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JANUARY 1991 REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON THE EVALUATION
OF WEJT/CweP

Executive Summsry

In June, 1988 the Wisconsin legisiature authorized an Indepandant
ava luatlion of the Work Expertence and Job Training Program and Community Work
Experience Program (WEJT/CWE?) Initiatives. As required by the Research Design,
the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee Empioyment & Training Institute Is
subm!+ting a January, 1991 raport on the WEJT/CWEP programs. This report should
have been provided to the legisiature in January 1990. Howaver, delays on the
part of the Dapartment of Health and Social Servicas (DHSS) and the Depariment of
Industry, labor and Human Relations (DILHR) In providing necessary data have
rasulted In a postponement of this report unti! Jsnuary, 1991. This report
consists of tabulations by courty for the entire 1987 and 1988 population on AFOC
and the entire population in WEJT and CWEP programs. The tables iInclude a
comp lete history «f all reported earnings data for alight quarters beginning with
the first quarter of 1988 for all participants. The study Includes the entire
adult population (caseheads and spouses) on AFDC in 1987 and 1988. It is not a
sampla. |+ does not, howaver, Include Milwaukee County because the county's WEJT
program was not fully operations! until 1989.

The report also Includes a detailed description of both the WEJT and CWEP
experiance In 1987 and 1988, and traces the experience of programs which have
axpanded from an estimated $7 millfon In 1987 to an estimated $40 - $50 mi!iion
in 1989 and 1990. The financial analysls is |Imlted to those expanses reportad
by counties currentiy available through DHSS and does not include any state
adninistrative costs, sftate wide contracts, or any 1989 expenses.

While this report does not make conclusions about the success or failure of
the WEJT or CWEF programs, the tabulations do reves! important information on the
emp loyment experience of AFDC recipients and of WEJT/CWEP participants. Fourth
Quarter 1989 earnlings are used as a benchmark of progress throughout this report.
However, they are only one measure of program Impact and the final evaluation
wil!l Include other Important measures including Job retention, average wages,
overal| aconomic well being and welfare savings which result from participants
finding long=*erm emp loyment.

- Most 1987 AFDC reclpients who lef+ AFDC and had earnings in the fourth
quarter of 1989 do not appear to have been in any welfare emplowment
program in 1987, 1988 or 1989. This is similar Yo the experience in other
states, where much of the AFDC population finds employment regardless of
participation in welfare employment programs.

- There Is |ittie overall difference In AFDC reduction or earnings between
WE JT/CWEP participants and those not In the program. This Is consistent
with evaluation findings In other states where programs show only modest
program impact. Final analysis will need to control for differences between
WEJT/CWEP program participants and non-participants.

- To avold problems of 'creaming", the AFDC we Ifare employment program was
designed to focus on the most difficult to serve population, those uniikely
to find employment without some Intervention. Howaver, most 1987 and 1988
WEJT counties Indicated that they served all mandatory reciplents. As a
result, many recipients were servad who llkely would have found employment
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on thelr own. One Indlcation of this Is that the percent of AFDC clients
without a high school diploma Is the same for program participants and non-
participants.

The move to change the operation of welfara employment programs undar WIN
(Work Incentive Program) from a state~wide Job Service contract to county-
controllad programs has resulted in 8 wide diversity of program goals,
adninistration, target groups and costs. While this diversity has resulted
in much experimentation and has Increased the leve! of county participation,
some counties have considerable start-up problems as well as onlyminimal
use of required work supplementation ard CWEP components. As a result,
costs per participant vary widely across countles.

There s much ovarlap batween welfare employment programs and JTPA (the Job
Training Partnership Act), Wisconsin's other large employment program for
+he aconomically disadvantaged. In some CWEP counties cooperation with JTPA
appears to have resulted In Increased use of JTPA to comp lement welfare

emp loyment program efforts. In other counties there were declines which may
+o some extent have been the result of failout from competitive bidding for
WEJT/CWEP programs.

The Rock County 1987 WEJT had formal control and experimental groups which
allowed comparison baetween those cllents In the traditional WEOP mode! of
job search and limited services, and those clients In the county-bssed WEJT
programs with enhanced services. Examination of the 1987 population shows
I1++le difference In outcomes between the two approaches with the control
group outperforming the experimental group in AFDC reductlon and percent
with earnings and off AFDC but not necessarlly for average quarter!y wages.
However, these differences are not statistically significant and require
further analysis. The evaluators found a third avaiiable comparison group

.within the 1987 Rock County population consisting of those AFDC cllents in

nelther the experimenta! or control group. The make-up of this third group
is systematically diffarent than the experimentals and controls and Includes
those exempt from work programs because they have young children (56
percent), those exempt because they are already working (8 percent), as well
as thosae not served by elther the WEJT or WEOP programs. Howe/er, the
outcomes for this third group with no treaiment In 1987 ars noil dramatically
different from the control! and experimental groups.

As the WEJT/CWEP program expanded from an estimated $7 milllon in 1987 fo an
estimataed $50 mil!lion JOBS program in 1990, the DHSS administrative staff
has remained very small, This understaffing may explain the 'ack of
financla! record keeping, participant outcome data and timely progress
reaports. As a result there was no accounting of expenses by county and
adninistrative entities for Calendar Year 1989 as of January 1991,
Furthermore, DHSS delayed instituting a client tracking system until
January, 1990 which made it Impossible to monitor program parformance and
participants' outcomes during the first 3 years of WEJT/CWEP. As a result,
UW-ET! had to complle and edit over 60,000 cllent records, which were then
verifled by each county to establish how many participants there were In
1987 and 1988 and the types of program activities each participant recelved.
This extremely time consuming task on the part of the evaiuators and the
counties would not have been necessary If the proposed cllent tracking
system had been put In place as first scheduled.
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Introduction

Thae State of Wisconsin has operatad weifsre empioyment programs for AFDC
reciplents since the Inception of the Work Incentive (WIN) Program in 1968. The
componants of the WIN program changed reguiarily throughout the 1970's and
1980's. Changes In the variety of services and participants served were
dictated by decreases in federa! appropriations so that by 1986 the program was
limited to job search with |it+tle funding available for education, training or
supportive sarvices. Almost any education or training which occurred was in-kind
through the federal Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) or the Vocational,
Yachnical, and Adul+ Education (VTAE) system. Until the introduction of the Work
Experience and Job Training Program (WEJT) and the Community Work Experlence
Program (CWEP), the Dspartment of Heal+th and Social Services (DHSS) chose o
subcontract all emp loyment activities to Job Service, which operated a statewide
sole source contract. '

In 1987 WEJT/CWEP began as an attempt to restore tiaining, education, and
supportive services for AFDC reclplents and to increase the level of
participation by county departments of social services in welfare employment
programs which had been absent since the early 1980's. During 1987, before many
of the experimental WEJT/CWEP programs were fully up and running, the state DHSS
began a rapid expansion of both WEJT and CWEP. Full administration of the AFDC
emp loyment program was shifted from Job Service through I+s statewide contract
to DHSS. The number of countles in WEJT/CWEP as well as expenses for the new
DHSS mode | of county controlled programs grew rapidly.

The challange In evaluating AFDC emp loyment programs is to determine the
degree to which reciplents leave AFDC and achleve sconomic independence as a
result of the program, as distinguished from that portion of the populistion which
would have left+ AFDC without intervention. This report shows that the majority
of 1987 AFDC recipients who left AFDC and had earnings In the fourth quarter of
1989 weras never in an AFDC work program and were never mandatory participants.
i+ is tikely that a large portion of AFDC WEJT/CWEP participants also would have
lef+ AFDC without the program. This is consistent with prior evaluations of
welfare employment programs in other states which indicate that only a portion of
participants leave AFDC and have earnings as a reasult of employment programs.

The current federal JOBS legislation recognizes this phenomenon and as 2
result requires statas to target Its services so that the resources of AFDC work
programs are focused on those who can benefit most from participation In an AFDC
work program. minishing state financlial resources also provide Incentivas for
state goverments to effectively target services to those AFDC reciplents mos+t In
nead of assistance and least likely to find employment without assistance.
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The first section of this report includes a description of the 1987 and 1988
AFDC population, those who lef+ AFDC, the earnings for those who have lef+t AFDC,
and the participstion of AFDC recipients In welfare employment programs., Deta on
both WEJT/CWEP counties and countlas not participating in WEJT/CWEP In 1987 and
1088 are iIncluded, as required in +he evaluation research design. Detalled
tables on earnings and AFOC participation are Included In the appendices for all
counties for the 1987 and 1988 popuiation.

The second section of this report provides an extensive description of the
first two years of WEJT and CWEP. Program activities and expenses are dotailed
separately for the WEJT and CWEP projects which were fully operational In elther
1987 or 1988. Summaries of each WEJT are Included in the appendices for counties
oparating programs in 1987, 1988, or 1989.

The third section examines the overlap between the state's two aployment
and +raining programs, the Job Training Partnarship Act (JTPA), and welfare
employment programs operatad by DHSS. Participants active in both we lfare
emp loyment programs and JTPA programs are described, and lssues of coordination
are discussed.

This repor+ does not make conclusions about the success or fallure of the
AFDC work programs Initiated by the Deparfment of Health and Social Service
(DHSS). Because of delays on the part of the state in providing employment data,
conclusions regarding program success or failure cannot be made until a more
detalled analysis Is conducted as specified in the evaluation research design.
The tables on participant and non-participant experiences do, however, seem to be
consistant with evaluations of welfare employment programs conducted in other
states where the outcomes of such programs dc not show dramatic results for the
t+reatment group, particularly in an improving economy.

This report is limited to those counties which had programs up and running
in either 1987 or 1988 so that earnings could be tracked for at least one year
after program operation. As a result, Milwaukee County has not bean incltuded In
this report. DHSS does not have flgures for total expenses Including
adninistration and statewide contracts for 1987 and 1988 broken out by county so
that flnancial analysis of program expenses Is limited to reported county
axpanses for 1987 and 1988 taken from the Community Aids Reporting System.
Addi+ionally, DHSS did not have complete data on expenses for Calendar Year 1989
as of January 1991, so that a description of the 1989 program will be delayed
untl | expenses are compiled. State officlals estimate that expenses in 1989 may
be as high as $45 milllon and reach $50 milifon in 1990, a dramatic increase from
an estimated $7 mi!iion expendad for WEJT/CWEP In 1987. Finally, the tables In
+his report should have been provided to the Legl!slature in January, 1990, but a
15 mon*h delay by the Department of Industry, Labor and Human Relations (LILHR)
in providing the required employment data set back the evaluation project
+imetable considerably.



Daparture Rates and Earnings for AFDC Recipients

The evaluation of the WEJT/CWEP Is designed to measure the effectiveness of
. programs to Increase the long term economic welli-baling of AFDC recipients and to
calculate the welfare savings which will result from Increased earnings. The
evaluation will also examine the impact of education, training and supportive
services In assisting recipients to achleve economic independence. This report
is limi+ed to describing the earnings outcomes for both WEJT/CWEP participants
and those not In the program, and does not address the impact of these programs.
The fina!l evaluation raport due In 1993 will include findings on program impact.
None of the charts and tables In thls report Include Milwaukee County,

To galn some Insight into the earnings experience of 1987 and 1988 AFDC
reciplents, the fourth quarter 1989 experience is used to show the AFDC
departure rates and earnings for WEJT/CWEP participantys and those not
participating In a WEJT/CWEP project. As shown below, the overall arience of
AFDC participants in WEJT/CWEP Is not that dlfferent ?rom the experience og the
population not in WEJT/CWEP. The overal! experienca of the AFDC population after
two years shows that while almost two-thirds of 1987 recipients laf+ AFDC, only
one~third had reported earnings. Of the 1987 AFDC reciplents not in WEJT/CWEP,
62 parcent ware no longer on AFDC by the fourth quarter of 1989, while 37 percent
had reported earnings and were off AFDC as we!l. For 1987 WEJT/CWEP
participants, 64 percent had left AFDC and 34 percent reported earnings as well.
For the 1988 AFDC population, half the recipiants left+ AFDC aftar one year while
lass than one-third had earnings as wall, with the WEJT/CWEP population posting
lower rates than those not In the program. The population leaving AFDC without
earnings could Include some participants who left the state, are living with a
spouse who had earnings, or had unreported cash earnings. The low percent of
t+hose leaving AFDC and having earnings Is also affected by the database used
which measures only reported earnings within the State of Wisconsin and does not
include cash transfers and some categories of domes+tic and agricultural
emp loyment.

Four+h Quarter of 10689
¢ Off € Off AFDC
AFDC with Earnings

1887 AFDC Reciplients ~ In WEJT/CWEP In 1987 (N = 3,728) 64% 349
1987 AFDC Reciplents - not in WEJT/CWEP In 1987 (N = 86,000) 62% 37%
1988 AFDC Recipients ~ In WEJT/CWEP in 1988 (N = 11,554) 46% 26%
1988 AFDC Reciplents - not In WEJT/CWEP In 1988 (N = 67,536) 52% 319

There are Important differences between the populations which should be
considered in making comparisons., Whille both populations have the same
proportion of high sc ool non-completers, the WEJT/CWEP population has a higher
proportion of long~term welfare recipients than the non-WEJT/CWEP population.
Howaver, the WEJT/CWEP population has an over-representation of AFDC-U cases In
which two spouses are present in the househoid, as evidenced by the higher
percent of males In the program. State officlals also maintain that WEJT/CWEP
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participants ara more |ikely fo be enrolied in educstion and training programs
+hus deiaying +heir entry Into the labor market, snd that+ only longer term
avaluations will show tha Impact of these +training programs.

2 with Less 2 on AFDC

Than 12 Yrs, Two or More ]

Schooling Years Male
1087 WEJT/CWEP Participants 37% €2% 43%
1987 AFDC Reciplents not in WEJT/CWEP 38% 53% 24%
1088 WE JT/CWEP Participants 42% 66% 33%
1988 AFDC Raciplents not In WEJT/CWEP 414 55¢ 21%

Additionally, the non-participant population includes AFDC recipients exempt
from work programs because they have very young children. This population is
un!ikely to be seeking employment. Also Included in the non—participant
population are those exempt from participation because they are already amployed.
And finally, those enrolled in the WEOP program are also Included in the ncn-—
participant population. Subsequent evaluailon reports will control for these
differences.

Participation in Wélfare Employment Programs

Racent evaluations of welfare employment programs throughout the United
States point out that most+ AFDC reciplients find employment regardless of
participation In employment programs. The Wisconsin 1987 AFDC population Is
useful In demonstrating this phenomenon because most 1987 reclplients were never
active In a walfare employment program. This occurred for a varlety of reasons.
First, many smaller countias did not have welfare employment programs operating
during 1987 and 1988. Second, aven In counties operating weifare employment
programs whare participation was mandatory, exemptions were allowed for
reciplents with young children and those already working. Third, for those
counties with employment programs, many mandatory participants were referred tfo
work programs but were naver active.

During the time the WEJT/CWEP program began in 1987 and during Its expansion
in 1988 and 1989, the State DHSS continued to operate the Wisconsin Employment
Opportunities Program (WEOP) in 23 counties. A total of 32 counties were
opaerating welfare employment programs in 1987 either under WEJT/CWEP, WEOP, or
both. However, the number of counties operating welfare employment programs
increased to all 72 countiaes by 1989 so that 1987 AFDC recipients could have been
enrolled in these programs in 1987, 1988, or 1989 if one of thess programs was
opaerating in thelr county.

While many 1987 recipients in welfare employment programs found jobs and
lef+ AFDC, a much larger number found Jobs without the program. By December
1989, +wo years after being on AFDC, the 1987 population could be characterized
as "successful" 1f they left AFDC and had earnings as well. In the fourth
quarter of 1989, 32,704 1987 AFDC recipients had earnings and were off AFDC. The
majority (20,529) of these adults who left+ AFDC and had earnings were never
active In a welfare employment program elther under WEJT/CWEP or. WEOP,
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The following graph detalls the 1987 adult AFDC reciplents who lef+ AFDC and
had earnings In the fourth quarter of 1989 by their participation In walfare
employment programs. Additionally, as the tables In the appendices Indicate, a
majority of the 1987 adult AFDC reciplents were never requirad to be mandatory
participants In & work program either because thelir county was not operating a
wolfare employment program or becsuse they were exempt from particlipation. If
the Wisconsin experience is the same as other ststes, It is |ikely that most
adults participating In work programs left AFDC and had earnings regardiess of
the program. The challenge for both the program operators and the evaluators is
to determine the degree to which programs are successfui with those AFDC cllents
who would not hava found employment and lef+ AFDC without some assistance.

1987 ADULT WELFARE RECIPIENTS
THOSE WHO LEFT AFDC AND HAD EARNINGS

IN THE 4<TH QUARTER OF 1989
BY PARTICIPATION IN WORK PROGRAMS

NEVERIN A
WORK PROGRAM

IN A WORK PROGRAM
(1987-1989)

SUBTOTALS BY
YEARS IN A WORK PROGRAM

* ACTIVE IN 1987

* NOT ACTIVE IN 1987,
BUT ACTIVE IN 1988
OR 1989

5 10 15 20 25
(Thousands)
NUMBER OFF AFDC AND WORKING IN THE 4TH QUARTER OF 1989
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The 1987 Rock County Experience

The phenomenon that most 1987 AFDC recipients left AFDC and had earnings
without being in a welfare employment program is further evidenced in the Rock
County experience. Rock County Is used here to describe the impact of WEJT
because it was the only 1987 WEJT to use randomly assigned control and
experimenta! groups. Cllents were random!y assigned to the new WEJT program with
expanded services or to a group which received the traditional WEOP services
{imited to Job Search. A third group was found and incorporated into the
analysis which included those who were In nelther the experimental or control
group, made up of the population exempt from AFDC work programs, or mandatory but
not active In efther program.

Although +he characteristics of the populaticns of controls and
experimentals are equivalent (sse appendix), the third group is very different
because over half of the group is made up of reciplients who had young children
and were therefore exempt+ from participation In work programs, while the
exparimental and control groups Included few participants with young children.
Furthermore, this third group also Included participants (8 percent) who were
exampt from work programs because they were already employed. The graphs on the
foliowing page are helpful In Identifying that portion of the 1987 population
leaving AFDC with earnings who were not active In work programs in 1987. The
1987 population Is used here bacause it allows examination of the program nine
quarters after particlipants were active. Most welfare employment avaluations
suggest that the impact of effective education and training programs show up only
soveral years after program complietion.

Of the 4,961 Rock County adults who were AFDC recipients In 1987, 550 were
in WEJT, 572 were active in the WEOP control group, and the balance were not
active In elther group in 1987 or were exempt from participating. However,
Individuals in these groups may have basn active in a work program in 1988 and/or
1989.

The graphs on tha following page detall the AFDC departure rates, percent
with earnings and off AFDC, and average wage for those off AFDC in each of the
three groups. Clearly, the population not in elther program In 1987 does not
appear to do much worsa than the WEOP and WEJT participants, and the WEOP control
group doas batter than the WEJT exparimental group in the percent leaving AFDC
and the percent with earnings and off AFDC, but not necessarily for average
quarter!y wages. However, these results are not statistically significant.
Concluslons on the Impact of these programs cannot be made because all the
variables necessary fo evaiuate the program have yet to be incorporated. These
Include presence of a spouse, age of the children and the presence of child
support. Furthermore, while the Rock County WEJT programs may not be successful
with the overal!! population, they may be effective with certain target groups
which participate In education or training. This Is a common finding in
evaluations of welfare employment programs.

In 1987, data for experimental and control group populations in Rock County
ware maintained on two dlifferent client tracking systems., The experimentals were
tracked on tha JTPA system and the controls were recorded on the WIDS system.
Evaluators were able to identify Individuals assigned to the experimental group
and to the contro! group using both systems. Howaver, in 1988 both the
experimentals and the controls were tracked on the WINS system, but the computer
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systam did not allow WEJT staff to record whether cllients vete experimentals or
controls. Rock County staff reviawad 1988 flles of participants in Spring and
Summer of 1990 for this evaluation but were not able Yo eccurately determine at
that time which participants were experimentais and which were contrulis. As a
result, the 1,758 participants ldentifled as Rock County WEJT participants in
1988 also Include as many as 400 to 500 controls who received WEOP job search
services.

Targeting Resources to Those Most Llkely to Need Services

Targeting education and training resources In welfare employment programs Is
naecessary to most effectively intervene with those AFDC reciplents most likely ‘o
remain on ald without some Intervention. Tha 1987 adult+ AFDC popuiation not in
WEJT/CWEP (N = 86,000) Is used here to show the success of reciplients by three
factors commenly used in welfare emp loyment programs to define target groups,
f.e., leve! of education, langth of time on AFDC, and sex.

Sex and level of education are clearly factors affecting rates at which AFDC
cllents leave AFDC and have earnings. Using the fourth quarter, 1989 experience
the graphs on the following pages show that for men and women the population with
at least 12 grades of schoo! complatad have higher labor force participation
rates than those without a high school education, with women having a 13 percent
higher rate and men a 10 percent higher rate. Education also makes a dlfference
in average earnings where women earn $441 more and men $404 more per quarter than
those wlthout a high school diploma. Howaver, average earnings for men and women
who are working and off AFDC show the same wage disparity as In the general
population In which average earnings for women are about two-thirds of that for
men.

The effect of the length cf time on AFDC appears to have much less of an
impact on labor force participation than anticipated. AFDC employment programs
common!y use the population of long-term we ifare participants as a target group.
However, length of t+ime on AFDC appears to make a differance only for males,
where labor force participation and average earnings rise consistently as the
length of time on AFDC previous to 1987 decreases. Subsequent analysis wiil
cons ider other Important demographic data in identifying additional
subpopulations for anmalysis Including presence of a spouse, child support,
reasons for leaving AFDC, and age of the youngest chlld,

Most evaluations of welfare employment programs use state reported earnings
data to measure both outcomes and the Iimpact of programs on subpopulations of
cllents. The current evaluation effort being conducted on the WEJT/CWEP program
uses this same database In Wisconsin to track the earnings of AFDC recipients In
order to gauge program success for most of the target group populations
identified for welfare employment programs. Quarterly earnings for AFDC
recipients are combined with the reciplents' AFDC history to determine labor
force participation, average earnings, and AFDC departure rates. Complete
tabulations of AFDC departure rates and quarterly earnings are included in the
appendices along with a discussion of the databases being used.
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1987 AFDC RECIPIENTS NOT IN WEJT/CWEP

PERCENT WORKING AND OFF AFDC IN 4TH QT 1989
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Outcomes Vary by County and by WEJT/CWEP Administrative Entity

As anticipated, outcomes vary by county both for the percent leaving AFDC
overall and the percent leaving AFOC wi+h earnings. These differences are not
easily explalned and will be the focus of continuing evaluation work during the
next year. Some |lkely explanations include local labor market conditlons,
differances in the demographic composition of county AFDC populations, the
historical participation of counties in AFDC work programs, variations in local
administration of AFDC income maintenance programs, and the quality of programs.
Another important factor for some counties bordering on other states is the
database used for determining earned Income which Is limited only to reported
income In the State of Wisconsin, Douglas and Marinette Counties, for example,
may show lower percents working If a portion of the population is going across
the Wisconsin border to work, In which case cut-of-state earnings are not .
captured. Furthermore, some WEJT/CWEP countlies enroll participants In- long=term
aducation and training programs and thls may affect the number of clients leaving
AFDC with earnings. For all of these reasons, comparisons across counties are
problematic. The graphs on the foliowing pages are presented here to provide
counties with baseline outcome data on their population both for 1987 and 1988
WEJT/CWEP participants and for counties without a WEJT/CWEP program In 1987 or
1988 to assist them in program planning.

The graphs on the following pages use fourth quarter 1989 data to provide a
snapshot of the county-by-county amp loyment and AFDC experfence of 1987 and 1988
WEJT/CWEP participants and AFDC reciplents In counties not operating a WEJT/CWEP
progran. While most of the 1987 and 1988 populatlion leave AFDC, only a portion
of those leaving show earnings In the fourth quarter of 1989. The variation In
+he percent off AFDC and percent off AFDC with earnings for countles can be seen
for WEJT/CWEP participants as wall as for AFDC recipients In counties not
operating a WEJT/CWEP program.

While the experience of WEJT/CWEP participants looks similar to the
experlence of AFDC recipients In counties not In WEJT/CWEP, the populations are
very different. The WEJT/CWEP participants In 1987 and 1988 include only that
portion of the AFDC program required to participate or volunteering to
participate in WEJT/CWEP. For the most part, 1+ is made up of AFDC recipients
for whom participation in the program is mandatory and who do not have young
children, The graphs for counties not In WEJT/CWEP include all AFDC
participants, including those exempt from work programs because they have young
children and those exampt because they are already working. Additionally, some
of the non-WEJT/CWEP countles wera operating a job search program with Job
Service under WEOP, and this population is also Included in the non-WEJT/CWEP
counties.
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THE 1987 COUNTIES AND TRIBES

WITHOUT A WEJT/CWEP PROJECT
4TH QUARTER 1989 EXPERIENCE
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THE 1987 COUNTIES AND TRIBES

WITHOUT A WEJT/CWEP PROJECT
4TH QUARTER 1989 EXPERIENCE
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THE 1988 WEJT/CWEP POPULATION
4TH QUARTER 1989 EXPERIENCE
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THE 1988 COUNTIES AND TRIBES
WITHOUT A WEJT/CWEP PROJECT
4TH QUARTER 1989 EXPERIENCE
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Work Status of AFDC Caseheads and Spousas

The graphs on the following pages show the percent of AFDC reciplents In
NEJT/CNEP counties who ware required to participate In welfara empioyment
‘programs. The wide variation in the percent in mendatory status Is due to a
variety of factors which make comparisons across counties difficult. These
factors may Include: varistion in sanction and exeamption practices by counties,
locai labor market conditions, prior participation In employment programs and
demographic diffarences In the make-up of iocal! AFDC populations.

The starting point for cllents In AFDC work programs is the raviaw of
participants by an income maintenance worker, who manages the ongoing eligibility
status of the AFDC case. Each AFDC participant's status Is reviewed to determine
whather or not the indlvidual is required to participate In a work program. This
dotermination is made once the county enters into an agreement with DHSS to
operate a work program. For those counties wlthout a work program, the work
status codes should not be used; howaver, In many Instances there are codss
antered. Once a county begins operation of a work program, each new AFDC
appl icant is reviewad for possible participation In the work program. The work
status of existing clients Is to be determined at the six-month review of the
case. Some of the varfations In work program status by county may be due to lags
in the entry of status at the six-month review. The very low percent of
manda tories Iin Adams, Columbia, Florance and Grant Counties may be due to the
fact that these countles did not have a WEOP employment program In operation in
1986 or 1987 and lags occurred in assigning work program status during the first
year of CWEP. A complete description of work status codes for each county for
1987 and 1988 Is Included in +he appendices.

An examination of the tables on Work Program Status by County in the
appendices reveals that practices vary by county apparently due to local policies
and Interpretation of welfare law and the prior experlence and training ot Income
malintenance workers. Anecdotal evidance suggests that some counties simply do
not exempt participants for living too far fram work programs. The DHSS policy
states that workers should "exempt anyone who cannot get to the work program
office within one hour and with private and public transportation which is
available on a regular basis." Other variations may be explained by the fact
+hat some counties are not participating In work programs, while others which
have Just begun a work program have not reviewed their entire caseload during the
requlired cllent six-month reviews. However, an analysis of those counties that
have had a WEOP, WEJT or CWEP program operating reveals a range of mandatory and
exempt codes. This wide variation makes county to county comparisons
inappropriate and may require modification of the evaluation to include this
axparience.
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1987 WEJT/CWEP COUNTIES
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PERCENT OF AFDC RECIPIENTS WHO WERE MANDATORY

1988 WEJT/CWEP COUNTIES
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WORK EXPERIENCE AND JOB TRAINING PROGRAM
WEJT HISTORY

In +he Summer of 1985, the State Legisliature passed Wisconsin Act 29, the
biennia| budget for 1985-87. A tota! of $6.3 miilion was authorized in the
budget for the daveiopment of s new employment snd training program. Prior to
this, Wisconsin had bean participating in the federal Work Incentive program
(WIN). Later, In 1983, Wisconsin began an of fshoot, s WiN-damonstration project,
which became known as the Wisconsin Employment Opportunities Program (WEOP) and
was operated by Job Service, a division of the Dapariment of Industry, Labor and
Human Relations. The goa! of WEOP was to provide an array of services Including
emp loyment search, training options, and support services. Due to funding cuts
at the faedera! level, WEOP became primarily an employment search program.

When the money was appropriated for the new employment and training
program, the legislature directed the Depariment of Health and Socla| Services
(DHSS) fo develop a plan for the expenditure of these funds. In particular,
+here was interest In devising a program that required welfare recipients to work
off their grant. The cepartment developed a3 plan, but a number of legislative
hearings ensued to discuss the new Initiative. The legisiature later reduced the
funding for the new program to $2 milifon as part of the budget readjustment act,
Wisconsin Act 120.

in April, 1986, after many months of deliberations, the legislature passed
Wisconsin Act 285 which formally set-up the Work Experience and Job Training
program (WEJT). The legislation called for WEJT to be Implemented as a pilot
project In 2 or more counties. One of the pilots was to give priority to
mandatory clients while the other was to give priority to AFDC reciplients who
volunteaered for the program. If a third county was chosen, it would have to be a
non-wEOP, rural county. Five counties were aventually chosen with Racine County
serving the volunteaers and Kenosha County serving the mandatory participants.
Jackson County was selected as the non-WEOP, rural!l county and Douglas and Rock
Countles were added to bring the total to five pilot counties. Though the
lagislation required that the pilots begin Implementation by January 1, 1987, not
all ware able to begin program operation by that date. Kenosha and Rock Counties
began by January, Jackson County followed In March, Douglas County in July and
Racine County In August, 1987.

In 1988, WEJT was expanded to Include two new groups of counties In
addition to the pllots. Some of the counties In these later WEJT groups
balieved they were too small to operate their own program. The result was the
formation of a number of consor+tium arrangaments whereby two or more countles
linked up to share costs and services. Phase itwo, with implementation scheduled
for early to mid 1988 Included Brown County/Oneida Tribe Consortium, Eau Claire
County, Grant/Green/lowa/Latayette/Richland Consortium, Crawford/Juneau/Vernon
Consortium, and Winnebago/Green Lake Consortium. The Brown County/Onside Tribe
WEJT was not fully operational until 1989,

Phase three implémentation, scheduled for late 1983 included Dane County,
Dodge/Jef ferson Consortium, Fond du Lac, La Crosse, Marathon, Waukesha, and Vood
Counties. Most of the program activities for these counties did not begin unti!
1989, Consequently, the costs they may show for 1988 are primarily start-up
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costs as thera was |1t++le chance in 1988 to reglister program participants for
that year,

While the Dapariment of Health and Socla! Services was requirad to develop
adninistrative rules for WEJT, the legislation specifled a number of types of
programs that were to be part of WEJT. Each pllot program, according to
legisiative language, was expected to provide the following services:

1. Enroliment, assessment and job search, Including:
a, Registration and case review
b. Remedial education
c. Iindependant Job search
d. Group job search
@. Employability assessment

2. Subslidized employment, including:
a. On=the-job training
b. Grant diversion
¢c. Work skllls experience

3. Job training, including:
a., Vocational skills training
bh. PIC JTPA programs
c. Youth employment programs
d. Other classroom nrograms

4, Community work experlence program

For participants in these programs, WEJT was to provide child care and
transportation reimbursement. Funds were also set aside to pay day care expenses
for WEJT participants who ware no longer eligible for AFDC due to earnsd incoma.
For up to a year after leaving'ald, a WEJT participant could receive these child
care ralmbursements. The intention of thls program was the remova! of a
significant barrier to leaving AFDC.

WEJT was to be directed locally by a county-lave!l administrative agency.
The awarding of this contract, according to the legislation, was to be by
competitive bid. For the 5 pllots, the lead agency contract went to a variety of
groups as Indicated by the chart below.

LEAD AGENCY = 5 WEJT PILOT COUNTIES

Douglas - Job Service

Jackson - County

Kenosha - Private !Industry Council
Racine =~ Private Industry Councl!
Rock - County

Three of the pilot counties did not receive or did not apply for lead
agency status for WEJT in thelr county. Interviews with county staff from the
pllots and later WEJT counties pointed out that some counties were reluctant to
administer an employment and training program for which they belleved they had
I1ttle expertise. Some counties also noted that they were constrained by a lack
of funds to hire the personnel to administer WEJT., Consequently, countlies that
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were among the S pllots and those that began WEJT at a later date often refrained
from entering the bidding process or subcontracted the role of lead agency to
other organizations.

LEAD AGENCY - 1988 WEJT COUNTIES

Phase ||
Brown/Onelda Tribe ~ Forward Services Corporation
Eau Clalre = County
Grant/Grean/lowa/ - Grant County
Lafayette/Richland
Crawford/Juneau/Vernon —~ Coulee CAP
Winnebago/Green Lake - Winne~Fond-Lake Ltd.
Phase |11
Dane =~ County
Dodge/ Jefferson - Job Service
Fond du Lac - County
La Crosse ~ Job Service
Marathon - County
Waukesha ~ County
Wood - Centra! Wisconsin Private Industry Council

COLLECTION OF DATA ON PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

During the Summer and Fall of 1990, the Employment and Training Institute
(UW-ETI) worked with all counties operating either a Work Experlence and Job
Training Program (WEJT) or Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) to compile a
t1rst time roster of participants and the types of program components in which
clients ware enrolled. Because most WEJT counties and some CWEP countles were
praviously and concurrently part of the Wisconsin Employment Opportunity Program
(WEOP), the Job Service computerized client data base was used In conjunction
with the DHSS welfare computer system as a base to construct an ongoing history
of client participation throughout the period 1986-1989, Each county was
requested to review and edlit the roster prepared by W-ET! to verify all
participants and their activities for Program Years 1987 and 1988. The only
exception Is the We iworth County experience for 1987 which Is still being
compi led.

In addition, counties were asked to detai!l the number of hours of activity
completed In remedial education, vocatlional| training, WEP, work supp lemanta+ion
and other training activities. Most smalier counties were able to retrieve data
on the number of hours of training completed, while larger counties were not.
Reasons for not being able to document the number of hours of training varied,
with many counties citing lack of time to retrieave data from another institution
or agency, e.g. the Vocational, Technical and Adult Education (VTAE) system or a
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) agency. As a result the data on hours
completed s only meaningful for those counties reporting. Furthermore, many
counties chose not to enter "Other Training Activities" as requested or did not
of fer "Other Training Activities". Much of the variation In the percent of the
population In training may be due to counties choosing not to fully describe
client activities.
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WEJT PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

WEJT provided services in 4 main areas: employment search, Community Work
Experlence Program (CWEP), Work Supplementatlon Program (WSP) and enhanced
services., These arae aiso the 4 maln categories In which WEJT counties reported
expenses to the State. Regarding employment search, the analysis of county
expenses for this area is complicated by the fact that in 1987, Job Service
provided amployment search for all WEJT counties. In addition to these
contracts, a state-wide Employment Search Program (ESP) contract operated by Job
Service began in late 1988. To date, the expense data for thase Job Service
contracts has been unavailable. Consequently, any analysis of the employment
search component wouid be incompleta and will not be included at this time.

The WSP, more accurately referred to as grant diversion, was the second
component in WEJT. Although the contracts indicate that many counties Intended
to use WSP extenslvely, most counties actually made Iit++le use of 1+. Analysis
of the Work Supplementation Program is included in another section of this
report.

WEJT legislation required that all WEJT programs include a CWEP component
consisting of unsubsidized work experlence. This component also appeared to be
I1++1e used as only 1% of all WEJT participants in 1987 participated in CWEP. In
1988, this percent grew to only 5% More Information Is contained in the
separate CWEP section of this report. '

Interviews with county staff noted that they believed that an important
barrier to employment for many AFDC recipients was a lack of self-esteem.
Consequently, almost all of the counties provided and were enthusiastic about
their motivationa! component which was designed to Increase a client's
conflidence and self-esteem. A number of counties noted the use of the ACE
motivational package and indicated they were pleasad with the results.

Some counties also chose to develop their own motivation package. In
particular, Winnebago County subcontracted with WW-Oshkosh to run a motivation
program they titled "Choices, Challenges, Changes". Cllents spent three days In
classroom +raining and concluded with a fourth day that was based on the "(Quiward
Bound" program. Here, clients performed physical tasks at a location akin to an
obstacle course. The experience was intended to assist cifents in overcoming
their fears and in belileving that they could indeed do things ttat they thought
they could not. WEJT staff also participated in the motivation program to better
understand what the cliient had experlenced and to more effectively support the
client through the WEJT process. The YMCA in Brown County operated a
motivational program centsred around physical exerclise. This approach was
designed specifically for women who had been out of the labor force and was based
on the belief that exarcise could contribute to a healthler self-concept.

One of the key goals of WEJT was to provide more education and training
activities than had occurred under the previous WEOP system. The tables that
follow show the numbers of participants who were involved In education and
tralning programs. The percentages that are shown are percents of the total WEJT
participants In each county for the gliven year.
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1987 - WEJT EDUCATION PARTICIPATION

DUPLICATED COUNT: UNDUPL ICATED COUNT:

i
| Tota! Tota l
Ramedial | WEJT in
Educa- € of Voc % of % of | Parti- Educa- % of
tion Total Tech Totsl Other Total | clipants tion Tota !l
|
!
Douglas 5 1% 39 39 94 8¢ | 1,135 127 11¢
Jackson 52 17 51 16 15 5 | 315 112 36
Kenosha 10+ 1" 85 g 102 10 | Q73 256 26
Raclne 596 38 67 43 38 24 | 157 105 67
Rock J5 13 121 20 80 14 | 512 248 43
|
TOTALS 300 10% 355 11% 329 109 | 3, 152 844 27¢%

1988 ~ WEJT EDUCATION PARTICIPATION

DUPLICATED COUNT: UNDUPL ICATED COUNT:

: Total Total

Remedial | WEJT in

Educa- ¢ of Voc ¢ of % of | Parti- Educa- % of

tion Total Tech Total Other Total | clipants tion Total
Douglas 40 . 3% 150 13% 91 8% : 1, 189 271 23¢
Jackson 53 17 43 14 23 8 | 306 111 36
Kenosha 208 16 206 16 144 11 1,322 497 38
Racine 314 52 205 34 70 12 | 608 445 73
'Rock 141 8 183 10 32 2 ‘ 1, 758 336 19
Crawford, Juneau, l
Vernon 48 14 41 12 69 20 [ 339 139 41
Eau Claire 68 i3 101 20 34 7 i 514 177 34
Grant Consortium 22 4 28 6 11 2 | 500 61 12
Winnebago~-Green Lake ,
Consortium _26 5 109 20 34 & 538 159 30
TOTALS 920 13% 1,066 15% 508 74 ; 7,074 2,196 319,

Overall, 27% of all WEJT clients took part In education in 1987. However,
the use of educational components varied widely, Racine County In particular
shows the heaviest use of education, |lkaly due to the fact that it was the only
WEJT to !imi+ i+s services only to volunteers, The WEJT experience in 1988 shows
a similar variation In the use of education. Racine again makes the most
frequent use of the education componant. Jackson, Kenosha and Eau Claire
counties, and the Crawford/Juneau/Vernon and Winnebago/Green Lake consortiums
also indicate education rates that range from 30% to 41%. The percent of all
particlipants in education Increased to 31% in 1988.

The "other" category in the previous tables was used by some counties to
note an activity which didn't seem to fit one of the cateqgories listed on our
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participant verification sheets. This Inclusion was important for counties such
as Kenosha and Douglas which made significant use of local college programs and
used the "other' category to Indicate this. In addition, some counties chose to
raly on WiDS cllent data and did not specify any additional activities which
might have been noted in the "other" category. The use of the "other" category
does Include some activities not usually considered to be education. These
include referrals to the Division of Vocational Rehabilltation, pre-~employment
training programs and Alcoho! and other Drug Abuse (AODA) programs. However, for
most counties, the number of non-educational activities noted in this category Is
not large.

While education is an Important aspect of WEJT, skill training is also
important. The category of training inciudes not only the educationa! components
praviously discussed, but also other skills training that occurs in CWEP, WSP,
JTPA activities and on-the-Job training placements. The category of training is
necessary to distinguish those WEJT clients receiving some sort of training
activity such as education, CWEP, or WSP from those receiving only employment
search. '

1987 WEJT TRAINING ACTIVITIES

DUPL ICATED COUNT: UNDUPL ICATED COUNT:

Total
WEJT 7 of
Educa- Parti- Total in Parti-

+ion CWEP WSP  JTPA 04T cipants Training cipants

|
!
|
I
{
32 9 I 1135 158 14%
I
|
!
l
I
|

Douglas 127 8 0

Jackson 112 29 3 A9 3 315 135 43

Kenosha 256 9 0 1 21 973 276 28

Racine 105 0 0 7 32 157 118 75

Rock 244 0 L 0 10 572 248 43

TOTALS 844 46 4 89 75 1152 935 304
JU
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WEJT COUNTIES
PERCENT OF ALL WEJT PARTICIPANTS
IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES

BY COUNTY OR CONSORTIUM
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1988 WEJT TRAINING ACTIVITIES

DUPL {CATED COUNT: UNDUPLICATED COUNT:

Total
WEJT § of
Educa- Parti=- Total in Parti-

+ion COWEP WSP  JTPA 0JT clpants Training clipants

|

|

|

|

|

|
Douglas 271 54 4 0 7 ! 1189 319 274
Jackson 111 42 8 0 10 ! 306 146 48
Kenosha 497 96 3 0 13 | 1322 546 41
Racline 445 0 7 1 11 i 608 454 75
Rock 336 19 6 0 5 | 1758 356 20
Crawford, Juneau, {
Vernon 139 10 0 0 0 | 339 142 42
Eau Claire 177 16 2 0 0 | 514 192 . 37
Grant Consortium 61 86 0 0 0 ] 500 141 28
Winnebago, !
Green Lake 59 4 0o 4 & 1 538 169 31

|
TOTALS 2,196 330 30 5 . 52 { 7074 2465 35%

Overall, in 1987, 308 of WEJT cllents were involved in some kind of training
program. This proportion increased to 35% In 1988, with education again as the
most common activity. In 1987, Jackson, Racine, and Rock Counties provided
training to over 40% of thelir clients. In 1988 Racine County continued to
provide the highest proportion (75%) of training.

POST AFDC DAYCARE

In addition to WEJT activities, funds were also appropriated for daycare
expanses for WEJT participants who leave AFDC due to earned income. For up +¢
one year after leaving AFDC, former WEJT participants could recelve a child care
subsidy to help smooth the transition Into employment. Subsequent lagislation
expanded the program so that participants in CWEP and ESP in non-WEJT counties
wera also eligible for post~AFDC daycare.

Very few people used pos+-AfDC daycare in 1987 or 1988. In 1987, 3 counties
had contracts for post-AFDC daycare, and only Douglas County reported any
expenses.

1987 POST-AFDC DAYCARE

Expenses Contract

Doug las $ 43 $20,431
Jackson 0 15,000
Rock 0 25, 000
TOTAL § 43 $60,431



1988 POST-AFOC DAYCARE

Expenses Contract

Crawford, Juneau

Vernon $§ 0 $25, 000
Dane 444 3,915
Douglas 6,023 52,000
fau Clalre ° 0 125, 000
Fond du Lac 0 1,000
Brown County/

Oneida Tribe 0 25, 000
Grant Consortium 0 29, 000
Jackson 1,970 30, 000
Kenosha 0 100, 000
s Crosse 0 2, 000
Racine 0 225, 000
Rock 0 50, 000

Winnebago/Green Lake 228 150, 000

TOTALS $8,725 §817,915

In 1987, less than 1% of the contracted amounts for post-AFDC daycare were
actually spent. In 1988, 1% of the contract amount was spent. Although the
dollar amount spent In the program increased for 1988, post-AFDC daycare remained
an under-uti!ized program.

County officials were Interviewed to identify reasons for the I|Imited use of
post-AFDC daycare. Some ofticlals explained that participants were not aware of
the daycare option. Other offlclals suggested that once recipients left ald,
they had no dasire to remain in the welfare "system" by receiving a different
grant. The requirement that the daycare must be cortified was also cited as a
reason. During participation in WEJT, clients often had arrangements with
daycara providers who were not certified which was allowable under WEJT
regulations. Clients who were comfortable with these providers were unlikely to
switch to a certified daycare provider iIn order to receiveé the post-AFDC daycare
reimbursement. In additlon, county officials bellaved that most clients who left
assistance due to employment were In Jobs that worked second, third or late-hour
split shitts. |t was almost Impossible to find certified daycare providers that
were open during these hours. Finally, some county officials noted that mos+t
familias leaving aid were AFDC-U and as a result chlld care was provided by the
spouse.

In June, 1989, the Department of Health and Social Services released a study
of post-AFDC child care. In addition to a number of the exp lamations given by
county officlals, the report also notes that some families Included only older
children who were not In need of chllid care.

-
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1987 AND 1988 WEJT EXPENSES

In 1987, WEJT operated In 5 counties at a cost of over $1.8 million. By
1988, the program had expanded to 18 WEJT programs in 26 counties and 1 trlbe,
with expenses totaling over $7 miiiion. However, 1987 expenses do not include
costs for the employment search component done under a separate contract with Job
Service. The Department of Health and Social Services has not been able to
provide the final expenses of the employment search component for each county.

In addition, costs for state~leve! administration are as yet unavailable for
elither 1987 or 1988.

For the following analysis, any WEJT county that showed expenses or had a
contract for 1988 is Included. However, according to state officials, some 1988
WEJTs ware not fully operational until 1989 which affected thelr ability to
register participants in 1988, The number of participants In these countlies will
be indicated with "*", A few counties were given WEJT status In late 1988, but
had no contract or WEJT expense figures., These countles (Dodge/Jefferson, Fond
du Lac, Marathon and Waukesha) have been excluded from the tables that follow.

The column designated "General! Service Operat'n" refers to General Service
Operations and Includes administrative expenses for both the WEJT program and the
Food Stamp Employment program. These two amounts were combined and |isted as one
total in the Computer Automatad Reporting System (CARS) reports which were used
as the source for the following expense information. The inclusion of the
General Service Operations catagory does present a few problems. Since this
category Includes the food stamp employment program, WEJT expenses will be
slightly higher in some countles. Also, CARS expanse reports indicate that only
when the county was the lead agency for WEJT were theare expenses reportsd In this
category. |t Is not clear where these expenses were reportad for those counties
that chose to subcontract the lead agency role. Starting In 1989, the
administrative cocts for the Food Stamp employment program were separatsd from
WE JT expenses and WEJT adninistrative costs were portioned among the varfous
program component expenses.

1957 WEJT EXPENSES Genaral Tota!
Enhanced Service Contract Parti-
ESP CWEP WSP Services Operat'n TOTAL Amount cipants
Douglas # 34,749 9,218 99,693 - 143, 660 200, 262 1,135
Jackson $35,603 36,549 15,849 97,239 4,679 189,619 208,720 315
Kenosha # 46,925 - 497,673 275,000 819,598 820, 094 973
Racine # 0 - 323,484 - 32%,484 473,890 157
Rock # 2,254 3,927 197,410 144,967 348, 558 485, 682 572
TOTALS 42¢ . 646 1,825,219 2,188,648 3,152

$35,603 120,477 28,994 1,215,499

§# - ESP figures for these countlies were not avallable from DHSS.
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1988 WEJT EXPENSES General Tota |
Enhanced Service Contract Parti-
ESP CWEP WSP Sarvices Operat'n TOTAL Amount clipants

Brown/Onelda

Tribe $43,630 33,101 1,598 86, 103 0 164,432 350, 000 *
Crawford/Juneau

Vernon 176,431 39,918 22,055 57,505 0 285,909 392, 000 339
Dane 29,265 64,801 0 114,970 27,239 236,275 359,31 *
Douglas 57,569 47,554 18,264 265,427 0 388,814 474,993 1,189
Eau Claire 40,878 20,338 309 85,090 107, 140 253,755 396, 641 514
Gran+t

Consortium 48,530 96,967 0 3,426 30,903 179,826 301,627 500
Jackson 44,379 59,069 22,749 154,985 16, 799 298,881 323,024 306
Kenosha 320,003 80,000 -1 686, 200 685,271 1,771,473 1,876,199 1,322
La Crosse 31,746 10,861 5,675 37,332 0 85,617 159,856 *
Mitwaukee=-0IC 127,022 0 0 194, 566 0 322,487 830, 000 *
Racine 453,501 28,000 0 1,089,279 72,351 1,643,131 1,943,216 608
Rock 690,124 38,318 31,757 542,990 87,739 1,643,928 1,833,502 1,758
Wood _ 6,756 833 500 7,147 0 15, 236 23,841 *
Winnebago/

Green Lake 108,744 22,662 28,911 146, 489 0 306,807 504, 000 538
TOTALS $2,179,481 543,322 131,817 3,471,509 1,027,442 7,353,571 9,768,360 7,074

* - tnsufficlent time to register participants. According to state
officiais, the administrative program was not fully operational until
1989,

The utilization of funds for 1988 varied among the WE!T administrative
entities. The Grant Consortium, and the Crawford/Juneau/Vernon Consortium
reported spending the majority of their funds on employment search and C¥EP
activities, while Douglas, Jackson, and Raclne counties used over half of their
funds for enhanced services. For 1988, Racine County alone accounted for
approximately 1/3 of all the expenditures for enhanced services. Overall,
anhanced sarvices components consumed the largest share of ‘total expenses for
1987 and 1988 with 67% and 47% respectively. However, 1987 expenditures for
enhanced services appear to be higher due to the missing employment search
expenses. In both years all WEJT administrative entities spent less than their
contracted amount.

For 1988, where the data Is more complete, it is possible to look at costs
per participant In the counties. The figures below do not represent average
program costs for participants who obtalned employment. Rather, they are
measures of cost per participant for all WEJT clients and are calculated by
dividing total expensas In 1988 by the total number of program participants for
that year. These numbers indicate once again the wide range of experlence across
WEJT programs, from Douglas County with $327 per participant to Racine with
$2,703 per participant.

W
-p]

30




1988 WEJT COST PER PARTICIPANT

Cost par Participant Totai Cost Number of Participants

Crawtord/ Juneau/Vernon $873 £295,909 339
Doug las 327 388,814 1,189
Eau Claire 494 253,755 514
Grant Consortium 360 179,826 500
Jackson 977 298,881 306
Kenosha 1, 340 1,771,473 1,322
Racine 2,703 1,643,131 608
Rock 791 1,390,928 1,758
Winnebago/Green Lake 570 306,807 538

Though the costs for 1987 are incomplete due to the missing employment
search data, they show equally large varlations among counties. Desplte having
incomp lete expense data, the costs per participant figures |isted below for 1987
provide a rough comparison of any changes that may have occurred from 1987 4o
1988.

1987 WEJT COST PER PARTIC|PANT

Cost per Participant Total Cost Number of Participants

Douglas $127 $143,660 1,135
Jackson 603 189,919 315
Kenosha 842 819, 598 973
Racine 2,060 323,484 157
Rock 609 348, 558 572

WEJT TARGET GROUPS AND GOALS

Additional counties began the WEJT programs in early 1989, bringing the
total to 21 WEJT programs in 31 counties and 1 tribe. Though not all of these
wera in full operation and enrol!ling clients in 1989, i+ is stil!l appropriate to
summarize the qoals and target groups that were used in all of these countles.
The information that fol'nws was taken from WEJT plans that were submitted to
state officlals and Interviews with county officlals during the Summer of 1989,

Of the 21 WEJT programs, 13 maintained that they served all mandatory
participants beyond orlentation and enroliment. Because of this, a number of
these counties had indicated that they had not found It necessary to develiop
target groups or to Iimit services according to these groups. A number of these
counties expressed concern that future budget limitations would Jeopardize their
ability to serve all of their clients.

in addition to the 13 counties that served all mandatory clients, 2 counties
(Rock and Eau Claire) randomly assigned their participants to control and
expaerimental groups based on social securlty numbers and did not use target
groups. The remaining 6 WEJT programs that did develop target groups show a
variety of categorlies. The three most common groups selected were case heads
under age 24, AFDC-U cases and long term welfare recipients.
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1987, 1988 and 1989 WEJT TARGET GROUPS

Identified Target Group Number of Counties Listing
Case haads under age 24 6
AFIC-U cases 6
Long tarm welfare reciplients 6
No high school diplome or G.E.D. 4
New AFDC cllents 4
Teen parents/mothers 4
Recipients with characteristics of long-term depandancy 4
WEOP transitions already In an education program 3
Volunteers 3
Cases with the youngest child within

2 years of turning 18 3
Refugees In need of ESL 3
Familles with 2 or more children 3
Youngest child Is age 2 2
Raciplants who have naver held a payling job 2
Recipients who have never been married 2
Disp laced homemakers 1
Qut of the labor force for 5 or more years 1
Long term recipients with multiple barriers 1

As part of the application process, the state required that each WEJT
program state numerical goals for the program. Goals weras specified for the
lave | of participation in WEJT, percent entering empioyment, job retention after
30 days and after 6 months, and the average hourly wage. A few counties alsc
|1sted other goals such as coordination with non~WEJT resources (Dane) or the
percent of the participants expected to leave AFDC as a result of WEJT (Douglas).
The goails listed In the fable that follows were taken from the program plans for
1989 submi+ted to DHSS.

The goals of these WEJT programs as iisted for 1989 show a broad range of
expectations. Anticipated participation rates varied a great deal across
counties. However, the use of different terms and reference polnts makes
comparisons In this category difficult. For the percent entering employment, two
counties expectad 70% of thelir participants to obtain employment. However, most
counties (12) expected the percent entering employment to be between 20% and 40%.

Expected job retention rates varied somewhat for the firs+t 30 days ranging
from 65% to 92%. Seventeen counties expected that retention would be 80% to 92%
after 30 days. This range expanded when counties predicted the job retention
after 6 months. Two countlies stated that retention would be only 23% and 38%,
respectivaly. The remaining countles believed that retention would be from 509
+o 80%.

The goals for hourly wages varied between a high of $6.00 and a low of
$4.00.
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1989 WEJT GOALS

Brown/Onaida

Buffalo, Peplin,
Trempaa laau

Crawfard, Juneau,

Dane

Dodge, Jeffaerson

Douglas

Eau Clalre

Fond du lac
Grant/Groen/lowa/
Latayette/Richliand
Jackson

Kenosha

La Crosse
Manitowoc
Mara thon

Racine

Rock

Sheboygan

Washington

waukeaesha

Winnebago, Green Lake

wWood

Vernon

Leval of
Participation

568 of caseioad

All AFDC raciplents
67% of caselocad

85% of caseload -~ all
targat groups

75% of AFDC casaload
In orientation and
assassment

57% of AFDC population
70% of AFDC adults

910 In anrolimaent
and oriantation

70% of activa AFDC
cnsas

75% of AFDC caseload

80% of AFDC adults
enrol led

82% of AFDC caseload
78% of adults on AFDC

anrol i 60% of AFDC
population

65% of AFDC caseload
enrol lad

None deva loped at this time.

59% of adult mandatory
cases

42% of annual adult
casas

65% of AFDC caselcad
enrol led

62.5¢ of AFDC case-
{oad
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Entering AFTER: Averane
Employ- 30 Six Hourly
mant Days Months  Wasge
354 90% 63% at
lsast
$5.00
15% 80% 65¢ $4,00
20% 65% 38% $4.10
70% 70% 70% $6.00
Dodge-
45% 85% 60% £4.00
Jafts'n
€4,95
15% 90% 80¢ $4.85
30% 90% 60% $4.70
40% 85% 80% $5.00-
£5, 50
- 85% 75% $4.75
314 90% 75% $4.60
25% 80¢ A0% $6,00
25% 92% 75% $4, 65
21% 90% 63¢ $5.00
30% 90% 50% £4.80
45% 0% 60% $4,41
Full-
304 79% 23% $5.00
Part-
$4. 00
pat) 85% 65% $5. 35
paople
75% who 85% 80% $6.00
compluta tralning
20% 80% 70% $5.25
40% full=- 85% 55% $4,75

Percent JOB RETENTION

or part-+time

o~

»
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COMMUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM - 1987-1988

The Community Work Experlence Program (CWEP) began in Wisconsin counties in
one of two ways. The first route was through the establishment of a CWEP as part
of the Work Experience and Job Training program (WEJT). The second route was for
counties to operate a more |imited program focusing primarily on CWEP. These
countias were commonly referred to as CWEP stand-a lones.

All of the WEJT programs were required to Include a CWEP component In thelr
mix of services. In 1987, the state began WEJIT as a pilot project with five
counties selaected to implement the new program. In mid to late 1988, 2
additiona! counties and one tribe bagan WEJT programs. Elght counties
implemented stand~alone CWEP programs sometime during 1987 and 24 counties
ope-2ted stand-alone CWEP programs in 1988,

Proponents of CWEP have argued two essential purposes for the program.
First, It is arqued that those on public assistance hava an obligation to
provide service at public or non-profit work sites for their benefits. Second,
it is ballaved that CWEP provides a positive experlence whereby particlpants
learn basic work skills as well as specific Job skills that can be used to @ain
emp loymant.

Throughout CWEP's operation the federa! government has provided a 50% match
for CWEP admiInistrative costs. Though CWEP began with the countles paying the
other half of administration, eventually, the state assumed the full county share
of this expense.

WEJT USE OF CWEP

Though the use of CWEP as a component in WEJT varlied somewhat across
countlies, |t was not a heavily used component of WEIT. For 1987, the pilot
counties assigned only 46 clients to CWEP placements out of a total of 3,152
participants, slightly more than 1%. The total number of CWEP placements
increased to 330 in 1988, an increase to only 5% of the 7,074 total participants
Tn WEJT. Looking at Individual counties In 1988, only 5 countles used CWEP for
more than 10% of their clients. Grant, lowa, Lafayette and Richland counties,
part of the Grant County consortlium used CWEP for 17% to 29% of their
participants, while Jackson County assigned 14% of Its participants to a CWEP
site.
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WEJT COUNTY USE OF CWEP

1987 1988

CwEP Total £ In CWEP Total £ In

Placaments Servad CWEP Placements Served CWEP
Crawford - - - 5 87 6%
Juneau - - - 1 131 1
Vernon - ~- - 4 121 3
Douglas 8 1,135 14 54 1,189 5
Eau Claire - - - 16 314 3
Grant - - - 45 244 18
Green - - - 0 42 0
| ows - - - 14 70 20
Latayette - - - 14 4y 29
Rich land - - - 16 95 17
Jackson 29 315 9 42 306 14
Kanosha 9 873 1 96 1,322 7
Racline 0 157 0 0 608 0
Rock 0 572 0 19 1,758 1
Green Lake ‘ - ~ 0 a0 0
Winnebago - - = _4 448 .L.
TOTALS 46 3,152 14 3130 7,074 5%
CWEP FUNDING

The funding for CWEP in the WEJT counties as shown in the following table
Indicates that most countles underspent compared to thelr confracted amounts for
1987 and 1988. A notable exception to this was the Grant County Consortium,

This five county group overspent its contracted CWEP amount by more than $40,000
in 1988. Racine spent all of its contracted amount, yet reported no CWr'P
placements. The county with the most total CWEP placements, Kenosha C unty, also
spent exact!y its contracted amount and placed 96 participants. An "*" jndicates
a county that began the program late in 1988 so that it may havs had lit+le time
to obtain placements. Consequantly, the cocrts that are shown are primarily
start-up costs for these countles.
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WEJT COUNTIES

PERCENT OF ALL WEJT PARTICIPANTS
IN A COMMUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE COMPONENT
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WEJT COUNTIES - CWEP EXPENSES AND CONTRACTS FOR 1987 AND 1588

1987 1988
Expenses Contracts Placements Expenses Contracts Placements
. B~own, Oneids Tribe - - - 33,101 126,295 *
Crawford, Juneau
Varnon - - - $39,918  $96,000 10
Dane - - - 64,801 88,942 ¥
Dodge, a1 erson 0 705 *
Douglas $34,749  $48,142 8 47,554 62,241 54
Eau Claire - - - 20, 338 34,970 16
Grant Consortium - - - a6, 967 45, 352 89
Jackson 36, 549 45,314 29 59,969 69, 256 42
Kenosha 46,925 47,421 9 80,000 80,000 96
la Crosse - - - 10,861 19,764 *
Racline 0 0 0 28,000 28,000 0
Rock 2,254 4,373 0 ' 38,318 81,432 19
Winnebago, Green Lake - - - 22,662 135, 597 4
Wood - - - 833 3,505 *
TOTALS $120,477 $145,250 46 $543,322' $872, 059 330
* These countles did not have programs fully operational until 1889,

STAND ALONE CWEPS

Although funding for the WEJT program limited the number of pllot counties
to five, the state offared a second route for counties that did not receive WEJT
funding. This option allowed counties to implement a CWEP, but with much less
state funding for the other "enhanced" services such as vocational training.
Starting at varlous times in 1987, eight counties chose and were granted
parmission by the state to operate a non-WEJT CWEP. These first CWEP countlies
ware Adams, Columbia, Florence, Grant, Marquetts, Price, Oconto and Walworth.
While these counties were the first non-WEJT counties to operate a CWEP with
federa! matching funds, Walworth County had a'ready been running this program
exclusively with county funds since August, 1986.
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In 1988, the list of CWEP programs expanded to twenty-four. The new
countles included:

Bayfleld Lincoln Pepin
Burnett Marinette Plerce
Clark Menomines Portage
Fond du Lac Onealda Rusk
lron Ozaukee Sawyer
langlade Washburn

Grant County was no longer a "stand-alone'" CWEP In 1988 as it converted over to a
WEJT program. This conversion occurred in mid-1988, but all the expenses on the
CARS reporting system for 1988 were |lsted under tha Grant County Consortium, the
WEJT entity. Consequently, for 1988, Grant County will be considered a WEJT
county. Fond du Lac County also made a transition to WEJT in November, 1988.
Since this occurred so late In the year, Fond du Lac will be considered a non-
WEJT county for 1988. The other remaining 1987 CWEP counties contlnued in 1988.

Counties that chose to operate a CWEP had the option of adminlstering the
program themselves or subcontracting these duties to another organization. In
1987, three counties declided to be the lead agency, while a fourth, Columbia
County, subcontracted with a differant branch of county govermment, the County
Zoning Department. This dupartment operates the county recycling center which
was the primary CWEP site in Columbia County. The remaining four counties '
contracted with the local! Private Industry Council or a community based
organization,

In 1988, nine of the countlies chose to administer the program '"in-house",
while fiftean opted for a subcontract. Six of these subcontracts were made with
Job Service, four with the local Private Industry Counci! and four with community
based organizations. One remalning county chose to have I+s CWEP jointly
administered by Job Service and Forward Services Corporation.

Lead Agency 1987 (8) 1088 (24)

County Depariment

Job Service

Private industry Council
Community-Based Organizations
Job Service/Forward Services

SMNNO &
— bbb \D

Based on Interviews and a review of the program plans submitted to DHSS,
most countles oparated a CWEP that consisted of much more than work experience.
The ma Jority of programs used a combination of employment search activity,
remediation, Job seeking skills classes, on-the-job training, and various post-
secondary education options along with work experience for their clients. Nine
counties also attempted to Implement a Work Supplementation Program in
conjunction with CWEP in 1988. However, comments from county staff and a lack of
reported expenses for WSP, indicate there was little use of this component. By
late fall in 1988, Job Service was operating a state~wide employment search
program (ESP) so that the programs were no longer "stand-alone". Thus, by the
end of 1988, the CWEP programs were operated in conjunction with ESP, WSP or
both. To avold confusion, those non-WEJT counties operating a CWEP will be
identified simply as CWEP counties,
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During enroliment and orientation activities In most CWEP counties, clients
receivad some sort of assessment that determined thelr needs, skill levels and
Intarests. From this information, staff assigned clients to activities or a
combination of activities which they balleved ware most appropriate for the
client. Although there were some varistions, program activities were ganerally
of three types: employment search activities, education (remediation, vocationai-
technical), and CWEP. A commonly clted example of an activity combination was
for a person to be involved In remedial education while also participating in 2
CWEP component. Numerous counties Indicated that their goal was Yo match clients
with meaningful work sites that fit cllent needs and interests. While most
counties had a number of differant components avaflable, those that did not often
noted cost factors as the reason for a "work experience only" program.

Employment search activities were most of ten done by Job Service,
especially after the state-wide ESP contract began in July, 1988, Prior to the
state-wide ESP, the job search component in some counties was operated by a non-
Job Service entity. '

THE USE OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN CWEP COUNTIES

In CWEP countles remedial education and vocational training activities were
most of ten furnished by VIAE (Vocational, Technical and Adult Education) scheols.
During interviews some county staff indicated that remedial education was used
ofton in their CWEP programs because many participants commonly lacked sufficient
baslc skills aven for a work site placement. This usage of remedial education
was not consistent across counties or between 1987 and 1988. 1987 data indicates
that remedia! educatlion was used for 17 out of 576 total participants, or 3
percent. The overall use of remedial education Increased in 1988 to 8 percent,
with Adams, Langlade, Menominaae, Pepin, and Walworth Countles showing ralatively
high percents In remediai education.

Other aducational services Included short-term skills training (i.e. nurse's
alde classes) and two-year vocational-technical training. Countlies also made use
of University of Wisconsin system schools and other colleges, though to a much
lassar degree than VTAE schools.

1987 - NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS IN EDUCATION PROGRAMS ~ CWEP COUNTIES

DUPLICATED COUNT: UNDUPL ICATED COUNT:

I
[ Total
Remedial | CWEP 3 of all
Educa- % of Voc % of 4 of | Parti- Toral in Parti-
+ion Total Tech Total Other Total | clpants Educat'n cipants
!
Adams 4 22% i 6% 1 6% | 18 5 289%
Columbia 0 0 3 1 28 12 | 226 30 13
Florence 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 17 0 0
Grant 0 0 0 0 1 6 | 17 i 6
Marquette 1 2 2 3 ! 2 | 66 4 6
Oconto 9 7 0 0 0 0 | 129 9 7
Price 33 1L %™ m®o1 3 39 38
f
TOTALS 17 3% 7 1% 70 12% | 576 88 159
40
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CWEP COUNTIES
PERCENT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
IN EDUCATION
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1988
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The percent of 1987 participants enrolled In education varled from 0% to
38¢. In Florence County, an interview with county staff noted that education was
not used due to s lack of funds and the distant location of the district VTAE
school. Overall, 15% of the cllents In these CWEP "stand-alone" programs in 1987
wore Involved in educational programs.

1988 - NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS IN EDUCATION PROGRAMS - CWEP COUNTIES

DUPL ICATED COUNT: :UNDUPL|CATED COUNT :
'TO1E|

Remedial | CWEP ¢ of all

Educa- f of Voc % of % of Parti- Total in Parti-

tion Total Tech Total Other Total ,cipants Educat'n cipants
Adams 29 17% 8 56 0 0% : 167 35 21%
Bayfield 6 5 15 12 8 6 127 28 22
Burnett 8 4 9 5 7 4 | 191 23 12
Clark 14 7 5 2 0 0 201 18 9
Columbia 0 0 0 0 15 13 116 15 13
Florence 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 83 0 0
Fond du Lac 29 6 6 1 24 5 | 454 56 12
lron 0 0 1 2 0 0 55 R 2
Langlade 18 14 2 2 0" 0 133 19 14
Lincoln 1 2 4 7 2 4 56 5 9
Marinette 0 0 1 2 38 60 63 39 62
Marquette 10 9 7 6 2 2 110 18 16
Menom i nee 19 21 0 0 0 0 90 19 21
Oconto 10 3 0 0 1 3 351 11 3
Ozaukee 2 11 0 0 2 11 | 18 4 22
Pepin 1A 17 3 5 4 6 64 17 27
Plarce 2 4 3 5 9 16 | 56 14 25
Portage 2 9 5 22 4 17 | 23 9 39
Price 21 12 14 8 104 59 177 108 61
Rusk 12 7 3 2 26 16 | 163 35 21
Sawyer 14 4 27 8 27 8 | 328 64 20
Wa lworth 44 15 34 12 22 8 290 97 33
Washourn 15 9 18 10 10 & ;| 1713 41 23
TOTALS 267 8% 165 5¢ 305 o} 4 : 3,491 676 19%

The use of education in 1988 again shows a wide range across counties.
Marinette, Price, and Portage show the highest percentage of their total clients
In an education program at 62%, 61% and 39% respectively. The total percentage
for all non-WEJT counties In an aducation program s 19%, However, as noted
previously, a number of these counties were In operation for only a2 short time in
1988 so that their number of participants in an education program In the future
may be greater.

For the charts shown above for education in 1987 and 1988, the "other"
category was used by counties to note a participant who didn't seem to fit+ one of
the categories |isted on our participant verification sheets. The use of the
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"other" category does causa a slight problem because there were some participants
fdentifled in this category that did not participste in what would usually be
considered an education component. Consequently, in Fond du Lac, Rusk, and
Sawyer Countles, the "other" category Includes referrals to Division of
Vocational Rehablilitation training under this category. Howaver, most activities
speclfiad In this category were educational.

The funding for education programs came from a variety of sources, but
raraly from CWEP funds. Regulations for CWEP did not allow reimbursement for
vocationa! or post-secondary education. Only remedial education could be claimed
as an expense for reimbursement. Many participants were already eligible for
financial assisftance such as fedsral Pell grants. Other funding came directly
from the VTAE school where CWEP participants were placed in classes which were
not filled. On rare occaslons, a CWEP program might actually purchase an
additiona! remedial| education class only for I+s participants.

Somae county officials stressed that an Important source for education was
JTPA programs. In some countles, coordination with JTPA occurred easily because
+he lead agency was also the JTPA administrator. In other counties, the JTPA
agency had a good relationship with the lead agency so that the necessary
coordination occurred. JTPA funds helped pay for education programs as well as
on-+he-job trzining positions. Thus, an Important aspect of CWEP was Its abillty
to levarage funds from other sources. In most cases, CWEP naid only for support
sorvices for I+s particinants while program costs were covered by thase other
sources. Support services Included child-care and transportation costs which
sometimes included an occaslonal car repalr to allow travel to an activity,

The final aspect of the program was the work exparience component. A CWEP
placement could last for no more than 16 weeks annually and at a maximum of 32
hours per week. The exact number of hours per week was calculated as fol lows:
the monthiy AFOC grant minus child support payments was divided by the greater of
the applicable state or federal minimum wage. Participants who did not cooperate
with this portion of the program were sanctioned. There had been significant
Intarest In the countles and state administration to allow an extension of CWEP
beyond the 16 weeks. However, this change requires legislative approval.

While the work experlence component might be expected to be the core of
CWEP, 1+ was actually not used as such by all the counties. The data indicate
+hat there was actually a wide variety In the frequency with which a work
experience placement was used. In a number of counties, a majority of the
participants were never involvad in a work experience placement. For 1987, 3 of
+he CWEP counties had fewer than 20% of their clients participate at a work site
with one of thesa counties having no clients participating. Three other counties
in 1987 did have 50% or more doing a work placement. Combining all 1987 CWEP
counties, approximately 51% of the clients participated in a work experience
component.

In 1988, the CWEP usage continued to display wide variation by county.
Overal! the use of the CWEP component dropped from 51 percent in 1987 to 28
percent In 1988. Eleven CWEP countles had 20 percent or less of their clients in
work experiance in 1988, while flve countias placed 60 percent or more at work
sites.
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CWEP Expenses for 1987 and 1988

A review of the expensas that were reported In these counties as compared to
+heir contract amounts Indicates that most countles underspent thelr allotted
budgets. Only a few counties overspent thelr allotment or spent exactly their
budgeted amounts. In 1987, CWEP counties spent §110,607 of their contracted
amount of $176,835 and In 1988 only $818,433 of §1,491,227 worth of contracts was
spent.

CWEP EXPENSES AND CONTRACTS IN CWEP COUNTIES - 1987 & 1988

1987 1988

Expensas Contracts Placements Expenses Contracts Placements
Adams $3,613  $11,551 2 $38,276 $45,972 27
Bayflield - - - 53, 359 125,372 6
Burnette - - - 37,624 106, 400 30
Clark - - - 16,139 37,033 21
Columbia 18, 569 31,600 169 19,973 19,973 93
F lorence 1,711 10, 000 12 11,814 15, 000 28
Fond du lac - - - 75, 257 170, 300 R6
Grant 25, 352 31,689 0 WEJT Consortium .
lron . : - L - - R 469 5, 500 20
Langlade - - - 53, 245 72, 356 54
Lincoln - - - 68, 264 111,925 40
Marinette 5,867 10,891 * 112,733 112,733 24
Marquette 12,211 13, 200 26 28, 869 39,281 14
Menom inee - - - 24,518 40,270 72
Oconto 5, 625 18, 000 64 68, 200 65,259 165
Onel da - - - 5,804 107,832 *
Ozaukee - - - 341 19,190 1
Pepin - - -~ 18,610 24,602 6
Pierce - - ~ 11,808 41,260 7
Portage - - - 48, 899 48,899 15
Price 14,088 13,878 18 13, 299 20,800 53
Rusk - - - 25,574 30,800 100
Sawyer - - - 40, 707 107,184 19
Walwor th 23,571 35,926 # 5,640 12,936 86
Washburn - - - 39,011 110, 400 21
TOTALS $110,607 $176,835 291 $818,433 $1,491,277 988

* Program was not fully operational until the next calendar year.
# Data was not available and will be included in subsequent reports.

A comparison of the CWEP component as it operated In WEJT and CWEP countles
points to some further variations In how It was used. In 1987, The seven stand-
alone CWEP countles which were studied pliaced over six times more clients In CWEP
placements than 5 WEJT programs, at a fraction of the cost per participent. In
1988, this ratio decreased, but CWEP counties still placed close to three times
+he number of clients in a CWEP component than did WEJT counties.
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WORK SUPPLEMENTAT |ON/GRANT DIVERSION

in 1984, the Deficit Reduction Act, passed by the U.S. Congress, allowed
states to implement a grant diversion program. Wisconsin Initiated the program
in the 1985-87 biennial budget act by suthorizing a grant diversion program in no
more than ten counties. Wisconsin Act 285, passed in April 1986, required that
grant diversion be a component in the newly created WEJT pilot programs. The
{imi+ of ten counties was lifted in the 1987-89 budget act, Wisconsin Act 27.
Currently, a grant diverslon program is one of the four choices of components for
participation In the federal Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program.

Under the grant diversion program, an employer hires an AFDC reciplient for a
regular Job at the usual wage. While the recipient receives a paycheck, the AFDC
grant Is reduced according to a formula; this money is placed in a grant
diversion pool. From this pool, the employer is pald a subsidy of up to $400 per
month to offset the cost of training an individual who may not have a good work
history or may need some experience. Thus, the program s very much |ike an on=
the-job tralining (0JT) position with the exception that the subsidy comes
directly from the diversion of the AFDC grant, rather than another source of
funding. In Wisconsin, this type of grant diversion Is commonly referred to as
the Work Supp lementation Program (WSP) and the terms "grant dlversion" and "work
supplementation” are used Interchangeably. There Is actually a difference
betwaeen the two. Work Supp lementation refers to the subsidizing of a worker's
wage, similar to an OJT placement. Grant diversion Is the specific rechanneling
of the AFDC grant for the subsidy. .

The length of time and the amount of the subsidy of a grant diversion
p lacement vary with the diffliculty of the Job and the skill level of the
participant. More extensive and onerous training would require a longer subsidy
period and a larger subsidy. A grant diversion placement varies from 4 to 6
woeks to a federally Imposed maximum of 9 months. However, Wisconsin has
converted the federal maximum allowance for a WSP contract to 1,238 hours.
Following the training/subsidy period, employers ars strongly encouraged to keep
t+he participants as employees, but It is not a requirement.

An attractive feature of WSP is the funding arrangemsnt. Since the wages
come from exlisting AFDC funds, the only new costs are for administration to
operata the program. The costs of the AFDC grant are already shared by the state
and federa! govermments in approximately a 60% federal, 40% state split. The
administrative costs are shared, 50/50 by the fedaral and state governments.

The first WSPs were funded In 1987 as a component of the five WEJT pilot
programs. Additional counties began WSP during 1988 as part of WEJT or CWEP.
While supporters of the program saw it as a means to provide AFDC clients with
job skills and employment that would lead to a termination of AFDC, WSP turned
out to be a seldom used component.

Counties that chose to use WSP had ambitious plans as Indicated by the
ralatively large amounts of monay that were budgeted. Funds were expended for
the Initial set-up and administration of the program, but there were very few
participants or reimbursements paid to employers. Amalysis of WSP is also
comp!icated by what appears to be conflicting data.
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In 1987, four of the WEJT pilot counties chose to operate WSP. Together,
thase counties contracted to use $107,500 for wage subsidlies to employers. None
of this money was actually reported to have been spent, which would indicate
that thare were actually no WSP placements for these four countles In 1987.

While this Is the case for Douglas and Kenosha Counties, Jackson (3 placements)
and Rock (1 placement) report having WSP placements without reporting payments to
employers.,

Regarding administrative costs, three counties did report expenses in this
catagory. Douglas, Jackson, and Rock Counties reported combined expenses of
$28,994 which was under their combined budgets for administrative costs of
§50,389. Though Kenosha County did have a contract for payments to employers for
WSP, it apparantly did not have a contract for administrative costs.

A comparison of the contracts for administration and payments to employers
Indicates that every dollar that would have been spent on administration would
have purchased approximately $2 of wage subsidy. Howaver, the amount of money
spent an WSP points to funds being expended for start-up cos+s with actual
p lacements having yet to occur.

1987 WORK SUPPLEMENTATION EXPENSES AND CONTRACTS

Administration Payments to Employers Raported
County Expansaes Contract Amount Expenses Contract Amount Placements
Douglas $9,218 $20, 535 $0 $63,000 0
Jackson 15,849 20, 636 0 17,500 3
Rock 3,927 9,218 0 9,500 1
Kenosha - - 0 17,500 0
TCTALS $28,994 $50, 389 $0 $107,500 4

In 1688, Work Supplementation expanded to additional WEJT and CWEP
counties. Thirty counties and 1 tribe contracted for $380,332 for
administration and $858,217 for payments to employers. Only 15 counties and !
+ribe reported administrative costs totaling $135,539 and evan fewar, 7 countles,
reported payirg subsidies to employers. Total payments to employers amounted to
$76,683 for 37 WSP placements, As with 1987, there were a few inconsistencies in
the data with four countles reporting WSP placements with no reported payments to
employers. A number of counties also began late in 1988 so that their programs
were not yet fully operational.

When looking at the amount of administrative costs used fo generate a given
amount of wage subsidy, there is a wide variety among the counties. For
axample, Price County showed that for every $1 of administrative cost, 1+
generated $8 of wage subsidies. Kenosha and Racine County showad aven better
results by apparent!y generating $900 and $4,929 respectively, of wage subsidies
with no administrative costs. Rock County was the only other county to have a
better than a 1 to | ratio with each $1 producing close fo $1.20 in subsidles.
The remaining counties that showed payments to employers for wage subsidies,
Douglas, Jackson, and Portage had administrative costs that generated lass than
§1 of subsidy for every $1 of administration.
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The contract amounts for 1988 indicate that for evary $1 of administrative
cos?s, over $2 In wage subsidles were anticipated. Howaver, when looking at the
actua! amounts expendad, every $! of administrative money generated less than
$.60 of wage subsidles. This may be misleading for two reasons. First, some
counties may have put In place the administrativa mechanisms necessary to operate
WSP, but had yet to identify cllents for a WSP placement. In this case the
adninistrative costs would not result In payments to employers. Second, the wage
subsidy was |imited to $400 per month and since most WSP contracts were targeted
for full time positions, employers may have llkeily pald employees more than the
subsidy. Additionally some contracts may have been written for less than $400
par month for lower paying Jobs. Consequentiy, for those counties which madas
paynents, the administrative costs that were reported may actually have generated
a larger amount of wages than simply the amount of the subsidy.

1988 WORK SUPPLEMENTATION EXPENSES AND CONTRACTS

Administration Payments to Employers Repor ted
County Expenses Contract Amt Wages Paid Contract Amt Placements
Adams $ 129 $ 3,961 $ 0 $21,600 2
Brown County and 1,598 9, 530 0 4, 225 *
Oneida Tribe
Clark A 8, 405 0 68, 000 *
Crawford/Vernon 22, 055 51,000 0 14, 000 0
Juneau Consortium '
Dodge/Jef ferson 0 200 0 0 *
Consortium
Douglas 18, 264 27, 440 11,622 70, 440 4
fau Clalre 309 6,730 0 18, 000 2
Florence 0 4,630 0 36, 000 0
fond du lLac 0 30 0 0 0
Grant/Green/Lafayette/ 0 2, 457 0 6, 000 0
lowa/Richland Consortium
Jackson 22,749 22,749 17,539 33,600 8
Kenosha 0 64, 200 900 17, 500 3
La Crosse 5,675 13,868 0 0 *
Marinette 0 0 0 0 1
Marquette 0 3,862 0 4, 200 3
Pepin 0 5,928 0 14, 400 *
Plerce 0 4,090 0 7, 200 *
Portage 3,296 3,900 1,456 36, 000 0
Price 297 14, 100 2,376 105, 000 i
Racine 0 0 4,929 159, 332 7
Rock 31,757 68, 694 37,861 152, 000 6
Winnebago~-Green 28,911 62, 325 0 90.720 0
Lake Consortium
Wood 500 2,103 0 0 *
TOTALS $135, 539 $380, 332 $76,683 $858, 217 37

* These counties began late in 1988 so that there was I|lttie
opportunity to enter clients in WSP, Administrative costs
represent primarily start-up costs.
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The |imited use of WSP In 1988 may also be the result of delayed start-ups
for many of the new WEJT/CWEP programs. By comparison the 1987 WEJT pilots made
up 28 of the 37 1988 WSP placements, Although the 5 WEJT pllot counties secured
more WSP placements In 1988, the program appeared to fa!l short of expectations.
Administrative expenses for these 5 counties were only 40% of the contracted
amounts In 1988. For payments to amployers, which may be a bettar indication of
the number of WSP placements that were projected, the pilot counties spent only
17% of their contracted amounts.

Discussions with county staff indlcated that there were difficulties in using
WSP which may have discouraged its use. A number of counties noted that the
amount of paperwork Involved for the county and the employer of ten made both
groups reluctant to arrange a placement. Others pointed to restrictive rules that
limited eligibility as a deterrent to obtaining WSP volunteers. An example of
this was tha 100~hour rule for AFIC-U cases. A primary wage earaer In an AFDC-U
fami ly was not allowed to work more than 100 hours per month. Working over 100
hours would remove the family from AFDC. Yet an indlividual placed In WSP might be
I1kely fo work more than 100 hours a menth which discouraged AFDC-U clients from
volunteering. In 1988, the state attempted to cbtein federal permission to walve
the 100~hour rule but was turned down. However, in Mly, 1990, Wisconsin was
granted a walver from the 100-hour rule, one of only three states to recelive this
exemption, .
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Cooparative Programming - JTPA/AFDC

With the advent of WIN Demonstration projects and the federal Job
Opportunity and Basic Skills (JOBS) welfare emp foynent programs, Increased
attention has been focused on cocperation between Job Training Partnership Act -
(JTPA) and AFDC emp loyment programs at both the state and federal leval. The
JTPA program provides a range of training opportunities for both youth and adult
‘populations with eligibility based on economic status. Individusls on public
assistance are one of the tsrget groups for which +he program is designed. As
early as 1983 Wisconsin policy makers examined methods of encouraging JTPA to
cooperate with welfare employment programs through alternatives ranging from
forced cooperation to forma!| suggestions contained in the Governor's Geals for
Employment and Training.

Experlence throughout the United States suggests that JTPA programs are
rasistant to enrolling AFDC reciplients without being selective. Tha reluctance
of some JTPA agencles to embrace this population under JTPA performance based
contracts Is due to these clients' historically poor success rates in JTPA
programs. Because JTPA funding and success measures are directly tied to job
p lacement rates, operators usually are careful to select those clients most
likely to benefit from training. O, In the eyes of some critics, they select
those participants who may likely have found emp loyment without JTPA
intervention. This conflict between a performance~drivan JTPA system and welfare
emp loyment programs which are required to serve all mandetory participants has
baen an ongoing problem. Some states have addressed the Issue through state
mendates. For axample, In Maryland the Governor mandated that JOBS and JTPA be
operated by the same agency as a way of Insuring Increased cooperation.

In Wisconsin any cooperative programming which occurs Is done wit+h the local
JTPA agency, Individual counties, and the loca! Job Service offlce. Some counties
have adopfed the Job Center concept to reduce duplication and increasa
cooperative programming. Data on client participation In both programs reveals,
howaver, that a certaln portion of the AFDC population moves from one program +o
the other throughout a five-year perfod. In some counties there is cons iderable
unwi I ingness of JTPA to become an active partner In the AFDC emp loyment
Initiative. In some cases this lack of cooperation can also be directly tied to
conflicts arising from the competitive bidding process for WEJT contracts.
Interviews with county officlals indicate that these conflicts or "tyrf" Issues
have been resoived In some stand-alone CWEP counties where CWEP funding is
limited to purchase of supportive services. In these cases countles work with
JTPA to negotiate training slots not avallable for reimbursement in CWEP while
JTPA Is then able to take advantage of the CWEP supportive services not
allowable under JTPA. This levaraging of funds or mixing and matching increases
the opportunities for participants while benefiting both JTPA agencies and county
CWEPs. This type of activity, currently being promoted by DILHR through 1fs Job
Canters, has evolved In smaller counties through CWEP. Anecdotal evidence
suggests that such coocperation may be the result not only of l.cal personalities
but also the size of counties where person-to-person working relationships may
override larger regional conflicts at the Service Dol lvery Area (SDA) level.
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AFDC Cilients in Both JTPA and Weifare Empioyment Programs

An analysis of the AFDC population who were caseheads or spouses of
casesheads in 1987, 1988 or 1989 reveals a significant overlap betwaen the
population actlve in walfare employment programs and in JTPA programs. A total
of 19,108 adul+s were found to be active at one time or another in both systems.
The following table details the overlap between cllients who were active In the
WIDS system during CY 1986 through CY 1989 and active In JTPA adult programs
sometime during PY 1984 through PY 1989. JTPA data for PY 1989 Is incomp lete and
covers only the first half of that program year. The WIDS (Wisconsin Integrated
Data System) Is the Job Service Computer System for welfare employment programs.

Some Individuals may have been enrolled in JTPA prior to thelr entry onto
AFDC or after leaving AFDC, Others are enrolled in JTPA while recelving AFDC or
while participating In a welfare employment program. The counts may be
Incomp lete for some counties which only became active In the WIDS system in 1987
or 1988. Glven these obvious Iimitations, the experience of counties varlies
dramstically, particularly given the advent of WEJT/CWEP. For example, in
Bayfield County where there had been littie cooperation, the county was
succassful in bringing about Job Service and JTPA cooperation and now both use
the same application form. Joint enrolliment has Increased for many smaller
counties which stress cooperative programming as part of their CWEP strategy,
whila some larger counties show substantial decreases after the WEJT began.
Wh!le some of the decreases may be attributable to the fallout from competitive
bidding, thls Is not always the case. In Eau Claire County, both the JTPA and
county bid agalnst each other for the WEJT contract, yet 1988 joint enroliment
does not show a subsequent decline. In Kanosha County where lack of cocperation
has been noted by county offlcials, the decline Is dramatic. Rock County figures
for 1987 are artificially high because the JTPA system was the record keepling
system for the WEJT population that year.

Subsequent analysis will attempt to Include the JTPA experlience in the
evaluation of WEJT/CWEP. However, reporting and record keeping by counties
varles from those which detall referrals to JTPA and those which do not detail
any referrals. Future analysis will attempt to control for the effect of
"leveraged" JTPA training where program data indicates a referral was made to
JTPA. Fallure to succead In prior JTPA (where the entered employment rate for
wa Ifare recipients Is about 50 percent) or weifare employment programs may also
prove to be a predictor of fallure to succeed in the WE JT/CWEP programs being
eva luated,
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APPENDIX A
1987 - 1989 WEJT COUNTY SUMMARIES

In the Summer and Fall of 1989, on~site visits and telephone interviews
ware conducted with county staff where a WEJT program existed. In
addition to interviewing the lead agency in each county, one or two of
the subcontracted service providers were also Intarviewad. Based on
+hese discusslions as well as Information contained In the WEJT plans
that counties submitted to DHSS, a description of each program was
doeve lopad. These descriptions were later returned to the countles for
their approval and editing. The following section contains these
program descriptions for each county or county consortium as it
operated in 1987, 1988 and/or 1989 respectively, These are not
Intanded to be descriptions of current JOBS programs operating In
these counties.

WEJT DESCRIPTIONS Page
Brown County and Oneida Tribe A-2
Buffalo, Pepin, and Trempsa leau Countles A-4
Crawford, Juneau, and Varnon Counties A=6
Dane County A-8
Dodge and Jefferson Counties A-10
Douglas County A=-12
Eau Clalre County A-14
Fond du Lac County A-16
Grant, Green, lowa, Lafayette and Richland Counties A-18
Jackson County A-20
Kenosha County A=22
La Crosse County A=25
Manitowoc County A=27
Mara thon County A=30
Racine County A=32
Rock County A-34
Sheboygan County A=36
Washington County A-37
Waukesha County A=39
Winnebago / Green Lake Counties A-41
Wood County A-43
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BROWN COUNTY AND ONEIDA TRIBE ~ WEJT DESCRIPTION

Forward Services Corporation was the administrative agency for the Brown
County/Onelda Tribe consortium, and it held this position under a scmewhat
unusua! arrangement. Forward Services was given a 1-year probationary contract
to adninister WEJT and was required to give the county $34,000 to hire a "gate
keeper'" to mon!tor the actions of Forward Services. The county Insistaed on
this arrangement when allegations surfaced regarding improper actions by
Forward Services In previous programs. These allegations ware later proven
false.

Due to the small size of the Oneida Tribe, It was suggested that they Join with
a county for the WEJT program. However, the county and the tribe operate WEJT
Independentiy. With the exception of enroliment and orientation, tribal
agencles operate all other WEJT components for the Onelda Tribe, but the
sequance of components was similar for both the county and the tribe.

Con+tracted Service Providers:

-  Forward Services Corporation (enroliment, Initial assessment, case
management),

~ Northwest Technical College (In-depth assessment, remedial education),

- Hnong Assoclation (all services for Hnong cllents),

- NEWCAP (CWEP, WSP, remedial education),

- Farmer's Union (job search),

~ STIP (motivaticnal and pre-employment training), and

-  YMCA (motivational training).

Target Groups:

Target groups included *he following:

1. Particlpants In educational activities who have transitioned from WEOP
to WEJT.

2. Casa heads who were under the age of 24.
3. AFDC-U familles.

Program Components:

Enrol Iment and orientation were conducted at the Forward Service office In
Green Bay and at other locations to allow for better access. In particular,
case managers traveled to the Onelda reservation to alleviate any
transportation barriers. The sesslion lasted six hours and Included a slide
program deve loped by Forward Services that helped explain WEJT. Separate
sessions were hald for the fastgrowing Hmong population in the area 2 for
other cllants who may have had reading or writing deficiencies. Clients also
comp leted some assessment exercises and were assigned a case manager.
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A fow days after orlentation, clients met with thelr case manager for a
parsona! Interview. Assessment Information was discussed and an EDP was
developed. Cllents were classifled as follows:

a) appropriate for further services,
b) holding status unti! appropriate service was available, or
¢) unassigned status, no available activity was appropriata.

Those In the unassigned status were raviewed periodically to determine whether
reassignment was warranted. If additional Information was neaded for any of
these declsions, the client was referred to intensive assessment. Cllents
also recelvad an intensive assessment after they participated In other
components and failed to 7ind employment. Before proceaeding to other
components, most clients attended a motivational training program. Depending
on the cllient's needs, thay were referred to one of three different motivation
programs.

If clients were Job-ready, they were referrad to an eight-week job search.
Although Initially planned to be a group search activity, small numbers allowed
the Farmer's Unlon to operate the search individually.

If cllents were In need of work experience, they wera sent to WSP or CWEP,
However, WSP was seldom used, and Forward Services did not see this number
growing In any appreciable way. They felt that nine months was too long for 2
WSP contract and that there were too many restrictions and too much paperwork.
i+ was their bellef that an OJT could be done with much less work., Un .ke WSP,
CWEP was a very popular program and was used much more often. CWEP was used as
a way to teach baslic Job skills and give someone s work hlstory and

references. The program was presented in a positive manner, and clients saw it
as a positive step. Evaery effort was made to match clients with Job sites that
fi+ thelr interests and abilities. A CWEP placement was of ten augmented with
remaedial education. These two components were seen as an Important link to
obtaining employment, which some did after completing a CWEP site, Most
remedia! education was done at Northeast Techniecal College or Curative
Workshop.

If clients needed classroom training, they were referred fo Northeast Technical
Collage. In addition to the standard 1- and 2-year degree and diploma
programs, short-term courses In Business Office Machines and Nursing Assistant
ware offered. GED and ESL training were a priority for many In the refugse
community. :

1989 Goals for Brown County and the Oneida Tribe:

1. to have a minimum of 56 percent (1,403) of the AFDC caseload
participate In WEJT.

2. to have a minimum of 35 percent (491) of the WEJT participants enter
emp loyment.

3, to have a Job retention rate of 90 percent for 30 days and 63 percent
for 6 months.

4, to have an average hourly wage of at least §5.00.
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BUFFALO, PEPIN, AND TREMPEALEAU COUNTIES - WEJT DESCRIPTION

Buffalo, Pepin, and Trempes leau Countles operated WEJT as a consortium, The
overall administrative agancy was Western Deiryland, but they subcontracted

+his role in Pepin County to the West Central PIC. WEJT began in May, 1989,
as a Phasa |V program.

Mos+ WEJT services were provided by Western Dairyland. Thesa include
assessment, motivational training, a part of the Job search component, CAEF and
WSP.

Contracted Service Providers:

- Job Service - enrollment, orientation, and a portion of the job search
component.

~ Waest Wisconsin Technical Collaege and

- “hippewa Valley Technical College ~ remedial education and classroom
training.

Target Groups:

All msndatory clients ware eligible for a full range of WEJT services.
Consequently, no target groups were designated. In the future, Wastern
Deiryland was not certain 1f a full range of services would be avallable to
all.

Program Components:

Enrol Iment, orientation and an inltial assessment occurred at Job Service.
Based on Infcrmation gathered at this session, a client was classified as job
ready or not Jjob ready. Those who were Job-ready proceeded to an 8-week Job
search compsinaent. The actual search was preceded by a 3-day pre-employment
skills training workshop which also Included some motivational training and a
Job ¢'w. If cllents were determined to be not job-ready or had comp leted a
job search without gaining employment, they were referred to an In-depth
assessmant which fested interest and aptitude. With the help of this data, *the
c!lent and case manager developed an Individual Training Plan (ITP) which
charted the future progression through WEJT services.

The first component In the ITP for most cllents was a 4-day motivational
componant. Although clients approached this workshop with hesitation, they
soon saw the benefits of the training and left with Improved self-esteem and
skills In goal=setting and decislon-making.

If clients had I1ttle work history or experiance, thelr next referral might
have been a CWEP placement. CWEP was presented to clients as a positive
program which could teach specific job skills as well as provide Job
references. The program was used at any time in the WEJT sequence, and was
not viaewed by staff as a punitive measure. WSP was another work axparience
option, but Western Dalryland did not expect extensive i:se of WSP because of
the "new Job" restriction.

Clients referred to remedial education or classroom training were sent to the
closest of the two avallable technical colleges. As of the Fall, 1989, there
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ware no customized training options, but Western Dairyland was attempting to

arrange these at a later date. The technical colleges also offered a driver

aducation course for WEJT clients., In an attempt to satisfy the need for day
care providers and supply Job training, a future program was planned to train
AFDC reciplients In child care.

1989 Goals for Buffalo, Pepin, and Trempealeau Counties:

1. To serve all AFDC reciplents,

2. To place 15 parcent of all W JT participants in employment.

3. To have Job retention rate of 80 percent after 30 days and 65 percent
after six months.

4. To have an avarage hourly starting wage of $4,00.
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CRAWFORD, JUNEA!!{, AND VERNON COUNTIES - WEJT DESCRIPTION

This three-county consortium bagan 1+s WEJT program in Faebruary, 1988 with the
Wiscons!in Coulee Region Community Action Program ss the sdninistrative agency.
The Coulee Region CAP refained administrative duties for Crawford and Vernon
Counties, but subcontracted these dutles for Juneau County (outside Its SDA) to
the Cantral Wisconsin Community Action Program. The county administrators did
not feel they had the expertisa in employment and training and encouraged the
CAP to apply for the administrative role.

Contracted Service Providers:

In Crawford and Vernon Counties, the CAP provided all WEJT activities in-house
with the exception of In-depth assessment and vocational/technical training
which was providad by Waestern Wisconsin Technical College and Southwest
Wisconsin Technical College. In Juneau County, the service arrangement was
identical except that the Western Wisconsin Technical College was the only
aducation provider.

Target Groups:

The counties did not track target groups in 1988.

Program Components:

The ovarall WEJT service design was similar in all three counties. Clients
were anrol led by the case manager who did an initial assessment of academic
and Job skills. |If the client was assessed as Job ready, an EDP was developed
+hat Included a four-day motivationa!/pre~employment skills tralning sess’/on,
The first two days of the session focused on motivational needs basad on the
ACE model, while the second two days focused on job-seeking skills. Most
clients continued in a Job club to reinforce learned concepts and act as a
support group. Once finished with the four-dsy session, clients conducted an
eight-waeek Job search.

Clients who ware determined to be not Job-raesdy were raferred to Wisconsin
Western Technical College for a full assessment. The results were used to
davelop an EDP and méke referrals to other components. In all three counties,
a large percentage did not have a high school diploma so that the first
prlority for many was obtaining their GED. In addition to the one and two-year
programs, the technica! college offered a six-week nurses's aide courss.
Officlals bellave that more training options were necessary and would be

deve loped In the future, particularly child care training that leads to
certification. It was also belleved that without outside sources of funds such
as Pall grants, etc., educationa! options would be severely limited. A unique
training program that had been Initlated by both administrative groups was
driver's education., |+ was discovered that a number of people who aither

owned or had access to a car did not have a driver's license.

CWEP was another component that was used after assessment., |+ was viewed as 2
training tool that taught basic Job skills and provided a recent work history
and a good Job reference. CWEP was also used In conjunction with other

components. Administrators were pleasantly surprised at the positive feelings

o
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clients expressed about their experlience at a work site and the feeling of
accomp | ishment |+ produced.

WSP had yet to be used in any of the three counties. The loosening of
requirements with JOBS was belleved to make It easler to use and, since the
aconomy of the area was expanding, officials thought It would be possible to
satisfy the "new job" requirement. Officials |iked the program because It was
pald employment with no out-of-pocket expanse and i+ provided good training.

The three-county consortium did have a number of concerns regarding WEJT and
JOBS. Transportation and child care were problems for these rural counties.
Officials had attempted programs such as GED training by correspondence or
holding orlentation sessions at various sites in the counties. However,
transportation and child care continued to be major barriers to participsnts
and would need further innovative solutions.

There was also concern that JOBS would take away the flexibility and local
Inltlatives that were present under WEJT. Because the sfize of rural WEJT
programs were small and staff people often have other duties, these positions
did not fit+ the faderal definition of full-time so that county officlals
belisved large amounts of federal funds would be lost.

In spite of these concerns, officlals noted that many of the clients were very
grateful for finally recelving the chance to particlipate In these employment
‘and tralning programs which had not always been available In rural aress.

1989 Goals In Crawford, Vernon, and Juneau Countles:

1. 67 percent of the AFDC caseload will participate Tn WEJT.

2. 20 percent of WEJT participants will receive a Job placement.

3, The retantion rate of 30 days will be 65 percent and, after six months,
will be 38 percent.

4. The average hourly wage will be $4.10.

LI
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DANE COUNTY -~ WEJT DESCRIPTION

The WEJT program in Dane County (Phase !l!) operated as a consortium with the
Dane County PIC and the County Depariment of Social Services. Howaver, the PIC
operated solely as the administrative agency and operated no other WEJT
component. This separation of interests was noted by PIC officials as an
important arrangement so that the administrative agency did not manage WEJT to
benefit its share of the servicas. Dane County decided not to be the
oparational administrator because of the Inability to hire more staff and its
lack of expertise in the employment and training fleld. Prior to the county's
selection as a WEJT county, the PIC had confacted all of the potential WEJT
service organizations, developed a working plan, and obtained the commi fment of
these organizations to the plan. The PiC approached the County Department of
Soclal Services with a proposal for a consortiun which eventually became the
arrangement. Administrators bellieved that the prior commitment of all
concorned organizations to the success of WEJT was |Imited by political in-
fighting and resulted in a high level of cooperation.

Contracted Service Providers:

- Madison Area Technical College (orientation, business open lab,
acadanic and vocational assessment, ramedial education, long and short-
term training programs),

- Employment Options,

- Employment & Tralning Association,

- Madison Urban Minority,

- Unfted Rafugee Services (combination of work experience, employability
skil! instruection, work supplementation and placement services),

- Job Service (Job search and placement),

- Profaessiona' [@habilitation,

- Goodw! !! Industrles, and

- United Migrant Opportunity Services (vocational assessment).

Target Groups:

- Volunteers,

- WEOP clilients currently in education or fraining,

- Long~term AFDC c!ients who will be lsaving assistance within the next
2 years, and

- AFOC-U families.

Program Components:

WEJT began with an orientation at MATC. On-site day care was provided and was
designed for WEJT by the MATC Home Economics Depariment. Case management was
handled by Job Service. If cllients were initially assessed to be Job-ready,
they were referred to the Job search component thst includes Job skilis and
motivational training. Those who were not Job~ready ware referred to further
assessment to datermine the appropriate path through WEJT services. The
experience in Dane County was that less than 10 percent of the enrollses
entered WEJT with sufficient Job skills to proceed Immediataly to a Job search
component. This was Influenced largely by the fact that Dane County did not
rely primarily on industry for Jjob opportunities but rather high technology
jobs that required a higher leve! of education., Thus, the ovarwhelming
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necassity in Dsne County was for training, and the majority of WEJT
participants were directed to some form of educationa! component. A growing
population of Asians and Hispanics also made the need for ESL training
grester. A major focus of the PIC was to coordinate and combine the varlous
sources of funding to provide as much training possible.

Adninistrators noted that many excellent training options aiready existed at
MATC including the Instructional and supportive roles played by the Alternate
Learning Division and Home Economics Depariments.

A unique aspect of Dane County's program was the focus on the entire family.
Consequently, children of a WEJT parent(s) were involved in counseling or
family skills sesslons and ware integrated into JTPA programs. Another unique
program was "Supported Employment," purchased on an individual basis from
Goodw! !l Industries, Employment Options and the Madison Oportunity Center for
clients who had received training but were st+ill unable to obtain employment.
This program was a last resort prior to a client becoming exempt. In this
program, & person was assigned a " job coach”" who accompanied the psrson on the
job site and helped the clTent adjust to and cope with the Job environment for
up to 90 days.

1989 Goals for Dane County:

To serve all of farget groups.

Coordination of WEJT with non-WEJT sources.

To have 85 percent of the AFDC caseload enrolled in WEJT.

To have a placement rate of 70 percent and Jjob retention rate of 70
percent.

5. To have +he avarage hourly wage for these placements be $6.00.

HA D) -
s ® »



DODGE AND JEFFERSON COUNTIES - WEJT DESCRIPTION

The administrative agency for the two counties was Watertown Job Service. Job
Service had also bsen the adninistrator for WIN and WEOP in Dodge and
Jafferson Counties.

The Department of Soclial Services for these counties did not wish to operate
the progiam and chose to let an agency more experienced In amp loynent and
training operate WEJT. A close working relationship existed between Job
Service and the 2 countles which was seen as the key to the program. With the
axcaeption of vocational training and JTPA-OJT, aill WEJT servicas were done In-
house by Job Service.

Tarqet+ Groups:

Long-term AFDC reclipients, especially those with multiple barriers,
Young single parents,

. Families with two or more chlldren,

. AFDC volunteers, and

. AFDC-U familles.

bW N e

Target groups were established for both countles, but In Dodge County all
mandatory participants received the full range of WEJT services. In Jefferson
County some clients were put on a temporary hold due to a lack of staff but
ware later involved fully In WEJT.

Program Components:

Enroliment, oriantation and an Initial assessment took place at Job Service.
This 2-day session included Individual and group activities that led to
assessmant activities on the second day. Motivational tralning was also
Includad with former WEJT clients being brought in to share thelir experiences.
A full, separate motivational component was being considered for the future,
but officlals waere concerned that a pre-packaged motivationa! program would not
be suitable for each county's unique situation. Many clients also took a
battery of interest and aptitude tests during the second day. Job Service felt
these tests were an Important assessment tool to help ciients match thelr
skills with their Interests, aspecially for clients who were unsure of thelir
future direction. The final result of the two days was the devalopment of the
EDOP which directed the client through further WEJT services.

Most clients were first referred to 3 job search component which included both
Individua! search and job clwb. The 8~week search began with a 5-day workshop
that taught job-seeking and job-keeping skiils as wall as some additional
motivational training.

Another option was referral to CWEP, which was stil! in the start-up stage.
CWEP was viewad as a good training tool for those who had been out of the Job
market for a long time and needed to davalop some basic work skills., Clients
ware able to reintegrate themselves In the labor market in a less threatening
way and develop a work history. The WSP option has yet to be used, but the Job
Service staff indlcated that they Intended to try WSP,

The final option was the use of a training program. This included vocational
training, remedia! education, or OJT. Moraine Park Technical College provided
all of the classroom training.
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1989 Goals for Dodge and Jefferson Countlas:

1. To involve 75 percent of the AFOC cassload in orientation and
assessmant;

2. To obtain a 45 percent job placement r=*e for those In WEJT;

' 3. To have a retantion rate of 85 percent after 30 days and 60 percent
after 6 months;

4. To have an average hourly wage of $4.80 in Dodge County and $4.95 in
Jeffarson County.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY -~ WEJT DESCRIPTION

The administrative agency in Douglas County, cne of the five pllot countiss,
was Job Service. The County did not compate for this status because it felt
Job Service had more expertise in employment and training and had a successful
record In the operation of WIN and WEOP. Job Service provided most of the WEJT
components In-house with the exception of remedial and classroom training that
was provided by Wisconsin Indlanhead Technical College, Duluth Technlcal
College, UW-Superior, College of St. Scholastica and University of Minnesota-
Duluth.

Target Groups:

Under 1+s pllot mandate, Douglas County was required to serve all mandatory
participants beyond orientation. This level of service was continued as well
as a commitment to serve all volunteers. There was concern that this may
change, depending on the amount of future funding.

Program Components:

WEJT began with a 3-hour session of enrollment, orientation and initial
assessmaent. Most cllents also took a battery of Interest and aptitude tests
+hich helped the client and case manager develop the EDP. Based on the EDP,
cllents were referred to Job search 1f they were Job-ready, or to CWEP, WSP or
a tralning component if the cllents we. @ not Job-ready. However, prior to
these referrals all clients atvendad a motivational component that has been
dave loped by Job Service staff. In the first phase of WEJT (July 1, 1987 +to
June 30, 1988), this sequence of components was siightly different. Initiaily
most cllents want through a job search component right after orientation. The
search was meant to be an assessment tool. |f employment was not found durling
this search, cllents were referraed to intensive assessinent which resulted in an
EDP. This arrangsment did not prove to be as effective as anticipated, so It
was changed. WEJT later had a greater stress on education and training which
administrators hopad would produce better long-term results.

If cllents ware not Jjob-ready, they were referred to WSP or CWEP. Stringent
reguiations made extensive use of WSP difficult. CWEP was useful and was
presanted as a positive program that helped to teach basic Job skills and
construct a work history. Approximately 20 to 25 Job sites were developed,
alded by Job Service's history in running work exparience programs for WIN and
WEOP.,

The large number of schools in the Superior - Duluth area offered a wide
varlety of training options. A specific subcontract existed with Wisconsin
Indianhead Technical College (WITC) for remedlial education. Prior to 1989,
WEJT clients entered WITC remedial classes, but an insufficlent number of
openings existed so that a waiting list developed. To alleviate this problem,
WEJT paid for a teacher to hold extra classes specifically for WEJT clients.

6o
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1989 Goals for Douglas County:

1. To have 57 paercant (600 clients) of +the AFDC population participate in
WEJT;
2. To have 3 percent (32 clients) leave AFDC ss a result of WEJT;
3. To have a jJob placement rate of 15 percent of the WEJT participants;
4., To have a retention rate of 90 percent after 30 days and 80 percent
‘ after 6 months; and
5. To have an average hourly wage of $4.85.

~1
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EAU CLAIRE COUNTY ~ WEJT DESCRIPTION

Eau Clalre County was a Phase || program which began in July, 1988. The
adninistrative agency was the County Depariment of Human Services. In spite
of having 1ittle experience in employment and training, county officlals were
interested in baing the adninistrative agency from the beginning. They

be | levad that the county should be the focal point of a program of this sort
and was best suited as a neutral party to bring all of the soclal service
rasources fogether.

Contracted Service Providers:

-~  Dapartment of Human Services (case management),

- Job Service (WSP, motivational training, Job search and
dove |opment),

- Chippawa Valley Tachnical College (remedial education, vocational
training, comprehensive assessment), and

- Western Dalryland (CWEP).

Target Groups:

At the requaest of the state, Eau Claire used a random selection process to
choose those who were eligible for the full range of WEJT services. Only

those whose soclal securlty numbers ended with 3, 6, 7, 8 and 9 ware able to
access enhanced services. All others received orfentation and an introduction
to other raesources in the county. Eau Claire designated ftarget groups but

they wara not used under this random se lection system. Those In the
"unassigned” pool were brought into the WEJT system., Eau Claire no longer uses
the random se lection process.

Program Components:

A 4=hour enrolliment and orlentation was done by the county staff, and clients
were assigned a case manager at+ this time. Together, the client and case
manager daveloped the EDP which directed the ciient to further WEJT services.
A separate orlentation was held for the Hmong clients by the Hmong case
manager. In the Initlal phase of WEJT, orlentation sessions ware held
separatoly for those who recelved extended services and those who did not.
These two groups later recelved orlentation together. On-site day care was
avallable and county officials clted this as an Important assessment tool.

- When parents were present with their children, or sometimes when day care staff

deal+ with the children alone, family problems or other barriers became
evidant that may not have besn known in any other way. Shortly after
orientation, most cllents attanded the motivational! component before entering
any other WEJT program.

If clients were determined to be Job~ready, they were referred to job search
which included pre~employment training, Independent and group search. Although
originally expected to be higher, only 17 percent of the clients were ready for
Immediate job search,

If clients needed work experience, they were referred to WSP or CWEP.

Officials did not belleve that the original restrictions on WSP placements were
prohibitive. Instead they felt that more efrort nesedad to be made to market
the concept. CWEP was used to teach job sklils and give a client a work
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the concept. CWEP was used to teach Job skills and give a client a work
history and the self-confidence to anter the labor market on their own. The
CWEP component also included some motivational training and job search. CWEP
used 8 possible 30 Jjob sites, and county offliclals expected the use of CWEP to
grow In the future.

Administrators viewaed training as the most important component in WEJT. The

. county estimated that 50 percent of WEJT clients were Involved in some type of
training program. Originally, Eau Claire County had the chance to become 3
CWEP county. After the County Board reviewed the proposal, they turned i1t down
because they felt there . s not enough emphasis on training.

Many training programs were available through Chippewa Valley Technical
College. All clients interested In a training component were assessed at the
technical collega. These programs Included drivers education, ESL, GED and
other remedial programs. Short-term training classes were also being

axp lored.

Chippewa Valley Technical Collage developed a videotape series for rhe Hmong
population., The eight-part series was done In the Hmong lsnguage and covers
toplecs ranging from Job planning and the welfare system to self-esteem and
goa! setting. The tapes have been used by other countles and agencles.

1989 Goals for Eau Clalre County:

1. To sarve 70 percent (1,740) of the AFDC adults In WEJT.

2. To hava 30 percent of those In WEJT extended services enter full=- or
parttime emp loyment.

3. To have a retention rate of 90 percent of 30 days and 60 percent for 6
months,

4, To have an average hourly starting wage of $4.70,
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FOND DU LAC COUNTY = WEJT DESCRIPTION

WEJT began In Fond du Lac County as a Phase !!1 program In November, 1988.

The County Depariment of Social Services was the adninistrative agency and
performed most WEJT services In-house. County officlais believe that the
systam was able to react more quickly and efficiently since most services were
done by one group. Job Service recelved a subcontract to operate job search
activitles and WSP. Moraline Park Tachnical College provided remedial education
and vocational training as neaded.

Fond du Lac County operated a stand-alone CWEP program since May, 1988. With
this program already in place, county officlals belleved the transition to WEJT
was a smooth process.

Target Groups:

WEOP participants for iwe or more years,
- Teen mothers,
- Those out of the labor force for more than 5 years,
- Those with no high school diploma or GED,
- ESL participants,
- New applicants, and
- The Laotian/Hmong population.

I+ was the experience of the county that the majority of AFDC reciplients were
willing particlpants in WEJT. Fond du lLac County was able to serve all of the
manda tory popuiation and some volunteers with the full-range of WEJT services.
Howaver, county officlals noted that If caselcads Increased, the above target
groups would be used.

Program Components:
hl [ ]
Enroliment and orlentation took place at the county office with a 6~hour
session on alternating Thursdays. Orlentation included employability
assessment, basic math and English testing, and motivational training. On=-
site day care was provided by two WEJT participants as a CWEP activity. By
having on-site day care, many clients who formerly did not show for the first
orientation, were attending on a more regular basis. Cllents who were members
of the Hnong community were scheduled for a separate orientation.

During the orlentation each cllient, with few exceptions, signed up for a 3-day
motivational session. These sessions ware conducted bi-monthly with an adapted
varsion of the ACE mode! which included Interest and career tests,
communication skills, goal setting, stress management skilis and self-esteem
exercises. In addition, former WEJT participants were brought In to discuss
their experiences and fears. A week to 10 days after orientation, cllients met
with thelr case manager, reviowed the information gathered at the orientation
and together, they developed an EDP,

Based on their EDP, clients were referred to a variety of services. |If
clients were job~ready, they were referred to an 8-week Individual jJjob search.
If employment was not obtained and cllients were job-ready but needed job-
seeking skills, they ware referred to a pre-employment workshop. Clients were
shown how to drass approprlately for a jJob interview, and how to do so on a
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small budget. IM workers modeled suitable clothing for the clients and later
took them to Goodwi!! Industrlies to purchase those types of clothes.

Those with 11+tle or no work experience were placed in one of the 41 CWEP work
sites. Participants helpad select the job site, and only those work sites
that had tralning value were considered. Cllents were not placed at sites
only for the sake of "working off their grant'. CWEP was also used as an
assaessment too!l to measure a client's maturity level.

WSP was also an option but was not often used. Officlals belleved WSP usage
was slow during i+s early days because It was not wall known in the community.
They were hopeful that the use of WSP wouid grow in the future.

Finally, clients were also referred to a variety of enhanced services such as
remedial education, famlly living education or classroom training. I|f outside
funding was available, the depariment also supported clients in obfaining a
2-year assoclate degree. Once training was completed, cllents entered a job
search or, if the Job search failed, were givan a CWEP placement.

1980 Goals for Fond du Lac County:

1. To have 910 AFDC recipients participate In WEJT enroliment and
orientation.

2. To Increase the percantage of AFDC reciplients with earned
income from 35 parcent to 40 percent.

3, To Increase the average wage from $5.00 per hour to $5.50 per
hour.

4. To have a job retention rate after 30 days of 85 percent and
after 6 months of 80 percent.

5. To have 40 percent of WEJT clients placed in employment.
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GRANT, GREEN, IOWA, LAFAYETTE AND RICHLAND COUNTIES -~ WEJT DESCRIPTION

In 1987, Grant County officials initlated & proposal to form a S-county
consortium. None of the other 4 counties was interested in being the
adninistrative agency, so Grant County applied for and received this
designation. For a group of smaller counties, the consortium arrangement
allowed for flexibility within each county and s degree of cost effliclency.
The 5 years prior fto WEJT, there had been no employment and training program
in any of the 5 countles. Howaver, Grant County did operate a stand-alone
CWEP, While the use of Individusl WEJT components varliaed In each county, the
overal! program was falrly consistent. Although Grant County was the
administrative agency, a board of directors, made up of the five county
directors, provided a great deal! of Input.

Contracted Service Providers:

-  Southwest Privata Industry Councl!l| (orientation, assessment and case
management),

- Job Service (job search),

-  Southwest CAP (CWEP and WSP),

- Southwast Wisconsin Technical Collage, and

- Blackhawk Technical College (remedial and classroom training).

All of the counties operated a job center so many of the providers were co-
located.

Target Groups:

When WEJT began there was a large Influx of mandatory participants that needed
to be enrolled. To accommodate these large numbers, some target groups were
set to help organize enroliment. All of these clients were enrolled and
target groups wers no longer necessary.

Program Components:

WEJT began with a 2 to 4-hour enroliment, orlentation and initial assessment.
The length of time and location varied with each county. Some elements of
motivationa! training were integrated Into the activities, and clients were
assigned a case manager. One exception to this was In Green County where they
did have a full, 3-day motivational! component.

The first step was participation at a CWEP site. County officials belleved
strongly In the use of a front-end CWEP activity because 1t was a good
assessment too! that helped Judge a person's motivation and Jjob skills.,
Valuable work experlence was galned and many CWEP participants obtalned

emp loyment after the placement. Some clients volunteerad to extend the length
of their placement. With these people employad, it allowed the WEJT resources
to be devoted to the people who were less able to obtain emplowment. County
staff also suggested that as a rural consortium, many participants felt a need
+o work for thelir grant and were happy for the chance to do so. If clients
wora clearly Jjob-ready at the time of enrolliment, they were referred to the
Job search componant which included pre-emp loyment training, and group or
individual Job search. [t was estimated that only about 5 percent of WEJT
cliants were sufficliently skilled to enter an immediate Job search.
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If enployment was not obtained after the CWEP placement, clients met again
with their case manager for a i~hour Indlvidual assessment at+ which +ime an EDP
was deve loped that referred them Yo further WEJT services.

Although WSP was an option, it was seldom used. Officlals cited the
rastrictions and the amount of paperwork as deterrents to its use. Very often
remadial education was schaduled for cllents and this may have been done In
conjunction with a CWEP placement or other components. Those In need of
vocational training were referraed to the technica! colleges which had a

variety of 1- and 2-year programs. However, vocational training was !imited by
the lack of training institutions that were located iIn ¢close proximity to the
clients. Other training programs included an 8-week nurses' alde training, and
PIVOT - a program for displaced homemakers. Orivers' education was also

of fered because many cllents did not have a (lcense.

Beglinning iIn July, 1989, t+he consortium instituted a family-based approach
whare the focus was not only on Individual barriers to employment, but also on
family problems which prevented employment. Counselors were assigned and met
with familles for family-based assessment. A plan was developed that provided
direct Intervention in the problems that confronted the entire family and
affaectad the client's employability.

Along with Kenosha County, the consortium was a pliot for a new case management
approsch, Case managers were more Involvad with the clients from the first

day they applied for assistance. This was being done for all new AFDC

anrol lees. 1t was hoped that this approach would begin ftalking about

amp loyment immediately and reinforce that assistance was only a short-term
rallef program.

1689 Goals for the 5-County Consortium:

1. To have 70 percent of the AFDC cases activa In WEJT.

2, To have a job ratention rate of 85 percent after 30 days and 75 paercent
after 6 months.

3. To hava an average hourly wage of $4.75.

A-19



JACKSON COUNTY - WEJT DESCRIPTION

Jackson County was one of the five original pilot counties and the
predominantly rura! county, as requirad In the WEJT legisiation. The county
was very Interested In starting WEJT baecause the program had greater
participant involveament and cost the county very |ittle money since most

exr inses ware covarad by state or federal funding. County offliciais were

a. mant that the Depariment of Social Services be the administrative agency,
but they expressed no concern over any further subcontracts. Consequentiy the
county subcontracted most WEJT services to other providers.

Contracted Service Prcv!dérs:

- Job Service (counselor consulfant, orientation, OJT WSP, Jjob
search, pre-employment training and motivaticnal +raining),

- Western Dairyland (CWEP and OJT through JTPA), and

- Western Wisconsin Technical College {(remedial! and classroom
training).

Target Groups:

Jackson County did not limit+ services to target groups, and there were no plans
for this in the future. WEJT was slow to begin in Jackson County because thers
had been no recent program such as WEOP. There had been only a small general
relfef work program. In earlier years the county had operated a WIN program
and an Indian Relief Program but these had endead. )

Program Components:

An interesting feature of the Jackson County WEJT was the lack of a case
management systam. After enroliment and orientation, cllents ware sent to the
counse lor who conducted a numbar of assessment tests, depending on the client's
needs. From this point, cllients were then referred to a component speclalist
who directed them through the activity. |If cilents had marketable Job skills
or had been In the labor market 6 months or more, they were referred to an 8-
weak Job search, including pre-employment training. Those who were not job-
ready wera referrad to the other WEJT components such as CWEP, WSP or training
options. Beginning in 1989, =z full motivational component was Incorporated
into W€JT. Jackson County recruited a few of the surrounding counties to
share the expense of bringing in the ACE training staff to traln the WEJT
staffs, Officlals ware very happy with the results of the motivational
component,

CWEP was viewad as a positive program that helped orovide job skills. Staff
maintained it was rarely used as a punitive measure. OGOreat effort was made to
match clionts with work sites that coinclided with their interests and skilis.
I+ was balieved that CWEP helped to build confidence in the cilent that, In
time, led to greater motivation. The county was starting a day care center
which would halp alleviate the day care shortage and provide a group site for
ongoing CWEP referrals.

WSP was another option, but it was not used as much as expected. Officlals
noted that in previous WSP referrals employers did not like to comit to
hiring the individuals after the contract ended.

]
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Finally, a numbar of training options existed Including OJT through JTFA
providers, and 1~ and 2-year degree programs at the technical college. Some
tralning programs ware dave loped with WEJT clients In mind. One program was a
drivers' educatlon class for +the numarous WEJT cllients without a license.

Also, Job Service met with representatives from 4 major industrial firms In the
area to obtain a survey of their future labor needs. The result was the

dove lopment of a serles of classes of 80 to 100 hours. The classes prepared
WEJT cllents for the industrial labor force, with basic courses In work ethics,
use of measurement tools and quality control. Clients had the option to learn
blueprint reading, lathe and welding. The classes were attended by WEJT and
JTPA participants and people *+hat the employers sent.

1989 Goals for Jackson County:

1. To have 75 percent of the AFDC caseload participants in WEJT.

2. To have a retention rate of 90 percent after 30 days and 75 percent
after 6 months.

3. To have an average hourly wage of $4.60.
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KENOSHA ~ WEJT DESCRIPTION

Kenosha County was one of flve counties to begin WEJT as a pilot program In
Dacember, 1986, The County Depariment of Social Services was the grant
reciplent for WEJT but they belleved they did not have sufficient expertise to
operate an employmant and training program. Consequently, the county
contracted the duties of administrative agency to the Southeast Wisconsin PIC.

Soon into the program, a dispute arose between the PIC and county officials
over the scope of WEJT and the use of WEJT funds. Whlle the PIC believed that
i+ only had funds for and were required to serve approximately 300
participants, the county expected the PIC to be serving all mandatory clients.
The county contractad with the Institute for Research on Poverty (IRP) to study
the WEJT program and present recommendations. Among their findings, IRP found
+hat the PIC enrolled clients that were relativeiy easy to serve, and that
these cllants ware most of tan referred to short-term training components
operated by PIC. Consequentiy, many mandatory participants who were difficult
to serve did not receive services, and & number of WEJT components such as Job
search and long-term options were under-u+tilized.

In April, 1987, Kenosha County officials formed a new management group which
involved the county more directly iIn the suparvision of the WEJT progran. In
May, the WEJT program was complistely shut down. During the months of June,
July and August, county officlals with the ald of IRP recommendations
completely redesigned the program. A new version of WEJT began operation on
August 20, 1987.

Contracted Service Providers - December 1, 1986 to June 30, 1987:

- Private Industry Council (administration, on-th