPR] 
means. They don’t really care what WPR is. All they know is that they want services.”  

Because of these tensions, respondents in a few counties noted that they advised clients 
against choosing non-core activities because it could negatively impact CalWORKs federal 
WPR. For example, during one site visit, when asked if caseworkers encourage customers to 
engage in activities that will help meet WPR, one administrator said, “Most definitely, and this is 
how we present it—if you have this period, and you choose the exemption or the reduced hours, 
that is great, but when you time out, you will have to meet these other requirements and for a lot 
of our clients, it is really difficult to reach the full-time employment [requirement].” 

Communication around WPR was also flagged by staff in several counties (an issue that was 
raised in 2015) who believed that they received conflicting messaging about WPR from CDSS. 
As one county administrator explained,  

It’s like there are two heads of CDSS, and one says, “Oh, don’t worry about 
WPR—get the clients engaged, talk to them about flexibility. The clients can do 
all these new things with this clock. It’s great; it’s wonderful; don’t worry about 
WPR.” The other head says, “If you don’t meet your WPR, the state doesn’t meet 
their WPR. We’re going to sanction you and you’re going to get penalized a 
dollar amount.” 

Consequences of Not Meeting the CalWORKs Federal WPR 

In 2015, county-level staff expressed concerns about the consequences of failing to meet WPR—
this same theme continued in the 2016 site visits. Administrative and caseworker staff said they 
were worried about the possibility of state- and county-level sanctions for failing to meet the 
CalWORKs federal WPR. One county administrator shared that the state was facing a potential 
sanction for not meeting the state WPR, adding, “And that’s the biggest conflict that we’re 
feeling. We can’t afford not to do the WPR, so it’s a balancing act right now.”  

Echoing comments made in the 2015 site visits, caseworkers and administrators again noted 
that the consequences of failing to meet WPR included potential personal ramifications in 
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addition to state/local penalties. Caseworkers reported being penalized in various ways; in one 
county, it came in the form of corrective action plans when their cases did not meet WPR; in 
some counties, not meeting WPR could negatively impact caseworkers’ performance 
evaluations. For example, one caseworker explained, “If you’re using the 24-month time clock, 
you’re not meeting WPR. WPR is what affects funding and what affects our programs. Our jobs 
are on the line.” A few counties have established systems to review caseworkers’ cases. In one of 
the focal counties, employment counselors and supervisors are called into monthly “clinics,” 
during which a list from the state of their cases is shared. During these clinics, staff discuss 
whether particular cases are going to meet WPR, review the documentation; and determine if any 
documentation is missing. In another county, caseworkers meet with a quality assurance (QA) 
team that reviews cases that are not meeting WPR; one caseworker likened these meetings to 
“going to see the principal.” In this same county, one caseworker shared that caseworkers can 
receive unfair scrutiny from the QA team when a client fails to meet required hours, despite the 
fact that the caseworker has “done everything in their power” to get the client to engage in 
approved activities. 

In contrast, some staff in two counties reported somewhat less pressure around WPR in 2016 
compared with 2015. For example, in one of these counties, staff indicated that their jobs or 
performance evaluations were no longer impacted by not meeting WPR. Caseworkers shared that 
new performance standards were implemented in the fall of 2015. A caseworker stated, “The 
way job performance is assessed has changed. It’s based on engagement as well as WPR, and 
clients don’t have to meet WPR in order to be engaged.” In a second county, redistribution of 
work across caseworkers since the 2015 site visit reportedly has lessened the pressure to meet 
WPR. One administrator explained, “I think, in the past, our [caseworkers] were trying to do 
everything, and that was just too much for them. We didn’t have enough [caseworkers] to be able 
to really spread out the work and they had huge caseloads that were very, very demanding. So 
now we brought in contractors.” 

Overall priorities around meeting WPR had changed in at least one focal county; however, 
according to some interviewees, this change is perceived as primarily ideological. In this county, 
caseworkers explained that, at the policy level, the approach was “no longer work first” and that 
“engagement has been emphasized over WPR.” Yet, in that same focus group, caseworkers 
noted that while the county’s policy focused on client engagement, the reality is another 
matter—“for line staff, it is WPR.” 

In sum, while staff in many counties recognized the benefits that SB 1041 affords 
CalWORKs clients— a change from 2015—fear of not meeting WPR remains a prevalent 
concern. 

Welfare Staff and Caseworkers Suggestions About the WPR 

A perceived misalignment between the CalWORKs federal standards and CalWORKs minimum 
standards and the different approach to calculating hours needed to meet each contributed to 
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confusion at all levels, as reported by administrators, caseworkers, and clients. As they reported 
in 2015, caseworkers reported that they often struggled with explaining the difference between 
the rules and their impacts to the clients. Respondents in five counties noted that the difference in 
approaches to the calculation creates confusion. Confusion also stems from the hours that are 
listed on the WTW 2 form, which do not align with average weekly hour requirements necessary 
to meet WPR. As one caseworker shared, “We tell the customer they are required to do 30 hours 
a week (because that’s what it says in the WTW contract), but they really should do 32 hours a 
week in order to meet WPR, even though this is not what it says on the paper. The customers 
don’t understand how the time clocks are disconnected.” Another caseworker explained, “The 
federal and the state don’t match up. [We say], ‘I know your contract says to do 20 hours a week, 
but you should really do 22. It’s shady. It’s awful to put one number on paper, then tell people to 
do more; it makes us look unprofessional.”  

Given this confusion, the primary recommendation offered by respondents in five of the six 
counties was alignment of the CalWORKs federal and SB 1041 requirements, which would 
lessen confusion for both line staff and clients. One administrator suggested that “[i]t would be 
easier if we had more of a match between what meets WPR statewide versus what meets it for 
the feds, because they don’t always match . . . sometimes it’s a little complicated to understand 
that there’s a difference between federal and state.”  

During the 2016 site visits, respondents from three different counties also recommended that 
the state track progress with measures other than WPR. As one administrator explained,  

Maybe we should look at actual outcomes, like the percentage of customers who 
got off aid or were employed. It doesn’t make sense to try to force customers to 
do something just to meet WPR. The goal is to do what’s best for the customer. 
We want to be at least close on the WPR, but that’s likely not the best measure of 
success. 

A caseworker from another county expressed similar thoughts, noting, “There [are] also cases 
where the customer is meeting WPR week after week, but they aren’t really trying to get off aid. 
They have the numbers, so WPR looks good, but they aren’t reaching self-sufficiency. It’s a 
Catch-22.”  

In summary, most counties felt that challenges and tensions could be alleviated somewhat if 
the approaches to calculating CalWORKs federal and SB 1041 requirements were aligned, and 
respondents from three counties suggested that the state should consider other outcomes to 
measure success. 

The Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool 
At the state level, SB 1041 was negotiated within the context of new or expanded programs 
intended to maximize the promise of the 24-month time clock. Under AB 74, those programs, 
known collectively as “Early Engagement,” include the OCAT, FS program, and ESE program. 
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Here, we first discuss findings regarding the OCAT followed by findings for the FS program and 
ESE program. 

Overview of Conducting the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool 

According to the CDSS (2015d), the OCAT is to be conducted with new CalWORKs clients 
following their orientation and during the WTW appraisal. This in-depth standardized appraisal, 
typically completed by county caseworkers, is designed to assess clients’ employment and 
education history and identify potential barriers to self-sufficiency, which might be addressed 
through WTW activities and supportive services (CDSS, 2015g). The OCAT comprises two 
sections: (1) the OCAT tool, which includes four modules (Questionnaire, Recommendations, 
Appraisal Summary and Recommendations, and Reports) and (2) the Work Readiness Resource 
(CDSS, undated-c).21 See Figure 5.1 for an overview of both sections of the OCAT. 

Figure 5.1. OCAT Schema 

 

Based on the OCAT user guide, administration of the OCAT questionnaire begins with the 
caseworker logging into the OCAT system and locating the client’s name from a list of assigned 
cases. The caseworker is given the option to open an existing case (to access previously 
initiated/completed interviews) or open a new case. Once the case is open, the caseworker 
reviews an introductory preamble with the client to ensure that the client knows that he or she 
should have received the OCAT Rights and Privacy Overview form. There are several preambles 

 
21 The Work Readiness Resource is an interactive collection of resources and tools to help participants achieve self-
sufficiency (CDSS, undated-c). 
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throughout the Questionnaire module that provide instructions for the caseworker. All preambles 
are to be read aloud to the client. After the initial preamble, the caseworker is supposed to 
engage in a conversation with the client in which all subsections of the questionnaire are 
completed. See Table 5.2 for a complete list of subsections included in the questionnaire. 

Table 5.2. Sections of the OCAT Questionnaire 

Main Section Subsection 

Demographics General Information, Household Composition, Finances/Benefits, 
Client Index Numbera, Assistance Unit Case Numberb, First Name, 
Last Name, Date of Birth, Gender 

Employment Current Activities, Reasons for Not Working, Job History, Work 
Experience and Interests, Legal Barriers 

Education Highest Grade Completed; Diploma, Degree, and Certificate; Other 
Education, Training Certificate; Learning Needs 

Housing Current Housing, Housing Situation 
Transportation Transportation Method, Driving License, Transportation Challenge 
General Health Overall Client Health 
Emotional and Mental Health Current Status on Key Issues (e.g., Depression, Anxiety, and Fear), 

Wrap-Up 
Substance Use Alcohol and Drugs, Substance Use in the Household/by Others 
Domestic Abuse—Safety Domestic Abuse—Victim Questions, Safety Concerns—Victim 

Questions, Domestic Abuse—Perpetrator Questions, Domestic 
Abuse—Human Trafficking Questions 

Pregnancy Current Pregnancy Status 
Child Care and Parenting  Children’s Issues, Primary Caregiver, Parenting and Child Support, 

Child Care, Child Care Status, Backup Child Care Plan 
Relationships Current Relationship Status 

SOURCES: CDSS, 2016a. 
a State client-specific unique number. 
b County number that is common for all customers in a household. 

 
The first three sections of the questionnaire gather basic demographic, employment, and 

education history information. The remainder of the tool is used to assess possible barriers to 
self-sufficiency. Each subsection contains indicator questions that determine if subsequent 
corresponding questions are necessary. The OCAT should automatically route the caseworker to 
the appropriate questions based on the clients’ responses to the indicator questions. After the 
Questionnaire module is completed, the caseworker is to access the Recommendations module, 
which contains recommendations for support services, WTW activities, and WTW 
exemptions/exceptions and waivers based on the information input into the questionnaire. 
Caseworkers can develop an action plan for each recommendation. For identified barriers, the 
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plan should indicate how the barriers will be mitigated or note if the client has already addressed 
the barrier. Currently, the OCAT is only available in English.22  

The following is a description of the process of completing the OCAT as experienced by the 
six focal counties. In addition, we share new, and revisit previously noted, concerns about 
conducting the OCAT (e.g., length of the questionnaire, incompatible data systems, sensitive 
nature of the questions), as well as review important facilitators for successful administration of 
the OCAT. Finally, we end with a discussion of the implications of these findings. 

Conducting the OCAT in the Six Focal Counties 

In all of the six counties, the OCAT is conducted after the orientation is completed with the 
CalWORKs client. Most clients complete the orientation and OCAT in one day. However, one 
county indicated that the orientation—a one-on-one or group review of the WTW program—and 
associated requirements are lengthy procedures (e.g., clients complete various forms, including a 
reading and math assessment called the Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment Systems and 
the Occupational Information Network [O*NET] [O*NET Resource Center, 2019]), a career 
exploration inventory) which often do not allow time to complete the OCAT on the same day. In 
this county, the OCAT is scheduled on a second appointment the next day or a few days after.  

Two of the focal counties indicated that they send letters and make reminder calls to the 
clients before the actual orientation and appraisal appointment for the OCAT. The workers in 
these counties use the phone call to introduce the types of questions that will be asked during the 
OCAT appraisal and inform clients to allocate sufficient time for the meeting and to make child 
care arrangements. All counties indicate that once the client arrives for the appointment, a county 
caseworker begins by reviewing the introductory preamble referenced earlier. The workers 
explain to clients that some of the OCAT questions are sensitive and informs them that it is 
acceptable to decline to respond to questions if that is preferred. For example, a worker in one 
county said, “I tell the client they can skip through some sections should they so choose, and 
sometimes they skip. About half of clients skip, and others say they have nothing to hide and 
answer. Some people skip just to make it shorter.”  

Four of the six focal counties indicated that their staff began completing the OCAT before 
they meet with the client. The staff use information that was previously collected on the forms 
the clients completed during orientation and/or from the data management system to complete 
the demographics and background sections of the OCAT questionnaire. Staff in three of these 
counties noted that, at the outset of the meeting with the clients, they initiate a conversation with 

 
22 Non–English-speaking clients are to be referred elsewhere for assessment for support services to address their 
barriers (CDSS, 2015f). Counties may consider using interpreters or translators for the following sections of the 
OCAT: Demographics, Employment, and Education (CDSS, 2015f). Other sections of the OCAT may be deemed 
inappropriate for using an interpreter or translation (e.g., mental health or domestic violence) (CDSS, 2015f). In 
addition, counties are prohibited from administering the learning needs portion of the OCAT to non–English-
speaking clients, as this screening is only validated for use in English (CDSS, 2015f). 
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the individual to set the clients’ mind at ease, as well as to gather information that is necessary 
for the OCAT. The caseworkers use some of the information from these conversations to answer 
the questions in the OCAT. This helps save time and makes the interaction more conversational. 
Specifically, one worker said, “I don’t ask the questions verbatim. I tell the customer, tell me if 
you have concerns on these areas as I click through the screens. It makes it more personal than if 
I’m just looking at the system while asking questions.”  

The level of privacy afforded the clients during the OCAT interview varied across counties 
from semiprivate to private. In four of the six counties, the OCAT was conducted in either a 
cubicle or office, depending on the county and welfare office within the county. Only two 
counties used private offices exclusively. Two of the six counties indicated that caseworkers 
could reserve interview rooms for conducting the OCAT, but these rooms were typically 
unavailable. A worker in one of these counties expressed concern about the impact of the level of 
privacy on clients, stating, “Clients feel very intimated because there are no closed doors. . . . 
When they come to us, clients might be right across from another client. It will benefit them to 
have more privacy so that we can better assess them.” 

All counties indicated that the average length of time to complete an OCAT was 
approximately 90 minutes, with a reported range from 30 minutes to four hours. The length of 
time to complete the OCAT depended on a number of factors, including the number of barriers 
the clients endorsed from the indicator questions. Regarding the length of the OCAT, one 
administrator said, “a job specialist I spoke to said some of those questions trigger something 
else, so you have to stop and answer that question, B, C, D, whatever pops up, and then of course 
if the client has a question or something, then they need to answer that. My one job specialist, the 
other day, she said it actually took three hours for her to get one [OCAT appraisal] done.” The 
caseworkers’ level of comfort with the questions also contributes to the length of the OCAT. One 
county administrator said, “I think that if you are used to it and comfortable engaging the client 
and don’t have someone with super serious issues, I would say 45 minutes would be best case 
scenario.” If there are two parents in the household, the length of time needed to complete the 
OCAT is doubled, or “two hours for both of them,” according to a worker in one county. The 
client’s primary language is another contributing factor related to the length of the OCAT. One 
worker said, “The OCAT can easily take up to two hours with an interpreter.” Also, the OCAT is 
prolonged because of client fatigue—some clients wane throughout the process and need to take 
breaks or come back and complete the OCAT on another day. Finally, some caseworkers 
strategically reduce the time it takes to complete the OCAT by asking fewer questions. For 
example, one caseworker said, “I do the main questions—I don’t go in depth unless it’s really 
necessary. I can get most done in 30 minutes—I tell them I’ll call them back if I have any further 
questions. . . . I don’t do every detail—just enough to have it complete.”  

At the time of our site visits, the OCAT was only available in English. Staff appeared to be a 
bit uncertain about how to appraise non–English-speaking clients. Two counties use the same 
appraisal form that was used prior to OCAT implementation, or they refer out to another agency 



 

 115 

to assess clients’ needs. One caseworker did not feel that this approach was adequate and 
expressed concern for these clients, stating, “We are not addressing the needs of non–native 
English speakers.” Three counties have the caseworkers translate all or sections of the OCAT 
into the client-preferred language or they use translators. An administrator from one of these 
counties said, “If we have county staff who can translate, then we go through the OCAT as 
normal. If not, we go back to the [prior] appraisal [tool].” In addition, one of the counties that 
translates the OCAT also uses outside interpreters to translate the questions. Although, one 
caseworker in this county pointed out that the county was not permitted to use an interpreter for 
sensitive portions of the OCAT. Finally, in the last county, all administrators and some 
caseworkers said they were using the appraisal tool prior to OCAT implementation. However, 
some caseworkers also said that they translate or use translation services to administer the OCAT 
to non–English-speaking clients. 

Challenges to Conducting the OCAT 

Staff and/or administrators raised a plethora of concerns related to conducting the OCAT. We 
begin with a discussion of the perceived impact of the OCAT on caseworker caseload size, 
overall workload, and workflow. We also discuss various strategies counties have implemented 
to mitigate these issues. We then present specific practical challenges experienced by 
caseworkers while administering the OCAT. 

Impact on Caseload Size, Workload, and Workflow 

Caseload size. Administrators and caseworkers in five of the six focal counties agreed that 
ongoing caseworkers’ caseload sizes were not impacted by the OCAT. Strategies that counties 
have used to mitigate any possible impact on caseload sizes included organizational changes and 
hiring new or reclassifying existing caseworkers. For example, three of these counties 
reorganized their staffing structure. One established two pilot units of caseworkers to conduct the 
OCAT, another made a countywide change that redefined the role of an existing caseworker 
classification to solely conduct the OCAT, and the third county is in the process of implementing 
a service model that separates eligibility and WTW workers. In addition, four of the six counties 
hired new staff to offset the added responsibility of the OCAT. 

In one county, there were mixed views on the impact of the OCAT on caseloads. 
Administrators indicated that the caseload had remained stable or declined, while caseworkers 
lamented that their caseloads are double the maximum allowed. One worker said, “We fall 
behind with the work,” and another said, “As a caseworker, you feel impotent because you can’t 
do everything—you’re always trying to catch up. It’s stressful.” Although this county hired 
additional staff to minimize the effect of the OCAT, workers shared that staff retention and 
turnover are significant issues that essentially nullified the effect of hiring new staff.  

Workload and workflow. All of the counties outlined ways in which the OCAT negatively 
impacted caseworkers’ workload and workflow. Staff reported that the length of the OCAT 
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reduces the maximum number of appraisals that can be completed in a day to about two OCATs; 
which is far less the number of appraisals than they were able to do per day prior to the new 
system. One county described the bottleneck that was created by the reduction in the number of 
appraisals completed daily. This county’s administrator said that there has been an increase in 
the number of eligible CalWORKs clients waiting to be assigned to a caseworker to complete the 
OCAT or that the “unassigned pool” has increased. One administrator in this county said,  

We assign our clients to an unassigned pool once they become registered in 
CalWORKs—this means they have not yet been assigned to a worker. We have a 
target to keep that pool under 5 percent. Before the OCAT, my office was always 
proud to be below this target. Now with the OCAT, the unassigned pool has 
quickly gone up. We couldn’t schedule as many people in a day to see a worker 
because of how long the OCAT takes. 

Other counties described the ways in which the OCAT was detrimental to caseworkers’ 
workload. One worker said, “Even if you do two a day, you can’t get any of your other work 
done.” And an administrator in another county said, “[W]orkers are definitely more stressed out 
than they were before. All the things we ask them to do add up. They go above and beyond for 
us. They do an amazing job making it all happen. However, they are more overwhelmed with the 
OCAT.” Still another administrator in a different county highlighted the fact that the OCAT has 
reduced the overall number of clients the caseworkers can see in a day, “I would tell them we 
have to be smart. If you know you’re going to have an OCAT, don’t do three OCATs in a day . . 
. so [we’re] teaching them how to prioritize it.” 

Two counties shared that the OCAT negatively affected caseworkers’ schedules. One 
administrator said, “[Caseworkers] get to schedule their appointments for the month; with 
OCAT, they can’t double book because of the length of the OCAT. Before, for just a welfare-to-
work orientation and meeting with a customer, they would double book, just in case they had no-
shows. If they had [a no-show], they would just get another customer then and just continue 
moving along. But with the OCAT, it is so lengthy that they can’t do that, so when the folks 
don’t appear, that messes their routine up.” Another administrator in a different county also 
expressed concern about the workload, noting, 

Well, we had to change all of our processes in order to be able to use it [the 
OCAT] as a tool. So we went from having group orientations to having to do 
one-on-one appointments, because what we used to do in the past, we had an 
orientation, and they would listen to all the information and then the workers 
would take them to do their appraisal, which didn’t take two to three hours. 
These [OCAT appraisals] now take two to three hours, so we couldn’t use the 
same system we were using. 

Practical Challenges 

All counties described a host of specific practical challenges associated with conducting the 
OCAT. These included some concerns that were raised in the prior report and some new issues. 
Previously, we noted that the length of time to complete the OCAT, incompatible data systems, 
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and the sensitive nature of the OCAT questions were troublesome aspects of the OCAT for the 
counties that pilot tested the tool. In addition, we learned during the 2016 site visits that counties 
are concerned about the presence of children during the OCAT, redundancy of questions 
included in the tool and issues with question routing, and several technical issues. Each of these 
issues is discussed below. 

OCAT length. All six counties expressed concerns about the time it takes to complete the 
OCAT. An administrator in one county summarized it as: “The OCAT is very lengthy. . . . Both 
the worker’s and the client’s time are constricted.” While all counties indicate that it takes less 
time for workers to complete the OCAT now than it did when they first began using this tool, it 
can still take approximately an hour and a half on average to complete the appraisal. As noted 
earlier, this process is extended if there are two parents in the home or if the clients do not speak 
English. The length of the OCAT has potentially damaging consequences for the client. One 
administrator shared, “If you keep the client for a long period of time, they get irritated. But it 
can be hard to reschedule them. If they don’t come in after that first appointment, the case ends 
up noncompliant, and we eventually sanction them.” Another said, “We’ve been hearing about 
OCAT fatigue. It takes so long that the customers just want to leave.” 

Incompatible data systems. Multiple-data entry was raised as a concern in all six counties. 
Since the OCAT does not communicate with any of the counties’ existing data systems, 
caseworkers are required to enter duplicate information in multiple systems. They are required to 
extract information (e.g., demographics) from the primary data system to enter into OCAT, and 
after the OCAT is complete, they enter data from the OCAT into the primary data system. An 
administrator in one county commented, “The worker has to input information into two separate 
systems (which is challenging).” Another administrator said, “[T]he biggest questions we had for 
the state [is] when are the two systems going to speak to each other? And we were told that it’s 
being worked on, and it would be available, but it’s not yet.” A caseworker in one of the counties 
echoed this point, stating, “There needs to be a program to link [the OCAT] to our system 
because everything is duplicative. The information needed in OCAT should be populated from 
the CalWORKs system into the OCAT system. We have to enter the information by hand, and 
this can cause data entry errors.”  

Sensitive questions. Another common concern expressed by all counties is the sensitive 
nature of some of the OCAT items. One administrator said, 

Depending on the question, it can be quite personal. Especially with domestic 
violence, you might get someone who is the victim or the perpetrator, it makes 
them feel uncomfortable. Clients are scared they might be reported to the 
authorities. We only report when there is suspected elderly or child abuse. 
Questions include, is there a firearm in the home? Clients mostly decline that 
question, there are some pretty hard questions. 

Another administrator in a different county commented on caseworkers’ discomfort with the 
OCAT questions: 
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it depends on the . . . workers’ background how comfortable they are in asking 
the questions or how they pose them to the clients, you know what [the 
caseworkers’] their degrees are in tends to help them, some of them don’t have a 
degree in the social sciences, so it makes it a little harder for them until after a 
while that they are able to slowly make that transition, but some of them are still 
struggling. 

A caseworker in another county articulated a similar point, “To ask the questions up-front is a 
challenge because we’re meeting them [CalWORKs client] for the first time. It makes it 
awkward and hard for us to gain their trust before going into these questions.” In spite of the 
sensitive nature of the questions, the counties see the value of inquiring about these potential 
barriers. One administrator affirmed this point by stating, “I think our services are also very 
personal, mental health services, domestic violence, substance abuse—these are also very 
personal, so it seems that just the kinds of services we are providing to people requires asking 
some sensitive questions.” County administrators noted that they continue to provide training to 
caseworkers to help increase their level of comfort with asking these sensitive questions of 
clients. 

Children present. Staff in two of the six focal counties noted that the presence of children 
during the OCAT interview is problematic. One county administrator said, “Many times, our 
clients bring their children, even though the letter says not to bring them. It can be difficult to 
administer the OCAT with kids in the room because of the kinds of questions asked.” Several 
respondents noted that clients were reluctant to answer questions related to mental health or 
domestic violence if a child was present in the room. Both of these counties indicated that child 
care is an issue for clients, which contributes to them bringing their children to the OCAT 
appointment. One administrator said, “Sometimes when our clients can’t find child care, they 
have to bring their children here with them to some appointments, and, for the child to sit there 
for three to four hours, that could be a challenge for the kid.” One county shared that they have 
addressed this potential problem by offering on-site child care in most of their offices. 

Question redundancy and inaccurate routing. Three of the six counties expressed concern 
about the redundancy of questions within the OCAT and across data systems, and three counties 
felt that the question-skip logic appeared to sometimes be inaccurate. One worker articulated 
both issues this way, “Roll out was initially rough—the OCAT is repetitive within itself. 
Furthermore, the skip logic doesn’t seem to make sense sometimes. . . . For example, I can 
answer ‘No’ to particular mental health questions, but it will still go further down that trail.” Two 
counties commented that the OCAT questions are redundant with existing processes (e.g., 
CalWORKs intake), which can be frustrating for the clients. One worker in one of these counties 
said, “some of my clients ask, ‘Why are you asking me these questions all over again when we 
just went through it?’ I have to say, we’re going through it again because we’re doing it as part 
of OCAT.” An example of the issues with skip logic was shared by a worker in one county who 
said, “if a customer is pregnant and has no child, you still have to go through the questions for 
child care.” An administrator in another county offered this example of a question that appears to 
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be incorrectly routed “[the question asks] can you leave this employment or can you quit this job 
or something, and when you answered that you could not leave, it would trigger the human 
trafficking question.” The counties continue to work with the OCAT developer to try to tighten 
up the questions in the tool. 

Technical issues. All six counties identified technical issues that negatively impacted their 
ability to conduct the OCAT. One of the major technical challenges raised was related to the 
Assistance Unit Case Number (or case number). One county administrator said, “The biggest 
[problem is] the duplicate case number. If you entered 123456, and somebody else had that case 
number in a different county, and they had an OCAT already done, you could see all their 
information.” Another major concern involved the process of transferring cases between 
caseworkers. Two county administrators explained,  

Another major problem is that there isn’t a system in the computer to transfer the 
information to the next worker. The OCAT system doesn’t transfer from one 
worker to another. . . . The worker is supposed to print out the OCAT and send it 
off to be imaged, but I don’t know if everyone is printing it out. The workers 
only have access to the OCAT they created – and it’s very difficult to transfer. 

One caseworker added, “The process of transferring cases to other [workers] is so long that they 
have been told not to do it.”  

Caseworkers also indicated that the OCAT does not allow them to copy text from the OCAT 
that could then be pasted into other data systems to save time on data entry. One worker 
articulated this issue as such, “[T]here’s no copy-and-paste function in OCAT. Though it seems 
like a small thing, this makes things really difficult. There may be things that you want to move 
from OCAT into C-IV that would be easier to copy and paste, but that’s not possible.” Another 
concern impacting caseworkers is the inability to save data that are entered in OCAT. An 
administrator in one county described the issue this way, “[T]he way that it saved was a problem 
(e.g., if you didn’t have certain data elements, the system didn’t let you save).”  

Finally, administrators in three counties expressed concerns about the limitations of the 
reporting function in the OCAT. “It’s difficult to drill down into the data from the OCAT, which 
makes it hard to validate the outcomes and produce different reports. We can’t run queries on 
particular outcomes,” one administrator said. Another added, “we can see how many interviews 
were completed at each location, but we can’t see case-level details. 

All of the counties indicate that there is a mechanism for communicating these issues to the 
OCAT developer. They report that the developers are aware of and try to address their concerns. 
One county administrator praised the developer and said, “OCAT [developers are] really 
responsive to the technical stuff.” 

Perceptions of the OCAT 

During our site visits to the six focal counties, we asked administrators and caseworkers about 
their perceptions of the OCAT. In addition, we asked for their impressions of the impact of the 
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appraisal tool on clients. The following is a review of the perceptions of these different groups 
on key issues related to the OCAT.  

Administrators’ Perceptions 

The administrators of the six counties spoke favorably about the OCAT. They felt that the OCAT 
was a useful tool for developing a better understanding of the clients’ skills, barriers, and needs 
for supportive services. One administrator said,  

Prior to OCAT, we always had people who were referred to Job Club but not 
ready for it. Ten to 15 percent of people who were referred to Job Club were not 
appropriate. Now with OCAT, we’re seeing a lot less of that. We’re getting a lot 
less referrals for Job Club. OCAT really opens up an opportunity to ask questions 
that we never would have asked before. The OCAT is a long assessment, but it’s 
good because it allows the worker and customer to build rapport. I see a big 
advantage to it. 

Administrators also shared their understanding of how the caseworkers feel about the OCAT. 
Overall, administrators felt that there was initial caseworker reluctance to use the OCAT, but this 
has improved over time as the workers become more comfortable with the tool and begin to see 
the benefits of developing an in-depth understanding of the clients’ needs. An administrator from 
one county said, “My perspective from the [workers] . . . [especially] from the newer [workers] 
that were not here prior [to the OCAT] . . . is that they are really enjoying it because it is quite 
extensive and covers a lot of ground.” Another administrator from a different county made a 
similar point about the new workers appreciating the OCAT, stating,  

Well, at first, it was like, “AHHHH, one more thing to do, what do you mean, 
two, two and a half, three hours?” Once they got that out of their system, I think 
the majority, I think they like it. It gives them a tool to know how to ask a 
question and what questions to ask, and so those follow up questions, oh, you’re 
in domestic violence, then getting more in-depth and knowing what to ask, 
whereas before I don’t think a lot of them knew the direction to take after they 
found out some of the information. 

Caseworkers’ Perceptions  

During our interviews with administrators and caseworkers, they expressed concerns about the 
sensitive topics raised by the OCAT and secondary trauma, as well as feelings about not having 
the necessary skills to support clients through the difficult portions of the OCAT. In addition, 
they advocated for replacing the OCAT with the prior appraisal tool, as they did not see the value 
added by the OCAT. Finally, some caseworkers admit that they are opting out of completing the 
OCAT or are doing the bare minimum required by the tool.  

Sensitive topics and secondary trauma. Administrators and caseworkers in all counties 
discussed concerns over the sensitive topics included in the OCAT (e.g., domestic violence, 
mental health, substance use). Administrators and/or caseworkers in five of the six counties 



 

 121 

indicated that the sensitive topics raised during the OCAT provoked secondary trauma. 
Administrators from one county articulated this point well, stating,  

[S]taff were saying  . . . ‘We’re human. As individuals, we work here, but we’re 
human, and we’ve had stuff that has happened in our lives,’ so what we found is 
that some of the stuff that our clients were disclosing because OCAT is so intense 
. . . it was really draining emotionally for [the workers], because they were really 
getting in deep with our families, which is great, we want that because we want 
to be able to identify the issues up front so we can guide our families into the 
right path, or at least offer them the services we think they need or they may 
need, but what we found was that some of [the workers had] more . . . secondary 
trauma. 

A worker in another county described the difficulties with balancing the desire to meet clients’ 
needs against the workers’ need for emotional wellness, stating, “It’s hard to strike a balance 
between resonating with a customer’s story (that reminds you of your own) so much that you can 
give them advice, and resonating too much where you begin to relive your own trauma.” This is 
the same county in which administrators indicate that secondary trauma is a minor issue. 

Most of the counties have or are in the process of developing trainings to deal with secondary 
trauma. In addition, two counties have on-site clinical staff to support clients and workers should 
the need arise, and another county suggests that the workers contact their employee assistance 
program if needed. An administrator in one of these counties said,  

[W]e started offering now the secondary trauma training because we want our 
staff also to be taken care of. [Also], [w]e did let our staff know that if, at any 
point as you’re interviewing them and you feel uncomfortable because you’re 
getting maybe a flashback as to something that happened to you, stop the 
interview, because ultimately we’ve got to take care of our staff as well. 

This same county also noted that their supervisors  

have really stepped up and tried to be cognizant of what’s going on with their 
staff. Sometimes they’ll sit in on interviews. They’ll have conversations about 
how is it going, what’s going on. They all have an open-door policy if [workers] 
want to come in and talk . . . [or] if it’s a bad day. 

Skill-set mismatch. Administrators and/or caseworkers in all of the counties shared views 
that the caseworkers do not feel they possess the skills necessary to engage clients in discussing 
the sensitive topics included in the OCAT or to support clients’ clinical needs during the OCAT. 
While some caseworkers have a clinical or social work background, many of them do not. An 
administrator in one county noted that “usually [our workers] come from the eligibility side of 
the house. They aren’t social workers. They don’t see themselves as providing that service, even 
though it’s a bachelor’s level job. So they want to do the nuts and bolts more than the 
engagement.” A worker in another county affirmed this point, stating, “we are not psychologists 
or therapists—we are screener workers who refer to other people. A tool that is effective would 
be short, fast, and meaningful. The [OCAT] is not good for our population and what we face. We 
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can’t cover all of the needs identified. A lot of the questions are intimidating for clients and even 
for us workers.”  

In addition to emphasizing that the OCAT questions would be best asked by clinical 
professionals, caseworkers commented that they believe the questions “open wounds” in the 
clients that they are unable to immediately address. One worker said, “[I]t sometimes feels like 
we opened up a can of worms for something that can’t be immediately addressed; the 
conversation can be triggering, and we may not have a mental health person available to see that 
person soon enough.” During a focus group in a different county, another worker said (and 
others agreed), “I open your wounds during [the OCAT] . . . and you have to wait two to three 
months for a mental health appointment. We identify barriers, but there’s a wait to get clients 
into activities that address them.” And another worker in a third county summed it up by saying, 
“I feel like you shouldn’t ask them such invasive questions unless you can help.” These 
comments highlight the need for immediate availability of services to address critical clinical 
concerns that arise during the OCAT. 

Perceived value of the OCAT. While some caseworkers felt that the OCAT is a good tool, 
workers in three of the six counties expressed a preference for the prior appraisal tool—
Structured Decision Making (SDM). An administrator in one of the counties said, “Workers still 
prefer the old system. . . . They still have these manual questionnaires. I don’t think caseworkers 
think they are getting any more info with the OCAT than they did with the [prior] 20-question 
assessment.” One worker differentiated between the two tools in this way, “OCAT is just really 
there to make sure everyone hits all the points. We used SDM before OCAT became mandatory; 
OCAT is just an extremely detailed version of what we did with the SDM.” Another worker in 
the same county noted that the questions asked in the OCAT should have been asked before, and 
“We just do [the OCAT] for the mandate. It’s extra paper work, and I don’t see the benefit.” 

Streamlining the OCAT. In four of the six counties, administrators and/or caseworkers 
indicated that some workers have opted out of completing the OCAT or are doing the minimum 
required to complete the appraisal. Workers in one county talked about streamlining the OCAT 
for efficiency. One worker in this county said, “It’s a lot of questions. I eventually stopped doing 
it because it is redundant with the . . . intake questions. Eventually, administration mandated the 
OCAT, so I started doing it again. I go through the questions quickly, and I don’t do every 
detail—just enough to have it complete.” Another worker in the same county said, “[I]f certain 
sections don’t apply, I just skip them. If administration wants me to give them an OCAT report, I 
do what I have to do to make it work for me.” And another worker from the same county said, 
“I’ve condensed the questions ‘Do you have any DV [domestic violence], MH [mental health], 
or substance abuse issues?’” Workers in the other two counties made very similar comments. 
Administrators from two of the counties said the supervisors are beginning to monitor data on 
OCAT completions to ensure that workers are actually doing the complete appraisal. 
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Administrators’ and Caseworkers’ Impressions of Clients’ Experiences with the OCAT  

Most administrators in all of the counties reported that they did not know the clients’ 
perspectives of the OCAT because they do not directly interact with them. However, some 
administrators shared views articulated by the caseworkers, indicating that clients were 
concerned about the length of the OCAT, possible repercussions from their responses to the 
OCAT questions (e.g., child protective service involvement or loss of CalWORKs eligibility), 
and they felt the types of questions asked were inappropriate.  

Caseworkers in five of the six counties shared their impressions of clients’ perspectives. In 
addition to clients’ concerns about length, repercussions, and the appropriateness of the 
questions, they felt like the OCAT process is too impersonal. A worker from one county said, 
“When clients see that we are busy typing their information, they feel ignored. . . . They need 
more human contact.” Another worker from a different county said, “Clients also feel that OCAT 
depersonalizes the process.” Counties appear to be aware of these issues and are considering 
additional training on interviewing skills for their workers. 

Comparing the perceptions of administrators and caseworkers, it appears that administrators 
have a more favorable assessment of the OCAT than the caseworkers. Caseworkers are 
concerned that they are being traumatized by the OCAT, and that they are retraumatizing the 
clients. They also feel ill-equipped and minimally resourced to support clients with intense 
clinical needs in real-time. Some caseworkers view the OCAT as valuable, but not better than the 
previous appraisal tool. The old appraisal process allowed caseworkers to screen for barriers and 
refer to trained professionals for more intensive services; rather than requiring the workers to 
delve into the issues with the clients. As a result of these concerns, some workers are not using 
the OCAT to its full potential. Clients’ dislike of the OCAT might also result in them opting out 
of the process by skipping questions or not responding truthfully. Fortunately, many counties are 
making efforts to address some of these issues through staff training. 

Using the Results of the OCAT Screening 

The OCAT generates an appraisal summary after it is completed with the clients, with a set of 
recommendations for follow-up evaluation and supportive services. The following section 
focuses on staff perceptions of this appraisal as well as how it is used to make referrals. 

Perceived Strengths and Weaknesses of the OCAT Appraisal Summary 

Across the focal counties, administrators were generally supportive of the OCAT appraisal 
summary, describing it as a comprehensive and effective tool to facilitate referrals to appropriate 
services. Although the majority of administrators said they believed the OCAT accurately 
screens for a full range of client needs, several staff emphasized that its success is dependent on 
full engagement by clients and a willingness to share sensitive information (an observation also 
echoed by many caseworkers).  
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At the caseworker level, staff in three of the six focal counties were somewhat less positive 
about the usefulness of the OCAT appraisal summary, suggesting that, although the OCAT poses 
“deep questions,” the recommendations generated by the tool do not consistently identify client 
needs. They stated that the appraisal can be too general and recommend services that are 
inappropriate or not available in the county. For example, administrators in four of the six focal 
counties acknowledged that although the tool poses detailed questions to clients, the resulting 
appraisal summary “is general and does not necessarily include the specifics that would help you 
make an informed decision.”  

Issues related to “false positives” were also noted by staff in four counties (e.g., the tool 
triggering a flag of human trafficking if a customer says they feel like they cannot leave their 
job). Caseworkers shared this concern, noting that sometimes the recommendations in the 
appraisal summary seem to “come out of left field.” Caseworkers in three of these four counties 
expressed frustration that the OCAT appraisal summary periodically recommends services the 
county does not offer, such as learning disability services or financial management (e.g., staff in 
three counties also were concerned that the OCAT appraisal summary has recommended clients 
receive an in-depth learning disability assessment, yet if the client then needs services, there is 
limited or no support in their community). Although some programming changes have addressed 
these issues, administrators in two counties explained that the recommendations around domestic 
violence and mental health can still be inaccurate and subsequently upsetting to clients.  

Welfare Staff and Caseworkers’ Suggestions for Improving the Use of OCAT Appraisal 
Recommendations  

Administrators and caseworkers described different ways that the OCAT appraisal summary can 
be used to support clients. Administrators in three counties explicitly stated that the 
recommendations that are included in the appraisal summary are helpful in developing 
comprehensive WTW plans if clients disclose issues they are facing. At the caseworker level, 
staff comments were more mixed as to whether the appraisal recommendations were useful. For 
example, in one county, the WTW plan is created before an OCAT appraisal is completed with 
the client and revised only rarely following the OCAT. Caseworkers in another county explained 
that the WTW activities are designed based on caseworker judgment, “not what the OCAT prints 
out.” One administrator offered a similar view, stating “we want the customer to drive their plan, 
not the OCAT tool.”  

In four of the six focal counties, the caseworker makes referrals and initial appointments with 
service providers on clients’ behalf. Two of these counties stressed that client buy-in is crucial, 
and the caseworker and client must partner to review the OCAT recommendations and identify 
appropriate next steps. In two counties, after completion of the OCAT, if a referral is needed, the 
client meets with a specialist or a social worker who completes the referral process. Caseworkers 
can also make referrals for certain services such as the FS program. 
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Perceived Impact of the OCAT on Referral Rates 

The OCAT is intended to help welfare staff more effectively identify barriers faced by clients 
through a comprehensive screening process. In three of the six focal counties, most 
administrators said they have observed an increase in referrals for mental health services, but 
they were mixed as to whether there had been changes in referral rates for other services since 
the implementation of OCAT. In addition, administrators in two of these counties noted that the 
increase in mental health referrals may not be wholly attributable to OCAT implementation. 
Other factors, such as an increased effort to educate staff and clients about the signs of mental 
health concerns, may be contributing to changes in the referral rate. In the other three focal 
counties, administrators reported that the OCAT has not had an impact on referral rates or that it 
was too early to determine. Caseworkers discussed factors that may impact the extent to which 
the OCAT is leading to more referrals, including a lack of comfort among clients to disclose 
sensitive and personal information and a possible lack of comfort on the part of caseworkers to 
pursue these difficult conversations.  

Providing Services Recommended by the OCAT Appraisal 

County staff discussed the importance of follow-up by clients on referrals to services. An 
administrator explained that “even if a need is identified, it is important to remember that the 
customer must also be willing to accept the referral.” In one of the focal counties, the 
administrators are working with their caseworkers to change the culture of “employment first” so 
that caseworkers understand the importance of engaging clients with the services they may need. 
In another county, administrators explained that they are working with caseworkers to ensure 
that referrals are fully explained and discussed with clients in an effort to promote buy-in on their 
part.  

Welfare Staff and Caseworker Suggestions for Improving the OCAT 

Administrators and caseworkers offered the following recommendations for improving the 
OCAT tool:  

1. Make OCAT available in other languages in addition to English. 
2. Enhance the reporting function of OCAT by making it possible for a county to drill down 

to the case level to identify if there are particular client issues that are located in specific 
regions of the county. 

3. Integrate the OCAT data system with other welfare data systems so caseworkers do not 
have to do double data entry and so they can make a connection between the services that 
are recommended for a customer by OCAT and whether the client receives the service 
going forward. 

4. Improve the functionality of the appraisal summary within the OCAT tool so the 
caseworker can copy and paste the relevant recommendations from the system into 
another document (rather than having to type them).  

5. Provide resources to help counties provide services that are recommended by OCAT that 
are not currently available within a given county. 
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Experiences of Welfare Clients with the OCAT and Referral Process 

Clients’ Experiences with the OCAT Appraisal Itself 

Recent enrollees in the CalWORKs program were asked about their experiences in completing 
the OCAT. All of the clients remembered completing at least one interview with a caseworker 
and in some cases more than one. Some of the clients reported that they completed an initial 
interview with a caseworker to see if they were eligible for CalWORKs, and after this interview 
was completed, they were scheduled for a second, longer interview where they were again asked 
many of the same questions (usually by a different caseworker) and that involved the caseworker 
entering information directly into the computer. Some clients reported that after doing this 
second, longer interview, they were then reassigned to a different caseworker who helped them 
get other services, such as counseling or job training. Some of the clients reported being 
confused by the process for enrolling in CalWORKs and by the need to be interviewed by 
different caseworkers instead of just being assigned to one caseworker from the start. 

Clients’ reactions to the OCAT were mixed. While some stated that it was “okay,” others 
reported that it was “too long,” “boring,” “repetitive,” and “could be shorter.” Several of the 
clients stated that different caseworkers had asked them about the same thing in a slightly 
different way and thought that the application and appraisal process could be combined to make 
it less redundant. Clients reported that the appraisal took anywhere from 90 minutes to two 
hours, not including the time they had to wait in the waiting area. While some of the clients 
reported receiving a letter or being told that the interview was going to take about two hours and 
being told what was going to be involved, others reported that they had not been notified or had 
simply been told they would have to come back to meet with another caseworker. Some clients 
reported that they were not surprised that the appraisal took as long as it did “because everything 
there takes forever,” while others were annoyed and complained about how long it took, 
particularly if they had their children with them or if they had asked someone for a ride. In 
addition, several of the clients complained about the long wait times in the waiting room before 
they were even seen by a caseworker. One of the clients reported that she knew she had to try to 
get an early appointment to avoid having to wait for a long time to be called. She reported that 
she knew from word of mouth that, as the day passed, caseworkers got more and more behind 
schedule so that the later appointments would always have to wait a long time to be seen. While 
some of the clients were told to leave their children at home, others reported that they had not 
been told not to bring their children or that they did not have child care and had to bring their 
children with them. Some of these clients reported that their caseworker had been annoyed that 
they had brought their children, while others reported that the caseworker had been 
understanding and had tried to make the best of the situation or even offered to reschedule the 
appointment to a different time. Almost all of the clients agreed that the CalWORKs offices are 
not set up to handle children and that it could be difficult to complete the appraisal with children 
in tow, particularly if they were very young. 
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Almost all of the clients reported that the appraisal included questions that were very 
personal, and some reported feeling embarrassed, uncomfortable, and even angry at some of the 
questions. While some of the clients understood why the questions were being asked, others did 
not think the CalWORKs program needed all the information requested in order to enroll them in 
the program, particularly if they were primarily interested in receiving cash aid and CalFresh. 
The questions that were reported as being particularly sensitive were the questions regarding 
domestic violence, depression, and alcohol or substance use. The clients were probed about the 
detailed questions that were asked, and while some reported getting asked detailed questions 
about domestic violence (e.g., who, when, relationship of the abuser to the client), others 
reported that the caseworker simply asked whether they had experienced any domestic violence, 
and, if they said no, they moved on to the next topic. Some clients reported that while they 
understood why these questions were asked, others worried about the confidentiality of the 
information, who would have access to this information, and how this information could be used. 
In particular, some of the clients expressed concern that information on domestic violence could 
be used against them in child custody cases or could be reported to the Department of Children’s 
Services. Clients were also asked whether it had been difficult to talk about these topics with the 
caseworker. While some clients stated that it had not, others reported that they had felt 
uncomfortable, particularly because they were sharing the most personal information with 
someone they were meeting for the first time. Some of the female clients reported feeling 
uncomfortable discussing these issues with a male caseworker, while some of the male clients 
reported being offended by the questions regarding domestic violence (they assumed they were 
being asked whether they had ever abused anyone). One of the clients stated that she felt sorry 
for the caseworker because they had to ask these very personal questions, while others reported 
that some of the caseworkers were visibly embarrassed by having to ask some of these questions, 
and others still reported that some caseworkers appeared to need more training in how to ask 
these questions, in how to enter the information into the computer, and in general on how to be a 
caseworker. 

Clients were also asked about the setting in which the appraisal took place. Almost all of the 
clients reported that the appraisal had been done in the caseworker’s cubicle. When asked 
whether they had had any concerns about privacy during the appraisal, many of the clients stated 
that the cubicles did not really offer much privacy and that others could listen in to their 
conversation with the caseworker if they wanted to. While some clients stated that the appraisals 
should be conducted in a private office, others stated that this was not the caseworker’s fault and 
that all of the clients were “in the same boat” and were busy with their own interviews and thus 
were not concerned about others overhearing what they said. A bigger concern for some of the 
clients was the fact that their children were present, and they did not want them to hear what was 
being said. For example, one client reported that she did not want her young daughter to hear that 
she had been depressed. Another client stated that she did not want her eight-year old son to hear 
her talk about the abuse she had suffered from his father. And yet another reported that she did 
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not want her kids to hear her talking to the caseworker about their father’s drug and alcohol use. 
Several clients who reported having completed the appraisal with their children in tow stated that 
it was difficult to concentrate while trying to keep their kids out of trouble and that the interview 
took so long that their kids would get tired and irritable. These clients reported that they were 
reluctant to leave their kids in the general waiting area and stated that the CalWORKs program 
needed a play area where they could leave the kids while they were doing the appraisal.  

Finally, clients were asked whether they had felt any pressure to complete the appraisal or to 
answer any questions in order to receive the benefits. While clients did not state that they had 
been pressured, most reported that they had understood that they would have to complete the 
OCAT as part of the process for enrolling in CalWORKs and did not think they had the choice to 
opt out. However, some said they had been told that they did not have to answer questions they 
did not feel like answering. Clients were asked whether they had any concerns about who would 
have access to the information they provided and while some said yes, others stated that they 
were not concerned. As just mentioned, several clients stated that while they understood why the 
caseworkers had to ask for information to see if someone qualified for counseling or mental 
health services, they did not understand why they just did not ask if someone needs counseling 
and worried about the repercussions of sharing such personal information. 

Clients’ Experiences with the Referral Process Resulting from the OCAT Appraisal 

Clients were asked whether the information they provided during the OCAT resulted in any 
referrals for any services or programs. Almost all of the clients reported that they had received 
services or benefits, but they were not entirely clear on whether the receipt of these services was 
the result of the information they provided during the initial intake, during the completion of the 
OCAT, or because of subsequent meetings with a caseworker. All of the clients reported being 
enrolled in CalWORKs and receiving cash aid, and in most cases, CalFresh as well. Some of the 
clients also reported being enrolled in MediCal. Many of the clients also reported being referred 
to Job Club. Others reported that they were provided information on how to get assistance with 
child care and with transportation assistance. Several of the clients also reported that they had 
received a referral to a different caseworker, who then referred them to a counselor for domestic 
violence, mental health issues, or for a child’s behavioral issues. Finally, several of the clients 
also reported they received information on how to apply for educational programs for which they 
might qualify and how to get assistance for continuing their education, such as tuition assistance 
and financial assistance for books, fees, and supplies.  

In general, clients reported that the referrals for services they received were for services or 
benefits that they were interested in, but that even though they had received the referral, it wasn’t 
always easy to actually get the help they needed. For example, one client reported being 
frustrated by the process for getting assistance for child care. Others reported that there was a 
three- to four-month waiting list for counseling or that it was difficult to get an appointment at a 
convenient time or that the counseling provider they had been referred to was in a clinic that was 
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run down or that was located in an area they considered unsafe. Some of the clients also reported 
that they had been referred to Job Club or job training. One client reported being given access to 
a jobs database but no actual referrals to a specific job or employer or for a specific job 
interview.  

Finally, clients were asked about whether, after completing the appraisal, a caseworker had 
helped them create a WTW plan or a plan to become self-sufficient. Responses to this question 
were mixed. While the clients who reported enrolling in school seemed to have a plan for 
completing a program that would help them find a job and thus become self-sufficient, other 
clients reported that their plan consisted of coming up with a list of things they had to do to 
continue to qualify for cash assistance. A few of the clients reported not having a plan and some 
seemed to be confused by the question and thought they were being asked whether they had a 
plan that they had devised for getting off CalWORKs. One of these clients reported that his plan 
was just to “survive,” while another said that her plan was to “get back on her feet and to offer 
her kids a better life,” and still another reported that his plan was to “get a job, keep a job.” 

Family Stabilization Program 
The goal of the FS program is to increase client success through more-intensive case 
management and barrier removal necessary to eliminate obstacles toward self-sufficiency. The 
FS program is designed to support families as a whole and includes a range of services for both 
parents and children (see Appendix A).23 Counties indicated that the two most common issues 
leading to referral to the FS program were homelessness and domestic violence. There is no 
limitation to the amount of time a client can participate in the FS program, only to the time the 
time clock can be stopped for good cause—in this case, up to six months, with a potential three-
month extension.  

Based on feedback from county leaders, FS has been an overall positive experience for 
CalWORKs clients. The flexibility of the FS program allows counties to respond to the unique 
needs of their communities. Counties also pointed to the value of providing services to clients’ 
children through the FS program, including child mental health supports. In general, caseworkers 
across all six counties mirrored county administrators’ positive view of FS supporting 
CalWORKs clients. One caseworker stated, 

The FS program is really helpful. You can’t expect someone to meet WPR when 
they don’t have a home, are facing eviction, or have mounting legal issues. Being 
able to refer them to FS where they aren’t affecting regular caseworkers’ WPR 
allows these clients to have the intense case management they need. 

In general, county staff reported that implementation of the FS program has proceeded 
smoothly. Some challenges were identified: 

 
23 The program can provide a range of services, such as mental health treatment for families, domestic violence or 
substance abuse counseling, and transitory housing, among other supports. 
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• Caseworkers in two of six counties indicated that they rarely learned what happened to 
their clients after they were taken on by specialized FS caseworkers.  

• Staff in one county indicated that limited transportation services, especially for clients in 
rural areas, was a barrier to accessing services.  

• In two counties, both county leaders and caseworkers reported challenges with data 
systems reporting and confusion about “when and where” to enter client data (e.g., a 
county leader explained, “There’s a lot of things we’re double entering. So if you have a 
Family Stabilization family you’re entering [their information into] OCAT, [then] you’re 
entering it into the C-IV and then you’re entering it into the FS database”). 

• Caseworkers in three of the six focal counties emphasized that participation in the FS 
program is voluntary and that sometimes clients do not want to engage with the program 
or fail to attend meetings with FS staff.  

• Caseworkers in two counties were confused about whether clients with a good cause 
exemption could access services. However, according to CDSS and the program 
requirements, FS participants should never be denied services, suggesting that more 
guidance may be needed to support staff understanding of the program. 

Expanded Subsidized Employment 
The ESE program provides counties with the funds to expand the number of subsidized 
employment openings available to CalWORKs clients (see Appendix A for a detailed 
description). This program is one of several early engagement strategies implemented as part of 
SB 1041. In the first evaluation report, we found counties varied in the strategies used to 
implement ESE. In speaking with representatives from the six focal counties this year, we found 
that participation in ESE in the focal six focal counties followed the same general flow (Figure 
5.2).  

Figure 5.2. Participant Flow Through ESE Program  

 

Program Entry 

There are multiple avenues through which individuals can be referred to the ESE program. For 
example, potential candidates can be identified during orientation, Job Club, or the Community 
Work Experience Program. Participants who express interest in the ESE program can also be 
referred via their caseworkers or initiate a self-referral. Although the state guidance for ESE 
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implementation deems all CalWORKs clients required to participate in WTW are eligible for the 
ESE program (CDSS, 2013c), five of the six counties stipulated additional requirements for 
program participation to ensure that clients have the necessary skills to succeed in the placement. 
Further eligibility criteria noted by county leadership include completion of Job Club, a specified 
amount of time left on WTW aid, and satisfactory experience with the Work Experience 
Program or Community Work Experience Program.  

Orientation and Readiness Assessment  

Clients referred to ESE then receive a program overview that details the requirements, 
expectations, and benefits of program participation. Once this orientation is complete, 
caseworkers assess the participant’s goals, skills, and readiness for employment. During the 
readiness assessment, caseworkers check for barriers (e.g., lack of transportation, child care, or 
interview clothes) that may impede the participant’s ability to find or maintain employment 
while in the ESE program. If relevant barriers are identified, caseworkers issue the necessary 
ancillaries to the participant to alleviate these issues. In one of the six focal counties, the 
participant’s CalWORKs WTW caseworker is the sole county party responsible for managing 
the case once the participant is involved in the ESE program. In the five remaining focal 
counties, this responsibility is shared with a specialized ESE worker (e.g., a job developer), who 
serves as a resource for participants in the ESE program and communicates with the CalWORKs 
WTW caseworker in case any issues arise. 

Use of Job-Matching Resources  

Counties use various resources to match ESE participants with suitable jobs. The six focal 
counties relied on one or more of three job-matching resources: web-based tools, subcontracted 
employment centers, and a direct hire program. 

The web-based matching tool can be used by county workers, ESE participants, and 
employers. In one county, ESE participants collaborated with county staff and used the site to 
upload their résumés, indicate relevant skills and work experience, and find open positions that 
match their interests. Conversely, employers can post job descriptions on the website, identify 
potential candidates, and request interviews with those who meet the desired qualifications. In 
another county, county staff used the job matching tool to recommend ESE participants for 
specific positions, and an ESE liaison screened the application before sending it on to employers. 
Two of the six focal counties used a web-based tool as an aid in the job-matching process. 

Subcontracted employment centers are another resource used to match ESE participants with 
jobs. These employment centers hold contracts with both the CWDs seeking to place 
CalWORKs clients in ESE positions and the employers interested in hiring workers through the 
ESE program. The employment center has a specified amount of time to place ESE participants 
and works to find suitable matches by (1) communicating open job positions to county 
caseworkers and ESE program participants and (2) sending qualified résumés of ESE 
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participants out to employers. Once a match is made and the employer is interested in a potential 
candidate, the employer reaches out to the participant (either directly or through the workforce 
center) to request an interview. For certain ESE program positions, such as the Customer Service 
Assistance Program (in which CalWORKs clients in the ESE program work directly in the 
county office), the county CalWORKs office functions as the employment center. The 
employment centers also offer resources (e.g., interview training, résumé assistance) to help 
prepare CalWORKs clients in the ESE program to find and maintain work. This job-matching 
mechanism requires a high level of communication and coordination between the county 
caseworker, the CalWORKs client, the subcontracted employment center, and the employer to 
ensure job placement happens smoothly. All six of the focal counties use subcontracted 
employment centers as a job-matching resource. 

In the direct-hire program, the third job-matching tool noted among the focal counties, the 
county contracts directly with employers to find job placements for CalWORKs clients in the 
ESE program. The county helps prepare the ESE participant for work by providing support with 
résumé building, interview skills, and proper management of interpersonal conflicts. The 
caseworker then sends the participants’ résumés to various employers, and employers can 
directly contact participants to schedule interviews and, if hired, begin employment. One county 
leader spoke of how this direct contract mechanism removed the third party and increased the 
county’s flexibility with ESE funds:  

This change has allowed us to be more nimble. We award contacts based on who 
is getting people jobs. The process is smoother and faster and, moving forward, 
the process will be even better for expanded subsidized employment. . . . Before, 
the money was sitting in a contract with providers who weren’t getting people 
jobs, and we wanted to give it to those who were finding jobs for our customers.  

Only one of the six focal counties directly contracts with providers to find placements for ESE 
program participants.  

Job Placement: Putting the ESE Participant to Work 

The types of job placements available for ESE program participants vary across and within 
counties. Entry-level positions (e.g., warehouse and factory work) and administrative-level 
positions (e.g., customer service assistants) were most commonly noted as options for 
participants. One of the six focal counties noted that the geographic variation within the county 
increased the difficulty of providing ESE opportunities to participants in certain parts of the 
county. One county supervisor said,  

There have been a lot of challenges with ESE. . . . We want to make the 
resources work best for the county. However, [County X] is large and disparate; 
things are very spread out . . . there are many pockets that are difficult to reach, 
and this makes implementation challenging. 
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Participants are supposed to receive an ESE placement within a specified time frame. In one 
county, the subcontracted employment centers have up to 21 days to find employment for 
participants. However, the actual time to placement varied widely by several factors, such as the 
type of employment the participant desires, the amount and type of employment available, and 
the regulatory processes necessary to attain employment (e.g., background checks). While some 
participants could be placed in as little as two weeks, others took as long as 50 days. 
Respondents in three of the six focal counties expressed frustration with the time it took to place 
ESE participants in a job.  

Once the CalWORKs client is placed, the various entities involved with the ESE process are 
to communicate frequently throughout the CalWORKs client’s job placement period. Employers 
provide the county caseworkers and/or the subcontracted employment center with periodic 
progress reports to track ESE participants’ attendance and behavior at work. County caseworkers 
and the subcontracted employment centers collaborate to attempt to resolve any issues between 
the CalWORKs client and the employer. Participants speak with their county caseworker or their 
point of contact at the subcontracted employment center to discuss any interpersonal conflicts, 
payment issues, or barriers that arise during the job placement period. One of the six focal 
counties offers resources and training on interpersonal skills that participants can use to prevent 
or mitigate workplace conflicts. Sometimes participants were required to complete this program 
if they had problems at the ESE placement.  

Challenges with the ESE Program  

Counties face several challenges with the ESE program. Despite county efforts to ensure that 
participants in the program are job ready, a large portion of ESE participants may not truly be 
ready to work. When asked about challenges with ESE, one county administrator said, “I wish 
we had more participants who we could funnel into the pipeline. We have so many employers 
and not enough participants who are job ready or job able, because we are working with a lot of 
people with barriers.” Respondents in four of the six focal counties noted participants’ lack of 
job readiness as a barrier in the ESE program. Often, difficulty with reliable transportation is a 
barrier, even after caseworkers issue ancillaries to cover public transportation. One caseworker 
noted, “Some of our participants are job ready I feel, but they just don’t have the means to get 
there. Some of them can and will and want to, but there’s that barrier again, that transportation 
and being in the rural areas and not being able to hop on a bus every other street. There’s just not 
that over there.” Caseworkers in four of the six focal counties mentioned inadequate 
transportation as a barrier to participant readiness for the ESE program. Lack of participant 
motivation also impeded readiness to work and posed a challenge to the ESE program. 
Participants who did not respond to communication from potential employers or were highly 
selective about the pay rate or work functions of a particular placement were less likely to find 
employment.  
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Employers could also hinder the success of the ESE program, according to county staff. A 
leader in one of the six focal counties noted that there were not enough employers available for 
the number of CalWORKs clients seeking an ESE placement. Some providers took unfair 
advantage of participants in the ESE program and did not hire them as full-time employees after 
the placement was complete. When asked how many participants were employed by the ESE 
employer at the end of the placement, one supervisor said, “From what I’ve heard, it’s not high at 
all. A lot of them [the subcontracted employment centers] seem to be in it for the free work. So 
at the end of the time frame, the participants are let go.” Respondents in five of the six focal 
counties mentioned that employers do not often hire participants on after the end of the ESE 
placement period.  

Perceptions of ESE Program Effectiveness  

Perceptions of ESE program effectiveness varied among respondents. County leaders, who had a 
bird’s-eye perspective of the program, generally had a more favorable viewpoint than did county 
caseworkers, who understand the program from an “in-the-weeds” perspective. However, 
respondents in five of the six focal counties viewed the ESE program as most beneficial for 
motivated participants who were truly willing to work and understood the program as a starting 
point for subsidized employment. One county caseworker said, “If [the participant] is just 
playing the game but has a stellar résumé and background, they won’t get hired, even if we do 
everything we can for them. But if I have a person who may not have the best history but is 
motivated to work, we can find them something.” Although the ESE program was seen as most 
helpful for these CalWORKs clients, it was generally not viewed as beneficial to finding 
unsubsidized employment or achieving self-sufficiency because of the number of challenges, just 
mentioned, that hindered participant success.  

Welfare Staff and Caseworker Suggestions for Improving the ESE Program 

Respondents identified two primary recommendations to improve the ESE program: 

• Improve communication between ESE program entities. Respondents in three of the six 
focal counties noted communication among county caseworkers, county ESE program 
staff, subcontracted employment centers, and employers as an issue in the ESE program. 
Because so many parties work together to guide CalWORKs clients through the program, 
any breakdown in communication can lead to delays and poor outcomes for clients.  

• Increase diversity of employment opportunities. Respondents in three of the six focal 
counties also recommended increasing the diversity of employment opportunities for 
CalWORKs clients so that there is better alignment between the ESE placements 
available and the CalWORKs clients’ skill sets. Entry-level and administrative positions 
are the most commonly available placements through the ESE program, but they are not 
suitable for all CalWORKs clients, given their background and experience. 
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CalWORKs Clients’ Experiences with the CalWORKs Program 
Interviews were conducted with recent CalWORKs enrollees (enrolled within the previous four 
months) and CalWORKs enrollees who participated in CalSES, who had been enrolled in the 
CalWORKs program going back to 2012, and who, in some cases, were no longer receiving 
CalWORKs benefits. Clients reported that they were receiving or had received cash aid, 
CalFresh, assistance with child care, reimbursement for transportation expenses, help to pay for 
certain expenses associated with continuing education, and help with job training.  

Helpfulness of Benefits Received 

Almost all of the clients reported that the most helpful types of assistance they received from the 
CalWORKs program were cash aid and CalFresh. Clients with young children in particular 
seemed to value the CalFresh program, with one participant saying that the CalFresh benefits 
were “very generous” and another saying, “I can honestly say that we have never run out of food 
at home.” Some of the clients in the counties with higher housing expenses stated that while the 
cash assistance was helpful, it was not very generous, and, after paying the rent, they had very 
little to live on. Other clients specifically mentioned that receiving cash assistance and CalFresh 
were particularly helpful in allowing them to go back to school or continue their education. Some 
of the clients also reported that child care benefits were also extremely helpful, but, by far, the 
most helpful benefits reported were the cash assistance and the CalFresh benefit. 

When asked which CalWORKs benefits they had found least helpful, some of the clients 
stated that all of the benefits offered by the CalWORKs program are helpful if one can access 
them but that some benefits are not available to all clients, some are difficult to access, and some 
are more helpful than others. For example: 

• Some clients reported that getting assistance for child care was very helpful once you got 
it, but that getting the assistance required “too much paperwork” and took a long time to 
process before child care providers were approved and could begin receiving payment. 
Clients explained that it was difficult to find quality, affordable child care, or that some 
child care providers were unwilling to go without payment while they waited to get 
approved.  

• Other clients reported that getting help with transportation expenses was very helpful but 
that reimbursements for cash expenses were sometimes delayed.  

In addition, clients interviewed had a number of comments regarding Job Club and the types 
of jobs available to them: 

• While some clients reported that Job Club was helpful, others reported that they already 
had job experience and a résumé and that the classes they were required to attend “were a 
waste of time.” 

• One client stated that, “I need help finding a job, not learning how to interview for a job.”  
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• Some clients stated that the type of job training they received was not very useful and did 
not really help them expand their skills.  

• Several of the clients also reported that the types of jobs available to them through Job 
Club were “dead-end jobs” or jobs in places that were unlikely to hire them once their 
“job training stint” was completed. For example, one client reported working at the local 
animal shelter but that her duties were limited to feeding the animals and cleaning cages 
and that she did not have access to the computers nor was she allowed to interact with 
customers. Another client reported working for a local nonprofit used clothing and 
furniture store but not being allowed to work the cash register. Another reported working 
at a store where her duties were limited to stocking shelves and cleaning the store and the 
bathrooms.  

• Several clients stated that Job Club would be more helpful if they could help them get 
placed in companies that were willing to invest in training them and where there was a 
possibility of eventually getting hired as a regular employee.  

• Some of the clients were frustrated by the fact that Job Club was unsuccessful in helping 
them find a job in their field. One client reported that he had experience as a welder and 
wanted to continue working as a welder. Instead, his counselor provides information on 
jobs he is not interested in, such as a cashier, or jobs he cannot do because of scheduling 
issues (such as a night-time security job). 

Benefits Available 

Clients were asked whether there were any benefits they had wanted to access but had been 
unable to receive for whatever reason. Some respondents reported that they would like assistance 
in finding affordable housing but had not received any information on how to do so. One client 
reported that she had received information on how to get into an affordable housing unit, but 
there was a long waiting list, and she was still waiting to be called. Others reported that they had 
received help in moving into an apartment (help with first month’s rent and setting up utilities), 
but that what they wanted was help finding housing that was more affordable.  

Clients also reported frustration in trying to get help in obtaining other services, such as child 
care, vocational education or training, or other services. For example: 

• One client reported that she had applied for child care assistance but that she had had to 
find an eligible provider and then submit paperwork in order for that provider to get paid. 
It took three to four months for the paperwork to get processed and approved. She could 
not wait, so in the end, she found other child care arrangements.  

• Another client reported that he had asked for help in getting into a particular chef training 
program but had been unable to get help from CalWORKs to pay for it.  

• Another client reported that she asked for help in completing a nursing degree she had 
started, but that her caseworker discouraged her from completing the degree because she 
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had outstanding student loans. The caseworker told her they would not be able to help her 
because of these loans.  

• Another client reported that she had asked for help in attending a four-year college, but 
her caseworker instead steered her to a community college to pursue a degree as a 
nursing assistant.  

• Another client reported that she had heard that you could get help with the utilities and 
asked for information about this program but had never received any. 

Some clients, on the other hand, reported being offered services but turning them down or 
not following up on them. Feedback included: 

• Some of the clients reported that they had turned down the “job training” program 
because it was a “waste of time” and preferred to “use the time to find a paying job.”  

• Two clients reported that they had been asked whether they needed help with child care, 
but they did not pursue this service because they had other child care arrangements (one 
reported that her boyfriend took care of their child while she worked, and the other 
reported that her mother took care of her child).  

• Yet another client reported that she had been offered help with child care but had been 
discouraged by the application process and how long it took to get a child care provider 
approved.  

• Another client reported that her caseworker had told her that she could get help with 
diapers and formula for her baby and gave her a list of food banks she could go to. 
However, she reported that she had not yet needed to resort to this.  

• Some of the clients reported that they had been offered help in getting therapy for 
themselves or for their kids but had not pursued it for various reasons: They did not think 
they needed it, they had to wait a long time to get an appointment, or the therapist they 
could see was in a location that was either too far or not convenient for them.  

• Finally, some clients reported that they had been asked whether they wanted to continue 
their education but had turned the caseworker down because they wanted help in finding 
a job, did not want to attend the programs they recommended, or because they were not 
in a position to go to school at the moment (e.g., one client reported that his girlfriend 
was going to school, and, that once she finished, it would be his turn to do so; while 
another reported that she did not have child care during evening hours, which is when 
some of the classes she had to take were offered). 

Supportive Services  
County welfare offices identify and refer clients to supportive services that are needed to remove 
barriers to self-sufficiency. These include services related to education, child care, transportation, 
mental health, substance abuse treatment, and learning disabilities. The following section 
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summarizes feedback from county leaders and caseworkers regarding factors that support and 
hinder access to and participation in these services. 

Education 

One of the goals of SB 1041 is to allow more flexibility to clients to pursue their education. 
Educational offerings identified by county welfare staff included GED programs, community 
college, and vocational training in a variety of fields (e.g., welding and administrative support). 
In our visits to counties in 2016, we explored this component of the legislation in depth and 
found that remarks regarding clients’ pursuit of education were mixed, ranging from neutral to 
supportive.  

In half of the six focal counties, administrators specifically expressed their support for 
increased access to education opportunities for clients through SB 1041. One county leader 
described the shift in the program from “always work first” to “education is the key.” 
Administrators in these three counties reported that more clients are participating in educational 
programs as a result of the flexibility afforded by the 24-month time clock. In one of the other 
three focal counties, administrators explained that while SB 1041 did allow clients access to a 
wider range of educational opportunities, education has historically been an important part of 
their program, and they have not observed a change in the rate of participation in education since 
SB 1041 was implemented.  

Administrators in two counties reported that caseworkers do not recommend education 
unless the client wishes to secure employment in which more education is needed or the client 
“really wants to go to school.” Administrators in these counties said they “focus on what would 
get them [the clients] through to the immediate job” and “if customers are job ready, the workers 
try to push Job Club.” However, clients are made aware of their options, and administrators 
emphasized that clients maintain the right to pursue education if they choose to. Another county 
administrator stated, “[W]hat we will do is we will sometimes help them see that this [education] 
is a possibility for them and map that out for them as part of a goal setting, but we’re not 
physically assisting in that realm.”  

Despite improved flexibility to engage in education, clients face significant challenges. 
According to leaders in three of the focal counties, community college opportunities are 
available in each county, however, these programs can be difficult to access for a variety of 
reasons, including limited class availability and transportation, as well as clients’ “readiness” to 
enter a college-level program (e.g., because of a lack of a high school diploma or GED, or 
because of low literacy levels). In one county, staff speculated that only about half of the clients 
have a GED needed for community college or work (and the county does not offer GED classes). 
Caseworkers in this county also noted that educational resources are not available for Spanish-
speaking clients. Administrators in two of the focal counties reported that clients need more time 
to engage in education activities—for example, up to 12 months to first obtain a GED or 
complete ESL classes, with a training or certificate program often requiring at least 18 months to 
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complete if not much longer. Finally, according to administrators in two of the focal counties, 
one of the most significant challenges for clients is to stay in school—once enrolled, it is difficult 
for them to persist in attending classes and completing coursework.  

Administrators in four of the six focal counties described positive relationships with the 
community colleges. Two counties employ caseworkers co-located on the local community 
college campus, fostering strong partnerships and regular communication between the college 
and the welfare office. At the same time, in interviews, concerns regarding open communication 
between county welfare and community colleges were raised by representatives from state-level 
community college organizations. They reported that information-sharing from the counties was 
typically limited and also varied across counties (and across caseworkers within counties). They 
argued they would greatly benefit from more information about each client (e.g., their WTW 
plan) to better serve them.  

County staff reflected on perceived outcomes for clients who participate in educational 
activities, with administrators and staff in three of the six counties specifically indicating that 
education programs in their counties help clients overcome barriers to employment. Two 
particular programs were identified as successful by county staff: (1) education programs in 
junior colleges that provide training connected to industries and (2) “study skills” classes that 
teach students the skills they need to be successful in community college.  

Perspectives of Education Service Providers 

In addition to county welfare staff, the study team gathered information from education service 
providers to hear their perspectives regarding the implementation of SB. Echoing comments 
from 2015, community colleges continue to express enthusiasm regarding the educational 
prospects that the new legislation afforded clients. Community college staff stated in both 2015 
and 2016 that the flexibility under SB 1041 is helpful for clients who wished to pursue their 
education. As one community college representative explained, “Students can dedicate more 
time to their schooling and not have to be burdened with the 20 hours of work a week on top of 
that.” Community college staff in two counties made note of the counseling they provide for 
CalWORKs students to discuss their work experience, strengths, and goals for self-sufficiency. 
A community college staff member explained, “If we really want to see them be successful and 
become self-sufficient, we need to help them choose something that they can actually sustain and 
earn a living at. And I think that’s happening finally [with SB 1041].” 

In terms of overall enrollment of CalWORKs students, during the 2016 interviews, 
community college staff in the focal counties provided a mixed picture of changes since SB 1041 
was implemented, with college staff in two counties reporting that enrollment has increased, 
while others indicated enrollment had slightly decreased or remained stable. Education providers 
in two counties also reported variability across caseworkers in their support of clients’ education, 
with some still encouraging clients to obtain a certificate (with an eye toward securing 
employment more quickly) rather than a degree. Community college staff in a third of the 
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counties voiced concern that the flexibility of SB 1041 is only available to clients who 
specifically request education as an option, arguing that clients may not be aware that education 
is an option for them.  

Knowledge-sharing is also a challenge. For example, community college staff in two 
counties voiced some frustration with welfare offices that do not systematically alert them about 
which students they referred, making it difficult to provide these students with the support and 
services they are eligible to receive. Caseworker turnover, combined with inconsistency in 
approving education plans, also creates challenges—a student’s plan may be approved one 
semester by a caseworker and called into question in the next by new staff. The timing of 
referrals can also be problematic in some regions—community college staff in two counties 
complained that students are referred after official enrollment has closed because the students 
“have this requirement to the county to do school.” However, community college staff said this 
can be “a waste of time and energy for the students” and that the students would be better served 
to find a job until the next semester starts.  

Experiences of WTW Clients in Pursuing Educational Opportunities 

Here we summarize the responses from interviews with 24 CalWORKs clients across the six 
focal counties about their educational experiences. All of the clients who had participated in the 
CalSES reported having participated in an educational program at some point while they were 
enrolled in CalWORKs. About half of the clients that were new to the CalWORKs program 
reported either being enrolled in an educational program or being interested in continuing their 
education. Some of the female clients reported being enrolled or having completed a degree in 
nursing, while others reported that they were enrolled or had been enrolled in a nurse’s aide 
program offered through a community college. Some of the clients reported that they were 
enrolled in child care education classes, criminology classes, or just general education classes at 
a community college. Two of the clients reported attending a four-year college. Almost all of the 
clients reported that a caseworker (and in many instances, they had had more than one 
caseworker) had, at one point or another, asked them if they were interested in continuing their 
education or getting some type of training. The majority of clients stated that they had been 
given some information about the types of programs that might be available. However, many of 
the clients reported that either they already knew what they wanted to pursue in terms of their 
education before they even enrolled in the CalWORKs program or had heard about the programs 
that were available through word of mouth (from family members or friends).  

Clients who had enrolled or participated in an educational program while enrolled in 
CalWORKs reported receiving help with various expenses, including reimbursement for 
transportation expenses; financial assistance to purchase books, supplies, and uniforms; and even 
some tuition assistance. While some of the clients reported that their caseworker had given them 
information about the types of assistance they could provide (in addition to cash aid and 
CalFresh), several reported that they already knew about these benefits through word of mouth. 
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Some of the clients reported that they tried to enroll in college-level classes and that the college 
counselors told them that they were eligible for CalWORKs and that they could receive help for 
certain things (books, supplies) through the CalWORKs program. Many clients reported that 
their assigned caseworker helped them to apply for and receive these benefits and that they 
turned to the caseworkers if they had problems or delays in getting these benefits. However, 
some of the clients reported that they did not have an assigned caseworker and that, when they 
had delays in getting things such as gas reimbursement, they went to the CalWORKs office and 
asked at the front desk to speak to a caseworker. 

Summary of Welfare Administrators and College Staff’s Perspectives 

In summary, both welfare administrators and college staff felt that allowing more flexibility to 
clients to pursue their education was a positive step. College staff cited the increased flexibility 
under SB 1041 as helpful for clients, noting that, “Students can dedicate more time to their 
schooling and not have to be burdened with the 20 hours of work a week on top of that.” At the 
same time, some community college staff voiced concern that only clients who specifically 
requested education as an option knew about the increased flexibility of SB 1041. Similarly, 
some welfare administrators acknowledged that some caseworkers emphasized employment first 
and did not recommend education unless the client wished to secure employment in which more 
education is needed or the client “really wants to go to school.” 

Administrators in four of the six focal counties described positive relationships in working 
with the community colleges. Yet, knowledge-sharing seemed to be a challenge. For example, 
community college staff in two counties voiced some frustration with welfare offices that do not 
systematically alert them about which students they referred, making it difficult to provide these 
students with the support and services they are eligible to receive. Also, caseworker turnover, 
combined with inconsistency in approving education plans, were cited by college staff as being 
problematic. Lastly, the timing of referrals can also be problematic in some regions—community 
college staff in two counties complained that students are referred after official enrollment has 
closed because the students “have this requirement to the county to do school.” 

Given this context, county welfare and community college staff offered a number of 
recommendations for improving educational options for CalWORKs clients: 

• Provide clients with more time to engage in education, particularly because many clients 
need remedial English and math to move forward. 

• Make completion of a GED program a program requirement if a client lacks a high 
school diploma. 

• Co-locate county and community college staff to improve communication and provide 
integrated support to clients (two counties that use this model identify it as a beneficial). 
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• Offer programs over winter break so clients do not have to conduct an independent job 
search while in school (short breaks impact program eligibility and maintenance of child 
care). 

• Develop a peer support program that connects CalWORKs students with one another. 

• Address language in legislation around the definition of “employable” to promote 
education options for clients, reducing the number who are denied by a caseworker 
because they are “employable” for a minimum-wage job. 

Child Care Services 

CalWORKs clients have access to child care services to support their WTW plan.24 In 2016 
visits, respondents from all six focal counties reported that they were able to meet the child care 
needs of their clients, with four counties specifically stating that clients generally could access 
services in a timely manner.  

At the same time, county staff identified a number of challenges that can limit access to child 
care services. Staff from three of the six counties indicated that communication with CalWORKs 
clients in regard to child care could be improved, particularly when they are at risk of losing their 
child care slots because they are not meeting program requirements (e.g., failing to engage in 
WTW activities). Other challenges that limit child care access, according to county staff, include 
burdensome county office paperwork—one of the focal counties conducted a study of their child 
care application process and reported that 95 percent of applications that were denied were 
because of clients’ failure to complete required forms. As a result, the county is now working on 
solutions to simplify the child care application process.  

In addition, staff from five focal counties expressed concerns about clients losing their child 
care slots because of late payments from the welfare office to providers, a lack of or unreliable 
transportation for parents to child care sites, and/or the challenge of finding reliable child care to 
meet the often-changing schedule of clients’ WTW activities. For example, a mother may be 
employed or in school as part of her WTW plan, but she lost her job or it is winter break at 
school. The county may not be able to secure her another job for several weeks or provide her 
with an activity during the school break. At the same time, the child care provider cannot save a 
slot for her child. Even if she finds a new job or activity soon after, the provider may no longer 

 
24 The federal Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) is an aggregate of several funding sources that is 
distributed in federal block grants to the states and territories. The majority of the funds are to be used to provide 
child care services to families who meet certain income and need criteria. States and territories receiving CCDF 
funds must prepare and submit to the federal government a plan detailing how these funds will be allocated and 
expended. California’s Department of Education (CDE) is the lead agency for the CCDF in California. On June 6, 
2016, CDE submitted a request for a one-year extension/waiver for specific sections of California’s Child Care and 
Development Fund 2016–2018 State Plan. On June 10, 2016, CDE received a letter from the Administration of 
Children and Families approving its fiscal year 2016–2018 State Plan (see California Department of Education, 
2018). 
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have a slot available for her child. At this point, the parent cannot take the job if she cannot find 
care (and the child experiences inconsistency in caregivers). 

Transportation 

Many clients require transportation support to access services. Although staff from two of the six 
focal counties stated that clients have access to effective transportation services, welfare office 
staff from the other four counties acknowledged some challenges in this area, which limited 
client ability to access supportive services and secure and maintain employment. Staff from 
counties that include rural areas were more likely to share this concern, although one of the 
urban focal counties emphasized that approving and facilitating transportation services was a 
complicated process. To alleviate some of these issues, two of the six focal counties have begun 
to offer transportation directly by hiring drivers to assist clients. 

Mental Health Services 

County offices screen clients for mental health issues and refer them for assessment, as 
appropriate. Most staff reported that mental health services were adequate to meet client needs in 
their county (although these positive comments were not universal among all staff within each 
county). The exception was one county, where caseworkers reported that there are not enough 
resources for clients to access mental health services in a timely manner. For example, a 
caseworker indicated that she sometimes has to open “activity with a noncontracted provider just 
for them [clients] to get the [mental health] benefit they need.” Another caseworker said, “Our 
mental health capacity is not as large as what we need. Most recently, we’ve made children 
counseling services available. But I don’t know that our agency’s capacity is in line with our 
referrals.” One challenge noted by staff in another county was limited transportation for clients 
to mental health services, particularly in rural regions. 

Across the six counties, one county in particular appeared to maintain a robust mental health 
service system, with staff reporting detailed knowledge of the variety of resources available and 
reporting that clients are quickly referred to clinicians on-site. Clients participate in an initial 
assessment followed by referral to community-based service organizations as needed. A 
caseworker characterized the process as “fairly smooth because our behavioral health clinicians 
are in social services offices as well, so the employment counselor can just walk right over with 
the client to the behavioral health clinician and say, ‘here the person is,’ it’s that smooth.” In 
general, most caseworkers did not report a significant increase in mental health referrals as a 
result of the OCAT (although there were some exceptions among staff within counties).  

Domestic Violence 

Services related to domestic violence are offered to clients, as appropriate. Many staff in the 
majority of focal counties (five of the six included in the process study) indicated there was a 
shortage of services for WTW clients with domestic violence issues, particularly in rural regions. 



 

 144 

Most caseworkers described domestic violence services as limited and overwhelmed by need. A 
staff member in an urban county reported, “I’ve called domestic violence support and had them 
say ‘call us back in three weeks.’” In only one of the six focal counties did staff report a strong 
domestic violence service system, with on-site clinicians that are equipped to work quickly with 
clients. Staff described their services as a “robust domestic violence program that assists our 
WTW population,” including legal services.  

The FS program has appeared to enhance services in one of the focal counties. This county 
has designed their FS program to focus strongly on domestic violence issues, working closely 
with a local service provider. The county reported an increase in referrals related to domestic 
violence as a result of their marketing efforts around the program to caseworkers, including 
messages around services for both children and parents (they noted that some clients are more 
likely to first engage with the FS program on behalf of their children, before sharing their own 
issues with domestic violence). This county also has a new partnership with a domestic violence 
center. Prior to the program, one staff member recalled, “[W]e would tell [clients] to go to [X] 
center, but we didn’t have a partnership with them. They knew about us, we knew about them, 
but no more.” Staff in this county were optimistic about their increased capacity as a result of FS.  

Substance Abuse Treatment 

When needed, staff can provide clients access to substance abuse services, which are provided by 
contracted agencies in the community. Staff emphasized the importance of quickly connecting 
clients with substance abuse services to address their immediate needs. Staff from five of the six 
focal counties considered their counties to have strong supports and programs for clients with 
substance abuse disorders (with one county reporting limited capacity). While resources are 
available, staff in four counties reported that clients experienced challenges in accessing the 
resources, including limited transportation and clients’ willingness to get treatment. To address 
the transportation issue, three counties have or are working toward co-location of substance 
abuse staff in the county welfare office, including outstation offices.  

Staff in three counties provided feedback on whether the OCAT has increased referrals to 
substance abuse services, with two counties reporting that the rate of substance abuse referrals 
has remained stable since they began using the OCAT, and one indicating referrals have 
increased, but the pace of the referral process has not: The time between the referral and access 
to services has remained the same as it was before the OCAT was used.  

The use of the OCAT has had some reported benefits on the provision of substance abuse 
treatment services. Staff in one of the focal counties said that the OCAT helped caseworkers 
better understand clients’ disorders and refer them to services best suited to address 
individualized needs. Similar comments were made in another county by staff, who noted that 
the implementation of the OCAT and the FS program has resulted in increased communication 
with external service providers, with more focus on tracking clients’ progress.  
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Learning Disability Services 

If clients screen positive for a learning disability, they are referred for an in-depth learning 
disability evaluation, which includes cognitive and achievement assessment. Other screenings 
may include tools to assess depression or anxiety, as well as vocational assessments. The 
learning disability service providers then generate a report with the findings, as well as 
recommendations for adaptations and employment. In general, county staff emphasized the 
importance of learning disability services for clients, describing how services and adaptations 
can have a dramatic impact on their lives. For example, a caseworker described the benefit of 
services for clients enrolled in school, which can make the difference for them between 
successfully completing school, after perhaps years of limited success, or dropping out.  

All of the county welfare offices screen clients for potential learning disability issues. In five 
of the six counties, staff indicated that there were learning disability assessors and services 
available. Staff in the sixth county indicated that there were no resources available. As one 
caseworker in this county said, “There’s a whole section in the OCAT about learning disabilities, 
but we have nothing to offer for that.”  

Staff in several counties pointed out that clients are often hesitant to disclose learning 
disability issues as well as to follow up on referrals (which are voluntary) because of a fear of 
testing. One caseworker stated, “So, some of that is just having the students be comfortable 
enough with seeking out the help that they need, because once we know, we’re able to help them 
[and we are] usually successful. But it’s not knowing and that’s half the battle.”  

County staff, as well as a learning disability service provider that works in several counties, 
expressed concern about the impact of SB 1041 for clients identified with learning disabilities. 
Specifically, they reported that, under the flexibility afforded by SB 1041, they felt pressure to 
develop plans based on clients’ interests. Clients with learning disabilities may persist toward 
education or employment goals that county caseworkers or learning disability assessors do not 
agree with, based on their learning disability assessment results. One caseworker explained: 

Right now, we are basically letting the clients choose goals that we feel that 
cognitively they can achieve, regardless of their current academic ability, their 
current level of achievement and so if someone comes in with a second grade 
reading level and a third grade math level and they want to be a dentist or a 
registered nurse, we write that plan, and then we write specific objectives for 
them to reach that goal, like get a high school diploma to start with. So we are 
creating these very long-term plans at this point which is pushing for them to get 
work experience far into the future beyond the time limits of the CalWORKs 
program, so that has also been a concern of the assessors too, that a lot of the 
clients are opting for a large amount of school, but there is not really a work 
component that is encouraged there, so that is another issue that they seem to 
have with how this is being implemented.  

A learning disability service provider emphasized the significance of this concern, explaining 
how evaluators now often document their disagreement with the employment goals if the gap 
between the learning disability findings and the job is too wide or if there are legal issues in the 



 

 146 

clients’ past they know will be prohibitive in entering the field of their choice. The service 
provider added: 

If there is something I could add to SB 1041, I would love to have some 
accountability for success rates in these plans, graduation rates and actual 
employment. After doing this for almost 40 years, this is just something we 
haven’t seen before. 

The level of communication between caseworkers and learning disability service providers 
was unclear in two of the five counties offering learning disability services, with service 
providers emphasizing there was strong dialogue with county staff, and county staff 
characterizing the relationship as somewhat less positive (in one of these counties, learning 
disability evaluations have just been implemented since mid-2016 and more time may be needed 
to establish systems for communication and coordination). Many caseworkers expressed concern 
that they did not know about the results of the learning disability evaluation or that they were 
placed in a difficult position with the client. For example, a caseworker said, “You’re made 
aware of your learning disability, and that’s it. They give you a summary of the results.” Another 
caseworker said, “We have customers who get their results and don’t have a clue what to do with 
them.” Staff are placed in a challenging position between the client and the assessor, noting that 
“the message could easily be lost in translation.” 

County Perceptions and Recommendations Based on the Impact of 
SB 1041 

During the visits to all six of the focal counties, we solicited recommendations for improvements 
to the CalWORKs program from administrators, caseworkers, and service providers. 
Recommendations fit into five broad categories: (1) SB 1041 implementation, (2) impact of  
SB 1041 reforms on the counties, (3) the OCAT, (4) the WTW 24-month time clock, and (5) 
services and programs to address barriers. Specific recommendations across these areas are 
provided in the next sections.  

SB 1041 Implementation  

Now that all components of SB 1041—including Early Engagement—are implemented, the 

state should not make any major changes so that counties can build on the programs in 

place. Staff in two counties reported that they struggled with the way in which SB 1041 was 
rolled out to the counties (a theme that also emerged in our 2015 site visits). The administrator in 
one county said,  

[Y]ou [the state] gave us the clock and told us to implement, and then you gave 
us OCAT and Family Stabilization and ESE. It seems like it should have been the 
other way around. And when we talk to staff, that’s what we try to convey to 
them, that the big picture was you do OCAT, your barriers are identified. You go 
to Family Stabilization, you get your barriers removed, then you have your 24 
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months, and then you go to ESE, and you get off aid. But it’s like how they 
implement the big picture was just backwards. 

And, now that all pieces are in place, one county said, “Leave things as they are, and let us 
continue to build on the programs in place.” Staff also reiterated concerns that were shared 
during the previous year’s site visits—that the state’s communication to the counties regarding 
SB 1041 was released piecemeal and was often unclear. Future programs, staff emphasized, 
should be released as a full package, rather than in pieces. 

Best practices should be shared with counties to guide implementation. Staff in one 
county suggested that the state offer best-practice examples of implementing the various pieces 
of legislation. This might help reduce confusion and ensure that the programs and services are 
implemented “correctly and efficiently.” 

Elicit and integrate feedback from the counties. Three counties suggested that CDSS 
check with the counties before making changes to the program to ensure that such changes can 
be implemented as intended. One specific recommendation  from an administrator is for CDSS 
to “come and sit down and work a case and figure out the WTW 24-month time clock and see 
how easy it is to do it.” A caseworker from a different county made a similar point, “Shadow us 
and be with us so you can actually see the work being done. Come see what we are doing—it’s 
so detailed. . . . Come do a dozen welfare-to-work plans for people who want to go to school . . . 
sit in our shoes. Understand what we are actually dealing when and what we do to help folks 
have sustainable lives.” 

Impact of SB 1041 on Counties  

Increase time for case management and development of strong client engagement 

strategies. Four of the six counties advocated more case management services for the clients. 
Minimizing data entry requirements is one recommendation that would free up workers’ time to 
allow them to engage in case management. Between the OCAT and the WTW 24-month time 
clock management activities, the workers’ abilities to work individually with the clients to 
address their issues is limited. One administrator said, “[A]ll that time invested in counting the 
time on aid, ticking and non-ticking and doing all that stuff, could better be used in focusing on 
the families and providing one-on-one services with them.” A caseworker from a different 
county said, “We spend so much time on these things that we forget why they are here. We don’t 
have time for one-on-one communication with clients anymore. I don’t have time to help you or 
offer direction for your life; we’re just trying to see the next client.” 

Four counties also recommended integrating the various data management systems to 
minimize data entry burden on the caseworkers and increase the time they have for clients. An 
administrator from one county said, 

There’s a lot of the information that has to be manually tracked. . . . At first, it 
was a lot of hand counting, now we have a database, but that means that we can’t 
just pull it out of C-IV, we have to actually put it into another database, so we’re 
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double entering. Same thing with OCAT, there’s a lot of things we’re double 
entering. So if you have a Family Stabilization family you’re entering OCAT, 
you’re entering it into C-IV and then you’re entering into the database. So it’s 
very time consuming. 

Balance client autonomy with reasonable expectations of what is needed for clients to 

achieve self-sufficiency. Two counties raised the issue of finding the right balance between 
client flexibility and autonomy with the need to encourage participation in activities or services 
that will ultimately assist them in achieving self-sufficiency. One county pointed out that 
offering exemptions or allowing clients to “attend school at their leisure” consumes the WTW 
24-month time clock, which is harmful to the client and detrimental to the county that ultimately 
gets sanctioned. In addition, WTW plans should balance the desires of the client with objective 
assessments of the clients’ aptitude and experience. One service provider from a different county 
suggested that “employment goals should be consistent with their cognitive skills, their reading, 
their math, and their legal background.” 

Improve worker and client buy-in for the program. Three counties recommended 
proactive engagement strategies to encourage both staff and client buy-in or belief in the 
program under SB 1041. An administrator in one county said, “[I]t is more about trying to make 
sure that people are engaged in the way that we need them to rather than just feel that they are 
forced to. . . . I think that being able to really engage people in a way that makes sense to them 
has been a big challenge.” One example offered by an administrator is that staff should attend 
culmination ceremonies of their clients to both encourage the clients and give the workers a 
sense of pride in the work that they do. Specifically, this administrator said, “It motivates them to 
take pride in their work. This is what you helped this person to accomplish. It’s not just the 
numbers, it’s not just the WPR.” An employment service provider from the same county also 
emphasized the importance of supporting the clients, stating, “[T]hey [the workers] need to let 
them [the clients] know that they believe in them and that they can make a difference . . . [and] 
have these individuals that are success stories go back and tell them [other clients] how they did 
it.” 

Consider workload, not just caseload size. One county recommended that the funding 
formulas be revised to account for caseworker workload and intensity; not just caseload size. 
While the overall number of clients has declined, the level of work required for the ones who are 
left behind is very high. An administrator in this county said, “[W]e are working with a lot of 
families who are not necessarily employable at this time . . . which means it’s more costly to get 
somebody employable. . . . [They need] . . . Family Stabilization, housing support, and once you 
get them stabilized with those two things . . . now we have to train [them], and we have to get 
[them] . . . a job that will support all of this. All those resources are expensive, and we do the 
best we can with what we have, but when we start looking at our allocation, and we’re going, 
‘Okay, we’re going to get less funding, how are we going to get all of the services we need for 
our customers?”  
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OCAT  

Offer OCAT in other languages. At the time of our visits to the counties, the OCAT was only 
available in English. Given the diversity of languages spoken across the six counties, it was 
recommended that the OCAT be translated into other languages.  

Improve OCAT reporting. Five of the six counties expressed concerns about the limited 
functionality of OCAT reporting. The chief complaint was that the OCAT only provides 
aggregate summary data about overall administration (e.g., how many OCATs have been 
completed) rather than specifics on the content of the OCAT (e.g., counts or proportions by the 
specific indicator questions). One specific example offered by an administrator was, “[T]hey 
have an education category for the last grade completed, but they lump nine through 12 in one 
category. I don’t have a way to drill down to say, well, but of these 40 percent, how many 

completed ninth [grade], how many completed tenth [grade]?”An administrator in another 
county shared that there was a state-sponsored focus group recently in which counties discussed 
desired revisions to the OCAT reports module. The state is planning to modify the report to 
make it more detailed. 

WTW 24-Month Time Clock  

Align federal and state requirements. Administrators and caseworkers in four counties 
advocated for alignment of the federal and state requirements to minimize caseworker and client 
confusion. An administrator in one county articulated the consequences associated with 
misalignment of the requirements: 

Conceivably, everybody in the state that’s on aid could have easily said, “I would 
rather do the CalWORKs side of the clock, not the feds, I don’t want to do any 
core hours.” So our WPR would be zero, conceivably. And you can’t fault the 
counties for that, because we’re just doing what you kind of gave us an option 
for. . . . I do love the flexibility though, I do love the fact that you can do what 
you can in this amount of time and knock it out, I love that. But, on the back side, 
it’s going to hurt our WPR chances and we could incur a financial penalty for 
that. 

Eliminate the WTW 24-month time clock. Another perspective offered was that, instead of 
aligning federal and state requirements, the WTW 24-month time clock should be eliminated 
entirely. Staff in three counties argued that clients should have the entire 48 months to go to 
school or address their barriers, not just a subset of those months. This will afford them more 
time to complete their degree or certification, with the potential result that “not only do you get a 
job, but . . . get a better job hopefully so that [the] better job will come into a career, because 
ultimately that’s what it’s going to take for [the client] to be truly self-sufficient,” said one 
administrator. An education service provider said, “[The clients need] two years of remedial 
work before they can start doing college-level work to prepare them. So I’d say more time on aid 
would be a big thing, because just the way our economy is moving, blue-collar jobs more and 
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more don’t offer a living wage.” One administrator commented that some clients are so busy 
addressing barriers and trying to complete their education that they exhaust their WTW 24-
month time clock before they know it; and it is not until they are sanctioned that they fully 
appreciate the importance of the clock. “They need more time.” 

Services and Programs to Address Barriers  

Improve clients’ job readiness by addressing education, legal, and housing barriers. Many 
clients are undereducated or have learning disabilities that limit their competitiveness for job 
opportunities. A caseworker in one county and a service provider in a different county 
recommended that high school diploma and general education programs qualify as core 
activities. These are requirements for many entry-level jobs. Also, additional resources should be 
made available to support clients with learning disabilities. It is insufficient to assess their needs 
without also offering resources to address them. In addition, some clients have criminal 
backgrounds or other legal concerns that prevent them from securing employment. There should 
be more services to help address these legal barriers (e.g., record expungement, driver’s license 
acquisition). Finally, a service provider in one county said, “Homelessness is one of the greatest 
barriers for people we serve. . . . Unless the counties make a commitment to build to the need, we 
can only do so much. . . . When people have a place to live that’s stable and affordable, the rest 
can fall into line.”  

Improve referral processes and coordination with service providers. Some service 
providers reported little to no increases in the number of referrals since the implementation of  
SB 1041. For example, an employment service provider reported they have lots of job openings, 
but no referrals because of a cumbersome referral process. A mental health service provider from 
the same county recommended using an electronic health record for sharing information between 
agencies. This provider said, “Right now, all the authorizations for CalWORKs clients have to 
come through social services, and it’s done via fax, it’s old school, and faxes get lost. . . . [Also] 
right now at social services, there’s one person that’s receiving all the faxes from us, so if we 
could improve communication via electronic health record, that would be wonderful.” This 
provider also noted that it would be useful to know the WTW 24-month time clock balance so 
providers can deliver the necessary services within the allotted time frame. In addition, providers 
in one county advocate maintaining co-location of CWD staff with service providers. This 
strategy helps improve accessibility, ensure seamless service provision, and encourage better 
communication of expectations between the groups. 
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6. Updated Descriptive Analyses for Status and Tracking Studies 

As noted in the first evaluation report (Davis et 
al., 2016), SB 1041 is expected to change certain 
outcomes for CalWORKs WTW clients based on 
the intent of the legislation but may also lead to 
other unintended or unforeseen changes. 
Therefore, an important part of this evaluation is 
to continue to examine and track a variety of key 
indicators for CalWORKs WTW clients. In this 
chapter, similar to the analogous chapter in the 
first evaluation report, we offer a descriptive 
statewide perspective of the CalWORKs WTW 
program at a point in time and over time.  

Using the state administrative data and 
methods described in Chapter Two (and 
summarized in the text box to the right), we 
examined the status of all CalWORKs WTW 
clients at specific points in time (status study) as 
well as outcomes over one-, two-, and three-year 
periods for cohorts of clients entering the 
program in the years leading up to and after the 
change on January 1, 2013 (tracking study). As 
discussed in Chapter Two, CalWORKs WTW 
clients consist of the population of (1) aided 
adult CalWORKs WTW clients who are 
participating in WTW activities; (2) aided adults, 
minor parents, and guardians who are exempt 
from WTW activities; and (3) adults who are 
sanctioned and do not receive aid. We have one 
additional year of data compared with the first 
evaluation report.  

In Chapter Seven, we offer an updated look 
at how CalWORKs WTW client outcomes 
(WTW client status, employment status, and 
earnings) might be associated with the passage 
of SB 1041, rather than other factors, such as the changing economy. We continue to consider 

Chapter Six Methods 

• We analyze state administrative data from 
WDTIP, MEDS, and EDD wage data. 

• Analyses are conducted for participating, 
exempt, and sanctioned CalWORKs WTW 
clients, either prior to or after SB 1041 
implementation. 

• The status study examines the cross-
section of all CalWORKs WTW clients in 
February 2013, February 2014, February 
2015, and February 2016. Two subgroups 
are examined: 
– Transitional group: Started CalWORKs 

WTW before SB 1041 became effective 
and continued past January 2013 

– Post–SB 1041 group: Started 
CalWORKs WTW in January 2013 or 
later. 

• The tracking study examines five 
CalWORKs WTW entry cohorts: those who 
entered in February 2007, February 2009, 
February 2011, February 2013, and 
February 2014. Outcomes for each cohort 
are measured one or two years after entry, 
and outcomes for the February 2007, 
February 2009, February 2011, and 
February 2013 cohorts are also measured 
three years after entry. 

• Indicators examined include time on aid, 
exemptions, sanctions, WTW client status, 
employment, and earnings. 

• A final analysis examines the pace of 
reengagement for the population with a 
short-term young child WTW exemption as 
of December 2012. 

• See Chapter Two for more detail on data 
and methods. 
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the findings in this chapter and in Chapter Seven tentative because implementation of SB 1041 is 
ongoing, and there is insufficient post–SB 1041 data for a robust examination of the findings. 
We expect to supplement the data that inform the findings from additional sources for the final 
evaluation report. 

The descriptive analyses in this chapter addressed the following research questions, which 
are listed with a brief summary of the findings.  

• In the first two years after entry, how much of the 48 months of time on aid to which they 
were entitled did WTW clients use? How much of the 24 months of more-flexible WTW 
requirements did they use? After two years, entrants who started in the CalWORKs 
WTW program in February 2013 had used on average about nine months of the 48-month 
time limit and about two months of the WTW 24-month time clock. After two years, 
entrants who started in the CalWORKs WTW program in February 2014 also had used 
on average about nine months of the 48-month time limit and about two months of the 
WTW 24-month time clock. 

• In the first three years after entry, how much of the 48 months of time on aid to which 
they were entitled did WTW clients use? How much of the 24 months of more-flexible 
WTW requirements did they use? After three years, entrants who started in the 
CalWORKs WTW program in February 2013 had used on average about 11 months of 
the 48-month time limit and still only about two months of the WTW 24-month time 
clock.  

• What percentage of WTW clients were exempt from participating in WTW requirements? 
The percentage of clients who received at least one exemption during their first two years 
in the CalWORKs WTW program increased slightly from the February 2007 entry cohort 
to the February 2014 entry cohort (from 44 percent to 46 percent). Similarly, the 
percentage of clients who received at least one exemption during their first three years in 
the CalWORKs WTW program increased five percentage points from the February 2007 
entry cohort to the February 2013 entry cohort (from 47 percent to 52 percent). Annual 
snapshots of all WTW clients since SB 1041—in February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016—
showed that the share of clients with an exemption decreased from 41 percent in February 
2013 to 29 percent in February 2016.  

• What percentage of WTW clients received a sanction? The percentage of clients who 
received at least one sanction during their first two years in the CalWORKs WTW 
program increased from 12 percent for the 2007 cohort to 14 percent for the 2013 cohort, 
and then decreased to 13 percent for the 2014 cohort. The percentage of clients who 
received at least one sanction during the first three years in the CalWORKs WTW 
program ranged from 17 percent for the 2007 and 2009 cohorts to 18 percent for the 2013 
cohort. Yearly snapshots since SB 1041 showed that the share of clients who were 
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currently sanctioned decreased from 13 percent in February 2013 to 10 percent in 
February 2016. 

• What percentage of CalWORKs WTW clients were not in CalWORKs WTW one, two, and 
three years after entry? The percentage of clients who were not in the CalWORKs WTW 
program one year after entry changed very little from the February 2007 (52 percent) to 
February 2014 (51 percent) entry cohorts. The percentage of clients who were not in the 
CalWORKs WTW program two years after entry increased, rising from 64 percent for 
the 2007 entry cohort to 68 percent for the 2014 entry cohort, and the percentage of 
clients who were not in the CalWORKs WTW program three years after entry also 
increased, rising from 69 percent for the 2007 entry cohort to 77 percent for the 2013 
entry cohort. 

• What percentage of WTW clients were employed? A larger percentage of the February 
2014 entry cohort was employed for at least one quarter in the cohort’s first two years 
after entry compared with the February 2007 entry cohort (56 percent versus 67 percent). 
Looking over three years, the percentage employed for at least one quarter in the first 
three years after entry ranged from 58 percent for the February 2009 entry cohort to  
71 percent for the February 2013 entry cohort. The percentage of new entrants who were 
continuously employed for their first year on WTW ranged from 13 percent for the 2009 
entry cohort to 19 percent for the 2014 entry cohort. Yearly snapshots after SB 1041 
showed that a higher percentage of clients were employed in February 2016 than in 
February 2013 (26 percent in 2013 and 34 percent in 2016).  

• How much did WTW clients who were employed earn? For the February 2016 cross-
section, employed clients earned about $2,533 per quarter on average, a 17-percent 
increase over the February 2013 cross-section. 

• How did status change from 2013 to 2015 among WTW clients who had the short-term 
WTW exemption for young children in December 2012? Among the clients who had the 
short-term WTW exemption for young children in December 2012, 16 percent still had 
this exemption in February 2014 and almost none had it in February 2015 and February 
2016. Sixty-five percent of this group were not clients in the CalWORKs WTW program 
in February 2016. 

As noted in the first evaluation report, when considering these findings, it is important to keep in 
mind that these comparisons over time—capturing indicators before and after SB 1041 became 
effective for either cross-sections of CalWORKs WTW clients or for CalWORKs WTW entry 
cohorts—do not necessarily mean that the changes are attributable to the SB 1041 policy 
changes. First, as discussed in Chapters Four and Five, although most provisions of SB 1041 
became effective as of January 2013, the pace of implementation within the counties means that 
the policy changes were still being implemented during the period we examined. Thus, our 
analyses provide only an initial look at short-term outcomes following the effective date of 
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SB 1041. Second, changes in the composition of the CalWORKs WTW caseload, as well as the 
improving economy, are just two potential confounding factors that could also be contributing to 
the patterns we describe in this chapter. The analytic approach employed in Chapter Seven is 
designed to control for such factors, although those analyses must also be viewed as a first look 
given the limited data in the post–SB 1041 period available for analysis. 

The first evaluation report, which did not include 2016 CalWORKs WTW caseload data, 
focused primarily on characteristics of clients in March of each year. While preparing this report, 
we discovered that there were problems with the March 2016 WDTIP data. Because the same 
problems were not observed in the February 2016 WDTIP data, we have switched our focus 
from March in the previous report to February in this report. 

The rest of this chapter first describes the status and tracking studies’ population and time 
frame, and then presents results for the various indicators of CalWORKs WTW client status 
through one-month snapshots and client experiences over time. For both the status and tracking 
studies, we examined information about time on aid, exemptions, sanctions, leaving the WTW 
program, employment, and inflation-adjusted earnings.25 Each of these studies provides a 
different perspective on these same topics. As a guide to the remainder of the chapter, Table 6.1 
identifies which of the two studies (the status study, the tracking study, or both) addressed each 
research question. In general, the status study addressed questions about WTW clients at a point 
in time, and the tracking study addressed patterns for CalWORKs entrants over time.  

Table 6.1. Research Questions Addressed by Status Study and Tracking Study 

Research Question 

Status 

Study 

Tracking 

Study 

How much of the 48-month time-on-aid limit did WTW clients use in the first two 
years after entry? In the first three years after entry? How much of the WTW 
24-month time clock did they use in the first two years after entry? In the first 
three years after entry? 

 X 

What percentage of WTW clients were exempt from participating in WTW 
requirements? 

X X 

What percentage of WTW clients received a sanction? X X 

What percentage of WTW clients were no longer clients one, two, and three 
years after entry? 

 X 

What percentage of WTW clients were employed? X X 

How much did WTW clients who were employed earn?a X  

How did status change from 2013 to 2016 among WTW clients who had the 
short-term WTW exemption for young children in December 2012?b 

Not 
applicable 

Not 
applicable 

a Average real earnings were assessed for status study cross-section members who were employed. 
b This research question does not use status study cross-sections or tracking study entry cohorts. Rather, it uses a 
group of clients who had the short-term WTW exemption for young children in December 2012. 
 

 
25 We used the CPI for all urban consumers (BLS, 2015a) to adjust earnings to 2013 first-quarter dollars. 
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All analyses in this chapter are descriptive and are limited to the data available at the time of 
writing of this report.26 Unless otherwise stated, all percentages shown in the figures in this 
chapter are based on the total number of CalWORKs WTW clients within each cross-section, 
cohort, or subgroup. Tables that underlie all the figures in this chapter are located in Appendix E. 
CDSS regularly updates the data sources on which these analyses were based, including records 
containing information about clients several years prior to the update.  

CalWORKs WTW Client Demographics 
This section describes the size and demographic composition of the CalWORKs WTW adult work-
eligible clients from 2006 through 2016 who were included in the analyses presented in this chapter. 
The number of adult CalWORKs WTW clients rose steadily from 2006 through 2011, from 319,136 
to 387,610 (Figure 6.1, measured on the left vertical axis). This peak in the caseload in 2011 may be 
attributable in part to the reduction of the CalWORKs time limit from 60 months to 48 

Figure 6.1. Number of CalWORKs WTW Clients and Unemployment Rate: 2006 to 2016 

SOURCES: WDTIP, 2006 to 2016; EDD unemployment data. 
NOTES: CalWORKs WTW client status is measured in February of each year. CalWORKs WTW clients are defined 
as adults who were in the CalWORKs WTW program and were eligible to work, including those who may have been 
sanctioned. 

26 For the final evaluation report, we expect to receive additional data on a wider range of topics from county 
consortia. Appendix C provides additional information about expectations for future reporting.  
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months, which went into effect July 1, 2011. After peaking in 2011, the number of adult clients 
declined to 272,013 in 2016. Some of this trend may be attributable to economic conditions. 
Unemployment (superimposed on Figure 6.1, measured on the right vertical axis) peaked in 
2012, one year after the adult caseload peaked, and both have declined since those peaks. It is 
important to note that other factors in addition to the economy may influence the size and 
composition of the CalWORKs WTW caseload, such as grant reductions and changes in the 
young child exemption. (See Davis et al., 2016, for additional discussion of caseload trends.) 

In 2016, about three-quarters of adult CalWORKs WTW clients were female and 41 percent 
were Hispanic, 25 percent were white, 16 percent were African American, 6 percent were Asian 
or Pacific Islander, and 1 percent were Native American (Figure 6.2).27 In February 2016, the 
median age of CalWORKs WTW clients was 30 years old.28  

Figure 6.2. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients by Gender and by Race/Ethnicity: 2016 

SOURCES: WDTIP and MEDS files. 
NOTES: Gender and race or ethnicity are measured in February 2016. Numbers may not add to 100 because of 
rounding. 

27 We examined the percentage of females and the racial or ethnic distribution each year from 2006 to 2016; however, 
earlier periods have higher missing rates (up to 14 percent missing for sex; up to 17 percent missing for race or ethnicity). 
Figure 6.2 displays the percentage of females and males and the percentage of distribution by race or ethnicity for the 
latest year only, February 2016, for which the missing rate is relatively low (2 percent for sex; 7 percent for race or 
ethnicity). There was little change in the distribution across the years. See Appendix E for distributions prior to 2016. 
28 We examined the median age of CalWORKs clients each year from 2006 to 2016. There was little change in the 
distribution across the years. See Appendix E for the distribution prior to 2016. 
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CalWORKs WTW Client Counts for Status and Tracking Studies 
From 2013 to 2016, the number of CalWORKs WTW clients declined by 20 percent. (See the 
last four periods in Figure 6.1.) The 2013 status cross-section had 338,565 clients, compared 
with 337,388 for the 2014 status cross-section, 308,926 for the 2015 status cross-section, and 
272,013 for the 2016 status cross section. The percentage of CalWORKs WTW clients who were 
subject to the SB 1041 rules for their entire time on assistance (the post–SB 1041 group) 
increased substantially, as existing cases were closed and new ones were opened. In February 
2013, only 5 percent of all current CalWORKs WTW clients entered the CalWORKs WTW 
program for the first time after SB 1041, a share that increased to 47 percent in 2016. As time 
progresses, a larger share of clients will have only experienced CalWORKs WTW under 
SB 1041 rules and procedures.  

Figure 6.3. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients in the Transitional Group and  
Post–SB 1041 Group: Status Cross-Sections in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, and 

February 2016 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2013 (338,565), 2014 (337,388), 2015 (308,926), 2016 (272,013). 

The counts for the status study included all adult CalWORKs WTW clients in a given month, 
whereas the counts for the tracking study included only new clients in a given month. These 
cohorts of new clients allowed us to track CalWORKs WTW status and employment outcomes 
from a common starting point (i.e., controlling for differences in the program tenure of 
subsequent cross-sectional client samples). In February 2007, 2009, and 2011, there were 7,091, 
10,743, and 9,227 new CalWORKs WTW clients, respectively (Figure 6.4). In February 2013, 
three months after SB 1041 started, there were 7,864 new clients, while in February 2014, there 
were 8,403 new clients.  
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Figure 6.4. Number of New CalWORKs WTW Clients: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 
2013, 2014 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 

Time on Aid and WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

How Much of the 48 Months of Time-on-Aid to Which They Were Entitled Did 
CalWORKs WTW Clients Use in the First Two Years After Entry? In the First Three 
Years After Entry? How Much of the 24 Months of More-Flexible WTW 
Requirements Did They Use in the First Two Years After Entry? In the First Three 
Years After Entry? 

As discussed in Chapter Five and Appendix A, CalWORKs WTW clients’ time on aid under 
SB 1041 is monitored by time clocks. As part of the SB 1041 reforms, the CalWORKs WTW 
program established a new WTW 24-month time clock that counts months concurrently with the 
48-month time-on-aid clock. Once those 24 months have been exhausted, clients are subject to 
the stricter work requirements of the CalWORKs federal standards, which are similar, but not 
identical, to TANF requirements. If, however, the client meets the more stringent CalWORKs 
federal requirements, months on the 24-month time clock are not counted. As before SB 1041, 
the second clock counts the total time that the adult has been on aid, which is limited to 48 
months. Additionally, some CalWORKs WTW clients may receive an exemption, which allows 
them to continue receiving aid without counting the time against their 24-month time clock or 
48-month time-on-aid clock. Therefore, we also examined months as a CalWORKs WTW client 
(i.e., months receiving aid or sanctioned) in contrast to months counted against time clocks. 

In our evaluation, we focus on both the WTW 24-month time clock that was established 
under SB 1041 and the overall 48-month time-on-aid clock. For the clients in the 2007, 2009, 
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2011, 2013, and 2014 tracked entry cohorts, we calculated the cumulative number of months as a 
CalWORKs WTW client and the cumulative number of months counted on the 24-month time 
clock and 48-month time-on-aid clock within two years after entry and within three years after 
entry. Because the 24-month time clock did not exist before 2013, we examined the 48-month 
time-on-aid clock to offer a historical perspective. We examined how the gap between client 
months and counted months differed among the cohorts.  

Clients in all cohorts were in the CalWORKs WTW program for 13 months, on average, 
during the two years following entry (Figure 6.5). The average number of months as a client in 
the program during the first three years following entry is 17 for the 2007, 2009, and 2011 
cohorts and 16 for the 2013 cohort (Figure 6.6). During the first two years following entry, the 
2011 cohort had the fewest months counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock (eight out of 24 
months counted on average), and the 2007 cohort had the most months counted on the 48-month 

Figure 6.5. Average Number of Months as a CalWORKs WTW Client, Counted on the 48-Month 
Time-on-Aid Clock, and Counted on the 24-Month Time Clock Two Years After Entry: Tracked 

Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2014 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864), 2014 (8,403). 
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time-on-aid clock (nearly ten out of 24 months counted on average).29 Similarly, during the first 
three years following entry, the 2011 cohort had the fewest months counted on the 48-month 
time-on-aid clock (ten out of 36 months counted on average), and the 2007 cohort had the most 
months counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock (nearly 13 out of 36 months counted on 
average).  

In addition, we examined how many months were counted on the WTW 24-month time clock 
for the 2013 and 2014 entry cohorts (the post–SB 1041 cohorts) two years after entry and 
compared them with the counts on the 48-month time-on-aid clock for those cohorts two years 
after entry. As of January 2015, the 2013 cohort had on average fewer than two months counted 
on the 24-month time clock and nine months counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock 
(Figure 6.5). Similarly, as of January 2016, the 2014 cohort had on average fewer than two 
months counted on the 24-month time clock and slightly more than nine months counted on the 
48-month time-on-aid clock.  

Seventy-three percent of clients in the 2013 entry cohort and 67 percent of clients in the 2014 
entry cohort had accumulated no ticks on the 24-month time clock during their first two years 
after enrollment.30 Among clients in these cohorts who had accumulated at least one tick on the 
48-month time clock, 73 percent of the 2013 entry cohort and 64 percent of the 2014 entry cohort 
had accumulated no ticks on the 24-month time clock. The fact that the average 24-month time 
clock numbers are so small, both in absolute terms and relative to the average number of ticks on 
the 48-month time clock for each cohort, suggests a number of different possibilities: (1) Some 
CalWORKs WTW clients met federal work participation requirements, causing their 24-month 
time clock not to move forward; (2) some clients have exemptions or sanctions that caused both 
clocks to stop; or (3) some counties were not able to implement the 24-month time clock rules 
until well after SB 1041 took effect. 

We also examined the number of months as a CalWORKs WTW client compared with the 
number of months counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock during the first three years 
following entry. The 2011 entry cohorts have the greatest gap between the average months 
counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock and average months as CalWORKs WTW clients 
(more than seven; Figure 6.6). The other entry cohorts had gaps ranging from 4.3 to 6.3 months. 

In February 2016, clients who entered WTW in February 2013 had accumulated only two 
ticks on the 24-month time clock. This number is small relative to the average months as a 
CalWORKs WTW client (16) and the average number of ticks on the 48-month time clock (11) 
among the February 2013 entry cohort. In a future report, we expect to draw on data from county 

29 For the tracking study, months of being a CalWORKs WTW client and time counted on clocks were measured for 
the 24 months after entry and 36 months after entry, including the entry month. For example, for the 2013 cohort, 
the 24 months span February 2013 to January 2015, and the 36 months span February 2013 to January 2016. 
30 Histograms of the number of ticks on the 24-month time clock for the 2013 and 2014 entry cohorts are presented 
in Figures E.1 and E.2 in Appendix E. 
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Figure 6.6. Average Number of Months as a CalWORKs WTW Client, Counted on the 48-Month 
Time-on-Aid Clock, and Counted on the 24-Month Time Clock Three Years After Entry: Tracked 

Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864). 

consortia and to explore the WDTIP data in greater detail to try to better understand the 
relatively low number of ticks counted on the 24-month time clock among CalWORKs WTW 
clients. 

Exemptions and Sanctions 

What Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Were Exempt from Participating in WTW 
Requirements? What Percentage of WTW Clients Received a Sanction? 

Exemptions and sanctions are two major reasons for stopping the 24-month time clock. Clients 
may be exempted from WTW activity requirements if they meet certain criteria, such as caring 
for an ill family member or having a medical disability. As discussed in the first evaluation 
report, SB 1041 introduced new exemptions in January 2013 particular to the 24-month time 
clock, and clients may be sanctioned for noncompliance with WTW activity requirements.  
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Across the 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016 status cohorts, the proportion of clients who had 
exemptions in a given month decreased by 12 percentage points or 28 percent (Figure 6.7).31 
Most of this decrease in the proportion of clients with an exemption occurred between February 
2013 and February 2014: in February 2013, 41 percent of clients had an exemption, compared 
with 32 percent in February 2014, 30 percent in February 2015, and 29 percent in February 2016. 
In February 2013, a smaller proportion of the post–SB 1041 group had an exemption compared 
with the transitional group (27 percent compared with 41 percent). In February 2014 and 
February 2015, the proportion of the post–SB 1041 group with exemptions are four and six 
percentage points larger, respectively, than the proportions of the transitional group with 
exemptions. In February 2016, the gap between the two groups is small (28 percent for the 
transitional group and 30 percent for the post–SB 2014 group).  

The proportion of clients who had exemptions specific to the WTW 24-month time clock 
increased over time (Figure 6.7). In February 2013, 3 percent of clients had at least one of these 
exemptions, which increased to 11 percent in 2014 and 13 percent in 2015 and 2016. Both the 
transitional group and the post–SB 1041 group exhibited a pattern similar to the overall pattern. 
Three percent of the transitional group had at least one of the WTW 24-month time clock 
exemptions in 2013, which increased to 12 percent in 2014, and 14 percent in 2015 and 2016; 
less than 1 percent of the post–SB 1041 group had this type of exemption in 2013, which 
increased to 8 percent in 2014, 11 percent in 2015, and 13 percent in 2016. 

Sanctions were much less prevalent than exemptions (Figure 6.7). Thirteen percent of clients 
had a sanction in 2013, 14 percent in 2014, 13 percent in 2015, and 10 percent in 2016. In all 
four years, a higher percentage of the transitional group had sanctions compared with the post–
SB 1041 group. Between 14 and 17 percent of the transitional group had sanctions in February 
2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016, compared with less than 1 percent to 6 percent of the post–SB 1041 
group.  

This difference in sanctions between the two groups may reflect the longer period of time 
that the transitional group had been in the CalWORKs WTW program at the point of assessing 
their status in February of each year. However, while the post–SB 1041 group were sanctioned at 
a lower rate in February of each year compared with the transitional group, they were more likely 
to be exempted in February 2014, February 2015, and February 2016.  

31 The exemptions and sanctions shown in Figures 6.7 and 6.8 stop the WTW 24-month time clock and/or the 48-
month time-on-aid clock. Because exemptions and sanctions do not necessarily span exactly one calendar month, the 
exemption and sanction categories are not mutually exclusive. The “Exemption” category includes all WTW 
exemptions except for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. The “WTW 24-month time clock exemption” 
category includes four exemptions that started January 1, 2013. The “Sanction” category includes three WTW 
noncompliance sanctions. 
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Figure 6.7. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had an Exemption or Sanction That 
Stopped the Clock: Status Cross-Sections and Transitional and Post–SB 1041 Groups in February 

2013, February 2014, February 2015, February 2016 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The “Exemption” category includes all WTW exemptions except for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. 
The “WTW 24-month Time Clock Exemption” category includes four exemptions that started January 1, 2013. The 
“Sanction” category includes three WTW noncompliance sanctions. Counts for each year are as follows: 2013 
(338,565), 2014 (337,388), 2015 (308,926), 2016 (272,013). 

Analysis based on the tracked entry cohorts yielded similar findings as with status cross-
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clients who received at least one exemption within two years was substantially greater than 
the percentage receiving at least one sanction within two years, and the percentage of clients 
receiving at least one exemption within the three years was substantially greater than 
the percentage receiving at least one sanction within three years (Figure 6.8 and Figure 6.9).32 
The 2013 and 2014 tracked entry cohorts are the first to have WTW 24-month time clock 
exemptions. Twenty percent of clients in the 2013 tracked entry cohort and 26 percent of clients 
in the 2014 tracked entry cohort had one of these exemptions within two years after entry, and 
25 percent of clients in the 2013 tracked entry cohort had one of these exemptions within three 
years of entry. 

Figure 6.8. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had at Least One Exemption or at Least 
One Sanction That Stopped the Clock Within Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 

2009, 2011, 2013, 2014 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The “Exemption” category includes all WTW exemptions except for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. 
The “WTW 24-month time clock exemption” category includes four exemptions that started January 1, 2013.  
The “Sanction” category includes three WTW noncompliance sanctions. Counts for each year are as follows:  
2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864), 2014 (8,403). 

32 For the tracking study, the presence of exemptions and sanctions was measured for the 24 months after entry and 
36 months after entry, including the entry month. For example, for the 2013 cohort, the 24 months span February 
2013 to January 2015, and the 36 months span February 2013 to January 2016. 
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Figure 6.9. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had at Least One Exemption or at Least 
One Sanction That Stopped the Clock Within Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 

2007, 2009, 2011, 2013 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The “Exemption” category includes all WTW exemptions except for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. 
The “WTW 24-month time clock exemption” category includes four exemptions that started January 1, 2013.  
The “Sanction” category includes three WTW noncompliance sanctions. Counts for each year are as follows:  
2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864). 

Leaving the WTW Program 

What Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Were No Longer CalWORKs WTW 
Clients One, Two, and Three Years After Entry? 

This section describes clients’ exits from the CalWORKs WTW program. Leaving the 
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three points in time: the percentage of clients in a given entry cohort who were not in the 
program one year after first entry, two years after first entry, and three years after first entry.33 

For the five tracked entry cohorts, the percentage of clients absent from the CalWORKs 
WTW program (i.e., no longer participating, exempt, or sanctioned) at the one-year mark is 
consistent across time, between 50 and 52 percent (Figure 6.10). Absence at the second-year 

Figure 6.10. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Left the WTW Program One, Two, and 
Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2014 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864), 2014 (8,403). 

33 We measured “leaving the WTW program after one year” as a client who was not in the program during the last 
month of their first year after beginning the program. For the cohort that started in February 2013, clients who were 
not present in the program in January 2014 were counted as having left the program. We measured “leaving the 
WTW program after two years” and “leaving the WTW program after three years” as clients who were not in the 
CalWORKs program during the last month of their second or third year after beginning the program. For the cohort 
who started in February 2013, those not present in the program in January 2015 were counted as having left the 
program after two years, and those who were not present in the program in January 2016 were counted as having left 
the program after three years. Clients who were sanctioned at those points in time were considered clients and 
therefore not considered to have left the program. 
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mark was lowest for the 2009 cohort (63 percent) and highest for the 2014 cohort (68 percent), 
while absence at the third-year mark was lowest for the 2007 cohort (69 percent) and highest for 
the 2013 cohort (77 percent). 

Employment and Earnings 

What Percentage of WTW Clients Were Employed? How Much Did WTW Clients Who 
Were Employed Earn? 

One of the SB 1041 policy goals is improved long-term employment and earnings. This section 
offers an initial examination of employment patterns because only about three years had elapsed 
since the policy change at the time of the analysis in this report.34  

By several measures, CalWORKs WTW clients increased their workforce participation over 
time. First, we examined the percentage of clients who were employed in the status cross-
sections as of February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016. Next, we compared employment across the 
tracked entry cohorts during their first, second, and third years after first enrollment.35 

Status snapshots in 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016 indicate that, across time, a larger percentage 
of clients were employed in February of each year (Figure 6.11), although the difference in 
employment rates between the 2015 and 2016 cohorts—33.0 percent and 33.4 percent, 
respectively—is small. The percentage of all clients who were employed increased from 
26 percent in 2013 to 33 percent in 2016. (In relative terms, this represents an increase of 
27 percent from 2013 to 2016.) The percentage employed increased among both the transitional 
group and post–SB 1041 group. The percentage employed among the transitional group 
increased from 26 percent to 34 percent from 2013 to 2016, while among the post–SB 1041 
group, there was a more modest increase from 28 percent to 33 percent over the same period. 

We examined quarterly earnings among all clients in the annual snapshots of who was 
employed. Among the employed clients in February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016, quarterly 
earnings increased across the years after adjusting for inflation (Figure 6.12).36 In February 2013, 

34 In addition to improved long-term employment and earnings, another SB 1041 policy goal is for clients to have 
increased access to services and educational opportunities the months when the 24-month time clock is in effect 
compared with the past. Participation in services may influence employment rates. In a future report, we expect to 
use county consortia data to examine take-up of services and educational activities along with employment rates. 
35 We measured continuous employment in the first year after entry as clients who were employed in the four 
quarters following, but not including, the entry month because employment data were measured in calendar quarters 
(i.e., the first quarter of the calendar year is January, February, and March). For example, for February 2013 
entrants, we determined whether they were employed in the four quarters covering the months April 2013 to March 
2014. Analogous methods were used to measure employment in the second year after entry and the third year after 
entry. Employment was measured regardless of CalWORKs WTW client status. 
36 We used the CPI for all urban consumers (BLS, 2015a) to adjust earnings to 2013 first-quarter dollars. 
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Figure 6.11. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed: Status Cross-Sections 
and Transitional and Post–SB 1041 Groups in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, 

February 2016 

SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2013 (338,565), 2014 (337,388), 2015 (308,926), 2016 (272,013). 

Figure 6.12. Average Real Quarterly Earnings of All CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed: 
Status Cross-Sections in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, February 2016  

SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
NOTES: Quarterly earnings are measured in 2013 first-quarter dollars using the CPI (BLS, 2015a) to adjust for 
inflation. Counts for each year are as follows: 2013 (89,085), 2014 (99,876), 2015 (101,995), 2016 (90,825). 
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all employed clients with earnings earned an average of $2,174 per quarter, which increased to 
$2,533 by 2016, a 17-percent increase. 

The transitional and post–SB 1041 groups had very similar earnings in February 2014, 2015, 
and 2016 (within $61), while the average earnings of the February 2013 transitional group were 
$216 higher than the average earnings of the February 2013 post–SB 1041 group. Average 
earnings by group are not shown in Figure 6.12 but are presented in Appendix E. 

Next, we examined employment patterns for the tracked entry cohorts. We assessed the 
percentage of each cohort that was employed for at least one quarter during the first two years 
after entering the CalWORKs WTW program (Figure 6.13). The rate of employment ranged 
from 51 percent among the February 2009 entry cohort to 67 percent among the February 2014 
entry cohort. We also assessed the percentage of each cohort that was employed for at least one 
quarter during the first three years after entering the CalWORKs WTW program (Figure 6.14). 
The rate of employment ranged from 58 percent to 71 percent and was lowest for the February 
2009 entry cohort (58 percent) and highest for the February 2013 entry cohort (71 percent). 

Our final look at employment examined employment continuity. For each tracked entry 
cohort, we compared the percentage of clients who were continuously employed during their first 
year after entering CalWORKs WTW, the percentage who were continuously employed during 
their second year after entering CalWORKs WTW, and the percentage who were continuously 
employed during their third year after entering CalWORKs WTW. For all cohorts, a larger 
portion of clients were continuously employed during their second year after entering 
CalWORKs WTW compared with their first year (Figure 6.15). Similarly, a larger portion of 
clients were continuously employed during their third year after entering CalWORKs WTW 
compared with their second year, with the exception of the February 2007 entry cohort. Among 
the February 2007 entry cohort, a little more than 22 percent were continuously employed during 
their second year after entering CalWORKs WTW, while just less than 22 percent were 
continuously employed during their third year after entering CalWORKs WTW. 

Between 13 and 19 percent of clients were continuously employed during their first year after 
entering CalWORKs WTW, between 19 and 31 percent of clients were continuously employed 
during their second year after entering CalWORKs WTW, and between 22 and 33 percent of 
clients were continuously employed during their third year after entering CalWORKs WTW. The 
percentage of clients continuously employed for the first, second, and third years after entry 
increased steadily from the February 2009 entry cohort to the February 2013 entry cohort, 
perhaps reflecting improving economic conditions over this period.  
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Figure 6.13. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed for at Least One Quarter 
in the Subsequent Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2014 

SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864), 2014 (8,403). 

Figure 6.14. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed for at Least One Quarter 
in the Subsequent Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013 

SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864). 
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Figure 6.15. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had Continuous Employment During the 
First Year, Second Year, and Third Year After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 

2014 

SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files.
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2007 (7,091), 2009 (10,743), 2011 (9,227), 2013 (7,864), 2014 (8,403). 

Reengagement 

How Did Status Change from 2013 to 2016 Among WTW Clients Who Had the Short-
Term WTW Exemption for Young Children in December 2012? 

This section uses neither the status cross-sections nor the tracking study cohorts; it instead 
highlights a specific population among WTW clients: those who had the short-term WTW 
exemption for young children just before SB 1041 took effect.37 We isolated the group of clients 

37 Clients with the short-term WTW exemption for young children refers to those who were exempt pursuant to  
AB X4 4 and were subject to reengagement (see Appendix A for further discussion). This short-term exemption 
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who had the short-term WTW exemption for young children in December 2012 to examine their 
trajectory during the reengagement process over the next few years. We examined this group of 
WTW clients, which we refer to as the “young child exemption reengagement group,” at four 
intervals: February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, and February 2016. At each period, we 
determined the percentage of the young child exemption reengagement group that (1) had the 
new young child exemption that was established in January 2013, (2) had the short-term young 
children exemption and did not have the new young child exemption, (3) had a sanction and did 
not have either young children exemption, (4) had an exemption for another reason and did not 
have either young children exemptions, or sanctions, (5) was in the CalWORKs WTW program 
with no exemptions, or sanctions, and (6) was not in the CalWORKs WTW program.38 Clients 
who were in the program without an exemption or sanction may be considered as reengaged. 

For the 60,320 clients in the young child exemption reengagement group (clients who had a 
short-term young child exemption in December 2012), 79 percent still had the same exemption 
in February 2013, but the percentage dropped rapidly to 0.1 percent two years later (shown as a 
zero in Figure 6.16). Some in the young child exemption reengagement group switched to using 
the new young child exemption: The share of the young child exemption reengagement group 
using the revised young child exemption was 8 percent in 2014, 5 percent in 2015, and 4 percent 
in 2016. In 2013, few of the young child exemption reengagement group had a sanction 
(0.2 percent; again shown as a zero in the figure) or “other exemption,” that is, another type of 
exemption besides the short-term exemption for young children (4 percent). In 2014, 2015, and 
2016, the percentage of the young child exemption reengagement group with a sanction 
continued to be low (5 percent, 9 percent, and 6 percent, respectively). The percentage of clients 
in this group with exemptions other than the short-term young children exemption increased 
from 4 percent in 2013 to 11 percent in 2014 and 12 percent in 2015, and then decreased to 9 
percent in 2016. 

In February 2016, 17 percent of those in the young child exemption reengagement group 
were reengaged (i.e., with no exemption or sanction), and nearly 65 percent were not in the 
CalWORKs WTW program.  

expired on December 31, 2012. Of the 350,320 CalWORKs WTW clients in December 2012, 17.2 percent had a 
short-term exemption for young children.  
38 The category “other exemption” included exemptions such as for participation in the Cal-Learn program. It also 
included a small number of exceptions such as penalty, good cause, extender, and repayment. The category “not a 
CalWORKs WTW client” was measured as a client not present in the WDTIP data system in February of the given 
year. 
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Figure 6.16. CalWORKs WTW Client Status Among Those with the Short-Term WTW Exemption for 
Young Children in December 2012: February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, February 2016 

SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: Counts for each year are as follows: 2013 (60,320), 2014 (60,320), 2015 (60,320), 2016 (60,320). 
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7. Updated Descriptive Analyses for the Impact Study

In this section, we update the examination of 
questions related to CalWORKs WTW status, 
employment, and earnings contained in the first 
evaluation report (Davis et al., 2016). As indicated 
in Chapter Two (and summarized in the text box to 
the right), the analyses presented in this chapter use 
state administrative data to examine the association 
between the implementation of SB 1041 and our 
various CalWORKs WTW status and labor market 
outcomes.39 These outcomes are measured for 
specific cohorts of first-time CalWORKs WTW 
clients, some of whom entered the program before 
SB 1041 became effective and some of whom 
entered after.40  

We employ a statistical model to estimate the 
association between SB 1041 and outcomes 
accounting for confounding factors that may 
have affected the CalWORKs WTW status and 
labor market outcomes at the time SB 1041 went 
into effect. While we report our main findings in this chapter, we also note in a concluding 
section that the results should be interpreted with caution because the influence of other factors 
not accounted for in the model cannot be conclusively ruled out.  

Our analysis in this chapter uses state administrative data from WDTIP, MEDS, and EDD to 
estimate the impact of SB 1041 on CalWORKs WTW client outcomes. For this second 
evaluation report, our analysis includes additional years of data before and after the 
implementation of SB 1041 as well as a longer time frame for observing outcomes. In the first 
evaluation report, the data included in the analysis covered 2010 to 2014. This report adds data 
back to 2007 to capture economic trends before the financial crisis of 2008. Further, an 
additional year of data after SB 1041 has been added, allowing us to (1) analyze additional 

39 In our first evaluation report (Davis et al., 2016), we also used national survey data from the Current Population 
Survey to compare families that are potentially eligible for the TANF program in California (i.e., potentially eligible 
for CalWORKs WTW) to similar families in other states. That analysis is not updated in this report but will be 
updated in our final report for this evaluation.  
40 A CalWORKs WTW client was considered “new” if he or she had not previously appeared in the WDTIP 
database as a WTW client.  

Chapter Seven Methods 
• Based on analysis of state administrative data

from WDTIP, MEDS, and EDD wage data
from the first quarter of 2007 through the last
quarter of 2015.

• Analyses conducted for adults who entered
the CalWORKs WTW program (including
those who may have been exempt or
sanctioned) either prior to or after
implementation of SB 1041.

• Conducted analyses using an interrupted time
series design to compare outcomes for entry
WTW cohorts pre– and post–SB 1041,
controlling for observable client characteristics
and the local economy.

• Outcomes examined include: CalWORKs
WTW status, employment, and earnings.

• See Chapter Two for more detail on data and
methods.
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cohorts (entering in 2014) for outcomes one year after entry and (2) analyze the 2013 cohorts for 
outcomes two years after entry.41 

The research questions based on state administrative data and a summary of key findings for 
each are as follows: 

• One year after enrollment, were rates of employment and rates of still being a
CalWORKs WTW client different for cohorts who enrolled after SB 1041? When we
accounted for the prevailing county unemployment rate and the characteristics of the new
CalWORKs WTW clients, we found that, after SB 1041, individuals were more likely
than expected (if SB 1041 had not been enacted) to be employed one year after entry
(+1.9 percentage points) but no more or less likely to still be a CalWORKs WTW client.
The increase in employment was more heavily concentrated in an increase in the
percentage combining employment with CalWORKs WTW (+1.4 percentage points) than
in those who were employed only (+0.6 percentage points).

• One year after enrollment, was the level of earnings different for cohorts of CalWORKs
WTW clients who enrolled after SB 1041? When we accounted for the prevailing county
unemployment rate and the characteristics of the new CalWORKs WTW clients, the real
quarterly earnings one year after enrollment was higher by about $106 (7.3 percent) than
expected if SB 1041 had not been enacted.

• Two years after enrollment, were rates of employment and rates of still being a
CalWORKs WTW client different for cohorts who enrolled after SB 1041? When we
accounted for the prevailing county unemployment rate and the characteristics of the new
CalWORKs WTW clients, we found that, after SB 1041, individuals were less likely than
expected (if SB 1041 had not been enacted) to be employed two years after entry
(–1.3 percentage points) and more likely to still be a CalWORKs WTW client (+1.9
percentage points). When disaggregated into mutually exclusive categories, the
percentage who were employed-only was significantly lower (–2.1 percentage points),
while the percentage who were both a CalWORKs WTW client and employed (+0.8
percentage points) and the percentage who were a CalWORKs WTW client and not
employed (+1.1 percentage points) were both higher.

• Two years after enrollment, was the level of earnings different for cohorts of CalWORKs
WTW clients who enrolled after SB 1041? When we accounted for prevailing county
unemployment rate and in the characteristics of the new CalWORKs WTW clients, the
level of real quarterly earnings two years after enrollment was no different than predicted.

Before discussing these findings in more detail, we begin with a discussion of differences in 
the approach to the impact analyses between the first evaluation report and this second report, as 
well as the analytic challenges. We then examine the findings with respect to each of the 

41 All earnings variables have been adjusted for inflation using the first quarter of 2013 as the baseline. 
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WTW 
Client 

research questions. We conclude with further discussion of the interpretation of the findings. 
Supporting documentation of the results is provided in Appendix F. 

Estimating the Impact of SB 1041 on Client Outcomes 
As in the first evaluation report, the outcomes examined in this analysis include employment 
status (employed versus not employed), CalWORKs WTW client status (a participating, exempt, 
or sanctioned client versus no longer a WTW client), and earnings. Employment status and 
WTW client status are analyzed separately as distinct outcomes. However, because they overlap 
(e.g., one can be both employed and a WTW client), we also analyze them as four distinct (i.e., 
mutually exclusive) outcomes: (1) employed only, (2) both employed and a WTW client, (3) a 
WTW client only, and (4) neither employed nor a WTW client. (See Figure 7.1 for an illustration 
of the employment and WTW status outcomes.) 

Figure 7.1. Outcomes for the Impact Analysis Are Measured One Year and Two Years After Entry 

Because of the limited amount of time after the passage of SB 1041, our analysis of one-year 
and two-year outcomes will not include any clients who had exhausted the WTW 24-month time 
clock. At one year after entry, CalWORKs WTW clients could not have possibly used more than 
12 months of their 24 months of increased flexibility in meeting WTW participation 
requirements. At two years after entry, clients could theoretically just be reaching the end of the 
24 months had they been using the allotted time continuously. If the WTW 24-month time clock 
was not used continuously, the client would still have additional months of flexibility to use at 
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the time the two-year outcomes are measured. Hence, these two analyses will not allow us to be 
able to examine clients who had used up all of the WTW 24-month time clock.  

The approach of this analysis is to compare the outcomes for clients entering CalWORKs 
WTW after SB 1041 with the outcomes for similar clients who had entered before SB 1041.42 
The outcomes of similar clients who entered WTW before SB 1041 provide an estimate of what 
we would expect had SB 1041 not been implemented. The difference between the outcome that 
we observe for clients entering after SB 1041 and what we would have predicted had SB 1041 
not been implemented provides an estimate of the impact of SB 1041. A statistical model is used 
to account for differences in clients’ characteristics and the economy before and after SB 1041. 

Looking at cohorts entering a couple of years just prior to implementation of SB 1041 and 
just after it, the post–SB 1041 cohorts had higher rates of employment (employed only and both 
employed and a CalWORKs WTW client) and lower rates of being a CalWORKs WTW client 
one year after enrollment. (See Appendix F for details.) However, we know that the trends 
largely follow the health of the economy. (See Figure 7.2 for a display of county unemployment 
rates, WTW entrant employment, and WTW client status one year after entry.) Hence, these 
changes in outcomes cannot be immediately attributed to SB 1041 without statistically 
accounting for these factors other than SB 1041. By using a statistical model to account for 
changes in client characteristics and in the economy, we try to isolate the change that might be 
attributed to the implementation of SB 1041. Adding cohorts from 2007 to 2009 to the analysis 
provides a group of WTW clients who entered at a time when unemployment rates were similar 
to the levels observed in the post–SB 1041 period. 

The statistical model in this second evaluation report has been enhanced by adding two 
additional control variables: the average earnings for individuals in the year prior to entering 
CalWORKs WTW and the number of quarters worked in the year prior to entering CalWORKs 
WTW. The rationale for including these two variables in the model is that WTW clients who 
enter the program with more-recent work experience may be more likely to find employment and 
leave sooner. When trying to isolate the impact of SB 1041, these variables allow us to further 
account for any potential change in the composition of the population entering CalWORKs 
WTW before and after the bill implementation.  

42 The approach that we take is often called interrupted time-series analysis. 
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Figure 7.2. Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Entrants Who Are CalWORKs WTW Clients One Year 
After Entry, Percentage Employed One Year After Entry, and Average County Unemployment Rate 

One Year After Entry 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2007–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTE: The average unemployment rate reported here is measured in the fourth quarter after the cohort enters 
CalWORKs and is weighted by the number of CalWORKs WTW clients in each county. 

Given the potential for unobserved factors that we cannot control for, as well as the relatively 
short period for examining outcomes in the post–SB 1041 period, results should be interpreted 
with caution. As with the results in the previous report, we view the analyses using these 
methods as preliminary because the findings may or may not be robust to using more data, and 
supplemental analysis discussed at the end of the chapter leaves open the possibility that we are 
not adequately controlling for the improving economy. Additionally, while some aspects of 
SB 1041 may affect clients immediately (particularly the increased earnings disregard), other 
aspects may take time to have an impact because of the time required for full implementation 
(e.g., making greater use of the WTW 24-month time clock and linking clients to services), and 
we may not see the impact of those changes in some of the early cohorts under examination here. 
The results in the first evaluation report suggest that implementation of the SB 1041 provisions 
and related supports were still underway when the 2013 cohorts entered CalWORKs WTW 
(Davis et al., 2016).  
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Outcomes One Year After Entry 
We begin with updating our findings from the first evaluation report by examining the 
association of SB 1041 with changes in outcomes one year after entry. We first examine 
employment and CalWORKs WTW client status and then turn to earnings. 

One Year After Enrollment, Were Rates of Employment and Rates of Still Being a 
CalWORKs WTW Client Different for Cohorts Who Enrolled After SB 1041?  

When we controlled for the county unemployment rate and client characteristics, we found that 
SB 1041 was associated with a 1.9 percentage point increase in the percentage of CalWORKs 
WTW clients employed one year after enrollment (Figure 7.3) but not with any change in 
the percentage who were still CalWORKs WTW clients (an insignificant effect of 0.4 in Figure 
7.4). Without SB 1041, we would have 

Figure 7.3. Change Associated with SB 1041 in the Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Entrants Who 
Were Employed One Year After Entry  

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcomes (green triangles) are the observed outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts; 
the “without SB 1041” outcomes (red circles) are the predicted outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. The 
percentages displayed are measured in the fourth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. An asterisk indicates 
that the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05).  
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Figure 7.4. Change Associated with SB 1041 in the Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Entrants Who 
Were CalWORKs WTW Clients One Year After Entry  

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcomes (green triangles) are the observed outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts; 
the “without SB 1041” outcomes (red circles) are the predicted outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. The 
percentages displayed are measured in the fourth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. An asterisk indicates 
that the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05).  

expected the rate of employment among the post–SB 1041 cohorts one year after entry to have 
been 39.2 percent on average, but instead we observed 41.1 percent employed. The difference, 
+1.9 percentage points, was statistically significant.43 

When outcomes were analyzed using the four mutually exclusive categories, we obtain a more 
nuanced view of these results: Most of the increase in employment that our analysis associated with 
SB 1041 comprised those who were able to combine being a CalWORKs WTW client with 
employment (“Employed and WTW client”)—an increase of about 1.4 percentage points. 

43 This result can be compared with what one might find without a statistical model. The average rate of 
employment one year after entry among individuals before SB 1041 was 35.2 percent—meaning that the average for 
individuals after SB 1041 was 5.9 percentage points higher. However, this increase may be attributed to other 
changes over time. After accounting for those factors with our statistical model, we found that 1.9 percentage points 
of the increase remained.  
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Controlling for county unemployment rates and client characteristics, we see that the rates of those in 
CalWORKs WTW only one year after entry (and not employed) as well as the rates of those neither 
in CalWORKs WTW nor employed one year after entry were each about 1 percentage point lower 
with SB 1041 than without it.  

The findings for the four mutually exclusive categories are illustrated in Figure 7.5, in which the 
distribution (averaged across the post–SB 1041 cohorts) that we predicted had there been no SB 1041 
is on the left, and the distribution with SB 1041 is on the right, with the difference attributed to  
SB 1041 in parentheses.44 For new clients entering after SB 1041 (reading from the bottom of the 
stacked bars in Figure 7.5):  

Figure 7.5. Rates in Mutually Exclusive Categories of Employment Status and CalWORKs WTW 

Client Status One Year After Entry into CalWORKs WTW Without and With SB 1041 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcomes (the right bar) are the observed average outcomes for the post–SB 1041 
cohorts; the “without SB 1041” outcomes (left bar) are the predicted average outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. 
Outcomes are measured in fourth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. Controls include county 
unemployment rate and client characteristics. An asterisk indicates that the difference is statistically significant  
(p < 0.05). 

44 We investigated the slight difference in the Figure 7.5 estimates for one-year outcomes and those reported in our 
earlier analysis (Davis et al., 2016).We found that the differences were related to three factors: changes in amount of 
people being matched to MEDS data using Social Security Numbers, the increased number of years in the model, 
and controlling for clients’ work history in the year before they entered WTW. The findings in this report are similar 
to those in Davis et al. (2016) with the exception that Davis et al. (2016) documented an increase in the rate of being 
a WTW client rather than in employment associated with SB 1041. 
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• On average, 22.2 percent were employed only one year after entry (and not a CalWORKs
WTW client) which is not statistically different than what we would have expected
without SB 1041.

• On average, 18.9 percent were both employed and a CalWORKs WTW client one year
after entry, which is 1.4 percentage points higher than we would have expected.

• On average, 33.4 percent were CalWORKs WTW clients (and not employed) one year
after entry, which is 1.0 percentage points lower than we would have expected.

• On average, 25.5 percent were neither employed nor a CalWORKs WTW client one year
after entry, which is 0.9 percentage points lower than we would have expected.

One Year After Enrollment, Was the Level of Earnings Different for Cohorts of 
CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Enrolled After SB 1041? 

As can be expected, real earnings for clients one year after entry (measured in 2013 first quarter 
dollars) mirrored the overall state of the economy in a procyclical pattern. Cohorts entering 
CalWORKs WTW after SB 1041 did so at a time when the economy was improving and real 
earnings were rising.45 (See Table F.2 in Appendix F) When we accounted for this prevailing 
change in the economy and for changing characteristics of WTW entrants in our regression 
model, we found an increase in earnings one year after entry associated with SB 1041 
(Figure 7.6). After we accounted for client characteristics and county unemployment rates, the 
quarterly real earnings were $105.78, or 7.3 percent—higher with SB 1041 than would have 
been expected without SB 1041.  

45 Average earnings are calculated across all CalWORKs WTW clients whether or not they worked. In other words, 
clients who were not employed had earnings of $0.  



184 

Figure 7.6. Real Quarterly Earnings One Year After Entry into CalWORKs WTW Without and With 

SB 1041  

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2010–2014 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcome (the right bar) is the observed average outcome for the post–SB 1041 cohorts; 
the “without SB 1041” outcome (left bar) is the predicted average outcome for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. Quarterly 
earnings are measured in the fourth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW and are expressed in constant 2013 
first quarter dollars using the CPI (BLS, 2015a) to adjust for inflation. Controls include the county unemployment rate 
and client characteristics. An asterisk indicates that the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05).  

Given that some reforms associated with SB 1041 were not immediately implemented (e.g., 
FS and ESE), one might expect that impacts could be stronger for later cohorts. To investigate 
this, we estimated average impacts separately for each of the two post–SB 1041 entry cohorts in 
this analysis of 2013 and 2014. The results (Table 7.1) indicate that the move into employment 
(regardless of status in WTW) and the increase in earnings associated with SB 1041 were greater 
in magnitude for the 2014 entry cohort, but most of the estimated impacts on the four mutually 
exclusive categories were not different from one another. 
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Table 7.1. Estimated Average Impact of SB 1041 on Employment Status, CalWORKs WTW Client 

Status, and Earnings One Year After Entry into CalWORKs WTW (2013 and 2014 CalWORKs WTW 

Entry Cohorts) 

2013 Cohorts 2014 Cohorts 
Estimated 

Impact for 

2013 

Different 

from 2014? Status One Year After Entry 

Estimated 

Average 

Impact 

Standard 

Error 

Estimated 

Average 

Impact 

Standard 

Error 

Employed +1.5% * 0.33% +2.7% * 0.47% ü 

WTW Client –0.0% 0.57% +1.1% 0.88% 

Neither –0.3% 0.31% –2.0% * 0.55% ü 

WTW client only –1.2% * 0.43% –0.7% 0.64% 

Employed and WTW client +1.2% * 0.27% +1.8% * 0.38%

Employed only +0.4% 0.38% +0.9% 0.50% 

Quarterly earnings +65.12 * 14.14 +175.59 * 20.04 ü 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: Outcome is measured in fourth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. Controls include county 
unemployment rate and client characteristics.  
* Estimated average impact is statistically significant (p < 0.05).
ü the difference between the 2013 estimate and the 2014 estimate was statistically significant (p < 0.05). 

Two Years After Enrollment, Were Rates of Employment and Rates of Still Being a 
CalWORKs WTW Client Different for Cohorts Who Enrolled After SB 1041?  

As noted previously, when examining two-year outcomes, our analysis of post–SB 1041 cohorts 
is limited to the four cohorts that entered in 2013, as we do not yet have data on the 2014 cohorts 
(i.e., we do not have data for 2016, which would be two years after the 2014 cohorts entered 
CalWORKs WTW).  

When we controlled for the county unemployment rate and client characteristics, we found 
that SB 1041 was associated with a 1.3 percentage point decrease in the percentage of the 
cohorts who were employed two years after enrollment and a 1.9 percentage point increase in the 
percentage who were still CalWORKs WTW clients (Figures 7.7 and 7.8).  
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Figure 7.7. Change Associated with SB 1041 in the Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Entrants Who 
Were Employed Two Years After CalWORKs WTW Entry  

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcomes (green triangles) are the observed outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts; 
the “without SB 1041” outcomes (red circles) are the predicted outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. The 
percentages displayed are measured in the eighth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. An asterisk indicates 
that the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05). 
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Figure 7.8. Change Associated with SB 1041 in the Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Entrants Who 
Were CalWORKs WTW Clients Two Years After Entry  

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcomes (green triangles) are the observed outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts; 
the “without SB 1041” outcomes (red circles) are the predicted outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. The 
percentages displayed are measured in the eighth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. An asterisk indicates 
that the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05). 

When examining the four mutually exclusive categories (Figure 7.9), the shift is from a 
decrease in those who were working only (–2.1 percentage points) two years after entry and 
increases in those who were combining CalWORKs WTW with employment (+0.8 percentage 
points) and those who were only CalWORKs WTW clients and not employed (+1.1 percentage 
points). When interpreting the estimated impacts of SB 1041, it is important to note that the share 
of those “employed only” two years after WTW entry was higher than the share one year after 
entry (31.4 percent in Figure 7.9 compared with 22.2 percent in Figure 7.5), while the share of 
those who were WTW clients only was lower (21.8 percent in Figure 7.9 compared with 33.4 
percent in Figure 7.5).  
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Figure 7.9. Rates in Mutually Exclusive Categories of Employment Status and CalWORKs WTW 

Client Status Two Years After Entry into CalWORKs WTW Without and With SB 1041 

 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcomes (the right bar) are the observed average outcomes for the post–SB 1041 
cohorts; the “without SB 1041” outcomes (left bar) are the predicted average outcomes for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. 
Outcomes are measured in eighth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW. Controls include county 
unemployment rate and client characteristics. An asterisk indicates that the difference is statistically significant  
(p < 0.05). 

Two Years After Enrollment, Was the Level of Earnings Different for Cohorts of 
CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Enrolled After SB 1041?  

Turning to earnings, we find that SB 1041 was not associated with a significant difference in 
earning two years after entry (Figure 7.10).  
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Figure 7.10. Real Quarterly Earnings Two Years After Entry into CalWORKs WTW Without and 

With SB 1041 

 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2010–2014 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
NOTES: The “with SB 1041” outcome (the right bar) is the observed average outcome for the post–SB 1041 cohorts; 
the “without SB 1041” outcome (left bar) is the predicted average outcome for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. Quarterly 
earnings are measured in eighth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW and are expressed in constant 2013 
first quarter dollars using the CPI (BLS, 2015a) to adjust for inflation. Controls include the county unemployment rate 
and client characteristics. An asterisk indicates that the difference is statistically significant (p < 0.05). 

Discussion 
Findings from the analysis presented in this chapter indicate that SB 1041 was associated with 
higher rates of employment, higher rates of combining employment and WTW, and higher real 
earnings for new WTW clients one year after entry. Findings also indicated that SB 1041 was 
associated with lower rates of employment, higher rates of still being a WTW client two years 
after entry, and no difference in real earnings. These findings, however, should be interpreted 
with caution, as there may be other changes in the state that could not be captured by the 
measures in our statistical model. In particular, we are concerned about whether the 
unemployment rate adequately accounts for fluctuations in the economy and the impact of other 
policy changes on the observed outcomes. We hope to address these issues further in subsequent 
analysis.  
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With this caveat in mind, what do the findings tell us about the impact of the SB 1041 policy 
changes? First, it is important to reiterate that the cohorts analyzed here are early cohorts, and the 
outcome time frame (one and two years after entry) is short for measuring some of the potential 
impacts of SB 1041. In particular, the greater flexibility of the WTW 24-month time clock could 
potentially lead to increased usage of CalWORKs within this short time frame, as clients would 
not have even theoretically reached the end of the time clock and, indeed, that is what we 
observe empirically (see Chapter Six). Hence, it is not surprising that there is no change in WTW 
client status one year after entry and a small increase two years after entry associated with SB 
1041. As noted in the first evaluation report, the higher amount of earnings one year after entry 
that is associated with SB 1041 could potentially be consistent with the increased earned income 
disregard. However, we note again that we were unable to rule out the improving economy as an 
alternative explanation. 

In future analysis, we will be able to extend the length of outcome to three years after entry, 
at which point we expect many of the clients who would benefit from the flexibility introduced 
with SB 1041 to have used it as intended—to increase their human capital and address barriers 
that would then put them on a more stable employment trajectory. We will also have additional 
cohorts with which to measure the impact of SB 1041 on one- and two-year outcomes.  
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8. Conclusions and Policy Implications 

This second report with findings from the evaluation of the SB 1041 reforms to the CalWORKs 
WTW program has provided an opportunity to further examine the status of policy 
implementation, especially with respect to the set of Early Engagement components, and to 
extend the initial analyses of outcomes and potential impacts from the vantage of approximately 
three and a half years since SB 1041 became effective on January 1, 2013. The combination of 
mixed methods applied to qualitative and quantitative data has served to generate a state-level 
perspective of the policy changes (Chapter 3), the view from all 58 counties with respect to 
implementation (Chapter 4), the experience of six focal counties with implementation and 
perceived impact that is likely to capture the range of experiences across the state (Chapter 5), a 
set of indicators capturing participant status at a point in time and over time (Chapter 6), and 
quantitative assessments of potential impact on a range of participant outcomes (Chapter 7).  

In this final chapter, we first summarize the key findings across the study components, 
integrating findings on a given topic across the study components where possible. Because these 
are interim results, we are not yet able to delineate recommendations based on the findings. 
However, we conclude the chapter by drawing out implications for policy based on the interim 
evidence.  

Summary of Key Findings 
Table 8.1 integrates and compiles our findings across the WTW client process study, status and 
tracking studies, and client impact study presented in Chapters Three through Seven. Across the 
study components, we have identified a set of higher-level findings regarding the initial 
experiences with SB 1041 implementation and the associated outcomes and interim impacts. 
First, with respect to implementation, we find the following as of mid-2016: 

• State- and county-level stakeholders agreed that the core components of SB 1041 had 
been implemented as of mid-2016, although issues remained with the execution of some 
components, particularly the WTW 24-month time clock.  

• Counties continued to expand or enhance partnerships with local service providers, 
especially in areas where gaps previously existed. 

• Understanding of the more-complex components of SB 1041 (e.g., WTW 24-month time 
clock) appears to have improved over time, but shortfalls remained.  
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Table 8.1. Summary of Key Findings 

Topic Key Findings 

Process Study Analyses 
Status of  
SB 1041 
implementation 
as of June 2016 

• From the perspective of state-level stakeholders, all of the components of SB 1041 and the 
complementary Early Engagement activities were in place as of mid-2016, training had been 
provided, and data systems had been automated to the extent possible (with continuing plans 
to improve data infrastructure), but challenges continued with on-the-ground implementation of 
some aspects of the complex legislation.  

• In the 2016 ACS, a majority of counties stated that the complexity of SB 1041 continued to be 
a hindrance to implementation, especially the WTW 24-month time clock, a finding reiterated 
in the focal county visits. Counties indicated they had provided additional training to address 
the knowledge gaps. 

• Most counties continued to use a combination of both manual and automated systems for 
updating the WTW 24-month time clock. The need for clearer guidance on the 24-month time 
clock was emphasized in the ACS and focal county interviews. Other issues that create 
hindrances include the availability of affordable housing and the availability of jobs. 

Coordination 
with other public 
and private 
service providers 
at county level 

• According to the 2016 ACS, new partnerships or enhancement of existing partnerships with 
service providers were more prevalent in areas where needs were not already being met (e.g., 
housing assistance and to support the FS and ESE programs). 

• A majority of counties in the 2016 ACS indicated that it currently takes less than one month for 
a CalWORKs WTW client to begin participation in employment and/or job training and 
education. More than 90 percent of counties reported that it takes clients less than one month 
to receive child care, transportation, and domestic abuse services. Still, 19 percent of counties 
reported it takes between one and two months for clients to start receiving mental health 
services, and 17 percent reported it took this long for substance abuse services. 

Caseworkers’ 
and staff 
understanding of 
SB 1041 

• Similar to the 2015 ACS results, nearly all counties reported that WTW caseworkers 
understood moderately well or very well several SB 1041 components: enhanced flexibility, 
greater choices in WTW activities, and how to determine a client’s 24-month time clock. At the 
same time, supervisors in a majority of counties were only somewhat confident that their staff 
could accurately calculate clients’ 24-month time clock and could prepare CalWORKs clients 
for the post–24-month time clock participation requirements. 

CalWORKs 
participants’ 
understanding of 
SB 1041 

• Compared with the 2015 wave of the ACS, a somewhat higher proportion of counties in 2016 
thought clients understood the WTW participation requirements moderately well to very well 
(72 percent versus 66 percent). There was almost no change in the percentage of counties 
that thought CalWORKs clients understood well or very well the more-flexible activities they 
can participate in during the WTW 24-month time-clock period (69 percent), the new one-time 
young child exemption (88 percent), and the WTW 24-month time clock (33 percent). 

Experience with 
OCAT 

• According to the 2016 ACS, all but one county reported that they had countywide 
implementation of the OCAT, and a handful of counties administer it in Spanish or another 
language. Caseworker understanding of the OCAT tool was generally rated to be high. Four 
out of five counties reported that the OCAT helped with identifying barriers to self-sufficiency 
and needed services.  

• State- and county-level interviewees noted that integrating the OCAT into county welfare 
operations has required changes in business processes and partnerships with service 
providers. It has also extended the time it takes to complete a WTW plan. The time required to 
administer the OCAT, the sensitive nature of the questions, and the lack of private space in 
some welfare offices for administration were identified as sources of concern according to the 
ACS and focal county interviewees. 

• According to state-level interviewees, some caseworkers had experienced secondary trauma 
as a result of the intense OCAT interview and the sensitive nature of some of the questions. 
CDSS had responded with training and resources to support caseworkers in this role. 

• Data systems as of mid-2016 did not support an examination of the relationship between 
OCAT recommendations for a given WTW client and subsequent participation in services. 
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Table 8.1—Continued 

Topic Key Findings 

Experience with 
FS program 

• All but one county reported countywide implementation of the FS program at the time of the 
2016 ACS and almost all of those counties indicated that they also served family members. 
Provision of substance abuse and mental health counseling and treatment is nearly universal, 
and most counties offer a range of other services. On average, counties reported serving  
79 percent of eligible families through their FS program.  

• The FS program is largely viewed as a success because of the flexibility it offers to address 
the unique needs of each client and the ability to provide services to children. ACS 
respondents were more likely to give higher ratings to their FS program in terms of stabilizing 
families, addressing barriers to self-sufficiency, providing substance abuse treatment and 
mental health counseling, and providing emergency shelter. Counties were not as positive 
regarding the success of their program’s provision of transitional housing.  

Experience with 
ESE program 

• According to the 2016 ACS, 45 counties reported implementing ESE countywide, six counties 
were planning for implementation, while seven counties reported that they have opted out.  

• State-level stakeholders viewed the ESE program as an underused mechanism, but use is 
expected to grow with its consolidation with the AB 98 Subsidized Employment program.  

• One challenge with the ESE program was getting employers to participate. Another issue was 
whether CalWORKs WTW clients are “job ready.” 

• Counties rated the program more successful in terms of preparing CalWORKs clients for long-
term self-sufficiency and for finding unsubsidized employment but not as successful in terms 
of finding jobs with a livable wage, keeping clients employed with the ESE employer, and 
keeping clients from returning to CalWORKs. 

Access to 
education 

• Community college representatives at the state and county levels had not observed an increase 
in referrals from the CalWORKs clients as of mid-2016, but this may result from other external 
factors. Among the 58 counties responding to the ACS, just 19 counties (33 percent) indicated 
that more clients were enrolled in community college in mid-2016 than were enrolled in July 
2015. Only 18 counties reported an increase in enrollment in vocational educational and training 
between mid-2016 and mid2015. 

• Barriers to take-up of educational opportunities identified in the focal county interviews and 
focus groups included limited availability of courses and transportation, as well as clients’ 
“readiness” to enter a college-level program (e.g., lack of a GED, low literacy levels). 

Perceptions of 
SB 1041 reforms 
and their impact 

• In responding to the 2016 ACS, about 40 percent to 70 percent of counties reported that the 
implementation of SB 1041 had no effect in the year since the 2015 survey on work 
participation rates, participation in WTW activities, compliance with CalWORKs program rules, 
earnings, participation in CalFresh, the number of clients receiving sanctions, or enrollment in 
education and training programs.  

Implications of 
WPR for SB 
1041 
implementation 

• With the expectation that California would meet its 2016 WPR, CDSS staff hoped that county 
welfare office staff would be less likely to see a conflict between SB 1041 and meeting WPR. 
This reduction in pressure to meet WPR was present in two of the six focal counties but 
continued to be a subject of concern in the other four counties.  

Status and Tracking Studies Extended Descriptive Analyses 
Use of 48-month 
time-on-aid limit 

• After two years, both the cohort that entered the CalWORKs WTW program in February 2013 
and the cohort that began in February 2014 had used, on average, about nine months of the 
48-month time limit. After three years, the February 2013 entry cohort had used about 11 
months of the 48-month time limit on average. 

Use of WTW 24-
month time clock 

• After two years, both the February 2013 and the February 2014 entry cohorts had used, on 
average, about two months of the WTW 24-month time clock. Looking over a three-year horizon, 
the February 2013 cohort had used two months on the WTW 24-month time clock on average. 

Exemptions • The percentage of WTW clients who received at least one exemption during their first two 
years in the CalWORKs WTW program increased slightly from the February 2007 entry cohort 
to the February 2014 entry cohort (from 44 percent to 46 percent). There was a similar 
increase in the percentage of WTW clients who received at least one exemption during their 
first three years (from 47 percent for the February 2007 entry cohort to 52 percent for the 
February 2013 entry cohort).  

• Annual snapshots of all WTW clients since SB 1041—in February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 
2016—showed that the share of clients with an exemption decreased from 41 percent in 
February 2013 to 29 percent in February 2016. 



 

 
 

194 

Table 8.1—Continued 

Topic Key Findings 

Sanctions • The percentage of WTW clients who received at least one sanction during their first two years 
in the CalWORKs WTW program increased from 12 percent for the 2007 cohort to 14 percent 
for the 2013 cohort, and then decreased to 13 percent for the 2014 cohort. The percentage of 
clients who received at least one sanction during the first three years ranged from 17 percent 
for the 2007 and 2009 cohorts to 18 percent for the 2013 cohort.  

• Yearly snapshots since SB 1041 showed that the share of clients who were currently 
sanctioned decreased from 13 percent in February 2013 to 10 percent in February 2016.  

Leaving 
CalWORKs 

• The percentage of WTW clients who were not in CalWORKs WTW one year after entry 
changed very little from the February 2007 (52 percent) to February 2014 (51 percent) entry 
cohorts. The percentage of clients who were no longer in the program two years after entry 
increased from 64 percent for the 2007 entry cohort to 68 percent for the 2014 entry cohort, 
and the same was true for departure three years after entry, with an increase from 69 percent 
for the 2007 entry cohort to 77 percent for the 2013 entry cohort.  

Employment and 
earnings 

• A larger percentage of the February 2014 entry cohort was employed for at least one quarter 
in the first two years after entry compared with the February 2007 entry cohort (56 percent 
versus 67 percent). Looking over three years, the percentage employed for at least one 
quarter in the first three years after entry ranged from 58 percent for the February 2009 entry 
cohort to 71 percent for the February 2013 entry cohort. The percentage of new WTW clients 
who were continuously employed for their first year on WTW ranged from 13 percent for the 
2009 entry cohort to 19 percent for the 2014 entry cohort.  

• Yearly snapshots after SB 1041 showed that a higher percentage of WTW clients were 
employed in February 2016 than in February 2013 (26 percent in 2013 and 34 percent in 2016). 

• For the February 2016 cross-section, employed WTW clients earned about $2,533 per quarter 
on average, controlling for inflation, a 17-percent increase compared with the February 2013 
cross-section. 

Reengagement • Among the WTW clients who had the short-term WTW exemption for young children in December 
2012, 16 percent still had this exemption in February 2014 and almost none had it in February 
2015 and February 2016. Sixty-five percent of this group were not clients in the CalWORKs WTW 
program in February 2016. 

Impact Study Updated Descriptive Analyses 
CalWORKs 
receipt, 
employment, and 
earnings 

• After accounting for changes in the economy and in the demographics of CalWORKs WTW 
clients, empirical estimates suggest that persons entering CalWORKs in the post–SB 1041 
period had employment rates one year after enrollment about 2 percentage points higher than 
similar CalWORKs WTW clients who enrolled before the reforms. This results from a higher 
prevalence of clients combining employment and CalWORKs WTW. Using the same 
methodology, we found that the level of quarterly real earnings among CalWORKs WTW 
clients one year after enrollment was about $106 higher (7.3 percent) than predicted. 

• This pattern was not replicated, however, when we examined the same outcomes two years 
after CalWORKs entry. In that case, the estimates indicate that individuals were less likely 
than predicted to be employed two years after entry (1.3 percentage point decline) and more 
likely to still be a CalWORKs WTW client (nearly a 2-percentage point increase). The level of 
real quarterly earnings two years after enrollment was no different than predicted. 

• The OCAT, implemented in almost all counties as of mid-2016, was viewed as a useful 
tool for identifying barriers but there were concerns with the time to administer the tool, 
the sensitive nature of the information collected, and administration in settings without 
privacy.  

• Implementation of the FS program was largely viewed as a success given the flexibility it 
offers to meet the unique needs of each client and to provide services to children.  
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• Use of the ESE program was been below expectations as of mid-2016, but consolidation 
with the predecessor AB 98 Subsidized Employment program and other factors may 
support greater use in the future.  

• Take-up of educational opportunities, as of mid-2016, continued to fall short of 
expectations, but efforts were underway to increase participation.  

• Across all 58 counties, a consistent view measured in the 2016 ACS was that outcomes 
had not changed much in the prior year under SB 1041.  

• The tension between the flexibility for work activities offered under SB 1041 and the 
WPR may have lessened in at least some counties as of mid-2016.  

Second, with respect to WTW client outcomes, we find the following based on data through 
February 2016: 

• After two years, both the cohort that entered the CalWORKs WTW program in February 
2013 and the cohort that began in February 2014 had used, on average, about nine 
months of the 48-month time limit and about two months of the WTW 24-month time 

clock. After three years, clients who started in the CalWORKs WTW program in 
February 2013 had used, on average, about 11 months of the 48-month time limit and 
about two months of the WTW 24-month time clock. 

• The percentage of CalWORKs WTW clients who received at least one exemption during 
their first two years in the CalWORKs WTW program increased slightly (2 percentage 
points comparing the 2007 and 2014 entry cohorts), as did the percentage of clients who 
received at least one exemption during their first three years in the CalWORKs WTW 
program (5 percentage points comparing the 2007 and 2013 entry cohorts). Annual 
snapshots of all WTW clients since SB 1041 (i.e., February 2013 to February 2016) 
showed that the share of clients with an exemption decreased from 41 percent to 29 
percent.  

• The percentage of WTW clients who received at least one sanction during their first two 
years in the CalWORKs WTW program showed little change (a net increase of 1 
percentage point) between the 2007 entry cohort and the 2014 cohort. The percentage of 
clients who received at least one sanction during the first three years in the CalWORKs 
WTW program also displayed little change. Yearly snapshots since SB 1041 showed that 
the share of WTW clients who were currently sanctioned decreased from 13 percent in 
February 2013 to 10 percent in February 2016. 

• The percentage of WTW clients who were not in the CalWORKs WTW program one 
year after entry changed very little from the February 2007 to February 2014 entry 
cohorts. The percentage of clients who were not in the CalWORKs WTW program two 
years and three years after entry increased 4 percentage points (comparing the 2007 and 
2014 entry cohorts) and 8 percentage points (comparing the 2007 and 2013 entry 
cohorts), respectively. 
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• A larger percentage of the February 2014 entry cohort was employed for at least one 
quarter in the cohort’s first two years after entry compared with the February 2007 entry 
cohort (an 11 percentage-point difference). Looking over three years, the percentage 
employed for at least one quarter in the first three years after entry ranged from 58 
percent for the February 2009 entry cohort to 71 percent for the February 2013 entry 
cohort. The percentage of new WTW clients who were continuously employed for their 
first year on WTW ranged from 13 percent for the 2009 cohort to 19 percent for the 2014 
entry cohort. Yearly snapshots after SB 1041 showed that a higher percentage of clients 
were employed in February 2016 than in February 2013 (26 percent in 2013 and 
34 percent in 2016).  

• For the February 2016 cross-section, employed WTW clients earned about $2,533 per 
quarter on average, controlling for inflation, a 17-percent increase over the February 2013 
cross-section. 

• Among the WTW clients who had the short-term WTW exemption for young children 
in December 2012, 16 percent still had this exemption in February 2014 and almost none 
still had it in February 2015 and February 2016. Sixty-five percent of this group were not 
clients in the CalWORKs WTW program in February 2016. 

Third, with respect to impact on clients, the following tentative findings are based on data 
through the first quarter of 2016 and an analytic method that accounts for the changing 
unemployment rate and characteristics of CalWORKs WTW clients: 

• After SB 1041, CalWORKs WTW clients were more likely than predicted to be 
employed one year after entry (a 1.9 percentage point increase), mostly from combining 
employment and CalWORKs WTW compared with those employed only. Real quarterly 
earnings one year after enrollment was about $106 higher than predicted (a 7-percent 
increase). These findings are consistent with the results from the first evaluation report 
using more-limited data in terms of the period and caseload covered. 

• Examining outcomes two years after CalWORKs enrollment in the post–SB 1041 period, 
CalWORKs WTW clients were less likely than predicted to be employed (a 1.3 
percentage point decrease) and more likely to still be a CalWORKs WTW client (a 1.9 
percentage point increase). When disaggregated into mutually exclusive categories, the 
percentage who were employed-only was significantly lower (a 2.1 percentage point 
decline) with a shift toward combining being a WTW client and employed (a 0.8 
percentage point increase) and being a WTW client only (a 1.1 percentage point 
increase). The level of real quarterly earnings among CalWORKs WTW clients two years 
after enrollment was no different than predicted. 
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Implications and Issues to Examine in the Next Phase of the Evaluation 
As a multiyear evaluation, recommendations will be provided in the final evaluation report, 
although we do include suggested policy changes offered through the ACS and by stakeholders 
in the six focal counties in Chapters Four and Five. A number of the findings summarized in 
Table 8.1 are supported by multiple information sources, especially those from the process study, 
and can form the basis for identifying important implications of the results, as well as issues that 
we expect to consider in the third phase of the evaluation. In this final section, we highlight these 
implications and issues for further exploration. 

WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

The ongoing challenges with the WTW 24-month time clock were evident in the responses to the 
ACS and the interviews and focus groups conducted in the focal counties. The clock continues to 
be the most complex aspect of the legislation to administer in general (and in a consistent manner 
more specifically) and to explain to clients. Although there appears to be some improvement 
since our first evaluation report in the understanding of the clock on the part of caseworkers, it 
appears that CalWORKs clients continue to have difficulty obtaining a solid understanding of the 
WTW 24-month time clock and how it applies to them. And caseworkers continue to struggle 
with understanding how to calculate clients’ 24-month time clocks and how to explain and 
prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-month time clock participation requirements. As this 
was also the case in our first evaluation report, we again point to a need for strategies to simplify 
the guidance provided to clients and to perhaps offer more-effective resource materials. 
Furthermore, the state-level administrative data available to us for this report indicate that the 
average client has only a few months accumulated on the time clock and that relatively few have 
exhausted their 24 months of flexible WTW services. Given these issues, we will continue to 
focus on this aspect of implementation of SB 1041 in the final round of qualitative and 
quantitative data collection and analysis. 

The degree of take-up of the 24 months of WTW services and how the flexibility is used 
(e.g., for education) may have implications for whether SB 1041 will achieve its objective of 
promoting a robust transition to self-sufficiency that is sustained. A key issue we will seek to 
explore for the final evaluation report is the timing (initiation and duration) of participation in the 
24 months of WTW services and the nature of the services received. We will also plan to 
examine the extent to which clients receive an extension on their 24-month time clock. 

Early Engagement Activities 

Although OCAT was in place in all counties according to the 2016 ACS, there still appeared to 
be a need to improve the tool’s usefulness and to assess its ability to identify the most relevant 
needs a recipient faces. Improved administration could come through streamlining the 
information collected in the OCAT versus what is gathered elsewhere in the intake process. The 
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OCAT could also be subject to a formal validation study, given that the OCAT tool, as 
administered in CalWORKs, has not been subject to validation research to date. We expect to 
continue to monitor ways in which the OCAT is administered and whether counties identify 
strategies to mitigate the concerns regarding the length of the tool and the sensitive nature of the 
information collected. The relationship between the OCAT appraisal results, the referrals to 
services, the take-up of those services, and any capacity constraints will be other topics of 
interest. 

The FS program was also operating in all counties and generally viewed favorably in terms 
of the ability to tailor needed services to adult recipients and their children. Looking ahead, we 
anticipate exploring the relationship between participation in the FS program and the mix of 
services received and the length of participation.  

Finally, given the lagging use of the ESE programs, the consolidation of the subsidized 
employment and ESE program are expected to increase the counties’ use of subsidized 
employment as a tool for increasing work participation. The extent to which this occurs will be 
of interest in our final round of data collection. Greater use of the program may require that 
counties expand their efforts to recruit employers. 

Scope for Process Improvements 

As implementation of SB 1041 continues to unfold and become more institutionalized, CDSS 
and the counties can continue to look for ways to improve processes associated with SB 1041. 
We have already noted the need to do so for the implementation of the WTW 24-month time 
clock and for the administration of OCAT. Responses to the ACS also indicate that there may 
room to improve the processes for connecting CalWORKs clients to needed services. Variation 
in responses to the ACS by county size further point to opportunities to support process 
improvements, especially for counties with smaller caseloads. In our final round of data 
collection, we will be particularly interested in novel approaches that counties have taken that 
may prove to be useful models for other counties and how the counties can and could work with 
one another to disseminate successful practices. 

Measuring SB 1041 Impact 

Given that the implementation of SB 1041 was reaching maturity as of mid-2016 when we 
completed our second round of data collection, we are more confident that a third round of data 
collection will be useful for measuring the impact of the legislation on county welfare office 
operations, as well as on outcomes for CalWORKs clients and their families based on data that 
extend to 2017. Assessing the impact of the legislation will still be subject to a number of 
challenges, such as the need to control for potential confounding factors; the need to account for 
when each component of the legislation went into effect at the ground level, not just the effective 
date; and the expectation that we can make inferences only about the impact of the bundle of 
policy changes in SB 1041 and related legislation, rather than for any specific component of the 
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legislation. Nevertheless, the methods we have identified (and used to perform the interim 
analyses for this report) offer the best opportunity for making causal inferences regarding the 
effects of the complex set of changes under SB 1041. 
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Appendix A. Understanding How the CalWORKs Program 
Functions 

This appendix provides a discussion of key provisions of SB 1041 and how they operate, with a 
particular focus on the new WTW activities and WTW 24-month time clock. We also provide 
details on the set of Early Engagement activities: the OCAT, FS program, and ESE program. A 
final section discusses the WPR in the context of SB 1041. 

Key Provisions of SB 1041 
The SB 1041 legislation affected a number of key features of CalWORKs.46 Most provisions 
became effective January 1, 2013, although implementation may have started later and other 
features in the law were scheduled to be phased in over time. 

Overview of New WTW Services and WTW 24-Month Time Clock 

Under SB 1041, the lifetime limit for CalWORKs receipt remained at 48 months (the time limit 
adopted in 2011 legislation), but the legislation provided for 24 months of flexible CalWORKs 
WTW services and activities to prepare clients to become or remain employed, with the months 
tracked through the new WTW 24-month time clock (CDSS, 2012a). The CalWORKs clients 
who engage in these activities are referred to as WTW clients.  

The new time clock is embedded within the preexisting CalWORKs 48-month time limit, 
which determines how long nonexempt clients are eligible to receive cash assistance contingent 
upon compliance with the federal work participation requirement. Months in the new clock 
accrue prospectively and cumulatively, but not necessarily consecutively (CDSS, 2012a). After 
the WTW 24-month time clock is exhausted, clients are obligated to meet the CalWORKs 
federal standards for work participation requirements for the remainder of their 48 months on 
aid.47 For clients who may need more time to complete educational goals or resolve barriers to 
employment, counties may grant a six-month extension of the CalWORKs 24-month time clock. 
This extension can be applied for a target of 20 percent of clients who have spent between 24 and 
48 months on aid.48 

 
46 Some features of the CalWORKs program did not change under SB 1041. These include the structure of sanctions 
for noncompliance, the family cap (i.e., no increase in the monthly benefit when a new child is added to the 
assistance unit), and the provision for child-only benefits to continue after the adult or adults in the assistance unit 
reach their lifetime time limit. 
47 Participants began timing out of the WTW time clock in January 2015. 
48 Beginning in 2015, on a semiannual basis, CDSS has provided counties with a targeted number of assistance units 
for the exemption in the upcoming six-month period based on 20 percent of the cases estimated to be potentially 
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After January 1, 2013, the WTW 24-month time clock stops if a client: has an applicable 
WTW exemption or has a good-cause determination that excuses noncompliance in WTW 
activities (e.g., illness or disability, lack of transportation), is under sanction, is developing a 
WTW plan, is participating in job search, meets federal work participation requirements, is 
eligible for Cal-Learn, has a domestic abuse waiver, or has a prior temporary exemption for 
caring for a young child and has not yet been reengaged (we discuss this condition further 
below). 

These provisions of SB 1041, as well as those discussed below, applied fully to those 
enrolling in CalWORKs for the first time after January 1, 2013, and to those transitioning from 
the pre–SB 1041 rules. Thus, both new and continuing clients after January 1, 2013, have a 24-
month period to engage in more-flexible WTW activities. However, those already enrolled in 
CalWORKs as of 2013 with more than 24 months of cumulative aid will likely reach their 48-
month lifetime limit before exhausting the 24 months of flexible WTW activities. 

Overview of Requirements for Work and Related Activities 

CalWORKs WTW clients subject to the work requirements must participate for a minimum 
number of hours per week in a month in work or other related activities. SB 1041 reduced the 
required hours of work from 32 hours to 20 hours for those whose youngest child is less than age 
six. All other single-parent cases had a small drop in the work requirement, from 32 to 30 hours. 
There was no change in the required hours of work for two-parent cases (35 hours).  

In addition to changing the hours of required work, SB 1041 modified the set of allowable 
activities that meet the work participation requirement. While clients are using the 24-month 
time clock, there are no core hourly requirements, a more flexible option than under prior 
CalWORKs rules. During this period, allowable activities include unsubsidized employment, 
subsidized employment, unpaid work experience, community service, vocational education, on-
the-job training, job search and job readiness training, mental health and substance abuse 
treatment, domestic violence services, adult basic education, and secondary school or a GED 
course. (See Table A.1 for a complete list of allowable activities.) 

After the WTW 24-month time clock is exhausted, CalWORKs clients are subject to 
CalWORKs’ federal standards for work activities (discussed further below), which are less 
flexible either because of restrictions in duration for some activities (e.g., vocational education is 
limited to 12 months and mental health or substance abuse treatment to six weeks per year) or 
because of restrictions in intensity for others (e.g., attending secondary school is allowed only if 
at least 20 hours are spent in core activities, such as unsubsidized or subsidized employment).  

 
eligible (i.e., cases where all adult members will be subject to the WTW 24-month time clock within the six-month 
period and they will still have time remaining on the CalWORKs 48-month time limit during the six-month period). 
The targets provided in December and June cover the following January-to-June and July-to-December periods, 
respectively. 



 

 
 

203 

Comparison of Time Clocks 

While similar in some respects (e.g., number of required work participation hours), the new 
WTW 24-month time clock and the 48-month time-on-aid clock are distinct in several ways. In 
particular, the two clocks differ in the approved activities under each period, in the way in which 
time elapses or “ticks” under each clock, how exemptions and extensions are handled, and when 
the clocks expire.  

Approved Activities 

The first and most significant difference between the clocks is the approved activities and the 
distinction between core and non-core activities. SB 1041 eliminated the WTW core and non-
core hourly requirements, with the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock activities being more 
varied and extensive than the federal work activities (see Table A.1). All the activities listed 
under the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock column (first column in Table A.1) are 
allowed, and participation in these activities, in any combination that satisfies the clients’ hourly 
requirements, maintains him or her in good standing in the program (CDSS, 2012c). The 
increased flexibility resulting from the elimination of the core and non-core hourly requirements 
during the 24-month period was intended to support clients’ opportunities to reach self-
sufficiency. In addition, the number of hours that clients are required to participate in WTW have 
been aligned with the federal hourly requirements, which reduces the weekly participation 
requirements for single-parent families.  

When clients have used up or exhausted their WTW 24-month time clock, they are subject to 
CalWORKs federal standards. CalWORKs federal standards hourly requirements must then be 
satisfied through a combination of more restrictive “work-like” activities, listed on the second 
column of Table A.1. In particular, under federal TANF rules, the following activities are 
considered “core”: unsubsidized employment, subsidized employment, work experience, 
community service, vocational education (up to 12 months), on-the-job training, job search and 
job readiness training (six weeks per year; it may include mental health and substance abuse 
treatment), and providing child care to a community service program participant. The following 
activities are considered “non-core”: job skills training directly related to employment, 
satisfactory attendance at a secondary school or course leading to a GED, and education directly 
related to employment. 
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Table A.1. Comparison of CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work 24-Month Time-Clock Activities and Federal 

Work Activities 

CalWORKs Welfare-to-Work 24-Month Time Clock Federal Work Activities 
(No Core Activity Requirements) 

• Unsubsidized employment 
• Self-employment 
• Subsidized private or public sector 
• Grant-based on-the-job training 
• Work study 
• Work experience 
• Community service 
• Vocational education 
• On-the-job training 
• Job search and job readiness 
• Mental health services 
• Substance abuse services 
• Domestic abuse services 
• Supported work and transitional employment 
• Job skills training directly related to employment 
• Satisfactory attendance in a secondary school or in 

a course leading to GED certificate 
• Education directly related to employment 
• Adult basic education 
• Participation required by school to ensure child’s 

attendance 
• Other activities necessary to assist in obtaining 

employment 
 

Core Activities 

• Unsubsidized employment 
• Self-employment 

• Subsidized private or public sector 
• Grant-based on-the-job training 
• Work study 

• Work experience 
• Community service 
• Vocational education (12-month lifetime limit) 
• On-the-job training 
• Job search and job readiness (per established 

time limits) 
• Mental health services 
• Substance abuse services 
• Domestic abuse services 

• Providing child care to a community service 
program participant 

Non-core Activities 

• Job skills training directly related to employment 
• Satisfactory attendance in a secondary school or 

in a course leading to GED certificate 
• Education directly related to employment 

Activities Not Meeting Federal 

• Other activities necessary to assist in obtaining 
employment 

SOURCE: CDSS, undated-b.  
 

Although there is some overlap in the approved activities, the requirements for participation in 
these activities differ. For example, participation in vocational education under the CalWORKs 
federal standards is limited to 12 months for a client’s lifetime. However, clients can engage in 
vocational education for the entire 24 months of the WTW period. 

Counting Time on the Clocks 

The second major distinction between the two time clocks is the way in which time elapses, or 
“ticks.” The 48-month time-on-aid clock begins as soon as the nonexempt client is approved for 
the CalWORKs program. However, the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock is initiated 
when the client signs the WTW 2 form or if the client does not meet the CalWORKs federal 
standards.49 Specifically, the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock ticks on the first month 

 
49 The WTW 2 form is a four-page document that lists CalWORKs WTW 24-month time-clock activities on the left 
side and CalWORKs federal work activities on the right side of the first page. In addition, the total number of 
required work participation hours is included on this form. Pages 2–3 include the details on the specific program 
assignments and services to which the client has agreed. The final page is for client acknowledgment. Each client in 
the family signs his or her own form and has his or her own 24-month time clock (CDSS, undated-b).  
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following signing the WTW 2 form or after determination that CalWORKs federal work 
standards were not met. In the event that a participant meets the CalWORKs federal work 
standards after the WTW 24-month time clock starts, the caseworker can go back retroactively 
and “untick” the 24-month time clock for the relevant months. Conversely, if a participant met 
the CalWORKs federal work standards but was determined to be noncompliant later, the 
caseworker would start the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock at the beginning of the 
following month. The 24-month time clock would continue to “tick” until the participant began 
meeting the CalWORKs federal work standards or meets one of the other criteria for stopping 
the clock (e.g., WTW exemption, in the process of developing a WTW plan, good cause, 
domestic abuse waiver, etc.) (CDSS, 2012a; CDSS, 2012c). In general, the 48-month time-on-aid 
clock continues to tick each month while the nonexempt participant remains eligible for the 
CalWORKs program. 

Exemptions 

A third difference between the clocks concerns the circumstances that can stop the clocks. In 
particular, there are several exemptions that can stop the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time 
clock, some of which also stop the 48-month time-on-aid clock. The one-time young child 
exemption, for example, exempts a CalWORKs participant from WTW and CalWORKs federal 
requirements provided that he or she is the primary caretaker of a child younger than 24 months 
of age (CDSS, 2012c). The exemption for adults caring for children six months of age or 
younger, however, exempted clients caring for a child younger than six months from WTW 
participation, but not the CalWORKs 48-month time limit (CDSS, 2012c). Other exemptions, 
such as the domestic abuse exemption, excuse clients from both programs. For a complete list of 
exemptions see ACL 12-67 (CDSS, 2012c).  

Clock Expiration and Extensions 

Fourth, the two time clocks also vary in terms of clock expiration and extensions. Given that the 
48-month time-on-aid clock supersedes the WTW 24-month time clock, if an individual has 
“timed out” on the 48-month time-on-aid clock, he or she is not granted any additional time on 
the 24-month time clock (CDSS, 2012c). However, if the WTW 24-month time clock is 
exhausted during the 48-month time-on-aid period, a target of 20 percent of clients in each 
county can be approved for a six-month extension of the 24-month time clock if the client 

• is likely to secure employment within six months 

• has encountered unique labor market barriers temporarily preventing employment and 
therefore needs additional time to obtain employment 

• is close to completing an educational or treatment program 

• needs an additional period of time to complete a WTW activity specified in his or her 
WTW case plan because of a diagnosed learning disability or other disability 

• has an application for Social Security’s Supplemental Security Income under review 
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• is a second adult in the family who has not exhausted the CalWORKs WTW 24-month 
time clock  

• faces other circumstances as determined by the CDSS (CDSS, 2014b; CDSS, 2015a).  

Initial guidance on extending the 24-month time clock was issued by the state in ACL No. 
14-09 (CDSS, 2014b). Since then, five additional ACLs handling expiring time clocks were 
released (CDSS 2014d; 2015a; 2015b; 2015c; 2015h) that provided instructions on calculating 
and tracking extensions, explained the methodology for determining the target number of 
extensions, described the process for transitioning clients to post–24-month time-clock federal 
standards, and outlined the target number of extensions estimated for July 2015 through 
December 2015. 

Transitioning to the Post–24-Month Time Clock Process 

Caseworkers are to initiate the transition to the post–24-month time clock process when clients 
are nearing the end of the 24-month time clock. After exhausting the 24-month time clock, 
clients must meet CalWORKs federal standards in order to continue receiving cash aid (CDSS, 
2015c). The process involves multiple steps that aim to keep clients fully informed of options 
they have and requirements they must meet after transitioning off the WTW 24-month time 
clock. 

The CWD uses the WTW 43 Form to send the client a notice between months 18 and 21 to 
alert him or her to the number of months remaining on the WTW 24-month time clock (CDSS, 
2015c). The CWD also schedules an “end of the WTW 24-month time-clock review” 
appointment with the client to review his or her current WTW plan, and, if necessary, adjust it in 
accordance with the post–WTW 24-month time clock CalWORKs federal standards. To inform 
the client of this appointment, the CWD sends the WTW 46, also known as the “End of Welfare-
to-Work 24-Month Time Clock Review Appointment Letter,” to the client (CDSS, 2015c).  

During the appointment, the caseworker and the client review the WTW 24-month time clock 
to determine if any months should be retroactively unticked and assess the client’s expected 
participation in the remaining months on the WTW 24-month time clock. Secondly, the 
caseworker determines if the client qualifies for any exemptions from WTW participation. 
Lastly, the caseworker informs the client of any changes that need to be made to the WTW plan 
in order to be in accordance with CalWORKs federal standards for participation and alerts the 
client to when these changes take effect. The client then signs the new WTW plan, which is 
enacted immediately after the WTW 24-month time clock is exhausted (CDSS, 2015c). If the 
client fails to attend the end of the WTW 24-month time-clock review appointment and does not 
reschedule this meeting with the CWD in advance, then he or she is subject to noncompliance 
and sanction (CDSS, 2015c). 
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Calculating the WTW 24-Month Time Clock and If the Hours Requirements Are Met 

Calculating the WTW 24-month time clock, also known as determining whether the clock should 
“tick” (and therefore the month should count as time used on the clock), is a complicated process 
that involves automated systems and manual revision. The automatic interface ticks the 24-
month time clock automatically. Los Angeles uses the automatic LEADER system. CalWIN 
handles this automatic process for 18 counties in California, while C-IV manages this process for 
the remaining 39 counties (Legislative Analyst’s Office, 2012). The automatic systems tick the 
24-month time clock each month, and it is up to caseworkers to review the cases monthly and 
“untick” any clocks where necessary. 

The action of unticking a clock takes place in a manual system that communicates with the 
automatic system to send time-clock information to the state and federal welfare programs. As 
mentioned earlier, the 24-month time clock is unticked if a caseworker finds that certain 
exemptions can be applied or if the CalWORKs federal requirements are met. In Los Angeles, 
caseworkers use the LRS to untick the clock. This data interface is also used to determine if 
clients met their monthly WTW hours. CalWIN and C-IV also provide subsystems that allow 
caseworkers to “untick the clock” if necessary. Caseworkers use a manual calculation process to 
determine if clients have met their monthly WTW hours. 

Under new direction from CDSS (released in November 2014), caseworkers are to use an 
averaging methodology to determine if a client meets the minimum average weekly hours under 
the 24-month time-clock plan. The weekly average is calculated by adding the total number of 
participation hours in all CalWORKs activities for the month, dividing by 4.33, then rounding to 
the nearest whole number (CDSS, 2014e). 

Young Child Exemption and Reengagement 

Under SB 1041, the prior temporary young child exemption instituted as part of AB X4 4 (2009) 
was replaced by a new once-in-a-lifetime exemption from WTW requirements to care for a child 
from birth to age 23 months. In other words, the exemption can only be taken once in a client’s 
lifetime, regardless of how many times a client leaves and reenters the CalWORKs program 
(CDSS, 2012b; CDSS, 2013a). Months while the exemption is in effect do not count against the 
new WTW 24-month time clock or against the CalWORKs 48-month time limit. This exemption 
is at the discretion of the client: In other words, a client eligible for this exemption as of January 
1, 2013, may reserve the exemption for the caregiving of a future child or may exercise the 
exemption for the current child at a later date. In two-parent assistance units, one parent at a time 
is eligible for the exemption, and the parents may alternate which parent is exempt. 

CalWORKs WTW clients with a young child exemption as of December 31, 2012, were not 
subject to the SB 1041 WTW requirements (and the time clock would not start) until the county 
reengaged them. Reengagement involved initiating contact with CalWORKs clients who had the 
exemption, communicating the change in the policy, and initiating the WTW services component 
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if they no longer remained eligible for an exemption. Counties had until January 1, 2015, to 
reengage clients with a pre-2013 young child exemption (CDSS, 2012d;  
CDSS, 2013b). This affected nearly 60,000 CalWORKs clients (about 18 percent of the 
caseload) as of December 2012. 

Other Provisions 

SB 1041 included several other provisions: 

• Financial work incentive. The fixed component of the earned income disregard was 
restored to $225, the level that existed prior to cuts in 2011 in response to the Great 
Recession. 

• Supports for pregnant and parenting teens. The Cal-Learn program, after a suspension of 
case management services, was reinstated and allowed to resume its specialized case 
management and support activities for pregnant and parenting teens. 

• Income verification. In an effort to reduce the burden on CalWORKs clients and county 
welfare offices, the prior quarterly income verification system under CalWORKs (and 
CalFresh) was replaced by a semiannual reporting system that was designated for 
implementation between April 1 and October 1, 2013. For child-only cases (exclusive of 
WTW-sanctioned cases), income verification shifted from quarterly to annually. 

Early Engagement Activities 
At the state level, SB 1041 was negotiated within the context of new or expanded programs 
intended to maximize the promise of the CalWORKs WTW 24-month time clock. Under AB 74, 
those programs, known collectively as “Early Engagement,” include the OCAT, FS program, and 
ESE program. We summarize each of these components in turn. 

Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool 

As described in ACL 15-43, “the WTW appraisal is intended to evaluate a client’s employment 
and education history and identify any barriers to self-sufficiency that can be addressed through 
WTW activities and supportive services” (CDSS, 2015g). The OCAT is based on the federal 
Online Work Readiness Assessment (OWRA) tool for TANF. Through a workgroup process, 
CDSS modified the OWRA and customized it to produce the OCAT.50 In March 2014, CDSS 
contracted with ICF International to develop the web-based appraisal tool. CDSS also asked five 
counties to serve as “early users” of the uncustomized version of the OWRA tool in order to 

 
50 CDSS engaged its stakeholder partners—including CWDA, CWDs, welfare advocacy groups, community college 
representatives, and legislative staff—to conduct an extensive review of the federal OWRA tool and to make 
recommendations for modifying it to create the OCAT (CDSS, 2014c).  
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gather their initial reactions and ideas for customization.51 In summer 2014, CDSS began 
piloting the OCAT in a select number of counties,52 and statewide training and implementation 
began in spring 2015 through a series of regional train-the-trainer sessions (CDSS, 2015h). 
Statewide OCAT training took place in July 2015, with the 58 counties expected to begin using 
the tool as of August 2015.  

Figures A.1 and A.2 illustrate how the federal OWRA tool is used to appraise TANF clients 
and how the appraisal process will be altered from pre–AB 74 to post–AB 74 when the OCAT is 
fully implemented. Importantly, the OCAT appraisal form is intended for use earlier in the 
process—that is, during a WTW client’s initial appraisal. Prior to the implementation of the 
OCAT, an assessment of barriers is typically done only after an individual has participated in Job 
Club and been unsuccessful in finding employment (Figure A.1). This is consistent with a 
“work-first” approach, where job-search activities are required immediately upon receipt of 
assistance—typically for four weeks—and followed by a more thorough assessment of skills and 
barriers if employment is not found. Following the implementation of AB 74, which established 
the OCAT, the appraisal was moved up earlier in the process so that it occurs when a WTW 
client comes in for his or her initial appraisal (Figure A.2). This change means that counties will 
not only need to train their line staff in implementing the OCAT but also revise their flow and 
the Early Engagement processes by which WTW clients are assessed and WTW plans 
developed. 

Figure A.1. Federal OWRA 

 

 
51 The five “early-user” counties were Fresno, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Sonoma, and Tulare (CDSS, 2014c).  
52 The pilot counties were Lassen, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Bernardino, and San Francisco (CDSS, 2014c). 
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Figure A.2. Assessment of WTW Clients’ Barriers and Needs (Pre–AB 74) 

 
The OCAT generates a summary of the WTW client’s appraisal and produces a set of 

recommendations for addressing identified needs and barriers that includes appropriate 
supportive services. As Figure A.3 illustrates, this may include evaluation for the FS program, 
WTW exemptions, job search, assessment for education and/or training, and self-initiated 
programs. This information is used to develop each client’s individualized WTW plan.  

Figure A.3. California OCAT (Post–AB 74) 
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Family Stabilization Program 

AB 74 called for counties to create an FS program, effective January 1, 2014. As described in 
ACL 14-12 (CDSS, 2014a), the program 

is designed to ensure a basic level of stability within a family prior to, or 
concurrently with, participation in WTW activities. The goal of FS is to increase 
client success in light of the flexible WTW 24-month time clock through more 
intensive case management and the assignment of clients to the additional 
activities or barrier removal services necessary to ultimately achieve self-
sufficiency. 

Counties were required to submit a written FS plan by March 31, 2014, to participate in the 
program (CDSS, 2014a). 

Families are required to already be participating in the WTW program to be eligible for FS. 
Additionally, at least one adult in the family must not yet have exhausted his or her 24-month 
time clock and his or her 48-month cash-aid time clock to participate. If a client is granted good 
cause while in the FS program, participation will stop the client’s WTW 24-month time clock for 
up to six cumulative months. However, the length of time a participant remains in FS is 
dependent on the circumstance of each family. FS program participation is determined when a 
county identifies a family in crisis (e.g., homelessness, domestic violence, behavioral/mental 
health issues, or substance abuse–related needs) that would prevent adult WTW clients in that 
family from engaging in the program and attaining self-sufficiency. FS is meant to support 
families as a whole and could include mental health treatment for families, substance abuse 
counseling, and transitory housing, to name a few barrier-removal services. FS is intended to be 
responsive to the clients and allow various degrees of flexibility to ameliorate and build family 
capacity to respond to their crises. 

In addition, under SB 855 (2013), which modified Welfare and Institutions Code Section 
11325.24(e), counties can offer housing and other needed services for any month in which a 
family is participating in the FS program. SB 855 also confirmed that FS is a voluntary program 
that aided recipients must agree to participate in; otherwise, they remain in the regular 
CalWORKs WTW program. 

Expanded Subsidized Employment Program 

The ESE program is another part of the Early Engagement strategy. It includes funds that 
counties may use to expand their current subsidized employment program. As noted in ACL 13-
81 (CDSS, 2013c, p. 2): 

In addition to wage and non-wage costs for the job placements, ESE funds may 
be used to cover all operational costs of the ESE Program, including the cost of 
overseeing the program, developing work sites, and providing training to 
participants. Although CWDs will have flexibility to utilize these funds as 
described above, CDSS will also work with CWDA to determine the proportion 
of ESE funding that may be used for operational costs. Funds allocated for ESE 
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shall be in addition to, and independent of, the CWDs’ Single Allocation and 
cannot be used by CWDs to fund or supplement the AB 98 Subsidized 
Employment Program (AB 98 Program). 

All CalWORKs clients required to participate in WTW are eligible for ESE. Placements 
typically last six months and can be extended no more than two times in three-month increments, 
for a total of 12 months in the program (CDSS, 2013c). The CWD can only grant an extension if 
there is probable cause to believe the additional time will increase the likelihood of (1) the 
participant securing unsubsidized employment with the participating employer or (2) the 
participant obtaining skills and experience relevant to unsubsidized employment in a particular 
field (CDSS, 2013c). Through ESE, the county and the employer share responsibility for the 
participant’s wages during the job-placement period. The system used to divide responsibility for 
wages between the two parties varies among the focal counties. Generally, the county assumes 
responsibility for a larger portion of the participant’s wages during the initial months of the ESE 
placement, and, by the end of the placement, the employer covers the majority of the wages. As 
with the FS programs, counties are required to submit an ESE plan in order to access the 
additional funds (CDSS, 2013c). 

When first established in 2013, the ESE program was an expansion of the other subsidized 
employment programs in place for CalWORKs clients. The AB 98 Subsidized Employment 
program, named after the bill that established the program in 2012, had somewhat less generous 
subsidies relative to the ESE program (e.g., the subsidy applied to wages only, not benefits, and 
did not cover the costs of implementing the program, such as recruiting employers). In our first 
evaluation report and in this second report, counties had noted the complexities of administering 
both programs given their different funding streams and rules. For example, counties had to have 
separate contracting, tracking, and reporting for the two programs, and there was a maintenance 
of effort requirement for the AB 98 funds (CDSS, 2014f). With the passage of AB 1603, the two 
programs were combined into a streamlined ESE program, effective as of July 1, 2016, and 
discussed in a CDSS ACL issued in November 2016 (CDSS, 2016b). 

SB 1041 and the Work Participation Rate  
A central component of the federal TANF program is the WPR. Federal law requires states to 
meet a specific WPR or face a penalty by losing a portion of their TANF grant allocation. 
Specifically, the WPR requirements mandate that 50 percent of work-eligible (i.e., nonexempt) 
cash assistance program clients be engaged in work for a set number of hours per week 
(averaged monthly) depending on family type. There is a separate 90-percent WPR requirement 
for two-parent families, which have a 35-hour weekly requirement; single parents with children 
ages six and older are required to work 30 hours per week, and single parents with children under 
the age of six must work for 20 hours per week.  

WPR requirements are fulfilled by participating in federally defined “core” activities (e.g., 
subsidized or unsubsidized employment, work experience, on-the-job training) or a combination 
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of “core” and “non-core” activities (e.g., adult basic education, job skills training, education). 
Participation in non-core activities is contingent upon engaging in core activities for at least  
20 hours per week (30 hours for two-parent families) (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 
2015). State TANF programs (e.g., CalWORKs federal) can reduce WPR requirements by 
getting a caseload reduction credit, based on the extent to which the caseload has declined 
relative to 2005 for reasons other than eligibility changes (Schott and Pavetti, 2013; Brown and 
Derr, 2015).53 If a state program is unable to meet its WPR, it may experience financial penalties 
equal to an initial 5 percent cut in its TANF block grant, an additional 2-percent cut for each 
subsequent year, and up to a maximum of 21 percent (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services [DHHS], 2013; Reed and Karpilow, 2010). California has failed either one or both of 
the required WPRs each year since 2007 (through 2015) and has submitted eight corrective 
compliance plans to reduce or eliminate the federal penalties resulting from this noncompliance. 
When California achieved compliance with the overall WPR in federal fiscal year 2015, the 
penalties for 2008 through 2011 were eliminated. Compliance in succeeding years will reduce or 
eliminate the remaining penalties (DHHS, 2013).54 The federal government approved 
California’s plan in June 2014, and the state was able to avoid losing hundreds of millions of 
dollars in federal penalties by meeting its WPR for all families in federal fiscal years 2015 and 
2016. 

While California had a prior history of not meeting the federal WPR and was in danger of 
financial sanctions if it did not meet these requirements, SB 1041 modified the CalWORKs 
program to allow work-eligible individuals to participate in activities that do not count toward 
the WPR. Specifically, as noted earlier, SB 1041 eliminated the core and non-core hourly 
requirement such that CalWORKs WTW clients can now choose to engage in non-core activities 
for 100 percent of their hourly requirement for a period of 24 cumulative months.  

 
53 The rationale for this credit is that as more employable welfare clients leave the rolls, those who remain have a 
more difficult time, on average, finding and keeping employment. 
54 California was determined to be WPR noncompliant in federal fiscal year 2011, and a penalty of $246.1 million 
was imposed. A reasonable cause claim for penalty relief was submitted to the Administration for Children and 
Families in August 2014 (CDSS, 2015e). 





 

 215 

Appendix B. Additional Documentation for Primary Data Collection 

This appendix provides further details regarding the primary data collection components: the 
second round of state-level key informant interviews, the second wave of the ACS, and the 
second wave of focal county data collection. For the state-level key informant interviews, we 
provide a list of the agencies with which our interviewees were associated. We also provide the 
interview protocol. For the ACS, we present the online survey instrument, formatted as a paper 
survey. For the focal county data collection, we include the protocols for the key informant 
interviews, focus groups with caseworkers, and interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients.  

State-Level Key Informants 

The state-level key informant interviews were conducted with individuals from the following 
agencies and organizations: 

• CDSS 

• CWDA 

• Legislative Analyst’s Office 

• legislative staff 

• Office of the Chancellor, California Community Colleges 

• California Community College CalWORKs Association 

• Coalition of California Welfare Rights Organizations 

• Western Center for Law and Poverty. 

All-County Survey 

The 2016 ACS instrument follows the state-level key informant interview protocol. 

Focal Counties Data Collection 

This section includes the protocols for the county-level key informant interviews, focus groups 
with caseworkers, and discussion guide for the interviews with CalWORKs WTW clients 
conducted in the six focal counties.  
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Evaluation of SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Program 

 

State-Level Key Informant Interview Protocol 

 

Lynn Karoly, PI 

 

May 18, 2016 

 

 

I. Informed Consent 

 

[IF a team member spoke with the respondent in spring 2015] Thank you for speaking with me 
[OR name the AIR/RAND interviewer] last spring. Your participation was valuable to our evaluation efforts 
last year and we appreciate your willingness to talk with us again. Just as a reminder… 

I work for RAND, which is a private, non-profit, public policy research organization. [OR I work for 
the American Institutes for Research (AIR).] We’ve been contracted by the California Department of 
Social Services (CDSS) to conduct an independent evaluation of SB 1041, which is intended to provide a 
more flexible approach to supporting CalWORKs participants toward self-sufficiency.  

 
Today I am hoping to hear about your views on this subject. The interview will take approximately 

45-60 minutes. 
 
Your confidential input about the development and implementation of SB 1041 is valuable to us. 

We will not share your individual responses with anyone else outside of the research project. And we will 
not identify any individuals by name in our study reports. If we use any quotations from these interviews, 
we will not attribute them to any individual by name. Although we won’t be identifying you by name, it is 
possible that someone might be able to identify you by the information you give us. So we recommend 
that you don’t tell us anything that you would not be comfortable with other people reading.  

 
Your participation in this interview is voluntary. You may choose not to participate, decline to 

answer any question, or stop the interview at any time.  
 
I plan to audio record it, solely for our note taking purposes. The audio recording will only be used 

by project staff, and we’ll destroy it when the project is done.  
 
Do I have your permission to proceed with the interview? 
 
[IF NO:] Thank you anyway.  
 
[IF YES:] Do I also have your permission to audio record the interview? 
 

II. Interview Questions 

 

1. Role. [If we spoke to the respondent before, ask: How has your role – and/or your organization’s 
role changed with regard to the implementation of SB 1041 since we (or another member of the 
evaluation team) spoke with you in spring 2015?] What is your role – and your organization’s role 
– in regard to the implementation of SB 1041? 

 
2. General Status. In your opinion, what is your perception of how the implementation of SB 1041 is 

going? 
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3. Broader policy context. In the last year, since spring of 2015, have there been any major policy 
changes related to SB 1041 implementation or the outcomes for CalWORKs participants (e.g., 
Board of Governor’s Fee Waiver change)?  

a. How do these policy changes impact SB 1041 implementation? 
 

4. Work Participation Rate  
a. What is the current status of the state’s WPR?  
b. In what ways has the state’s approach to meeting Federal WPR changed over the last 

year? 
c. In what ways, if any, have the state’s efforts to meet the Federal WPR requirements 

affected the implementation of SB 1041? 
i. Are there facilitators to implementation of FS at the state or county level? 

 
5. Implementation of the 24-month Time Clock. Now I’d like to talk about the Welfare-to-Work 

(WTW) 24-month time clock.  
a. In the last year (i.e., since the spring of 2015), have there been any significant changes to 

policy or procedures related to the 24-month time clock? If so, please describe. 
b. In the last year, has CDSS or its partners provided training or technical assistance to the 

counties regarding tracking the 24-month time clock or how to use the WTW 2 form 
(federal/non-federal sides of the form)? If so, please describe. 

i. How comfortable do you think county staff are with explaining the 24-month time 
clock to participants? If they are not comfortable, what makes the process 
challenging? 

ii. To what extent do you think county staff are able to assist participants in using 
the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to the participants’ advantage?  

c. To what extent do you think counties have been given clear guidance on what activities 
should cause the 24-month time clock to “tick “or “untick”?  

d. In the last year, have there been changes or upgrades to the data systems related to 
implementation of SB 1041?  

i. Specifically, have there been changes or upgrades to the state level data 
systems related to the implementation of SB 1041? To the management of the 
24-month time clock? 

ii. Have there been changes or upgrades to the consortia-level data systems 
related to the implementation of SB 1041? To the management of the 24-month 
time clock? 

 
6. Impact of OCAT (Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool) on County Welfare Operations. To your 

knowledge, what is the impact, if any, of the implementation of OCAT on county welfare 
operations and the services that CalWORKs participants receive? 

a. The OCAT requires an intensive interview with clients – do you know how, if at all, this 
has impacted caseworkers in the counties? For example, how, if at all, has it impacted 
staff levels, caseloads, or other aspects of work at the county level?  

b. In the last year, what trainings have been offered to counties to prepare for OCAT 
implementation and to support caseworkers in the process? 

i. How effective do you believe the OCAT trainings have been? [Probe for 
examples of how the OCAT trainings have or have not been effective.] 

c. What other changes, if any, have been made to the assessment and referral process as 
a result of OCAT? 

d. What has been the effect of the OCAT on the rate of referrals at the county level? 
Specifically, for mental health, domestic violence, substance abuse? Have referrals 
stayed about the same, increased, or decreased in counties, to your knowledge? What 
do you base these comments on (probe for data source – based on data or general 
perception?). 
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e. Has there been any significant change in the specific types of services clients are 
referred to – such as mental health, domestic violence, substance abuse, child care, 
transportation or other services?  

f. From your perspective, is the OCAT enabling caseworkers to better identify barriers to 
employment for CalWORKs participants? If yes, how? 

g. What barriers, if any, have counties faced in implementing the OCAT? 
h. What are specific facilitators to successfully implementing OCAT at the county level? 
i. How have counties demonstrated particular success in using the OCAT? Tell me an 

example that illustrates the success of using OCAT 

 
7. Referrals to, Coordination of, and Use of Supportive Services. We are interested in learning 

more about how counties are helping clients access appropriate supportive services, including 
education, child care, transportation, mental health, substance abuse, and domestic violence 
services. 

a. In the last year, tell me about any significant changes to policies or procedures that the 
state has made that has impacted referrals to or use of supportive services? 

b. From your perspective, what barriers or challenges do you see that clients may face in 
accessing services such as the identification of needed services, making referrals to 
needed services, or use of provided services? For what types of services do you perceive 
barriers? Are there other barriers? 

c. Have there been any specific changes in regard to the provision of child care? If so, 
please describe. 
In regard to education services? If so, please describe. 

d. Are there any counties that have been particularly effective in regard to improving clients’ 
access to appropriate services? If yes, which ones? What types of best practices have 
they used? 

e. In general, have counties found that there are sufficient supportive services to serve 
clients?  

 
8. Coordination and Communication with Community Colleges. From your perspective, how 

effective is communication and coordination among state welfare programs and the community 
colleges, in providing education services to CalWORKs participants? 

a. What are some of the factors that facilitate collaboration at the state level between the 
state welfare program and California Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) 
and the California Community College CalWORKs Association (CalWORKs 
Association)? 

b. What are some factors that hinder collaboration at the state level between the state 
welfare program and California Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) and the 
California Community College CalWORKs Association (CalWORKs Association)? 

c. What are some of the factors that facilitate collaboration at the county level between the 
county welfare offices and the community colleges? 

d. What are some of the factors that hinder collaboration at the county level between the 
county welfare offices and the community colleges?  

e. Are there any particular community colleges engaged in intensive collaboration with 
county welfare offices to serve CalWORKs participants? What types of strategies are 
they using to support participants? 

 
9. Status of Implementation of AB 74 Early Engagement. My next questions are about the early 

engagement components of AB 74 – Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) and Family 
Stabilization (FS).  
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a. Are there aspects of ESE that have yet to be fully implemented at the county level? If 
yes, what aspects have yet to be fully implemented (probe for why)? 

b. Tell me about the facilitators to implementation of ESE at the state or county level. 
c. Tell me about the barriers to implementation of ESE at the state or county level? 
d. What aspects of Family Stabilization have yet to be fully implemented at the county 

level? (probe reasons why not fully implemented)? 
ii. Tell me about the FS services that are provided to children? To what degree do 

participants make use of the FS services for their children? 
iii. In your opinion, how effective is the intensive case management? Tell me more 

about how it is working. 
iv. What, if any, are the barriers or challenges to implementing the FS program at 

the state or county level? (probes: limited housing availability, insufficient staff 
capacity, lack of community partnerships) 

v. What do you believe would be the outcomes of a successful Family 

Stabilization (FS) program [e.g., children are enrolled in school, the adult(s) is 
employed]? 

 
10. Impact on CalWORKs Participants. From the state perspective, tell me about the impact of SB 

1041 on CalWORKs participants? 
a. Is there any particular component of SB 1041 or related legislation that you believe has 

had the strongest impact on CalWORKs participants? If so, why?  
b. What elements of SB 1041 do participants understand well?  
c. What elements tend to be confusing to them?  
d. To what extent do participants understand the following: 

i. The flexibility of the 24-month time clock? 
ii. That aid is available for 48 months, and in 24 of those months there are different, 

in some cases reduced, participation standards? 
iii. That after the 24-month time clock is exhausted, that there is a change to the 

CalWORKs federal participation standards?  
 

11. Implementation Successes. From your perspective, what are the key implementation 
successes related to SB 1041?  
 

12. Implementation Challenges. From your perspective, what are the key implementation 
challenges still to be addressed that are related to SB 1041?  

a. What strategies, if any, have been effective, in overcoming these challenges? 
 

13. Impact. Now that SB 1041 and the early engagement activities (OCAT, FS Program, ESE 
Program) have been implemented, what do you expect to be the key impacts of SB 1041 on 
CalWORKs participants? 
 

14. Next Steps. What does your agency see as being the next steps with respect to SB 1041 
implementation? For CDSS? For the counties? 

a. What policy hurdles does your agency/CDSS see going forward and what steps may be 
needed to address them? 



  
 

Evaluation of SB 1041 Reforms to the CalWORKs Program All-County Survey (ACS) 2016 

EVALUATION OF SB 1041 REFORMS TO THE 

CALWORKS PROGRAM ALL-COUNTY SURVEY (ACS) 

2016  

This survey was prepared and is being implemented under contract to the  
California Department of Social Services (CDSS) by: 

 
The RAND Corporation  

1776 Main Street 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

American Institutes for Research (AIR) 
2800 Campus Drive, Suite 200 

San Mateo, CA 94403 

Questions about the survey should be sent to Cheryl Graczewski at AIR at 
AllCountySurvey@air.org or at tel. 650-376-6438.

mailto:AllCountySurvey@air.org
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Dear Human Services/Social Services Director:  
 
We would like to again request your participation in a Web-based survey that is part of the state-
mandated evaluation of the SB 1041 reforms to the CalWORKs program. We very much appreciated your 
county’s participation in the 2015 ACS last year. With your county’s help, we achieved a 100% response 
rate. All study reports are available at the following website: 
http://www.rand.org/labor/CalWORKs/publications.html, including the findings from the first round of the 
ACS, which will be posted soon.  
 
Similar to the 2015 ACS, the 2016 ACS is a Web-based survey. The SB 1041 reforms, which officially 
took effect in January 2013, are expected to affect county CalWORKs operations, CalWORKs 
participants’ interactions with county staff, and a range of outcomes for participants and their families. The 
purpose of this survey is to obtain updates on key areas of SB 1041’s implementation including the status 
of the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) implementation, the Expanded Subsidized Employment 
(ESE) and Family Stabilization (FS) programs, issues related to the 24-month time clock (automation and 
your county’s approach to calculation), and issues related to the coordination and utilization of services 
(e.g., education, childcare, transportation, mental health services). The 2016 survey will ask about 
implementation activities that took place between the completion of the 2015 ACS (i.e., July 2015) and 
today. As you may know, the RAND Corporation and American Institutes for Research (AIR) are 
conducting this evaluation, commissioned by the California Department of Social Services (CDSS). 
 
RAND and AIR are asking the Human Services/Social Services Directors in all 58 California counties to 
take part in this Web survey. Participation in the survey is completely voluntary, but we hope you will 
agree to participate. The amount of time needed to complete the survey will vary depending on the size 
and complexity of your CalWORKs program. RAND and AIR will hold all information you provide in 
confidence. This means that we will not share the information you provide with anyone other than persons 
authorized by RAND and AIR. Survey responses will be analyzed and included in a report to be released 
in spring 2017. All responses will be kept confidential; report(s) will include survey results in aggregate 
form only and may include representative unidentified quotes, which therefore will not be attributable to 
any county individually. 
 
We recommend that you print a Word document version of the survey (attached to the e-mail invitation you 
received) and complete it together with the members of your management team who are responsible for 
case management, employment and training services, and participant outreach and communication, 
because many of the survey questions pertain to these specific program functions and activities. Once you 
complete the hard copy of the survey, please submit your responses online by entering the password 
provided in the e-mail you received with the survey link. Please submit your online survey responses by 
July 1, 2016.  
 
If you have any questions about this survey, please contact Cheryl Graczewski at AIR at 
AllCountySurvey@air.org or 650-376-6438. This frequently asked questions (FAQ) document also might 
help to answer your questions. 
Thank you for your participation! 
 
—The RAND/AIR CalWORKs Evaluation Team 

http://www.rand.org/labor/CalWORKs/publications.html
mailto:AllCountySurvey@air.org
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Directions for Completing the All-County Survey 

 
The 2016 SB 1041 All-County Survey includes the seven sections outlined below. We encourage you to 
work through each section, answering all questions, after consulting with your colleagues using the Word 
copy of the survey. Please note that in Section VI, we have questions that should be completed by line 
supervisors. 
 
After completing the Word copy of the survey, enter your county’s responses in the online survey. In the 
online survey, if you wish to return to a previous section, please use the back button on each page to 
move backwards or exit and reenter the survey to return to the beginning. Your responses are saved as 
you proceed through the survey. Before closing your browser, please be sure to save your responses by 
clicking the “save and exit” button. Please complete all sections before “submitting” the survey at the end 
of Section VII. 
 
To review definitions related to the SB 1041 reforms, please see the last three pages of the survey. We 
encourage you to print out the definitions document and refer to it as needed while completing the survey. 
 
Section I. Barriers to the Implementation of SB 1041 Reforms and Related Mandates in Your County 
Section II. Implementation and Effect of the 24-Month Time Clock in Your County 
Section III. Implementation and Effect of the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) in Your County 
Section IV. Referrals, Coordination, and Utilization of Services in Your County 
Section V. Expanded Subsidized Employment and Family Stabilization Programs  
Section VI. Questions for Supervisors About Line Staff and CalWORKs Participants  
Section VII. Outcomes and Expectations 

Who is the best person for us to contact regarding your county’s survey if follow-up is needed? 
Name: _______________________________ 
Title: ________________________________ 
Department: __________________________ 
E-mail: _______________________________ 
Tel: _________________________________ 
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I. Barriers to the Implementation of SB 1041 Reforms and Related Mandates in Your 

County 

The first set of questions is about the challenges and lessons learned in the implementation of SB 1041 
reforms and related mandates. 

1. Please indicate the extent to which the following issues have been a hindrance in the 
implementation of SB 1041 reforms and other related mandates (e.g., Online CalWORKs 
Appraisal Tool [OCAT], Family Stabilization [FS], and Expanded Subsidized Employment [ESE]) 
in your county in the last year (since July 2015). (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Did Not 

Hinder In the 

Last Year 

Minor 

Hindrance In 

the Last 

Year 

Moderate 

Hindrance In 

the Last 

Year 

Major 

Hindrance In 

the Last 

Year 

Not 
Applicable 

a) Timing of state guidance on SB 
1041 and other related mandates 
(e.g., OCAT) to the counties  

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Lack of automation of WTW 24-
month time clock  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) Availability of job opportunities for 
CalWORKs participants  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Availability of educational 
opportunities for CalWORKs 
participants  

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Availability of vocational education 
or on-the-job training opportunities 
for CalWORKs participants  

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) Availability of financial resources 
for CalWORKs participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) Availability of child care services 
for CalWORKs participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

h) Availability of affordable housing 
for CalWORKs participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

i) Availability of transportation 
options or resources for 
CalWORKs participants  

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

j) Competition with other state/ 
federal mandates (e.g., MediCal 
expansion) 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

k) Availability of line staff (e.g., 
caseworkers, employment 
services specialists) who work 
with and/or counsel WTW 
participants 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

l) Complexity of SB 1041 and other 
related reforms to CalWORKs  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

m) Explaining the complexity of SB 
1041 and related reforms to 
participants 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

n) Reductions/freezes in staff and/or 
funding  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

o) Other ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
 



 

 224 

If you selected “Minor Hindrance,” “Moderate Hindrance,” or “Major Hindrance” for 

“Other,” please answer Question 1a. If not, please continue on to Question 2. 

1a. In Question 1, you selected “Other.” Please specify below what “other” issue(s) have hindered the 
implementation of SB 1041 reforms and related mandates (e.g., OCAT, FS, and ESE) in your 
county. 

	___________________________________________________________________________________________________________		

	___________________________________________________________________________________________________________		

2.   In the last year (since July 2015), what areas or aspects of the implementation of SB 1041 
reforms (e.g., calculation of the 24-month time clock, provision of support services) in your county 
have improved?   

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

3.   In the last year (since July 2015), what areas or aspects of the implementation of SB 1041 
reforms (e.g., calculation of the 24-month time clock, provision of support services) in your county 
have either not improved or worsened?  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 
4.   In the last year (since July 2015), what have been the biggest lessons learned in the 

implementation of SB 1041 reforms and related mandates? 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

You have reached the end of Section I: Barriers to the Implementation of SB 1041 

Reforms and Related Mandates in Your County. Please continue to the next section. 

 

To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  

To continue to the next section, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 
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II. Implementation and Effect of the 24-Month Time Clock in Your County 

The next set of questions is about the implementation of the 24-month time clock in your county in the 

last year (since July 2015). 

5. In your county, who is currently responsible for calculating how much time a CalWORKs 
participant has left on the 24-month time clock? (Please mark all that apply.) 

r A special group of staff has ongoing responsibility for calculating participants’ 24-
month time clock status on a monthly basis. 

r Supervisors of caseworker staff calculate or reconcile participants’ 24-month time clock 
status on a monthly basis. 

r WTW caseworkers calculate participants’ 24-month time clock on a monthly basis for their 
caseload. 

r Other 
 

If you selected “Other,” please go to Question 5a. If not, please proceed to Question 6. 

5a. Please briefly describe “Other” from Question 5.  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

6. In the last year (since July 2015), has your county established a special committee or work 
group tasked with calculating and reconciling the 24-month time clock? 

r Yes è Go to Question 7 
r No è Skip to Question 8 

7. Please describe the responsibilities of this group. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

8. How is the 24-month time clock currently being calculated in your county? (Please mark one 
answer.) 
r On a manual basis 
r On an automated basis 
r Both manually and using an automated system 

 

If you selected “On a manual basis,” please go to Question 9. If not, please proceed to Question 

10. 

9. In Question 8, you selected “On a manual basis.” Briefly elaborate on why the 24-month time 
clock has not been fully automated in your county. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  
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10. In the last year (since July 2015), has your staff received additional training on how to calculate 
the 24-month time clock? (Do not include training that is provided to new staff on the 24-month 
time clock.) 

r Yes è Go to Question 11 
r No è Skip to Question 12 

11. What type of training have they received? (Please mark all that apply.) 

r How to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs participants 
r How to calculate the 24-month time clock 
r How to reconcile discrepancies between your consortium’s database and your county 

records that affect a CalWORKs participant’s 24-month time clock 
r How to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to best counsel CalWORKs participants 
r How to explain and prepare CalWORKs participants for the post 24-month time clock 

participation requirements 
r Other  

If you selected “Other,” please go to Question 11a. If not, please proceed to Question 12. 

11a. Please briefly describe “Other” from Question 11.  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

12. How confident are you that your staff can do each of the following? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Not At All 

Confident 
Somewhat 

Confident 
Very 

Confident 

a) Accurately explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs 
participants  ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Accurately calculate CalWORKs participants’ 24-month time 
clock ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) Accurately reconcile discrepancies between your consortium’s 
database and your county records that affect a CalWORKs 
participant’s 24-month time clock 

¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Effectively counsel CalWORKs participants on the flexibility of 
the 24-month time clock ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Effectively prepare CalWORKs participants for the post 24-
month time clock participation requirements ¦ ¦ ¦ 

13. Approximately what percentage of CalWORKs participants in your county have used their full 24-
month time clock and: 

 
% 

a) Have transitioned to the post 24-month time clock  

b) Have been sanctioned  

c) Have had their time clock extended  
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% 

d) Have achieved self-sufficiency  

 

14. Please share any other comments or concerns you have about the automation and calculation of 
the 24-month time clock or about training on the 24-month time clock in your county. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

You have reached the end of Section II: Implementation and Effect of the 24-month time clock 

in Your County. Please continue to the next section. 

 

To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  

To continue to the next section, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 
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III. Implementation and Effect of the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) in Your County 

 
We are interested in the status of implementation of the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT), 
including facilitators and barriers to implementation.  

15. Please describe the status of OCAT implementation in your county. Would you say the OCAT has 
been: (Mark one response.) 

¦ Implemented in all your county welfare offices 
¦ Implemented in some county welfare offices but not others 

16. What, if any, have been the facilitators of successful implementation of the OCAT in your 
county? 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

17. What, if any, have been the barriers to successful implementation of the OCAT in your county? 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

18. Approximately when did your county begin using OCAT? 

Enter date: MM/YYYY (month and year) 

19. What changes did you have to make to CalWORKs participant early engagement processes in 
order to fully implement and use OCAT? 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

20. If your WTW caseworkers have questions about the use of OCAT, what resources do they have 
available to them? (Check all that apply.) 

r Support from an administrator or supervisor 
r Support from a content expert within your county social services department 
r Support from the OCAT user help desk (OCAT@icfi.com; tel. 855-283-1644) 
r Other  
r None of the above (no resources available for questions) 
 

If you selected “Other,” please go to Question 20a. If not, please proceed to Question 21. 

20a. Please briefly describe “Other” from Question 20.  
 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

21. Has your county translated the OCAT into Spanish? 
r Yes 
r Currently in process 
r No 

mailto:OCAT@icfi.com
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22. Has your county translated the OCAT into other languages? 
r Yes 
r Currently in process 
r No  

If you selected “Yes” or “Currently in process” in Question 22, please go to Question 22a. If not, 

please proceed to Question 23. 

22a.  Please list the languages into which you have translated the OCAT. 
 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

The next questions are about the effect that OCAT has had on your caseworkers and on CalWORKs 
participants in your county. 

23. How has use of the OCAT affected the following issues? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Made It 

Much 

Worse  

Made It 

Somewhat 

Worse  

Did Not 

Affect It 

Either Way 

Made It 

Somewhat 

Better 

Made It 

Much 

Better 

a) a) Caseworkers’ ability to identify 
CalWORKs participants’ barriers to 
self-sufficiency 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) b) The need for services (e.g., 
childcare, transportation, mental 
health) for CalWORKs participants 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) The referral process for services for 
CalWORKs participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) The ability to identify participant 
exemptions ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

24. Please briefly explain how OCAT has changed the referral process in your county. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

25. How has the OCAT affected the number of referrals to services for CalWORKs participants? 
r Increased the number of referrals  
r Decreased the number of referrals  
r Has not affected the number of referrals  
r Not certain/Don’t know  
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26. Overall, how satisfied are you with the following aspects of the OCAT? (Mark one circle on each 
line.) 

 

Very 

Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

Neither 

Dissatisfied 

nor Satisfied 
Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied 

a) Length of time required to 
administer the OCAT ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) User-friendliness of the OCAT ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
c) Ability to save partially completed 

appraisals conducted using the 
OCAT 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Ability to administer the OCAT in 
a space that affords privacy for 
participants 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Ability of caseworkers to 
administer the OCAT in the 
participant’s preferred language 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

27. Overall, how satisfied are you with the use of the OCAT as a tool for caseworkers to screen for 
each of the following? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Very 

Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 

Dissatisfied 

Neither 

Dissatisfied 

nor Satisfied 
Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied 

a) CalWORKs participants’ barriers 
to self-sufficiency ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) CalWORKs participants’ service 
needs ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) CalWORKs participants’ 
educational needs ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) CalWORKs participants’ 
employment training needs ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

 

28. Please share any other comments, concerns, or lessons learned you have about the 
implementation of the OCAT in your county. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

You have reached the end of Section III: Implementation and Effect of the  

Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) in Your County. Please continue to the  

next section. 

 

To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  

To continue to the next section, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 
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IV. Referrals, Coordination, and Utilization of Services in Your County 

29. Please indicate whether your county established new partnerships or enhanced partnerships with 
the following service providers in the last year (since July 2015). (Mark one circle on each 
line.) 

 
Yes, New 

Yes, 

Enhanced No 

Not Needed 

(Current 

Partnership 

Sufficient) 

a) New/enhanced partnerships with education 
providers (e.g., community colleges) ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) New/enhanced partnerships with vocational 
education/job training providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) New/enhanced partnerships with domestic abuse 
service providers  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) New/enhanced partnerships with substance abuse 
treatment service providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) New/enhanced partnerships with mental health 
service providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) New/enhanced partnerships with housing 
assistance services or providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) New/enhanced partnerships for the Expanded 
Subsidized Employment (ESE) Program  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

h) New/enhanced partnerships for the Family 
Stabilization (FS) Program ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

i) New/enhanced partnerships with other service 
providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

 

If you selected “Yes, New” or “Yes, Enhanced” in Question 29g, please go to Question 30. If not, 

please proceed to Question 31. 

30. In Question 29g, you selected “Yes, New” or “Yes, Enhanced.” Please describe any new and/or 
enhanced partnerships you established in the last year for the ESE Program. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 

If you selected “Yes, New” or “Yes, Enhanced” in Question 29h, please go to Question 31. If not, 

please proceed to Question 32. 

 
31. In Question 29h, you selected “Yes, New” or “Yes, Enhanced.” Please describe any new and/or 

enhanced partnerships you established in the last year for the FS Program. 
 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  
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If you selected “Yes, New” or “Yes, Enhanced” in Question 29i, please go to Question 32. If not, 

please proceed to Question 33. 

 
32. In Question 29i, you selected “Yes, New” or “Yes, Enhanced.” Please describe any new and/or 

enhanced partnerships you established in the last year for other services. 
	______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________		

	______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________		

33. Please indicate how long it currently takes a CalWORKs participant who has been scheduled or 
assigned to one of the following employment and/or job training in your county, to start to 
participate in the activities to which he/she has been assigned or scheduled. (Mark one circle on 
each line.) 

 

Less Than 1 Month To 

Start After Being 

Assigned 

1–2 Months To Start 

After Being Assigned 

More Than 2 Months 

To Start After Being 

Assigned 

a) Subsidized employment ¦ ¦ ¦ 
b) Job skills training ¦ ¦ ¦ 
c) Job search/job readiness ¦ ¦ ¦ 
d) On-the-job training ¦ ¦ ¦ 
e) Unsubsidized employment ¦ ¦ ¦ 
f) Community service ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) Other employment  ¦ ¦ ¦ 

34. Please indicate how long it currently takes a CalWORKs participant who has been scheduled or 
assigned to one of the following educational activities in your county, to start to participate in 
the activities to which he/she has been assigned or scheduled. (Mark one circle on each line.)  

 

Less Than 1 Month to 

Start After Being 

Assigned 

1–2 Months to Start 

After Being Assigned 

More Than 2 Months 

To Start After Being 

Assigned 

a) Vocational education/training ¦ ¦ ¦ 
b) Adult basic education ¦ ¦ ¦ 
c) GED preparation ¦ ¦ ¦ 
d) Community college/ 

postsecondary education ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Other education ¦ ¦ ¦ 
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35. Please indicate how long it currently takes a CalWORKs participant who has been referred or 
assigned to one of the following services in your county, to start to receive the services to which 
he/she was referred. (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Less Than 1 Month to 

Start After Being 

Assigned  

1–2 Months to Start After 

Being Assigned 

More Than 2 

Months To Start 

After Being 

Assigned 

c) Child care ¦ ¦ ¦ 
d) Transportation services (e.g., 

bus, Metro Rail) ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Mental health ¦ ¦ ¦ 
f) Substance abuse ¦ ¦ ¦ 
g) Domestic abuse ¦ ¦ ¦ 
h) Translation services ¦ ¦ ¦ 
i) Housing assistance ¦ ¦ ¦ 

j) Other services ¦ ¦ ¦ 
 

36. Compared to before July 2015, please indicate whether in the last year (since July 2015), more 
CalWORKs participants have: (Mark one circle on each line.)  

 
Yes No 

Don’t 

Know 

a) Enrolled in community college ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Benefited from enrollment in community college ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) Successfully transitioned to employment after 24 months of education ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Participated in the FS Program ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Enrolled in vocational education/training programs ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) Benefited from enrollment in vocational education/training ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) Successfully transitioned to employment after 24 months of vocational 
education/training ¦ ¦ ¦ 

h) Participated in the ESE Program ¦ ¦ ¦ 

You have reached the end of Section IV: Referrals, Coordination, and Utilization of Services in 

Your County. Please continue to the next section. 

 
To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  

To continue to the next section, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 
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V. Expanded Subsidized Employment and Family Stabilization Programs  

 
The next set of questions is about the Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) Program and the Family 
Stabilization (FS) Program—programs established under AB 74 and closely related to SB 1041. 

37.   Does your county social services department currently participate in the CalWORKs ESE 
Program? (Please mark one answer.) 

r Yes è Go to Question 38 

r No, we opted out of the program  è Skip to Question 39 

r No, but we are planning to or are in the 
process of developing a program for our 
county  

è Skip to Question 39 

38. In your opinion, what CalWORKs participants benefit most from the ESE Program?  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

39. What are the barriers to implementing the ESE Program in your county? (Check all that apply.) 

r Not enough employers in the program 
r Not enough employment slots to fill the demand for employment 
r Participants unable to satisfy the employment requirements 
r Other 
 

If you selected “Participants unable to satisfy employment requirements” in Question 39, please go 

to Question 39a. If not, please proceed to Question 39b. 

39a. What are the reasons that participants are unable to satisfy the employment requirements once 
assigned to an employer participating in your county’s ESE Program? (Check all that apply.) 

r Lack of reliable transportation 
r Lack of reliable childcare 
r Lack of interest/motivation 
r Other personal problems/issues 

If you selected “Other” in Question 39, please go to Question 39b. If not, please proceed to 

Question 40. 

39b. Please briefly describe “Other” from Question 39. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  
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40. How well is the ESE Program doing in the following areas? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Not At All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 
Applicable 

a) Preparing participants for long-term self-
sufficiency ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Finding unsubsidized employment for 
participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) Finding jobs with a livable wage for 
participants  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Keeping participants from returning to 
CalWORKs  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Keeping participants employed with the 
ESE employer  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

41. In the last year (since July 2015), how often has participation in your county’s ESE Program led 
to unsubsidized employment for participants?  

¦ Never 
¦ Sometimes 
¦ Usually 
¦ Always 

¦ Not applicable 
We would now like to ask you about the services offered as part of the FS Program in your county. 

42. What services do you currently offer as part of your county’s FS Program? (Mark one circle on 
each line.) 

 Yes No 
Don’t 

Know 

a) Treatment for family members of CalWORKs participants (if the situation interferes with the 
participant’s ability to participate in WTW activities) ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Intensive day treatment, nonmedical outpatient drug-free treatment, or residential treatment ¦ ¦ ¦ 
c) Emergency shelter ¦ ¦ ¦ 
d) Movement to transitional housing ¦ ¦ ¦ 
e) Mental health counseling/treatment ¦ ¦ ¦ 
f) Substance abuse counseling/treatment ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) Other ¦ ¦ ¦ 

If you responded “Yes” to “Other,” please go to Question 42a. If not, please proceed to Question 

43. 

42a. In Question 42, you selected “Yes” for “Other.” Please elaborate on the services you currently 
offer as part of your county’s FS Program.  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

43.   Do you provide direct services to children through the FS Program? 
r Yes è Go to Question 43a 
r No è Skip to Question 44 
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43a. What services do you provide? 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

44.   Are you currently able to serve all the families that are eligible for the FS Program? 

r Yes 
r No 

45.   Approximately what percent of eligible families have you been able to serve in the FS Program in 

the last year (since July 2015)? 

 ENTER PERCENTAGE:    % 
 
46. In the last year (since July 2015), have you expanded the FS Program in your county by doing 

one or more of the following? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 Yes No 

a) Hired additional caseworkers ¦ ¦ 

b) Reassigned caseworkers ¦ ¦ 

c) Created a new unit ¦ ¦ 
d) Expanded the services you offer or added services ¦ ¦ 
e) Other  ¦ ¦ 

If you selected “Yes” for “Expanded the services you offer or added services” in Question 46d, 

please go to Question 46a. If not, please proceed to Question 46b. 

46a. Please describe what services you added or expanded as part of the FS Program in the last 

year (since July 2015). 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

If you selected “Yes” for “Other” in Question 46e, please go to Question 46b. If not, please 

proceed to Question 47. 

 
46b. Please describe the other ways you have expanded the FS Program in your county in the last 

year (since July 2015). 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  
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47. How well is the FS Program doing in the following areas? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Not At All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

a) Helping stabilize families in crisis ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
b) Helping address participants’ barriers to self-sufficiency ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
c) Providing emergency shelter to participants and their 

families  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Providing transitional housing to participants and their 
families  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Providing mental health counseling or treatment to 
participants and/or their families  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) Providing substance abuse counseling or treatment to 
CalWORKs participants and/or their families  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

 

If you responded “Not at All Well” to any of the items in Question 47, please go to Question 47a. 

If not, please proceed to Question 48. 

 
47a. In Question 47, you answered “Not at all well” for some of the areas listed in this question. Please 

elaborate on the reasons why the FS Program in your county is not doing well in some areas.  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

48. In your opinion, is the intensive case management provided under the FS Program helping to 
remove barriers to self-sufficiency for program participants? 

r Yes, definitely 
r Yes, somewhat 
r No 

48a.  Please explain how intensive case management is or isn’t helping to remove barriers to self-
sufficiency. 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

49. In general, would you say that the FS Program in your county is helping program participants 
create the conditions needed to successfully engage in the Welfare to Work Program? 

r Yes, definitely 
r Yes, somewhat 
r No 

You have reached the end of Section V: Expanded Subsidized Employment and Family 

Stabilization Programs. Please continue to the next section. 

 
To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  

To continue to the next section, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 
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VI. Questions for Supervisors About Line Staff and CalWORKs Participants 

 
Below are questions about SB 1041 and related mandates that would be best answered by line staff 

supervisors. 

50. How well do you think your WTW caseworkers understand the following? (Mark one circle on 
each line.)  

 

Not At 

All Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 
Applicable 

a) Enhanced educational flexibility ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
b) Increase in number of choices in WTW 

activities (e.g., work, education, training, mental 
health services, substance abuse services, 
domestic abuse services) 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) How to implement the OCAT ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
d) How to use the OCAT to develop participants’ 

WTW plan ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) How to use the OCAT to identify barriers to 
self-sufficiency ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) How to use the OCAT to identify need for 
services ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) How to use the results of the OCAT to make 
referrals ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

51. How well do you think your WTW caseworkers understand the following about the 24-month 
time clock? (Mark one circle on each line.)  

 

Not At 

All Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 
Applicable 

a) Determination of a CalWORKs participant’s 24-
month time clock ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Increased flexibility offered by the 24-month 
time clock ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) How to use the flexibility of the 24-month time 
clock to the CalWORKs participant’s advantage ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) How to explain the 24-month time clock to 
CalWORKs participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) What, how, and when to “tick” and “untick” 
clocks ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) How to explain and prepare CalWORKs 
participants for the post 24-month time clock 
participation standards 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
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52. How well do you think CalWORKs participants understand the following program changes 
brought about by SB 1041? (Mark one circle on each line.) 

 

Not At 

All Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 
Applicable 

a) The WTW participation requirements ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Increase in the number of choices for 
participants with respect to the activities that 
they can participate in during the WTW 24-
month time clock period 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) The one-time young child exemption ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) The increased flexibility offered by the 24-month 
time clock ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) That aid is still available for 48 total months, but 
in 24 of those months there are different, in 
some cases reduced, participation standards 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) The change to CalWORKs federal participation 
standards after the 24-month time clock has 
been exhausted 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

You have reached the end of Section VI: Questions for Supervisors About Line Staff and 

CalWORKs Participants. Please continue to the next section. 

 
To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  

To continue to the next section, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 
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VII. Outcomes and Expectations 

 
This section asks for your feedback on how implementation of SB 1041 and other related mandates (e.g., 
Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool [OCAT], Family Stabilization [FS] and Expanded Subsidized 
Employment [ESE] programs) has affected various outcomes for the CalWORKs program and its 
participants in the last year (since July 2015). 

53. In the last year (since July 2015), to what extent has implementation of SB 1041 and other 
related mandates (e.g., OCAT, FS, and ESE) affected each of the following outcomes for the 
CalWORKs Program and its participants in your county? 

 

Much 

Worse 

Somewhat 

Worse 

About the 

Same 

Somewhat 

Better 

Much 

Better 

Not 
Applicable 

a) Work participation 
rate (WPR) ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Participation in WTW activities ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
c) Enrollment in 

GED programs ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Enrollment in 
community college programs ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Enrollment in 
vocational education/ 
training programs 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

f) Length of time CalWORKs 
participants spend in 
educational activities 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) Persistence of CalWORKs 
participants in 
education/training activities 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

h) Compliance with CalWORKs 
Program rules ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

i) Number of participants 
receiving sanctions ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

j) Participation in CalFresh by 
participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

k) Earnings of participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

	
54. If the implementation of SB 1041 and other related mandates (e.g., OCAT, FS, and ESE,) 

changed outcomes for the CalWORKs Program and its participants in other ways, please 
describe below. 

	___________________________________________________________________________________________________________		

	___________________________________________________________________________________________________________		
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55. In the last year (since July 2015), how well have the following aspects of SB 1041 and related 
mandates worked in your county? (Mark one circle on each line.)  

 

Not At 

All Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well 

Very 

Well 

Not 
Applicable 

a) Communication of new CalWORKs 
program rules to participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

b) Matching CalWORKs participants with 
appropriate WTW activities  ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

c) Provision of services (e.g., child care, 
domestic abuse assistance, housing 
assistance) 

¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

d) Provision of mental health and/or 
substance abuse counseling or treatment ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

e) Coordination with community colleges ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
f) Coordination with vocational education 

providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

g) Coordination with other county agencies to 
provide services ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

h) Working with nonprofit service providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
i) Working with employers and job training 

providers ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

j) Tracking WTW participation of CalWORKs 
participants ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

k) Improving information management of the 
CalWORKs Program ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

l) Implementation of the ESE Program ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 
m) Implementation and/or expansion of the 

FS Program ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ ¦ 

56. Is there anything else you would like to share about your county’s efforts to implement SB 1041 
reforms and related mandates? Think especially of any issues you experienced in the last year 

(since July 2015).  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

57. Do you have recommendations for improving SB 1041 or related mandates? 

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  

58. Are there any aspects of SB 1041 reforms or related mandates that you need more information 
about?  

¦ Yes 
¦ No 

58a. If “Yes,” what information do you need about SB 1041 reforms or related mandates?  
 ______________________________________________________________________________  

 ______________________________________________________________________________  
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You have reached the end of Section VII: Outcomes and Expectations.   

Please provide an estimate of how much time it took to complete the entire survey. 

_______________________ 

Please continue to the next page. 
 

To return to a page in this section, please click “Back."  
To continue to the next page, please click “Next.” 

To exit the survey and return at a later time, please click "Save and Exit." 

 
You have reached the end of the survey. All of your responses have been saved. 

If you have not completed the survey but would like to save and exit the survey and return at a later time 
to complete the survey, please close your browser. 

To reopen the survey to the beginning, please click here. 
If you have completed the full survey and are ready to submit your answers, please click “Submit Survey” 

below. After submitting your survey, you will not be able to reenter the survey. 
 

Thank you for your participation in this survey! 
 
Further information on RAND/AIR’s Evaluation of SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Program is 
available online at http://www.rand.org/labor/projects/calworks-reform-evaluation.html. The results of the 
2016 All-County Survey will be available in the project’s annual report, to be released in spring 2017. If 
you need to make changes to your survey, please contact Cheryl Graczewski at 
AllCountySurvey@air.org or 650-376-6438. 
  

http://www.rand.org/labor/projects/calworks-reform-evaluation.html
mailto:AllCountySurvey@air.org
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SB 1041 All-County Survey (ACS) Definitions of SB 1041 Reforms 

In this survey, we will be asking you about SB 1041 policy reforms to the CalWORKs Program that were 
implemented January 1, 2013. What we mean by SB 1041 reforms is the following: 

• Changes to the Welfare-to-Work (WTW) time clock 
o 48 months of support: 

§ 24 months of CalWORKs WTW services and activities  

§ 24 months of Temporary Cash Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) work 
activities 

o Time clock initiation: 

§ Those starting the program on or after January 1, 2013 will follow the SB 1041 
time clock structure. 

§ Those in the program prior to January 1, 2013 with fewer than 24 months 
accumulated will be subject to the 24-month CalWORKs WTW time clock, 
followed by the TANF rules until the 48-month lifetime limit is reached. 

§ Those in the program prior to January 1, 2013 with more than 24 months 
accumulated will be subject to the 24-month CalWORKs WTW time clock until 
the 48-month lifetime limit is reached. 

• Changes to the average weekly core work requirements and weekly total work 
requirements 

o Average weekly core requirements: 

§ No core requirement during the WTW 24-month time clock  

§ During the period outside the 24-month time clock, 20 hours of the average 
weekly work requirement for single parents and 30 hours of the average weekly 
work requirement for participants in two-parent cases have to be in core activities 
that include employment, on-the-job training, and vocational educational training. 

o Total average weekly work requirements: 

§ Single parent, child younger than six years old: 20 hours 

§ Single parent, no child younger than six years old: 30 hours 

§ Two parents: 35 hours 

• Change to how hourly participation requirements are determined 

o In accordance with SB 855 and ACL 14-80, the total work requirements listed above are 
determined by an average per week during the month, rather than by a weekly minimum. 
This method takes the total number of hours in eligible activities in the month and divides 
it by 4.33. The weekly average rounded to the nearest whole number is then compared 
with the weekly minimum established for each type of assistance unit. 

o This change was effective as of July 1, 2014. 

• Cal-Learn  

o Program was reinstated as of April 1, 2013. 
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o Pregnant/parenting teens will no longer be under WTW rules, but under special Cal-
Learn rules. 

• Young child exemption  

o One lifetime exemption: One adult per family is excused from WTW activities if caring for 
a child less than 2 years of age.  

o Adults under the AB X4 4 young child exemption rules are not required to participate until 
the county reengages them. 

§ The AB X4 4 short-term young child exemption expired on December 31, 2012. 
AB X4 4 was enacted on July 28, 2009. It included time-limit exemptions and 
WTW participation exemptions for CalWORKs participants with young children 
and time-limit exemptions for CalWORKs participants who have been granted 
good cause for lack of services. SB 1041 replaced these exemptions with a 
once-in-a-lifetime exemption for young children.  

§ Counties had until January 1, 2015, to reengage these exempt individuals. 

• Earned income deduction 

o Effective October 1, 2013: Revert back to pre-2011 parameters of $225 disregard plus 50 
percent of the remaining earned income. 

We also will cover two additional programs and tools, established under AB 74, that are closely related to 
SB 1041: 

• Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) Program: Additional funding for ESE programs for 
CalWORKs recipients (see ACL 13-81) 

• Family Stabilization (FS) Program: Effective January 1, 2014: intensive case management and 
services designed to support the family in overcoming the situation or crisis, which may include, 
but are not limited to, WTW activities (see ACL 14-12) 

• Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT): The new Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) 
was introduced in the summer of 2015 and is intended to evaluate a CalWORKs participant’s 
employment and education history, and identify any barriers to self-sufficiency that can be 
addressed through WTW activities and services (see ACL 14-12). 

We also cover the three Consortia databases. Welfare and Institutions Code section 10823 enabled the 
development of a multiple-county consortium as the foundation of the Statewide Automated Welfare 
System (SAWS) Project. Currently, SAWS is operated through three Consortia:   

• Los Angeles Eligibility, Automated Determination, Evaluation and Reporting (LEADER) 
Consortium 

• CalWORKs Information Network (CalWIN) Consortium 

• Consortium IV (C-IV)  
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Evaluation of SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Program 

 

County-Level Key Informant Interview Protocol 
 

Lynn Karoly, PI 

 

June 1, 2016 

 

 

I. Informed Consent 

 

[IF a team member spoke with the respondent in spring 2015] Thank you for speaking with me 
[OR name the AIR/RAND interviewer] last spring. Your participation was valuable to our evaluation efforts 
last year and we appreciate your willingness to talk with us again. Just as a reminder… 

 
I work for RAND, which is a private, non-profit, public policy research organization. [OR I work for 

the American Institutes for Research (AIR).] We’ve been contracted by the California Department of 
Social Services (CDSS) to conduct an independent evaluation of SB 1041, which is intended to provide a 
more flexible approach to supporting CalWORKs participants toward self-sufficiency.  

[If unfamiliar with SB 1041] Senate Bill (SB) 1041 included significant reforms to the CalWORKs 
program. These reforms, effective as of January 2013, were designed to support clients’ engagement 
with Welfare-to-Work activities early on and provide flexible, meaningful work activity options that can 
enhance their ability to secure stable, gainful employment. [If more information is needed], In particular, 
this bill established a 24-month time clock with flexibility in welfare-to-work requirements; lowered the 
minimum hourly participation requirement for single parents; allowed recipients one lifetime exemption 
whereby one adult per family is excused from WTW activities if they are caring for a child under two years 
of age; adjusted the Earned Income Deduction from $112 to $225; and reinstated Cal-Learn, a program 
that provides intensive case management for teen parents who remain in school.  

 
Today I am hoping to hear about your views on the current status of implementing SB 1041’s 

different components. We are particularly interested in your views about the: 1) implementation of 
OCAT—the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool; 2) clients’ engagement in education and training activities; 
3) clients’ use of other services such as child care, domestic abuse , mental health, etc.; 4) update on the 
24-month time clock’s calculation and training; and 5) the Family Stabilization and Expanded Subsidized 
Employment programs. Tailor this list to what areas the interviewee will be addressing. 

 
The interview will take approximately 45-60 minutes. 
 
The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will only be available to members 

of the RAND/AIR research team. We will not share your responses with anyone else outside of the 
research project. The information will only be used for research purposes and will be summarized into a 
report that will be shared with CDSS. The summary report will identify the counties that are represented 
by the people we interview but will not identify any individuals by name nor include any information that 
could identify them. If we include any direct quotes from these interviews in the report, we will not attribute 
them to any individual. Although we won’t be identifying you by name, it is possible that someone might 
be able to identify you from the information you provide in your responses. For this reason, we 
recommend that you don’t tell us anything that you would not be comfortable with other people reading. 

 
Your participation in this interview is voluntary. You may choose not to participate, decline to 

answer any question, or stop the interview at any time.  
 



 

 246 

I [or name of note taker] will be taking notes during our interview and would also like to audio 
record it, solely for the purpose of supplementing my notes. The notes and the audio recording will only 
be used by project staff, and we’ll destroy them when the project is done.  

 
Do you have any questions about what this interview will involve? [ANSWER QUESTIONS] 
 
Do I have your permission to proceed with the interview? 
 
[IF NO:] Thank you anyway.  
 
[IF YES:] Do I also have your permission to audio record the interview? 
 
IF NO: If you don’t want to be recorded, that is fine, we can still proceed with the interview. 
 

 

II. Interview Questions 

 
First we’d like to ask you a few background questions and ask about the overall status of SB 1041’s 

reforms implementation. (~5 minutes) 
 
2. Role. Let’s start with your role within the county welfare department. What is your job title or 

position and what are your key responsibilities? How long have you served in this role?  
a. Note: If the interviewee was interviewed during the prior site visit, ask if their job title and 

responsibilities have changed in the last year, and how long they have been in the new 
role. 

 
3. SB 1041 Reflection. What is your overall perception of how the implementation of SB 1041 is 

going?  
 

4. OCAT. Now we’d like to spend some time discussing specific components of SB 1041. I’d like to 
start with the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT). [If needed, explain that the OCAT is a 
web-based interview tool used to assess new CalWORKs clients to identify client strengths and 
barriers to self-sufficiency (e.g., employment and educational issues, housing instability, physical 
and behavioral health issues, and domestic abuse issues) to assist caseworkers in developing 
clients’ welfare-to-work plans.] (~25 minutes) 

 

a. Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT) 
i. Implementation of the OCAT 

1. When did your county begin using the OCAT tool to conduct client 
appraisals? (determine month and year) 

2. What is the current status of implementation? 
a. Is the OCAT being used in all of your county’s welfare offices? If 

not, why not? 
3. What types of training and guidance were provided to prepare staff to 

use the OCAT? 
a. Probes: CDSS-sponsored training—provided by ICS 

International. Additional training from the county? 
b. Was the training you received adequate? Why or why not? 

4. Who addresses your questions about the OCAT (e.g., technical or 
process questions)?  

a. If your WTW caseworkers have questions about the use of 
OCAT, what resources do they have available to them? (Probes: 
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administrator/supervisor, content expert within the county, OCAT 
user helpdesk55) 

5. What problems or challenges, if any, has your county encountered in 
implementing the OCAT? If there have been challenges, how are they 
being addressed?  

6. What factors, if any, have facilitated the successful implementation of 
OCAT in your county? 

 
ii. Conducting OCAT appraisals 

1. Please describe the process for conducting an OCAT appraisal. 
2. Have caseworkers experienced any problems or challenges in using the 

OCAT tool?  
3. Approximately how long does it take to complete an appraisal using the 

OCAT? 
a. Are caseworkers typically able to complete the OCAT in one 

sitting? 
b. What happens if they can’t complete the OCAT in one sitting? 

4. Where are the OCAT interviews typically conducted (e.g., in a private 
room)? 

a. How comfortable do caseworkers and/or clients feel with the 
amount of privacy offered during the interview? 

5. What impact, if any, has the OCAT had on caseworker caseloads? 
6. We understand that the OCAT is currently available in English only. How 

are the service needs and barriers to self-sufficiency assessed for non-
English speaking clients?  

a. For these clients, how does the appraisal process differ from 
those who take the OCAT? 

7. Has your county translated the OCAT into other languages?  
a. If so, what languages?  
b. If not, does your county plan to translate the OCAT into other 

languages? If so, what languages? 
 

iii. Using the Results of the OCAT Screening (Referrals) 
1. What are your thoughts about the appraisal summary that is produced by 

the OCAT (i.e., a summary of the participant’s appraisal that contains a 
set of recommendations for addressing identified needs and barriers and 
that includes information about appropriate services)? 

a. Do you think the appraisal accurately screens for the full range of 
a client’s need for services and barriers to self-sufficiency?  

b. Are caseworkers able to use the OCAT to identify exemptions? If 
yes, how? 

c. Do you think the recommendations included in the appraisal 
summary are helpful in developing a comprehensive WTW plan 
for clients? Why or why not? Is there anything missing from the 
summary? 

2. To what extent do you feel your county is able to provide the services 
needed to address clients’ needs? [Probes: child care, transportation, 
mental health, substance abuse, education, domestic abuse services] 

a. In your view, are clients able to access the services in a timely 
manner? (Probe about which services) 

b. Do clients face any barriers in accessing services?  
c. In what areas are additional services or resources needed? 

 
55 Note per ICFI (technical assistance provider): Helpdesk for tool content or functionality questions is 
OCAT@icfi.com or 855-283-1644. Helpdesk for policy related questions is OCAT@DSS.ca.gov 

mailto:OCAT@icfi.com
mailto:OCAT@DSS.ca.gov
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3. To what extent do you feel the referral process is working effectively in 
your county?  

4. What has been the effect of OCAT on the rate of referrals in your 
county? (Probes: for mental health, domestic abuse, substance abuse, 
education, child care, transportation, other?) 

a. Have there been any significant changes in the type or number 
of service referrals you make– i.e., any significant changes in 
specific types of services to which clients are referred? 

 
iv. Caseworkers’ and Clients’ perspectives on the OCAT 

1. How have caseworkers reacted to the OCAT? 
a. What do they like or not like about the OCAT appraisal tool? 
b. What concerns, if any, do they have about using the OCAT? 
c. How, if at all, have caseworkers been affected by having to ask 

sensitive questions (e.g., about substance use, domestic abuse, 
mental health issues)? 

d. How satisfied are caseworkers with the use of the OCAT as a 
tool that allows caseworkers to screen clients? 

2. How have clients reacted to the OCAT? 
a. What do they like or not like about the OCAT? 
b. How do clients respond to the amount of time it takes to 

complete the OCAT? 
c. What concerns, if any, do they have about doing the OCAT 

interview? 
d. How have clients responded to sensitive questions (e.g., about 

substance use, domestic abuse, mental health issues)? 
e. To what extent do clients feel that the OCAT is helpful to them in 

overcoming barriers to self-sufficiency? 
 

5. Calculation of the 24-month Welfare to Work Time Clock. The next set of questions explores 
the current processes for calculating clients’ 24-month Welfare to Work Time Clock. (~15 
minutes) 

a. How is the 24-month WTW time clock currently calculated and updated (i.e., ticking and 
unticking the clock) in your county (e.g., automatic, manual, or combination)? Please 
describe the process. 

i. If manual, who is responsible for calculating how much time a CalWORKs 
participant has left on their 24-month time clock (e.g., supervisors, WTW 
caseworkers)?  

ii. If the process is automated, what impact has automation had on management of 
the 24-month time clock (e.g., reduction in workload, more time for case 
management)?  

b. Within the last year, has your county established a special committee or work group 
tasked with calculating and/or reconciling the 24-month time clock?  

i. If yes, what are their responsibilities? 
c. Within the last year, has your staff received additional training on the 24-month time 

clock? 
i. What type of training have they received? 
ii. Probes—training on: how to calculate the 24-month time clock, how to reconcile 

discrepancies between your consortium’s database and your county records, 
how to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to best counsel CalWORKs 
participants. 

d. How well do you think your WTW caseworkers understand the following about the 24-
month time clock?  

i. How and when to “tick” and “un-tick” the 24-month time clock? 
ii. How to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to the CalWORKs 

participant’s advantage? 
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iii. How to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs participants? 
iv. How to explain and prepare CalWORKs participants for the post 24-month time 

clock participation standards? 
e. How well do you think CalWORKs participants understand the following about the 24-

month time clock? 
i. Increased flexibility for participants with respect to the type of activities in which 

they can participate? 
ii. That aid is still available for 48 total months, but in 24 of those months there are 

different, in some cases reduced, participation standards? 
iii. The one-time young child exemption? 
iv. The change to CalWORKs federal participation standards after their 24-month 

time clock has been exhausted? 
f. If your county has had clients transition to the post 24-month time clock, please describe 

the process for doing so.  
i. What factors have facilitated or hindered the transition of a CalWORKs 

participant to the post 24-month time clock?  
ii. If your county has not had CalWORKs participants transition to the post 24-

month time clock, when do you anticipate that will occur? 

6. WPR: One topic that emerged from our interviews last year was the work participation rate (WPR) 
and counties’ efforts to meet WPR. 

a. In your view, in what ways, if any, have the state’s efforts to meet the Federal WPR 
requirements affected the implementation of SB 1041? 

b. To what extent do you feel there is a tension between meeting WPR versus providing 
clients the flexibility to choose their activities?? 

 
7. Next Steps. What does your county see as the next steps with respect to SB 1041 

implementation? (~3 minutes) 
a. Are there improvements to the CalWORKs program that you would recommend? If yes, 

what improvements would you make? 
 

8. Other. Is there anything else you’d like to share with me today in regard to SB 1041 reforms to 
the CalWORKs Program? (~1 minute) 
 

 

MODULE ON EDUCATION AND VOCATIONAL TRAINING PROGRAMS: 

The following questions are for interviewees knowledgeable about educational and vocational training 
programs provided to CalWORKs participants. 
 

9. Education and Training Activities. One of the key goals of SB 1041 is to increase participation 
in educational activities. This next set of questions focuses on clients’ engagement in educational 
and vocational training activities. (~15 minutes) 
 

a. Educational Activities 

i. What kinds of education programs are available to clients in your county? 
1. Probes: high school equivalency/GED, college courses, trade or 

vocational schooling 
ii. How do caseworkers determine if it is appropriate for clients to include 

educational activities in their WTW plan? 
iii. To what degree do caseworkers emphasize education as an option for their 

clients? 
iv. What are the most common ways in which clients can enroll in an educational 

program (e.g., referrals, self-initiated)? 
v. What role do caseworkers play in helping clients identify an educational 

program? In helping them enroll? 
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vi. How do caseworkers interact with colleges or other educational programs that 
enroll their clients? 

vii. How would you describe the relationship between caseworkers and college 
representatives? 

viii. To what extent do you feel your county is able to provide your CalWORKs 
participants with the education programs that they need? How about programs 
that they want to enroll in?  

1. Since implementation of SB 1041, are more clients participating in 
educational programs now as part of the welfare to work program? Why 
or why not? 

2. What challenges, if any, has your county encountered in getting clients to 
enroll in education programs? If there have been challenges, how are 
they being addressed? 

3. What challenges, if any, do clients encounter in fully participating or 
completing the education programs they enroll in? If there have been 
challenges, how are they being addressed? 

ix. To what extent are clients able to access supportive services (e.g., tuition 
assistance, money for books, transportation and child care assistance) to allow 
them to enroll and fully participate in education programs? What, if any, barriers 
exist to limit or prevent access to these services? 

x. In your view, how effective are the education programs in helping clients 
overcome barriers to employment? 

 
b. Vocational Training 

i. What kinds of vocational training programs are available to clients in your 
county? 

ii. What are the most common ways in which clients can enroll in a vocational 
training program (e.g., referrals, self-initiated)? 

iii. To what extent do you feel your county is able to provide your welfare to work 
clients with the vocational training programs that they need? How about 
programs that they want to enroll in?  

1. Since implementation of SB 1041, are more clients participating in 
vocational training programs now as part of the welfare to work program? 
Why or why not? 

2. What challenges, if any, has your county encountered in getting clients to 
enroll in training programs? If there have been challenges, how are they 
being addressed? 

3. What challenges, if any, do clients encounter in fully participating or 
completing the training programs they enroll in? If there have been 
challenges, how are they being addressed? 

iv. To what extent are clients able to access supportive services (e.g., tuition 
assistance, money for books, transportation and child care assistance) to allow 
them to enroll and fully participate in vocational training programs? What, if any, 
barriers exist to limit or prevent access to these services? 

v. How effective are the vocational training programs in helping clients overcome 
barriers to employment? 

 
MODULE FOR COLLEGE INTERVIEWEES: 

The following questions are for college administrators, college-based caseworkers, and instructors about 
CalWORKs participants accessing and participating in educational programs 
 

1. Let’s start with your role within the college – what is your job title or position and what are your 
key responsibilities. How long have you served in this role? 

a. What is your role with respect to CalWORKs participants in educational programs? 
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b. How familiar are you with SB 1041? What is your understanding of how SB 1041 reforms 
affect educational activities for CalWORKs participants? 

i. In your view, how well do the CalWORKs participants understand their 
educational options under SB 1041? 

2. What educational programs have CalWORKs participants typically enrolled in? 
3. Over the past couple of years, have you seen a change in the number of CalWORKs students? 
4. What is the enrollment process like for CalWORKs participants? 
5. What information, if any, is needed by the college from the county social services department to 

facilitate enrollment? 
a. What reporting, if any, is required by the college or the students by the CalWORKs 

Program or county social services department? 
6. Do you interact with WTW caseworkers? If so, in what ways? 
7. What types of supports does the CalWORKs Program provide students? 

a. In your view, how knowledgeable are students about what services and supports they are 
eligible to receive? 

b. Are students able to readily access those supports and services?  
c. In your view, what supports or services are missing or still needed? 

8. What types of supports or services does the college provide to CalWORKs students? 
9. What recommendations, if any, do you have for improving the educational opportunities or 

experiences of CalWORKs participants? 
 

MODULE ON FAMILY STABILIZATION AND EXPANDED SUBSIDIZED EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS: 

The following questions are for interviewees knowledgeable about the Family Stabilization and/or 
Expanded Subsidized Employment programs. 
 

Family Stabilization (FS) program. A program that provides intensive case management and services 
to support eligible CalWORKs clients in overcoming an identified situation or crisis that would interfere 
with participation in WTW activities and services. 
 

c. Family Stabilization Program (FS) [All focal counties have a FS program] 
i. I’d like to ask you now about your Family Stabilization Program. 

1. What are the eligibility criteria for clients? 
2. How are potentially eligible clients identified? 
3. Who is responsible for managing family stabilization cases (e.g., WTW 

caseworkers, specialized caseworkers)?  
a. Are clients referred to a specialized caseworker? 
b. In your view, how well is the referral process working in your 

county?  
4. In addition to intensive case management, what other services does your 

county offer through the FS program (e.g., mental health 
counseling/treatment, housing subsidies, emergency shelter, domestic 
abuse counseling, substance abuse counseling/ treatment, treatment for 
family members)?  

a. Does your FS Program provide direct services to children? If so, 
what are they? 

b. Which services are provided by the county and which are 
provided by contract providers? 

5. Within the last year (since July 2015), has your county expanded its FS 
Program? If yes, in what ways? What services were added or expanded? 

6. What challenges, if any, has your county encountered in implementing 
the FS program? (Probes: limited housing availability, insufficient staff 
capacity, lack of community partnerships). If there have been challenges, 
how are they being addressed?  

7. In your view, how well is the FS Program: 
a. Helping stabilize families in crisis? 
b. Helping to address clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency? 
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c. Providing emergency shelter to clients and their families? 
d. Providing transitional housing to clients and their families? 
e. Providing services to children? 
f. Helping clients secure employment after completing the 

program? 

 
Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) program. Provision of additional funds to expand the 
number of subsidized employment slots available to CalWORKs clients. 
 

a. Expanded Subsidized Employment (ESE) Program  
ii. Has your county developed an Expanded Subsidized Employment program 

[Note: Interviewer should review the county-specific notes from the spring 2015 
interviews and customize questions as needed]? 

1. If so, what are the eligibility criteria for clients? 
2. How are potentially eligible clients identified? 
3. Who is responsible for managing ESE cases (e.g., WTW caseworkers, 

specialized caseworkers)?  
a. Are clients referred to a specialized caseworker? 

4. What program options does your county offer through ESE (e.g., training, 
job placement, reimbursement rates, unsubsidized employment 
agreements, minimum hourly commitments)? 

a. Which services are provided by the county and which are 
provided by contract providers? 

5. How well is the referral process working in your county?  
6. How well is the job placement process working in your county?(Probes: 

placement in long-term, permanent, and/or full-time employment, high 
placement rate, high retention rate, etc.) 

7. In your view, which clients benefit most from the ESE Program? 
8. In your view, how well is the ESE Program: 

a. Preparing clients for long-term self-sufficiency? 
b. Finding unsubsidized employment for clients? How often do 

clients find unsubsidized employment? 
c. Finding jobs with a livable wage for clients? 
d. Keeping clients employed with an ESE employer? 

9. What challenges, if any, has your county encountered in implementing 
the ESE Program? (Probes: insufficient employers, 
inadequate/insufficient participant work experience or interest, delays in 
supportive services like child care or transportation, lack of community 
partnerships).  

a. How are these challenges being addressed?  
 

MODULE ON OTHER SERVICES THAT CALWORKS PARTICIPANTS RECEIVE: 

The following questions are for interviewees knowledgeable about the services CalWORKs participants 
receive (e.g., child care services, domestic abuse counseling, mental health services, substance abuse 
counseling/treatment). This is in addition to the education and vocational training and the FS and ESE 
Programs sections above. 
 

The following questions are for service providers who serve CalWORKs participants. 
 

1. Let’s start with your role within your department or organization – what is your job title or position 
and what are your key responsibilities. How long have you served in this position? 

a. What is your role, if any, with respect to providing services to CalWORKs participants? 
2. What percentage of your client [or patient] population is represented by CalWORKs participants? 
3. What services does your department or organization provide to CalWORKs participants? 
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a. In your view, are CalWORKs participants knowledgeable about what services they are 
eligible to receive? 

4. How are CalWORKs participants referred to your department or organization? 
a. By the county social services department? 
b. Self-referral? 
c. What information, if any, is needed by your department or organization from the county 

social services department when a referral is made? 
d. Do you interact with WTW caseworkers? If so, in what ways? 

5. Over the past year have you seen an increase in the number of referrals of CalWORKs 
participants for services? 

a. If so, in what areas? 
b. An increase in the number of CalWORKs participants seeking services? (e.g., self-

referrals) 
6. Does your county’s social services department contract with your department or organization to 

provide services to CalWORKs participants? 
a. If so, in what areas? 
b. Have there been any changes in the type or amount of services contracted for in the past 

several years? 
c. What reporting requirements, if any, are associated with CalWORKs clients? 

7. In your view, does your department or organization have the capacity to meet the demand for 
services by CalWORKs participants? 

a. If so, in what areas? 
b. If not, in which areas are there shortfalls? 

8. Are you familiar with SB 1041? What is your understanding of how SB 1041 reforms affect the 
services CalWORKs participants receive? 

9. What recommendations, if any, do you have for improving access to services for CalWORKs 
participants? 
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Evaluation of SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Program 

Focal County Caseworkers Focus Groups 

WELCOME 

 
I want to thank you for coming today. My name is _____________ and I will be leading today’s group 
discussion. I am a researcher from the RAND Corporation, a private, not for profit research organization 
based in Santa Monica, CA. [Or – I am a research from the American Institutes for Research, an 
independent, not for profit research organization.] We also have ______________ present to take notes 
for us. [My colleague(s) __________ are also sitting in on today’s discussion and may have a few 
questions for you later on.] 
 
The RAND Corporation, in partnership with the American Institutes for Research (AIR), was awarded a 
contract by the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) to conduct an independent evaluation of 
the recent reforms to CalWORKs Program. Information collected as part of this project will help CDSS 
improve the quality of the services that the CalWORKs Program provides.  
 
As some of you may remember, we conducted focus groups in your county last spring. We appreciate 
that you are willing to take time to speak with us again today. [Give update on status of year 1 report 
when known] We are continuing to gather information over time from county caseworkers in different 
counties to learn about how SB 1041 has continued to affect your job and responsibilities; your views on 
1) implementation of OCAT—the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool; 2) update on the 24-month time 
clock’s calculation and training; 3) WPR; 4) clients’ engagement in education and training activities; and 
5) the Family Stabilization and Expanded Subsidized Employment programs. The information you share 
with us today will help inform our understanding of the implementation and impact of SB 1041 reforms. 

 
REVIEW OF INFORMED CONSENT 

  
Before we begin, I would like to go over what participating in this focus group discussion involves. 
 
You are being invited to participate in this focus group because you are currently a caseworker for your 
county welfare agency’s CalWORKs Program. A focus group is when a group of people come together to 
share their thoughts and opinions on a particular topic. The focus group will collect information on your 
experiences as a caseworker in implementing the SB 1041 reforms to the CalWORKs Program and to get 
your feedback on how SB 1041 is affecting your caseloads and responsibilities, its impact on CalWORKs 
participants, and suggestions for areas for improvement.  
 
You do not have to participate in this focus group. Your participation in the focus group is completely 
voluntary and you can decide to stop participating at any time and for any reason. 
 

[For Stanislaus, Fresno, Alameda, Riverside -- Your decision to participate in the focus group (or 
not) will not be shared with your employer or with CDSS and will not affect your employment in 
any way. 
   
[For Sacramento and Los Angeles County - Your decision to participate in the focus group (or 
not) will not be shared with CDSS and will not affect your employment in any way. Your 
supervisor may know that you are participating in the focus group discussion though in order that 
he/she can arrange for someone to cover your position during that time. However, your 
comments and input will remain confidential.]  
 

You do not have to answer any questions that make you uncomfortable.  
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We will use the information from the focus group discussion for research purposes only. We will protect 
the confidentiality of this information, and although the focal counties will be identified by name in the 
project’s final report, this report will not include any information that could be used to identify any of the 
individuals who take part in the focus groups. We will not share any information you provide during the 
focus groups with anyone outside of the RAND/AIR research team in a way that could identify you.  

We request that each of you also protect the confidentiality of others in the group. Please do not use the 
name or other identifying information of anyone as you talk about them, and do not repeat anything that is 
said here in a way that is attributable to particular people. However, RAND cannot guarantee that 
everything you say during this discussion will be kept confidential by all the participants, so please do not 
say anything that you do not want anyone else to know. 

Please note that you may not be helped directly by participating in this study. However, others may 
be helped by what is learned from this research. The results of this focus group will help the RAND/AIR 
research team develop recommendations to the CDSS regarding future CalWORKs policies and services. 

 
Does anybody have any questions? 

GROUND RULES 

 
Before we begin, I would like to review a few ground rules for the discussion. 
 
A. I am going to ask you several questions and I’d like to give everyone a chance to give their opinions. 
We do not have to go in any particular order but we do want everyone to take part in the discussion. We 
ask that only one person speak at a time.  
  
B. We’re interested in your opinions and whatever you have to say is fine with us. There are no right or 
wrong answers. We are just asking for your opinions based on your own personal experience. We are 
here to learn from you. 
 
C. Don’t worry about having a different opinion than someone else, but please do respect each other’s 
answers or opinions. 
 
D. If there is a particular question you don’t want to answer, you don’t have to. 
 
E. Feel free to treat this as a discussion and to ask questions of each other and to respond to what others 
are saying, whether you agree or disagree.  
 
F. As I already mentioned we will treat your answers as confidential. We are not going to ask you any 
information that could identify you and we are only going to use first names or nicknames during the 
discussion. We also ask that each of you respect the privacy of everyone in the room and not share or 
repeat what is said here in any way that could identify anyone in this room. 
 
G. While RAND and AIR will treat your answers as confidential, we cannot guarantee that everyone else 
in the room will do the same. Therefore, we recommend that you not share information as part of the 
group discussion that you would not want disclosed outside of this discussion. 
 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

 

Ice Breaker 

Please tell us your first name or nickname only and how long you have been working as a caseworker in 
[COUNTY NAME’s] Welfare Office. 

 
Caseworkers 
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Section I. OCAT. We’d like to spend some time discussing specific components of SB 1041. I’d like to 
start with the Online CalWORKs Appraisal Tool (OCAT). [If needed, explain that the OCAT is a web-
based interview tool used to assess new CalWORKs clients to identify client strengths and barriers to 
self-sufficiency (e.g., employment and educational issues, housing instability, physical and behavioral 
health issues, and domestic abuse issues) to assist caseworkers in developing clients’ welfare-to-work 
plans.] 
 

10. OCAT Implementation. When did your county begin using the OCAT tool to conduct client 
appraisals? (determine month and year) [focus group facilitator should check county notes from 
spring 2015 prior to focus group] 

a. What is the current status of implementation in your office?  
b. As a result of using the OCAT, have there been any organizational changes in the 

office, or a redefining of staff roles?  
c. What type of training and guidance were provided to prepare you to implement the 

OCAT? 
i. Was it adequate – did it effectively prepare you to administer the OCAT? 
ii. Who addresses your questions about the OCAT (e.g., technical or process 

questions)? 
d. What barriers or facilitators have affected successful implementation of the OCAT in 

your county? 
 

11. Conducting OCAT appraisals. How many of you have used the OCAT with CalWORKs 
participants? 

a. Walk us through the process of conducting an OCAT appraisal. 
b. Have you experienced any problems or challenges in using the OCAT tool? 
c. On average, how long does it to complete the OCAT? 
d. Where are these interview conducted, and have you found this to be an effective 

location to conduct the OCAT? Why or why not? 
e. Are there topics included in the OCAT that you feel are especially sensitive (e.g., 

domestic violence, drug use)? How comfortable do you feel asking the clients about 
these topics? 

f. How comfortable do you feel clients are in answering these sensitive questions? Do 
they ask to skip these questions?  

i. Do you feel that you are getting accurate responses to these questions? 
ii. How have clients’ responses impacted you? (E.g., is it upsetting to hear about 

their mental health or drug needs or experiences with domestic violence?) Have 
you talked with your supervisor or other caseworkers to help you process what 
you’re hearing? 

g. What impact, if any, has the OCAT had on your caseload (e.g., size; ability to 
manage)? 

h. We understand the OCAT is in English – how do you assess the needs of and barriers 
to self-sufficiency of non-English speaking participants? How are the service needs 
and barriers to self-sufficiency assessed for non-English speaking clients?  

i. Do you feel that you are able to identify the needs of and barriers to self-
sufficiency for these clients as well as for those that take the OCAT?  

ii. Has your county translated the OCAT into other languages? If so, which ones? 
 

12. Using OCAT results (referrals). What are your thoughts about the appraisal summary that is 
produced by OCAT (i.e., a summary of the participant’s appraisal that contains a set of 
recommendations for addressing identified needs and barriers and that includes information 
about appropriate services)? How do you use the information produced by the OCAT? 

a. Has the OCAT enabled you to better identify the full range of clients’ needs and barrier 
to self-sufficiency? 

b. Are the recommendations helpful in developing an appropriate WTW plan for 
participants? Is anything missing from the summary? 
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c. To what extent do you feel your county is able to provide the services needed to 
address clients’ needs? [Probes: child care, transportation, mental health, substance 
abuse, education, domestic abuse services] 

d. To what extent do you feel the referral process is working effectively in your county?  
e. In your experience, have there been any significant changes in the type and number 

of referrals – meaning have there been any significant changes in the specific types of 
services participants are referred to or number of referrals made? 

f. In your opinion, are there barriers in your county that make it difficult for clients to 
access supportive services and resources? 

g. On the flip side – does anything help clients gain access to supportive services or 
recommended resources? 
 

13. Caseworkers’ and Clients’ perspectives on OCAT. What are your overall thoughts on using 
the OCAT? 

a. Are there any positive effects of using the OCAT? (e.g. in terms of improving 
caseworkers’ ability to identify needs; outcomes for participants) 

b. Are there any negative effects of using the OCAT? (e.g. effect on caseworkers’ 
workload; emotional challenges for participants or caseworkers) 

c. From your perspective, how do participants feel about the OCAT (e.g., thoughts on 
appraisal timing, types of questions, services offered)?  
 

 

Section II. 24-month Welfare to Work Time Clock and Post 24-month Time Clock. The next set of 
questions explores the current processes for calculating participants’ 24-month Welfare to Work Time 
Clock and the transition to the post-24-month time clock. 
 

 
1. How is the 24-month WTW time clock currently calculated and updated (i.e., ticking and unticking 

the clock) in your county (e.g., automatic, manual, or combination)? Please describe the process. 
a. If manual, who is responsible for calculating how much time a CalWORKs participant 

has left on their 24-month time clock (e.g., supervisors, WTW caseworkers)?  
b. If the process is automated, what impact has automation had on management of the 

24-month time clock (e.g., reduction in workload, more time for case management)?  
2. What is your role with regard to the 24-month WTW time clock calculation and updates (i.e., 

ticking and unticking the clock)?  
a. How comfortable do you feel explaining the 24-month time clock to participants [Probe: 

ticking and unticking; using the flexibility to the participant’s advantage; preparing 
participants for post 24-month time clock standard]? 

i. To what extent are you able to assist the participant in using the flexibility of the 
24-month time clock to the participant’s advantage? 

b. How effective is the current process for calculating and updating the 24-month time clock 
in your county? 

c. What challenges, if any, have you encountered in calculating and updating the 24-month 
time clock?  

i. How is this different from last spring, if at all? 
ii. If it is different, why do you think it is different? 

d. Within the last year, have you received additional training on the 24-month time clock? 
i. What type of training have you received? 
ii. Was this training adequate - – did it provide clear guidance on what activities 

necessitate “ticking” or “unticking” the 24-month time clock ? 
e. How well do you think CalWORKs participants understand the 24-month time clock 

[Probe: increased flexibility; reduced participation requirements for 24 months; one-
time young child exemption; post 24-month requirements]? 

f. To what extent have your participants been affected by participants’ 24-month time clock 
expiring? 
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g. If you have participants transitioning to the post 24-month time clock, to what extent are 
you involved in that transition process? 

i. To what extent have participants been able to transition successfully?  
ii. What factors hinder or facilitate the transition of a participant to the post-24-

month time clock? 
h. If your county has not had participants transition to the post 24-month time clock, when 

do you anticipate that will occur? 
i. Do you anticipate that participants who have experienced additional flexibility under the 

24-month time clock and the transition to the post-24-month time clock will be more 
successful in entering and remaining in the workforce than pre-SB 1041 participants? 

 
 
Section III. Work Participation Rate (WPR). One topic that emerged from our site visit last year was the 
work participation rate (WPR) and counties’ efforts to meet WPR. 
 

1. In what way has your county’s effort to address WPR requirements changed, if at all, since the 
implementation of SB 1041? Since spring 2015? 

a. In your view, in what ways, if any, have the state’s efforts to meet the Federal WPR 
requirements affected the implementation of SB 1041? 

b. To what extent do you feel there is a tension between meeting WPR versus providing 
clients the flexibility to choose their activities? Since spring 2015? 

c. What impact, if any, has the increased flexibility of activities for participants had on 
work force participation (WPR) rates in your county? 

d. In what way, if any, do the WPR targets come into play in your interactions with 
participants? 

 
 

Section IV. Education and Training Activities. One of the key goals of SB 1041 is to increase 
participation in education activities. This next set of questions focuses on participant engagement in 
educational activities. First, I’ll ask about college programs and then I’ll ask about vocational training 
programs. 
 

1. Education Activities  
a. What kinds of education programs are available to clients in your county? [Probes: 

high school equivalency/GED, college courses, trade or vocational schooling] 
b. How do you determine if it is appropriate for clients to include educational activities in 

their WTW plan? 
c. What role do you play in helping clients identify an educational program? In helping 

them enroll? 
d. How do you interact with colleges or other educational programs that enroll their 

clients? 
e. To what extent do you feel your county is able to provide your CalWORKs participants 

with the education programs that they need or want to enroll in? 
i. Since implementation of SB 1041, are more clients participating in educational 

programs now as part of the welfare to work program? Why or why not? [Probe 
for barriers or facilitators to clients enrolling in education programs] 

f. In your view, how effective are the education programs in helping clients overcome 
barriers to employment? 

 
2. Vocational Training 

a. What kinds of vocational training programs are available to clients in your county? 
b. To what extent do you feel your county is able to provide your welfare to work clients 

with the vocational training programs that they need or want to enroll in? 



 

 259 

i. Since implementation of SB 1041, are more clients participating in vocational 
training programs now as part of the welfare to work program? Why or why not? 
[Probe for barriers or facilitators to clients enrolling in vocational programs] 

c. How effective are the vocational training programs in helping clients overcome barriers 
to employment? 

 
Section V. Family Stabilization and Expanded Subsidized Employment. Family Stabilization is a 
program that provides intensive case management and services to support eligible CalWORKs clients in 
overcoming an identified situation or crisis that would interfere with participation in WTW activities and 
services. And, the Expanded Subsidized Employment program provides additional funds to expand the 
number of subsidized employment slots available to CalWORKs clients.  
 

1. Family Stabilization. Has your county developed a family stabilization program? [note to 
facilitator – review notes from spring 2015 for the county] 

a. How often do you make referrals to the FS Program?  
b. To what extent do you feel the program is working effectively in your county? 
c. To what extent are FS services provided to children in your county? 
d. Could you share any stories about how clients have benefited from the program? 

i. Are there specific barriers this program has been able to remove for families? 
ii. In your opinion, is the intensive case management working? 

e. What, if any, are the barriers or challenges to utilizing the FS program? (probe: limited 
housing availability, insufficient staff capacity, lack of community partnerships) 

f. Could you please describe the outcomes of a successful family stabilization program 
(e.g. children are enrolled in school, the adult(s) is employed)? 
 

2. Expanded Subsidized Employment Program. Has your county developed an ESE program? If 
so, what organizational changes or redefining of staff roles have occurred, if any, as a result of 
implementing the ESE program? [note to facilitator – review notes from spring 2015 for the 
county] 

a. How often do you make referrals to the ESE Program?  
b. In your view, what type of clients seem to benefit most from participation in the ESE 

Program?  
c. To what extent do you feel the program is working effectively in your county?  
d. What, if any, are the barriers or challenges to implementing the ESE program? (probe: 

insufficient number or type of employers, inadequate/insufficient participant work 
experience or interest, delays in supportive services like child care or transportation, 
lack of community partnerships) 

 
 
Section VI. Wrap-up. Now, we’d like to ask you a couple final broad questions. 

 
1. Advice. Do you have any advice to the state or county, in regard to helping counties further 

implement SB 1041? 
a. What, if any, recommendations would you make to improve the CalWORKs program? 

 
2. Other. Is there anything else you’d like to share regarding SB 1041 reforms? 

 
Thank you for coming today and for sharing your opinions with us. We hope you enjoyed the discussion 
today. 
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Evaluation of SB 1041 Reforms to California’s CalWORKs Program 

2016 CalWORKs Participant Qualitative Interview Discussion Guide 
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Introduction 

 
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. Before we start, I’d like to give you some 

background about this research study. The RAND Corporation, in partnership with the American Institutes 
for Research (AIR), received funding from the California Department of Social Services to conduct an 
independent evaluation of recent reforms to CalWORKs Program that were mandated by the California 
State Senate in 2012. As part of this evaluation, we are conducting a series of interviews with CalWORKs 
participants to collect information on their experiences with the CalWORKs Program. You were randomly 
selected among current CalWORKs participants in [COUNTY NAME] to take part in these interviews. The 
purpose of this interview is to collect information on your experiences in trying to get the help you need for 
you and your family from the CalWORKs program, the types of activities you have tried to participate in 
through the CalWORKs program (particularly related to continuing your education), and the types of 
benefits or services you are currently receiving from CalWORKs. If you recently enrolled in the 
CalWORKs program, we would also like to ask you some questions about the enrollment process and 
specifically, about your experiences in completing the Online CalWORKs Assessment (OCAT). 

Informed Consent 

 
Before we begin, I would like to go over a few things. 
 

A. This interview is going to take approximately 60 minutes. If at any point you have to take a break 
or if we need to stop and schedule an appointment to complete the interview at a different time, 
just let me know. 

B. Your participation in this interview is completely voluntary. You can refuse to answer any question 
you don’t want to answer and you can stop participating at any time for any reason without any 
penalty. 

C. Your decision to participate or not participate in this study will not affect any of the benefits or 
services you are currently receiving or are eligible to receive in the future.  

D. I am going to ask you several questions about the types of services or assistance you have 
received from the CalWORKs Program.  

E. We’re interested in your opinions and whatever you have to say is fine with us. There are no right 
or wrong answers. We are just asking for your opinions based on your own personal experience.  

F. All of the information you share with me today is completely confidential and will not be shared 
with anyone outside the study. We will not share information about your participation in this study 
or any of your answers with your caseworker or anyone else from the CalWORKs program or 
from the county, with any of your educational providers, or with anyone at CDSS. 

G. During the interview, I am not going to ask you any information that could identify you and I will 
only call you by your first name, or if you prefer, by a nickname of made up name. 

H. I will be taking notes during the interview but my notes will only include an ID number and will not 
include any information that could be used to identify you directly.  

I. RAND will use the information you provide during the interview for research purposes only. RAND 
will keep confidential the identities of those who participate in the interviews and will not attribute 
any comments to any specific individuals nor to any specific county. 
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J. After the interview, I will combine my notes with notes from interviews with other CalWORKs 
participants who are going to take part in these interviews and I will create a summary report. 
However, this summary report or any presentations from the report will not include any participant 
names nor any information that could be used to identify any of the interview participants.  

K. To supplement my notes, I would also like to audio-record the interview today.  
L. Once the study is completed, we will destroy all the notes and all of the recordings from these 

interviews. 
M. To thank you for taking the time to take part in this interview, I will send you a check for $50 once 

you complete the interview. 
N. We would like to interview you again in 3 months but this 2nd interview is also voluntary and you 

don’t have to decide now whether you want to participate or not. If you do decide to participate, 
we will mail you another check for $50 once you complete that interview. 

O. If you have any questions about this study either during the interview or after, please feel free to 
contact me (Beverly Weidmer) at (310) 393-0411, ext. 6788. 

P. If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject in this study, please contact the 
RAND Human Subjects Protection Committee at (310) 393-0411, ext. 7173 

 
Do you have any questions before we start? 
 
Do I have your permission to audio record the interview? 
 

 
Topic #1: Participation in the CalWORKs Program 

 
1. When did you enroll in the CalWORKs Program? 
2. What services are you currently receiving under the CalWORKs Program? 

a. Which ones did you find most helpful and why? 
b. Which ones did you find least helpful and why? 
c. Are there any services that you have wanted to access but have not been able to? 

i. IF YES: Why? 

Topic #2 Educational Programs 

Now, I’d like to ask you specifically about your experiences with education. 
 
1. I understand that you are currently enrolled in [EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM]. 
Can you tell me more about it?  

• How did you find out about the program? 
• How long have you been enrolled in this program? 
• What is the name of the program and where is it offered? 
• Did your caseworker encourage you to enroll in the program? IF YES: What did 

he/she say? 
• Did your caseworker talk to you about any other educational programs for which you 

may be eligible? IF YES: Tell me about that. 
 

2. What services or benefits are you currently receiving from the CalWORKs Program to help 
you participate in [EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM]? 
a. Childcare? 
b. Transportation assistance (gas money, bus passes, etc.) 
c. Money for books or supplies 
d. Tuition assistance 

3. How did you find out or who helped you learn about these services or benefits? 
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4. Who helped you access these benefits or services? How did they help you? 
5. Which of these have been the most useful and why or why not? 
6. Have you had any problems getting these benefits or services? Tell me about that.  
7. If you have problems with these benefits or services, whom do you turn to or what do you do? 
8. How did these problems impact you? 

 

Topic #3: OCAT (ONLY FOR PARTICIPANTS WHO HAVE COMPLETED THE OCAT) 

Now I would like to talk to you about the Welfare to Work Appraisal you completed with a caseworker 
soon after you enrolled in the CalWORKs Program. This appraisal is designed to help your caseworker 
understand your needs and your situation in general. The appraisal involves having a caseworker ask you 
a series of questions about your employment, education, housing situation, your need for supportive 
services, your interest in continuing your education, etc. It may have taken about two hours to do and as 
you answered the questions your caseworker asked, he/she recorded your answers in a computer.  
 

1. Do you remember completing this appraisal?  
2. Overall, what did you think about this appraisal? 

a. What did you think about how long it took? 
b. Were you told in advance by your caseworker that you would be completing this 

appraisal and what would be involved? Tell me about that. 
c. Did you have your kids with you when you were completing the appraisal? Tell me about 

that? (Did you feel embarrassed to have your kids listen to your answers)? 
3. As you recall they asked you about your employment history, your education, and your 

transportation and housing situation and needs. They also asked you about your physical and 
emotional health and about your exposure to domestic violence or any issues you have 
experienced related to drug or alcohol use.  
a. What did you think about the questions that you were asked?  
b. Did any of the questions make you uncomfortable? IF YES: Which ones? 
c. Did you think that some questions were so sensitive that you were reluctant to answer 

them or did not give your caseworker complete information? IF YES:  Which questions or 
what topics? 

4. Did you feel pressure to complete the appraisal or to answer any questions in order to 
receive the benefits you were there for? 

5. Do you have any concerns about the information that was asked? 
a.  Do you have any concerns about who will have access to this information or how it will 

be used? Tell me about that. 
6. What is your understanding of how this information will be used and who will have access to 

it? 
7.  As a result of the information you provided during this appraisal, did you receive any referrals 

from your caseworker for any services or programs? IF YES: Which ones? PROBE…. 
a. Employment 
b. Housing 
c. Childcare 
d. Continuing Education 
e. Health care of assistance for health issues 
f. Therapy or other help for mental health issues 
g. Therapy or other help for domestic violence issues 
h. Therapy or other help for drug and/or alcohol abuse issues 
i. Anything else that I haven’t mentioned? 

8. Were the referrals you received for services that you were actually interested in? Tell me 
about this. 

9. What has been your experience in following up with the referrals you’ve received to date?  
a. Did you get any assistance in getting the services you were referred to? IF YES: What 

kind of assistance did you get and from whom? 
b. Have you had any problems in getting the services you were referred to? 
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c. Have you been able to access the services for which you received a referral? Why or why 
not? 

10. Following the appraisal did you and your caseworker develop a welfare to work plan (that is, 
a plan to help you become self sufficient and help you get off welfare)? 

11. Do you think completing this appraisal will be useful? Why or why not? 
 

 
Closing 

 

These are all the questions that I have for you today. Thank you for taking the time to talk to me. Is 
there anything else you would like to share about your experiences in trying to get the help or services 
you need from the CalWORKs Program? 

 
TURN OFF RECORDER. 

 
As we mentioned before, to thank you for your time, we would like to send you a check for $50. The 

check will be made out to you. VERIFY FIRST AND LAST NAME IF NECESSARY. 
 
Also, can you give me the address where you would like the check sent? 
RECORD THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE RESPONDENT ON THE HARDCOPY CHECK 

REQUEST FORM (DO NOT INCLUDE IT IN THE INTERVIEW NOTES). 
 
Thank you. You should receive the check in the next two weeks. If you don’t receive the check, 

please call me back at [TEL]. 
 
Finally, we would like to interview you again in about 3 months to see how things are going and to talk 

to you again about the types of benefits or services you have received or have tried to get from the 
CalWORKs program during those 3 months and any issues or challenges you may have had. We will pay 
you another $50 for that interview. 

 
Is this the best number to reach you? 
 
IF NO: What is the best number? RECORD NUMBER ON HARDCOPY TRACKING FORM. 
 
Is there another telephone number besides this one where we might be able to find you? IF YES, 

RECORD NUMBER ON HARDCOPY TRACKING FORM. 
 
Do you have an email address? If so, we could send you an email to schedule our next appointment. 
 
IF YES, RECORD EMAIL ON HARDCOPY TRACKING FORM. 
 
Thank you again for taking the time to participate in this interview. We really appreciate your help. 

We’ll talk again in 3 months. If you move or change your number between now and then, please contact 
me at [TEL NUMBER]. 
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Appendix C. Additional Documentation for Administrative Data  

Documentation in this appendix covers the administrative data sources that informed the status, 
tracking, and impact studies included in this second SB 1041 evaluation report. We describe the 
administrative data sources, study population derivation, data preparation, and methods used to 
ensure data integrity. We also describe additional data sources that we anticipate using for 
analysis in future reports.  

Data Sources 
To address the research questions in this report, we used data from several large statewide 
administrative data systems, namely WDTIP, MEDS, and EDD.  

Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project 

WDTIP, from the Office of Systems and Integrations, is a statewide welfare time-on-aid tracking 
and reporting system that provides counties with up-to-date information on TANF and 
CalWORKs applicants and clients. We used these data to identify our WTW study population 
and to track time on the 24-month and 48-month time-on-aid clocks. CDSS provided extracts of 
these files as separate data files for monthly CalWORKs WTW program caseload, exceptions 
(i.e., monthly program exceptions from the various CalWORKs WTW and TANF time limits), 
summary information for TANF and CalWORKs WTW time clocks, and detailed monthly 24-
month and 48-month time-on-aid clock information. These data use CINs to identify clients, and 
we used this number to link to a crosswalk and other data sources. These data are available from 
1998 to the present.  

Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System 

California’s Department of Health Care Services MEDS is a statewide data system used to store 
such client information as Medi-Cal eligibility and demographics. It uses Social Security 
Numbers to identify individuals. The MEDS data provide monthly information related to Medi-
Cal eligibility and eligibility for other state programs, such as the CalWORKs WTW program. 
The data extracts we used include all individuals in the state from 1998 to the present. CDSS 
receives quarterly updates from the California Department of Health Care Services and provides 
us with processed extract files semiannually. The extracts are in two forms: annual monthly 
extract files and the CDSS-created Longitudinal Database and a single longitudinal file 
containing all individuals in the CalWORKs WTW program from 1998 to the present. We used 
these data to provide demographic information for our target population, as well as CalWORKs 
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WTW client status and case-type information for those individuals and cases not included in the 
WDTIP data. 

Employment Development Department 

California’s EDD provides CDSS with an extract of data containing the wage and employer 
identification information for all Californians. The employer identification number cannot be 
attributed to specific employers. These data contain one record per Social Security Number per 
employer identification number per quarter. For the current report, CDSS provided records for 
all CalWORKs WTW clients starting two years before their enrollment in the CalWORKs WTW 
program and following them for up to five years after they exit the program. 

CDSS Crosswalk 

To aggregate administrative records for CalWORKs WTW clients, we linked individuals’ CINs 
and Social Security Numbers. CDSS maintains a file, updated quarterly, with these linkages for 
each individual for whom they have a Social Security Number. We used this file, which we refer 
to as the CDSS Crosswalk, to link WDTIP’s CIN identifiers with the Social Security Number 
identifiers found in the EDD and MEDS data. For data security reasons, actual Social Security 
Numbers, CINs, and other potentially sensitive identifiers were replaced throughout with 
randomized pseudoidentifiers. When we refer to linking files by Social Security Numbers or 
CINs, it should be understood that we are working with pseudoidentifiers, not the actual 
identifiers themselves. While it did not present a substantial challenge to data preparation 
procedures, it is worth noting that, before reducing to our study population for the first 
evaluation report, we found 854 CINs in the crosswalk (out of more than 18 million) that had 
more than one associated Social Security Number. 

Deriving Population and Groups for Status, Tracking, and Impact Studies 
The study population comprised all (1) aided adult CalWORKs WTW clients who are 
participating in WTW activities; (2) aided CalWORKs adult, minor parents, and guardian clients 
who are exempt from WTW activities; and (2) CalWORKs WTW clients who are sanctioned and 
therefore do not receive aid.56 We use the term “CalWORKs WTW clients” to identify this 
population of CalWORKs WTW participating, exempt, and sanctioned individuals. The WDTIP 
program participation file and exception file served as the sources for our population frames for 

 
56 Unaided sanctioned clients include those sanctioned because of WTW noncompliance; being a fleeing felon; 
violating a condition of probation or parole; being convicted of a felony for the possession, use, or distribution of a 
controlled substance; and being a custodial parent or caretaker relative who refuses to assign child support rights. 
We identified these sanctioned clients in the exception file as having exception reason codes 200, 201, 202, 203, 
204, or 205, and no record in the program participation file within the same month.  
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aided and sanctioned clients, respectively.57 Although WDTIP primarily tracks CalWORKs 
WTW and TANF clients’ time on aid, the system also includes some extraneous records of 
children and participants in other social service programs. Therefore, we limited WDTIP records 
to individuals with the “CalWORKs Program Participation Type” indicator and adults and 
children who are also minor parents. We also limited WDTIP records from 1998 (when TANF 
was first implemented) to the present.58  

We consistently defined our CalWORKs WTW client sample as described above, regardless 
of CalWORKs WTW policy changes. For example, before the passage of AB 1468 in April 
2015, drug felons were identified as unaided and sanctioned. With the policy change, they 
should be classified as aided and WTW-eligible. However, some individuals appear in the data 
after April 2015 with codes identifying them as sanctioned drug felons, and we processed their 
records as such regardless of the policy change, suggesting that they be classified differently.  

For analysis, the study population is divided into cross-sections or cohorts in order to 
compare clients at different points in time and address the research questions specific to the 
status, tracking, and impact studies. The groups and cohorts are summarized in Table C.1. 

Status study cross-sections comprise CalWORKs WTW clients in March of a given year. 
Four status study cross-sections have been created: February 2013, February 2014, February 
2015, and February 2016. Each status study cross-section comprises two groups based on client 
status prior to the start of SB 1041 in January 2013. Clients were placed into the “transitional” 
group if they enrolled in the CalWORKs WTW program for the first time before January 2013 
and continued in the CalWORKs WTW program after the policy change. Clients were placed in 
the “post–SB 1041” group if they enrolled in the CalWORKs WTW program for the first time in 
January 2013 or later. We measured first-time CalWORKs WTW status by identifying the month 
and year that clients first appeared in the WDTIP program participation or exception files as of 
January 1998. For example, “February 2013 status study cross-section, transitional group” is 
defined as individuals who were CalWORKs WTW clients during February 2013 and first 
started in the CalWORKs WTW program between January 1998 and December 2012. “February 
2013 status study cross-section, post-SB 1041 group” is defined as individuals who were 
CalWORKs WTW clients during February 2013 and first started in the CalWORKs WTW 
program in January 2013 or February 2013.  

 
57 At the recommendation of CDSS, we classified clients who were present in both the WDTIP program 
participation file and the WDTIP exception file with an unaided sanction during the same month as aided, 
nonsanctioned clients because the inclusion of the client in the WDTIP program participation file is an indication 
that the client received aid.  
58 We categorized CalWORKs WTW client status according to the start month and year at the recommendation of 
CDSS. Monthly participation records are automatically generated into the data system each month, with a start date 
of the first day of the month and an end date of the last day of the month. However, CalWORKs eligibility workers 
may edit these dates, and the dates may not reflect actual participation. In rare instances, in which clients had 
multiple participation records or sanction records in a given month with conflicting CalWORKs Assistance Units, 
counties, and/or aid codes, we retained the record that was last entered into the data source.  
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Tracking study cohorts comprise first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in February of a 
given year. Five tracking study cohorts have been created: 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, and 2014. 
For example, “tracked entry cohort 2007” is defined as individuals who were clients in February 
2007 and had not been clients any time between January 1998 and January 2007.  

Table C.1. Summary of CalWORKs WTW Administrative Data Cohorts and Client Groups 

Examined for Status, Tracking, and Impact Studies  

Criteria Status Study Tracking Study Impact Study 

Years covered 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 
2014a 

2007 through 2015 

Months/quarters February February Quarterly 
Number of cross-
sections or cohorts 

4 cross-sections 5 cohorts 32 cohorts / 28 cohorts  

CalWORKs WTW 
client status 

All clients New, first-time clients New, first-time clients 

Client groups Transitional 
Client prior to and after 

SB 1041 
Post–SB 

Client after SB 1041 only 

Not applicable 32 cohorts are included in 
the analysis of one-year 

outcomes, and 28 cohorts 
are included in the analysis 

of two-year outcomes 
a We examined clients across all years between 2006 and 2015 and found minimal difference across the years. In 
Chapter Six and in Appendix E we present findings for 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, and 2014.  
 

Impact study cohorts comprise first-time CalWORKs WTW clients in a given quarter. To 
analyze outcomes of clients four quarters after entering CalWORKs WTW, we created impact 
study cohorts for each quarter between 2007 and 2014, for a total of 32 cohorts. For example, 
“impact study cohort 2007Q1” is defined as individuals who were CalWORKs WTW clients in 
the first quarter of 2007 (January, February, or March 2007) and had not been clients any time 
between January 1998 and December 2006. “Impact study cohort 2014Q4” is defined as 
individuals who were clients in the fourth quarter of 2014 (October, November, or December 
2014) and had not been clients any time between January 1998 and September 2014. 

Approach for Data Preparation  
As just described, we used multiple data sources to create our analysis data sets. Our goal for 
these data sets was to prepare files with valid data across each source and time frame. We 
consulted CDSS throughout the development of our analysis files to ensure we accomplished our 
goal.  

The development of our analysis data files used a bottom-up approach, conceptualizing our 
study questions into variables, creating a master variable list (MVL), creating a data dictionary, 
then cleaning and merging data into final files. We analyzed and reduced the concepts within the 
overarching and more-detailed quantitative study questions as stated in Chapter One to create a 
set of indicator and outcome variables in the MVL. We also used administrative data 
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documentation to inform the MVL development. Once we obtained the WDTIP, MEDS, and 
EDD administrative data from CDSS, we mapped the data sets’ contents onto our MVL.  

We developed the studies’ data dictionary from the subset of the MVL variables required to 
address the study questions for this report. The data dictionary was continuously refined as we 
learned more about the administrative data. 

With a road map in place, we cleaned, merged, and coded the data. We established the 
population frame as described earlier, then we added the WDTIP detailed 24-month and 48-month 
time-clock files, the WDTIP summary time clock, and WDTIP exception files, and matched records 
from the MEDS and EDD data sources. We excluded individuals from MEDS and EDD who were 
not identified in our sample frame in a given month, as these individuals were likely to be out of 
state, tribal TANF, diversion, or other non-CalWORKs WTW classifications.  

Next, we created the remaining study variables. Although the majority of variables in our 
data dictionary were readily available from our data sources, we created and further refined 
additional variables. For example, because many exceptions were not analytically salient, we 
reported only exemptions identified in the WDTIP exception data source that affected time on 
the 24- or 48-month time-on-aid clocks. We reported on exemptions and separated out the 
exemptions that began in January 2013 specific to the WTW 24-month time clock.  

We used the full sample frame and data dictionary variables to create three separate analysis 
data sets for each study. The status, tracking, and impact study analysis data sets each consisted 
of clients belonging to defined cross-sections or cohorts unique to each study. We also 
aggregated variables in the tracking study analysis data set to a two-year span and the impact 
study analysis data set to the quarterly level.  

Data Integrity 
Staff at AIR and Stanfield Systems assessed the integrity of the data files and variables prepared 
for analysis. Internal review included independent replication of code written by data analysts, 
review of derived metrics in tabular and graphical form, and comparisons with published reports.  

As part of the process of evaluating the quality and integrity of the prepared data files, our 
partner, Stanfield Systems, independently replicated key parts of the derived data. They 
conducted a series of tests, starting with raw data files and conceptual background information to 
guide the process of creating variables for analysis data sets. Stanfield Systems used this data set 
to replicate the findings reported for the status and tracking studies. Therefore, not only was our 
coding validated, our design was also replicated independently.  

We also assessed quality by comparing key indicators using our assembled data with similar 
numbers published in several CDSS reports and derived from a CDSS-maintained data set used 
for federal reporting. The coverage, level, frequency, and type of data for these sources are 
summarized in Table C.2. In particular, county-level reports, such as WTW 25 and 25a 
CalWORKs Activity Reports contain full-population information, such as caseloads, 
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discontinuance counts, and applicant denials. A data set used for federal reporting, the Research 
and Development Enterprise Project (RADEP), uses an annual representative sample of 
CalWORKs cases. We matched individual-level data from RADEP to data in our analysis file 
and checked and verified a few key variables that were not checked by Stanfield Systems (i.e., 
number of children in assistance units, age of youngest child in assistance units, client date of 
birth). Data-quality checks thus involved comparing key indicators based on the analysis data 
sets created for the evaluation studies with independently replicated findings, county-level 
reports, and the sample-based RADEP data.  

Table C.2. CDSS Aggregated Reports and Other Administrative Data 

Data Source Coverage 

Unit Level/ 

Frequency Data Constructs 

CA 237 CalWORKs Cash Grant 
Movement Report 

All applicants and clients since 
2006 

State level/ 
monthly 

Caseload status 

CA 253 CalWORKs Report on Reasons 
for Discontinuances of Cash Grant 

All clients since 2006 State level/ 
monthly 

Case discontinuance 

CA 255 CalWORKs Report on Reasons 
for Denials and Other  
Non-Approvals of Cash Grant 

All applicants since 2006 State level/ 
monthly 

Applicant denials 

WTW 25 and 25a CalWORKs  
Welfare to Work Activity Report 

Clients required to participate in 
WTW since 2006 

State level/ 
monthly 

WTW activities, 
exemptions, terminations 

RADEP Annual (federal fiscal year) 
representative sample of about  
3,500 CalWORKs cases since 

federal fiscal year 2007 

Individual and  
case level/ 

annual 

Demographics, sources 
of cash assistance, 

earnings, other income 
sources 

SOURCE: CDSS, undated-a.  

Looking Forward 
We expect that the final evaluation report will benefit from the richness of additional data 
sources: SAWS (two of the three county-level data systems, C-IV and CalWIN) and 
unemployment insurance information from EDD. These data will contribute information about 
clients’ financial well-being, use of services, and involvement in education and training. 
Table C.3 summarizes the databases that we expect to use in our future reports. The table lists 
the population covered, the unit of analysis and frequency, and the available measures. 

We expect updates of WDTIP, MEDS, and EDD data used for this report biannually. As 
these data sets grow, the trends that they help highlight will become clearer, helping paint a more 
precise picture of the impact of SB 1041. As additional data become available from EDD and 
county consortia, as well as from updated WDTIP, MEDS, and EDD material, both the scope of 
our analyses and the confidence with which we can make statements about the impact SB 1041 
will increase. 
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Consortia data from SAWS will increase the scope of our analyses. Not only will the 
consortia data overlap with existing data, bolstering the credibility and precision of those metrics 
included already, they will also add material that addresses a number of additional topic areas, 
such as information about CalWORKs benefits received and participation in services.  

Table C.3. Expected Sources of Data 

Data Source Coverage 

Unit Level/ 

Frequency 

Available Data  

Constructs 

EDD—unemployment  
insurance 

All clients since  
2006 

Individual level/ 
quarterly 

• Amount of unemployment 
insurance 

SAWS  
CalWIN 

C-IV 

 

All clients since  
2007 

Individual level/ 
monthly 

• Services received 
• Public assistance and 

employment program 
participation 

• Measures of time 
accumulation, exceptions, 
exemptions, sanctions, and 
eligibility status variables 

• Actual amounts of monthly 
CalWORKs benefits received 
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Appendix D. Additional Results for Chapter Four ACS Analyses 

This appendix provides additional analyses of data collected for the 2016 ACS. We provide the 
results overall and by county caseload size. In each table note, we list the corresponding table in 
Chapter Four and question on the ACS questionnaire. Note that all references to "the last year" 
refer to the period from about mid-2015 to mid-2016. 

Table D.1. Whether Issues Hindered Implementation in the Last Year (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

  County Rating of Whether Issue Hindered Implementation  

Issues  

Did Not 

Hinder 

Minor 

Hindrance 

Moderate 

Hindrance 

Major 

Hindrance 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Availability of job opportunities for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 12 12 24 10 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 3 10 5 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 5 2 8 5 0 20 
Large counties Number 5 7 6 0 0 18 

Availability of educational opportunities for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 24 16 15 3 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 6 9 3 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 10 5 5 0 0 20 
Large counties Number 12 5 1 0 0 18 

Availability of vocational education or on-the-job training opportunities for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 22 14 18 4 0 58 
Small counties Number 4 4 8 4 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 8 6 6 0 0 20 
Large counties Number 10 4 4 0 0 18 

Availability of financial resources for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 28 18 6 3 3 58 
Small counties Number 7 6 5 1 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 12 7 1 0 1 20 
Large counties Number 9 5 0 2 2 18 

Availability of child care services for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 33 13 7 4 1 58 
Small counties Number 7 5 4 3 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 11 5 3 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 15 3 0 0 0 18 

Availability of affordable housing for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 4 4 1 39 1 58 
Small counties Number 2 2 1 15 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 0 5 14 0 20 
Large counties Number 1 2 4 10 1 18 
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Table D.1—Continued 

  County Rating of Whether Issue Hindered Implementation  

Issues  

Did Not 

Hinder 

Minor 

Hindrance 

Moderate 

Hindrance 

Major 

Hindrance 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Availability of transportation options or transportation resources for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 13 15 21 9 0 58 
Small counties Number 3 4 8 5 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 3 5 9 3 0 20 
Large counties Number 7 6 4 1 0 18 

Competition with other state/federal mandates (e.g., Medi-Cal expansion) 
All counties Number 20 11 12 12 3 58 
Small counties Number 6 4 3 6 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 3 5 5 1 20 
Large counties Number 8 4 4 1 1 18 

Availability of line staff (e.g., caseworkers, employment services specialists) who work with and/or counsel WTW clients 
All counties Number 17 17 15 9 0 58 
Small counties Number 6 8 3 3 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 3 7 4 0 20 
Large counties Number 5 6 5 2 0 18 

Explaining the complexity of SB 1041 to clients 
All counties Number 2 10 18 27 1 58 
Small counties Number 1 4 7 7 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 4 4 11 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 7 9 0 18 

Prior staff reductions/freezes in staff and/or funding 
All counties Number 26 10 4 4 14 58 
Small counties Number 11 3 1 2 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 9 4 2 1 4 20 
Large counties Number 6 3 1 1 7 18 

Other 
All counties Number 5 1 1 6 26 39 
Small counties Number 2 0 0 0 7 9 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 1 1 3 10 17 
Large counties Number 1 0 0 3 9 13 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). County-level results for Table 4.3, Q1 on the ACS. 
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Table D.2. Whether New Partnerships or Enhanced Partnerships Were Established with the 

Following Service Providers in the Last Year (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Issues  

Yes,  

New 

Yes, 

Enhanced No 

Not 

Needed Total 

New/enhanced partnerships with education providers 
All counties Number 1 13 10 34 58 
Small counties Number 1 4 5 10 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 6 2 12 20 
Large counties Number 0 3 3 12 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with vocational education/job training providers 
All counties Number 2 14 20 22 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 11 7 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 6 6 8 20 
Large counties Number 1 7 3 7 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with domestic abuse service providers 
All counties Number 0 14 14 30 58 
Small counties Number 0 6 6 8 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 4 13 20 
Large counties Number 0 5 4 9 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with substance abuse treatment providers 
All counties Number 1 16 12 29 58 
Small counties Number 0 4 6 10 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 6 2 11 20 
Large counties Number 0 6 4 8 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with mental health service providers 
All counties Number 2 19 9 27 57 
Small counties Number 1 7 4 8 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 5 2 11 19 
Large counties Number 0 7 3 8 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with housing assistance services or providers 
All counties Number 12 27 7 12 58 
Small counties Number 3 7 4 6 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 10 3 1 20 
Large counties Number 3 10 0 5 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with ESE program 
All counties Number 11 21 14 12 58 
Small counties Number 2 5 7 6 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 5 8 4 3 20 
Large counties Number 4 8 3 3 18 

New/enhanced partnerships with FS program 
All counties Number 8 20 11 19 58 
Small counties Number 1 5 6 8 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 3 7 3 7 20 
Large counties Number 4 8 2 4 18 
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Table D.2—Continued 

Issues  

Yes,  

New 

Yes, 

Enhanced No 

Not 

Needed Total 

New/enhanced partnerships with other service providers 
All counties Number 8 9 19 22 58 
Small counties Number 3 3 8 6 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 3 7 9 20 
Large counties Number 4 3 4 7 18 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). County-level results for Table 4.4, Q29 on the ACS. 

Table D.3. How Long It Currently Takes a CalWORKs Client to Start to Participate in the 

Employment and/or Job Training Activities to Which He or She Has Been Assigned or Scheduled 

(All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Employment/Job Training Activity  

Less Than 

One Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than 

Two Months Total 

Subsidized employment 
All counties Number 38 12 3 53 
Small counties Number 11 3 1 15 
Medium-sized counties Number 13 5 2 20 
Large counties Number 14 4 0 18 

Job skills training 
All counties Number 45 12 1 58 
Small counties Number 14 6 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 16 3 1 20 
Large counties Number 15 3 0 18 

Job search/job readiness 
All counties Number 53 5 0 58 
Small counties Number 16 4 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 19 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 18 0 0 18 

On-the-job training 
All counties Number 36 9 5 50 
Small counties Number 12 3 2 17 
Medium-sized counties Number 11 4 3 18 
Large counties Number 13 2 0 15 

Unsubsidized employment 
All counties Number 45 5 6 56 
Small counties Number 13 2 3 18 
Medium-sized counties Number 15 2 3 20 
Large counties Number 17 1 0 18 

Community service 
All counties Number 41 15 2 58 
Small counties Number 13 6 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 15 4 1 20 
Large counties Number 13 5 0 18 
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Table D.3—Continued 

Employment/Job Training Activity  

Less Than 

One Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than 

Two Months Total 

Other employment 
All counties Number 38 7 6 51 
Small counties Number 10 3 2 15 
Medium-sized counties Number 14 1 4 19 
Large counties Number 14 3 0 17 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. County-level results for Table 4.5, Q33 on the ACS. 

Table D.4. How Long It Currently Takes a CalWORKs Participant to Start to Participate in the 

Educational Activities to Which He or She Has Been Assigned or Scheduled (All Counties and by 

County Caseload Size) 

Educational Activity  

Less Than 

One Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than 

Two Months Total 

Vocational education/training 
All counties Number 37 18 2 57 
Small counties Number 12 7 0 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 11 7 2 20 
Large counties Number 14 4 0 18 

Adult basic education 
All counties Number 40 15 2 57 
Small counties Number 11 8 0 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 14 4 2 20 
Large counties Number 15 3 0 18 

GED preparation 
All counties Number 44 12 1 57 
Small counties Number 12 8 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 17 2 1 20 
Large counties Number 15 2 0 17 

Community college/postsecondary education 
All counties Number 36 18 3 57 
Small counties Number 11 9 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 11 5 3 19 
Large counties Number 14 4 0 18 

Other education 
All counties Number 35 15 1 51 
Small counties Number 10 7 0 17 
Medium-sized counties Number 11 7 1 18 
Large counties Number 14 1 0 15 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. County-level results for Table 4.6, Q34 on the ACS. 
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Table D.5. How Long It Currently Takes a CalWORKs Client to Start to Receive the Services to 

Which He or She Has Been Referred (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Service Referred To  

Less Than 

One Month 

One to Two  

Months  

More Than 

Two Months Total 

Child care 
All counties Number 53 4 1 58 
Small counties Number 18 1 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 18 2 0 20 
Large counties Number 17 1 0 18 

Transportation services (e.g., bus, Metro Rail) 
All counties Number 55 2 1 58 
Small counties Number 20 0 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 18 1 1 20 
Large counties Number 17 1 0 18 

Mental health 
All counties Number 46 11 1 58 
Small counties Number 15 5 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 16 3 1 20 
Large counties Number 15 3 0 18 

Substance abuse 
All counties Number 48 10 0 58 
Small counties Number 15 5 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 17 3 0 20 
Large counties Number 16 2 0 18 

Domestic abuse 
All counties Number 56 2 0 58 
Small counties Number 19 1 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 20 0 0 20 
Large counties Number 17 1 0 18 

Translation services 
All counties Number 56 2 0 58 
Small counties Number 19 1 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 19 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 18 0 0 18 

Housing assistance 
All counties Number 42 12 4 58 
Small counties Number 11 7 2 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 16 2 2 20 
Large counties Number 15 3 0 18 

Other education 
All counties Number 37 4 0 41 
Small counties Number 11 3 0 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 13 0 0 13 
Large counties Number 13 1 0 14 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. County-level results for Table 4.7, Q35 on the ACS. 
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Table D.6. In the Last Year, Have More CalWORKs Clients Done the Following Activities Than Was 

the Case Before July 2015 (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Activities  Yes No 

Don’t 

Know Total 

Enrolled in community college 
All counties Number 19 32 6 57 
Small counties Number 8 12 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 5 10 4 19 
Large counties Number 6 10 2 18 

Benefited from enrollment in community college 
All counties Number 24 15 19 58 
Small counties Number 8 7 5 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 7 5 8 20 
Large counties Number 9 3 6 18 

Successfully transitioned to employment after 24 months of education 
All counties Number 11 22 25 58 
Small counties Number 4 11 5 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 3 5 12 20 
Large counties Number 4 6 8 18 

Participated in the FS program 
All counties Number 42 14 2 58 
Small counties Number 13 6 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 15 5 0 20 
Large counties Number 14 3 1 18 

Enrolled in vocational education/training programs 
All counties Number 18 32 8 58 
Small counties Number 6 14 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 9 5 20 
Large counties Number 6 9 3 18 

Benefited from enrollment in vocational education/training programs 
All counties Number 22 20 16 58 
Small counties Number 7 10 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 6 8 20 
Large counties Number 9 4 5 18 

Successfully transitioned to employment after 24 months of vocational education/training 
All counties Number 8 20 30 58 
Small counties Number 3 9 8 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 6 13 20 
Large counties Number 4 5 9 18 

Participated in the ESE program 
All counties Number 34 21 3 58 
Small counties Number 7 11 2 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 12 8 0 20 
Large counties Number 15 2 1 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. County-level results for Table 4.8, Q36 on the ACS. 
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Table D.7. Of the Counties That Provided Additional Training on How to Calculate the 24-Month 

Time Clock, Type of Training Provided in the Last Year (All Counties and by County Caseload 

Size) 

Type of Training on 24-Month Time Clock  

Yes, Training 

Provided 

No, Training 

Not Provided  Total 

How to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 33 13 46 
Small counties Number 8 6 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 14 4 18 
Large counties Number 11 3 14 

How to calculate the 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 42 4 46 
Small counties Number 11 3 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 18 0 18 
Large counties Number 13 1 14 

How to reconcile discrepancies between your consortium’s database and your county records that affect a CalWORKs 
client’s 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 34 12 46 
Small counties Number 7 7 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 14 4 18 
Large counties Number 13 1 14 

How to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to best counsel CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 35 11 46 
Small counties Number 8 6 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 15 3 18 
Large counties Number 12 2 14 

How to explain and prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-month time clock participation requirements 
All counties Number 35 11 46 
Small counties Number 9 5 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 14 4 18 
Large counties Number 12 2 14 
Other  
All counties Number 7 39 46 
Small counties Number 2 12 14 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 16 18 
Large counties Number 3 11 14 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark all that apply 
County-level results for Table 4.11, Q11 on the ACS. 
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Table D.8. How Confident Counties Are That Their Staff Can Do the Following (All Counties and by 

County Caseload Size) 

24-Month Time Clock Activity  

Not at All 

Confident 

Somewhat 

Confident 

Very 

Confident Total 

Accurately explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 0 34 23 57 
Small counties Number 0 9 10 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 12 8 10 
Large counties Number 0 13 5 18 

Accurately calculate CalWORKs clients’ 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 2 42 14 58 
Small counties Number 0 14 6 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 13 6 20 
Large counties Number 1 15 2 18 

Accurately reconcile discrepancies between consortium’s database and county records that affect a CalWORKs client’s 
24-month time clock 

All counties Number 8 38 12 58 
Small counties Number 2 13 5 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 14 4 20 
Large counties Number 4 11 3 18 

Effectively counsel CalWORKs clients on the flexibility of the 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 0 29 29 58 
Small counties Number 0 8 12 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 9 11 20 
Large counties Number 0 12 6 18 

Effectively prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-month time clock participation requirements 
All counties Number 11 29 18 58 
Small counties Number 2 9 9 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 10 4 20 
Large counties Number 3 10 5 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. County-level results for Table 4.12, Q12 on the ACS. 
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Table D.9. Supervisors’ Assessment of How Well WTW Caseworkers Understand the 24-Month 

Time Clock (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

  

Supervisor’s Rating of Caseworker Understanding of 

Policy Change  

Policy Change  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Determination of a CalWORKs client’s 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 1 12 34 11 0 58 
Small counties Number 1 5 10 4 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 4 13 3 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 3 11 4 0 18 

Increased flexibility offered by the 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 0 5 32 20 0 57 
Small counties Number 0 2 10 8 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 12 6 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 10 6 0 17 

How to use the flexibility of the 24-month time clock to the CalWORKs client’s advantage 
All counties Number 0 8 32 15 0 58 
Small counties Number 0 3 11 6 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 13 5 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 3 11 4 0 18 

How to explain the 24-month time clock to CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 3 4 30 21 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 3 7 8 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 1 10 8 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 13 5 0 18 

What, how, and when to “tick” and “untick” clocks 
All counties Number 4 18 27 9 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 7 8 3 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 6 10 3 0 20 
Large counties Number 1 5 9 3 0 18 

How to explain and prepare CalWORKs clients for the post–24-month time clock participation standards 
All counties Number 6 14 24 12 2 58 
Small counties Number 3 3 8 4 2 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 3 6 8 3 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 5 8 5 0 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer on 
the Likert scale. County-level results for Table 4.13, Q51 on the ACS. 
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Table D.10. Percentage of CalWORKs Clients in a County Who Have Used Their Full 24-Month 

Time Clock and . . .  (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

  Counties Reporting . . . 

Clients Have Used Their 24-Month Time Clock and . . .  

0 Percent of 

Clients 

1–5 Percent 

of Clients 

6 Percent or 

Higher of 

Clients Total 

Transitioned to the post–24-month time clock 
All counties Number 25 23 5 53 
Small counties Number 11 7 1 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 9 8 1 18 
Large counties Number 5 8 3 16 

Been sanctioned 
All counties Number 37 8 7 52 
Small counties Number 16 0 2 18 
Medium-sized counties Number 13 5 0 18 
Large counties Number 8 3 5 16 

Had their time clock extended 
All counties Number 38 10 5 53 
Small counties Number 17 1 0 18 
Medium-sized counties Number 11 4 3 18 
Large counties Number 10 5 2 17 

Achieved self-sufficiency 
All counties Number 26 14 7 47 
Small counties Number 12 5 1 18 
Medium-sized counties Number 12 1 3 16 
Large counties Number 2 8 3 13 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). County-level results for Table 4.14, Q13 on the 
ACS. 
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Table D.11. Supervisors’ Assessment of How Well WTW Caseworkers Understand Other SB 1041 

Changes and Related Supports (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

  

Supervisor’s Rating of Caseworker Understanding of 

Other SB 1041 Changes and Related Supports  

Policy Change  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Enhanced educational flexibility 
All counties Number 0 4 33 21 0 58 
Small counties Number 0 2 12 6 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 11 8 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 10 7 0 18 

More choices now in WTW activities 
All counties Number 0 1 21 36 0 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 10 10 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 5 14 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 6 12 0 18 

How to implement the OCAT 
All counties Number 1 3 11 42 1 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 5 13 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 3 16 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 3 13 0 18 

How to use the OCAT to develop clients’ WTW plan 
All counties Number 2 3 18 34 1 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 8 10 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 5 13 1 20 
Large counties Number 1 1 5 11 0 18 

How to use the OCAT to identify barriers to self-sufficiency 
All counties Number 1 2 13 42 0 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 4 14 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 5 15 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 4 13 0 18 

How to use the OCAT to identify need for services 
All counties Number 1 2 14 41 0 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 5 13 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 4 16 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 5 12 0 18 

How to use the results of the OCAT to make referrals 
All counties Number 2 2 16 38 0 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 5 13 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 6 14 0 20 
Large counties Number 1 1 5 11 0 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer on 
the Likert scale per policy change. County-level results for Table 4.15, Q50 on the ACS. 
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Table D.12. Supervisors’ Assessment of How Well CalWORKs Clients Understand SB 1041 

Changes (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

  

Supervisor’s Rating of How Well CalWORKs Clients 

Understand SB 1041 Changes  

SB 1041 Component  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

WTW participation requirements 
All counties Number 4 12 27 15 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 4 8 6 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 3 12 3 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 5 7 6 0 18 

Increase in choices with respect to the activities clients can participate in during the 24-month time clock period 
All counties Number 5 13 30 10 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 5 10 3 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 5 9 4 0 20 
Large counties Number 1 3 11 3 0 18 

One-time young child exemption 
All counties Number 3 4 16 35 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 2 5 11 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 0 3 16 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 8 8 0 18 

Increased flexibility offered by the 24-month time clock 
All counties Number 4 33 36 5 0 58 
Small counties Number 2 5 11 2 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 5 13 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 1 3 12 2 0 18 

Aid is still available for 48 total months, but in 24 of those months there are different—in some cases, reduced—
participation standards 

All counties Number 6 16 24 11 1 58 
Small counties Number 2 2 9 6 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 3 6 9 2 0 20 
Large counties Number 1 8 6 3 0 18 

Change to CalWORKs federal participation standards after the 24-month time clock has been exhausted 
All counties Number 10 24 19 4 1 58 
Small counties Number 3 8 7 1 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 5 8 6 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 2 8 6 2 0 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer on 
the Likert scale per component. County-level results for Table 4.16, Q52 on the ACS. 
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Table D.13. Counties’ Rating of How Well the ESE Program Is Doing (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

  Counties’ Rating of How Well the ESE Program Is Doing  

ESE Program Component  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Preparing clients for long-term self-sufficiency 
All counties Number 0 6 21 18 13 58 
Small counties Number 0 2 2 6 10 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 9 6 3 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 10 6 0 18 

Finding unsubsidized employment for clients 
All counties Number 0 10 19 15 14 58 
Small counties Number 0 3 3 4 10 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 5 5 6 4 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 11 5 0 18 
Finding jobs with a livable wage for clients 

All counties Number 2 21 16 7 12 58 
Small counties Number 1 5 1 4 9 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 7 7 2 3 20 
Large counties Number 0 9 8 1 0 18 

Keeping clients from returning to CalWORKs 
All counties Number 2 17 15 5 19 58 
Small counties Number 0 3 5 1 11 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 5 5 3 5 20 
Large counties Number 0 9 5 1 3 18 

Keeping clients employed with the ESE employer 
All counties Number 0 14 15 13 16 58 
Small counties Number 0 4 2 3 11 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 4 6 6 4 20 
Large counties Number 0 6 7 4 1 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
row. County-level results for Table 4.19, Q40 on the ACS. 
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Table D.14. Among Counties with an FS Program, Their Rating of How Well the FS Program Is 

Doing (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

FS Program Component  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well Total 

Helping stabilize families in crisis 
All counties Number 0 6 32 19 57 
Small counties Number 0 4 10 5 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 12 7 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 10 7 18 

Helping address clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency 
All counties Number 0 6 27 24 57 
Small counties Number 0 3 7 9 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 12 7 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 8 8 18 

Providing emergency shelter to clients and their families 
All counties Number 5 9 17 25 56 
Small counties Number 2 4 5 8 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 3 5 10 20 
Large counties Number 1 2 7 7 17 

Providing transitional housing to clients and their families 
All counties Number 14 15 13 12 54 
Small counties Number 6 6 3 3 18 
Medium-sized counties Number 6 6 4 4 20 
Large counties Number 2 3 6 5 16 

Providing mental health counseling or treatment to clients and/or their families 
All counties Number 1 6 18 32 57 
Small counties Number 1 4 5 9 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 7 12 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 6 11 18 

Providing substance abuse counseling or treatment to clients and/or their families 
All counties Number 1 8 19 29 57 
Small counties Number 1 6 5 7 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 8 11 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 6 11 18 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: NOTE: Analysis is for the 57 counties that have an FS program. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties 
(20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 
counties). Counties were instructed to mark one rating for each type of staffing change listed. County-level results for 
Table 4.24, Q47 on the ACS. 
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Table D.15. How Use of the OCAT Has Affected Different Issues (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

Issue  

Made It 

Much 

Worse 

Made It 

Somewhat 

Worse 

Did Not 

Affect It 

Either Way 

Made It 

Somewhat 

Better 

Made It 

Much 

Better Total 

Caseworkers’ ability to identify CalWORKs clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency 
All counties Number 0 1 12 30 15 58 
Small counties Number 0 1 4 12 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 4 10 6 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 4 8 6 18 

Need for services (e.g., child care, transportation, mental health) for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 0 0 19 21 10 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 5 12 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 9 8 3 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 5 9 4 18 

Referral process for CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 0 4 33 17 4 58 
Small counties Number 0 1 11 4 4 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 12 6 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 10 7 0 18 

Ability to identify client exemptions 
All counties Number 0 0 36 19 3 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 12 8 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 14 4 2 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 10 7 1 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one rating for 
each type of issue listed. County-level results for Table 4.26, Q23 on the ACS. 
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Table D.16. Counties’ Degree of Satisfaction with Different Aspects of the OCAT (All Counties and 

by County Caseload Size) 

OCAT Feature  

Very 

Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 

Dissatis-

fied 

Neither 

Dissatis-

fied or 

Satisfied 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied Total 

Length of time required to administer the OCAT 
All counties Number 8 31 9 7 3 58 
Small counties Number 2 11 3 2 2 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 4 9 3 4 0 20 
Large counties Number 2 11 3 1 1 18 

User-friendliness of the OCAT 
All counties Number 1 15 13 21 8 58 
Small counties Number 0 7 3 3 7 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 4 4 11 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 4 6 7 1 18 

Ability to save partially completed appraisals conducted using the OCAT 
All counties Number 4 9 17 17 11 58 
Small counties Number 0 4 4 6 6 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 4 4 3 6 3 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 10 5 2 18 

Ability to administer the OCAT in a space that affords privacy for clients 
All counties Number 6 14 15 11 11 57 
Small counties Number 2 4 2 5 6 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 3 3 8 3 3 20 
Large counties Number 1 7 5 3 2 18 

Ability of caseworkers to administer the OCAT in the client’s preferred language 
All counties Number 25 14 16 3 0 58 
Small counties Number 5 4 10 1 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 10 5 4 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 10 5 2 1 0 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one rating for each type of feature listed. County-level results for Table 4.27, Q26 on the ACS. 
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Table D.17. Counties’ Degree of Satisfaction with the Use of the OCAT as a Tool for Caseworkers 

to Screen for Barriers to Self-Sufficiency and Clients’ Different Needs (All Counties and by County 

Caseload Size) 

Needs  

Very 

Dissatis-

fied 

Somewhat 

Dissatis-

fied 

Neither 

Dissatis-

fied or 

Satisfied 

Somewhat 

Satisfied 

Very 

Satisfied Total 

CalWORKs clients’ barriers to self-sufficiency 
All counties Number 2 5 8 24 19 58 
Small counties Number 1 2 2 10 5 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 3 6 8 20 
Large counties Number 1 0 3 8 6 18 

CalWORKs clients’ service needs 
All counties Number 1 4 10 28 15 58 
Small counties Number 1 1 3 12 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 3 7 7 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 4 9 5 18 

CalWORKs clients’ educational needs 
All counties Number 2 5 17 21 13 58 
Small counties Number 1 3 3 10 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 2 7 4 6 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 7 7 4 18 

CalWORKs clients’ employment training needs 
All counties Number 1 7 16 23 11 58 
Small counties Number 1 3 4 9 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 6 8 3 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 6 6 5 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one rating for each type of need listed. County-level results for Table 4.28, Q27 on the ACS. 
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Table D.18. Counties’ Assessment of the Effects of SB 1041’s Implementation on Outcomes in the 

Last Year (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Outcomes  

Much 

Worse 

Somewhat 

Worse 

About  

the Same 

Somewhat 

Better 

Much 

Better 

Not 

Applicable Total 

WPR 
All counties Number 1 7 28 20 2 0 58 
Small counties Number 0 2 13 5 0 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 3 8 7 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 7 8 1 0 18 

Participation in WTW activities 
All counties Number 0 5 24 28 1 0 58 
Small counties Number 0 1 9 9 1 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 6 11 0 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 9 8 0 0 18 

Enrollment in GED programs 
All counties Number 0 3 41 8 3 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 16 3 0 0 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 13 3 0 1 19 
Large counties Number 0 1 12 2 3 0 18 

Enrollment in community college programs 
All counties Number 0 1 41 8 3 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 15 3 2 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 13 6 0 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 13 3 2 0 18 

Enrollment in vocational education/training programs 
All counties Number 0 2 41 12 2 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 16 3 0 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 12 6 0 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 13 3 2 0 18 

Length of time CalWORKs clients spend in educational activities 
All counties Number 0 0 37 18 2 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 13 7 0 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 13 5 1 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 11 6 1 0 18 

Persistence of CalWORKs clients in education/ training activities 
All counties Number 0 0 36 18 3 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 13 7 0 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 11 6 2 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 12 5 1 0 18 

Compliance with CalWORKs program rules 
All counties Number 0 7 34 15 1 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 3 12 4 1 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 8 8 0 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 14 3 0 0 18 
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Table D.18—Continued 

Outcomes  

Much 

Worse 

Somewhat 

Worse 

About  

the Same 

Somewhat 

Better 

Much 

Better 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Number of clients receiving sanctions 
All counties Number 0 11 35 11 1 0 58 
Small counties Number 0 5 10 5 0 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 11 5 1 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 3 14 1 0 0 18 

Participation in CalFresh 
All counties Number 0 0 38 3 1 16 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 14 2 0 4 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 12 0 0 8 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 12 1 1 4 18 

Earnings of clients 
All counties Number 0 0 29 23 5 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 0 14 6 0 0 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 6 9 4 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 9 8 1 0 18 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 4,999 for medium-sized counties 
(20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were instructed to mark one answer per 
outcome. County-level results for Table 4.29, Q53 on the ACS. 

Table D.19. Counties’ Assessment of How Well Aspects of SB 1041 and Related Mandates in the 

Last Year Are Working (All Counties and by County Caseload Size) 

Aspects of SB 1041 and 

Related Mandates  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Communication of new CalWORKs program rules to CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 2 11 32 12 1 58 
Small counties Number 0 6 8 5 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 2 12 4 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 3 12 3 0 18 

Matching CalWORKs clients with appropriate WTW activities 
All counties Number 1 8 34 14 1 58 
Small counties Number 1 3 12 3 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 3 11 6 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 2 11 5 0 18 

Provision of services (e.g., child care, domestic abuse assistance, housing assistance) 
All counties Number 2 1 25 27 3 58 
Small counties Number 2 0 12 5 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 6 13 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 7 9 2 18 

Provision of mental health and/or substance abuse counseling or treatment 
All counties Number 3 2 23 27 3 57 
Small counties Number 2 1 9 7 1 19 
Medium-sized counties Number 1 1 7 11 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 7 9 2 18 
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Table D.19—Continued 

Aspects of SB 1041 and 

Related Mandates  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Coordination with community colleges 
All counties Number 2 3 25 24 4 58 
Small counties Number 2 1 10 5 2 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 1 8 10 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 7 9 1 18 

Coordination with vocational education providers 
All counties Number 2 4 25 19 8 58 
Small counties Number 2 2 9 3 4 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 9 7 2 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 7 9 2 18 

Coordination with other county agencies to provide services 
All counties Number 1 5 25 23 4 58 
Small counties Number 1 2 11 4 2 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 9 8 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 5 11 1 18 

Working with nonprofit service providers 
All counties Number 1 2 26 24 5 58 
Small counties Number 1 2 11 3 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 9 10 1 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 6 11 1 18 

Working with employers and job training providers 
All counties Number 1 3 30 20 4 58 
Small counties Number 1 3 14 1 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 9 9 2 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 7 10 1 18 

Tracking WTW participation of CalWORKs clients 
All counties Number 4 15 24 13 2 58 
Small counties Number 2 6 10 1 1 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 7 8 5 0 20 
Large counties Number 2 2 6 7 1 18 

Improving information management of the CalWORKs program 
All counties Number 7 10 27 6 7 57 
Small counties Number 2 4 10 1 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 2 5 10 2 1 20 
Large counties Number 3 1 7 3 3 18 

Implementation of the ESE program 
All counties Number 1 2 16 23 16 58 
Small counties Number 1 2 7 1 9 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 0 2 13 5 20 
Large counties Number 0 0 7 9 2 18 
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Table D.19—Continued 

Aspects of SB 1041 and 

Related Mandates  

Not at All 

Well 

Slightly 

Well 

Moderately 

Well Very Well 

Not 

Applicable Total 

Implementation and/or expansion of the FS program 
All counties Number 0 7 15 32 4 58 
Small counties Number 0 4 7 6 3 20 
Medium-sized counties Number 0 2 3 15 0 20 
Large counties Number 0 1 5 11 1 18 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2016 ACS data. 
NOTE: Analysis is for the 58 counties. Caseload size is up to 999 for small counties (20 counties), from 1,000 to 
4,999 for medium-sized counties (20 counties), and 5,000 or more for large counties (18 counties). Counties were 
instructed to mark one answer per outcome. County-level results for Table 4.30, Q55 on the ACS. 
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Appendix E. Additional Documentation for Chapter Six Status and 
Tracking Studies Analyses 

This appendix provides tables that document and support the findings summarized in  
Chapter Six. The sections in this appendix correspond to the sections in the chapter.  

CalWORKs WTW Client Demographics 

Table E.1. Number of CalWORKs WTW Clients and Unemployment Rate: 2006 to 2016  

Indicator 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

CalWORKs 
WTW clients 319,136 319,764 335,606 327,527 360,274 387,610 350,320 338,565 337,388 308,926 272,013 

Unemployment 
rate (percent) 

5.7 6.9 8.4 9.7 11.3 12.2 12.6 10.6 6.3 5.4 5.3 

SOURCES: CalWORKs WTW clients: WDTIP files; unemployment rate: EDD unemployment data. 
NOTES: CalWORKs WTW client status is measured in February of each year. CalWORKs WTW clients include 
participating, exempt, or sanctioned CalWORKs WTW clients. These clients were members of two-parent families, all 
other families, and TANF timed-out cases. Unemployment rate is for California and measured in February of each 
year. 

Table E.2.a. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients by Gender and by Race/Ethnicity: 

2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2016  

Characteristic 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2016 

Number       

By sex       
Male 56,562 68,295 89,042 78,912 69,787 59,976 
Female 218,467 233,877 286,766 257,640 236,172 205,968 
[Not reported] 44,735 25,355 11,802 2,013 2,967 6,069 
Total 319,764 327,527 387,610 338,565 308,926 272,013 

By race or ethnicity       
White 75,163 82,299 99,093 86,434 77,416 67,273 
Hispanic 107,451 124,457 159,243 143,460 130,329 111,630 
African American 54,165 53,584 62,820 55,953 49,220 43,108 
Native American 2,174 2,028 2,191 1,868 1,596 1,479 
Asian/Pacific Islander 19,553 18,499 21,199 17,975 17,403 16,020 
Other 6,694 8,044 12,022 11,739 12,847 12,276 
[Not reported] 54,564 38,616 31,042 21,136 20,115 20,227 
Total 319,764 327,527 387,610 338,565 308,926 272,013 
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Table E.2.a—Continued 

Characteristic 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2016 

Percentage       

By sex       
Male 17.7 20.9 23.0 23.3 22.6 22.0 
Female 68.3 71.4 74.0 76.1 76.4 75.7 
[Not reported] 14.0 7.7 3.0 0.6 1.0 2.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

By race or ethnicity       
White 23.5 25.1 25.6 25.5 25.1 24.7 
Hispanic 33.6 38.0 41.1 42.4 42.2 41.0 
African American 16.9 16.4 16.2 16.5 15.9 15.8 
Native American 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 
Asian/Pacific Islander 6.1 5.6 5.5 5.3 5.6 5.9 
Other 2.1 2.5 3.1 3.5 4.2 4.5 
[Not reported] 17.1 11.8 8.0 6.2 6.5 7.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

SOURCES: WDTIP and MEDS files. 
NOTES: Client characteristics are measured in February of each year. Categories may not add up to 100 percent 
because of rounding error. 

Table E.2.b. Median Age of CalWORKs WTW Clients: 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2016  

Characteristic 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2016 

Median age 31 29 29 29 29 30 
SOURCES: WDTIP and MEDS files. 
NOTE: Client characteristics are measured in February of each year. 

CalWORKs WTW Client Counts 

Table E.3. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients in the Transitional Group and 

Post–SB 1041 Group: Status Cross-Sections in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, 

February 2016 

 Number  Percentage 

Group 2013 2014 2015 2016  2013 2014 2015 2016 

All CalWORKs WTW 
clients in status study 

338,565 337,388 308,926 272,013  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Transitional group 321,401 253,683 193,703 143,432  94.9 75.2 62.7 52.7 

Post–SB 1041 group 17,164 83,705 115,223 128,581  5.1 24.8 37.3 47.3 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016 cross-sections included CalWORKs WTW clients in two-parent families, all 
other families, or TANF timed-out cases present in February 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016. Categories may not add up 
to 100 percent because of rounding error.  
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Table E.4. Number of New CalWORKs WTW Clients: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 

2014 

Group 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in tracking study 7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 

Time on Aid and WTW Time Clock 

Table E.5.a. Average Number of Months Counted on the 48-Month Time-on-Aid Clock and Counted 

on the 24-Month Time Clock Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 

2014 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in tracking study 7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403 

Months of being a CalWORKs WTW client 12.9 13.1 13.2 13.1 13.0 

Months counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock 9.7 8.6 7.7 9.0 9.1 

Months counted on WTW 24-month time clock — — — 1.5 1.7 
SOURCES: WDTIP files. 
NOTE: The WTW 24-month time clock was implemented January 2013. — = not applicable. 

Table E.5.b. Average Number of Months Counted on the 48-Month Time-on-Aid Clock and Counted 

on the 24-Month Time Clock Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 

2013 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in tracking study 7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 

Months of being a CalWORKs WTW client 16.8 17.0 16.8 16.4 

Months counted on the 48-month time-on-aid clock 12.5 10.7 9.6 11.3 

Months counted on WTW 24-month time clock — — — 2.2 
SOURCES: WDTIP files. 
NOTE: The WTW 24-month time clock was implemented January 2013. — = not applicable. 
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Figure E.1. Percentage Distribution of Number of Months Counted on the 24-Month Time Clock 

Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohort 2013 

 

Figure E.2. Percentage Distribution of Number of Months Counted on the 24-Month Time Clock 

Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohort 2014 
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Exemptions and Sanctions 

Table E.6. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had an Exemption or 

Sanction That Stopped the Clock: Status Cross-Sections and Transitional and After–SB 1041 

Groups in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, February 2016  

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2013 2014 2015 2016  2013 2014 2015 2016 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
status study 

338,565 337,388 308,926 272,013  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client had an exemption 137,714 106,873 91,258 79,423  40.7 31.7 29.5 29.2 

Client had a WTW 24-month 
time clock exemption 

9,717 37,573 38,968 36,023  2.9 11.1 12.6 13.2 

Client had a sanction 44,180 48,118 40,413 27,647  13.0 14.3 13.1 10.2 

Transitional group 321,401 253,683 193,703 143,432  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client had an exemption 133,046 77,942 52,807 40,858  41.4 30.7 27.3 28.5 

Client had a WTW 24-month 
time clock exemption 

9,651 30,538 26,725 19,571  3.0 12.0 13.8 13.6 

Client had a sanction 44,162 43,787 33,446 19,636  13.7 17.3 17.3 13.7 

Post–SB 1041 group 17,164 83,705 115,223 128,581  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client had an exemption 4,668 28,931 38,451 38,565  27.2 34.6 33.4 30.0 

Client had a WTW 24-month 
time clock exemption 

66 7,035 12,243 16,452  0.4 8.4 10.6 12.8 

Client had a sanction 18 4,331 6,967 8,011  0.1 5.2 6.0 6.2 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The exemptions and sanctions stop the WTW 24-month time clock, the 48-month time-on-aid clock, or both. 
The exemption and sanction categories are not mutually exclusive. The “Exemption” category includes all WTW 
exemptions except for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. The “WTW 24-month time clock exemption” category 
includes four exemptions that started January 1, 2013. The “Sanction” category includes three WTW noncompliance 
sanctions. Categories may not add up to 100 percent because of rounding error. 
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Table E.7.a. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had at Least One Exemption 

and at Least One Sanction Within Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 

2013, 2014 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014   2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
tracking study 

7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403   100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client had an exemption 3,088 5,035 5,166 4,008 3,887  43.5 46.9 56.0 51.0 46.3 

Client had a WTW 24-month 
time clock exemption 

— — — 1,591 2,200  — — — 20.2 26.2 

Client had a sanction 863 1,313 1,209 1,128 1,061  12.2 12.2 13.1 14.3 12.6 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The exemptions and sanctions stop the WTW 24-month time clock, the 48-month time-on-aid clock, or both. 
For the tracking study, the presence of exemptions and sanctions were measured for 24 months including the entry 
month. For example, for the 2013 cohort, we counted months from February 2013 to January 2015. The exemption 
and sanction categories are not mutually exclusive. The “Exemption” category includes all WTW exemptions except 
for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. The “WTW 24-month time clock exemption” category includes four 
exemptions that started January 1, 2013. The “Sanction” category includes three WTW noncompliance sanctions. 
 — = not applicable. 

Table E.7.b. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had at Least One Exemption 

and at Least One Sanction Within Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 

2011, 2013 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013  2007 2009 2011 2013 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
tracking study 

7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client had an exemption 3,306 5,338 5,274 4,102  46.6 49.7 57.2 52.2 
Client had a WTW 24-month 
time clock exemption 

— —   — 2,003  — — — 25.5 

Client had a sanction 1,201 1,769 1,571 1,392  16.9 16.5 17.0 17.7 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: The exemptions and sanctions stop the WTW 24-month time clock, the 48-month time-on-aid clock, or both. 
For the tracking study, the presence of exemptions and sanctions were measured for 36 months including the entry 
month. For example, for the 2013 cohort, we counted months from February 2013 to January 2016. The exemption 
and sanction categories are not mutually exclusive. The “Exemption” category includes all WTW exemptions except 
for WTW 24-month time clock exemptions. The “WTW 24-month time clock Exemption” category includes four 
exemptions that started January 1, 2013. The Sanction” category includes three WTW noncompliance sanctions. 
Categories may not add up to 100 percent because of rounding error. — = not applicable. 
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Leaving the WTW Program 

Table E.8. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Left the WTW Program One 

Year, Two Years, and Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2014 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014  2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
tracking study 

7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client left at one year 3,671 5,376 4,612 3,942 4,256  51.8 50.0 50.0 50.1 50.6 

Client left at two years 4,504 6,717 6,019 5,181 5,751  63.5 62.5 65.2 65.9 68.4 

Client left at three years 4,884 7,679 6,681 6,021 —  68.9 71.5 72.4 76.6 — 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: We measured “leaving the WTW program after one year” as a client who was not in the CalWORKs WTW 
program during the last month of their first year after enrollment in the CalWORKs WTW program. For example, for 
the 2013 cohort who started in February 2013, if they were not present in the program in January 2014, they were 
counted as leaving the program. We measured “leaving the WTW program after two years” as a client who was not in 
the CalWORKs WTW program during the last month of their second year after enrollment in the CalWORKs WTW 
program. For example, for the 2013 cohort who started in February 2013, if they were not present in the program in 
January 2015 they were counted as leaving the program. Analogous rules were used to measure “Client left at three 
years.” Clients who were sanctioned are not considered to have left the program. — = not applicable. 

Employment and Earnings 

Table E.9. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed: Status 

Cross-Sections and Transitional and Post–SB 1041 Groups in February 2013, February 2014, 

February 2015, February 2016 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2013 2014 2015 2016  2013 2014 2015 2016 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in status 
study 

338,565 337,388 308,926 272,013  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client is employed 89,085 99,876 101,995 90,825  26.3 29.6 33.0 33.4 

Transitional group 321,401 253,683 193,703 143,432  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client is employed 84,319 75,385 64,322 48,857  26.2 29.7 33.2 34.1 

Post–SB 1041 group 17,164 83,705 115,223 128,581  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client is employed 4,766 24,491 37,673 41,968  27.8 29.3 32.7 32.6 
SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
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Table E.10. Average Real Quarterly Earnings of All CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed: 

Status Cross-Sections in February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, February 2016 

Group and Indicator  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Employed CalWORKs WTW clients in 
status study  89,085 99,876 101,995 90,825 

Adjusted quarterly earnings (2013 $)  $2,174  $2,273  $2,436  $2,533  

Employed transitional group clients  84,319 75,385 64,322 48,857 

Adjusted quarterly earnings (2013 $)  $2,185  $2,265  $2,435  $2,561  

Employed post–SB 1041 group clients  4,766 24,491 37,673 41,968 

Adjusted quarterly earnings (2013 $)  $1,969  $2,297  $2,438  $2,500  
SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
NOTE: Quarterly earnings are measured in 2013 first quarter dollars using the CPI (BLS, 2015a) to adjust for 
inflation.  

Table E.11.a. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed for at 

Least One Quarter in the Subsequent Two Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 

2011, 2013, 2014  

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014  2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
tracking study 

7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client is employed 3,957 5,498 5,290 5,027 5,597  55.8 51.2 57.3 63.9 66.6 
SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 

Table E.11.b. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Were Employed for at 

Least One Quarter in the Subsequent Three Years After Entry: Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 

2011, 2013 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014  2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
tracking study 

7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client is employed 4,223 6,195 5,959 5,601 —  59.6 57.7 64.6 71.2 — 
SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 
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Table E.12. Number and Percentage of CalWORKs WTW Clients Who Had Continuous 

Employment During the First Year, During the Second Year, and During the Third Year After Entry: 

Tracked Entry Cohorts 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 2014 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2007 2009 2011 2013 2014  2007 2009 2011 2013 2014 

All CalWORKs WTW clients in 
tracking study 

7,091 10,743 9,227 7,864 8,403  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Client employed continuously during 
year one 

1,200 1,414 1,493 1,489 1,523  16.9 13.2 16.2 18.9 18.1 

Client employed continuously during 
year two 

1,567 2,061 2,283 1,759 2,596  22.1 19.2 24.7 22.4 30.9 

Client employed continuously during 
year three 

1,525 2,459 2,678 2,628 —  21.5 22.9 29.0 33.4 — 

SOURCES: WDTIP and EDD files. 

Reengagement 

Table E.13. CalWORKs WTW Client Status Among Those with the Short-Term WTW Exemption for 

Young Children in December 2012: February 2013, February 2014, February 2015, February 2016 

 Number  Percentage 

Group and Indicator 2013 2014 2015 2016  2013 2014 2015 2016 

Clients with short-term WTW exemption for 
young children in December 2012 

60,320 60,320 60,320 60,320  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

New WTW exemption for young children 700 4,712 3,246 2,144  1.2 7.8 5.4 3.6 

Short-term young children exemption 47,562 9,432 35 10  78.8 15.6 0.1 0.0 

Sanction 139 3,227 5,455 3,516  0.2 5.3 9.0 5.8 

Other exemption 2,549 6,505 7,415 5,392  4.2 10.8 12.3 8.9 

In CalWORKs WTW with no exemption 
or sanction 

4,063 15,559 13,621 10,120  6.7 25.8 22.6 16.8 

Not in CalWORKs WTWa 5,307 20,885 30,548 39,138  8.8 34.6 50.6 64.9 
SOURCE: WDTIP files. 
NOTES: Categories may not add up to 100 percent because of rounding error. 
a This category includes such exemptions as the one for participation in the Cal-Learn program. It also includes a 
small number of exceptions, such as penalty, good cause, extender, and repayment.  
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Appendix F. Additional Documentation for Chapter Seven Impact 
Study Analyses 

This appendix provides tables and information that document and support the findings using 
state administrative data presented in Chapter Seven.  

For the analysis in Chapter Seven, a CalWORKs WTW client was defined as an individual 
who was identified in the WDTIP file as an adult or minor parent or guardian and was either 
aided, including if he or she was exempt from WTW activities, or sanctioned and not receiving 
aid. 

For the analysis of the impact of SB 1041 on outcomes one year (and two years) after entry 
and displays of the regression-adjusted trends, the following model was estimated: 

!" = $% + $'()*+,-1041" + $1234 + $5234
1
+ 617" +  

8 9:;<=>+?>"
:

:@A

:@1

+8 B4C)<D+!"
4

4@EF

4@1

+ G"	

where 
!" is the outcome for client i in the fourth quarter (or eighth quarter) after the quarter in 

which the client first enrolled in CalWORKs WTW 
()*+,-1041" is an indicator that equals 1 if client i enrolled in CalWORKs WTW in 2013 

or later 

234 is the unemployment rate in county c (centered at the global mean), and 234
1 is the 

unemployment rate squared measured in the fourth quarter (or eighth quarter) after the 
quarter in which the client first enrolled in CalWORKs WTW 

7" is a vector of individual-level characteristics for client i including sex, race or ethnicity, 
age, language, earnings in the year prior to CalWORKs WTW entry, the number of 
quarters worked in the year prior to CalWORKs WTW entry, and the age of the youngest 
child and number of children in the case at the time of CalWORKs WTW entry 

;<=>+?>
"

: is a set of indicator variables for the starting quarter in which client i enrolled  

C)<D+!
"

4 are a set of indicator variables for the county in which client i enrolled.  

This regression equation was estimated for the following outcomes measured one year and 
two years after entering CalWORKs WTW: 

• employed: employed only or also a CalWORKs WTW client 

• CalWORKs WTW client: CalWORKs WTW client only or also employed 

• employed only (and not a CalWORKs WTW client) 

• both employed and a CalWORKs WTW client 
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• CalWORKs WTW client only (and not employed) 

• neither employed nor a CalWORKs WTW client 

• real quarterly earnings ($). 

The estimates of the impact of SB 1041 on each of these outcomes, $', is presented in Table 
F.1. 

Table F.1. Change in Employment Status, CalWORKs WTW Client Status, and Earnings One Year 

and Two Years After Entry that Were Associated with SB 1041 

 
One-Year Outcomes Two-Year Outcomes 

Outcome Measure 

Change 

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Change 

Estimate 

Standard 

Error 

Employed 1.9* 0.37 –1.3* 0.28 

In WTW 0.4 0.63 1.9* 0.44 

Employed only 0.6 0.41 –2.1* 0.36 

CalWORKs WTW client only –1.0* 0.47 1.1* 0.31 

Employed and CalWORKs WTW client 1.4* 0.26 0.8* 0.24 

Neither –0.9* 0.37 0.2 0.29 

Quarterly earnings $105.78* $17.75 –$18.49 $17.74 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2006–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county 
unemployment rate files. 
* statistically significant (p < 0.05). 
NOTES: One-year outcomes are measured in fourth quarter after enrollment in CalWORKs WTW and two-year 
outcomes are measured in the eighth. Controls include county unemployment rate and client characteristics.  
 

In Chapter Seven, Table 7.2 displays the cohort averages for the county unemployment rate 
one year after entry and percentages for two of the outcome variables: employed one year after 
entry; and a CalWORKs WTW client one year after entry. The average unemployment rate and 
percentages for all of the outcome variables after entry are provided in Tables F.2 and F.3 for 
one and two years after entry, respectively. 
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Table F.2. Average County Unemployment Rate, Employment, and CalWORKs WTW Client Status for CalWORKs WTW Clients One Year 
After Entry 

Entry Cohort 
Unemployment 

Rate 

Employed  
(Only or Also 
WTW Client) 

WTW Client 
(Only or Also 

Employed) 

Employed 
and Not WTW 

Client 

Employed 
and WTW 

Client 

WTW Client 
and Not 

Employed 

Not Employed 
nor WTW 

Client 

Real 
Quarterly 

Earnings ($) 
2007 Q1 7.4 40.4 55.5 20.9 19.6 35.9 23.6 $1,407.35 

Q2 7.2 40.2 56.2 20.6 19.7 36.6 23.2 $1,397.75 
Q3 8.5 40.8 57.2 20.1 20.7 36.5 22.7 $1,398.72 
Q4 9.4 38.6 57.4 19.2 19.5 38.0 23.4 $1,413.62 

2008 Q1 11.6 33.5 56.8 17.3 16.2 40.6 25.9 $1,128.11 
Q2 11.7 32.9 59.5 16.0 16.9 42.6 24.5 $1,123.20 
Q3 12.4 33.5 60.7 15.5 18.0 42.7 23.8 $1,073.88 
Q4 12.7 32.5 58.3 15.6 16.9 41.4 26.1 $1,100.92 

2009 Q1 13.7 31.0 56.9 15.4 15.6 41.3 27.7 $973.62 
Q2 12.8 33.2 56.9 16.2 17.0 39.9 26.9 $1,050.38 
Q3 13.2 34.5 59.0 16.6 17.9 41.1 24.4 $1,147.82 
Q4 13.2 33.3 57.8 16.2 17.1 40.7 26.0 $1,177.81 

2010 Q1 13.3 31.2 59.9 15.4 15.8 44.1 24.7 $1,007.63 
Q2 12.6 32.4 60.0 15.3 17.1 42.9 24.7 $1,081.63 
Q3 12.8 35.1 57.7 18.1 17.0 40.6 24.2 $1,262.72 
Q4 12.1 35.5 56.6 18.8 16.7 39.9 24.6 $1,239.05 

2011 Q1 12.3 34.0 54.5 19.2 14.7 39.8 26.3 $1,167.13 
Q2 11.4 35.7 54.1 19.9 15.8 38.3 26.0 $1,265.12 
Q3 11.2 36.8 53.2 20.4 16.4 36.8 26.4 $1,309.73 
Q4 10.5 37.5 50.6 21.5 16.0 34.6 27.9 $1,355.65 

2012 Q1 10.8 35.0 50.9 20.9 14.1 36.9 28.1 $1,227.82 
Q2 9.7 36.6 52.2 20.9 15.8 36.4 26.9 $1,303.12 
Q3 9.8 37.6 51.6 21.1 16.5 35.1 27.3 $1,338.16 
Q4 9.2 38.9 50.3 22.4 16.5 33.8 27.3 $1,426.00 
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Table F.2—Continued 

2013 Q1 9.4 37.6 52.2 21.3 16.3 35.8 26.6 $1,332.33 

Q2 8.2 39.4 53.7 21.1 18.3 35.3 25.2 $1,404.50 

Q3 8.3 40.9 54.9 20.5 20.3 34.6 24.6 $1,492.77 

Q4 7.6 42.2 53.4 22.1 20.1 33.3 24.5 $1,599.55 
2014 Q1 7.8 42.1 51.2 23.5 18.6 32.5 25.3 $1,622.47 

Q2 7.0 41.2 51.9 22.3 18.9 33.0 25.8 $1,586.95 

Q3 6.9 42.1 51.2 22.9 19.2 32.0 25.8 $1,644.00 

Q4 6.6 43.4 49.8 23.7 19.7 30.2 26.4 $1,768.93 
SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2007–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county unemployment rate files. 
NOTE: The average unemployment rate reported here is measured in the fourth quarter after the cohort enters CalWORKs and is weighted by the number of 
CalWORKs WTW clients in each county. 

Table F.3. Average County Unemployment Rate, Employment, and CalWORKs WTW Client Status for CalWORKs WTW Clients Two 
Years After Entry 

Entry Cohort 
Unemployment 

Rate 

Employed  
(Only or Also 
WTW Client) 

WTW Client 
(Only or Also 

Employed) 

Employed 
and Not WTW 

Client 

Employed 
and  

WTW Client 

WTW Client 
and Not 

Employed 

Not Employed 
nor WTW 

Client 

Real 
Quarterly 

Earnings ($) 
2007 Q1 11.7 38.0 44.7 24.2 13.8 30.8 31.1 $1,439.48 

Q2 11.6 37.2 46.9 23.1 14.0 32.8 30.0 $1,429.12 
Q3 12.4 37.8 48.5 22.5 15.3 33.2 29.0 $1,408.73 
Q4 12.8 37.1 46.9 22.5 14.6 32.3 30.6 $1,419.40 

2008 Q1 13.8 34.5 46.5 21.1 13.4 33.1 32.4 $1,205.93 
Q2 13.0 37.5 47.3 22.2 15.3 32.0 30.5 $1,331.26 
Q3 13.3 37.8 47.8 22.2 15.6 32.3 30.0 $1,331.61 
Q4 13.2 36.9 46.4 22.4 14.4 32.0 31.2 $1,368.30 

2009 Q1 13.4 34.4 45.5 22.1 12.3 33.2 32.4 $1,215.63 
Q2 12.5 36.4 46.5 22.7 13.7 32.8 30.8 $1,317.06 
Q3 12.8 38.1 47.5 23.2 14.9 32.6 29.3 $1,458.45 
Q4 12.2 37.5 44.5 23.8 13.8 30.7 31.7 $1,445.08 
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Table F.3—Continued 

Entry Cohort 
Unemployment 

Rate 

Employed  
(Only or Also 
WTW Client) 

WTW Client 
(Only or Also 

Employed) 

Employed 
and Not WTW 

Client 

Employed 
and  

WTW Client 

WTW Client 
and Not 

Employed 

Not Employed 
nor WTW 

Client 

Real 
Quarterly 

Earnings ($) 
2010 Q1 12.2 37.0 44.1 24.3 12.7 31.4 31.6 $1,405.31 

Q2 11.4 38.0 43.1 25.0 13.0 30.1 31.9 $1,455.58 

Q3 11.3 41.2 40.7 28.2 13.0 27.7 31.1 $1,639.61 

Q4 10.5 40.6 40.6 27.5 13.1 27.5 31.9 $1,609.06 

2011 Q1 10.8 39.4 38.2 28.2 11.2 27.0 33.6 $1,549.56 

Q2 9.7 40.3 38.7 28.2 12.1 26.6 33.1 $1,594.65 

Q3 9.8 41.3 37.5 29.0 12.3 25.1 33.6 $1,662.67 

Q4 9.1 41.9 36.0 29.7 12.3 23.7 34.3 $1,694.14 

2012 Q1 9.4 40.5 37.5 28.2 12.3 25.2 34.3 $1,584.23 

Q2 8.1 42.9 38.6 28.6 14.3 24.3 32.8 $1,673.50 

Q3 8.3 42.5 38.3 28.2 14.3 24.0 33.5 $1,736.73 

Q4 7.6 45.1 37.3 30.5 14.6 22.7 32.2 $1,912.95 

2013 Q1 7.8 43.9 36.1 30.4 13.5 22.7 33.4 $1,832.76 

Q2 7.0 45.5 36.6 31.1 14.4 22.2 32.3 $1,902.88 

Q3 6.8 46.0 36.2 31.5 14.5 21.7 32.4 $1,957.81 

Q4 6.5 47.0 35.1 32.5 14.5 20.5 32.4 $2,127.62 

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of 2007–2015 WDTIP files, EDD employment and earnings files, and EDD county unemployment rate files. 
NOTE: The average unemployment rate reported here is measured in the eighth quarter after the cohort enters CalWORKs and is weighted by the number of 
CalWORKs WTW clients in each county. 



 

 310 

In Chapter Seven, Figures 7.3, 7.4, 7.7, and 7.8 display one trend line for the pre–SB 1041 

cohorts and two for the post–SB 1041 cohorts. For the pre–SB 1041 cohorts, the single trend line 

represents the observed average outcome values for the cohort. For the post–SB 1041 cohorts, 

there are two trend lines. The first trend line, “with SB 1041” is, similar to the pre–SB 1041 

values, the observed average outcome values for the cohort. The second trend line, “without SB 

1041” represents the outcomes as if SB 1041 had not been implemented and is calculated by 

subtracting the estimated impact of SB 1041, as reported in Table F.1, from the observed trend 

line. The difference between the two post–SB 1041 trend lines—that is, estimated impact—is 

reported on the side of the figure with an asterisk, “*” indicating that the difference is 

statistically significant (p < 0.05). 

In Chapter Seven, Figures 7.5 and 7.6 display rates in the four employment/WTW client 

status categories and average earnings (respectively) one year after entry with and without  

SB 1041. Figures 7.9 and 7.10 display the same outcomes two years after entry. The numbers in 

the “With SB 1041” bar are the actual observed rates and earning averaged over all of the post–

SB 1041 cohorts with the estimated impact of SB 1041 in parentheses and an asterisk next to the 

estimated impact when it is statistically significant (p < 0.05). The numbers in the “Without  

SB 1041” column are set to the “With SB 1041” rate or average minus the estimated impact of 

SB 1041. 
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