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PREFACE

In response to national welfare reformlegislation--the Persona
Responsi bility and Wrk Qpportunity Act (PRWORA), which was signed in
August 1996 and went into effect in January 1997--California passed
| egislation that replaced the existing Aid to Fanmilies w th Dependent
Children (AFDC) and Greater Avenues to | ndependence (GAIN) with the
California Wrk Responsibility to Kids (Cal WORKs) program Fol |l owi ng an
open and conpetitive bidding process, the California Departnent of
Soci al Services (CDSS), which adm ni sters Cal WORKs, awarded a contract
to evaluate the Cal WORKs programto RAND.

This testinony--presented at a hearing of the California State
Assenbl y Budget Subconmittee No. 1 on Health and Human Services
(Assenbly nenmber G lbert Cedillo, Chair) neeting in Sacranento,
California, on February 15, 2000--di scusses sone prelinnary results
fromthe eval uation on the pace of inplenentation of Cal WORKs in
California s counties and the inplications of that pace of
i mpl enentation for past and future spending and referrals. Although
this testinony is based on a variety of sources, including research
conducted at RAND, the opinions and concl usi ons expressed are those of
t he author and should not be interpreted as representing those of either
RAND or those of any of the agencies or others sponsoring the research,
i ncluding CDSS. The second process analysis report, to be rel eased
later this year, will present final results and additional detail

RAND is a nonprofit institution that hel ps inprove policy and
deci si onnmaki ng t hrough research and anal ysi s.

For nmore information about the eval uation, see
http://ww. rand. org/ Cal WORKs or contact:
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1700 Main Street 744 P Street, M5 12-56
P. 0. Box 2138 Sacranento, CA 95814
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(310) 393-0411 x6289 (916) 657-1959

kl erman@ and. or g astj anes@iss. ca. gov




ACKNOALEDGVENTS

This testinony is the product of the conbined efforts of the RAND
St at ewi de Cal WORKs Eval uati on team including the Co-Principa
I nvestigators--Gil Zellnan and V. Joseph Hotz--Project Director, Elaine
Rear don, menbers of the Process Analysis Team -Tamm Chun, Nicole
Hunphr ey- - and RAND programers--Jan Hanl ey, Laurie MacDonal d, Rodger
Madi son, and Beth Roth. Paul Steinberg hel ped with the text, and Sandy

Petitjean did a masterful job of preparing the graphics.



OPENI NG REMARKS

Good norning. My nane is Jacob Klerman. | ama Seni or Econom st
at RAND in Santa Monica, California; a Professor of Economics in RAND s
Graduate School of Public Policy; and the Principal Investigator of the
RAND St at ewi de Cal WORKs Eval uation, a legislatively nandated study to
provide the California legislature with a “conprehensive, independent,
statewi de evaluation.” RAND is a nonprofit institution that helps
i mprove policy and deci si onnmaki ng t hrough research and anal ysi s.

My testinony today is based on a variety of sources, including
research conducted at RAND as part of the Statew de Cal WORKs Eval uati on
An earlier and nore detailed version of the findings presented in this
testimony was presented at the Evaluation's Advisory Comittee neeting
in October 1999, and a final version of this material is, by contract,
to be released to the legislature later this Spring. That said, the
opi nions and concl usi ons expressed here are nmine and should not be
interpreted as representing the opinions of RAND or the opinions of any
of the agencies or others sponsoring the research, including the
California Departnent of Social Services.

I conclude these opening remarks with a brief nethodol ogi ca
conment. My testinmony this norning is based primarily on our field work
in 24 counties throughout the state over the period April to August of
1999. This field work consisted prinmarily of semi structured interviews
with senior |leadership and |Iine workers in county wel fare departnents.
For the nobst part, the testinobny does not rely on hard nunbers. As |
wi |l discuss, few county wel fare departnents coul d give us managenent
reports that provide nuch insight into speed of inplenentation issues.
We are addressing this data problemas part of our broader eval uation
effort. In parallel with our field work, we are analyzi ng county data
systens thenselves. Prelimnary results of that analysis should be
available in the Sumer of 2000, with results to be published in October
2000. At that tine, we should have a nore quantitative characterization
of the status of inplenentation in our six focus counties: Al anmeda,

Butte, Fresno, Los Angel es, Sacranento, and San Di ego.



OVERVI EW

Let me begin by providing an overview of our basic story. | will
then return to the story and provide sonme detail for each of the points.
Concerns have been rai sed about the slow pace of inplenentation of
Cal WORKs and, specifically, about |arge carry-overs of funds and | ow
referrals to education, training, and treatment for substance abuse,
nental health, and donestic abuse problens.

Qur analysis allows us to explain why inplenentation has been sl ow,
spendi ng has been bel ow budget, and referrals have been low. Figure 1

suns up the key points of our analysis on this subject.

Why Has Implementation Been Slow?

* Workload increased
* Requiring CWDs to add capacity

» Cases need to move through the early steps of the
CalWORKSs process

* In a “work first” program, only then will referrals occur

Monitorable: Time to first WTW activity, sanction, or work

Ameliorable: Add “enough” capacity

RAND Statewide
.= CalWORKs

= " Evaluation

Fi gure 1--Wiy Has | nplenentati on Been S| ow

As | will discuss, Cal WORKs massi vely increased the workl oad of the
county wel fare departnents, requiring themto add capacity--either in-
house staff, outside contractors, or both. Bringing that additiona
capacity on-line took time. Only once the additional capacity was on-
line could the work of actually noving the existing and new cases

t hrough the early steps of the Cal WORKs npdel proceed. |n many



counties, that capacity did not cone on-line until the Spring of 1999 or
even later. Sone counties are still trying to add capacity now, early
in 2000.

This tinme required to add capacity has several inplications.

« Recipients would not nove through the steps of the Cal WORKs
wel fare-to-work nodel until there was enough capacity to hold
neetings with caseworkers and enough seats in Job C ub

« After the resolution of sonme anmbiguity in the Cal WORKs
| egislation and the early regulations, current policy is that
the Cal WORKs | egislation’s 18/ 24-nonth cl ocks do not start to
tick until after a welfare-to-work plan is signed, which would
be after Appraisal, Job Club, and Assessnent. Thus, |arge
scal e nandatory comunity service is still half a year or nore
away.

« CalWRKs is a work-first program and thus |arge nunbers of
referrals woul d not be expected until after Assessnent.

« Expenditures would not rise until new enpl oyees were bei ng paid,
wel fare-to-work plans should be being signed, and contractors
were billing, and caseworkers were referring recipients to Job

Cl ub and ot her services.

And, none of this could occur until after the capacity cane on-line, and
cases began novi ng through the steps of the Cal WORKs wel fare-to-work
nodel .

Wil e we can explain why inplenentation has been slow, these
expl anations do not change the reality: Many Cal WORKs recipients are
now two years into their five-year lifetine time limt and have stil
not received nany of the services that the Cal WORKs | egi sl ation
provides. Sinilarly, it appears that, in sone counties, new cases are
not bei ng noved pronptly through the sequence of activities specified in
the Cal WORKs |l egislation. Finally, | will argue that this situation can
be nmonitored (we suggest outcomes to nonitor) and that the situation can

be aneliorated (by addi ng enough capacity).



WORKLOAD

To understand the pace of inplenentation of Cal WORKs, it helps to
take a step back and understand what the Cal WORKs | egi sl ati on expected
of a county wel fare departnent. The welfare casel oad has declined by
about a third, so many observers assuned that the workload and, thus,
the required staffing to neet that workl oad, could al so decrease.
However, the reality has been quite different: The workl oad has
i ncreased dranatically.

Conpared to AFDC and GAIN prograns that it replaced, the Cal WORKs
| egislation had a different and nore intensive vision of service
delivery. Welfare-to-work services that had been previously provided to
only a quarter of the casel oad were to be nearly universal under
Cal WORKs. As nore people were required to participate, it was clear
that nmore would not conply and that county wel fare departments woul d
need to process nore sanctions. In addition, both as a result of the
reforns and of the inproving econony, nore cases were working; this, in
turn, requires nore effort to record nonthly earnings of those working
and to reconmpute their grants. Finally, soneone had to arrange for the
new services to be provided under the |legislation--child care,
education, training, and treatnent for nmental health, substance abuse,
and donestic abuse problens. Cearly, nore “capacity” (staff or
contractors) would be needed to handl e each case.

This analysis refers to the steady-state workload. |In the short-
term there was even nmore work. Not only did the county welfare
departnments have to process new cases through this expanded set of
activities, they also needed to process many of the existing cases
t hrough those sane activities. In nbst counties, there were about three
times as nany existing cases as there would be new cases in any given
year.

Al'l things considered, counties could project that their short-term
wor kl oad woul d double or triple. Cearly, additional capacity would be

needed.



ADDI NG CAPACI TY

Addi ng capacity, whether in the formof new in-house enpl oyees or
in the formof new outside contractors, would prove to be neither easy
nor instantaneous. Any new capacity needed to be arranged and then
added simul taneously with the county wel fare departnent’s efforts to
design and inplenment new wel fare prograns consistent with the Cal WORKs
| egislation. Furthernore, in many counties, the Board of Supervisors or
the Chief Adm nistrative Oficer was strongly opposed to hiring in
general and for welfare prograns in particular. |In other counties, the
Board of Supervisors and the public-sector unions were strongly opposed
to outsourcing. In either case, the nature of governnent hiring and
contracting inplied that new capacity could not be brought on-Iline
i nstantaneously. Further conplicating the managenent problem once the
exi sting casel oad noved through the system the workl oad woul d be
expected to decrease. Thus, county wel fare departnents needed to expand
capacity in a way that could be contracted once the existing casel oad
was processed. Finally, in many counties, there were further delays for
reorgani zati on of the workforce, reclassification studies, union issues,
| awsuits, and shortages of space in which to put new enpl oyees and
contractors.

We can divide the counties into three groups in terns of how they

dealt with the need to add capacity:

- Some counties had |arge GAIN prograns or successful, flexible
contracts in place. They ranped up quickly, putting sufficient
capacity in place by late 1998 and noved the bul k of their
exi sting casel oad through Job Club in early 1999

- Mst counties were not so favorably situated. They noved
pronptly to add capacity, but new contracts did not yield new
capacity until early in 1999. Hring and then back-filling
positions vacated as | ower-1level enployees noved into the newly
created positions took even longer. Many county welfare
departnments report that they had not conpleted hiring until the

summer of 1999. In this largest group of counties, the bul k of



t he existing casel oad conpleted Job Cub in the Sumrer of early
Fal | of 1999.

- Finally, sone counties, apparently including nany of the |arger
ones, encountered one of the serious obstacles | |isted
earlier, did not act pronmptly, or underestinated the workl oad.
As of late 1999, they still had a |arge portion of their

exi sting casel oad awai ting Job C ub

EXPLAI NI NG SLOW | MPLEMENTATI ON
G ven this analysis, we can explain nuch of the experience of the

| ast two years and provide constructive comrents for the future. County

wel fare department expenditures will not rise until the new capacity
(staff or contractors) are on-line and billing. In as nuch as county
Cal WORKs prograns have a direct effect, recipients will not be nore

likely to get jobs until they participate in job search/Job Cub and as
necessary the followon welfare-to-work activities. Child care
expenditures will not rise until recipients are actually in activities
or work requiring child care. Referrals to education, training, and
treatnment for nental health, substance abuse, and donestic abuse
problens will not increase until recipients are screened for such
services after failing to find work. The 18/ 24-nonth cl ocks toward
mandat ory comunity service will not begin to tick until welfare-to-work
pl ans are signed. Those plans will not be signed until a recipient
conpletes Job Club without finding a job, is assessed, and then neets
again with a caseworker.

For these referrals, the crucial timng i ssue when does a recipient
start the first welfare to work activity, as shown in Figure 2. In a
“pure” work-first program services are only provided to nake people
enpl oyabl e, and the | abor nmarket is viewed as the best test of
enpl oyability. Some people who we woul d have deened clearly enpl oyabl e
will not find jobs; others who we woul d have deened cl early not
enpl oyable will find jobs. Therefore, everyone is sent to job search
Peopl e who find a job have reveal ed that they do not need the services.
Only those who do not find a job are referred to services. This wll

not occur until after they are fornally assessed and have signed a



wel fare to work plan. This accounts for the solid lines fromwelfare to

work plan to the yell ow boxes in Figure 2.

The CalWORKs Model

Approval
Orientation /
Appraisal
\/
Job Search /
- : Job Club
Non-compliance R v '», [ Employment
Notice of Action No Job / )
Assessment -7 % Off Aid /
; v Self-
; Sign WTW Plan Sufficiency
Community
Work \
Education and &~ Experience Behavioral
Training (CWEX) Health Services
RAND Statewide
.= CalWORKs
= Evaluation

Fi gure 2--The Cal WORKs Mode

However, Cal WORKs is not a “pure” work-first program Formal and
i nfornmal gui dance fromthe state and the choices of nmany counties inply
that sonme people will be referred before job search (the dotted Iines
fromorientation/appraisal to the yellow boxes in Figure 2), while
others will be referred concurrently with enployment (the dotted Iines
fromenpl oyment to the yellow boxes in Figure 2). Nonetheless, the
basic insight is correct: |In a work-first program such as Cal WORKs,
nost referrals would be expected to take place as a wel fare-to-work
activity, follow ng assessnent and the signing of a welfare-to-work
plan. For referrals to occur through this primry path, recipients

actually have to reach assessnment and then sign welfare to work pl ans.

THE EFFECTS OF CAPACITY
The crucial question then is: Wen do recipients reach job search
and the followon welfare-to-work activities that are the core of the

Cal WORKs program nodel ? In an ideal programwith sufficient capacity, a



new reci pient should be able to sign a plan and begin the first welfare-
to-work activity within ten weeks of the approval of her application, as

represented by the green bars on Figure 3).

Time to Referral

Weeks 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26
Intake

Orientation/
Appraisal L

Job Search/
Job Club I

Assessment [
Sign Plan |

Begin WTW Activity
(Referral)

“If it takes longer, we lose the message:
Aid is connected to jobs. Time on aid is limited.
The clock is ticking.”

RAND Statewide
.= CalWORKs

= Evaluation

Figure 3--Tinme to Referra

Readi ng across the green bars in the figure, we see that intake (or
approval) woul d take place in week 1; orientation/appraisal, in week 2;
four weeks of job search/Job Cub, in weeks 3-6; assessment, in weeks 7-
8; signing a welfare-to-work plan, in week 9; and beginning the first
wel fare-to-work activity, in week 10.

Al though this is a schedule county welfare departnments can aspire
to, it is very hard schedule to achieve. Doing so would require having
sufficient capacity so that each step can occur alnost inmediately after
t he previous step, even given short-termvariation in the casel oad.

Instead, in many counties, there is a gap of a nonth or nore--
wai ting for an open appointnment or a new group to begin--between each
step (the red bars in Figure 3). Thus, what mght take as little as ten
weeks, takes six nonths or nore. The end result is that two years after

Cal WORKs becane effective, many of the existing cases have not yet begun



a first welfare-to-work activity; in sone cases, they have not even
begun j ob search/Job C ub

Shortening this schedul e requires two things:

- First, the county needs to have enough capacity;
- Second, the county needs to have administrative procedures and

data systens in place to ensure that cases don't get “lost.”

MONI TORI NG Cal WORKs OUTCOMES

Thi s anal ysis suggests an approach to nonitoring Cal WORKs out cones.
W want to know how fast cases are noving past the initial phase of the
Cal WORKs nodel —+ob search. There are four different ways to | eave this
initial phase of the Cal WORKs nodel :

1. A small nunber of participants are pre-screened into education
or treatment for substance abuse, mental health, and donestic
abuse.

2. Some participants conplete job search without find a job. They
enter the next phase after they are assessed, sign a welfare to
work plan, and begin a welfare-to-work activity (the center
colum and the bottomrow of Figure 2), but they are probably
the smal | est group.

3. Athird or nore of participants appear to be nonconpliant; their
county wel fare departnent has instructed themto participate in
sone activity, but they have not done so (the left colum of
Figure 2, in red because this is the worst outcone). For them
the county wel fare departnment should have begun the formal
nonconpl i ance process by sending a Notice of Action, and then
following it up by inposing a sanction (cutting the benefit).

4. Athird or nore of participants are working or have left aid
(the right colum of Figure 3, in green because this is the

desired outcone).

W woul d Iike to know what percentage of cases are in each of these four

groups (or paths); either in a welfare-to-work activity, or deened
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nonconpliant, or working (including | eaving aid); and how t hese

per cent ages change over the weeks follow ng intake approval. It should
be possible to get cases to this point in ten weeks or less. |If after
twel ve to sixteen weeks a case is not in one of these three groups,
sonething is wong. The recipient’s clock is ticking, but he or she is
not receiving the services provided for in the Cal WORKs | egi sl ation

A simlar analysis applies to the cases who have been continuously
on aid since Cal WORKs began in January 1998. Now, two years after
i mpl enentati on, every one of those cases should be in one of these four
groups. Oherwise, two years of their five-year lifetine limt has been
spent wi thout receiving the basic Cal WORKs servi ces.

Unfortunately, nmany counties appear to be far fromthese goals both
for new cases and for existing cases. Exactly how far and the relative
success of California’s 58 counties is not clear. As | noted at the
outset, nost county wel fare departnents could not provide managenent
reports that clearly described the status of their cases.

This inability of counties to report such information is troubling
beyond our desire to nonitor Cal WORKs i npl ementation. A standard

managenent adage posits: “Wat gets neasured gets done.”

CONCLUSI ON

In summary, Cal WORKs nassively increased the county wel fare
departrment’s workload, requiring themto add capacity--staff,
contractors, or both. Bringing that additional capacity on-1ine took
time. Only once the additional capacity was on-line could the work of
actual ly noving the new and existing cases through the early steps of
t he Cal WORKs nodel proceed. |In nany counties, that capacity did not
cone on-line until the Spring of 1999 or later. Mreover, because
Cal WORKs is a work-first program |arge nunbers of referrals to
education, training, and treatnent for nmental health, substance abuse,
and donestic abuse probl ens woul d not be expected until cases conplete
these early steps of the Cal WORKs nodel .

In counties that have enough capacity in place, the bulk of cases
shoul d have signed wel fare-to-work plans in the | ast few nonths.

Assuming that the county is screening heavily and naking referrals
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consistent with the results of the screening, the level of referrals
shoul d rise
I conclude with a list of issues for the future, which are shown in

Fi gure 4:

Has a county added enough capacity?
Are cases—exi sting and new-rApvi ng through the early activities
fast enough? And,

Are out cones bei ng nonitored?

Issues for the Future

* Has a county added enough capacity?

» Are cases—existing and new—moving through
early steps fast enough?

* What outcomes are being monitored?

RAND Statewide
.= CalWORKs

= Evaluation

Figure 4--1ssues for the Future



