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FOREWORD

Inequality is especially troublesome in a country whose founding document contains
the phrase "all men are created equal," and the welfare system is a constant reminder of
the inequality that continues to exist. In the quarter of a century that has passed since our
nation tried and failed to eliminate poverty, there is still considerable debate over how best
to assist the poor. There is little disagreement, however, that those who wish to improve
their lives and leave the welfare rolls should be helped to do so. The Job Opportunities
and Basic Skills Training Program (JOBS), authorized by the Family Support Act of 1988,
represents one of the nation's major efforts to provide such help.

This report presents the interim results of a continuing project to evaluate the
implementation . A effectiveness of JOBS. This report focuses on the implementation in
15 selected counties during the period July 1989 through June 1990. It is the second of
three annual reports that will be followed by a final report.

The Center staff members who produced the report were Dr. Morgan Lewis, who
directed the project, Ms. Paula Kurth, who participated in the data collection and report
writing, Mr. John Hufnagle, who conducted the computer analysis of the data, and Ms.
Mary LaBelle, who served as project secretary. Dr. Kevin Hollenbeck, from the Upjohn
Institute for Employment Research, served as a consultant to the project and reviewed a
draft of this report. Dr Hollenbeck was the original director of this project before he
accepted an offer to join the Upjohn Institute.

Dr. Chris Hamilton and Dr. Steven Bell of Abt Associates, Inc. and Dr. Joel Rabb
and Ms. Ellen Seusy of the Office of Welfare Reform, Ohio Depanment of Human Services
provided helpful advice and assistance throughout the course of the study, including reviews
of this report. Other reviews were conducted by several staff from the Bureau of Work and
Training, under the coordination of Ms. Marleen Patton.

Mt many suggestions received from all these reviewers are greatly arpreciated.
Appreciation is also extended to the JOBS staff in the 15 counties that are participating
in this stuay. The staff in all of these counties have been most cooperative and responsive
to the many requests we have made of them.

Ray D. Ryan
Executive Director
Center on Education and

Training for Employment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the second process analysis of the implementation of the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) program in Ohio. The process analysis is
one of four inter-related studies evaluating the implementation and effectiveness of JOBS.
The process analysis is designed to determine if the program is being carried out as it was
planned and to provide recommendations to improve its operations.

This report covers the period from July 1989 through June 1990, fiscal year (FY)
1990 in Ohio. This was the first year of the JOBS program authorized by the Family
Support Act of 19 but the 15 counties participating in the evaluation of the program had
similar work programs the preceding year. The implementation of these programs was the
subject of the first annual report'.

The findings presented in this report are based on interviews and observations at the
County Departments of Human Services (CDHS) in the 15 demonstration counties and with
community agencies and employers in these counties that are cooperating with the JOBS
program. Statistical data are also presented for 42 of the 43 counties in Ohio that operated
JOBS programs in FY 1990. These data are from the Client Registry Information System
(CRIS) used by the Ohio Department of Human Services to document client services and
activities while receiving public assistance.

Analysis of the results from these several sources of information led to the findings
listed below. They are organized in the order of a client's progression through JOBS from
initial enrollment to employment.

Scheduling. Orientation. andAssessment

Bringing Clients into JOBS

1. During implementation of JOBS in a county, processing clients into the JOBS
program and assigning them to components is done over time, rather than
occurring all at once. Lags of one month or longer are typical between the various
steps of enrolling clients so that it takes, on the average, from five to seven months
between intake/redetermination and the beginning of the first work program
activity.

3Hollenbeck, Kevin; Hufnagle, John; and Kurth, Paula. Implementation of the JOBS
Program in Ohio: A Process Study, First Annual Report. Columbus: Center on
Education and Training for Employment, The Ohio State University, 1990.
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2. The amount of time that elapses between intake or redetermination and referral
to JOBS is longer in urban counties than in rural counties.

Approximately half of all mandatory clients report for orientation/ assessment in
response to initial notification and an additional 35 percent respond to additional
notifications.

Orientation and Assessment

4. All but two of the demunstration counties conduct group orientation sessions that
usually consist of a staff member reading printed information about JOBS that had
been sent to the clients with the letters scheduling their orientation/assessment.

5. The manner in which most counties are conducting the orientation sessions is not
one which encourages clients to want to participate.

6. The scheduling practices being used in all counties, but Stark, result in clients
waiting as long as four hours after the orientation for their assessment interview
or having to return to the CDHS on another day for the interview.

Testing and Assignment to Components

7. Testing conditions vary widely across the 15 counties with regard to type of test,
conditions of testing, and, for some tests, examiners' judgments as to the correct-
ness of answers.

Testing does not have much influence on assignment to program components
except for clients who score very low. These clients are usually referred to adult
literacy programs.

9. Assessment staff differ in the degree to which they attempt to counsel client% or
just complete the required forms. Interviewers have considerable discretion in
deciding what components clients should enter.

10. Educational attainment, prior work experience, clients' preferences, and presence
of barriers to employment (lack of transportation, health problems, family
responsibilities, substance abuse) ar the major considerations in making pregram
assignments.



Program Components

Education and Training

11. The JOBS priority on education and training (E & T) has been accepted by
program staff.

12. Clients who have not graduated from high school or obtained a General
Educational Development (GED) certificate will be assigned to E&T. unless they
strongly object to this component

13. Almost all clients in E&T are attending Adult Basic Education (ABE) or GED
classes; very few are enrolled in skill training or postsecondary programs.

14. Those conducting ABE classes believe that clients whose tested levels in reading
and mathematics are below the eighth grade equivalent will have a difficult time
obtaining the GED.

15. The clients most likely to benefit from GED classes are women who dropped out
of high school when they became pregnant, not because of academic difficulties.
Many of these women are capable of earning the GED and are motivated to use
it to obtain access to additional training or employment.

16. JOBS referrals to ABE/GED classes place a greatly increased burden on the adult
education facilities in their counties.

Community Work Experience Program

17. CWEP assignments lead to unsubsidized, regular employment for some clients.
These jobs tend to pay better than the jobs obtained through Job Club.

18. For many clients, CWEP is seen as a legitimate requirement in exchange for their
cash assistance. For such clients, working at their assignment reduces the stigma
of receiving public assistance.

19. Many clients never report to their CWEP assignments. No-show rates of 50
percent or higher are common in jobs requiring janitorial, recycling, litter control,
or similar work. Sites that screen and interview clients prior to assignment have
much better experiences with clients than sites without these steps.

20. Clients who report to their CWEP assignments generally perform their work in a
satisfactory manner.
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Job Club

21. Job Club is the most direct route into employment for JOBS clients. About half
of the clients assigned to Job Club complete their participation, and about half of
those who complete obtain employment.

22. Job Club participation provides motivation and encouragement to club members.

23. Clients who have a high school diploma or GED and recent job experience will be
assigned to Job Club unless they express a strong preference for another
assignment.

24. It is difficult for Job Club members to find jobs whose total compensation (take
home pay and benefits) is equal to their ADC assistance and medical coverage.

Subsidized Employment Program

Only 1 percent of JOBS clients are assigned to SEP, and inteiviews were conducted
with SEP employers in only six counties. Based on this limited, and probably biased,
sample, the following observations seem warranted:

25. JOBS administrators feel the problems associated with SEP placements outweigh
the benefits and, consequently, they put little effort into this component.

26. SEP contracts with appropriate types of employers can lead to better jobs than
clients are likely to obtain through Job Club or on their own.

Employment

The manner in which employers and employed clients were contacted was likely to
yield information positive to JOBS. The employers who were interviewed had been
nominated by JOBS administrators. The former clients who were interviewed had been
hired by these employers and were working and available at the time the employer
interviews were conducted. With these factors in mind, we suggest that:

27. Employers are generally satisfied with the job performance of clients who have
gone through the JOBS program. Employers who hired clients who had worked
for them while on CWEP assignment tend to be most satisfied. Employers who
hired clients who had found their jobs through Job Club tend to be least satisfied.

28. Employers find the JOBS program easy to work with. The staff are responsive to
their requests and there is a minimum of red tape.

xii
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Recommendations

The second year of the process analysis reinforced the recommendations presented in
the first annual report. When we conducted our second round ofvisits to the CDHS, JOBS
staff in the counties had not been informed of our first set of recommendations, much less
had a chance to try to implement them. Our major recommendation, therefore, is that the
recommendations presented in the first report be given careful amsideration to determine
their potential utility and feasibility. Those that appear to be of potential help should be
tested.

The following recommendations are, in many cases, an elaboration on those presented
last year. We use the same categories for presenting these recommendations:

Suggestions Concernin Local Management

Recommendation 1:

Recommendation 2:

Recommendation 3:

Recommendation 4:

Recommendation 5:

Recommendation 6:

A minimum of at least one week should be allotted between the
mailing of a notification to appear and the date on which the client
is requested to appear.

Each county should consider the Stark County model for
conducting orientation and assessment that uses staggered
appointment times and a videotape to present basic information
about the program.

Counties should administer tests and have test results available
prior to component assignment. This necessitates a test that is
simple to score. This may also necessitate testing prior to or as
part of orientation.

The individuals who administer the tests should be trained in
proper procedures including the importance of precise timing, the
reading of standard instructions, and, for group tests, the spacing
of clients.

Each county should develop guidelines for assessment that axe in
agreement with ODHS policies and priorities, especially
participation of ADC target coded individuals. These guidelines
should reflect the county's policies and provide a framework to
which the assessors can refer when interacting with clients.

Language that can be construed as patronizing or punitive by
clients should be identified and JOBS staff instructed to avoid such
words and phrases.



Smggestions for Program Components

Recommendation 7: Conduct a one4ay workshop for all clients newly assigned to
CWEP. Stress the importance of attendance, punctuality, and
other good work habits. Sanction clients who do not report for this
workshop or show good cause. Do no, permit clients to report to
their assignments without attending the workshop.

Recommendation 8: Stress to CWEP supervisors the importance of treating clients as
much like regular employees as possible with the same expecta-
tions for attendance and performance. When possible, have site
supervisors interview clients before accepting them for assignment.

Recommendation 9: Carefully monitor CWEP attendance and consistently sanction
those who do not report or perform satisfactorily.

Recommendation 10: Job Clubs should videotape mock job application interviews and
have participants critique these interviews.

Suggestions for ODIIS Administration

Recommendation 11: Examine the procedures used to generate the CR1S-JOBS reporting
forms to determine whether the time between 1M coding the
recipients as a JOBS participant and the issuance of the form can
be shortened.

Recommendation 12: Contract for a professionally developed orientation videotape of
approximately 20 minutes length. This videotape 0 ould present
basic information about JOBS and the clients' rights and
responsibilities in a positive, motivating manner that stresses the
opportunities the program provides to clients.

Recommendation 13: Use grade equivalent scores in reading and mathematics to assess
the effects of participating in Ecia for clients who enter these
classes at different skill levels.

The second year of the process analysis found JOBS to be operating in accord with
the planning and expectations for the program. JOBS was enrolling and assessing ADC
recipients and providing them opportunities to obtain education and training and access to
employment. The impact and cost-benefit studies will determine if the clients benefit
sufficiently as a result of receiving these services to justify the costs of the program.
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CHAYTER 1

JOBS AND TIM PROCESS STUDY

This report is the second of three annual reports on the implementation of the Job
Opportunity and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) progam in Ohio. These reports present the
process analysis component of an overall evaluation, which will cover a five-year span. The
process analysis is intended to gauge the extent to which tbe administrative processi.e., the
functioning of the individual parts of the programcontributes to the achievement of
programmatic objectives. Because of Ohio's county-administered, state-supervised system
for ADC, the focus of the process analysis is necessarily aimed at the County Depaxtments
of Human Services (CDHSs). These agencies are responsible for translating the regulations
into an actual program that must meet the needs and expectations of clients, service
providers, employers, the Ohio Department of Human Services (ODHS), the federal
Department of Health and Human Services, legislators, and, ultimately, taxpayers.

This chapter provides a brief background on the historical development of assistance
programs in the nation and Ohio. (For a more detailed discussion, see Implementation of
the JOBS Program in Ohio: A Process Study. First Annual Report.) The process study
objectives and methods are also discussed.

An Overview of Wglfare Programs

The JOBS program is the result of the latest legislation affecting the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children program, known in Ohio by the acronym ADC. ADC was created
in the 1930s as part of the New Deal and was intended to be a short-term measure to help
states and localities through the crisis of the Great Depression (Shephard and Voss 1978).
Until that time, state and local authorities had provided assistance. The overwhelming
financial needs, coupled with a shortage of funds, necessitated that provisions for support
of dependent children be included in the Social Security Act of 1935 (Clarke 1957).

A number of revisions have been made to this Act that have broadened its range of
coverage. Originally designed to enable mothers to remain in the home to care for children
whose fathers were either deceased or disabled, ADC now provides coverage for families
financially umble to provide for their children. As coverage has broadened, ADC has
experienced a decreasing level of popular support.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act, 1981

In 1981, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act reduced ADC benefits (Browning
1986) and changed the rules for adult recipients of ADC (Butler and Kondratas 1987). The
introduction of Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP) "...made it possible for the
first time for states to choose to make workfare mandatory for AFDC recipients" (Gueron
1987, p. 13). It also authorized states to implement on-the-job training programs and,

3
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through changes to the WIN program, "...change the institutional arrangements for
deliver4ng employment and training services" (Gueron 1987, g. 13).

EgoiltamiLriggram

Another program that has benefited families in need is the Food Stamp program.
Its immediate precursor was a commodity program in which food acquired via Section 416
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 was to be given to needy persons (Romanyshyn 1971). In
1961, the Food Somp program was implemented as a pilot program under executive
authority and was authorized in 1964 under the Secretary of Agriculture (Browning 1986).
Various changes have been made since then, including the initiation of the Focxl Stamp
Employment and Training program (FSET), authorized under the Food Security Act of
1985, which was implemented in Ohio in 1987. This program required able-bodied
individuals to register for work, and required states to provide training programs to
recipients required to work but unable to find employment.

General Assistance

The purpose of General Assistance (GA) is to provide assistance to persons either
not receiving aid or receiving inadequate aid from another program (Clarke 1957). Because
GA is primarily administered and funded locally, the eligibility criteria and benefits vary
widely (Macarov 1978; Spindler 1979). A common feature, however, is to require some
type of commmity service in exchange for cash benefits. In Ohio, the GA program has
long had a Work Relief (WR) component. WR is administered at the county level, so
requirements vary. However, all the counties that have or will have JOBS have had
experience with WR.

Ohio Work Programa

With the passage of OBRA in 1981, the state of Ohio passed legislation to mandate
work programs for ADC clients. Due to funding limitations and other constraints,
implementation was conducted a few counties at a time: five as pilot counties in March
1983, followed by three in April 1984, 10 in June 1986, and 11 in May 1987. In three of
these last 11 counties, the Ohio Work Programs were only partially implemented because
of funding limitations. In January 1989, these three counties were fully funded and, with
12 other new participating counties, were designated as the 15 demonstration counties being
studied by this research effort. In January 1990, one more county was added to the counties
participating its JOBS, for a total of 42 JOBS counties.

The Ohio Work Programs and its successors are administered by the Bureau of
Work and Training (BWT) of the Ohio Department of Human Services (ODHS). The
program was initially and generally continues to be comprised of four activities that include

the following:
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o Community Work ENperience Program (CWEP). Clients are placed with a
public or nonprofit agency employer to perform public service in exchange for
their cash assistance. The intent of CWEP is to give clients an opportunity
to develop employability skills and receive training and work experience.

o SullsicliztampkymenthogramISEE). Clients are hired directly by (public,
nonprofit, or private-for-profit) employers and receive the normal
compensation for the job that they hold. The employers, however, receive a
cash subsidy from the state that is paid in lieu of the clients' cash assistance.
The client's medical benefits continue for the length of the contract with the
employer up to nine payment months.

o Job Club. Clients attend structured training programs to learn the skills and
strategies involved in finding and applying for jobs.

o Employment and Training (E&T). Clients attend approved edtcalion or
training programs that are determined to be a necessary component of the
client's plan for securing employment. The education and training programs
provide clients the opportunity to learn new skills, to retrain for new
occupations, to upgrade current skills, or to receive remedial or basic
education to prepare for employment.

Under Ohio Work Programs, employable ADC and GA clients were required to participate
in these components. ADC clients considered employable included those with no children
under the age of six and heads of ADC-U cases. Other ADC recipients could volunteer
to participate. Exemptions could be made for medical or family situations that required the
client to remain at home.

As ODHS considered expanding the work programs to the remaining counties in the
state, it implemented several important modifications to the program. These modifications
were designed to (1) encourage more ADC clients with younger children to volunteer to
participate and allow them to receive the benefits of participation, (2) increase the
incentives for participation, and (3) encourage teenage recipients to complete their high
school education (or equivalency). Ohio received waivers from the federal government to
implement these modifications. The State program that resulted from these modifications
was called Transitions to Independence and its three components were called Fair Work
(the mandatory program), Work Choice (the voluntary program), and Project Learn (now
called LEAP), for teenage recipients without a high school diploma or equivalency.

Before Transitions to Independence could be implemented in all counties across the
state, new legislation, the Family Support Act of 1988, was passed and consequent
regulatory changes were implemented. These changes significantly altered the Fair Work
and Work Choice programs. With the passage of the Family Support Act, the work
programs in Ohio became the Ohio JOBS (Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training)
Program as of July 1, 1989.

5



Changes Since the First Annual Report

As mentioned earlier, this is the second annual process study report. Since the first
report, JOBS has been implemented in one more county, Cuyahoga. Information about this
new program entered into the Client Registry Information System (CRIS) is not complete
and is not presented in this report.

Because precise federal progxam rules for JOBS were not immediately promulgated,
Ohio implemented its Transitions to Independence program. When rules were finalized
in early 1989, however, ODHS wrote its state plan for JOBS such that the 42 counties that
were operating Fair Work were to begin implementing JOBS as of July 1, 1989. Franklin
County was granted exemptions from some of the requirements.

JOBS differs from Transitions to Independence in five ways. First, the child care
guarantee and the extended benefits are to be provided to all ADC clients who leave the
rolls because of unsubsidized employment Second, JOBS has enumerated three target
groups: long-term recipients, those with no significant employment experience, and young
mothers without a high school diploma'. Third, JOBS places increased importance on
education and training and decreased emphasis on CWEP, and has increased the emphasis
on job development.

Clients who do not possess a high school diploma or general equivalency certificate
are encouraged to attend GED classes. Fourth, a testing requirement has been added to
the mandatory assessment of clients. Fifth, and finally, all ADC-R recipients with children
ages one to five must be informed of the program, assessed, and provided an opportunity
to volunteer, even though they are not required to participate.

The Overall Evaluation

The overall evaluation effort consists of four studies: impact analysis, cost-benefit
analysis, process analysis, and qualitative analysis. Abt Associates, Inc. is conducting the
impact analysis and the cost-benefit analysis. The Center on Education and Training for
Employment is conducting the process analysis and the qualitative analysis. To provide a
perspecti-e on the inter-relationships of the studies, figure 1.1 gives an overview of the
normal processing of clients in the JOBS program, as well as the experiences of clients
assigned to the control group in the 15 demonstration counties.

The diamonds in figure 1.1 represent the many decision points that determine if
clients are eligible tor ADC, if they are mandatory or exempt for participating in JOBS, and
if they are in the treatment or control grou7s. All mandatory clients not assigned to the

'Ohio has not extended the mandatory participatory requirement to ADC-R
recipients with children between the ages of three and five as stipulated by the Family
Support Act.

6
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control group, must report to be Wormed about the program (orientation) and to be
assessed for participation'. If they are found to be capable of partiapating (job ready), they
discuss their occupational preferences with the assessment interviewers and, with the
assistance of the interviewers, they develop plans for obtaining the Idnd of jobs they prefer
and establish an employment goal. These plans include assignment to the program
components that are most suitable for their plan.

Mandatory clients who do not report for orientation/assessment or to the component
to which they are assigned may be sanctioned by having their ADC grant reduced for a
specified period of time.

imp.actifkabiii

The purpose of the impact analysis is to examine the effect of participation in JOBS
and, in Montgomery County, Work Choice. The outcomes to be analyzed include employ-
ment and earnings, ADC benefits, recidivism, education, child-support payments, living

atrangements, family formation and stability, and subsequent births. The impact analysis
for JOBS is basal on the experimental design implemented in the 15 demonstration
counties, in which 90 percent of the caseload are required to participate in the work
programs, and 10 percent receive those services that otherwise would be offered in the
absence of the Ohio JOBS Program. The analysis for Work Choice will be based on the
experiment in Montgomery County only.

The information being used to analyze impact comes mainly from administrative data
sources, including the CRIS, food stamp administrative information, Medicaid Management
Information System (MMIS), and wage records from the unemployment insurance system.

Cost-Benefit Analysis

The cost-benefit analysis seeks to determine if the programs are improving the
economic well-being of participants and if they will reduce the cost of ADC, Medicaid, and
food stamp benefits to Ohio and the federal government. Included among the costs of the
program are its administration and all expenses associated with providing service to the
treatment clients that are not provided to the controls. Savings are being examined by
comparing ADC, Medicaid, and food stamp benefits for treatments versus controls.
Additional savings are anticipated through increased tax payments and through the value

'The flow for Work Choice in Montgomery County was similar except only half of the
clients with cl) dren ages one to five had to report for orientation/assessment. These
clients were gi -n the opportunity to volunteer to participate in the program, but were not
sanctioned if they chose not to. In April 1990, the egterimental treatment of the Work
Choice clients stopped when all clients began receiving extended benefits and being notified
to appear for orientation/assessment.
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of output accomplished by Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) participants.
Because program costs are increasing in the short term and benefits will accrue over a
longer time frame, the analysis is projecting rates of decay for the impacts.

Process Analysis

The process analysis component of the evaluation is gauging the extent to which the
processthat is, the functioning of the individual parts of the programsis contributing to
the achievement of the goals of the JOBS programs. The focus of the process analysis is
on county departments of human services (CDHSs). These agencies are responsible for
translating the state's regulations into programs that must meet the expectations of ODHS,
employers, and the community, as well as meet the needs of clients. The second year of
the process analysis is the subject 01 this report. Its objectives and procedures are described
more fully in the next section of this chapter.

Qualitative Anklysis

The purpose of the qualitative analysis is to gain insight into the mechanisms by
which the JOBS program affects the behavior and attitudes of clients. The types of
outcomes being examined include motivation, aspiration, attitudes about self, locus of
control, living arrangements, education, and effects on children.

The study is being conducted through case studies and focus groups in selected
demonstration counties and a follow-up survey of clients who participated in the JOBS
program or were assigned to the control group. Intensive case studies of clients are being
conducted over a 3-year period. These clients are moving into, through, and beyond the
program and their attitudes and concerns are being monitored through telephone and in-
person interviews. In addition to the case studies, focus groups are being held with cohorts
of program leaverswith both positive and negative outcomesto examine the process of
leaving ADC and the effects of this event on feelings of self-esteem, locus of control, and
occupational expectations.

The follow-up surveys will be conducted in the spring of 1991 and 1992 with
representative samples of participants and control group members from both JOBS and
Work Choice. The focus of the surveys will be participants' experiences in the programs
and in any employment they entered on their own or as a result of participating in the
programs. Control group members will be asked about any education, training, or
employment experiences they obtained without the assistance of the prognuns.

The Process Study

The process analysis component of the overall evaluation study measures the extent
to which the procedures used to implement JOBS contribute to the achievement of its goals.
The objectives of the process analysis are as follows:

9
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o To provide a general description of the activities that comprise the JOBS
program. Part of each report is being devoted to a description of program
implementation. Information is being provided on the variation in how
counties are staffing the work programs, on how the individual components
are being operated, on how counties are cooperating or linking with external
resources, and on how clients are permiving the program. Counties obviously
differ along many dimensions. For example, urban counties are more densely
populated and generally have better public transportation and more available
jobs than rural counties. To the extent that such systematic differences exist
and affect progr im operations, they are being documented.

o To assemble and report annual performance data. The purpose of assembling
and analyzing performance data is to determine county-by-county variations
and trends. The performance-related data, collected from the CRIS, are
being used to display and analyze information on oarticipants by component,
duration of activities, and employment outcomes.

o Thiciattsguntt:bysce to process or =textual
factors. To attain this objective, the operation of the JOBS program in the
15 demonstration counties is being observed annually, as is the operation of
Work Choice in Montgomery County. In the counties that are visited, the
observation of program components and gathering of informationfrom various
individuals will provide a base from which to begin to make inferences about
the effects of various factors on performance. Because of the small sample
sizes, these inferences will not testable in a statistical sense without further
data, however.

o To provide reconunendatio _about how program improvements might be
accomplished. In the parlance of evaluatiou, the process analysis will involve
a formative as well as a summative evaluation. As various programs are
observed and as county performance is related to causal factors, the key
factors that would facilitate more effective program management in other
countiesor even other statesis being distilled and reported.

During the second year of the process study, each of the 15 counties was visited
twice. The first visit was for the purposes of interviewing CDHS staff, observing
orientation sessions and assessment interviews, and examining client records. The second
visit was to interview providers of the component services, employers, and community
representatives.

During each CDHS visit, key staff were interviewed. Typically, these included the
JOBS administrator, assessment staff, component supervisors, and income maintenance unit
administrator. Orientation, testing, and assessment processes were observed, and clients
whose assessment interviews were observed were interviewed. In each of the 15 counties,
the records of at least 15 ADC recipients involved in the JOBS program were reviewed to
measure the time typically taken to proceed through the program.
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Also during the second year of the process study, service providers and employers
in each of the 15 counties were contacted. Attempts were made in each county to interview
representatives of CWEP, Job Club, E&T, and SEP, but some counties were not able to
nominate a SEP employer. Attempts were also made in each county to interview a
community representative knowledgeable about the JOBS program, but not directly invelved
with it. These representatives proved the most difficult for the JOBS administrators to
identify. Most of those who were nominated proved either to be poorly informed about the
program or to be involved at a higher administrative level or as a service provider.

Due to the way they were identifiednomination by the JOBS administratorsthe
service providers and employers who were interviewed may have had more positive
experiences with the JOBS programs than other similar agencies and employers in their
communities. JOBS administrators would be likely to nominate individuals withwhom their
programs have had good relationships, not those with whom they have had problems, if any
such exist. The client interviews that were conducted during the provider and employer
visits are also likely to have a positive bias. The clients interviewed were those who were
attending their assigned components or had become employed. Clients who did not report
to their assignments or obtain employment were not represented. The inherent selectivity
of those who were interviewed should be kept in mind when considering the findings
presented in this report.

The other major source of information for this report was the Client Registry
Information System (CRIS) for fiscal year (FY) 1990, July 1989 through June 1990. The
work program subsystem, consisting mainly of the information on forms 6802 and 6804, was
the primary source of data. The 6802 and 6805 fot Is are generated for clients who must
participate in JOBS or who volunteer to do so. The 6804 is completed when a client
becomes employed. All ADC-R and ADC-1.1 clients whose most recent county of residence
was one that had implemented JOBS, except Cuyahoga, were selected for analysis'. The
tables in this report thus present results for all 42 counties operating JOBS program for all
of the fiscal year, not just the results for the 15 demonstration counties that were visited for
the process study. The first annual process report (Hollenbeck, Hufnagle, and Kurth 1990)
presents the procedures used to prepare and analyze the CRIS data in detail. These same
procedures were used for the present report.

"The Cuyahoga data present in CRIS were examined but are too incomplete for
presentation in this report. The program began in Cuyahoga in January 1990.
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Organization of the Report

This report is divided into two pans. Part I provides an overview of JOBS
implementation and is divided into four chapters, of which this is chapter 1. Orientation
sessions and assessment interviews, the procedures by which clients are brought into the
program, are discussed in chapter 2. These processes include the methods used to identify
participants, notify them that they must participate, present an orientation to the JOBS
program, conduct testing, and develop an employability plan (an occupational goal and the
activities and services to achieve that goal). Chapter 3 deals with the components of the
program and their interaction with the community. The experiences and opinions of
individuals in agencies and organizations providing education and training, Job Club,
subsidized employment, and community work experience are presented as are those of
clients participating in these components. The experiences of employers who have hired
JOBS participants are also examined. Chapter 4 presents findings and recommendations
that emerged from the information gathered.

Part II of this report consists of separate reports for each of the 15 demonstration
counties. These reports are based on information gathered and impressions formed during
the CDHS and community visits. The county reimrts follow a standard format. A general
overview of the county is first presented, followed by a description of the
orientation/assessment process, program components, and community relationships. Thus,
each county report includes information that is summarized for all of the counties in
chapters 2 and 3.

12



CHAFIER 2

ORIENTATION AND ASSESSMENT

This chapter deals with the methods used to process ADC recipients into the JOBS
program and the difficulties that may be encountered in so doing. During the period from
July 1989 to June 1990, project staff made two visits to each of the 15 demonstration
counties that are the subjects of this study. The first county visit was to the CDHSs, where
staff and clients were interviewed; orientation,' testing, and assessment interviews observed;
and a total of 228 client ftles reviewed. The second county visit was to interview service
providers, employers, and community representatives. When possible during this visit, ADC
clients assigned to the service providers or hired by the employers were also interviewed.
Information gathered during the second visit is presented in cl;apter 3. Detailed
descriptions of the CDHS and community visits in each county are presented in Part II of
this report.

The processes used and attitudes conveyed during intake and referral, scheduling,
orientation, testing, and assessment interview can significantly affect client success in the
JOBS program. Perhaps the most significant of these processes relative to client attitude
and subsequent success or failure are orientation and tile assessment interview. These are
processes during which clients' concerns, andeties, and attitudes toward the program can
be affected. The extent to which orientation and the assessment interview are being used
in a positive manner will be discussed in this chapter.

Enrolling Clients

For purposes of this discussion, the orientation and assessment process is divided
into (1) enrolling clients, which covers intake and referral, processing into the program
(including scheduling), and orientation, and (2) assignment to components which includes
testing, interviewing, determining whether or not there are barriers to JOBS/obstacles to
employment, and client reaction. Many similarities exist in the approach the counties take
to accomplishing their tasks. These similarities, as well as unique approaches, are presented
in the sections below.

'The Ohio Department of Human Services and some of the County Departments
do nut use the term "orientation." We use the term to cover the process of informing
clients of the components of JOBS and their rights and responsibilities under the
program.
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Intake and Referral

When an individual applies for public assistance and is approved to receive ADC,
the income maintenance staff person may or may not provide information about the JOBS
program to the client. Those counties that do provide JOBS information at
(re)deterrnination may do so to different degrees. The IM worker may inform the client
that be/she must participate in JOBS or may describe the JOBS program and indicate that
participation may be required. In some countim the client is required to sign a Rights and
Responsibilities form and/or complete a Background Information Form (BIF). The 1M
worker may then complete an internal referral form.

With the exception of Seneca County, the rural counties use an internal referral
form and the urban counties wait for the state-generated 6805 r. d 6802 before notifying
clients that they must appear for assessment or appear for assessment and participation in
the JOBS program.

Processin& into the Program

During the site visits at the county offices, the observation team examined the
manner in which scheduling of orientation, testing, and assessment were handled. A total
of 228 records (an average of 15 records per county) were examined. The client records
that were reviewed during the site visits were over-represented with active ries. Cases that
were closed were sometimes not accessible. Among the closed files thi. sere accessible,
the most frequent reason was that the clients never reported for initial assessment.
Consequently, these files were deliberately undersampled because they yielded no
information on progress through the program. Among the files that were reviewed, 65
percent of mandatory JOBS participants appeared for orientation and assessment following
the first notification letter. Program administrators estimated that their overall reporting
rates were closer to 50 percent. The examination of these records produced the following
information:

o The average number of days between application approval/redetermination,
and referral to the work program was 65 days.

o The average time lapse between referral to the work program and notification
to appear for assessment was 51 days.

o The number of days from the date on the notification to appear for assessment
to the time scheduled for the interview averaged 13 days. Of the 228 records
examined, 166 (64.9 percent) showed that the client had appeared in response
to the first notice.

o For clients who did not report at the time originally scheduled, the average
number of days from the time the interview was initially scheduled to the time
an additional notice to appear was sent was 44 days. This time frame included
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a period in which the client could contact JOBS and provide a good cause
reason for having missed the first appointment.

o Thirteen days was the average amount of time that elapsed between the time
the additional notice to appear was sent to the time the interview took place.
Of the 228 records examined, 47 (20.6 percent) showed that the client had
appeared in response to the second notice. The total number of clients
appearing in response to the first or second notice was 213 (855 percer i)

o The average number of days from the time the interview took place to the
time when the initial assignment started was 35. Of the 228 records examined,
4.9 percent were determined to be not job ready; 20.2 percent were assigned
to Job Club, 13 percent to SEP, 25.1 percent to CWEP, 32 percent to E&T,
and 6.9 percent to a combination of E&T and CWEP (some counties require
those assigned to GED to complete their required number of hours at a CWEP
site if the total number of required hours cannot be completed through GED
alonc). The remaining 94 percent either found employment, were determined
to be exempt, declined to participate, or participated in a JTPA and E&T
orientation.

o Only 59 records (26 percent) indicated that clients had completed the first
assignment and gone on to a second assignment. These were mainly clients
assigned to Job Club. In other words, most clients were in their first
assignment when their files were reviewed. The average number of days from
the time an initial assignment started to the time a second assignment started
was 90 days.

o Only 5 of the 228 records examined had been closed at the time the files were
reviewed. The average number of days between when the case was
approved/redetermined to the time the case was closed was 174.

o Sanctions were proposed for 26 of the 228 clients whose files were reviewed.
However, only five clients were actually sanctioned; the remaining 21 came
into compliance. The five were sanctioned for failure to attend assessment
(two), not reporting to assignment (two), and non-cooperation (one).

As noted, the case files that were reviewed were over-represented with active files.
To obtain another perspective on the experience of clients, program administrators were
asked to provide estimates of clients' program experiences, shown in table 2.1. The two
sources yielded identical figures (differing by only 0.1 percentage point) on the total who
appear for orientation/assessment in response to first or subsequent notices. For the other
outcomes, the administrators' responses probably reflect the actual experiences of clients
more accurately than the tallies from the case files.
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TABLE 2.1

OUTCOMES OF CLIENTS AS THEY MOVE THROUGH JOBS

Category

Calculated
Administrators' from 228

Estimates Case Files'

Average percentage of clients who 51.9% 64.9%
appear for orientation/assessment
in response to first notification
to appear.

Average percentage of clients who 333
appear for orientation assessment
in response to subsequent contacts.

Average percentage of clients who 11.9

are sanctioned for failure to
appear for orientation/assessment.

Average percentage of cases closed 8.7
before being assessed.

Average percentage of clients who 18.6
are classified as "not job ready."

Avcrage percentage of clients who 66.6
are assigned to a program component.

Average percentage of clients who 12.9 .8

are sanctioned for not fulfilling
requirements of components to
which they are assigned.

Average percentage of clients who 112 Not Available
leave ADC because they get jobs
through the work program.

20.6

Not Available

4.3

82.0

9The casefiles that were reviewed overrepresented active cases so progress through the

program could be examined.
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The information contained in the case files was also analyzed to determine the time
clients were given to respond to a notice to report. ADC recipients were given as little as
three days and as much as four weeks notice to appear for orientation and assessment
Interestingly, not only were these times different across counties, but the lead times varied
within each county also. JOBS administrators were asked to estimate show rates--the
proportion of clients who are notified to report for orientation/ assessment and who
actually do report. The length of time between when the notifications to appear were dated
and when the individuals were expected to appear did not seem to negatively affect the
initial show rate, nor to affect the percentage of recipients reported as ultimately
sanctioned.

The initial show rates, as estimated by JOBS administrators, ranged from 28 to 78
percent When the counties are divided into urban or rural categories, the estimates of
show rates were quite similar. The lowest reported rates were 30 percent for rural counties
and 28 percent for urban counties. At the high end of the scale, the difference initially
appears to be much greater: 78 percent for rural counties and 60 percent for urban
counties. However, only one rural county (Perry) reported the 78 percent figure; the next
highest show rate was 60 percent, the same as for urban counties.

The percentage of recipients ultimately sanctioned was estimated by JOBS
administrators during the interviews to range from 5 to 25 percent. In thif case, however,
a difference in rates between rural and urban counties does exist. The percentage of
recipients sanctioned is higher for urban counties (four counties estimated a sanction rate
of 25 percent) than rural counties (four counties estimated a sanction rate of 10 percent and
one of 20 percent).

Scheduling for orientation and assessment varied across counties, and in all but
three, clients ei.her had long waits for interviews or had to return anotiier day. In most
counties (Lake and Trumbull Counties being the exceptinns), a group orientation was
conducted. Many counties then required clients to remain and undergo testing and
assessment. Brown, Champaign, Clermont, and Richland Counties, however, scheduled
appointments for assessment interviews to be conducted at a later time. A second trip to
the county office may place a considerable burden on some clients, especially those in
rural counties without access to public transportation.

In the remaining counties (Stark County being the exception), recipients may spend
as long as four hours waiting for their assessment interview. This length of wait can also
pose a considerable burden and can contribute to a feeling that JOBS is just more
bureaucracy that must be endured to receive financial assistance. Neither child care nor
transportation are provided for clients during the orientation and assessment process. It
should be noted that clients who initially appearee for the orientation and assessment
process but left before their interview or did not return to complete the process would
appear in the statistics as having appeared for assessment.

Stark County does the best job of scheduling orientation and assessment. The
sessions are scheduled hourly, at 8:45, 9:45, and 10:45 a.im and again at 1:30 and 2.30 p.m.
For each session, eight to ten recipients are scheduled for six intemiewers. Orie of the
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reasons it is feasible to schedule this way is because Stark County uses a 15-minute
videotape that explains the components and the Rights and Responsibilities form and,
therefore, does not need to use staff time for orientation. This allows for greater scheduling

flexibility.

Orientation

Orientation is important not only to the success of the individual client but also to
the success of the JOBS program. Orientation is the opportunity for staff to develop in the
client's mind a clear understanding as to the purposes of the JOBS program, allay client
fears that might later impede progress, promote client cooperation, and raise the level of
enthusiasm among clients.

Some of the counties presented information about JOBS to a group of ADC or
ADC and GA clients; some presented the information on an individual basis. They used
a variety of approaches, including having 1M staff present the information individuaPy at
intake or redetermination time, by letter, during the assessment interview by JOBS (or in
Lake County, JTPA) staff, during an orientation session by JOBS staff, or a combination
of these processes. The most common approach, however, was for JOBS staff to read to
a group of clients material previously sent by marl. The group orientations were too
frequently presented with a lack of enthusiasm and warmth, with the notable exception of
Perry County. These approaches did not ensure uniformity of message or promote much
apparent interest in participating in JOBS.

The JOBS program in Lake County uses JTPA staff to conduct the orientation
session and the assessment interview. Lake County pays the local JTPA program $250.00

per client to perform this task, which ensures maximum integration between JTPA and
JOBS. Lake County is exemplary in its coordination with JTPA.

Two counties (Summit and Stark) were using an audiovisual approach in presenting
the orientation material. Stark County used an in-house produced videotape of assessment
interviewers, each sitting at the same desk, with the same background, reading descriptions
of the components. This saved staff time, and Stark used the saved time to make the
scheduling process more flexible. Unfortunately, the video did not convey a sense of
enthusiasm nor emphasize the potential benefits of the program. Clients did benefit in that
they were not subjected to long waits for subsequent portions of the assessment process nor
did they have to make a second trip for the interview portion. Summit County used a slide
and tape presentation that also did little to motivate clients about the program. It was
unfortunate that the Summit County clients who were in the room to view the slide and
tape presentation chose instead to complete paperwork. Neither county was satisfied with
the quality of the presentations and wanted to update the information but cited time and
fmancial constraints as barriers.

From our limited number of observations and interviews of clients, we could not
measure the effectiveness of the various types of orientation on client interest. However,
the most efficient use of worker time is the audiovisual presentation; the next most efficient
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being the group orientation approach. The audiovisual approach does not ensure that
clients will attend to the information being presented (they may daydream or fill out
paperwork), but clients must assume responsibility for their attention or lack thereof, no
matter what method of presentation is used. Neither the group nor individual approach
ensure quality. In fact, some of the group orientations were conducted in a perfunctory
manner; the review of the propam was very fast and often gave the impression that each
client would have to go through every component. Even the individual approach does not
ensure quality nor attention. However, in all approaches, the client was, at some point
during the orientation and assessment process, able to ask questions about material
presented.

As mentioned above, the quality of presentation varied from county to county.
Perry County, for example, was both thorough and personable in its group approach. At
the other extreme, the Franklin County presentation was perfunctory and impersonal.
Trumbull County did not read the Rights and Responsibilities form or the information
about Good Cause but, rather, simply told the clients that these forms were important.
Considering the literacy !evels of some ADC recipients, many probably never attempted
to read this material.

The length of time spent on the orientation presentation varied. During the CDHS
site visits, the least amount of time spent on orientation was five minutes (Trumbull and
Lake Counties) and the longest was 85 minutes (Richland County). The average time was
36 minutes, including time for asking and answering questions. The topics most commonly
covered during orientation were the clients' Rights and Responsibilities, the JOBS
components, sanctioning and grievance procedures, and Good Cause. At the time of the
observation, only three counties (Brown, Champaign, and Lake) reviewed information on
.TTPA services. Individual counties presented information on other topics: Project LEAP
(Clermont), other agencies and schools that provide services for JOBS clients (Seneca), and
medical card extended benefits (Trumbull).

From ob-ervations of orientation sessions, about one-third of the of the counties
elicited some enthusiastic responses from clients to the orientation and one-third of the
counties elicited some negative responses. The majority of responses in nearly all the
counties, however, appeared to be neutral. The predominance of the neutral response
may be due, at least in part, to the apparent apathy or mistrust on the part of clients as
well as some of the presenters. Another cause may be that many of the clients did not
understand the large number of acronyms used and the complexity of the information
presented.

Assignment to Componems

Assignment to components lies mainly in the hands of the assessment interviewers.
In making assignments, the interviewers draw upon test results, information fro background
forms completed by the clients, and information elicited in the interviews.
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Testing

All the counties except Summit were testing at the time of the CDHS site
observations. Some were using a combination of tests. The tests being used were as
follows:

Brown TABE Locator and full TABE

Champaign WRAT and SRA

Clermont TABE Locator

Franklin WRAT

Lake WRAT-R2 (mathematics) and Kaufman
Test of Educational Achievement
(reading)

Lawrence Locally-developed test

Montgomery TABE Locator

Perry TABE Locator

Pickaway TABE Locator plus full TABE if
indicated

Richland TABE Locator

Seneca WRAT-R2

Stark Test administered by ABE provider only to those assigned
to ABE

Trumbull WRAT-R1 and Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Test, 2nd ed., Form 1,
Level 1only after assignment to ABE

Wyandot WRAT

The standardized tests being used in the demonstration counties are widely accepted
measures of adult literacy (Connell and Ashley 1984; Mitchell 1985; Mitchell 1983; Vetter,
Hull, Putzstuck, and Dean 1986). All yield scores that can be converted to grade
equivalents, but they differ in content and method of administration. The WRAT (Wide
Range Achievement Test) measures reading (by scoring the number of words an individual
can pronounce rather than by comprehension), spelling, and math; the SRA (Science
Research Associates) measures reading and math, but not spelling or writing; the Gates-
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MacGinitie measures reading only; the TABE (Tests of Adult Basic Education), which
comes in three lev (Efor adults at reading levels grades 2-4, Mfor adults at reading
levels 4-6, and Dfor adults at reading levels 6-9), measures reading (vocabulary and
comprehension) and mathematics (computation and concepts and problems) at all three
levels, and language (mechanics and expression) at levels M and D only (Mitchell 1983).
The TABE Locator contains 38 items that are appropriate for determining the subsequent
level of the TABE that an individual should take for more accurate assessment In
addition, one county is administering a locally developed test that is acceptable to the ABE
providers, but which may not have national norms or have been tested for reliability. These
variations in what tests measure may or may not accurately reflect what an individual must
know to obtain and retain a job or an individual's ability to prepare for and pass the GED.

The usual method of administration was to test the group that had assembled for
the orientation (group informing) session. Other less frequently used methods were to
administer the test to the group that bad assembled for the orientation, but on a different
day (Champaign and Lawrence); to have another agency administer the test to all
participants at some time dter the orientation and assessment (Franklin); or to administer
the test individually (Lake). At the time of the CDHS visits to Trumbull and Stark
Counties, only those recipients asaigned to ABE were tested.

Interviewing

The assessment interview provides staff the opportunity to match individuals'
interests, experiences, and abilities with the opportunities open to them through the
program. The better the match, the more likely it is that clients will benefit from
participation in JOBS. The interview can reinforce the orientation message (JOBS is a
positive opportunity) or it can portray JOBS as the obligation to "work off your grant,"
thus creating the impression that JOBS is punitive rather than a way to assist clients to
qualify for and obtain employment.

Prior to the assessment interview, all counties bad clients complete a personal history
questionnaire. This was the major source of information for the assessment interviewers.
Generally, the assessment interviewers did not have much time to review the form, but the
information was presented succinctly and, during the interview itself, the interviewers could
ask questions about any information that was unclear as they read through the form. The
style of interview varied from interviewer to interviewer. Some used the approach of
eliciting information regarding attitudes and preferences through general questions; others
were more direct in their approach.

During interviews with JOBS assessment staff, the information reported as requested
most frequently from clients concerned the recipient's work history, education level,
preferences or choices of component, presence of barriers to employment (including
substance abuse, lack of transportation, handicapping conditions, day care problems, or
health problems), and recipient's job goal(s). In only a few counties did JOBS staff state
that they found it important to consider age, attitude, or possibility of a criminal record, but
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it was apparent during the observation of the interviews that these factors did influence the
interviewers.

The factors that had a major influence on the component placement decision were
education level, job history, barriers, and client preferences. For example, if the client did
not have a high school diploma, he/she was encouraged or assigned to attend GED classes.
In at least four counties (Brown, Clermont, Perry, and Pickaway), clients were required to
also participate in the CWEP component for hours that remained to complete their
requirement for a month. (The required number of hours was determined by dividing the
dollar amount of assistance the family was receiving by the then-current federal minimum
wage figure.)

If the individual bad a "spotty" work history or had been out of the job market for
a long period of time, he/she was encouraged to select or was assigned to the CWEP
component. If the work history was recent and "stable," the individual was assigned to Job
Club. Client preferences were taken into account as much as possible when assignments
were made. A client interested in employment in the transportation field, for example,
would be assigned to a CWEP site involving transportation, if such an opening were
available.

Table 2.2 provides an overview of the characteristics of types of clients who were
interviewed. The table includes data on average age, grant amount, length of work
experience, percentage with no work history, and education data by county for the 42 JOBS
counties. These data are taken from the CRIS system. (Cuyahoga County is not included
because complete CRIS data are not yet available for the JOBS program in that county.)
The 42 counties, therefore, constitute a full census of the ADC JOBS caseload.

On the average, clients in Ohio are in their early thirties. Half of them dropped
out of high school, and a little over a quarter have had no previous work experience.
Among those who have worked, they average five years of job experience. Taking their
average age, 33.5 years, it is likely that these clients have been out of school at least 15
years. Since they only have an average of 5 years of work experience, it appears that they
were out of the labor market or unemployed about two-thirds of the time since they have
left school. With an average ADC monthly grant of $313.90, every client that obtains
employment and leavc; ADC would lead to a direct cost savings of up to $3,767 per year.

Barriers to JOBS/obstacles to employment. The presence of barriers to participation
in JOBS could lead to a referral to an agency appropriate to resolving the problem and/or
to a "not job ready" or "exempt" determination. Table 23 presents statistics for the 42
Ohio JOBS counties on barriers preventing participation that were calculated from CRIS
data. As the table shows, the three major reasons individuals are placed in the "not job
ready" category are (1) transportation, (2) medical limitation, and (3) child care not
available. The "not job ready" classification denotes problems that will eventually
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TABLE 22

WORK PROGRAM ADC CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS, BY cowry
(Entries &scram 06/90 caseload)

Comfy

Amuse

(Yam)

Avant
ADC
Omni

Avenge
Week
Maw

011ostbsr

Plevious
Wart

lictrinice

Lan
7bia

9 Yeats

Moto

941 nib
Yaw School

thrifts
liaa 22

Allen 34.8 S27258 903 12.7% 3.05% 2622% 62.80% 7.93%

Athens 323 281.04 38.0 22.9 2.27 60.23 31.82 5.68

Belmont 342 322.58 109.6 28.9 6.39 31.28 5525 7.08

Brown 34() 20135 42,7 3.8 6.38 46.81 40.43 6.38

Butler 33.4 320.92 48.9 4.1 557 47.51 42.82 4.11

Champaign 32.2 238.46 60.0 833 4.17 45.83 50.00 0.00

Clark 31.9 278.75 87.9 24.1 4.90 44.12 44.12 6.86

Clermont 332 33733 73.3 32.1 13.13 45.63 31.25 10.00

Crawford 315 324.08 80.1 21.1 20.79 33.66 38.61 6.93

Franklin 32.1 30559 183.0 833' 20.00 33.33 3333 13.33

Fulton 35.1 28248 25.8 26.1 337 2837 5357 1429
Gallia 32.7 32632 52.5 28.1 13.64 54.55 2727 435
Hamilton 34.7 320.15 49.8 14.5 435 73 29 18.90 3.45

Hancock 32,0 277.48 69.9 7.4 7.41 33.33 53.70 5.56

Holmes 32.2 224.89 233 14.3 11.11 2222 3333 33.33

Knox 33.4 279.67 75.6 19.4 9.09 21.21 5738 1112
Lake 32.4 312.16 58.2 19.6 2.26 42.86 3835 1654
Lawrence 333 327.82 1013 35.9 5.54 43.15 4431 7.00

Lucas 34.1 327.88 53.4 303 6.47 42.63 40.94 9.96

Madison 34.9 318.89 139.8 0.0 11.76 58.82 23.53 5.88

Marion 33.0 259.93 79.9 30.0 5.13 38.46 51.28 5.13

Montgomery 32.4 312.21 43.8 20.1 5.32 38.74 39.85 16.09

Morrow 32.9 297.09 102.6 11.5 0.0 62.50 37.50 0.0
Muskingum 31.2 281.13 83.1 24.0 12.50 50.00 37.50 0.00
Perry 33.4 321.61 84.0 30.2 12.24 34.69 4538 7.48

Pickaway 34.9 324.75 83.8 17.7 20.78 4026 35.06 3.90

Pike 33.8 30938 48.9 273 6.82 32.95 55.68 455
Putnam 32.1 45938 76.90 0.0 833 41.67 33.33 16.67

Richland 332 326.20 75.1 11.5 6.85 49.32 37.90 5.94

Sandusky 32.0 328.72 30.7 29.2 0.00 50.00 25.00 25.00

Scioto 32.0 337.80 43.9 54.0 7.61 44.29 44.29 3.80

Seneca 33.0 282.86 107.6 36.2 10.17 3559 42.37 11.86

Shelby 34.7 257.65 60.4 13.6 9.09 48.48 36.36 6.06

Stark 33.9 291.06 42.8 44.0 4.74 37.66 51.12 6.48

Summit 33.9 3063 393 33.4 5.52 37.91 41.22 15.35
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Comity

Avenge
ANc

(Yeas)

A=s
Gina

Avenge
Wok

Moog
Month s).

No
?mica

Walk
Espaionce

Las
Than

9 Toss

Eisboatio

9-11
Team

ISO Gnaw
&bad Thug 12

Trumbull 33.4 30627 56.6 288 531 29.94 54.56 10.19

Union 31.5 296.03 44.6 32,0 323 51.61 41.94 323
Washington 33.6 305.62 90.8 213 7.69 53.85 30.77 7.69

Wa Yne 33.0 326.83 55.2 0.0 9.41 4235 41.18 7.06

Williams 33.8 226.00 58.4 40.0 833 58.33 33.33 0.00

Wood 303 306.60 112.1 20.0 727 30.91 4727 1 05
Wyandot 31.3 346.74 74.6 143 21.43 14.29 57.14 7.14

Averages° 333 313.90 623 26.8 6.3 443 40.5 89

NOTES:
Talculated only for those with sonie work experience
°Calculated only for clients who have been assessed
'Apparent data MN since only ADC-U cases were required to enroll in JOBS in Franklin County
during FY 1990.

°Does not include exempt cases
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TABLE 2.3

AVERAGE MONTHLY ADC CASELOAD IN NOT JOB READY STATUS
BY EMPLOYMENT BARRIER AND COUNTY

Otis.

Mediae
tapirs.

slaw
hoe
way

imqpir
Izmir

Thew
program

Caw NM
4

Mir Xi
Availslik

Oier
ifinam 7bri

Allen 17.7 0.0 0.0 3.7 1.7 0.0 2.1 0.0 252
Athens 10.8 0.0 0.0 79.6 9.2 0.7 0.0 0.0 50.3

Belmont 22.7 13 0.0 21.4 13.7 0.0 3.1 1.7 64.1

Brown 10.4 03 0.0 0.0 33 13.1 0.2 0.0 143
Butler 15.0 7.4 11.1 403 5.9 0.0 1.3 0.0 812

Champaign 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2

Clark 29.4 3.7 0.9 25.9 0.0 2.2 03 0.0 62.6

Clermont 11.6 1.0 0.5 4.6 73 0.4 02 1.4 27.0

Crawford 9.8 4.3 0.8 7.7 11.6 0.1 1.1 0.0 35.4

Franklin 0.7 2.0 21.9 1.0 3.3 0.2 0.8 0.0 29.9

Fulton 42 2.7 0.2 23.2 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 313
Gallia 6.2 0.7 0.0 145.9 4.8 0.9 5.8 4.8 169.1

H amihon 190.8 1.6 1.5 47.7 50.1 28.1 31.1 0.2 351.1

Hancock 7.6 12 0.3 0.0 3.8 0.9 1.7 1.2 16.7

Holmes 0.0 03 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6

Knox 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.3 11.6 02 0.0 0.0 17.8

Lake 3.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.8 0.2 0.4 0.0 6.0

Lawrence 83 0.2 0.0 0.8 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0

Lucas 323 23 0.0 41 0.8 03 1.6 11 43.4

Madison 5.0 03 0.0 2.0 5.9 03 2.4 03 16.6

Marion 6.9 4.1 0.8 113 7.2 0.0 9.9 0.4 40.6

Montgomery 533 0.6 03 5.9 19.8 4.2 11.8 0.2 96.1

Morrow 20.1 3.3 0.0 31.2 12.8 0.0 0.3 0.f 67.7

Muskingtun 172 1.4 0.0 17k 9.7 0.4 3.0 93 58.2

Perry 7.8 0.7 0.0 24.7 0.7 0.0 1.6 2.7 382

Pickaway 4.8 3.4 0.0 202 14.8 0.3 3.9 0.7 48.1

Pike 10.9 0.0 0.0 1163 1.2 0.4 0.0 2.9 131.7

Putnam 2.1 0.0 0.7 1.6 3.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 8.7

Richland 30.0 13 0.0 11.2 4.6 03 5.4 1.8 34.6

Sandusky 2.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.3 0.0 0.8 6.6

Scioto 120.4 0.4 0.4 2013 0.0 0.0 413 1.1 365.1

Seneca 0.4 0.2 0.0 1.9 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 2.8

Shelby 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 6.9

Stark 40.6 0.0 0.7 18.4 12.3 0.6 4.8 0.0 77.4

Summit 34.8 0.4 2.9 26.2 18.8 2.4 3.8 2.9 922

Trumbull 13.7 0.4 1.5 65.7 0.9 03 43 03 873

Union 7.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1

Washington 31.0 23 0.4 28.3 26.2 0.1 14.0 43 106.8

25



Ow"
*AM
Limir

Ow
MomP,

pastasics

OW
Cm PingAd*

afar MT
AVM

Aso ARM
aftw

ilariar *PM Med

Wayne 11.9 1.1 0.0 0.2 14.6 0.8 4.6 0.1 33.3

Williams 1.3 0.5 0.4 05 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 3.3

Wood 9.1 0.6 0.0 2.0 43 02 1.5 03 18.2

Wyandot 1.1 13 2.0 0.0 03 0.0 0.0 0.8 5.5

Statewide 821.5 54.3 473 9464 290.3 453 164.7 402 24102
Totals
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be resolvable and, if the individual is still receiving ADC at that time, he/she will be
brought into JOBS then; an "exempt" determination denotes problems of a lasting nature.

A fuller understanding of the statistical category "barriers to employment" came
from the 45 assessment interviews that were observed in the 15 counties. Of the 45
observations conducted, 14 (31 percent) were of males and 31 (69 percent) were of females.
Information gained during these observations indicated that the most common obstacles to
employment for this population were lack of a high school diploma, low reading and math
ability, medical (physical or mental) disabilities, and lack of job training and job awareness.

The number of males with neither a high school diploma nor GED was 8 (57 percent
of the trAles observed); the comparable figure for women was 17 (46 percent). One male,
who hr 41 a long work history as a machinist, could not find a new job as a machinist
becau.,e he lacked a diploma; nor could he be hired as a firefighter even though he had
completed the 320 hours of training necessary.

Seven of the 45 individuals (16 percent) were exempted from or determined not-
job-ready for JOBS participation for medical or mental health reasons, either for themselves
or to care for a disabled spouse or child. One woman had suffered brain damage in an
auto accident and could not work because she passes out without warning. Another woman
was encouraged by the interviewer to take a medical exemption because her mother
required care. She wanted to participate but acquiesced to the interviewer's wishes. One
man was declared exempt because of severe depression and arthritis. He wanted an FAT
assignment, but was eiscouraged from doing so by both his doctor and the interviewer.
Another man appeared to be mentally disturbed and assignment was not made; a disability
determination was pending.

In general, math and reading scores, as tested during the orientation and assessment
process, were low. This was especially true of those who had not completed high school.
Indeed, one of the men scored so low on reading that the interviewer believed that further
testing for a learning disability was indicated. This individual reported that he was
requested to leave school in the eighth grade because be could not leam. Another male
client was initially referred to a literacy program nnder the E&T component rather than
a GED program because of his lack of reading ability.

Family and personal problems also played a role in the ability of individuals to
participate in the work world. One woman was thought by the interviewer to be suffering
physical abuse at the hands of her husband. Another woman, who had physical and self-
esteem problems, was a recovering alcoholic whose husband was in prison.

Many of the clients who were observed during the CDHS visit did not appear to
be aware of the types of jobs that might be available to them. Most had held low-paying,
low-skill jobs. Salary expectations were often unrealistic. Clients also seemed unaware of
the abilities or training required for some jobs. One woman expected to be able to make
$15.00 to 20.00 per hour selling crafts. Another woman wanted to be a licensed practical
nurse, but had very low reading and math scores. More extensive career counseling than
can be provided in the assessment interview is needed to help these individuals examine
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their interests and abilities. Once these are clear, finding appropriate jobs might be easier,
thus saving time and money in the long run.

It is interesting to note that only two of the 45 individuals observed mentioned
having taken a vocat..,nal program in high school. One had worked briefly in the field in
which she had trained, whereas the other had worked extensively in her area of study.

A few of the women had already started attending an education institution. One
woman had been enrolled in an occupational therapy program at a community college.
She was working pan-time in her own business, cleaning houses, but could not work enough
hours while going to school to support herself and her son and provide insurance coverage
for the two of them. She had taken out grants and loans to pay for school. The men had
not pursued additional training, perhaps because a greater percentage of them had not
finished high school, a belief that they did not need further education, or a fear of failure
if placed in an education setting.

The majority of clients observed seemed to want to work but did not have the
credentials or ability to do so. To the extent that JOBS could assist these individuals in
becomin employable, they were assigned to a component or, if a temporaty barrier to
participation was present, were determined to be "not job ready," pending resolution of
the barrier to participation. Those who believed they had a nonresolvable barrier to
participation were advised to obtain verification of that barrier.

Usually, client and interviewer interaction during the assessment interview was
relaxed and evenly balanced. Only in some of the observations in two counties (Franklin
and Sene:a), was little interaction observed between client and interviewer or little client
input solicited. Because instances of this type were so rarely observed, one can assume that
they are the exceptions rather than the rule.

The length of the assessment interview varied, not only from county to county but
from interview to interview. Trumbull County averaged the shortest interviews (14 minutes)
and Clermont County averaged the longest (57 minutes). Twenty to 30 minutes for an
interview was common.

Client Reaction

By the end of the orientation and assessment process, the majority of clients stated
that they understood the JOBS program, their rights and responsibilities, and their options,
but, if pressed, had difficulty in stating what they knew. This is not surprising, considering
the complexity of the information presented. Many of tbe clients interviewed for this study
at the time of the CDHS visit seemed to view the purpose of the observers as being to
check up on them as well as to examine the JOBS implementation. As a consequence, the
clients seemed to be less than fully candid with the observers, even though confidentiality
was promised and they were given the option of not answering questions with which they
felt uncomfortable.
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Although not all of the ADC recipients agreed with their ilbsrpment to a particular
program component, particularly if the assignment was to GED, the majority agreed either
?".n part or in whole with the decisionBy the same token, the overall level of satisfaction with
the process and assignment was good to very good. Only one individual appeared to be
hostile to the process, a man who was prophesying the end of the world and believed that
he was a pawn in the "welfare chess game." To this individual, welfare clients were the
ones supporting CDHS staff. Although he initially refused to sign the Rights and
Responsibilities form or take the tests, he did take the tests but was classified as "not job
ready," pending the outcome of a disability appeal.

Summary

At the time of the observations, staff appeared to be accustomed to performing
their job duties and to be operating within an understood chain of command. Staff were,
however, concerned about the amount of time and paperwork needed to process clients.
Most rural counties use internal forms to refer clients from intake to JOBS; urban counties
use the ODHS generated 6802 form.

Processing into the progam, that is, the amount of time that elapses between
application or redetermination and the beginning of participation in a component, may
take from 164 days (for clients who appear in response to the first notification to appear)
to 221 days (for clients who appear in response to subsequent notifications). Almost all (85
percent) of those notified to appear for assessment actually do appear.

Variations exist in the methods used to provide orientation and to schedule clients.
The most efficient method for both CDHS staff and clients is that used by Stark County.
By using an audiovisual approach that requires no staff to be present during the orientation,
Stark County staff are able to schedule clients more flexibly, thus eliminating long waits
between orientation and the assessment interview or having clients return a second day for
the assessment interview.

Orientation is critical to shaping the client's responses to and attitudes toward the
JOBS program. Generally, the 15 counties are using a group orientation process, although
there are variations to this practice. Client reaction to orientation was mixed; a few were
enthusiastic, a majority apathetic, and a few negative.

Testing is usually accomplished by administering a standardized test to a group that
has appeared for orientation. Generally, testing was administered during the interval
between orientation and the assessment interview, and generally on the same day.

Typically, the assessment interviewer had only a few minutes to review the
information that had been gathered previously about a ,lient, but this seemed to be
sufficient time. Clients appeared to be fairly relaxed during the assessment interviews.
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The factors that had a major influence on the component placement decision were
education level, job history, employment obstacles, and client preferences. Generally,
clients in the observed group were in agreement with component assignment. There were
occasional exceptions to assignment to a GED program. Some clients disliked school and

did not want to return; others said they needed a job rather than education.

Clients who were not assigned to a JOBS component were classified as "Not Job
Ready" (NJR) or "Exempt." Those classified NJR hnd barriers to participation that were
deemed to be of a temporary nature; those classified as exempt were, for example, those

with physical disabilities. Obstacles to employment included lack of a high school diploma,

low reading and math ability, medical (physical or mental) disabilities, and lack of job
training and job awareness. Family and personal problems also played a role in the ability

of clients to obtain jobs.

Most of the clients appeared to be willing and even eager to work. They did not
appear to be aware of the types of jobs that might be open to them nor have any
understanding of the abilities and training required for many jobs, however.
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CHAPTER 3

PROGRAM COMPONENTS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIPS
IN THE COMMUNITY

This chapter presents an overview of the JOBS program as it is seen by individuals
in the 15 demonstration counties who come into contact with it. The information was
developed through personal interviews with representatives of community agencies that
provide services to JOBS clients and with employers who hire these client' Obviously,
cooperative relationships with other agencies and employer willingness to hire JOBS
participants are crucial to the success of the program. No CDHS could possibly offer all
the services that are needed by clients. The JOBS staff must identify community resources
and direct clients to the agencies that can provide these services.

When a new program like JOBS appears, the large number of clients it serves can
have a major impact on the capacity of the existing delivery systems to accommodate these
new referrals. In addition, the services that JOBS provides may be seen as duplicating or
competing with those provided by other agencies. These problems and concerns must be
addressed if JOBS is to succeed. The experiences and reactions of representatives of the
major agencies cooperating with :JOBS are presented in this chapter.

As important as interagency cooperation is, however, it is only a means to the end.
Employment, the hiring and retention of JOBS participants in comparison to similar clients
who cid not take part in the program, is the primary criterion by which the program will
be judged. Employers who had hired clients who had been referred by JOBS were
interviewed in most of the 15 demonstration counties to determine their experiences with
the clients and with the program itself.

Before presenting the results obtained from these interviews, a major caveat is
necessary. The individuals we talked with in our community visits to the 15 demonstration
counties cannot be considered a representative sample. The JOBS administrators
nominated these individuals and it would be most unlikely that the administrators would
refer us to agencies or employers that have had bad experiences working with JOBS.

Furthermore, as part of our interviews with the nominated respondents, we asked
to talk with a client who was being served by the agency or had been hired by the employer.
The clients we talked with were those who were present on the days we conducted our
visits Clients who did not attend their assigned components or who were not hired were
obviously not included among those we interviewed.

A second caveat is also needed. The JOBS program works with ADC, GA, and
Food-Stamps-only-clients, and these clients are assigned to all components. It is our
impression that many of the reports of the behavior and attitude of clients we obtained
during our community interviews did not differentiate between these two groups of
recipients. Most of the findings probably represent general impressions influemed by
experiences with both sets of clients. When respondents could make clear differentiat'ons,
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these are reported. These were, however, rarely volunteered and even when respondents
were prompted, they did not appear to perceive many clearly discernable differences
between ADC and GA recipients.

'This chapter is organized by the three major components to which clients can be
assignededucation and training, CWEP and Job Cluband employers' experiences hiring
JOBS participants, including subsidized employment (SEP). The discussion represents a
synthesis of interviews and impressions we formed from our community visits to the 15
demonstration counties. Specific information about these components in each of the
counties is presented in Part II of the report.

Before discussing the separate components, however, an overview of the activity in
each of the counties may be helpful. This is presented in table 3.1, which shows the total
number of clients who left the pending assessment and pending assignment categories and
entered any of the other categories in the table during the 1990 fiscal year, July 1989
through June 1990'. The total in each of the categories counts each client only once, but
a client may have been in more than one category during the year. For example, a client
may have been in pending assessment placed in CWEP until a Job Club began, been in the
Job Club and obtained employment. Such a client would be counted once under each of
these categories, but only once in the total for the county.

It should be noted that the figures in table 3.1 are not the total number served,
because they do not include carryovers from the previous fiscal year. The numbers reflect
the total assignee to the components, not the total number strad by these components.
Nor doe3 the table include the large number of ADC-R clients with children ages one to
five who were assessed, but declined to participate in JOBS. All of the counties began

ocessing these recipients, but few of the exempted recipients volunteered for the program
and hence are not counted in the table.

Even though they are not included in the table, the exempted recipients did have to
be scheduled for orientation and assessment, notified of their appointment, provided
information about the program and given the opportunity to volunteer. Since about 50
percent did not report for their initial appointment, they had to be notified of inttntion to
sanction if they did not provide good cause. All of this added considerably to the workload
of program staff, but is not reflected in the numbers assigned to components.

Education and training was, by a substantial margin, the most frequent assignment,
followed by CWEP, and Job Club. Few clients were assigned to SEP. This pattern holds
for 10 of the 15 demonstration counties. The exceptions are primarily rural, low population
counties--Lawrence, Perry, Seneca, and Wyandotexcept Franklin. In the rural counties the

'The figures in table 3.1 are derived from information contained in the Client
Registry Information System (CRIS). The nature of these data is discussed in Chapter 1.
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TABLE 3.1

UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF ADC CUM'S ASSIGNED
TO COMPONENTS, FISCAL YEAR 1990,

July 1989 - 1990

County NJR
Job
Club SEP CWEP E&T

Employ-
meat Other Total

Allen 93 157 1 478 233 114 99 833
Athens 131 37 8 131 501 127 9 784
Belmont 184 168 17 322 340 338 12 1022
Brown 60 64 2 82 98 88 56 351
Butler 197 280 0 208 399 339 35 1103

Champaign I 12 1 17 19 33 11 78
Clark 187 185 7 205 278 322 34 936
Clermont 104 10 1 76 134 81 7 383

Crawford 116 4 4 82 155 93 24 379
Franklin 92 65 2 20 13 65 173 404

Fulton 94 4 0 63 70 46 14 213
Gallia 398 6 8 314 215 178 28 868
Hamilton 901 596 113 433 1343 632 226 3385
Hancock 57 20 2 43 55 108 17 253
Holmes 4 7 0 4 13 21 1 44

Knox 75 22 5 109 84 145 56 350
Lake 32 83 0 23 107 147 2 333
Lawrence 38 9 1 479 110 83 57 686
Lucas 155 339 0 271 483 384 17 1473
Madison 66 43 0 45 76 69 22 225

Marion 142 14 0 156 36 27 10 365
Montgomery 345 579 27 417 1528 423 37 2725
Morrow 166 15 0 80 116 101 32 373
Muskingum 201 86 0 194 535 195 69 1005
Perry 101 53 0 186 126 139 10 463

Pickaway 163 72 0 113 130 111 a 429
Pike 301 38 16 144 173 73 15 579
Putnam 32 24 0 45 32 76 14 172
Richland 140 72 0 125 241 160 41 643
Sandusky 23 26 0 77 35 21 7 177

Scioto 1053 116 10 426 422 126 32 1851
Seneca 18 15 0 72 39 123 7 244
Shelby 58 76 0 38 79 88 20 213
Stark 207 112 12 272 526 731 98 1618
Summit 286 176 16 285 1061 512 106 2282

Trumbull 238 255 11 315 385 182 114 1201

Union 33 40 3 18 74 111 13 201
Washington 273 35 3 220 224 103 31 693



Job Employ-
KIR Club SEP CWEP EitT mcnt Other Total

Wayne
Williams
Wood
Wyandot

129 47 1 99 179 156

17 17 0 40 62 91

58 21 1 51 67 53

15 10 0 38 28 31

67 462
17 183
5 214
7 111

OHIO 6984 4010 272 6828 10824 7046 1661 30307

Percent 23.0 13.2 0.9 22.5 35.7 232 5.5 124.0

NOTE: Sum of components exceeds total because some clients were assigned to more than one component.
Total counts each client only once no matter how many components he or she was assigned to.
Exempt cases not included.



most frequent assignment was CWEP; in Franklin, which in FY 1990 served only ADC-
U clients, it was Job Club. The mral counties have fewer educational programs available,

and, being relatively poor, a high demand for CWEP workers. Franklin County has a policy
of assigning virtually all clients initially to Job Club and to other components only if they

do not obtain employment.

Approximately one-fourth (23 percent) of the clients assigned to components in the
42 counties were employed at some time during FY 1990. Being classified as employed

does not necessarily mean that the client obtained a job as a result of participation in
JOBS. The number in this category represents all clients for whom there were employment
records in CRIS. An employment record is generated for employed clients at initial

assessment and each time there is a change in status. Many of the clients counted as
employed were employed when initially enrolled before receiving any services from JOBS.

When table 3.1 is compared to the same tabulations for FY 1989, the overall number
assigned to components increased from 21,503 to 30,307, a 41 percent increase. Some of
this increase is due to more complete reporting. but much is also due to increased numbers
of clients processed. Recall again that these figures do not reflect ADC-Rs with children
ages one to five who did not volunteer to participate, nor the increased workload caused
by the requirement to test all clients.

Assignments to education and training bad the largest increase in actual numbers.
In FY 1989, approximately the same number of clients had been assigned to education and
training and CWEP. In FY 1990, the number assigned to education and training increased
by 52 percent (from 7,116 clients to 10,824) while the number assigned to CWEP was
virtually unchanged (6,765 in FY 1989 and 6,828 in FY 1990). The number classified as

employed had the largest percentage increase (66 percent) from 4,241 to 7,046.

These changes reflect an increased emphasis on these components rather than just
an increase in clients processed or more complete reporting. The numbers in most other
categories also increased but not nearly as much. As noted above, CWEP increased only

1 percent. Job Club increased 25 percent, and the number classified not job ready
increased 17 percent. The number in SEP, only 285 in FY 1989 actually dropped 5 percent

in FY 1990.

Table 3.2 summarizes some of the characteristics of the clients who were assigned

to the program components. Clients assigned to Job Club or employed tend to have higher
educational attainment but not more prior work experience. The two measures of prior
work experienceaverage months worked and ixrcent with no work experiencemust be
interpreted cautiously. This information is available only for clients who have been
assessed, and some apparent contradictions raise questions about its accuracy. Clients who

are classified as employed have the highest percentage with no work experience, and clients
assigned to CWEP have the highest average months worked. Assessment interviewers,

however, told us that it was clients without recent work experience who were most likely

to be assigned to CWEP. These inconsistencies lead us to question the accuracy of the
information on prior work experience. The biggest difference across groups does appear

to be very reasonable: the average grant is lowest for employed clients.
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TABIE 32

CHARACTERISTICS OF CLIENTS ASSIGNED TO
MAJOR PROGRAM COMPONENTS, FISCAL YEAR 1990

July 1989-June 1990

Characteristics
Education &

Training CWEP
Job
Club SEP Employed

All
Clients'

Average age (years) 33.8 365 3,5.4 35.0 32.7 33.5

Average grant ($) 327.17 345.70 318.60 34010 195.10 313.90

Average months
worked"'

58.4 83.7 68.8 80.8 59.6 62.4

Percent %ith no work
experience'

gducation

23.8% 22.6% 16.1% 18.8% 353% 26.8%

Less than grade 9 8.2% 7.0% 5.7% 62% 3.5% 6.3%

Grade 9-11 47.5 36.7 37.1 43.8 303 44.3

Grade 12 34.7 49,5 44.8 43.8 54.0 40.5

More than grade 32 9.6 6.8 114 6.2 122 8.9

Notes:
'Does not include exempt cases
'Calculated only for those with some work experience
'Calculated only for clients who have been assessed
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rducation and Training

In the 15 demonstration counties the clients assigned to education and training were
predominantly enrolled in Adult Basic Education (ABE) and General Educational
Development (GED) courses. The schools in some of the counties make distinctions
between these programs; in others they are grouped together under adult education. No
formal reports of tested ability levels were examined, but it was the impression of the
administrators and teachers who were interviewed that many of the students referred by

JOBS were fimctioning at the fifth to eighth grade leveL (These respondents made few

distinctions between ADC and GA recipients.) Most clients whose tested skills are below
the eighth grade level when they enter a GED program have a difficult time passing the
qualifying test. They must be very persistent, often attending for two years or more, to
acquire the skills needed to pass the test.

It.was our impression during observations of assessment interviews that skill training
was a fairly low priority for interviewers. The clients whom we observed actually assigned
to skill training were already attending classes when they were assessed. Other clients who
expressed an interest in skill training were often in a "catch 22" situation. If they did not
have their high school diplomas they were told they should enter GED classes to obtain
them. If they had their diplomas, they were assigned to Job Club even if they indicated
they would prefer skill training. They were especially likely to be assigned to Job Club if
they had diplomas and recent work experience. Often the interviewers said the skill
training programs accepted students only at the start of the school year and the clients
would have to enter another comnonent until a new program started.

Only two of the 15 demonstration counties, Clermont and Summit, pay directly for
skill training out of JOBS funds. Lake County, which contracts with JTPA for most JOBS
services, pays $478 for each client assigned to education and training. Only some of these
clients receive skill training, however; most enter ABE/GED classes. The 13 other counties
refer clients to JTPA or the schools they are interested in attending to seek financial
assistance.

Some clients are so opposed to ABE/GED that they refuse it as an assignment. For
many of these clients, formal education has been a frustrating, embarrassing experience.
Dropping out may have done little for their future, but it was an escape from a punishing
environment. They have little desire to return to such a setting. If the client refuses to
enter an ABE/GED program, they are usually assigned to Job Club if they have had some
work experience or CWEP if they have not.

At the other extreme, some clients seem to enter ABE/GED because it is an easy
way to fill JOBS requirements. In every county where instructors were interviewed, there
were complaints about the low levels of interest and involvement among some JOBS clients
--those who were attending only to continue their financial assistance and not because of
any interest in improving their ckills. Excessive breaks and talking during class were the
most common complaints. These reluctant students were especially annoying to the
students who were in these classes because they want to be. Students who have voluntarily
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enrolled to earn their GED do not want their classes disrupted by students who would
rather not be there.

impact on Existing System

Another constant found in every county where ABE/G2D administrators were
interviewed, except Franklin, was the large increase in enrollment caused by referrals from
JOBS. In Montgomery County, which has the largest enrollment of ADC clients in the 42
counties, an administrator said he was "overwhelmed." Enrollments were four times higher
than they were when the work program began in that county. The impact had been so
great that 12 agencies involved in adult literacy came together to form Project READ. This
group requested additional financial aid from the Ohio Department of Education and was
preparing guidelines to assist agencies in making appropriate referrals of clients.

In two counties, Brown and Lawrence, the JOBS program provided funds to enable
schools to offer adult classes during the summer of 1990. In Lake County, a summer
program was funded indirectly by JOBS. JOES pays the yrrA administrative entity for
its county $478 for each JOBS client assigned to education and training. The JTPA entity,
in turn, funded the Painesville Public Schools :o offer summer adult education classes.
JTPA also has provided funds for computers and other learning materials. In Seneca
County the JOBS programs pays for any books its clients need. In the other counties the
educational agencies have received no fmancial assistance from JOBS, but some have
requested additional funds from the Ohio Department of Education. In many of the
counties, especially the large urban ones, the monthly reporting on JOBS clients is very
burdensome.

Only one JOBS program runs an educational program itself. That is Summit County
which conducts a program for functionally illiterate clients. This program is built around
the IBM PALS system. PALS is designed for adults performing below the fifth grade level
in reading. It uses computer-based learning programs augmented with attractive graphics
from videodiscs. At the time the program was visited, it had only been operating two
weeks. The instructor was not sure how effective it was, but she said the clients, many of
whom were initially resistant, enjoyed using the computer.

Despite the extra work the JOBS clients have caused, the educators spoke favorably
about their relationships with program staff. They generally reported staff to be helpful in
dealing with any problems that arose regarding their clients. When the educators were
asked if there was any assistance they would like to receive, almost all answered, "Money."

Reactions of Clients

In every county where classes were in progress when the community visit was made,
interviews were conducted with students. Those who volunteered to be interviewed usually
spoke favorably of their experiences. The ones who were most positive were young women
in their thirties. Most of these had dropped out of high school when they became pregnant.
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Now their children were in their teenage years and these women were wondering what
they would be doing for the rest of their lives. They saw the GED as the first step toward
additional training or as opening the door to a "good" job. Some had not known that such
classes were available until they had their assessment interviews. One referred to JOBS as
providing "that little shove" she needed to continue her education.

Almost all of the clients commented on the climate of the classes and how this
contrasted with what they had previously experienced. They spoke of being treated like an
adult and of the helpfulness and support of the instructors. Some echoed the comments of
instructors about the behavior of those students who were attending only to qualify for their
financial aid.

Several of the clients, while grateful for the opportunity to pursue their GED, said
the $25.00 monthly work allowance was totally inadequate to cover their travel expenses.
Many of these clients were attending classes with JTPA participants who received $5.00 per
day for their travel.

When interviewing instructors, we were told of several JOBS clients who bad
completed their GEDs and were continuing their education at two or four-year institutions.
One had even received a scholarship from the PTA. Unfortunately we also beard of clients
who completed their GEDs, found no other opportunities open to them and were
continuing to receive public assistance while being assigned to CWEP sites.

Summaty

Adult education programs, primarily ABE/GED, have been affected more by JOBS
than any other comm,Jaity agencies. Enrollments in 14 of the 15 demonstration counties
have increased significantly as a result of JOBS referrals. Most of these refurals function
at a level that requires more assistance and a longer period of study than the average
student. The JOBS programs in two counties provided funds to offer adult classes in the
summer, a third provided funds indirectly through its contract with JTPA, and one county
buys the books for JOBS students. Most cEents respond posif ;vely to their classes, but all
counties reported some disruptive students and a few who even had to be removed from
classes. Some students have completed their GEDs and continued their education. There
were Ds1 reports during the community interviews of students who found their GEM helped
them get jobs, however.

Commpnity Work perience Program

CWEP carries the burden of its histoty as the work relief program which has been
described most generously as "working off your grant" and most disparagingly as "slave
labor." It is usually the assignment of last resort, and often the work sites and tasks are
not appealing. Picking up litter, cleaning public buildings, sorting materials at recycling
centers, and cutting weeds on public property are some of the common tasks. Despite the
low regard with which CWEP is held by many recipients, and even some human service
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professionals, we found in our community interviews that it could lead to employment for
JOBS clients.

During these interviews, we heard about eight clients who had been on CWEP
assignment and demonstrated good work habits that led to their being hired into fairly well-
paying jobs. The work assignment gave these clients a chance they would not have had
without CWEP. Seven of these "success stories" were with public agencies in jobs as
janitors, day care aides, microfilm operator, and file clerk. These clients were dependable
and worked hard. When openings became available, they were hired into jobs averaging
$6.00 to $7.00 an hour.

In the other case, the client was not hired directly by the CWEP agency she worked
for, but her performance led to a recommendation that caused her to be hired by another
employer. This employer and employee were interviewed. The employer admitted she
would not have hired this worker if she had applied without the recommendation from her
CWEP site. The employee reported she was satisfied with her job, although it paid only
a little over the minimum wage, and satisfied with her experiences in the JOBS program.

Admittedly, eight examples do not a successful program make. We mention these
cases because from the evidence gathered in our community interviews, CWEP was leading
to more regular employment than education and training. It may be that when more
representative data are available from a larger sample of clients, the analyses will show
education and training to have greater long-term payoff. On the basis of the community
interviews, however, we would hypothesize that for clients whose tested skill levels are at
the seventh grade or below, CWEP will lead to employment more often than education or
training.

The most frequent complaint we heard about CWEP was the high number of no-
shows, clients assigned to sites who never report. The sites with 50 to 60 percent no-shows
were those with jobs that most people would consider unattractive, such as recycling,
janitorial, and weed control. When clients do not report, the CWEP sites inform JOBS staff
which leads to these clients being notified of intention to sanction. Most of these
notifications do not result in sanctions, however. If the clients respond to the notification,
they are allowed to sign an agreement to cooperate with the JOBS requirements and are
usually given another assignment that they find more acceptable.

Even at the sites with the highest no-show rates, the supervisors said that most of the
clients who did report were satisfactory workers. Only in one county did the supervisor say
the majority of his CWEP assignments had to be reported to the JOBS program for poor
performance. These workers were primarily assigned to litter and weed control.

As in other employment settings, the work sites that are most selective have the best
experience with the CWEP clients assigned to them. Settings such as day care centers and
hospitals that screen those assigned, sometimes including medical examinations, police
record checks, and personal interviews, report mainly favorable experiences. Those sites
that take all clients who are assigned have many more problems: half or more never
report, and some of those who report are reluctant workers.
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There are no direct costs to the agencies that use CWEP clients in any of the
cnunties. Some of the CWEP sites do, however, buy gloves or protective clothing for the
workers. A few offer "fringe benefits," such as a free lunch, to CWEP workers. Even the
recycling centers, usually considered the last, last resort," allow clients to make a few
dollars by bringing in materials they collect.

Three rural counties have found innovative ways to deal with transportation problems
that would otherwise cause some clients to be classified as not job ready. Seneca and
Wyandot counties have hired CWEP supervisors who have experience in construction and
building maintenance. These supervisors use a county van to pick up and transport CWEP
clients and then they direct the clients' work at the sites. In Brown County, the recycling
center provides transportation for clients assigned to it. The clients are charged a modest
fee for the transportation, but have the option of working extra time to cover the fee.

Summit County has developed four formal programs to incorporate on the job
training as part of CWEP assignments. Three of these are operated by the county
government and include training in microfilming, landscaping, and janitorial skills. The
fourth program is offered under a contract with Goodwill Industries that provides training
in retailing through its thrift store.

Reaction of Clients

The CWEP clients who were interviewed, those who were working on the days their
agencies were visited, all spoke positively about their work assignment, but some were
critical of the way the JOBS program, overall, is managed. The most frequent complaint
was that some recipients had to participate while others did not. Those who raised this
complaint did not see any reason why they were required to work while others who
appeared fully capable were not.

For the most part, however, the CWEP clients who were interviewed thought it fair
that they should work as a condition of receiving financial assistance. For some, at least,
it removes the stigma of receiving welfare. In one county, no ADC clients were available
on the day of the community visit and interviews were conducted with two GA recipients.
For these women, both of whom were in their fifties, CWEP was considered their employer.
One of them said she tells people she is employed by welfare, not that she is on welfare.
She enjoyed her work because it gets her out of the house and helps her to meet people.

The interviewer had the distinct impression that for women such as these, CWEP
was the employer of last resort. As one of the women said, "Employers are kind of picky."
Considering these women's age, limited work experience, and physical limitations, there are
few competitive jobs that they could fill. CWEP was for them a "sheltered workshop" where
they contributed what they could and felt good about doing so.
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CWEP is helping some ADC recipients to obtain regular, unsubsidized employment.
Clients who demonstrate good job performance in CWEP assignments are occasionally
hired for regular jobs as openings become available. Unfortunately, the agencies that use
CWEP workers are often on tight budgets and hil:ng opportunities do not become available
very often.

Many agencies using CWEP workers report no-show rates of 50 percent or higher.
The workers who report, however, usually perform satisfactorily. The workers who do
report think it is fair that they should work in exchange for their financial assistance, but
think there are many other recipients who should also be required to take part in JOBS.

Job Club

In 14 of the demonstration counties, all but Lake, Job Club consists of a combination
of classroom instruction and guided, individual job search. The length of the classroom
portion varies from one to four weeks for two to four hours per day. The job search
portion varies from three to six weeks. Lake County does not have classes or a club in the
usual sense. Instead, clients meet individually once a week with job placement specialists
to develop and carry out a job search plan. The cialists identify the type of assistance
the clients need and provide it on a one-to-one basis rather than in a classroom.

The topics covered in the classroom instruction are fairly standard in all 14 counties:
individual interests and skills and how these relate to jobs, resume preparation, sources of
job leads, completing job applications, and interviewing and follow-up techniques. Group
interaction ib considered importam, not only as an instructional method, but to provide
clients a chance to deal with their concerns and the frustrations they have experienced when
seeking jobs. By sharing these in a group setting, the clients learn that other people have
similar problems and the members encourage each other's efforts. Virtually every coach
who was interviewed spoke of the improvement in attitude and self-esteem that clients
undergo while participating.

There was not as much unanimity about the value of videotaping mock job
application interviews. Job Clubs in 10 of the 15 demonstration counties do videotape
interviews and have the members critique each other's performance. In a few counties,
however, the coaches felt that videotaping caused too much anxiety and decreased the
clie nts' confidence.

Impact on Existing 5,ystem

Statewide, about one out of every five clients (18 percent) assigned to a component
enters Job Club. The percentage varies widely across the 15 demonstration counties from
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a low of 2 percent in Lawrence to a high of 65 percent in Franklin'. In 7 of the 15
counties, the JTPA administrative entity conducted Job Club for the JOBS program, but in
one of these counties, Summit, the JTPA club received few referrals. The JOBS program
in Summit referred most of its clients to the club run by its own staff and did not expect
to renew the JTPA contract. Two counties that had previously contracted with JTPA for
Job Club, Perry and Seneca, were no longer doing so when visited in 1990. Perry was
operating its own club and Seneca was contracting directly with a community action agency
rather than using that agency through a contract with JTPA. Cost savings were cited as the
reason not to renew the JTPA contracts.

Most of the contracts with JTPA entities were on a performance basis with separate
fees at enrollment, club completion, and job placement with 30 or 60 day retention. The
total cost to JOBS for clients who met the placement criterion ranged from $350 to $550
per client. The lowest fee was a flat $100 per client charged the JOBS program in Brown
County. In Champaign County the charge was $2,200 per class, regardless of the number
of clients or their experiences in the club.

The Ohio Bureau of Employment Services (073ES) opened a Job Club in Franklin
and Montgomery counties. These clubs were funded through a state-level contract between
OBES and ODHS that incurred no direct cost to the county program. Montgomery County
also had contracts with a junior college and with JTPA. The JOBS program in Franklin
County also conducted its own Job Club. Richland County had a contract with an
individual consultant to conduct its Job Club. This contract called for fees of $25.00 per
hour of class time and $22.50 per hour of follow up and other mutually determined tasks.
In addition to Franklin, Perry, and Summit already mentioned, the JOBS programs in Stark
and Trumbull also ran their own Job Clubs.

No formal reports of placement from Job Clubs were examined, but in some counties
tallies were prepared at the request of the visiting team. These tallies varied in their
completeness with some reporting placement only for those who completed the club not for
all originally enrolled. Placements calculated only for club completers average around 50
percent, Fragmentary evidence suggests, however, that in most counties only about half of
those originally enrolled complete their club participation. This would yield a placement
rate o 25 percent of those originally enrolled.

Reaction of Clients

Job Club members who were interviewed as part of the community visits all felt that
they were benefiting from their participation. They mentioned their improved knowledge

of how to find out about possible jobs, the assistance they had received on how to write a

resume, complete application forms, and present themselves in interviews, and the support
they received from the coaches. Several spoke of how the club improved their attitude

'During the year of this report, Franklin was serving only ADC-U clients who
generally have more job experience than ADC-R clients.
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about their chances of finding the kind of job they wanted and not "any old job." A few
who were interviewed toward the end of the club were disappointed that none of their
contacts had led to interviews.

All the interviews conducted at the Job Club sites, of course, were with members
who had not yet found johe One of the interviews conducted at an employment site
yielded comments that supported the motivation qualities of Job Club. This client was a
male who appeared to be in his mid-forties. He had been with his present employer for
three weeks when interviewed, and he had been referred to this employer through his Job
Club. He stated that when he lost his last job, "It took me down. I got discouraged and
lost my will. I would not be at [company name] without that program"

Swum=

Overall, about one out of every five clients assessed by JOBS is assigned to Job Club,
but the percentage varies wady across the 15 demonstration counties. Fourteen of the
counties use a combination of classroom instruction, lasting from one to four weeks, and
gudtd job search, lasting from three to six weeks. Lake County does not have classroom
sessions. Clients meet individually with a job placement specialist to plan and carry out
their job search strategy. The content covered in the classroom portion of Job Club is quite
similar across counties. All of the coaches and many of the clients interviewed spoke of
the motivational quality of the club.

For those clients who have the characteristics valued by employersadequate
education, good employment history, and suitable appearance and demeanorJob Club is
the most direct way for the JOBS program to assist clients obtain employment. JOBS staff
try to identify and assign clients with these characteristics to Job Club. Nevertheless, what
evidence exists on the completion and placement rate is not too encouraging. It appears
that only about half of the clients initially enrolled complete their participation and only
about half of those who complete their clubs obtain employment.
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Entry of former ADC recipients into unsubsidized employment is the basic criterion
by which the success of JOBS will be judged. Clients may be processed efficiently, obtain
GEDs and work experience, and feel they were treated fairly by the program, but all of
these intermediate measures of program performance will mean little if they do not lead
to jobs that enable clients to leave public assistance. To obtain some initial evidence on
the employment experiences of JOBS clients, interviews were conducted with employers,
both subsidized and unsubsidized, in most of the 15 demonstration counties. If the former
JOBS clients were available on the days the employer interviews were conducted, they were
interviewed also.
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Subsidized Empkwinent

Statewide, few clients (12 percent) are assigned to the Subsidized Employment
Program (SEP), but 8 of the 15 demonstration counties had at least one SEP assignment
in the CRIS data. Information obtained in Franklin and Summit counties suggests that the
CRIS data may under-report the actual number of SEP clients. In Franklin an interview
was conducted with a state agency that had employed 11 JOBS clients under an SEP
contract. This contract had led to regular, unsubsidized employment for 9 of the 11. One
was dismissed because of poor attendance and job performance, and one could not be hired
because a regular job opening did not become available. The CRIS data show only two
SEP assignments in Franklin County for FY 1990. In Summit County an internal report
showed 50 clients in SEP but CRIS has only 16 SEP assignments.

In three of the six counties where SEP employers were interviewed, the SEP clients
had originally been CWEP assignments. The clients had proved to be gooa workers and
the agencies had requested that SEP contracts be written to enable them to work more
hours. These three clients were interviewed. Two of them bad been hired as regular
employees; the third was still under SEP contract. The two who had obtained regular jobs
were very appreciative of the help they had received from the JOBS program. One had
obtained his GED before being assigned to CWEP which led to SEP and his present job.
Both of them were making about $7.00 per hour in janitorial jobs. The client still under
contract was doing street and park maintenance for a small village in southern Ohio. He
was uncertain if the village would be able to offer him regular employment when the
contract ended.

The other three SEP contracts were not preceded by CWEP assignment. The
contract in Franklin County has ah ::ady been discussed. In Summit County the employer
who was interviewed had hired as regular employees 10 clients who had eriginally been
under SEP contracts. This employer operated several day care centers and had a real
concern for the clients. The SEP subsidy helped her pay for training that she provided the
clients. This training was approved by the National Association of Early Childhood
Education and led to certification by that association. The client who was interviewed
appreciated this training more than any other aspect of her work. She felt that the training
had given her skills and knowledge that would always enable her to find employment.

The !ast SEP placement demonstrated the many factors that must be dealt with to
enable recipients to leave public assistance. The client was working in a subsidized job as
a receptionist/clerk and making $4.00 per hour, She bad always wanted to work with
animals and had found a job that enabled her to do so thiough Job Club. Unfortunately
her employer's medical insurance covered only her, not her son. When asked what she
would do for insurance for her son when she left ADC, she replied "I'll get it on my own:
It would appear to be virtually impossible for her to pay for such coverage on the wages
she was receiving.

SEP is not a popular component with JOBS administrators, Some fear that offering
subsidies to employers will be perceived as competition by JTPA officials and make it more
difficult to obtain JTPA's cooperation in other areas, such as skill training. Another
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administrator said that JTPA is in a better position to arrange subsidized employment and
his program refers clients who desire this type of assignment to JTPA. Other administrators
complained about the bureaucratic difficulties of diverting the client's fmancial assistance
to the employer. One county that had arranged a SEP contract had to pay the employer
out of its own funds andas of the date of the CDHS visit, several months after the contract
endedthe county still had not been reimbursed by ODHS. Still others feel the restriction
that SEP contracts shall only be written for new jobs is unduly restrictive and consequently
they make little effon to develop such placements.

The difficulties that the administrators complained of were not apparent to the SEP
employers who were interviewed. None of them mentioned any problems in working with
the CDHS or in receiving their subsidies. Those that had continuing contact with the JOBS
program were satisfied with their relationships. They said the staff understood the kinds
of workers they were seeking and sent them good candidates. A few even commented that
for a government program, JOBS has a minimum amount of red tape and was very easy to
work with.

Unsubsidized Employmenj

The employers who hired former clients into regular jobs were not as consistently
complimentary of the program as the subsidized employers. The experience of one
demonstrates some of the difficulties of hiring individuals who have not had a history of
regular employment. This employer has a cyclical demand for his product: In spring and
summer there is heavy demand and he must increase his workforce. In fall and winter he
must lay off those with least seniority. The starting wage is $6.50 with extra pay for night
shift and special wcrking conditions.

This employer had been visited by job developers from the county JOBS program.
He agreed to interview some of the clients. The job developers informed members of the
Job Club that the employer had some openings and asked forvolunteers. Seven clients said
they were interested and were scheduled for interviews. Five r +he seven reported for their
interviews, and two were offered jobs on the condition that they passed a physical
examination. Both of them passed the physical and started wcrk, but one stopped working
at the end of the first week and never contacted the employer as to the reason. At the time
the employer was interviewed, two weeks after the worker had stopped coming to work, he
had not even come by to pick up his pay check for the week worked. The other client was
still employed and very happy with his job.

An employer in another county has had similar experiences with clients she has hired
from the Job Club. This was a low wage employer, paying just a little over the federal
minimum wage. Her explanation for her high quit rate is that the clients just are not used
to the discipline of coming to work every day. The supervisors who do the interviewing and
hiring do not know which applicants are from the Job Club.

Another low wage employer in a different county has had much more positive
experiences with JOBS clients. He frankly admitted that he had turned to the JOBS
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program because he could not get the number of workers he needed "off the street," and
he has been pleasantly surprised with the quality of worker the program has referred to
him. In his judgi.rent, the JOBS clients seem to appreciate having a job more than off-
the-street hires and are more likely to stay with the company. He has hired 10 clients,
every one the JOBS program referred to him.

Some counties nominated as unsubsidized employers CWEP sites that had hired
former clients as regular employees. These employers were very satisfied with the former
recipients because they had considerable opportunity to observe their performance before
offering then regular employment.

AlmaJZI

SEP is not popular with JOBS administrators, and only 1 percent of clients enter
this component. Administrators say the diversion of the client's grant to the employer is
difficult to accomplish bureaucratically, and the restriction that contracts shall be written
only for new jobs severely limits SEP potential. Some of the SEP employers who were
interviewed had requested contracts for former CWEP clients who had performed well on
their assignments. Employers had virtually no complaints about the performance of SEP
workers or with its regulations and paperwork.

Unsubsidized employers have had mixed experiences hiring JOBS clients. Some
employers complained about the short time the clients stayed with their companies. Others
were pleasantly surprised with the clients' performance and apparent satisfaction with
having a job. While not always the case, there is a tendency for the employers who are
most satisfied with the performance of former JOBS clients to pay considerably above the
federal minimum wage, lsually around $6.50 to $7.00 per hour.

Given the manner in which the employers and clients who were interviewed were
selected, it is not surprising that our findings tend to be postive. The JOBS program
undoubtedly helps sonic clients fmd employment. Whether it does so at rates high enough
to justify its costs awaits additional research from more representative samples.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

July 1989 through June 1990, the period covered by this report, was the first year of
the JOBS program in the 15 demonstration counties. There had been similar programs in
all of these counties the previous year, which were the subject of the first annual process
report. The transition from the existing programs to JOBS did not cause significant changes
in operational procedures. JOBS did, however, bring about major increases in staff
workloads due to the requirements that all recipients with children ages one to five go
through orientation and assessment and that all clients be testv.!. Few of these exempted
recipients volunteered to participate in JOBS. Consequently, the work involved in
scheduling, informing, and, if necessary, sanctioning these clients is not reflected in
increased numbers of clients assigned to program components.

Overall, we found the JOBS programs in the demonstration counties to be
functioning more smoothly in 1990 than they had been when we visited them a year earlier.
All had established procedures for the basic functions of the program, such as scheduling
clients, conducting orientation and assessment, assigning clients to components, and dealing
with noncompliance. As has been neted in previous chapters and is discussed in greater
detail in Part II, these procedures varied across counties, both in the actual way they were
conducted and in their efficiency and apparent effectiveness.

In this chapter, we draw upon the variability across counties, as well as other
information and impressions we obtained from our county visits, to reach some interim
conclusions about the operation of the JOBS program and to offer recommendations for
those parts that appear to us to be most in need of improveir ent. The different approaches
to similar problems across counties suggested many of tl e recommendations that are
presented in this chapter.

We use the word "interim" with regard to these findings because this is the second
of three annual reports that will be followed by a report that will present our final findings
on the three years of research. We are presenting what we know now, recognizing that the
programs are continually evolving and that the aspects which we examine are only selected
aspects of a larger entity.

This chapter is organized into separate sections on fmdings and recommendations.
Within each of these sections, the contents follow the progression of a client through the
program: initial notification, orientation, assessment, assignment to components, and
experiences in the components.
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Findings

Our field work gave us the opportunity to talk with the staff and clients of JOBS
programs and with individuals in their communities who have had clients in their programs
or who have supervised them in CWEP assignments and regular jobs. The clients we talked
with cannot be considered a representative sample ofall JOBS participants. Most of them
have probably benefited from the program more than the average participant There is an
inherent selectivity in :nterviewing a client who has moved into a regular job after taldng
part in JOBS. These clients at present represent a small minority of all participants. Yet
their success may point to what needs to be done if more clients are to realize the same
henefits from participation.

Scheduling, Orientation and Assessment

During our visits to the CDHSs in the 15 demonstration counties, we interviewed
staff, observed the orientation and assessment procedures, and reviewed individual client
records. We discuss the methods used to process clients into JOBS in the order in which
they occur.

Bringing clients injo the program. Interviews with JOBS staff and review of case
records le4 to the following fmdings:

1. Processing clients into the JOBS program and assigning them to components is
phased in over time, rather than occurring au at once.

2. The amount of time that elapses between intake or redetermination and referral
to JOBS is longer in urban counties than in rural counties.

3. Approximately half of all mandatory clients report for orientation/assessment
in response to initial notification and an additional 35 percent respond to
additional notifications.

On the average, JOBS clients are referred to the work program 65 days after
redetermination or approval for benefits by income maintenance. There is quicker referral
in rural counties due to the use of internal forms, rather than the 6802 form, which is
gelierated by ODHS and used by the urban counties. The longer time period appears to
be related to the processing of CRIS forms at the county level.

An average of 51 days after referral, JOBS clients are sent a notice to attend
orientation and assessment. The length of time between the mailing of a notification to
appear and the date the client is to appear is sometimes as short as two days or as long as
two weeks. This variation appears within counties as well as between counties. In general,
however, 13 more days pass before the orientation/assessment visit occurs. If a second
notice is required, it follows an average of 57 days after the first. After the
assessment/orientation is conducted, an average of 35 days pass before the start of an initial
work program activity. Thus, the average amount of titre that elapses between intake or
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redetermination and the beginning of the initial work program activity is 165 days (5.4
months) for clients who respond to the first notification to appear and 221 days (7.3
months) for clients who respond to additional notifications.

Although most mandatory clients are eventually enrolled, the high percentage that
do not report for orientation/assessment in response to initial notification cause much extra
work for JOBS staff. Good cause must be provided or the sanctioning procedure initiated.
The threat of sanction causes most clients to report, but it increases the paperwork between
JOBS and IM and adds a coercive tone to the program that may be damaging to its long-
term goals.

Schedulin of clients. The low initial reporting rate also contributes to scheduling
problems. The JOBS staff expect only about half of the clients they schedule to report
and, therefore, schedule extra clients for each session. On those rare occasions when almost
everyone reports, the assessment staff must rush through their interviews. There is little
time for discussion of occupational goals or plans, and the interviewers concentrate on
completing the necessary forms and having the clients sign them.

Even when the usual 50 percent of those scheduled report for orientation/
assessment, the following finding is warranted:

1. The scheduling practices being used in all counties but Stark result in clients
waiting as long as four hours after the orientation for their assessment interview
or in having to return to the CDHS on another day for the interview.

The scheduling difficulties are a result of attempting to achieve staffing efficiency,
an economic necessity. Stark County, however, is using staggered interview times and a
videotaped orientation presentation that permits the scheduling of fewer clients at a time
for orientation, with the result that clients do not have to wait long periods for the
assessment interview. Staff and clients both appeared to find the arrangement agreeable.

Orientation. Observation of the orientation sessions in the 15 counties led to these
findings:

1. All but two of the demonstration counties conduct group orientation sessions
that usually consist of a staff member reading printed information about JOBS
that had been sent to the clients with the letters scheduling their
orientation/assessment.

2. The manner in which most counties are conducting the orientation sessions is
not one which encourages clients to want to participate.

As with any major change in their lives, clients were concerned about the impact
JOBS would have on them. During orientation, JOBS staff had the tendency to use many
acronyms and to cover the information quickly. Although questions were encouraged and
staff responded to them in a positive manner, the amount and depth of information covered
appeared to intimidate clients into not asking for clarification. In most counties, the
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information had been mailed prior to orientation, but many clients appeared not to have
read it. As discussed below, however, clients appeared more comfortable in the one-to-
one assessment interviews and freer to ask questions.

The Rig las and Responsibilities form was generally mailed to clients with the other
orientation materials prior to assessment and was generally read to the clients during
orientation. Because not all clients possess adequate reading skills for such a document,
the reading and discussing of it is important.

Testing. Observation of the testing procedures in the 15 counties led to these
findings:

1. Testing conditions vary widely across the 15 counties with regard to type of test,
conditions of testing, and, for some tests, examiners' judgments as to the
correctness of answers.

2. Testing does not have much influence on assignment to program components
except for clients who score very low. These clients are likely to be referred to
adult literacy programs.

Testing is now mandatory for JOBS. At the time of the CDHS visits, two counties
were not yet testing but were scheduled to implement testing soon. Although testing was
generally administered prior to the assessment interview, some counties were testing after
assignment and some were testing only those clients who were referred to ABE. The
majority of counties, however, arranged to have test results available prior to making the
initial component assignment.

The conditions under which tests were administered varied from county to county.
Some counties did not have adequate space available for the proper administration of a
test; others did. Different tests were used by different counties (see chapter 2 for a more
detailed discussion of the tests); however, all but one county were using generally
recognized and accepted tests.

Because of the emphasis being placed on persuading clients who are without a high
school diploma to study for the GED, testing does not appear to have much impact on
assignment, except for those who score very low. Therefore, testing is being used more to
determine the grade level in which the client would begin GED study, rather than as a
diagnostic tool to help clients achieve the skills needed to obtain and maintain employment.
Instead, the possession of a high school diploma is deemed to be a major deciding factor
in determining if an individual should attend ABE to sharpen skills.

Assignment to components. Observation of assessment interviews and debriefing
with staff and clients led to these findings:

1. Assessment staff differ in the degree to which they attempt to counsel clients
or just complete the required forms. Interviewers have considerable discretion
in deciding what components clients should enter.
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2. Educational attainment, prior work experience, clients' preferences, and presence
of barriers to employment (lack of transportation, health problems, family
responsibilities, substance abuse) were the major considerations in deciding on
program assignments.

Summit County is the only county that has prepared formal guidelines for
determining component assignment In the other countie; assessment interviewers do not
have formal guidelines and, consequently, have consideracle discretion in assignment of
clients. Most interviewers, however, reported that the same factors as having the major
influence on their decisions, and the observations confirmed that these factors appeared to
be most important.

The majority of staff in all the 15 counties treated clients with courtesy, friendliness,
and respect. Interactions were pleasant and, for the most part, relaxed. Interactions were
at their best in the one-to-one assessment interviews and staff made efforts to work with
clients rather than to process them through the system. However, the term "working off
your grant" is still being used by some CDHS staff in some counties. This appeared to be
a holdover from the old work relief program that, in time, will disappear. A patronizing
attitude was observed in a few counties, indicated by such phrases as "We can give you back
your dignity," which Was used during one Job Club presentation. But, on the whole, staff
worked to incorporate clients' wishes and interests as much as possible in making
component assignments.

Program Components

During the period 'Tilly 1989 through June 1990, the CRIS data indicate that 21,934
assignments were made to JOBS components. The distribution was as follows:

rercent

o Education and Training 49
o Community Work Experience Program 31
o Job Club 18
o Subsidized Employment Program 1

We discuss the components in the order they are listed above. First we list our interim
findings, then we present our thoughts on the implications of these findings for program
operation and effectiveness.

Education and training. Our site visits and analysis of the CRIS data led to the
following:

1. The JOBS priority on education and training has been accepted by program
staff.
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2. Clients who have not graduated from high school or obtained a GED will be
assigxed to E&T unless they strongly object to this component

3. Almost all clients in E&T are attending Adult Basic Education (ABE) or GED
classes; very few are enro141 in skill training or postsecondary programs.

Those conducting ABE classes believe that clients whose tested levels in reading
and mathematics are below the eighth grade equivalent will have a difficult
time obtaining the GED.

5. The clients most likely to benefit from GED classes are women who dropped
out of high school when they became pregnant, not because of academic
difficulties. Many of these women are capable of earning the GED and are
motivated to use it to obtain access to additional training or employment.

6. JOBS referrals to ABE/GED classes place a greatly increased burden on the
adult education facilities in their counties.

The large increase in the number of clients assigned to E&T and our interviews with
the JOBS staff are the basis for the first conclusion. While we recognize that an emphasis
on E&T is inherent in the Family Support Act, we question whether ABE will be of much
help for clients whose reading level is in the fourth to seventh grade range. We doubt if
many clients in this range will ever get their GED, which is the credential that opens the
door to better jobs. We can see ABE as useful to the individual who is functionally
illiterate, reading below the fourth grade level, and we can see the individual who can read
at the eighth grade level or above as a likely candidate to obtain a GED. Those in the
middle range, unless they are extremely motivated, may well put in a lot of effort for very
little return.

Typically, ABE/GED classes meet for only a few hours a day, two or three days per
week. Some counties require clients assigned to these classes to make up any required
hours not spent in class in CWEP assignments. In counties that do not have this CWEP
requirement, E&T, and even Job Club, appear for some clients to be "least effort" choices,
selected not because of the opportunities they provide, but because they are the easiest way
to satisfy JOBS requirements.

Communiv Work Experience Program. Our community visits led to the following
conclusions about CWEP:

1. CWEP assignments lead to unsubsidized, regular employment for some clients.
These jobs tend to pay better than the jobs obtained through Job Club.

For many clients, CWEP is seen as a legitimate requirement in exchange for
their cash assistance. For such clients, working at their assignment reduces the
stigma of receiving public assistance.
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3. Many clients never report to their CWEP assignments. No-show rates of 50
percent or higher are common in jobs requiring janitorial, recycling, litter control
and similar work. Sites that screen and interview clients prior to assignment
have much better experience.

4. Clients who report to their CWEP assignments generally perform their work in
a satisfactory manner.

A recurring theme in interviews with JOBS staff, service providers from other
agencies, and CWEP supervisors is that the clients sort themselves into two basic groups:
those who want to change their lives, Le. get off welfare, and those who do not. Those who
want a change respond to the opportunities that JOBS makes available and are grateful for
them. Those who have accepted public assistance tend to resist, actively or passively, any
action that may cause change.

To these two broad categories, we add a third. Many of the individuals assigned to
CWEP have personal problems or such minimal Molls that it would be very difficult for
them to find employment in the regular labor market. For them, CWEP is an employer
of last resort, and they appreciate their CWEP assignments. They certainly do not see their
work as "slave labor." Instead, they view it as a very reasonable quid pro quo that makes
receiving their monthly check less demeaning. To them, their CWEP assignments are their
jobs and they refer to themselves as "working for the welfare office."

In our judgment, CWEP has more potential than is being realized. The work
experience and exposure to employer expectations can be very beneficial to mimy clients.
The experience they receive and the chance to demonstrate their performance as a worker
can be more beneficial for adults with poor academic skills than ABE. During our
interviews in the 15 counties, we heard several reports of individuals on CWEP assigmnent
who demonstrated good work habits that led to their being hired into well-paying jobs. The
work assignment gave many of them a chance they would not have received without CWEP.

As in every other employment setting, the work sites that are most selective have the
best experience. Settings such as day care centers and hospitals that screen their CWEP
assig:ments, sometimes including medical ext linations and police record checks as well
as personal interviews, report generally favorable experience. Those sites that take all who
are assigned have many more problems: many never report, and some of those who report
are reluctant workers.

CWEP will never be a direct route into employment for large numbers of clients.
The agencies that enter into CWEP contracts typically have tight budgets or they would not
be seeking CWEP clients. Nevertheless, even these agencies occasionally have openings,
and our interviews suggest that clients who demonstrate good work habits are often hired
for these openings.

Job Club. Our interviews with Job Club staff and participants and our review of
some informal reports that Job Club staff prepared for us led to these findings:
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I. Job Club is the most direct route into employment for JOBS clients. About half
of the clients assigned to Job Club complete their participation, and about half
of those who complete obtain employment

2. Job Club participation provides motivation and encouragement to club members.

3. Clients who have a high school diploma or GED and recent job experience will
be assigned to Job Club unless they express a strong preference for another
assignment.

4. It is difficult for Job Club members to find jobs whose total compensation (take
home pay and benefits) is equal to their ADC assistance and medical coverage.

A recurrent theme in interviews with Job Club coaches, supervison, and club
members, themselves, was the motivational quality of the club. Coaches refer to clients at
the beginning of a club as "being in a rut," "discouraged," "given up on themselves." The
group interaction and encouragement in the club appears to counteract many of these
negative self-perceptions. The clients realize that many others have the same problems
they have and that there are ways of dealing with these problems.

Group motivation and newly acquired job-seeking skills, unfortunately, often cannot
overcome the realities of the labor market. Many of the clients assigned to Job Club had
been engaged in a continuing job search long before they were notified they must take part
in JOBS. Most of them reported they learned more effective ways of identifying potential
jobs and presenting themselves in resumes, applications, and interviews. Even with their
improved job-seeking skills, however, most still lacked the specialized occupational skills
that lead to better-paying jobs.

Information on starting wages of Job Club members was not available in most
counties, and it was incomplete where it was available. From what was examined, however,
it appears that most of the jobs pay in the $4.00 to $5.00 per hour range. When taxes are
deducted, these jobs often yield less income than ADC assistance, and they almost never
have medical insurance comparable to that available to recipients.

Some clients werc interviewed who could have taken jobs and left welfare but were
deterred by the loss of medical insurance. One man had a wife with a chronic heart
condition that required expensive medication. He had a job offer, but the employers's
insurance would not cover pre-existing conditions. A woman who was working in a SEP job
paying $4.00 per hour had medical insurance from her employer for herself but not for her
son. She said that when sbe left ADC she planned to obtain insurance for her son on her
own. It would be virtually impossible for her to pay for such insurance on her wage. JOBS
staff reported that the individuals we encountered were representative of many more facing
similar problems. Even with medical benefits extended for one year, the fear of eventually
losing such coverage is considered by JOBS staff as one of the biggest barriers to leaving
ADC.



Sabaidint.EMPAOEMOLELQUM Only 1 percent of JOBS clients are assigned to
SEP, and interviews were conducted with SEP sites in only six counties. Based on this
limited, and probably biased, sample, the following findings seem warranted:

1. JOBS administrators feel the problems associated with SEP placements outweigh
the benefits and, consequently, they put little effort into this component

2. SEP contracts with the appropriate types of employers can lead to better jobs
than clients are likely to obtain through Job Club or on their own.

At three of the six SEP sites we visited, the contracts had led to permanent
employment in some of the highest paying jobs we encountered in our community visits.

These contracts were all for janitorial or clerical jobs with public agencies, and au paid
around $7.00 per hour and provided good insurance and retirement benefits. One of the
sites, a private day care company, did not pay as well but provided extensive training
leading to certification by a professional association.

These contracts demonstrate that SEP can be a useful tool if the right kind of
employers are identified. The difficulties of finding such employers, however, coupled with

the restriction that the contract only be for new jobs, the concern that such contracts will

be seen by JTPA officials as competing for employers, and the administrative difficulties
of diverting recipients' grants, cause most JOBS programs to give SEP little attention.

Employment

Unsubsidized, permanent employment is the goal toward which all processes and
components of JOBS are directed. It is with regard to employment, however, that our
findings must be most tentative. The process analysis was not intended to determine the
effects on clients or employer if that employment resulted from participation in JOBS.
The employer interviews were conducted to obtain their perspective on bow the program
was being implemented.

As was noted in Chapter 3, the manner in which the employers and employed clients
were contacted was likely to yield information positive to JOBS. The employers who were
interviewed were nominated by the JOBS administrators in the counties. The former
clients who were interviewed had been hired by these employers and were working and
available at the time the employer interviews were conducted. With these cautions in mind,
we offer these tentative findings:

1. Employers are generally satisfied with the job performance of clients who have
gone through the JOBS program. Employers who hired clients who had worked
for them while on CWEP assignment tend to be most satisfied. Employers who
hired clients who bad found their jobs through Job Club tend to be least
satisfied.
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2. Employers find the JOBS program easy to work with. The staff are responsive
to their requests and there is a minimum of red tape.

Recommendations

The second year of the process analysis reinforced the recommendations presented
in the first annual report. It should be noted that when we conducted our second round
of visits to the CDHS, our first report was still being reviewed internally at ODHS and the
JOBS staff in the counties had not even been informed of these recommendations, much
less had a chance to try to implement them. Our major recommendation, therefore, is that
the recommendations presented in the first report be given careful consideration to
determine their potential utility and feasibility. Those that appear to be of potential help
should be tested.

The following recommendations are, in many cases, an elaboration on those
presented last year. We use the same categories for presenting these recommendations:

o Suggestions Concerning Local Management
o Suggestions Concerning Program Components
o Suggestions for ODHS Administration

t t. JILL ' I

Clients within the same county receive varying amounts of lead time to appear for
orientation and assessment. For some, the length of time between when the notification
to appear is sent and the date the client is to appear is only a few days; for others, the
length of time is as long as two weeks. It is difficult, with the information currently
collected, to determine the impact on individual client response to a first notice. If more
than one notice must be sent, however, or if sanction procedures are initiated, more JOBS
staff time is taken than if the client appears in response to the first notice. Therefore,
realistic time frames should be used. This leads to the following recommendation:

Recommendation I: A minimum of at least one week should be allotted
between the mailing of a notification to appear and the
date on which the client is requested to appear.

We are also concerned with the amount of time some clients must wait after
orientation for their assessment interview and the fact that, in some counties, clients must
return on another day to complete the orientation and assessment process. We believe that
this is not a matter of simple inconvenience, but, at least for some, of hardship.

To ensure a quality orientation, the clarity of communication, and the elimination
of undue difficulties for the client, theivfore, we make the following recommendation:
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Recommendation 2: Each county should consider the Stark County model for
conducting orientation and assessment which uses
staggered appointment times and a rideotape to present
basic information about the program.

It appeared during our CDHS visits that testing was being conducted more to
comply with regulations than to be used as a factor in determining appropriate assignment.
Therefore, with regard to testing, we make the following recommendations:

Recommendation 3: Counties should administer tests and have test results
available prior to component assignment This
necessitates a test that is simple to score. This may also
necessitate testing prior to or as part of orientation.

Recommendation 4: The individuals who administer the tests should be
trained in proper prowdures including the importance
of precise timing, the reading of standard instructions,
and, for group tests, the spacing of clients.

Within a county, as well as between counties, assessment interviewers make decisions
regarding component assignments as they see fit. The characteristics and circumstances of
individual clients make this necessary, to a degree. However, some guidelines are needed.
Fel example, the importance of a client obtaining a GED ifhe/she does not possess a high
',On diploma should be consistent within, if not between, counties. Guidelines would also

%e-pful in setting the general "tone" for assessors as well as any other staff who come
in'o .ontact with !OBS participants. For example, most counties are carefully avoiding the
terminology "wnr -ing off your grant" as well as language that appears patronizing. Please
note that Iv.- teerentiate between guidelines and regulations. Therefore, we make the
following recommendations:

Recommendation 5: Each county should develop guidelines for assessment
that are in agreement with ODHS policies and priorities.
These guidelines should reflect the county's policies and
provide a framework to which the assessors can refer
when interacting with clients.

Recommendation 6: Language that can be construed as patronizing or punitive
by clients should be identified and JOBS staff instructed
to avoid such words and phrases.

Suggestions for Program Components

Our observations suggest that CWEP can lead to employment for some clients who
demonstrate good work habits. The training component of the program could bc upgraded
by offering a short pre-assignment class for clients on how to dress, personal hygiene, and
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the importance of attendance, punctuality, and getting along with co-workers and
supervisors.

There also should be more attempt to work with the agencies towhich CWEP clients
are assigned. These agencies should recognize that the program has objectives beyond
providing unpaid workers. The individuals who supervise the CWEP clients should be
aware of the importance of providing a realistic work environment.

To increase the employability of CWEP clients and decrease the frustration that
many CWEP sites experience with these clients, we have three recommendations:

Recommendation 7: Conduct a one-day workshop for all clients newly assigned
to CWEP. Stress the importance of attendance,
punctuality, and other good work habits. Sanction clients
who do not report for this workshop nor show good
cause. Do not permit clients to report to their
assignments without attending the workshop.

Recommendation 8: Stress to CWEP supervisors the importance of treating
clients as much like regular employees as possible with
the same expectations for attendance and performance.
When possible, have site supervisors interview clients
before accepting them for assignment.

Recommendation 9: Carefully monitor CWEP attendance and consistently
sanction those who do not report or perform satisfactorily.

We feel this last recommendation will have three positive effects. First, it will send
a message that CWEP responsibilities are serious and must be fulfilled, which shouid lead
to higher rates of attendance and better performance. Second, it will be reassuring to those
who are fulfilling their responsibilities. It will show these good CWEP workers that there
are consequences of noncompliance, and they are not foolish for working while others are
avoiding assignment. Third, it will reassure agency sites that JOBS staff are putting forth
a good-faith effort to provide quality workers.

Almost all of the agencies involved with JOBSexternal Job Club and education and
training providers, as well as CWEP sitesreport that if they can get the clients to come a
few times, some commitment is created and clients begin to feel positive about themselves
and their assignments. Special emphasis should be placed on ensuring that clients do report
to their assigiunents. Probably the best way to do this is prompt and consistent sanctioning
of those who do not report.

Most Job Clubs follow the same general pattern: a period of classroom instruction
in the basics of identifying job leads, completing job applications, preparing resumes,
presenting oneself in interviews and following up on the interviews, and then a period of
self-directed job search. The major difference that was observed is whether or not mock
job application interviews are videotaped and critiqued. Those who use this technique
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think it is helpful, and that clients, after some initial anxiety, enjoy seeing themselves on
tape. Those who do not use videotaping think it would be too upsetting to the clients and
tend to make them too concerned about how they present themselves in an interview. The
reports we received, however, indicate that videotaping is not as anxiety producing as those
who do not do it 'seem to think. Most clients enjoy seeing themselves on videotape and
benefit from the critique of their performance.

Recommendation 10: Job Clubs should videotape mock job application interviews
and have participants critique these interviews.

Suggestions for ODHS Administration

The turnaround time required to issue the form 6802 is lengthy for those counties
that use it to identify the JOBS participants. This has resulted in backlogs for some
counties. Therefore, we recommend the following:

Recommendation 11: Examine the procedures used to generate the CRIS JOBS-
related forms to determine if the time between 1M coding
the recipient as a JOBS participant and the issuance of the
form can be shortened.

The quality of presentation of information to clients during the orientation sessions
varies, but is generally perfunctory and sometimes unclear. We recognize that it is difficult
for JOBS staff to maintain a high level of motivation and enthusiasm when performing the
same task repeatedly. We also recognize that the orientation is important not only for the
information that is shared, such as that on Rights and Responsibilities, but also for the
attitude that clients perceive the JOBS staff to possess. To present the necessary
information in a more uniform and motivating manner, we recommend the following:

Recommendation 12: Contnct for a professionally developed orientation videotape
of approximately 20 minutes length. This videotape should
present basic information about JOBS and the clients' rights
and responsibilities in a positive, motivating manner that
stresses the opportunities the program provides to clients.

In our fmdings about education and training presented above, we expressed doubts
that clients who perform below the eighth-grade equivalent level on standardized tests will
realize any employment benefits from participating in ABE or GED classes. These doubts
lead to the following recommendation:

Recommendation 13: Use grade equivalent scores in reading and mathematics
to assess the effects of participating in EZET for clients who
enter these classes at different skill levels.
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Even though different tests are administered across counties, the raw scores are all
converted to a scale that measures the average performance of students at different school
grades. These grade equivalency scores could provide a standard measure across counties.
If our impressions are correct, future analyses will fmd that few clients who score below the
eighth grade equivalent will obtain GEDs. This is the certificate that yields access to many
employment and additional training opportunities. If it is not obtained, we suspect that
clients will realize few employment benefits from the time they spend in GED classes.

The research presented in this report has documented that the JOBS program is
providing clients opportunities to obtain additional education and training and access to
employment. The crucial questionwhether the clients who receive these services benefit
from them in terms of reduced welfare dependency at significantly higher rates than clients
who are not receiving the serviceswill be answered by the impact analysis. The process
analysis attempts to determine if the JOBS program is being operated as it was planned and
to provici° wiggestions for improvement in its operations. That, we hope, was done in this
report.
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PART n

INDIVIDUAL COUNIT SUMMARIES



INTRODUCTION

This part of the report presents summary descriptions of the implementation of the
JOBS program in the 15 demonstration counties. The format of the summaries is the same
for each of the counties. Each summary begins with a brief description of the major
characteristics of the county, including its estimated population in 1988, the latest year for
which estimates are available, its ADC caseload in June 1990, its ADC rate per 1,000
population, and its unemployment rate in 1989. The summary describes the structure of
the JOBS program, the orientation and assessment procedures used in the county, and the
factors that are considered when assigning clients to components. These descriptions are
based on interviews with program staff and observations of orientation sessions and
assessment interviews.

The summary then discusses each of the major components of the . ;MS program
in the county. This information was obtained from interviews with representatives of
community agencies or employers cooperating with the JOBS program and from clients
assigned to these agencies or hired by the employers. Comparisons are made between
estimates made by the program administrator of the percentage of clients assigned to each
component and information obtained from the CRIS system.

The summary also includes a brief discussion of the effects of the change from
Transitions to Independence, the preceding work program, to JOBS. This change occurred
in July 1989 (the initial month of fiscal year 1990), which is the time period covered in this
report. The concluding section lists any major problems or suggestions for improvement
in the JOBS program that were mentioned by the JOBS staff or others contacted in the
county.
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BROWN COUNTY'

Brown County is located in southwestern Ohio. Its western boundary is about 2.5
miles east of downtown Cincinnati, and its southern boundaiy is the Ohio River. Despite
its proximity to Cincinnati, it is not included as part of the primary metropolitan statistical
area defined by the federal government. This exclusion indicates a low level of commuting
and other economic ties between Brown and the more urbanized counties it borders on its
west.

The largest town and county seat, Georgetown, has a population of only about 3,500.
The total county population was estimated to be 35,800 in 1988. In June 1990, there were
656 ADC cases in the county, or 18.3 per 1000 population, which ranked it eighth among
the 15 demonstration counties. Of all ADC cases, 13.1 percent are ADC-U.

The main private sector employers in the county are manufacturers: Cincinnati
Milacron, US. Shoe, Mac Tool, and Trinity Freighicar. The last two have been laying off
workers in the past year, but the unemployment rate for the county in 1989 was only about
one percentage point higher than the rate for the whole state.

The work program, which is referred to as JOBS, is organized as a separate unit in
the CDHS. The county director also serves as administrator of the work program. There
are three full-time and one part-time staff members in addition to the administrator. INvo

of the full-time staff are assessment interviewers and the third processes forms and
maintains the records. The pan-time staff member assists with paperwork, primarily the
Background Information Forms collected for the evaluation, and with assessment of exempt
clients.

Assessment/Assignment

When ADC applicants are interviewed to determine their eligibility, they are
informed by the IM worker that they may have to participate in JOBS. They sign a county
form that indicates they understand their responsibility to appear for an assessment
interview. All clients considered eligible for JOBS are referred directly to the work
program.

The work program sends a notification letter to all referrals specifying the date and
time they must report fol assessment. Enclosed with the letter are a six page personal
history questionnaire and other forms that clients are asked to complete prior to their
scheduled assessment.

1CDHS visit: January 31, 1990; community visit: June 20, 1990.
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Assessment is conducted in two partsr group orientation and testing session on the
first day followed by individual interviews on a different day. The group session that was
observed lasted approximately four hours with two short breaks. Forty clients had been
scheduled and 17 attended. GA and ADC clients attended the same session. The first 15
mir' lutes consisted of a general explanation of JOBS and the assessment process. The
Locator form of the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) was then administered. This
was collected for scoring and the clients' rights and responsibilities were reviewed.
Following a 10 minute break, a 19 page handbook was distributed. This handbook
describes the JOBS components and the administrative procedures of the program,
including sanctioning and grievance. The information of most importance to the clients was
reviewed for the next 20 minutes. A JTPA representative then talked to the group about
the services his agency could pmvide and about some of the jobs to which he could refer
JTPA participants. This took 25 minutes and was followed by another break. During the
break, several of the clients talked with the JTPA representative about their own needs and
problems. The final step of the group session was the administration of the second stage
of the TABE.

Three individual assessment interviews were observed on the day of the visit. Two
were original interviews and one was a reassessment due to decline in the number of hours
the client was working. The two original interviews were with males, one an ADC-U and
the other a GA recipient, who were both high school dropouts in their tate twenties who
tested poorly in reading and mathematics. The assessment interviewer recommended
General Educational Development (GED) classes for both. One was quite receptive, but
the other resisted on the basis that he had never done well in school. The receptive client
was also assigned to CWEP for 12 hours. The resistant client was assigned to Job Club in
addition to GED classes. Both of these interviews took about 30 minutes.

The reassessment interview was with an employed client who bad obtained her
current job through Job Club. She was currently only receiving food stamps, but her hours
of work had recently been reduced and she came to the CDHS to have her food stamp
allowance adjusted. Her 1M caseworker Jad notified the JOBS program that sbc was
coming in and a reassessment interview was scheduled. The interviewer encouraged her
to resume the GED classes she had stopped attending when she was switched to second
shift on her job. With the reduction in hours she would be able to start attending again.
She agreed with this suggestion, but expressed concern about the 200 word essay she would
have to write as part of the GED test. She said she wanted to obtain the GED diploma
to set an example for her boys--if Mom finished high school they should too.

Both of the assessment interviewers said that the most important consideration in
making a program assignment is the educational level of the clients. Clients who lack a
high school diploma are encouraged to attend GED classes. Clients who are "dead set
against" education and have had little prior employment are assigned to CWEP. Clients
with prior work experience are sent to Jc o Club. One of the assessment interviewers had
developed a few subsidized employment placements by contacting employers directly. The
other had never made an SEP assignment, because he thought JTPA was much more
capable in this area. He referred all clients interested in such a placement to MA.
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Program Components

The work program administrator estimated that about 45 percent of ADC clients are
assigned to CWEP, about 30 percent to education and training, 20 percent to Job Club, and
less than 5 percent to SEP. The CRIS data were fairly close

to these estimates. CRIS indicated that 351 clients had been assigned to components during
FY 1990. The distribution was education and training 40 percent, CWEP 33 percent, Job
Club 26 percent and SEP less than 1 percent. Appendix table A.4 shows the monthly
caseload by component in Brown County for FY 1990.

Brown County has a limited tax base and public employers are eager to receive
CWEP assignments. The CDHS has 26 contracts with villages, schools, and other agencies
including a recycling center that transports clients who do not have their own transportation.
The program administrator thinks that a good performance record on a CWEPassignment
often can open more doors to regular employment opportunities than obtaining a GED.

Interviews that were conducted at the recycling center and a local school supported
the administrator's observation. The director of the recycling center and the superintendent
of schools reported they had hired former CWEP clients. In both cases, it was clients who
demonstrated superior work performance who were offered regular jobs when openings
became available. The employer who was interviewed had also hired a former recipient
on the basis cf a referral based on CWEP performance. This employer stated that she
probably woulo not have hired this client without the positive referral.

The three clients who had been hired were also interviewed. They were very positive
about their experiences in the JOBS program and credited it with leading to their jobs.

Because the recycling center provides transportation for CWEP clients, it is often the
assignment of last resort for those who cannot travel to other assignments. Perhaps as a
result of this, and of its reputation as a place where one has to work, the center has a high
no-show rate. The recycling director estimated 50 percent of those assigned by the CDHS
do not report initially, and 25 percent never report. If they attend for a month, however,
they usually become reliable workers.

Education and training programs consist primarily of ABE/GED classes. These are
offered by the Southern Hill Joint Vocational Sci (JVS) and the two-year college in the
county. Clients who wish occupational skill training are referred to JTPA.

The director of adult education at the JVS was interviewed. During the 1989-90
school year, he had enrolled 240 clients, both ADC and GA, referred by the CDHS. Some
of these clients have already completed their GED. Most clients respond well to the
classes, but there are some who do not apply themselves and attend only to continue
receiving assistance. Out of the 240 clients, be has had to ask only three to leave because
they would not work and were disruptive to the class. Of these three, one returned and
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has done well. The director said his relations with the CDHS were excellent, including
financial support to offer ABE/GED classes during the summer.

The Job Club is conducted for the JOBS program by the .TTPA administrative entity,
Adams-Brown Community Action, under a performance based contract that charges a
maximum of $100, $25 at enrollment, $50 if a client completes the program, and $25 if a
client obtains a job and retains it for 30 days. The clubs are conducted only for JOBS
participants and are scheduled every other month. Classroom sessions run for three weeks
for three hours a day. They cover topics such as job applications, interviewing, resumes,
and identifying job leads. After tbe classes, the clients axe required to conduct their own
job search. Once a week they rr report their efforts including the number of leads
generated and employer contacts mave.

Reports of four Job Clubs conducted between July 1989 and April 1990 indicated
69 clients had been referred and 57 (83 percent) had actually enrolled. Of those who had
enrolled, 47 (82 percent) had completed the club. Of those who bad completed the club,
22 (47 percent) had obtained jobs. The personnel specialist responsible for the Job Club
thought that many of the clients who were referred were not really job ready. These clients
were unclear as to their occupational preferences, had little prior work experience, and
often lacked transportation.

Transition to JOBS

The major change caused by the transition from Fair Work to JOBS was in the
amount of time spent in assessment. Prior to JOBS, Brown County had only used the
Locator form of the TABE Now the separate tests for different achievement levels are
also administered, and this has added about two hours to each group session. The
requirement to assess. ADC-R clients with children o:ie fa five years of age increased the
number who attend the group sessions and increased the papenvork involved in notifying
these clients and following up with those who do not attend their scheduled sessions.

The coding changes for ODHS forms that accompanied the change to JOBS has also
caused problem. The general perception of the IM staff is that the work program causes
considerable more work for them, and the changes in coding. which they have difficulty
understanding, reinforces this perception.

Problems/Suggestions

Data processing was cited by the work program administrator, who is also the county
director, as the single worst "nightmare" he has to deal with. The county cannot afford to
hire its own computer expertise so, like its neighboring county, Clermont, it contracts for
computer processing through Hamilton County. This has not been a satisfactory
arrangement. Brown is not getting the service it needs to enter and retrieve data from
CRIS. The director hopes that when CRIS-E is operational, data problems will be
minimized.
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CDHS staff, both in IM and JOBS, reported their manuals are contradictory in
places, and reported that it is hard to get any resolution when differences of interpretation
arise. JOBS staff complained further that their manual has no organizing framework and,
thus, it is very difficult to find information when it is needed. Recommendations for
training to coordinate 1M and JOBS were made by some of those interviewed.

The director/program administrator feels his county receives insufficient funds to
cover all of the tasks/procedures prescribed by the state. Another fmancial problem
involves the county's SEP contracts. The county has paid the employers the amount of the
clients' grants out of genera! funds, but has not been reimbursed by the state.

A recurring recommendation in Brown County is to strengthen sanctions. The
current procedure is seen as causing a lot of paperwork, but having very little impact on the
clients. After receiving the first notification of intention to sanction (ODHS 4065), all the
client must do is sign an agreement to participate and the action is voided. Even reducing
the amount of the grant for a parent who refuses to cooperate was seen as having minimal
effect. The parent continues to receive the children's grant and retains his or her medical
card.
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CHAMPAIGN COUNTY'

Champaign is a rural county in the central western part of the state (due west of
Columbus) with a population estimated in 1988 to be 35,400. In June 1990, Champaign had
388 ADC cases for a rate of 11.0 cases per 1,000 population, ranking thirteenth among the
demonstration counties. The percentage of ADC-U cases was 11.6. The county's main
economic base is agriculture, although it has employers in the electrical equipment,
chemicals, paper, rubber and plastic, and fabricated metals sectors. A large number of
individuals hold jobs in Springfield, the major city in an adjacent county. A few work at the
Honda plant in Union County (also an adjacent county). The unemployment rate in 1989
was 5.8 percent, slightly above the state average.

The JOBS staff consists of the program administrPh,r, a student intern who was
planning to graduate in March and perhaps become a permanent staff member, and a
clerical assistant. The program is situated in the Ongoing Income Maintenance Unit and
the administrator reports to that unit's supervisor. The CDHS director maintains an
interest in, and an awareness of, the progress and status of the work program.

Assessment/Assignment

Clients' first direct contact with the JOBS program is the letter sent by the program
staff, scheduling the assessment/assignment appointments. The sanction procedure is
initiated for clients who do not appear for orientation/assessment and do not call to
reschedule or give good cause within 7 days. The process of notification and sanctioning
have resulted in case closings for approximately 10 percent of the ADC caseload. Ir.

general, the main reasons cases are closed prior to assessment are (1) no response, (I)
applicants move out of the county, and (3) applicants find employment.

The assessment/assignment process spans three days. On the first day, clients are
given an orientation to work programs and JTPA, Rights and Responsibilities are explained,
and treatment clients complete a BIF. Testing is conducted during the morning of the
second day, and tests are scored during the afternoon. The third day is used 'Dr individual
advisement. Both the work program administrator and the .ITPA liaison review the
background information and test scores. When the client comes in to the work program
administrator's office for individual advisement and assignment, the JTPA liaison sits in and
participates.

it appears that a determination is made by the JOBS administrator and the JTPA
liaison as to the most appropriate course of action to take on the employability plans prior
to discussing them with the cLents. Explanations are given to the client as to the rationale
for the suggeswd employability plan and discussions ensue. However, the plans initially

2CDHS visit: January 23, 1990; community interviews: May 15, 1990
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developed by the JOBS administrator and JTPA liaison usually are the ones retained. They,
indeed, seemed like reasonable suggestions. For example, clients without a high school
diploma are generally referred to a GED program, unless their test scores indicate a need
for adult basic education or a Laubach literacy program; clients who have no work history
or whose work experience was long ago are likely to be assigned to CWEP. The clients
observed did appear to be in agreement with the employability plans presented.

The relationship between JOBS and JTPA in Champaign County is very close. JTPA
is the sole provider of SEP and Job Club (on a performance-based contract) and is one of
three providers for education and training programs. Of all job-ready clients, the program
administrator estimated about 10 percent are assigned to Job Club, 50 percent to education
and training, and 40 percent to CWEP. The CRIS data showed more assignments to Job
Club, 24 percent, and less to education and training, 39 percent, and CWEP, 35 percent.
The CRIS data for all of FY 1990 indicated 78 clients had been assigned to components.
Appendix table A.6 shows the monthly caseload in Champaign County.

About 10 percent of the assessed ADC clients are judged to be not job ready.
Approximately 50 percent of these clients are referred to the Bureau of Vocational
Rehabilitation or elsewhere for a followup on a medical problem. The remaining 50
percem have either transportation or day care barriers.

Program Components

Job Cluo is contracted to the JTPA Tecumseh Ceasortium. A new Job Club begins
every other month and 6-13 individuals are initially enrolled. The cost to JOBS is S2,200
per 8-week class, regardless of the number of ADC recipients enrolled. An additional
incentive fee is paid if a recipient is placed within 90 days of the last class. Between
September and the middle of May, when the interview took place, 31 recipients completed
the Job Club; 50 percent of these were placed in jobs.

Recipients spend two weeks in the classroom from 12:00 noon to 4:00 p.m., learning
to write resumes, fill out applications, participating in mock job interviews and being
videotaped, and undertaking other activities one would expect in a Job Club. Six iveeks of
active job search follow the classroom instruction, during which time club members are
expected to make 15 employer contacts per week. Newspapers and a telephone are
available for those who have no telephones or who can not afford the cvense of long-
distance telephone calls. JTPA will also supply copies of resumes, envelopes, :Ind pay the
postage for job-search related mail. The videotape equipment is available only euring the
first two weeks of classroom instruction.

The provider indicated that they had experienced no behavioral problems and very
few attendance or tardiness problems. Recipients are reported to be generally happy to be
participating in JOBS, including Job Club. One suggestion that was made, however, was

that all ADC recipients participating in JOBS go through a two-week motivational program
before being assigned to Job flub or any other component. The Job Club instructor
believes that this type of intervention is necessary for recipients to succeed.
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The Job Club participant who was interviewed was assessed 6 weeks after her
redetermination. She wanted to enroll in a home health aide program but was unable to
do so because of insufficient enrollment. Instead, she participated in Job Club, which she
credits with improving her self-concept, attitude, and appearance and with providing her
with job-seeking skills.

The GED/ABE progjam, which was formerly offeree by both the joint vocational
school and JTPA, is now provided solely through JTPA. Classes are held in the JTPA
building, which we judged to be overcrowded, rather than in a school facility. Because
conditirms are overcrowded, recipients must be quieter than is necessary for normal
instruction. Nevertheless, the collective noise level can make it difficult for JTPA workers
to perform their duties.

One could question whether or not a GED/ABE program could best be offered
hrough existing educational agencies, rather than duplicating this function at the JTPA
agency. Duplicative Or not, JTPA seemed to be having positive results. Of those who
obtain a GED, about half obtain jobs aid the other have enrolled for further education.
We wondered about individuals, however, who are not capable of obtaining a GED, yet still
could be prepared for employment. Forcing these individuals to work toward attainment
of a GET) may be discoureging to them. Pet haps a better solution would be to help such
studerts go as far as possible in the GED program and then place them in a training
prop &IL

The C. WEP supervisot v!sited was well pleased with the recipients sent tohis agency.
The recipients perform a vai iety of tasks that require a considerable amount of on-the-
job training. No attendance, tardiness, or behavioral problems were reported. The general
attitude the recipients interviewed held toward participating at this CWEP site was positive;
they seem.d to enjoy tue work as well as enjoying v. irking. The communication between
the CWEP site and jOBS program ::44,eared regular and positive.

The unsubsidized employer who was interviewed has hired one recipient as a
permanent, part-time empk)yee. The employee is well-thought of and requires only
infrequent supervision. Currently, he is earning $3.85 an hour but receives a 4-6 percent
raise each year. The JOBS program staff referred the recipient to the employer. Although
the employer is pleased with the individual, be does not have the positions available to hire
additional employees.

The community representatives interviewed in this county were more familiar with
JTPA than JOBS. They did, however, believe that the concept is good; they are reserving
judgment until JOBS is better established (3-5 years was mentioned as an appropriate
length of time to wait before evaluating the program). They are concerned with that
portion of the ADC population whom they believe will not respond to JOBS or any other
problem. An interesting aspect of the community reaction was a backlash toward the public
schools for not educating the individuals who were attending GED or adult basic education
courses. The attitude was that the public schools should have educated these individuals
when they were in grades K-12.
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The transition from Fair Work to JOBS, because of the changes it necessitated, did
create some problems. One problem was a greater need for day care; this increased both
administrative and per-client costs. Other changes included procedures to be followed in
sanctioning and the selection, administration, and scoring of a test to those being assessed.

Initially, communication between 1M workers and the work program worker was
chaotic, but staff have made efforts to keep each other apprised of changes in the status of
clients. The situation now appears to be functioning smoothly.

The recipients of ADC usually start out with a negative feeling towards JOBS.
However, once they undcrstand that they are not nworldng off their benefits but, rather
are receiving education or training that will benefit them, they are agreeable. In general,
work program staff report that JOBS clients develop good attitudes, trust and
self-confidence, and self-esteem.

Problems/Suggestions

Relatively few matters were mentioned as still being problems at this stage of
implementation. Although keeping up with the changes in rules and regulations for JOBS
has been difficult, county respondents felt that the changes will be fewer in the future. One
problem that is still slowing down the work flow is that the codes for JOBS clients have not
been changed on CRIS-E. Also mentioned was a desire for less rigidity in time allotments
for the various components.

However, the biggest problem mentioned was dissatisfaction with the random
moment sampling (RMS) technique. Individuals who were interviewed do not believe that
it represents an accurate reflection of their work load.
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CLERMONT COUNTY'

Clermont County is an immediate suburb of Cincinnati, located directly to its east
with a population estimated at 147,100 in 1988. The county has a large number of service
industries, such as insurance, restaurants, retail trade establishments, gas stations, and
hotels/motels that serve a commuting population. The largest employers in the county are
Cincinnati Milacron, Ford, and Holiday Inn. The county's total ADC caseload in June 1990
was 1,913, of which 13.3 percent v:ere ADC-U cases. With 13.0 ADC cases per 1,000
population, Clermont ranks twelfth of the 15 demonstration counties in ADC caseload per
population. The JOBS program staff reported that most of the caseload resides in the
southern half of the county, which has a more depressed economy and lower-skilled work
force than the (more suburban) nc-thern and western portions of the county.

The work program is located in the IM unit, and the work program administrator
reports to the 1M Supervisor. The program staff consists of, in addition to the
administrator, two assessment workers, an education and training specialist, and a
community work experience program specialist.

Assessment/Assignment

The first formal encounter that ADC clients have with the JOBS program is when
they receive their notification to appear for testing. Approximately 60 percent of
nonexempt ADC recipients appear for orientation and assessment in response to the first
notification; another 20 percent appear in response to subsequent contacts. ADC clients
who do not report are notified by 7- and 15-day letters; the main reason cases are closed
prior to assessment is that the individuals have either moved or obtained employment.

All work program staff participate in the group informing session. During the
half-hour session, staff present information on JOBS participation and assessment,
supportive services and assessment, Project I.F.AP, and CWEP. Rights and responsibilities
and good cause are explained, and various forms are presented. A grea' deal of stress is

placed on how the JOBS program can help the individual attain self-sufficiency. The TABE
Locator test is administered after the overview of the JOBS program. The test takes a
half-hour to complete.

Orientation is conducted once a week. During the site visit, 18 (6 males, 12 females)
of the 40 individuals scheduled were present. The attitudes of the recipients appeared to
vary from enthusiastic to resistant.

3CDHS visit: February 1, 1990; community visit: k ne 19, 1990
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The individual client/staff interview is usually held two or three days after the testing
and group informing. This &lows time for the assessment intervirver to examine test
results and become familiar with the information in the file. The program administrator
also feels clients should have some time to think about the options available to them prior
to their interviews. When reviewing client files, program staff particularly look for any
barriers to employment, such as substance abuse, lack of education or transportation, and
handicapping conditions. About 80 percent of the clients judged to be not job ready do not
have a high school diploma and are in need of adult basic education. At the time of the
interview, client concerns are dealt with and their preferences are discussed.

Three ADC clients were observed during assessment sessions with the employment
services counselors. The first client's health was poor, with hospital tests scheduled within
a week of the interview. She did have a high school diploma. The recipient was not
knowledgeable about possible careers, but indicated a general interest in worldng in a child
care or nurse's aide capacity. The test scores indicated a need for her to raise her math
scores through adult basic education. The client was advised to first deal with her health
problems, obtain the necessary medical decumentation, and then return for further
assignment, probably to adult basic education and displaced homemaker programs or,
possibly to Job Club.

The second client reported for her assessment interview after receiving a notification
of intention to sanction. Sbe claimed she had never received the original letter scheduling
the orientation she failed to attend, and signed an agreement to cooperate. The client was
a high school graduate and had taken other training courses in the past year. In the month

ior to her interview, she bad completed a program to prepare displaced homemakers to
enter the workforce. Perhaps as a result of this program, she had her resume, laws of

..;..rence, and credentials from prior courses in a photo album under plastic sLeets.
.,pite her previous training, the client felt she needed to improve her office skills,

particularly word processing, before seeking employment. The interviewer agreed to assign
her to education and training. The client was to deterniine the school in which she would
take her t Aning. This interview lasted 90 minutes because the client had not completed
any of the forms that a. sent with the original letter scheduling the orientation session.

The third client was a young woman who had applied to JTPA prior to being
notified that she had to participate in JOBS. She was a high school graduate and had last
worked in 1988, two years before her interview. She had disliked her previous work and
wanted to attend the Clermont branch of the University of Cincimiati to take a two-year
word processinp program. On the basis of the client's test scores, the interviewer felt she
should take an academic refresher course before enrolling at the Clermont branch. This
was agreeable to the client, but she was impatient to begin classes. She had been enrolled
with JTPA for some time and had not ;ceived any services to the date of her assessment
intendev.. This interview took 25 minutes.



Program Components

Informal, internal reports that were shared with the evaluation team indicated that
during the first seven months of the 1990 fiscal year, the JOBS staff in Clermont County
had assigned 267 ADC clients to program components. Over half (59 percent) were
assigned to education and training programs provided through the local county board of
education, nearby vocational schools, and a university. About half of those assigned to
educational programs also received CWEP assignments to complete their required hours
of participation.

CRIS data for all of FY 1990 showed Clermont assigned 383 clients to components,
with 61 percent going to education and training, just 2 percentage points different than the
internal report. Appendix table A " me monthly caseload by component in Clermont
County for FY 1990.

Clermont is unique among the 15 demonstration counties in that it directly pays
client costs for occupational skill training programs. In the other 14 counties, clients are
referred to JTPA or advised to contact the school they would like to enter to fmd out about
financial assistance. The director of adult education at the Grant Vocational School was
interviewed. This school bad four JOBS clients enrolled with their tuition paid directly by
the county; three were in office programs and the fourth, a woman, was in construction
electricity. Three of these clients were interviewed also.

The adult education director praised the performance of the students. All were very
motivated and worked hard in their programs. He reported that the problems they
experienced were not with the skills they were studying but coping with other demands in
their lives such as child care, transportation, and the medical needs of family members.
The three clients who were interviewed appreciated the opportunities the JOBS program
had provided, but two said the $25 work allowance was inadequate to cover the cost of
attending the program.

One of the clients, a male in his middle forties, demonstrated the difficulties of
leaving public assistance. His wife was an invalid who needed evensive medicine each
month. He had completed his classroom training and was working part-time for an
employer who was willing to offer him a full-time job. The employer's medical insurance,
however, would not cover his wife's pre-existing medical condition. Even with extended
benefits, accepting the full-time job would be very risky for this client.

As in neighboring Brown County, the CWEP employer that was visited was a
recycling center. This site had 16 clients assigned, but only half of them reported for work.
The CDHS was notified when clients did not report, and it was several weeks before they
were dropped from the assignment roster. As in Brown, those who reported usually were
good workers. The manager felt they needed a little more supervision and training than
regular hires; he estimated that less than 10 percent of those who reported had poor
attendance or performance. The number of rWEP work sites in Clermont County varied
from 45 to 60 over the course of the year.
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Job Club is provided by the Employment and Training Center of Clermont County
(JTPA) which is part of county government and housed in the same building as the JOBS
program. JOBS clients attend the same clubs as JTPA clients, but usually make up less
than half the members. Clients receive 30 hours of classroom training over a two-week
period. The classes focas on marketing one's self to employers. After the classes, the club
members work individually with job placement counselors to develop and follow up on job
leads. The Job Club in Clermont had no summaries of the number of clients referred or
served.

A subsidized employer was interviewed in Clermont. This was the municipal
government of a small village in the nual, southern part of the county. The employee
whose wage was being subsidized performed road and park maintenance for the village.
His wage rate was $5.65 per hour, approximately half of which was covered by the diversion
of the client's grant. The village representative appreciated the program because it allowed
the village to employ the client full-time. He had previously been a CWEP assignment and
only worked the hours necessary to satisfy his grant.

The SEP employee was also interviewed. He was glad to have his job but generally
critical of the JOBS program which he felt was not applied equally to all recipients. He
claimed there were many who could work but were not made to. "How do they [the JOBS
staff] decide who has to work?" he asked. The word has spread, he said that they do not
follow up on their threats. He also claimed there were many people in the county holding
full-time jobs and still receiving welfare checks. This client was one of the few interviewed
in the course of all the community visits who was willing to express negative opinions about
JOBS.

Iransition_tolQa

The JOBS program is viewed positively by work program staff, but the transition to
JOBS placed a heavier workload on income maintenance staff, not all of whom understand
the way the program functions. JOBS created a need for more clerical assistance as well
as word processing and computer equipment. The most recent change in sanction rules has
caused the most disruption due to the amount of paperwork that must flow between the
work program and 1M.

Networking with other agencies has been scnewbat difficult; however, Clermont
County has received a grant for the purpose of strengthening ties.

Froblems/Suggstions

The 16-hour a week work requirement for the primary wage earner (PWE) in an
ADC-U case is believed to be more detrimental than useful to thosc e\k t who are trying

to improve their employability by attending school. Allowing the cr assume those
hours is suggested as a remedy.
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The amount of paperwork, when added to other activities that do not involve client
contact, consumes much assessment worker time. The sanction rules, when initiated the
rust time, create double work for income maintenance staff when they are rescinded.

The program administrator did not like calling the program JOBS; he felt this caused
client to think the program was going to place them in jobs rather than provide the training
and support that would lead to jobs. The administrator also felt that the alphabetic listing
of clients that provides codes regarding their program status to the work program staff from
ODHS is not as detailed as it might be useful for it to be.

The current process for providing day care frequently causes a delay in client
participation in program components. A backup system that could be used by new
recipients on a temporary basis when they rust enter the WP was suggested. Better
follow-up of ADC clients after they have left the welfare roles in the county is desired.

Suggestions or guidelines on what instruments are reliable and suitable to assess
ADC clients was mentioned as a need as was more information on labor market trends.
Finally, more expertise in career assessment is also desired.



FRANKLIN COUNTY'

With the second largest population in Ohio, Franklin is by far the largest county in
the demonstration. Its 1988 population was 938,100. It is in the geographic center of the
state and its main city, Columbus, is the state capital. Employment is mainly concentrated
in service industries with large employers including the State of Ohio, Ohio State University,
Nationwide Insurance Company, and Wendy's International. The unemployment rate in
1989 was 43 percent. The total ADC caseload in June 1990 was 21,055, of which only 4.7
percent were ADC-U. With 22.4 ADC cases per 1,000 population, Franklin County ranks
fifth of the 15 demonstration counties in ADC caseload per population. It has the second
lowest ratio of ADC-U cases in the entire state, however (Hamilton County had a slightly
lower ratio). At the time of the site visit, Franklin County was operating the JOBS program
for ADC-U and GA cases only. In effect, therefore, for the purposes of this evaluation, it
was working from a base of around LIAM ADC-U cases.

The JOBS program unit is referred to as "Employment Opportunities" and is located
in Social Services. The adrninistrator reports directly to the CDHS Deputy Director of
Social Services. Since the previous visit, one assessment supervisor, two assessment workers,
one education and training specialist, and one Job Club coach bad been added to the staff;
two job developers are currently being sought. At the time of the visit, the unit was settled
into their new quaners in a separate building from that which houses the CDHS. WP staff
state that they find this physical separation to create no problems in communication and
coordination. The building provides for privacy during assessment sessions. An OBES unit
is located in the same building, as are an adult basic education and a literacy program.

Assessment/Assignment

Income maintenance staff inform the appropriate ADC-U recipients that they will
be requested to meet with work program staff and that the meeting is mandatory.
Approximately 25 ADC-U cases are assessed in a month. Orientation and
assessment/assignment are conducted on the same day. General Assistance and ADC-U
recipients are provided the orientation session at the same time. At the end of the
orientation session, w hich, at the time of the site visit, lasted about 30 minutes, all recipients
remain in the orientation room until they are called in to the assessment specialist. At the
time of the site visit, individuals were being assigned to either Job Club or CWEP.
Recipients who were interested in education or training were told by the assessors that
there was no money for that component and were given the name of other agencies that
might be able to supply education or training. This is in contrast to what was found in
other counties, which emphasized education and stated that it was the best long-term
solution to welfare. Job Club was used for those individuals who bad solid work experience
and CWEP was used primarily for those whose work histories were rspotty." The program

4CDHS visit: February 5, 1990; community visit: July 30, 1990
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administrator said she thought of Job Club almost as a more extensive assessment. If
clients are not able to get jobs, the Job Club coaches attempt to identify their bathers to
employment and suggest appropriate interventions.

Testing, administered by the OBES office, was not conducted until after the group
informing and the assessment interviews. This is different than most other counties, where
testing is viewed as a source of information upon which to base assignment to the program
components. The assessment procedure took approximately 15 minutes per recipient. Little
interaction occurred between assessor and recipient. In general, what the assessor said
seemed to be acceptable to the recipient.

One client whose assessment session was observed during the site visit was a female
with one child under age six. The woman had completed grade 11 and had not obtained
a GED. She wanted to attend cosmetology school or, if not that, then be a housekeeper.
Although CRIS-E identified the client as a mandatory participant, because of the age of the
child, she is not yet required to and elected to stay home with her daughter at this time.

Another client whose assessment session was observed was a female who also had
completed grade 11 but had not obtained a GED. She was interested in training to be a
nurse's aide, but was told that the work program did not have funding for training
programs; she was referred to another agency for that assistance. The client was assigned
to Job Club because she needed help in preparing a resume (her previous work history
included dental assisting).

The amount of time between the mailing of the notification to appear and the date
of appearance was minimal. The notification letter includes an explanation of what
constitutes good cause for failure to attend. Sanctions are initiated routinely on all
recipients who do not appear and who do not contact the WP to provide good cause. Tbe
work program administrator estimated that 25 percent of the ADC-U clients should be
sanctioned for failure to appear for the initial assessment, but noted that Income
Maintenance performed that function, so the figures were not available.

Program_Components

Because of the county policy to assign as many clients as possible to Job Club, the
program administrator estimated that virtually all clients are initially assigned there. The
only exceptions were those who are illiterate and assign- I to adult literacy programs, 2
percent, and about 5 percent assigned to CWEP. The CRIS data showed 65 percent.,
assigned to Job Club, 20 percent to CWEP, 13 percent to education and training, and 2
percent to SEP. Since the data in table 3.1 count clients once in every component to which
they are assigned, the percentages in CWEP and E&T reflect many second assignments for
clients who were unable to obtain employment while in Job Club. In;ormation presented
below on SEP indicates that the CRIS data do not accurately reflect :he actual number
enrolled in this component.
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CRIS (table 3.1) indicated a total of 404 clients were assigned to components in FY
1990. Franklin had 43 percent of all clients assessed during FY 1990 assigned to the "other"
category in the CRIS data. This was by far the highest percentage of the demonstration
counties, and second in total number assigned to "other" only to Hamilton, which enrolled
over eight times the number of ADC clients as Franklin. Appendix table A.10 presents the
JOBS ADC-U caselml by months in Franklin County.

Because of the heavy reliance on Job Club as a first assignment, Franklin County has
two Job Clubs running simultaneously for their clients. One is conducted by the JOBS staff
and the other by the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services (OBES) under its statewide
contract with ODHS. Both are housed in the same building as the JOBS program, but they
have separate rooms for their staff and clubs. Until April 1990, the OBES club enrolled
only GA clients. The club ran by JOBS staff has been starting a new group of clients
every week, but in August 1990 it planned to start one every other week, as the OBES club
does. Typically, about 30 clients are assigned to a new club. About two-thirds of these
actually enroll in the JOBS club. In the OBES club, which has Mort GA clients, about one-
half enroll.

Both the JOBS and OBES Job Club coaches were trained in the Azrin method and
follow it fairly closely. The classroom instruction covers the traditional topics and is
followed by five weeks of guided job search. The clients report for three and one -aalf
hours each day to develop and follow-up on job leads. Newspaper, telephone and business
directories, and Employment Service job listings are provided. The major difference
between the two clubs is that the JOBS club videotapes mock interviews but the OBES club
does not.

Both the Job Club supervisors were interviewed. They reported similar changes in
the clients over the course of the Job Club component. Many come to the first session with
a "Why do I have to be here?" attitude. As the club meets, the clients tend to become
much more cooperative and their grooming often improves. The two clients who were
interviewed had been in their club for almost three weeks. They thought the club was
helping them and would lead to employment. They had no complaints about the club itself
or any other aspects of the way they IN 3re treated by the JOBS program.

Clients who do not find employment through the Job Club are referred back to the
assessment unit for reassignment. If it is determined that their educational deficiencies are
harriers to employment, they are assigned to educ.7:ion and training. The Columbus Public
School conducts a GED class for approximately 15 clients in the same building as the JOBS
program. The instructor for this class and three of the students were interviewed.

The instructor said most of the clients who come to her classes want to learn, but
some come only because it is mandatory. She has never seen several who are assigned to
her class. The reading comprehension of her students is low. Most of them seem to do
pretty well until they reach the point where they had difficult when they were originally
attending school. There they bog down and it take; considerable additional effort to move
beyond that point. The instructor estimated that about 40 percent of her students would
complete their GEDs.
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The three students who were interviewed thought the GED program was helping
them. They particularly liked the interest and willingness to help of the instructor. One
student who had been in the Work Incentive Program (WIN) said, 'The people here [the
GED instructor and the JOBS staff] are much nicer. They treat you like an adult." When
asked in her interview if there were anything about the prop= she would change, the
instructor had mentioned the requirement that clients must "bring an excuse" (document
good cause) when they miss a class. She felt this was not treating them like adults.

The CWEP component is operated primarily for GA clients. ADC-U clients are
assigned to CWEP only if they do not Lid employment while in Job Club and most work
directly for the Employment Opportunities program. At the time of the CDHS visit, the
program had 52 CWEP sponsors and 184 work sites. With the educational requirements
for younger GA recipients, it has been impossii,le to fill all these sites.

The CWEP agency whose representative was interviewed operates day care centers,
primarily in low income neighborhoods. Typically it has four to five clients assigned per
month, each of whom works about one week per month. The agency would like more
clients to be assigned. This agency sees its role not only as caring for the children but also
as teaching their parents. It extends this teaching philosophy to the CWEP clients whom
it trains in the knowledge and skills of working with young children.

Because of their contact with young children, this site screens the CWEP clients
assigned to it more carefully than most agencies. The clients must have a high school
diploma and pass a medical examination, police records check, and personal interview. As
a result of this screening, the agency representative estimated that about 90 percent of the
clients assigned to it report as scheduled, and it has very few problems w*.zh them. There
is a high rate of g.urnover which requires continual training, but the representative sees this
as positive if the clients leave because they obtain jobs. The representative had no
complaints about the program and just wished she could get more referrals. She felt both
her agency and the clients benefited from their participation.

The Franklin Comity program has bad one subsidized employment contract with a
state agency that led to permanent jobs for eight f.lients. Three others had been employed
under this contract but did not receive regular jobs. One of these three had poor

tendance and job performance and was terminated. The other two had performed
satisfactorily but regular job openings had not become available.

The SEP contract covered 720 hours (18 weeks) of employment for each client
hired. The starting wage was $7.23 per hour. When the SEP clients began to work, there
had been some concern expressed by other agency employees that they were taking regular
jobs. It was necessary to explain that the SEP positions were supplemental, but that the
workers in those jobs would be able to apply for regular jobs as they became available.

The agency representative who was responsible for the SEP contract thought the
clients had been well prepared for their jobs. She met with the SEP clents every other
week to reinforce the agency's expectations with regard to attendance, punctuality, and
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manner of dress. She stressed during these meeting that these were the expectations of all
employees; the SEP clients were not treated any differently.

A private sector employer who had hired two JOBS clients was also interviewed.
This was a manufacturer whose need for workers was cyclical. He had been visited by job
developers who encouraged him to liy some of their clients. He agreed to do so and the
developers identified seven potential employees. Five of these seven reported for their
scheduled interviews and two were offered jobs, on condition that they passed a physical
examination. Both of them passed the physical and started work, but one stopped working
after one week without ever contacting the employer.

At the time of the employer interview, the other JOBS client had been working three
weeks and performing satisfactorily. This client was interviewed and he said he was very
happy to have his job. He saw this company as one that is careful about the kind of people
it hires and he was happy to be among them. He felt he was treated very fairly by the
company.

He had been in Job Club when the job developers had informed the club members
that his current employer had jobs available. He said he was immediately interested and
asked the developers to set up an intrrview. His overall hourly rate, with premiums for
night shift and working conditions, wr,o $6.85. If he did not get laid off due to the cyclical
nature of the company's product, he would progress to $9.91 an hr.ar in 16 months.

In the coase of the interview, this Mient comxnentei about 11;r. experiences in Job
Club. He felt he had learned a great deal alvut how to interview and presein his past job
record in the best light. He appreciated the fact that the coaches had not pushed him to
take "any old job." He also verified an observation that job cvafilles in almost all of the
demonstration counties had made: the Job Club increased his self-confidence and self-
esteem. He said that when he lost his last job, "It took me down. I got discouraged and
lost my will. I would not be at [company name] without that program."

Transition to JOB5

The transition from Fair Work JOBS caused few changes for program staff. Part
of this can be attributed to the fact that only ADC-U clients were being served at the time
of the visit; ADC-R clients were not. The full impact, then, as far as work load is
concerned, has not yet been felt.

The Low of information regarding the work allowance is not as smooth as the JOBS
administral or would like it to be. The Job Club supervisors had mentioned that often the
work allowance had not been added to clients' checks when they started their clubs. The
problem is believed to be related to data taken from CRIS, noi a lack of cooperation or
coordination with other sections of the agency.
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Problems/Sugusligni

The biggest problem cited by Franldin Comry staff was the data colection, tracking,
and monitoring function. The county data base has been rendered useless by CR1S-E.
Unfortunately, CRIS-E was not, at the time of the CDHS visit, as good a system as the
county system had been. The validity of CRIS-E data is questioned. Nonetheless, we
program administrator, as well as the CDHS director, have the implementation and
utilization of CRIS-E at the top of their priority lists.

The suggestion was made that CWEP be permitted to operate in for-profit
organizations. Staff did not feel that it would be difficult to implement or monitor.

This county is also having difficulty with the level of funding; staffstated that money
was unavailable to run education and training programs. The program administrator would
like to be able to target training programs to meet specific employer needs.

A desire to share information among counties involved in .ne demonstration program
was stated. In :his way, information regarding successful and unsuccessful practices could
be shared and each county would not have to "spin its wheels and try the same things over
and over."
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lAKE COUNTY5

Located in northeast Ohio, Lake County primarily contains suburbs of Cleveland,
which is immediately adjacent to it. Lake County is the most affluent of the counties in the
demonstration. Its 1985 per capita income level of almost $11,600 was the third highest in
the state and exceeded the per capita income of Perry County, the lowest ranking county
in the demonstration, by almost $4,000. Its unemployment rate for 1989 was 5.1 percent,
0.4 of a percentage point below the state average.

In 1988, Lake County's population was estimated to be 214,700. In June 1990, it had
1,648 ADC cases, 73 per 1,000 population, the lowest rate among the demonstration
counties. Slightly over 10 percent of these cases were ADC-U.

The Lake County JOBS program is unique with respect to its linkage with JTPA.
All components except CWEP are provided through JTPA. Much discussion is occurring
at national policy-making levels regarding the potential f vlication of services between
JOBS and JTPA. Lake County provides a c, A example of coordination and cooperation
between JOBS and JTPA.

Assessment/Assignment

Income Maintenance is responsible for informing ADC clients that they may have
to participate in the JOBS program. IM staff also have the ADC clients fill out the
Background Information Form (BIF) and acquaint recipients with their rights and
responsibilities relative to participation in JOBS. Providing this information adds about 15
minutes to each ADC application or redetermination interview.

After their interviews, ADC recipients are sent a letter designating the date and time
they are to appear at the local J'TPA office, Lake County Employment and Training, for
assessment. Enclosed with the letter are five pars of information about the JOBS options,
sanction procedures, and rights and responsibilities. When the ADC recipients appear for
their appointments, they complete two questionnaires and undergo an intake procedure to
determine eligibility for JTPA services. The iTPA staff member responsible for the
management information system collects the questionnaires, provides information about
JTPA and JOBS grievance procedures, and cnmpletes an OBES information form.

Counselors in the JTPA office who conduct assessments provide a JOBS orientation
to ADC recipients on an individual basis. The counselors try to determine what the
individual's goals are and what they are currently doing to reach -those goals. The
counselors also inform the clients of the available options that may help them attain their

5CDHS visit: Feb.-uary 28, 1990: community interviews: June 26, 1990
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goals. Work history, interests, and previous educational attainment are primary influences
on component assignments.

When the interview is completed, ADC recipients are given two tests: the
WRAT-R2 for math, and the Kaufman Test of Education Achievement for reading
comprehension. The Kaufman is administered orally by the assessor using a small,
flip-chart booklet of pictures and other prompts.

Four orientation/assessment interviews were observed, two with young women and
two with older men, one of whom was a GA recipient Both the women were hig,h school
dropouts, and the interviewer quickly focused on GED classes as the most likely option.
Both women were agreeable. One was already working about 28 hours a week as a bar
maid and the GED classes fit well with her work schedule. The other was pregnant and
seemed to view the classes as the least physical demanding alternative.

One of the older men had recently undergone hip replacement surgery and was given
a medical exemption. The interviewer explained that his wife might be required to fulfill
the couple's responsibilities under the JOBS program. The other man was already working
at a CWEP assignment as a school janitor. He was 59 years old, had no interest in an
education or training program, and his wife was a semi-invalid who required considerable
care. His CWEP hours allow him to be home much of the time to assist his wife.

The JTPA agency bills JOBS $250 for each client assessed. When the site visit was
made, a memorandum summarizing the number of assessments and assignments from
January 1 to February 23, 1990 was shared with the Ohio State visitors. During the
eight-week period covered by the memorandum, 297 assessments had been scheduled and
150 (51 percent) were actually conducted. JTPA interviewers had the imi iession that ADC
clients were a little more likely than GA clients to appear for their scheduled interviews.
FJr zlients who do not appear, a 1502 form is sent to the JOBS staff. When recipients
complete the assessment process, JTPA notifies the JOBS program staff who are then
responsible for monitoring the clients' performance in the components to which they are
assigned.

Program Components

The component assignments made during the eight-week period covered by the
memorandum were as follows: Job Club 42 percent, education and training 37 percent, and
CWEP 21 percent. The CRIS data for all of FY 1990 showed about the same percentage
referred to Job Club, 39 percent, and somewhat more to education and training, 50 percent,
and less to CWEP, 11 percent. The JOBS program in Lake County has no SEP. Any
clients interested in this type of assignment are placed under a JTPA on-the-job training
contract. CRIS showed a total of 333 clients assigned to components in FY 1990.
Appendix table A.17 shows the monthly caseload by component in Lake County.
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Not only was the linkage with JTPA unique in Lake County, so was its Job Club.
This club is operated by the Auburn Career Center, an area joint vocational school, under
contract to JTPA. It is not really a club. Instead it operates on a one-to-one,
coaching/counseling basis. Clients meet weekly at appointed times with their coaches to
develop and carry out a job search plan. Much of the material covered in these individual
sessions is similar to that in traditional Job Club classesjob applications, resumes,
networking, following up on interviews, etc. In the individual sessions, however, the coaches
tailor this content to the needs and previous experience of the client.

A major difference between this club and the traditional is its de-emphasis on
telephone contacts. The coordinator of the lake County Job Club said employers would
"have a cow" if clients called for "informational interviews." The main value of telephone
contacts, the coordinator feels, is to follow up after an interview. The JOBS program pays
JTPA $200 for every client assigned to job Club.

Most of the eduv ic-4 and training in Lake County is GED instruction provided
primarily by the Painesv. City Schools. The adult education classes are offered in a
building very close to JTPA office, but the facilities themselves have a makeshift look.
There is one small clas.stoom that cannot accommodate au the students. Several students
work at tables outside the classroom at the periphery of a large, unoccupied open area.

The instructor said that the interest and motivation of the students vary. Some
attend only to continue their financial assistance, but others really want the GED. The
instructor cited one student who bad received her GED and received a scholarship from
the Parent-Teachers Association to attend the local community college. Echoing complaints
heard from adult eduction teachers in other counties, the instructor disliked having to
provide documentation for all absences, stating that this was not treating the students like
adults.

The instructor said her relationships with Employment and Training and the CDHS
were good. The JTPA office bad provided computers and software for her program and
funding to enable her to offer classes for JOBS clients in the -Ammer. These funds catne
indirectly from the JOBS program. JOBS pays JTPA $478 for every client assigned to
education and training. There is, however, no direct charge to JTPA for clients assigned
to ABE/GED classes, and relatively few JOBS clients attend occupational training
programs for which JTPA pays the tuition. The surplus has allowed JTPA to assist the
ABE/GED program.

Two GED students were interviewed. One had needed only one more credit in high
school, but had not been allowed to greduate with her class. Until she had her assessment
interview, she was not aware of GED classes. She welcomed the opportunity to earn a
diploma. The other student was less enthusiastic. She thought she should be in Job Club
rathcr than GED classes because "I need a job more than an education."
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CWEP is the only JOBS component that the CDHS administers itself. It has CWEP
agreements with 19 agencies that provide for 57 work sites, but at the time of the CDHS
visit only about half of those hr d workers assigned. One of these sites was visited. This
agency had two CWEP clients performed cleaning, grass cutting, snow removal, and
similar tasks. Their supervisor was completely satisfied with their job performance. He
said, "It is unbelievable how good they arc" Once they were told what to do, they need no
supervision. These are the only CWEP assignments the agency has ever had.

One of the CWEP workers was interviewed. She too was very positive about her
assignment. She felt she was treated just like any other employee. Her only complaint
about the JOBS program was that there are a lot of young people "running around and still
getting welfare." She wondered why they were not required to work also.

Transition to JOBS

The transition from Fair Work to JOBS appears to have been a smooth one in Lake
County. Extra forms to fill out for JTPA staff and CDHS 1M staff appear to be the major
impact of the transition. The perception of 1M staff that WP staff have easier jobs has
caused some 1M staff to bid for :OBS positions. This has caused problems for 1M, in that
they have increasing caseloads and inexperienced workers.

Probtems/Suggestions

There were relatively few complaints about communication between JOBS and
JTPA. In the course of the 15 county visits, many more complaints were heard about
communications between 1M and JOBS within the same agencies than were heard between
the CDHS and Employment and Training. The most frequent type of communicatit. n
between agencies involved follow-up on clients who did not appear for their assessment
interviews. The JTPA counselors did not mention this as a problem. They simply notify
the JOBS program of the failure to appear, and it becomes JOBS' responsibility to take the
necessary action.

Some concerns were expressed that the sancticn process allow; recipients who do not
want to participate to use stalling tactics. The suggestion was made that the first offense
should carry a stiffer penalty than just coming to the office and signing a compliance
agreement. Another suggestion was to delete the not-job-ready status and, instead, use just
two categories: required or exempt.

It was noted that there have been some delays in approval of employability plans.
After JTPA counselors devebp plans for clients, the plans must be approved by the JOBS
program before the clients can begin carrying them out. Delays in approvals have in a few

cases prevented clients from beginning programs. Overall, however, it appears that the two
agencies are working well together, and extensive reliance on JTPA to carry out many of
the JOBS functions has not caused any significant communication or operational problems.
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LAWRENCE COUNTY'

Lawrence is Ohio's southernmost county. It is a rural county with a population in
1986 estimated to be 62,200. Like many southeastern Ohio counties, it has low per capita
income and a high percentage of adult population without a 12th grade education. Its
unemployment rate in 1989, however, was 53 percent, which was exactly the same as the
state average and much lower than any of its nearby counties.

In June 1990, Lawrence County bad 2,520 ADC cases, 22.8 percent of which were
ADC-U. Its rate of 402 ADC raises per 1,000 population ranked first of the 15
demonstration counties by a considerable margin. The next highest county was Perry, also
in southeastern Ohio, which had 265 ADC cases per 1,000. The work program
administrator reported that many of the welfare recipients in the county are migrants from
Kentucky and West Virginia, states that do not have general relief programs.

The JOBS program in Lawrence County uses the name "Greater Opportunities" and
is located in a building away from the 1M unit. The client still view it as part of the
CDHS. Two JOBS staff serve as liaisons between JOBS and IM. These individuals go to
the 1M unit to do papenvork related to JOBS. This has facilitated the turnaround needed
to process the forms needed by JOBS. Each of the four JOBS employment services
counselors is reported to be responsible for approximately 800 cases, including GAs.

Assessment/Assignment

When an income maintenance worker encounters an ADC recipient who is a
potential JOBS participant, the worker briefly informs the recipient of required
participation, and the importance of cooperating with the JOBS program. The IM worker
completes a referral form (1501) on the recipient and sends it to the JOBS program staff.

ADC recipients to be assessed are sent letters scheduling them for orientation and
interviews. A week's lead time for the appointment is generally all that is allowed. This
results in an initial show rate of 50 percent; a second letter brings in another 40 percent.
Lawrence County uses a group information process, so GA and ADC clients are scheduled
into different groups. Generally, the JOBS staff person who conducts the group informing

the one who works with those clients.

The group informing consists of the staff worker reading aloud most of a 14-page
pamphlet that contains information about the assessment process, volunteering for
participation, the education and training and CWEP components, required hours of
partiespation, the work allowance, and other procedures with regard to sanctioning, good

'CDHS visit: March 14, 1990; community interviews: June 18, 1990
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cause, grievance, and state hearings. The pamphlet doe,; not discuss Job Club or SEP.
After each major section, the staff member encourages questions. When the pamphlet has
been completed, the clients sign the acknowledgement form, stating they have been
informed and understand the procedures. The orientation sessions usually takes 30 to 40
minutes.

After the group orientation session, each client is interviewed and assessed as to
work history, level of educational attainment, possible barriers to employment, and type of
employment the client may be interested in obtaining. Those individuals without high
school diplomas are encouraged to obtain OEM If the recipient is uot interested in school
and does not have a good work history, a CWEP placement is the most likely assignment.
A high school graduate with a good work history who wants to work is likely to be assigned
to Job Club. During this interview, the JOBS worker assists the client in filling out the BIF.
As in Franklin County, testing occurs after assessment and, generally, on a different day.
Efforts are being made to schedule testing on the same day as orientation and assessment.
The test used is one developed locally that the ABE centers find acceptable.

Three assessment interviews were observed. One client was found to be not job
ready because her husband is disabled and requires her to care for him. The woman
brought documents attesting to her husband's condition. The second client was an ADC
recipient with a child less than 6 years of age. She also reported she was "having seizures"
that cause her to forget things. She declined the opportunity to volunteer for JOBS. The
third client was a young woman who was very fearful that if she became involved in JOBS
she would eventually lose her ADC. She claimed she could not live on what she had been
able to earn in the jobs available to her and that was why she was on ADC. She was
unwilling to identify any type of job she would like to get. The interviewer recommended
she find a school with a training program she would like to enter and report back in a
week. The observer had the impression the women would make no efforts to find such a
progam.

This imal interview was unusual among those the visiting team observed: the
interviewer felt pressured to complete it because almost all of the clients who had been
scheduled reported. On several of the CDHS visits, so few clients reported it was not
possible to observe the four interviews that had been planned. On this occasion, nine out
of ten appeared but one had to leave early. The interviewer was faced with the task of
providing the orientation, which took about one-half hour, and interviewing the remaining
eight clients in tiree hours.

ADC control cases are brought in separately from the ADC treatment group. These
individuals complete a BIF and receive a description of the JOBS programs and are told
they cannot participate in it. This is the only county where this procedure was encountered.
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Lawrence County has a relafively poor economy and a large public assistance
caseload. CWEP is the most frequent assignment. The program administrator estimated
that 62 percent of clients were assigned to CWEP sites. He referred to it as "all we have
left," meaning other components could not take additional assignments. He estimated that
25 percent of clients were assigned to E&T and 10 percent to Job Club. The CRIS data
showed an even healier reliance on CWEP, 80 percent, with 18 percent to E&T and 2
percent to Job Club. CRIS reported a total of 686 clients assigned to components in FY
1990. Appendix table A.18 presents the monthly caseload in Lawrence County.

The CWEP site that was visited in Lawrence County uses the clients primarily in
weed control and grass cutting. The individual who supervises them said that typically
about 80 perce.... of those who are assigned to his agency actually show up, but that out
of every 10 who do report, only 3 will be good workers. Typically, he terminates about half
of the CWEP clients sent to him because of their poor job performance. Lawrence was the
only county where the CWEP representative was so negative about the performance of the
clients who reported. In most other counties, the clients who reported usually did their jobs
in a satisfactory manner.

The next most frequent assignment for JOBS clients in Lawrence County is education
and training, primarily GED classes. The number being referred has greatly increased the
number of students in adult basic education (ABE). Before the JOBS program began
assessing significant numbers of clients, the ABE classes offered by the Ironton City Schools
had averaged between 20 and 30 students with "just a trickle" receiving public assistance.
In June 1990, 120 welfare recipients were enrolled, and the JOBS program had provided
funds to offer summer classes.

The ABE coordinator reported she bad a *great" relationship with the JOBS program
but that before it started, she had had no contact with welfare. With the major increase
in welfare clients her classes have received, she wishes the record keeping, particularly daily
attendance, could be simplified, perhaps with a computer printout. She also felt the $25.00
work program allowance was insufficient to cover the cost of traveling to classes. JTPA
clients in her classes receive $5.00 per day for travel.

Two ABE students were interviewed. Both were women in their thirties who bad
dropped out of high school when they became pregnant. Now their children were in their
teens and the women were thinking about what they were going to do with tht rest of their
lives. They saw the GED classes as leading to opportunities that had been closed to them
before. One said she was "scared to death" when she started the classes, but the JOBS
program gave her "the little shove" she needed.

Approximately 10 percent of clients are assigned to Job Club which is conducted by
the JTPA administrative entity that serves Lawrence County. A new club starts evely
month and runs for three weeks from 9 a.m. to noon. The first week is classroom
instruction in the standard Job Club content. The next two weeks consist of telephone
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solicitation and other job search activities combined with group interaction and motivational
activities, such as videotapes.

The JOBS program purchases the Job Club services under a performance-based
contract that pays $saoo at enrollment, S125.00 at completion of 30 hours, $75.00 for a
successful completion (as defined by a checklist of acquired competencies), and $150.00 if
the client is placed and retains the job for 60 days. The Job Club coach estimated he had
served about 75 JOBS clients in the past year and placed about 20 to 25 of them. The
biggest barrier to placing these clients is finding jobs that pay as well as the financial and
medical assistance they receive from public assistance.

Transition lo JOBS

The transition to JOBS was initially slow. However, reportedly excellent cooperation
from IM and support from the CDHS director as well as other staff and administrators has
eased the situation. The rule changes that accompanied JOBS reportedly tripled the case
load for the employment services interviewers (assessors).

Problems/Suggestions

Two rules which staff would like to see changed are the 100-hour limit on the
amount of time a primary wage earner can work, no matter what the wage per hour, and
the 64-bour rule on the primary wage earner (PWE) if he/she is attending school. A third
problem stems from not being allowed to count study hours associated with an education
program when figuring the number of hours an ADC recipient must work at minimum wage
to cover his/her grant.

In general, the frequent rule changes have caused a backlog of cases to build up.
Also, if the PWE is a female with small children in the home, the male :Tome should be
allowed to work the 64 hours per month that are required.

The sanctioning process is another area where problems were cited and suggestions
offered. Some ADC recipients stall because they know that they are not really in any
danger from the initial sanction and wait until they have received a 4065 before they call
and ask if they can sign the compliance form. One suggestion is to make the first sanction
one that the client cannot escape simply by signing a compliance form.
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY'

Montgomery County is located in the southwestern portion of the state. Its
populatior. in 1988 was estimated to be 574,700, ranking it fourth largest in the state and
second largest of the demonstration counties. The county seat and largest city, Dayton, is
located 75 miles west of Columbus and 50 miles north of ancinnati. In June 1990, there
were 13,361 ADC cases, of which 4.6 percent were ADC-U. The number of ADC cases per
1,000 population is 23.3, which ranks Montgomery third among the 15 demonstration
counties.

The county has had a fairly stable economic base with a mixture of good-paying
governmental and manufacturing jobs. The three largest employers are the
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, NCR, and the city and county governments. There is
concern in the county that defense cutbacks may reduce the level of civilian employment
at Wright-Patterson and that weakness in the sale of new cars may cause layoffs among
secondary suppliers to the automobile industry. Most job growth continues to be in service
occupations, often in suburban locations that are difficult for inner-city residents to reach
by public transportation.

The JOBS program in the county is called In-Vest and is located in the Social
Services Division. At the time of this visit, the staff consisted of 20 people, an increase of
5 from the previous visit. The new staff includes a supervisor, two new employment
counselors, who are .isually referred to as assessors, and two day-care aides. The aides'
responsibilities are to locate county-approved day care facilities within reasonable travel
distance for the work-program participants. The county pays for day care for all clients who
need it, regardless of the program component to which they are assigned.

Montgomety is the only one of the demonstration counties that is conducting Work
Choice, the lAoluntary program for ADC recipients with children under the age of 6. The
program is being conducted as a true experiment with half of the eligible population
randomly selected to be offered the opportunity to participate. Many of the procedures for
JOBS and Work Choice are similar. In the following discussion, we note any differences
in procedures or the characteristics and assignments of clients between work choice and
JOBS. The administrator plans to divide the administration of the program into two units,
one for Work Choice and the other for the mandatory programs.

1CDHS visit: January 25, 1990; community visit: July 16, 1990
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AssessmcntAssignment

Assessments are conducted on separate days for JOBS and Work Choice clients in
the treatment groups. Control group clients are not contacted. The JOBS clients are
assessed during morning and afternoon sessions on Monday and Wednesday, Work Choice
clients on Tuesday and Thursday. A letter is sent about one week prior to the scheduled
date informing the clients that they must appear. 1M workers inform clients at the time of
their initial application or redetermination interviews that they may be required to
participate and have them sign a rights and responsibilities form.

Montgomery County prepares separate monthly reports on several major indicators
of Work Choice and JOBS program activities. For the first six months of fiscal year 1990.
July through December 1989, a total of 881 ADC clients were scheduled for assessment
interviews for Work Choice and 378 had been conducted, a 43 percent completion rate.
Of those who were not assessed, 124 were excused for good cause. If these are eliminated
from the number scheduled, the completion rate becomes 50 percent.

Virtually all Work Choice sanctions are for failure to appear for assessment
interviews. From July through December 1989, a total of 87 sanctions were proposed and
20 were imposed. The remainder were dropped when the clients signed an Agreement to
Participate after receiving an ODHS form 4065.

The report for the mandatory JOBS program shows 1527 ADC clients scheduled for
assessment, and 551 completed for a 36 percent rate. The JOBS report combines the
number of ADC excused with those from GA and NPA-Food Stamps programs;
consequently, figures directly comparable to those reported above for Work Choice cannot
be calculated. In the combined monthly figures for July through December 1989, ADC
clients make up 49 percent of those assessed, and those receiving food stamps only (no cash
assistance) are less than 1 percent. Out of this combined group, a total of 254 clients were
excused from reporting for assessment. If we assume that ADC clients make up half of
those excused and these 127 are removed from the 1527 scheduled for assessment, the
completion rate for ADC clients in the mandatory program increases to 39 percent.

Those who appear for their scheduled assessments undergo a group orientation and
testing session followed by individual interviews. On the date of the site visit, the group
session for 12 Work Choice clients took an hour and 45 minutes. The first 15 minutes were
used to give a brief overview and to ensure that everyone knew that only the assessment
was mandatory. This was followed by a 40-minute testing session using the Locator test
from the TABE battery. During the final 50 minutes, the separate program components
were explained and the clients' rights and responsibilities form was tead aloud and signed.
The clients were then asked to indicate whether or not they wished to participate in any of
the components. For those who wished to do so (6 of the 12 attending the session),
individual interviews were scheduled with the two Work Choice assessors following the
group session.
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As in other counties, educational attainment and work history influence the
components to which clients are assigned. The Work Choice employment counselors also
mentioned occupational interests and goals as important factors. As would be expected, the
counselors who were interviewed described the Work Choice clients they see, those who
choose to participate, as motivated and interested in the opportamities the program makes
available. Both the counselors and the work program administrator indicated that Work
Choice clients were more willing than mandatory clients to enroll in long-term education
and training.

During the first 6 months of fiscal year 1990, 378 Work Choice clients attended
assessment sessions and 232 of these volunteered to participate in some part of the
progralz Education and training programs were by far the most popular, being selected
by 58 percent of the participants. Subsidized employment, Job Club, and direct job
placements accounted for 19 percent of the initial component assignments, and the "other"
category the remainder. Unfortunately, 42 clients (18 percent) did not report to the
txmponent they had volunteered to take part in.

Once again, because the JOBS report combines program assignments for ADC, GA,
and food stamps, it is not possible to calculate figures for ADC JOBS participants directly
comparable to those for Work Choice. Out of the combined ADC-GA-FS clients, one-sixth
(16 percent) were found to be not-job-ready. The primary reasons for this classification
were the clients' own health problems or the need to care for a family member with a
disabling condition. In a few cases, transportation was a problem. A small but growing
number of substance abuse cases are appearing according to staff. These are not usually
detected during the assessment interview, but cause problems after the clients are assigned
to components.

Program Components

At the time of the CDHS visit, component assigmnent figures were available for 899
of those assessed for the mandatory program during the first six months of fiscal 1990.
Among these combined ADC/GA clients, 41 percent were assigned to Job Club, 20 percent
to education and training, 16 percent to jobs either through direct placement or subsidized
employment, and 7 percent to CWEP. These percentages add to 84 percent. The
remaining 16 percent are assigned to a component unique to Montgomery County called
"Pre-Employment." This component is designed for clients with little or no understanding
of the behavior expected in the work place. The work program administrator describes it
as a program that teaches the work ethic. During the first half of fiscal 1990, no Work
Choim clients were assigned to this program.

Because the internal reports from which the percentages reported above were taken
combine mandatory ADC with GA clients, the CRIS data for Montgomery County are not
comparable. CRIS data are for ADC mandatory clients only and show 60 percent assigned
to E&T, 23 percent to Job Club, 16 percent to CWEP, and 1 percent to SEP. CRIS data
for FY 1990 are based on 2,725 clients, almost the same as the 2,675 reported in FY 1989.
Appendix table A.22 shows the monthly caseload by component in Montgomery County.
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The work program administrator thinks that Job Club is often chosen because it
involves the least commitment in terms of hours of attendance. In addition, many clients
have bad negative educational experiences and are reluctant to enroll in education Or
training programs. Montgomeiy County has three providers for Job Club: the Ohio Bureau
of Employment Services (under a state contract with no direct charge to Montgomery
County), Miami-Jacobs Junior College, and the JTPA administrative entity, the Greater
Dayton Job and Training Office.

The provider interviewed as part of the community site visit provides 4 weeks of
structured classes, followed by 4 weeks of self-directed job search. The provider receives
$100.00 for each individual who begins Job Club, another $225.00 for each individual who
completes the first 4 weeks, and an additional $125.00 for individuals placed in a job who
hold that job for 30 days. Currently, a new Job Club begins every 2 weeks. Participants
learn how to write resumes, fill out applications, interview (including dressing for the
interview and practicing intenriews), and use library job-search resources. Personal
counseling is provided as needed and emphasis is placed on motivation. Because so many
participants need the motivation portion of the program, the service provider has started
a 5-day Positive Mental Attitude (PMA) program with the Job Club. The Job Club uses
the Azrin program, which emphasizes behavior modification and is structured and
participative. The newspaper is used for job leads, but is felt to be the "last resort." A
listing of light-industry firms in the county is used, as well as library resources, for job
search. The majority of participants are serious about job search.

The few individuals who have displayed behavioral problems have been terminated
from Job Club and the JOBS program has always supported the provider's decision. The
relationship between the Job Club provider and the Human Services staff is reported as
being very positive. Some of the welfare recipients who are assigned to Job Club are found
to be inappropriately assigned for one reason or another, generally for reasons that would
not be apparent at assessment. For this reason, discussions regarding the possibility of
placing these individuals in an Assessment Center, also conducted by the Job Club provider,
are being held. The intention is to provide the services most appropriate for each client.

The individual interviewed at the Job Club site bad some suggestions for improving
the overall JOBS program. One is to rescind a decision tr./ not provide daycare for children
aged 13 or over. Some of the neighborhoods in which welfare recipients live are "rough"
and, therefore, this is believed to be "penny wise and pound foolish." Other suggestions
deal with alleviating the problems recipients encounter after they find a job. For example,
they have no money for appropriate clothing (unless they will be wearing uniforms, in which
case, some clothing money is made available), whatever allowance they may have received
under another program ends, and they become liable for paying utility debts that have
accumulated during the time they were on welfare. These ftnancial stresses can be
overwhelming to someone coming off welfare and beginning a new job.
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The education and training assignments consist of ABE/GED and skill training
programs. Of the clients assigned to education and training, Work Choice clients are a
little more heavily enrolled in skill training, and mandatory clients are more likely to be in
ABE/GED. Up to the time of this site visit, the Dayton Public Schools have been the
provider of ABE/GED, but, in the words of the JOBS program administrator, her clients
have "exhausted" the public schools. Enrollments have quadrupled since the work program
began referring clients. To respond to the need, 12 agencies .nvolved in adult literacy
joined together to request state funds for Project Read which is just starting to be
implemented. When it is operational, it will incxease the number of providers and furnish
referring agencies with guidelines as to which agencies are most appropriate for adults at
different levels of reading ability.

Welfare recipients who wish to enter occupational skill training are referred to a
JTPA agency that determines the most appropriate programs. The two biggest problems
recipients encounter in successful participation are low self-esteem and difficulty in
comprehending the importance of maintaining a set schedule for classes. Other barriers to
successful participation include low basic skill levels, health problems, and child care.

Because of the number of welfare clients referred to the JTPA agency, funding has
become a problem. The cost per client varies, depending on the cost of tuition, books, and
any needed uniforms. A typical cost is $2,700.00. The opinion of the JTPA individual
interviewed is that, without being referred by JOBS, many clients would not even be aware
of the services this agency offers. About 60 percent of those referred do complete their
programs. Of that 60 percent, some would have gotten education or training eventually
anyway, but a portion would never have begun on their own. They need the support and
structure imposed by program requirements. One suggestion made during the course of the
interview is that federal monies be used to pay the full salary of individuals on a job for 6-
10 weeks and, at the end of that time, a hiring decision must be made on the part of the
employer.

In the first annual process report, it was noted that Montgomery County is unique
in the success it has has experienced in placing clients directly into jobs, without a subsidy
to the employer. This success has continued. In the first half of fiscal 1990, the work
program had 136 unsubsidized placements and 38 SEP placements. Almost all (93 percent)
of the unsubsidized placements were from the mandatory program, but over half (55
percent) of the subsidized placements were from Work Choice. The success of the
unsubsidized placements appears to be due to performance-based contracts that tie payment
to the contractors, the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services and Goodwill Industries, to
job retention by the clients.

The unsubsidized employer representative interviewed as part of the community site
visit is one of the major employers in the area. The firm has hired a number of former
welfare recipients. Although the employment specialist for the firm lamws which job
applicants are ADC clients, the managers who interview them do not. They select the
candidates they believe to be the most appropriate for the positions available. None of the
ADC recipients have been terminated and the managers are quite pleased with the quality
of the candidates. The positions into which these individuals are hired are typically entry
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level clerical jobs, although some have been hired into data enuy, bookkeeping and
accounting, and customer services positions. An average salary is $468.00 gross, every 2
weeks. The ADC clients may require a bit more on-the-job training and initial supervision
than other hires, but not significantly more.

An ADC client hired by this firm is very happy with her job, whic`i she has had since
the middle of March 1990, and is being given more responsibility. She likes working and
has found the company to be an excellent one to work for.

The agency nominated as a subsidized employer operates as an on-the-job-training
site. Between February and August 1989, 26 ADC clients have been trained and then
worked at the agency for an average of 6 months each. They learn to provide complete
residential care for mentally retarded individuals. The care they provide includes personal
hygiene, behavior management, food preparation, housekeeping, transportation, recreation,
medicating, and interacting with individuals who provide medical care. The hourly wage
is $5.00 an hour, but will soon be increased to $5.60 an hour.

The employer interviewed had experienced some problems with ADC clients:
attendance, tardiness, fights, and drugs. One ADC clieG was apprehended by the police
at the work site; the client had a gun. Most of the problems have been solved by
decreasing the ratio of ADC clients to permanent staff. The employer is willing to continue
training ADC clients in the current ratio because of the improved attitudes and self-

confidence t. 'e clients display during the course of the employment and because the
relationship with the JOBS staff is good. The individuals placed with the agency for OJT
would probably not be hired because they lack training, experience, and references.

A client gaining OJT at this agency was interviewed. She reported that she has
always worked but for very low wages. Although she wishes this job could be a permanent
one, she wants to be a police officer and is hoping to be accepted into a training class.

Montgomery County is making a focused effort to change the concept of CWEP
among both recipients and work-site employers. Many welfare recipients are familiar with
the old work-relief concept of "working off' their punt and must come to view CWEP as
the vehicle that will provide the opportunity to acquire work experience and some on-the-
job training. CWEP site employers, used to thinking of CWEP as a source of no-cost
workers, are experiencing difficulty in assuming a larger training role and dealing with the
higher turnover among their CWEP placements.

Extended Benclts

As an inducement to participate, Work Choice offered extended Medicaid and day
care benefits at the time of the CDHS visit. Clients who volunteered for Work Choice and
obtained employment with earnings that made them ineligible for cash assistance could still



receive Medicaid and day care for an additional 12 months'. The authorization to provide
these benefits is approved by 1M urian receiving an employment verification form for the
client Work program staff are not directly involved in authorizing or monitoring extended
benefits, but staff usually know from the amount of earnings and family size whether or not
cash assistance will continue.

The program administrator believes that extended benefits did attract clients into
volunteering for Work Choice. She would like to see a similar transitional period for
housing and utilities subsidies. It is a real shock to a welfare recipient who had been
required to pay only 15 percent of monthly income for utilities to receive a bill for the
balance of the actual cost as soon as he or she lxcomes employed.

When asked if th..1 county could operate either Work Choice or the mandatory
program, which should it offer, the responses were varied. The administrator likes the
mandatory requirement but would essentially eliminate exemptions based on the age of
Ihildren. All recipients would be required to participate a few months after the birth of
their child. She feels the longer clients receve ADC, the more difficult it becomes to break
them out of that life style. One of the counselors was clearly in favor of Work Choice
because of the higher motivational level of the volunteers. Another counselor chose the
mandatory program because it serves a wider range of people.

Problems/Suggestions

In response to a questica concerning especially difficult problems she might be
encountering, the program administrator replied that her director will not let her think in
terms of what she cannot do. She tries to find ways of working around any problems she
has. As an example, she cited the low number of clients who report to the components to
which they are assigned. She has asked two of her Job Club providers to follow-up with
clients who are referred to them. First, they will remind the clients of the need to attend
prior to their first scheduled class. Those who do not attend will be contacted in person
to determine the reason why. If these contacts increase the number reporting, she will
determine if similar methods could be used for scheduling assessment interviews. The
number not appearing in response to the program's notification letter is so high that she
has as many staff dealing with sanctions for no shows as she has conducting the interviews.

Suggestions for improving JOBS were as follows:

o Reduce the paperwork burden by adopting a uniform assessment tool that would
be used across agencies

'As of April 1990, the experimental assignment of clients to Work Choice was
discontinued and extended benefits were made available to all ADC recipients in

Montgomery County.
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o Adjust the present uniform $25.00 work program allowance to reflect the
differences in commitment and effort required in the program components.

o Increase the qualifications for 1M workers. The work is far too complicated for
the minimum qualifications now in place.

o Eliminate monthly reporting of income. Most of the time, there are problems
in adjusting the amount of the monthly check that cause the check to be late.
Monthly reporting is the single biggest disincentive to getting clients into jobs.

o Set a limit on the length of time a client can receive public assistance. Without
a limit there is less incentive to prepare oneself to become independent.

o Increase the emphasis on CWEP as training to overcome the old work relief
concept.

o Find ways to reduce the number of out-of-wedlock, teenage pregnancies. The
infants of today's teenagers are the welfare recipients of tomorrow.

o Involve clients in shaping the program.

The community representative interviewed stated that most people in the Dayton
area are aware of the JOBS program components and agree with them in principle. In
general, she feels the JOBS program is a step in the right direction. She believes that
clients with a housing subsidy should continue to receive this subsidy for a time after
employment is secured and that the utility repayment situation must be dealt with
differently than it is now. Her suggestion was to provide continued financial support that
would only gradually be cut back. In her opinion, Job Club is fairly successful; the
Education and Training component needs more funding because the literacy problem, in
some cases, is so severe; CWEP is not successful because the sanctioning process is too
weak, the agency's supervision is poor, and it does not provide skill training; and the
subsidized employment program is expensive. Suggestions made were to merge JTPA and
the JOBS program, increase the interaction between JTPA and the employment service,
find a way to increase the support and participation of the private sector, and improve
procedures for gathering delinquent child support. More flexibility in spending funds so
that clients could be treated as individuals and not lumped into categories was also
suggested as a way to improve JOBS.



PERRY COUNTY

Located in south central Ohio, Perry is a rural county that has suffered much
economic distress in recent years. The county's 1988 population was 32,100. According to
the most recent census data for Perry County, the poverty rate was 125 percent, 39.1
percent of the adult population had not completed the twelfth grade, and per capita income
was the lowest of any of the demonstration counties. In June 1990, Perry had 850 ADC
cases, a rate of 26.5 per 1,000 population, ranking second out of the 15 demonstration
counties.

Almost one out of every four ADC cases (23.5 percent) are ADC-U, reflecting the
high unemployment rate in the county, which in 1989 was 92 percent. At the qme of the
CDHS visit, one of the major employers in the county was rumored to be planning to close
and another to be ready to lay off a relatively large number of employees. In a rural county
with little industry, these job losses would have a major impact oil the economy. Although
some of those who would lose jobs would be eligible for unemployment compensation for
six months, a portion of the total eventually are likely to be referred to JOBS.

Perry County was described by one staff member as having high unemployment, low
educational attainment, and high illiteracy rates. Transportation is a problem: many clients
are too poor to have working or dependable automobiles and public transportation is
nonexistent. The work program has purchased two small vans to help transport clients to
education and training programs. Some of the townships provide linuted transportation for
some components. However, when clients are ready to obtain jobs, they still have no
automobiles, so transportation is a barrier.

During this site visit, project staff observed a group informing and individual
interviews with clients; interviewed the work program supervisor, assessment workers, and
income maintenance supervisors; and reviewed approximately 15 case files. The office
conditions are crowded, allowing for little privacy in which to work with clients. A new
facility is being planned that would provide much more space.

The JOBS program is understaffed. The staff is unionized, so the WP director is
restructuring some positions to gain flexibility. Of the one full-tune clerk and 75 percent-
time assessment staff member who have most recently left their positions, only one fulltime
position is being permitted to be filled. Between the CDHS director and the JOBS
administrator is another individual who is in charge of social senices.

9CDHS visit: January 11, 1990; conununity interviews: June 20, 1990
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Assessment/Assignment

The assessment interviewers were knowledgable about JOBS and dealt with clients
in a professional manner. Perry County has a large proportion of long-term welfare cases.
Because of the high illiteracy rate, many of the clients begin their particpation in the
education and training component, working on their GED or in other adult basic education
courses. The assessment workers talk with each client to determine her/his needs as well
as preferences regarding type of assistance component most suitable, the client's education
and employment background, and any type of barrier to reaching the goal of unsubsidized
employment. Although the goal for the majority of clients is unsubsidized employment, a
few clients, because of physical or mental disabilities, are referred to other agencies more
appropriate to meeting their needs.

Approximately 75-78 percent of all ADC cases appear for orientation/assessment in
response to the first notification, and 21-22 percent appear in response to subsequent
contacts. Less than 1 percent are sanctioned for failure to appear.

The education and training component is receiving the most emphasis from the WP
staff; this seems to be the area of greatest immediate need to make clients employable.
As previously mentioned, many of the clients do not have high school diplomas; the
majority of these individuals are enrolled in GED classes. Job Club, however, is viewed as
instrumental in changing the attitude of recipients. The individual encouragement and
support provided as part of this component is perceived to be of great benefit

Overall, the JOBS program staff report receiving excellent cooperation from JTPA,
OBES, and BVR. However, althongh their liaison with the Work and Training unit in
ODHS is excellent, JOBS staff have had difficulty in getting information from other ODHS
units.

As for the JOBS program itself, the regulation requiring the principle wage earner
in an ADC-U family to work 16 hours per week has caused difficulties, as has the General
Assistance requirement that all GAs between 19 and 40 who do not have a high school
diploma or GED must go to school (this necessitates that all paperwork and assessements
be redone). Some of the regulations seem t be counterproductive. For instance, an
ADC-U primary wage earner working over 100 hours a month cannot remain on ADC,
even if the amount of earnings is less than he was receiving on ADC Problems exist with
the proper handling of thl. grant amount when parents have been sanctioned for failure to
comply. The amount of paperwork, in general, is something staff would like to see reduced.
Also, random-moment sampling is viewed us providing a distorted picture of activities and
as being one of the worst ways, relative to accuracy, to gather data.
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Program Components

The program administrator estimated that 56 percent of his clients are assigned to
CWEP, 33 percent to E&T, and 11 percent to Job Club. The CRIS data were very close
to these estimates: CWEP 51 percent, E&T 35 percent, and Job Club 11 percent.
Information on 463 clients was entered into CRIS for FY 1990. Appendix table A.25 shows
the monthly caseload by component in Perry County.

Job Club is provided through the JOBS program. Formerly, this component was
contracted to JTPA, but the cost, $350.00 per client, was believed to be excessive. Hence,
the JOBS program is now offering it. At the time of the site visit, the actual cost to JOBS
of having their personnel conduct Job Club in CDHS facilities had not yet been calculated
nor had statistics regarding successful placements been gathered because the program was
only in its second month. A new Job Club is begun each month.

Both of the WP staff who serve as Job Club instructors are certified to use the
Azrin method. Clients receive 15 hours of classroom instruction the first week and then
work for three weeks at 5 days per week, in job search. The progam includes building self-
confidence and self-esteem, using the telephone effectively, writing resumes and filling out
applications, and interacting appropriately in an interview situation. Newspapers, a
telephone bank, videotape equipment, and pencils and paper are available. In addition, the
CDHS assists by producing resumes on personal computers and providing copies of the
completed resumes.

The majority of clients (approximately 70 percent) are reported to have no
disagreements with the JOBS requirements. Most are comfortable with Job Club.
Counseling is provided through referrals to outside agencies for those who need it. Staff
felt that extroverted clients fare better in Job Club than do introverted clients.

The area technical college is heavily involved in providing education and training to
ADC clients from both Perry and Muskingum counties; about one-third of all enrolled
stue ents are ADC, GA, or JTPA clients. From Perry County, 17 ADC clients are enrolled
in programs of study, such as mental health, criminal justice, accounting, occupational
the.. 74py, radiology, paralegal, and parks and recreation. All welfare recipients from both
counties are assisted in their academic endeavors by (mandatory) participation in the Keys
program. (The Keys program, funded through the Ohio Department of Human Services,
is a response to the increased number of welfare clients attending the technical college.)
This program provides the support services believed by the college staff to be essential to
the retention of these students. ADC clients, in general, are reported to have problems
with day Lare, transportation, self-esteem, balancing roles, giooming and personal hygiene,
interpersonal skills, and basic killc. Only one individual has displayed a behavioral
problem; the rest appear happy for the opportunity to receive education.

The CWEP site that was observed provides opportunities for developing good work
habits and a good work ethic. The job skills learned are not high-level skills, but they are
expected to be performed to a high degree of excellence. Some of the individuals quit and
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some are told not to come back because they are tardy or perform the job tasks
unsatisfactorally. Of those clients who stay on thc job, all an,, good workers and are
accepted by other employees. The city either can not or will not hire permanent
employees, so there is not the feeling that these individuals are taking jobs away from
regular employees. There is no direct cost to the agency for the CWEP workers. The only
problem mentioned was the feeling that some of the local doctors will give unjustified
medical excuses to clients to excuse them from participating at the work site.

The unsubsidized employment site selected by the JOBS administrator for the site
visit was the director of the Perry County Department of Human Services. One ADC
recipient has been hired to do microfilming and clerical. Little training was required
because this individual had been "working off her grant" for about a year, thus being
familiar with the job, and "works hard and keeps her mouth shut." She is currently earning
$6.85 per hour plus benefits. ADC recipients are reported to want to work at the CDHS
because of the good pay and benefits. The director is amenable to hiring more ADC clients
as positions open. The director perceives that the effect of holding a job varies from one
individual to the next but is, in general, pleased with the employee hired.

Transition to JOB_S

JOBS has enabled the WP to provide day care, transportation (to a limited degree),
and better service to ADC recipients than did the Fair Work program. Some degree of
"turfism" on the part of 1M workers has been experienced and communication regarding the
changes in grant amounts (this impacts on the number of hours the recipients must work)
has not been smooth. The major changes in relationships within the agency is that income
maintenance no longer controls the CWEP sites or operates the program.

SEP has not been implemented in this county; the decision was made on the basis
of it being too much work for the IM unit.

Problems/Suggestions

The 1M unit staff fill out the referral forms to get clients to JOBS, and they must
also deal with the consequences of sanctions, keeping track of who has been sanctioned and
who has been removed from sanctions. Keeping the sanction list updated is a problem.
The new sanction rules caused a need for additional training.

WP staff want information on how to access additional funds for the program,
including matching funds, and to better understand the fiscal operation of the programs in
general. The would also be willing to participate in training and mentoring staff in other
counties as tk lir prepare to implement JOBS.
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PICKAWAY COUNTY"

Pickaway County is located in central Ohio, adjacent to and south of Franklin
County. It is included as part of the Columbus metropolitan st.-.74.,;"ql area but is basically
a rural county with a 1988 population of approximately 46,600. It L a number of large
industrial employers, and many residents commute to Franklin Comity to work. This
employment contributes to a per capita income of approximately $9,000 (in 1985) and an
unemployment rate of 6.1 percent (in 1989). Pickaway had an ADC caseload of 681 in
June 1990, of which 17.5 percent were ADC-U cases. This gave the county a rate of 14.6
ADC cases per 1,000 population, ranking it eleventh among the 15 demonstration counties.

The JOBS program uses the name "New Horizons" in Pickaway. It is organized as
a separate unit whose ndministrator reports directly to the county director. In addition to
the administrator, there are three employment services intenriewers, an employment services
representative, a clerical aide, and a part-time assistant. The interviewers conduct the
individual assessments and subsequent case management for the clients whom they
interview. The employment services representative is responsible for developing job sites
for CWEP and monitoring the clients' performance at these sites.

Assessment/Assignment

When ADC applicants are interviewed to determine their eligibility, they are
informed by the IM worker that they may have to participate in JOBS. They are required
to sign a county form that indicates they understand their responsibility to appear for an
assessment interview. The form lists the acceptable good cause reasons for failure to
appear and states that verification of any of these reasons must be provided within seven
days of the appointment.

Clients referred to the JOBS program are sent a letter notifying them they must
appear for an assessment interview. Enclosed with that letter is a 13-page information
packet about the program and a 4-page personal history questionnaire, which the clients are
instructed to complete prior to their interview.

The JOBS administrator estimated that 50 to 60 percent of clients appear for
assessment in response to their first notification, and another 30 percent appear after
subsequent contacts. Clients who do not appear for their initial appointment and do not
provide good cause reasons are permitted to sign a letter of compliance in lieu of being
sanctioned. Of those who never appear, some are sanctioned, others move from the county,
get jobs, or are found to be exempt from participation. In January 1990, four ADC cases
out of a total caseload of 820 were being sanctioned.

"CDHS visit: January 10, 1990; community interviews: May 3, 1990

111

115



The assessment proce..vs is divided into two parts that are conducted on separate days.
The first part consists of a general explanation of the program and the clients' rights and
responsibilities, which is conducted on a group basis. On the day of the site visit, this
explanation took 40 minutes. Immediately following the explanation, the clients were
administered the screening (Locator) form of the TABE. They were given a short break
during which the screening test was scored. On the basis of their performance on the
screening test, the appropriate level of the full TABE was administered. When the testing
was completed, the clients were scheduled for individual interviews on a separate day.

Prior to the individual part of the assessment, the employment services interviewers
reviewed the TABE results and the personal history form. The actual interviews took about
30 minutes and consisted mainly of the interviewers explaining what they thought the best
assignments would be for the clients and filling out the forms to register the clients for
those assignments. Reviewing information prior to the interview and completing and
forwarding the paperwork following the interview took another 30 minutes.

It appeared to the observers that the interviewers had formed an opinion of the type
of assignment appropriate to a client from their review of the personal history form and test
results, and this was confirmed in debriefings following the assessments. The interviewers
said that previous work experience, tested literacy levels, and educational attainmtnt are
the main factors that influence decisions about the component to which a client should
be assigned. Clients with considerable work experience, especially if they have worked
shortly before receiving ADC, are likely to be assigned to Job Club. Individuals with low
literacy levels are assigned to ABE, or if their levels are very low, to the Literacy Council
for one-to-one tutoring. Clients with higher test scores but lacking a high school diploma
are assigned to GED programs.

The program administrator estimated that about 10 percent of the clients who are
assessed are judged to be not job ready. The primary reasons are lack of day care or
transportation and medical limitations. The social service unit of the CDHS will pay for
day care while a client is attending ABE or GED classes but will not provide day care for
Job Club or CWEP. There is no public transportation in the county. When possible, the
JOBS program tries to use a transportation service provided by the community action
agency.

An ongoing tally listed 244 clients assigned to program components in January 1990,
the month of the CDHS visit: 45 percent in E&T, 40 percent in CWEP, and 15 percent
in Job Club. The CRIS data for all of FY 1990 were similar: 41 percent in E&T, 35
percent in CWEP, and 23 percent in Job Club. The CRIS data indicated 429 clients were
processed by JOBS in FY 1990. Appendix table A.26 presents the monthly caseload by
components for FY 1990 in Pickaway Coumy.

Pickaway County has no subsidized employment. The JOBS administrator said that
this was a low priority in the county primarily because she was concerned it might damage
relationships with JTPA. The JOBS administrator described her relationship with JTPA
as excellent. She feared that if her program began soliciting employers for SEP, the JTPA
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officials might view her as a competitor and be less willing to provide skill training for
JOBS clients.

Program Conponents

The Job Club is conducted by the Pickaway County Community Action Agency
(PICCA) under contract to the Private Industry Council (PIC) for JTPA Service Delivery
Area #17. The community action agency receives about 10 clients from the CDHS per
month. During the first week, each client receives 16-20 hours of group classroom
instruction including writing resumes, filling out applications, preparing for interviews,
budgeting, and career planning. This is followed by 8 hours per week for the remainder
of the 60-day period of scheduled time in the resource room, using the telephones,
typewriters, and newspapers to conduct a job search. Each individual is required to make
at least 10 contacts per week during this period.

The agency reports no attendance, tardiness, or behavioral problems with any of the
ADC recipients assigned to Job Club. Some individual counseling is provided by the
agency's staff; some individuals are referred to other agencies for counseling. Agency staff
report that many clients come in with an "attitude" of one sort or another but that, after the
first day, clients become excited about Job Club. PICCA staff also report that they have
a good working relationship with the CDHS and are able to talk through any problems.

As mentioned earlier, PICCA has a total of 60 days to work with and place Job Club
participants. This time span is believed by PICCA staff to be too short for some clients
who have what PICCA staff deem to be barriers employment. The reported cost per
client served averages $700 and the total reimbursement per placed client is $400.
Consequently PICCA is subsidizing the JOBS program $300 per client enrolled. Payments
are based on the following schedule: $100 per enrollment, $100 per program completion,
and $200 per placement

Job Club is believed by PICCA staff to have a more positive impact on individuals
who have been on assistance for a short period of time. In general, ADC-Us have the
shortest duration on welfare. However, many of the single mothers report having a difficult
time adjusting to Job Club and as being able to benefit from a displaced homemakers'
program.

ABE and GED programs are conducted by the Pickaway County Board of Education
at high schools throughout the county. Clients with adequate literacy skills who desire
occupational skill training are referred to the PIC if classroom training slots are available.

The GED program has been inundated with referrals from the CDHS in recent
months. The program operates at six sites and has a budget of $40,000 per year from state
and federal sources. More textbooks are needed, but the money is not available.
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The perception of an instructor, who was interviewed by project staff, is that some
of the ADC clients who are working on their GEDs are not doing so willingly. Their
attitude toward education is believed to be "poor". Others are hesitant initially but are
more enthusiastic once they begin to achieve. Some will require two years to complete the
program; they have learning disabilities or are "slow" learners.

'The instructor would like to see better communication between the GED program
staff and that of the JOBS staff, as well as between the JOBS staff and the ADC recipients.
(Some recipients blame GED staff for the infractions theythe recipientscommit and for
the consequences that follow.) But most of all, the GED program would like financial
support so they may buy more materials.

CWEP assignments are made to clients who have been out of school and
unemployed for a long period and to those who have completed other components but still
have not obtained jobs. For those with long periods without regular activity, the CWEP
assignment is intended to determine if they will be able to meet the demands of programs
that will require them to report at a regular time and to arrange for transportation and
child care. For those who have completed other components without obtaining
employment, CWEP is the employer of last resort.

The CWEP site visited usually has nine ADC clients assiped to it. The clients work
as teachers' aides, which requires 1-2 months on-the job training, or in the kitchen, which
requires 2 weeks on-the-job training. Sometimes, those doing the food service tasks also
double as custodians. All CWEP workers receive an orientation. They generally work 3
weeks per month, September through June. Many return in the autumn. The major reason
for leaving is if they are assigned to a training program. The work site supervisor estimates
that, if they were being paid by the site for their work, the clients would receive between
$4.00 and $450 per hour. The overall perception of the CWEP site supervisor is that the
ADC recipients feel needed and see the importance of their tasks; they develop a sense of
teamwork and can work with minimal supervision. There appears to be no friction between
the regular employees and the CWEP participants.

In general, the ADC recipients work out well at this CWEP site. Some, however,
are undependable and do not adhere to their schedules. They may show up late or not at
all. Absences and late arrivals are reported to the CDHS. About 25 percent of the
assigned clients who initially report for work eventually have to be reported to the county
welfare office because of poor attendance or poor performance on the job.

The CWEP site supervisor is enthusiastic about the participation of her organization
in the JOBS program. She believes that, on the whole, the people who are assigned to her
are very capable individuals who are not aware of their potential. For the most part, the
participants seem to enjoy participating. The group with the most difficulty in adjusting
appears to be ADC-U males; it is believed that this group feels that this site is insufficiently
masculine and that the pay rate, if they were regular employees, would be too low. To
alleviate the image problela, males are usually assigned to custodial positions instead of
as classroom aides or kitchen service.



The employer who was interviewed as part of 'he second site visit was very pleased
with the performance of the three ADC clients be had hired. They perform general
custodial tasks, and one assists with babysitting. These employees had been placed with
this organization originally as CWEP participants. They had performed well and were hired
as positions became available. They had received 8-12 hours of training over a 2-3 day
period. This is about the same amount of training that any employee would rezeive.

The staff of this organization have had no trouble working with the employees who
have been hired. Of those who have been there as CWEP participants, however, one had
been smoking in front of the children, which is not permitted, and another had been
suspected of siealing. Another CWEP client who was hired was let go when the
background check revealed that he was still on parole. This was done with reluctance but
on strong recommendation of legal counsel because this organization works with children.

The community representative interviewed during the second site visit was
supportive of the idea behind JOBS, but not familiar with the details of the program The
attitudes that were expressed were not supportive of individuals who were receiving public
assistance and these attitudes were thought to be representative of the community at large.

Iransition_.to101§,

The biggest impact of the change from Fair Work to JOBS was the number of clients
to be assessed. This fell most heavily on the employment services interviewers who
reported relatively little change in what they did but a major increase in the number to be
seen. The administrator helped pick up some of this load by seeing many of the
assessment-only clients.

Changes in the f Irms and codes used in CRIS to reflect mandatory/voluntary
participation and the target populations to be served by JOBS caused some problems in
Pickaway County. It was difficult to deal with these changes because of the relative
inexperience of many of the IM staff and the shift to generic case management that
occurred at the same time.

In Pickaway County it has not been necessary to prioritize the target populations
established by JOBS because the program has been able to serve all who must participate.
The employment services interviewers agreed that assessment was not the most time
consuming part of their jobs. Case managementparticularly sending and receiving
documentation to verify that clients are carrying out their program assigmnentstakes more
time than assessment
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Problems/Suggs-Om

The JOBS program administrator stated that her most difficult problem was SEP and
job development. Her concern about possible repercussions with JTPA and the press of
other requirements have caused her to not give this component the attention it needs. Her
major suggestion for improving the program was one heard from many staff in different
units in virtually all counties: standardize regulations and procedures across ADC, GA, and
food stamps. The different provisions for these three programs make it very difficult to be
fully informed on all three.
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RICHIAND COUNTY"

Richland county is located in the northeast quadrant of the state and its major city
is Mansfield. Richland's population, estimated at 129,000 in 1988, ranked in the middle of
the 15 demonstration counties. In June 1990, it bad a total of 2,316 ADC cases (18.0 cases
per 1,000 population), of which 11.2 percent were ADC-U. Richland ranked ninth of the
15 demonstration counties in caseload per population.

Manufacturing is the dominant employment sector in Richland County. At the time
of the previous site visit, the CDHS director believed that a large portion of the ADC
caseload stemmed from undereducation and from the closing of several large manufacturing
plants between 1980 and 1988. This trend has continued. In December 1989, General
Motors laid off 1,800 workers; 500 of whom will be permanently laid off; the remaining
1,300 will probably be recalled. At the time of the CDHS visit in February, JOBS staff
anticipated that White Consolidated Industries (WCI) soon would be laying off
approximately 400 workers and would probably close Nrmanently in the not-too-distant
future. In an interview with a community representative in July, that figure was updated
to 800 workers. The community representative also stated that another 550 jobs would be
lost from two other companies. WCI did have grant money for a displaced workers
program as of the February interview. However, there may be no jobs in the area for these
workers to be hired into.

The JOBS program, Richland Works!, is operated as a separate unit. The
administrator reports directly to the director of the CDHS. The staff under the JOBS
administrator consists of one supervisor, four employment services interviewers, two
employment service representatives, one special projects crew leader, and two clerical
support staff. This averages out to one professional staff person (including the JOBS
administra")r) for every 235 ADC-U&R cases. At the time of the CDHS visit, space was
at a premium, but the JOBS program staff was planning to move into a new building
adjacent to the current facility that now houses income maintenance, supportive services,
and the work program. JOBS staff voiced a concern about ensuring that communication
systems are in place with the other units before the move occurs.

Astessment/Assignment

Staff in the intake unit of income maintenance give a brief description of the JOBS
program to those recipients whose status makes them mandatory for either participation or
assessment. Those who must participate are referred internally to the WP. The
appropriate ADC recipients are notified by letter from the WP that they must appear for

an orientation session. Approximately 50 percent of those notified to appear do so upon

"CDHS visit: February 21, 1990; community visit: July 23, 1990
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initial notification; another 25 percent appear in response to subsequent contacts; and about
25 percent are sanctioned for failure to appear.

At the orientation session (group informing), the work program components are
explained, as well as Rights and Responsibilities, sanctions, grievance procedures, and good

cause. The staff member who conducts the orientation session is the one who later meets
individually with the recipients in that day's group. At the end of the session, before
testing, recipients sign up for an appointment with that staff member on a separate day. The

TABE I..ocator test is then administered.

The assignment of recipients to program components is done on a different
philosophical basis, depending on the individual WP stafrs point-of-view. According to
some, Job Club is stressed for ADC cases. Fist, participation in Job Club is seen as
moving people off ADC more quickly than any of the other componerts. Second, ADC
recipients are seen as having more education and a better work history than general
assistance recipients and, therefore, are also seen as better prepared to enter the work
force. Other WP staff believe that it is the program's policy to not attempt to influence the
recipient in any way regarding component choice; it is a decision to be made by the
recipient solely. At the time of the site visit in late February, there were no openings in

Job Club until May.

Once the individual has been assessed and assigned to a program component, the
assessor no longer interacts with that individual. Instead, a program staff member who is
responsible for the component to which the recipient is assigned works with that client.

Program Components

On the day of the CDHS visit the program administrator had to attend a meeting
called by ODHS and was unavailable for an interview. Her two assistants were interviewed
instead. When they were queried about the percentage of clients assigned to each of the
components, they were unable to give estimates. The CRIS data for FY 1990 showed 55

percent to E&T, 28 percent to CWEP, and 16 percent to Job Club. There were no clients

assigned to SEP. CRIS had data on 643 clients for FY 1990. Appendix table A.29 presents
the monthly caseload by component in Richland County in FY 1990.

At the time of the community visit, Job Club was being provided in the Richland
Works! offices by a consultant. The contracted rates for the consultant are $25.00 per
contact hour during the classroom instruction phase of the Job Club, $22.50 per contact
hour for follow-up, and $18.00 per contact hour for any other assignments that are mutually

agreed upon.

A new Job Club begins once a month, and the average ADC enrollment is 8. For
two weeks, classroom instruction is provided for 4 hours per day. After that, participants
come in every Tuesday to use newspapers, telephones, go through mock interviews with staff
and each other as well as real interviews with employers, and go out on real interviews.

Videotape equipment is available for recording the mock interviews. The Jot- Club
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instructor has developed a curriculum that includes how to write cover and thank-you
letters, where to find job leads, how to conduct themselves during an interview, how to write
a resume and complete an application form, and how to keep a job.

Although participation in Job Club results in a 76 percent placement rate, the
retention rate is estimated to be 3540 percent. The Job Club instructor felt that 98 percent
of the Job Club participants would not find a job without the benefit of Job Club and,
further, that clients would not be served by any other program in the county. The Job Club
instructor also feels that the motivational aspect of Job Club and the personal interactions
and support the participants receive are extremely important, and that participation does
not seem to have a better effect on some welfare participants than on others. The
interaction between the Job Club insituctor and the Richland Works! staff is reported as
being positive.

The education and training provider interviewed operates ABE/GED programs.
Each month, attendance is checked on approximately 160 ADC/GA recipients. Usually,
100-120 clients have participat e] at sometime during the month; the average participation
rate is 65 per day. Fifty-five percent of all individuals in the ABE/GED programs are at
grade levels 0-4 ar .1, although individuals other than welfare recipients are included in that
figure, the service provider interviewed estimates that the majority of individuals at those
grade levels are welfare recipients. Individuals functioning at these grade levels are more
expensive to assist than those sOlo function at higher grade levels. In addition to serving
a large percentage of low-functioning clients, the number of enrollees has increased from
805 in FY 1987-88 to 1,120 in FY 1989-90.

For all these reasons, the ABE/GED budget is reported to be severely strained.
Current funding sources include the Ohio Department of Education and JTPA. (.ITPA pays
a flat rate per JTPA client per month.) The CDHS has been able to provide only sporadic
financial support for the services being used by the clients they require to use them. At the
time of the community visit, the service provider and WP staff bad worked together to
gather evidence in support of a proposal to the Ohio Department of Education for funding
for the ABE/GED program. However, even if this support is granted, the program
administrator anticipates that the number of hours individuals are permitted to come in to
study will be cut by 50 percent.

Another concern of the service provider is that a number of individuals appear to
not be benefiting from the ABE/GED program, yet are required to participate. A more
appropriate placement may be a literacy program. Not only are some individuals believed
to have been inappropriately placed into ABE/GED, but some individuals really do not
want to participate and others have emotional, physical, or substance abuse problems that
interfere with learning. All of these problems ma,.e it more expensive to operate the
program because people with problems have more difficulty in focusing on learning.

The CWEP site visited was delighted with the ADC recipient who was vorking with
them and would like more to help cover for vacations and sick leaves. No ddiculty was
reported with either the individual or the WP. The ADC recipient is being encouraged to
take Civil Service tests and to apply for openings within the agency.
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The employer interviewed as part of the community visit has developed a negative
view of employing individuals referred to them by the Job Club instructor. The retention
rate has been poor; the employees cite low pay and poor working conditions as their
reasons to quit. However, the employer believes these individuals do not like having to be
at work every day. To make the situation worse, no notice is given of their intent to quit;
typically, these individuals simply stop showing up. One did not even return to pick up her
final pay check. The pay for the entry-level jobs for which the ADC clients qualify starts
at $3.65-$4.00 per hour, but they are eligible for promotion and salary increases at the end
of 3 months. The foremen, who do the interviewing and hiring, do not know who is a
welfare recipient and who is not. The employer would like the WP staff to screen the
individuals who are sent to her with a recommendation from the Job Club instructor to
ensure that they are really motivated.

The community representative interviewed during the course of the community visit
is aware of the JOBS program because he has personal friends who work in the program.
The majority of people, however, are not, in his opinion, aware of Richland Works!. The
program is producing results, but is doing so quietly and slowly. According te the
community representative, Richland Works! placed 45 people in jobs during the past year.
This figure is lower than the one given by the Job Club instructor, the discrepancy may be

due to looking at different reportingperiods. The community representative believes JOBS
is a good concept and believes that the individuals in the community who are aware of the
program are supportive of it. It is, however, believed to be an expensive program that
eventually will have to be justified.

Transition to JOBS,

The transition from Fair Work to JOBS was viewed as a smooth one. Increased
paperwork and the need to coordinate between units were believed to be the biggest
difficulties. JOBS is also seen to have required changes in forms and documentation.

Under JOBS, the work program is able to provide day care, a van and a truck for
special projects, and to pay for education and training, equipment, uniforms, and shoes that
are needed by the recipients so that they can work.

Problems/Suggestious

More education and training slots and Job Club slots are needed to meet the needs
of the clients. The Work Program hopes to be able to provide Job Club in-house for clients
when they move into the new facility and have the room to do so; they believe it will be

less expensive that way.

The sanctioning process was considered a problem by more than one WP staff
person. Some believe the first sanction should be mandatoiy--that recipients not be allowed
to sign a letter of compliance. Other staff noted that the WP does not always receive
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notification from IM that the paperwork to sanction a case has been completed. Some staff
members feel that the same rules and regulations should be applied for all programs.

The addition of 46 staff to the agency (staffing rose from 70 to 116) has caused a
greater need for training than has been supplied. This is especially true in ongoing income
maintenance.

The lack of the timely receipt of 6802s has presented problems, especially because
of the treatment and control designation. Staff voiced the belief that this was one reason
that they were unable to process clients as quickly as they might have.

It was suggested that the agency could function more efficiently if the number of
forms was reduced. The major difficulty other units have with the JOBS program is the
amount of paperwork. If the forms could be simplified and the number reduced, work
would become more efficient.
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SENECA COUNTY'

Seneca is basically a rural county located in the north-central part of the state about
20 miles south of Lake Erie. The county seat is Tiffin, a city of about 20,000 and the total
county population in 1988 was estimated to be 61,800. In June 1990, there were 982 ADC
cases in Seneca (203 percent of which were ADC-U), giving it a rate of 15.4 per 1,000
population that ranked it tenth among the 15 demonstration counties. In 1989, the
unemployment rate in the county was 7.7, which was 22 percentage points higher than the
state average and virtually the same as in 1988, when some manufacturing employers in the
county had closed. The JOBS administrator reported total caseload in the county, ADC,
GA, and FS, was rising at the rate of 2 p.trcent a month.

The JOBS program is part of the IM unit. It has five staff members; the
administrator; an assessment interviewer; an individual who acts as CWEP coordinator,
education and training monitor, and back-up assessnient interviewer, a clerical aide; and
a CWEP crew leader who had recently been hired. The program planned to add an
additional assessment interviewer within two weeks of the site visit.

Assessment/Assignment

Appointment letters for assessment interviews are sent to clients after a 6802 form
is received from ODHS. No internal referrals are made from 1M to the JOBS program.
This is unusual among the low population, mral counties visited for this study, particularly
since JOBS is part of IM. The JOBS administrator said the reason referrals are not made
is that IM is understaffed and has not been trained in the forms and procedures to
coordinate with her program. A 10-page information booklet about JOBS is sent with the
appointment letter.

Eight assessment interviews are scheduled each day Monday through Thursday, and
usually three to four clients report for their appointments. Those who do not report or
provide good cause within seven days are sent a 4065 form. When they receive this form
most contact the office to reschedule their appointment, and when they report, they must
sign a compliance agreement. The administrator estimated that less than 5 percent actually
have their cash assistance reduced for failure to report for assessment.

On the day Seneca County was visited, schools had been closed because of an ice
storm and only one of the scheduled appointments was kept. This was an ADC-U husband
and wife. The assessment interviewer conducted a 40 minute orientation for this couple.
The orientation included a review of the JOBS components and of the various agencies and
schools in the county who provide services for JOBS clients. Rights and responsibilities,

'CDHS visit: February 15, 1990; community visit: August 6, 1990
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sanctioning, and grievance procedures were explained. Because this was an ADC-U case,
the 16-hour-per-ueek work requirement for the primary wage earner was emphasized. The
clients sat passively during the orientation and asked no questions.

Following the orientation, the Wide-Range Achievement Test (WRAT) was
administered by the program aide. This consisted of a spelling test (25 minutes), a
mathematics test (10 minutes), and oral reading of words by the clients (2 to 3 minutes
each). The husband performed so poorly on the reading test he was given another short
screening test for dyslexia.

After a 10-minute break, the assessment interview began and lasted 30 minutes.
Neither the husband or wife had completed high school. It appeared as if the husband was
either retarded or had a learning disability. He claimed hl was "kicked out of school" while
in the eighth grade, because "they told me I couldn't learn any more." He had attended a
training program at the county joint vocational school but did not complete it. He had
worked one year in a foundry and at the municipal garage under a program conducted by
the multicounty community action agency. The wife had never held a regular job. The
husband's driver's license was suspended until he paid an outstanding fine.

The interviewer recommended that the husband begin receiving tutoring in reading
through a project conducted by ti:c city library and that he fulfill his 64-hour work
requirement through a CWEF c.5sIgnment. This was agreeable to the husband although he
did not see his lack of reading skills as a real problem. He said his "old lady" helps him
out, and indeed she did. The wife filled out any forms that had to be completed during the
interview.

The couple's youngest child was only two years old and the wife declined to
volunteer for JOBS. She said she did not know why she had to be assessed because doctors
had declared her totally disabled as the result of an automobile accident. She has brain
damage that causes her to pass out without warning.

Program Components

The program administrator estimated that about three-quarters of the clients
assigned to components enter education azd training programs and most of the remainder
go to CWEP. The CRIS data for FY 1990 showed CWEP received the most assignments,
57 percent, E&T 31 percent, and Job Club 12 percent. Part of the discrepancy between the
administrator's estimates and CRIS is due to Seneca County's requirement that clients also
perform CWEP assigrnents if their E&T hours do not satisfy the number of hours they must
participate in JOBS each month. CRIS had information on 244 clients for FY 1990.
Appendix table A.32 presents the monthly caseload by component for Senceca County in
FY 1990. There appears to be underreporting in the first three months of the fiscal year.



Education and raining are mainly ABE and GED programs conducted by the public
schools. The JOBS program buys any workbooks needed by clients attending these
programs. Clients with very poor reading skills are assigned to Project Read, an
individualized tutoring program that is run by the Tiffin Public Libraiy.

The GED/ABE program has grown rapidly during 1990. Facilities are now open 30
hours a week instead of 12 hours a week. Of the 353 enrollees, 200 are ADC and GA; 188
of these are from Seneca County. Approximately 25 percent are working toward a GED;
the remaining 75 percent are working at the 5th to 8th grade level (remediation). The
instructor interviewed estimated that 30 percent of the ADC clients do not possess the
ability to ultimately obtain a GED. Each client is provided with approximately $125 worth
of books. JOBS does not provide any other financial support and the GED/ABE program
has requested and received additional funds from the Ohio Department of Education.

Some problems with clients have been experienced, such as taking breaks too
frequently, excessive talking, appearing in class under the influence of alcohol or other
substances, and expressing dissatisfaction with being in the GED/ABE program. JOBS staff
were reported as being helpful and supportive.

The JOBS program has 25 CWEP contracts and about 50 actual work sites. The
program has recently hired a crew leader who will transport and supervise a work crew that
will perform building maintenance and repair for the county. About half of those working
in CWEP assignments also attend education or training programs.

The CWEP site visited as part of the community site visit had two ADC recipients
assigned to it. The types of work assignments ADC clients might receive include building
maintenance, clerical, cleaning, reception, and classroom assistant. The amount of on-
the-job training required varies with the job, but generally runs from 10-15 hours. The
starting wage for these jobs is estimated to be $6.00 an hour. The amount of supervision
that is provided depends on an individual's needs.

The success of ADC recipients at this site has not been uniform. Because the site
is a social service agency and some of the tasks involve contact with the public, an attitude
of professionalism is expected. Some ADC clients can maintain that attitude but others
cannot. Occasional4 clients also bring to the agency their own personal or family
dysfunctional hehavior. This has caused complaints from the regular employees. It was
estimated that about 75 percent of the ADC recipients assigned to this site work out well.

Although the agency does not incur direct costs relative to these workers, they do
incur the indirect costs in time of training them. Therefore, the agency director prefers that
CWEP workers not be assigned to the agency for short periods of time. In general, the
communication and interaction with the JOBS staff has been positive and congenial. The
sole suggestion related to appropriate dress for the ADC recipients; many do not own
appropriate office clothing.
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Few clients are assigned to the Job Club conducted by WSOS, a community action
agency, because there is a waiting list and the clients must be job ready. The agency
charges the JOBS program $425 for every client who completes the club and an additional
$100 for every client who obtains a job which he or she keeps for 30 days. The
administrator said she would like to run her own Job Club but does not have space to do
so in the present fadlity. Formerly, Job Club was contracted through the local PIC to
WSOS; now, the contract is directly with WSOS. The Azrin job search materials form the
basis of the Job Club curriculum; however, this material is updated as staff finds
appropriate material. Previously, Job Club was only two to three weeks in length. With
the change from Fair Work to JOBS, the length was changed to 75 hours. Thus, now Job
Club participants attend sessions for two and one-half hours per day, five days a week, for
two weeks. During this time, they are given intensive instruction on a number of topics,
including writing cover letters, writing resumes, filling out job applications, using the
telephone as part of the job search process, using the library to collect information about
different companies, interviewing for a job, and how to keep a job. The Valpar Interest
Assessment instrument is used to help them determine their career interests. During the
third and fourth weeks, clients work on their own but are supervised by WSOS staff. At
the end of that time, they are encouraged to work with a Job Development Specialist if they
still need assistance. At the end of six weeks, the Job Club coach contacts participants once
every two weeks.

Problems with ADC recipients were reported to be minimal, and no problems were
reported relative to interaction with JOBS staff. The major problem is that the economy
of the county is stagnant, and jobs are difficult to find. ADC recipients who do not find a
job within the allotted time are frequently then assigned to a CWEP site. This, in the
opinion of the Job Club coach, makes it difficult for the individual to job search. More
training opportunities are believed to be needed as well as more appropriate job site
placement.

Only one ADC recipient had been hired by the unsubsidized employer interviewed
as part of the community site visit. The recipient was hired as a classroom aide.
Unfortunately, that individual's employment was terminated because of inappropriate
behavior in the workplace. Even so, the agenq director would still consider hiring another
ADC recipient, but would screen more carefully and ask that the JOBS staff do likewise.
The agency was not offered any incentive by the JOBS staff to hire this individual.

Transition to JQBS

Prior to July 1989, the work program in Seneca County has been concentrating on
ADC-U and GA clients. ADC-U clients were emphasized because the program staff felt
ADC-Rs would overload the day care capacity in the county. With the JOBS requirements,
more ADC-R clients are being assessed and more are being assigned to CWEP. More
ADC clients are needed in CWEP because of the new legislation that requires some GAs
recipients who do not have a high school diploma to be assigned to ABE or GED classes.

Testing of basic skills also started with JOBS.
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Problems/Suggestions

Even though the JOBS program is administratively part of 1M, communication
between program staff and IM case workers is not good. The JOBS staff attributes the
poor communication to the heavy workload everyone, IM and JOBS, must carry. Both
functions are understaffed and IM has many inexperienced case workers who have not been
fully informed about the JOBS program and their responsibilities concerning *t. Even if
communications were better, the JOBS staff felt the case workers would have difficulty
responding to requests because of the demands of the IM caseload. As noted, Seneca was
the only county with less than 1,0*0 ADC cases that used the 6802 generated by ODHS to
schedule clients for assessment interviews rather than internal referrals from IM.

The sanctioning process was a major concern in Seneca, perhaps because it adds
sigpificantly to the paperwork for both the JOBS program and 1M without seeming to have
much impact on client behavior. The most frequent reason by far that clients are notified
of intention to sanction is failure to appear for assessment interviews. After all the
necessary notices have been sent, all a client has to do to avoid a sanction is sign an
agreement to cooperate. This in the words of one of the JOBS staff "makes sanctioning a
joke." In addition, all sanctions and intentions to sanctions issued between December 1988
and July 1989 had been voided. This contributed to the staffs dissatisfaction with the
process.

Heavy caseloads, slow response to requests and weak sanctioning procedures result
in the JOBS staff in Seneca feeling they do not have the support of the rest of the agency.
They think the JOBS program is an important one, but they see themselves as not receiving
the resources or support needed to realize the program's potential. One of the staff
members summed up bow the others felt: "We are not falling down the hill anymore, but
we are still at the bottom.*
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STARK COUNTY"

Stark is a metropolitan county with three fairly large cities (Canton, Massilon, and
Alliance) and is located in northeast Ohio. The 1988 population was estimated to be
374,500. In June 1990, Stark had 7,217 ADC cases, of which 12.0 percent were ADC-U.
Its rate of 193 clients per 1,000 population ranks Stark County seventh among the
demonstration couities. The average monthly unemployment rate during 1989 was 6.0
percent, one-half of a percentage point above the state average.

Along with Montgomery County, Stark was the only other demonstration county to
have been operating a program for ADC recipients prior to 1989. This program, however,
was established to serve only ADC-R clients with children over the age of 14. The
demonstration is serving ADC-R clients with children 6 to 14. ADC-U cases were not
originally included and still are not being included in the demonstration.

The work program is a separate unit within the CDHS and its administrator reports
directly to the CDHS director. In addition to the usual work program components (Job
Club, education and training, community work experience program, and subsidized
employment program), the unit also administers the Ohio Homemaker/Home Health Aides
(OH/HHA) program. Not counting OH/HHA staff, the table of organization shows the
work program as having 50 slots, with 11 of those slots unfilled. There are six sections
within the WP unit: Data Management/Reception, Assessment, Community Work
Experience Program, Job Club/SEP Job Development, Education/ Training and IM
Coordination, and Ohio Homemaker/Home Health Aide and Employment Barriers.
Employment Barriers was added since the 1989 site visit. Its purpose is to work with those
individuals who are not job ready because of serious barriers, such as mental or physical
health, substance abuse, or unstable family situation.

AsuancatAmignmcni

As noted above, in Stark County only ADC-Rs are involved in the demonstration
program. Those with children aged 1 through 5 are brought in for assessment only; those
with children aged 6 through 14 are brought in for assessment and manadatory
participation.

During intake or redetermination, IM workers decide if the recipient is required to
come in for assessment. If so, the recipient is told that he/she will be receiving a letter
requesting that they appear for an interview. Approximately 50 percent appear in response
to the first notification; another 40 percent appear in response to subsequent contacts; and
about 10 percent are sanctioned for failure to appear. Those who will be participating are

"CDHS visit: March 8, 1990; community interviews: June 28, 1990
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given a brief explanation of the WP. Those ADC recipients who are part of the control
group (as determined by examining their social security number), are requested to fill out
a B1F, which is then sent to the WP.

The orientation/assessment sessions are scheduled hourly, at 8:45, 9:45, 10:45, 130,
and 2:30. For each session, eight to 10 recipients are scheduled for the six interviewers.
The recipients first view a 15-minute videotape that explains the components and the
Rights and Responsibilities form. During the time the recipients are viewing the film, each
interviewer reviews the file(s) of the recipient(s) he/she will be interviewing. In the 45
minutes remaining in the schedule, the interviewer meets with one to two recipients, and
completes the necessary paperwork associated with the case(s). From the client's
perspective, this procedure was found to be the most efficient in the 15 counties visited.
Only one trip to the program was necessary and the amount of waiting time was mini-
mized.

During the assessment interview, the recipient signs the acknowledgment and
background information forms. The interviewer reviews the personal information form and
asks questions to clarify where necessary. The interviewer and recipient discuss the
component in which the recipient will be placed. The interviewer asks the recipient to sign
both the employability plan and the assignment form.

Because of the efficiency of the Stark County method of scheduling, it was possible
for the visiting team to observe six assessment interviews. Four of the interviews were with
females in their twenties. Two of these clients were already attending occupational training
programs and their employability plans were simply to continue their present programs.
The other two were interested in receiving training, one in office occupations and the other
in something related to health care. Both of these clients were advised to check with the
JTPA office to determine the availablity of such programs. Their immediate assignment
was to be CWEP, but one expressed a preference for Job Club and was so assigned.

The other two clients were also female, but somewhat older. One was a
grandmother who had legal custody of her six month old grandchild. Because she had
responsibility for this child, she was exempt from participation. The sixth client was more
uncertain in her occupational preferences and was assigned to CWEP. The main reason
the interviewers gave for the CWEP assignments was that the clients lacked work
experience.

At the time of the CDHS visit, the JOBS program was not testing all recipients.
Clients assigned to education and training were tested before beginning classes. Testing was
scheduled to begin for all clients in April 1990.

Program Components

Stark County prepares an annual report on its JOBS program that indicates the
number of clients that have been served. This report does not, however, separate out ADC
clients from GA and Food Stamps, nor was the program administrator able to estimate how
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many ADC clients were assigned to different components. The 1989 report indicated that
1,148 clients were enrolled in education and training programs, three-fourths of whom were
in ABE/GED classes, and a monthly average of 829 clients scheduled to work at CWEP
sites. The CRIS data for FY 1990 showed 1,618 ADC clients processed. Of those assigned
to components the distribution was 57 percent i.c.1 E&T, 30 percent to CWEP, 12 percent
to Job Club, and 1 percent to SEP. Appendix table A.34 presents the monthly caseload by
component for Stark County in FY 1990.

. An interview was conducted with a representative of the ABE program from the
Canton City Schools which in June 1990 had 569 JOBS clients enrolled. The school
representative did not know what perctntage were ADC. The ABE classes in this system
meet two days a week for two hours a day.

In general, the ABE representative felt that most JOBS clients were good students
and appreciated the opportunity to get their GED. About 5 percent, however, resented the
fact they had to attend and did not apply themselves. This caused some problems,
especially among the nonJOBS students who had voluntarily chosen to attend these classes.
The schools tried to deal with this problem by not assigning too many JOBS clients to any
one class.

9 %

The large number of JOBS clients was putting a strain on the ABE program, and the
city schools were requesting additional financial assistance from the Ohio Department of
Education, not from the CDHS. The schools had had a contract with the CDHS in the
1988-89 school year to defray some of the cost of the JOBS clients, but this had not been
renewed for the 1989-90 year. The number of JOBS clients has caused a record keeping
and reporting burden which the schools were still struggling with.

Interviews were conducted with two ADC clients enrolled in the Canton City Schools
GED classes. One was accepting, if not enthusiatic, about her participation. When
interviewed in June 1990, she bad been attending since September 1989. She felt the
program would help her get a job "later on? The other client had been attending almost
two years and had taken the GED practice test. She was just six points below the passing
score. Despite bow close she was to earning her GED, she did not feel the classes were
the best assignment for her. She would have preferred to be receiving some on-the-job
experience.

CWEP is the second most frequent assignment in Stark County. The 1989 annual
report indicated that an average of 829 clients were assigned each month to 124 CWEP
sites. The site that was visited is a hospital This site has had excellent experiences with
its CWEP clients. The hospital has an extensive volunteer program wit approximately
1300 people participating, and the CWEP clients are treated like all other volunteers. They
are interviewed by the volunteer coordinator (a full-time, paid member of the hospital's
staff) before being accepted, and assigned to avariety of tasks throughout the hospital. Out
of eight who have been assigned, only one had to be removed because of absenteeism.



The CWEP client interviewed at this site was the only client interviewed in the 15
demonstration counties that was a college graduate. He had a degree in computer science
and worked in the computer area for the hospital. He did not discuss why he was receiving
public assistance exk nt to refer to "personal setbacks." He liked his work and hoped it
would lead to a regular job. He felt he had been treated fairly by the JOBS program and
viewed the work requirement as a reasonable expectation of a recipient.

The Job Club in Stark County is run by the JOBS program and is one of the longest,
in weeks, of the clubs in the 15 demonstration counties. At the time of the CDHS visit, the
club met for six weeks, but at the time of the community interviews, the supervisor was
planning to extend it to eight weeks. Under both plans, the first four weeks consist of four
days of classroom instruction for about two an one-half hours per day. The usual Job Club
topics are covered. Stark County does videotape and critique mock interviews.

The final weeks of the club are mainly spent in telemarketing to identify job leads.
Clients are required to have 10 potential leads and to make 3 to 5 actual contacts per day.
In the final two weeks, Stark County makes more efforts than other counties to be sure the
club members are aware of the services available from the Public Service Assistance Office
of the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services.

At the request of the evaluation team, the Job Club supervisor prepared a special
report of the number of clients served by Job Club in the period January through April
1990. The report did not include the number enrolled, but did indicate that 28 ADC recipi-
ents had completed the club and 25 had obtained jobs. This is a very high placement rate,
but the number served seems low. Additional contact with the supervisor indicated that
during this four month period, 8 clubs were conducted, two per month, with an average
initial enrollment of 15 to 25. Less than 50 percent of those originally enrolled apparently
completed the club.

Three Job Club members were interviewed. One, when she was informed the
interviewer was from Ohio State University, used the networking skills she had learned in
Job Club: she asked if there were any jobs available at Ohio State. (The interviewer sent
her the weekly posting of job openings when he returned to his office.) All three were
generally positive about the Job Club, but .wo admitted that they became discouraged when
their many employer contacts did not lead to any interviews.

Two of the club members had completed business programs at a proprietary school
in Canton. They were disappointed that their certificates from that school did not lead to
employment. One said that a potential employer "laughed* when she showed him her
certificate. On the basis of the experience of these two clients, the effectiveness of this
school in serving low-income students should be examined carefully.

One SEP employer and the client who had obtained his job through this program
were interviewed. The SEP employer was the county government, and the employee
performed janitorial services. He had initially been assigned to work for the county as a
CWEP client and had so impressed his supervisor that a SEP contract was arranged. At
the completion of the contract, the worker was hired as a regular employee by the county.



One of the responsibilities of this former SEP client is supervising current CWEP
clients assigned to assist him. His comments about the performance of CWEP clients were
among the most critical heard in any of the 15 counties. He was especially critical of the
high no-show rates, which averaged about 50 percent of those assigned. He, like the CWEP
supervisor in Lawrence County, said few of those who do report are willing to work. Many
consider the nature of the work, such as cleaning toilets, "beneath them." This comment
about the work performance of CWEP clients was in contrast to most other counties where
those who report to their assignments usually perform satisfactorily.

Transition to JOBS

The transition from Fair Work to JOBS was reported as being smooth. The
difficulties that were described were those relating to retraining, new rules and regulations,
more paperwork per case, sanctioning procedures, and more recipients to assess. One
individual attributed the smoothness of transition to Stark having previously been a WIN
county.

Erabluogrxigni
As is true in other counties, staff find it difficult to coordinate the sanction of a

recipient when he/she is participating in more than one welfare program. The
interpretation of rules and regulations were not always clear to WP workers and some felt
that ODHS had not been sufficiently responsive to their inquiries.

Insufficient staff is another problem mentioned by WP staff. A hiring freeze has left
11 vacancies in a work program staff that should number 49. In other words, WP staffing
is down almost one-fourth. This situation is aggravated by the fact that the WP is trying
to assist some of the long-term, "hard-core" unemployed.

The income maintenance staff has not increased in size despite an increase in
applications of 12 percent Coupled with the increased paperwork resulting from sanctions
and work allowances, IM staff are probably as stressed as the WP staff. Relationships
between the two units are, however, reported to be excellent.



SUMMIT COUNTY"

A metropolitan county in Northeast Ohio, Summit had a 1988 estimated population
of 514,800 (5th largest in the state). The major city in the county, Akron, has suffered
serious economic problems with the decline of Goodyear as well as other manufacturing
firms. Although its economy is recovering somewhat in the service sectors, Summit had the
largest population decline between 1980 and 1988 of any of the demonstration counties.
Like other urban counties in the state, Summit has a relatively large minority population,
a high per capita income, and relatively high educational attainment. In June 1990, it had
11,638 ADC cases of which 8.8 percent were ADC-U. This gave Summit a rate of 22.6
ADC cases per 1,000 population, ranking fourth among the demonstration counties. In
1989 its unemployment rate was 5.4 percent, virtually identical with the 5.5 percent rate for
the total state.

Many differences were noted in the Summit County JOBS program since the
previous visit. The number of JOBS staff has nearly tripled, from 32 to 90. 'No layers of
management have been added in the past year. The JOBS administrator, titled the JOBS
Deputy Director, reports to one of two assistant directors, who reports to the CDHS
direct( The JOBS administrator bad been appointed since the last visit.

One JOBS manager is a Social Program Administrator and is responsible for the
four units that were in place last year (Assessment, Job Club, CWEP, and Monitoring/
Tracking), plus Supportive Services. The second JOBS manager is a Management Analyst
and is responsible for Quality Assurance, Employment Resources, Job Training, and
Education and Training.

In addition to the changes in management structure, the CDHS had in January 1990
divided 1M into intake and ongoing units. This change added to the difficulties of
communicating and coordinating on those activities where 1M and JOBS must work
together.

Assessment/Assignment

Clients are sent a letter scheduling them for an assessment interview after a 6802
form generated by ODHS has been matched with a 2109 form initiated by 1M. At the time
of the site visit, there was a backlog of 300 to 400 1M referrals for which 6802 had not been
received. Enclosed with the appointment letter are a nine page information booklet about
JOBS, a personal history questionnaire, and a B1F.

"CDHS visit: March 7, 1990; community interviews: June 27, 1990
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At the time of the visit, the JOBS program has been scheduling about 150 interviews
a day, but the number actually assessed has only been about 60. Tbe number of completed
interviews as a percent of the number scheduled has been a fairly consistent 35 to 40
percent since July 1989. Staff in the Employment Resources unit halie recently begun
contacting clients by telephone to remind them of their appointments. There has not been
sufficient experience with these contacts to see if they increase the number who report at
their scheduled times.

The number of clients to be notified that they may be sane tioned for failure to
appear has overwhelmed the capacity of the two IM workers assigned to wwl with JOBS.
When the program was visited, there was a backlog of over 600 unprocessed requests for
sanctions. Despite this backlog, 1791 GA, Food Stamps, and ADC recipients were
sanctioned from July 1989 through January 1990. ADC cases represented only 7 percent of
those sanctioned during this period, however.

Clients who do appear for their interviews are shown a 15-minute slide-tape
presentation about the JOBS program. There are plans to replace this with a videotape
presentation. After this presentation, the clients are called for individual interviews in the
order they signed in, except for those with special barriers to employment Testing was
not being conducted when the program was visited, but thene are plans to administer the
TABE Locator test as part of the assessment process.

Summit County has attempted to increase the efficiency of its assessment process by
designating some of its interviewers to work only with clients judged to have special barriers
to eraployment. The judgment as to who has special problems is made by the receptionist
from a review of the Participant Information Form completed by the client. The special
interviewers see fewer clients, but they are the clients who need the most attention. This
scheduling process also allows the other interviewers to see a greater number of regular
clients, because these clients do not require as much of the interviewers' time.

At the time of the visit, dividing clients in this way was not achieving its intended
results. The main problem was that the clients identified as having special problems had
to wait longer to see an interviewer. They saw clients who arrived after them being
interviewed before them and this made them angry. The site visitors had the impression
that this procedure was likely to be discontinued.

Summit County has the most detailed instructions on how to conduct an assessment
interview of any of the counties visited. These cover the criteria to be used in determining
if chents have special barriers to employment or are not job ready and guidelines for
assigning clients to components. Both these guidelines and questions asked of the
assessment interviewers indicated that educational attainment and work history are the most
importont factors in deciding an assignment to col. ponents. Clients without a high school
diploma are likely to be assigned to education and training. Clients with a good work
history, including recent employment, are likely to be assigned to Job Development, Job
Club, or SEP.
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Prozram Components

Administrator estimates of the percentage of clients assigned to different components
were not obtained in Summit County. The CRIS data for FY 1990 showed a heavy reliance
on E&T, 70 percent, with CWEP receiving 19 percent, Job Club 11 percent, and SEP 1
percent. Information presented below suggests the CRIS data underreport the number in
SEP.

Summit County experienced the largest increase in the number of clients entered
into CRIS from FY 1989 to 1990. The CRIS data for 1989 was based on 5 months and had
data for 125 clients. The CRIS data for 1990 had information on 2,282 clients. Part of this
increase represents more clients served, but a large part reflects a major effort to reduce
the backlog of records to be entered in the system. Appendix table A.35 show the monthly
caseload by component in Summit County for FY 1990.

Unlike most of the other demonstration counties, Summit has made a major effort
to develop SEP jobs. Its Employment Resources unit has 14 staff members who are
responsible for job development and for matching job-ready clients with job openings. At
the time of the site visit this unit had made 83 placements, 50 in subsidized jobs and 33
unsubsidized. Over 200 employers had been contacted to develop these placements. The
problem the unit has encountered is that employers want immediate referrals, and the
JOBS program often does not have clients with the skills required to fill the openings
identified.

lob Development is a unique program component in Summit. It is essentially an
individualized job search with the assistance of a staff person from the Employment
Resources unit of the JOBS program. Employment Resources contacts employers to
identify job openings suitable for JOBS participants. Clients who are interested in working
and have spedal skills are referred to Job Development to find employers seeking these
skills.

A subsidized and unsubsidized employment site were visited and interviews
conducted with supervisors and clients. The subsidized site was a day care center that had
all the features one would want to see in a SEP placement. The director was concerned
about the clients as persons and provided professional training approved by the National
Association of Early Childhood Education that led to certification. The center had hired
as regular employees, 10 clients who had been under SEP contract and all but one were still
employed.

The SEP client who was interviewed appreciated the supportive atmosphere this
employer created. She said she, and many other ADC clients she knows, would rather work
than "wait for a check." For this client, the best part of her job was the training she had
received: "Now I don't feel, God, I don't know anything."

The unsubsidized employer was a company that provided a service to businesses
throughout the state. The plant manager had hired about 10 clients through the JOBS
program and was very pleased with the quality of workers who were referred. He initially
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heard of the JOBS program through a visit from job developers from the Employment
Resources unit. He fmds that the clients are glad to have a job and more likely to stay with
the company than workers hired off the street. The entry-level jobs at this company pay
only $4.10 an hour, and the plant manager has hired or interviewed every client the JOBS
program has been able to refer.

When the plant manager was asked if there were any assistance he would like to
receive from the JOBS program, he had the most unusual request encountered in all the
community interviewshe would like the program to have a better method of identifying
cross-dressers because they cause a rest room problem. Neither men nor women want men
who wear women's clothing to use their restrooms. He said he can usually identify cross-
dressers when he intenriews them, but he is afraid to deny them jobs because he might be
charged with discrimination.

Both of the clients who worked for this employer credited the JOBS program with
"opening the door." Both of these clients had been GA recipients and even at $4.10 an
hour these jobs yielded considerably more money than their assistance. While they liked
their jobs and the way they were treated, they wished the program could provide access to
better paying jobs.

The JOBS program conducts its own Job Club and also refers some clients to the
Job Club run by the Private Industry Council for SDA #22. It has not referred many
because it has had difficulty in filling its own club openings. The contract with the PIC will
probably not be renewed when it expires on June 30, 1990.

Six gaff work in the Job Club unit. A new club starts every two weeks with 15 to 20
clients who meet for morning or afternoon classes for 2 weeks and then engage in an active
job search for the remaining 6 weeks of the club. The supervisor of this unit reports that
about half of the liarticipants find jobs through the club. Those who do not ohtain jobs
are reevaluated and may be referred to education or training or to Job Development for
the more individualized assistance in job seeking that unit can provide. Often those who
are unable to find jobs have alcohol or drug problems that were undetected previously.

Summit County conducts on-the-job training (OJT) programs in microfilming,
landscaping, and janitorial occupations. These are basically CWEP assignments with the
county, but they provide more structured training than the usual CWEP positions. Goodwill
also conducts an OJT program for JOBS participants that teaches retailing skills at its thrift
shop.

The regular CWEP involves about 1,500 GA and ADC clients. The supervisor could
not estimate how many ADC clients this included, but felt sure it was fewer than GA. The
CWEP staff consists of a supervisor and three employability specialists. These specialists
prepare the agreements with the sponsors and monitor the attendance and performance of
the clients and the treatment of the clients by the sponsors. The CWEP unit has developed
a form for the work site supervisors to use in evaluating clients' performance, and it has
begun to have these completed. The jobs to which clients are assigned typically pay $5.00

to $9.00 per hour to regular workers.
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The CWEP supervisor reported that the attitude of clients toward the program varies
widely. Some actually seem to enjoy their assignments, but most view them as "working off
their grants." For clients who have had little prior work experience, the supervisor believes
a CWEP assignment can be very beneficial. It teaches the need to come to work every day,
to be on time, and to cany out assignments responsibly. These experiences can raise the
confidence and self-esteem of clients.

Clients who dislike their assignments can be reassigned. Litter control is the least
popular. The CWEP unit typically receives complaints from four or five work sites a month
about clients who are causing problems, often alcohol-related. Clients who are not
cooperating are notified of intention to sanction, and about 50 to 75 percent improve their
performance. There are a few sites that have the most problems, and the CWEP supervisor
believes that many of these are related to the quality of supervision at these sites.

The CWEP site that was visited is a city government that has made a major
commitment to provide meaningful on-the-job training to the clients assigned to it. The
city's services director had formerly worked in human servim and saw the potential in the
CWEP program both to the city and the clients. At the time of the visit, this city had
approximately 250 CWEP assignments of which about 50 were ADC. The biggest problem
with CWEP was the high no-show rate which was estimated to be about 60 percent. Even
though many of the CWEP assignments were physically hard and dirtyrecycling, grass
cutting, litter controlthe CWEP supervisor said, If they show up, I have them." The way
the city treats clients causes them to feel ;.t'spected and to perceive their assignments as
making a meaningful contribution.

The supervisor's comments were echoed by the CWEP client who was interviewed.
She was an ADC recipient with five children who was working 120 hours per month. She
said she "loved" her pincement 7.t.s an office worker because: "The people here are very
helpful. They take into considcratiop your ideas and situation." As appreciative as she was
of the placement site, she was equally critical of "county office part of it" which she
described as: "pandemonium, arbitrary, and unsructured. Some women with more children
work less than I do and vice-versa. There doesn't seem to be any rhyme or reason,
assignments are just made out of a hat."

The education and training unit has four staff members. These staff develop and
monitor the programs of approximately 600 ADC clients enrolled in ABE/GED classes and
a small number enrolled in occupational training. The public schools of Akron and
Cuyahoga Falls are the primary providers of ABE/GED programs.

A representative of the ABE program offered by the Akron Public Schools was
interviewed. He reported that during the 1989-90 school year enrollments in ABE was up
73 percent over the previous year due primarily to referrals from the JOBS program. The
city schools received no financial aid to assist with this increase. The major problem be
sees with the clients is their attendance. A few have caused priNems in the classes and
bad to be asked to leave, but such clients are not common.
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The two clients in the ABE classes who were interviewed were GA recipients. Both
had selected the classes rather than accept CWEP assignments. One of the clients
explained, Tm too sophisticated a woman for those kinds of jobs." Both felt getting their
GED would lead to better jobs.

The JOBS program also offers its own basic literacy program for clients who are
functionally illiterate. This programs is based on the PALS system developed by IBM.
PALS is designed for adult learners whose basic skills are below the equivalent of the
average fifth grade student. It combines computer-based programmed learning with high
quality graphics from videodiscs to create learning experiences with intrinsic interest and
appeal. The program had only been operating two weeks when Summit County was visited.
The instructor reported the clients were initially apprehensive, but once they starting using
PALS they responded very favorably to it.

Transition to JOBS

In most counties, the work program staff reported that the change from Fair Work
to JOBS had bad little effect on day-to-day operation. Summit reported a bigger impact.
The requirement to assess recipients with children ages one to five had increased their
workload significantly. There were also increases in reporting requirements which added
to the backlog in data entry. Also the number of options made available to the clients was
increased.

At least some of this perceived impact is due to the major expansioa that the work
program has undergone in the past year. As noted above, the staff nearly tripled, and
several new units were created. These changes took place during a period when a new
county executive was elected, the top management of the CDHS was reorganized, and 1M
was split into separate intake and ongoing units. The many changes in the overall
administration of the county and in the CDHS, in addition to the changes in the work
program, itself, have undoubtedly contributed to the perception that the transition to JOBS
had significant impact on the program.

Emblems/Suggestions

From the perspective of the program administrators, the biggest problem they are
currently facing is the backlog of records to be entered into CRIS. The Supportive Services
unit has nine staff members, but they cannot keep up with the volume of file creation and
maintenance that is generated by scheduling 150 assessment interviews per day, 60 to 65
percent of whom do not appear for their appointments. As was noted above, the number
not appearing has also created a backlog of requests for sanctions that have not been
processed.
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The Summit County JOBS program presented a number of contradictions to the
visitors. It had double the staff of the next largest demonstration county and the most
complete plans, operational manual, instructions for interviews, and reports of operations,
yet seemed to be struggling the most with the problems it has to deal with. The problems
arise at least partly from the rapid growth in the program and the other changes in the
CDHS and the county in the past year. None of these remarks should be interpreted as
critical of the quality of the staff in the program, which was among the most dedicated and
professional whom the Ohio State staff met in its visits to the demonstration counties.
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TRUMBULL COUNTY'

Like nearby Summit County, Trumbull County is an urban county in Northeast Ohio.
Its major city is Warren and the overall county population in 1988 was estimated to be
229,800. The economic depression in the county since the steel mills closed several years
ago is still reflected in its 1989 average unemployment rate of 7.1 percent which was the
highest among urban counties in the state. Trumbull County has lost about 3 percent of
its population since 1980. The economy does not seem to be transforming to services as
the largest employers in the county are still in heavy manufacturing, and in 1990, both
General Motors and Packard Electric have laid off large numbers of workers (a reported
total of 9,000 persons). The agency's ADC caseload in June 1990 was 4,791, 14.4 percent
of which were ADC-U. This gave Trumbull a ratio of 20.8 ADC cases per 1,000
population, which ranked it sixth of the 15 demonstration counties.

The work program, which had been located in the IM unit, has been moved to the
Social Services Unit within the past year. One impetus for the move was the random
moment sampling technique. When JOBS was located in 1M, not enough "hits" were
occurring to justify the costs JOBS was actually incurring. Now that it is in Social Services,
a time study is used rather than random moment sampling.

Instead of two supervisors, which was the case at the time of the last site visit, there
are now three supenrisors. Other staff additions include one E&T component worker, as
well as one each for Job Club av.fl CWEP. The SEP position description has been rewritten
as a job developer position. The program administrator feels that the restriction that
placements can only be made in new positions virtually precludes SEP. Of the four work
program interviewers, one is on medical disability leave and is not expected to return but,
rather, to remain on leave until retirement, which is several months away.

The administrator for the Social Services Unit has a long work history in social work
and welfare programs. Her professed orientation is to "help" people; but her emphasis is
perceived by some staff as increasing the overall productivity of the program.

AssessmentjAsskgnment

When an individual applies for assistance under ADC, the IM worker checks to see
if the person needs to be assessed. If so, the ;tpplicant is informed that participation will
be required and they will be receiving information in the mail. IM forwards the
information to the WP. Staff there schedule an assessment appointment and mail a copy
of the rights and responsibilities, good cause, background information forms, and personal
and work history forms; the latter two must be completed by the applicant before the WP

'CDHS visit: March 1, 1990; community visit: June 5, 1990
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interview. About 48 percent appear for orientation/assessment, in response to the first
notification, about 34 percent appear in response to the second notification, and about 25
percent are sanctioned for failure to appear.

Instead of a group informing, which is used by the L'ajority of the 15 demonstration
counties, Trumbull County incorporates the informing with l!ve individual assessment and
interview. The informing amounts to the WP interviewer the client that the paper
contains important rules they must follow and asks if the client understands. When the
client responds affirmatively, the interviewer requests the client to sign the
acknowledgement form. Unfortunately, it was apparent to the visiting team that the
recipients had not completely read the material. Tests are not given to all ADC applicants
who must participate in the WP or who are eligible to volunteer to participate, and they are
not given to anyone until after assignment to a component.

The attainment of a GED for those who lack a high school diploma does not appear
to be as high a priority in Trumbull County, as is the case in many of the other
demonstration counties. The provision of support services to enable participation is not
always stressed. For example, one ADC recipient who wanted to participate had to urge the
interviewer to arrange day care assistance for her children so that she could attend Job
Club in the spring rather than wait until September.

When a client fails to appear for a scheduled interview or assignment, a notification
of intention to sanction is sent out seven days after the nonattendance and the client has
15 days in which to provide good cause. If the client does not make contact and
demonstrate good cause, the client is sanctioned. Once benefits are cut, the client may sign
a letter of compliance and be reinstated for benefits and the case is reopened. However,
according to two separate sources, the reopening of the case moves the recipient to a new
beginning; that is, the case is treated as if it is completely new as far as the sanctioning
process is concerned.

Program CQmponents

The program administrator estimated that approximately 46 percent of recipients are
assigned to CWEP; about 28 percent to education and training, about 15 percent to Job
Club, and about 1 percent to SEP. The CRIS data for FY 1990 showed more clients
assigned to E&T than to CWEP. The percentages by component were E&T 40 percent,
CWEP 33 percent, Job Club 26 percent, and SEP 1 percent. Trumbull was another county
that had a major increase in clients entered into CRIS from FY 1989 to 1990. In 5 months
of FY 1989 Trumbull, entered 215 clients into CRIS. In FY 1990 the total entered was
1,201. Apppendix table A.36 presents the monthly caseload by component in Trumbull
County for FY 1990.

The CWEP site that was visited was a private, nonprofit organization that provides
a variety of services to low income individuals. The individual who was interviewed
supervises CWEP clients who work at office, cleaning, kitchen, and grounds maintenance
jobs in shelters run by the organization. At the time of the interview, this organization had
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about 10 ADC clients assigned. Their supervisor said that approximately 90 percent of
those assigned to her report for work, and most of those do a good job. A few do not want
to work and have to be removed, but her overall experience has been positive. Several of
the clients who have been assigned would have been hired if regular positions had been
available.

The supervisor feels the experience CWEP clients gain working for her organization
benefits them by increasing their selksteem and removing the stigma of "getting something
for nothing." She would like to see more rigorous enforcement of sanctioning for those
who do not report: "Do not let them get excused so easily. Make CWEP like a real job;
instill [in the clients] that this is a real job."

It was not possible to interview CWEP clients at this site, but two GA clients on
CWEP assignment to the CDHS were interviewed. These were both women in their fifties,
and for them CWEP was indeed considered their employer. One of them said she tells
people she is employed by welfare, not that she is on welfare. She enjoyed her work
because it gets her out of the house and helps her to meet people. The interviewer had
a distinct impression that for women such as these, CWEP was the employer of last resort.
As one of the women said, "Employers are kind of picky." Considering these women's age,
limited work experience, and physical limitations there are few competitive jobs that they
could fill. CWEP was for them a "sheltered workshop' where they contributed what they
could and felt good about doing so.

The education and training site visited was the ABE program, which includes GED
preparation, of the Warren City Schools. This program enrolls aoout 250 JOBS clients, but
the administrator who was interviewed was not sure bow many were ADC. This program
also does all the testing for the JOBS program. The Wide-Range Achievement test is used
for mathematics and the Gates-MacGinitie for vocabulaty and reading comprehension. The
JOBS program pays $14.00 for each client tested but nothing for clients assigned to ABE.
The ABE program received extra money from the state to cover some of the clerical costs
of the additiom I students. The administrator said the paperwork-250 reports per month,
each with writt.tn commentswas the most burdensome part of working with JOBS.

The ABE administrator estimated that 75 percent of the clients assigned by JOBS
appreciate the opportunity to improve their education. If their tested achievement levels
are at the eighth grade or above, there is a good chance they will earn their GED. Thoge
who test between the fifth and seventh bqade must have a high comnftnent or they will not
persist the amount of time needed. Some clients are afraid to take the GED test even
when their instructor are sure they could pass.

A GED student attending a summer class conducted at the local PIC office was
interviewed. He was the PWE in an ADC family. The GED class was his only JOBS
assignment. He had been attending classes a little over two months at another location that
closed for the summer, and his teacher had told him the class he was attending when
interviewed was available. He had heard nothing about his current class from the JOBS
program. He liked his class because "I'm learning things they never taught me before," and
because it was small. He said, "Sometimes in large classes you can't even work."



Job Club in Tmmbull County is conducted by the JOBS program itself. Each club
consists of three weeks of classroom sessions and five weeks of self-directed job search,
including telemarketing. The classroom sessions meet for three hours a day, for four days
a week. The curriculum is a blend of published and locally developed material. Mock job
interviews are videotaped and critiqued. The job coach thinks that most clients enjoy the
videotaping. A new morning and afternoon Job Club starts every three weeks. In the 12
months ending March 30, 1990, 157 ADC clients had been enrolled and 79 (50 percent) of
these had been placed.

The coach who was interviewed said that most clients are receptive to the club, but
a few do not really try to get jobs. Those who are content to stay on welfare have an "All
1 have to do is be here" attitude. The coach would like to see more communication and
cooperation with 1M on processing 1501 forms and work allowances. She thought an 1M
worker assigned to the JOBS program would expedite the paperwork.

The Job Club client who was interviewed had formerly worked in a steel mill and
bad been injured. When he returned after recuperating, he was fired. He had lyeen in the
Job Club eight weeks and said it had improved his attitude about the way he had been
treated by his former employer and bad refined his resume and telephone skills. Job Club,
however, bad not been his first choice. He had wanted training "in the computer field" but
was told classes were not available until the fall of 1990 and he would have to go through
Job Club first.

Interviews were conducted with a subsidized and unsubsidized employer. The
subsidized employer had a private health practice and the client worked in reception,
patient preparation, and record keeping. Her direct supervisor, who was interviewed, bad
virtually no contact with the JOBS program, as all of those details were handled by the
owner of the practice. The one detail that the supervisor was familiar with involved health
care insurance for the client's son which the SEP employer's insurance did not cover.

The SEP client was very cautious and volunteered nothing in her answers. She had
initially been in Job Club and bad sought the type of job she currently bad because she
always thought she would like this kind of work. She claimed to be satisfied with her job
and her experiences while in JOBS. When asked directly about her son's insurance, she
replied she would have to get her own. She will have an extremely difficult time paying for
such insurance on a wage of $4.00 per hour.

The unsubsidized employer was the CDHS, itself. The supervisor who was
interviewed worked in the data processing section, and she reported several very positive
experiences hiring former recipients. She said many are very eager for jobs that pay a
starting wage of $6.00 to $630 an hour, and their experience as recipients often makes them
more knowledgeable about forms and procedures. Most of those hired had formerly been
CWEP assignments who had demonstrated good job performance.



One of the former recipients who was working for this supervisor was interviewed.
Thc experiences of this client in JOBS were all that those who designed the programwould
want it to be. This client had initially been assigned to Job Club. While in the club she
;earned about the civil service examination procedure. Her coach helped her complete the
application and prepare for the exam. She did not obtain a job through the club so she
asked for and received a CWEP assignment in the area for which she planned to take the
test. She took and passed the test and when an opening became available, she was hired.
Her suggestion for improving JOBS was to provide more opportunities for skill training and

supervision for those CWEP clients "who hide out rather than work."

Transition to JOBS

r The transition from Fair Work to JOBS has not been an easy one. Although most
2age,ncy staff claimed that the differences between the two programs necessitated few
rchaOges, the fact that, after a year, communication is not flowing smoothly, attests to
"pioblems that have not yet been resolved. The sanctioning and voiding of sanctions
imdpubtedly do create more work for both IM and WP staff, but probably more for 1M
staM Instituting the work allowance requires more work for the 1M staff, and it appears
to be more than that staff can process in a timely manner. The removal of JOBS from IM
and:.its placement in Social Services has possibly contributed to the stress, at. has the
mstglation of a new administrator. In sknrt, the difficulties in the transition from Fair
Work to JOBS has not been smooth, in part due to internal agency matters.

Problems/Suggestions

Frequent changes in regulations and codes were the most frequently mentioned
blems, closely followed by the sanctioning process and the perceived duplication of

CR1S-E has created two major problems. First, the county data base can no longer
14 maintained; the installation of CRIS-E precludes maintenance of that data base.
'Second, when a case is entered into CR1S-E, the system assigns a new case number to the
Icase. Unfortunately, the only way to find out who the newly assipted CRIS-E case numbers

'4 belong to is to go into the CRIS system with the social security number and find the
0. attached name. This) cumbersome and time-consuming.

or'
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WYANDOT COUNTY'

Wyandot is a small rural county in the northwest quadrant of the state, directly south
of Seneca and two counties west of Richland. Wyandot has the smallest population,
estimated at 22,000 in 1988, and the fewest ADC cases, 178 in June 1990, of the 15
demonstration counties. About one out of five (19.7 percent) of these cases are ADC-U.
It has 8.1 ADC cases per 1,000 population, which ranks it fourteenth among the
demonstration counties. Its unemployment rate in 1989 was 6.7 percent, an increase of 0.6
of a percentage point over 1988.

The JOBS program is part of IM and has three staff members, one more than in
1989. The continuing staff consists of the administrator, who performs all functions of the
program, and a clerical aide. The new staff member is a CWEP supervisor who transports
clients to work sites and supervises their work. Wyandot is unique among the 15
demonstration counties in that it does not exempt clients from participation because of lack
of transportation. All three JOBS staff provide transportation for clients. This includes
pla. ming their own travel to and from work so they can pick up and drop clients along the
way. The program administrator said she often learns more about the clients while
transporting them than she does in the formal assessment interview.

Assessment/Assignment

On the day of the site visit, there was an ice storm and schools were cancelled. All
ADC clients who were scheduled for assessment cancelled their appointments. Two GA
clients reported and their orientation and assessments were observed. The JOBS staff
reported that the procedures used with ADC and GA were the same.

Ctientation consisted of the clerical aide reading aloud the information about the
JOBS program that had been sent to the clients with the letter scheduling their assessment
interview. The clients followed on their own copies. When the aide asked the clients to
sign a form acknowledging they had been informed of their rights and responsibilities, one
refused to sign and also refused to be tested. He referred to the testing as "degrading."
This was the only truly resistant client that the evaluation team observed during their 15
county visits. The aide asked him to talk to the program administrator while she began
the testing with the other client. The orientation took 45 minutes.

"CDHS visit: February 14, 1990; community interviews: July 9, 1990
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The Wide-Range Achievement Test was used to measure the language and
mathematics skills of the clients. This consists of a spelling test, the oral reading of words,
and a short arithmetic test. Administration took about 30 minutes. While the aide was
testing one client, the resistant client returned. He signed the form and participated,
reluctantly, in the testing.

The program administrator also conducts the assessment interviews. Assessments
are scheduled on Tuesday and Wednesday and during a typical week about 8 ADC and 12
GA clients report and are processed. These 20 represent about 50 percent of those
scheduled. Another 35 percent report in response to a second notice, and those who do
not, roughly 15 percent, are notified of intention to sanction. Only about 5 percent are
actually sanctioned.

The administrator said that during an assessment interview she tries to find out
where clients previously worked and what they would like to do. Felony convictions or any
record of child abuse are important when considering a CWEP agfignment at a school. For
clients with school age children, she tries to find work sites for the hours when the children
are in school.

The interviews with the two GA clients were observed. One was quite
uncomplicated and took less than 10 minutes. The client bad a high school diploma and
a fairly good work history. He had, however, lost his driver's license for driving while
intoxicated and could not pay the fine to have his license returned. He was assigned to
the CWEP work crew to do repair and maintenance on county buildings until the next Job
Club started. During debriefing the client said he was satisfied with his assignment.

The interview with the resistant client did not go as smoothly. He is a former
convict and said he had back and "head" problems for which he had filed claims for both
workman's compensation and SSI benefits. The head problems had been caused by being
struck during fights. His claims had apparently been denied and appealed, but he was
vague as to the details and the counties in which the claims had been filed. The interviewer
decided to classify him not job ready until she received more information about his claims.
It was the observer's judgment that this was the correct decision for any other assignment
appear .1 likely to bring forth strong, perhaps even violent, objection.

During debriefing this client told the observer that the whole welfare system was the
"mark of the beast, Satan's claw." The people who work for welfare do not want to help
cli-mts, he said, because we (clients) give them jobs. The client also reported that the world
was close to coming to an end. He cited as evidence the fact that robots were taking over.
The observer concluded (to himself, of course) that it would take far more assistance than
the JOBS program could provide to prepare this client to leave public assistance.
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Program Components

The program administrator estimated that about three-fourths of all clients are
assigned to E&T programs, but about 30 percent are also assigned to CWEP. Only about
10 percent are assigned to CWEP only. The remaining 10 to 15 percent she estimated were
assigned to Job Club. The CRIS data for FY 1990 showed 50 percent in CWEP, 37 percent
in E&T and 13 percent in Job Club. The way the CRIS data were analyzed does not
reflect double assignments. If 30 to 40 percent of those in CWEP are also in E&T, CRIS
would agree quite closely with the administrator's estimates. The total number of clients
entered into CRIS in FY 1990 was 111. Appendix table A.42 presents the monthly caseload
by component in Wyandot County in FY 1990.

Job Club is provided through contract with the Private Industry Council (PIC). The
contract calls for six Job Clubs per year; a new one may begin every other month or as
warranted by demand. For 4 weeks, Monday through Thursday, Job Club participants meet
for two hours per day. The tirst topic covered is the type of job each individual client is
interested in obtaining. This is followed by components on resume writing, networking and
using the newspaper, use of the telephone, writing cover letters, filling out applications, and
incl.: -viewing. Participants engage in mock interviews and are videotaped. The materials
used are modules developed by the Job Club instructors. The PIC assists by typing resumes
and cover letters on a computer and provides postage for applications being mailed out.

The PIC receives $100 for each individual who enrolls and an additional $250 for
each individual who completes the program. At the end of the 4 weeks, participants who
need to are encouraged to work with the marketing representative who provides further job
search assistance.

The Job Club instructor believes that Job Club is needed by these individals for two
major reasons: for help in learning to write resumes, cover letters, and developing
interviewing skills, and to develop a positive attitude about the job search process and
realize that it is a full-time job. The instructor also believes that many participants need
more exposure to the job market to enable them to make a better career choice. The
placement rate for Human Services clients is 55 percent.

The education and training instructor who was interviewed provides p; zparation for
the GED test as part of ABE. At the time of the interview, she had 23 recipients referred
from tbe CDHS as students. She was not sure which were ADC and which were GA. The
biggest difficulty she confronts is the lack of motivation displayed by some of the clients
who resent being forced to participate in something they rejected at an earlier stage in their
lives. Other clients have difficulties because of feelings of inadequacy and worthlessness.
Usually, if they attend regularly, clients begin to feel better about participation and then
begin to make progress. Communication with the county human services staff is reported
as excellent.



The CWEP supervisc r who was interviewed works with approximately 10 ADC and
GA clients per month who are assigned to the county nursing home. The jobs these
participants perform are housekeeping tasks such asdisinfecting tables, chairs, and registers;
washing down walls; and dusting floors. Although the jobs require a great deal of activity,
they are not strenuous because the facility is not permitted to become dirty. The concept
is one of "preventative cleaning."

The CWEP participants are provided the same type and amount of training and
supervision as any new hire. The length of time that ADC and GA recipients spend at the
site varies from 1 month to 2 years. The benefits of this CWEP site are not to be found
in the job skills participants learn but in the work ethic they develop. The starting wage
at this site for this type of work is $4.25 an hour.

As in other counties, this work site has a problem with attendance. Many of the
assigned workers never report, but those who do like the work. They receive a free lunch
and free soda pop at break time, are accepted by the other vaokers, and feel that the
atmosphere is supportive and congenial. Very few problems have been experienced with
the CWEP participants and communication between the site and the CDHS is good. Those
who fare the best are, not surprisingly, those who are motivated to be off welfare.

The CWEP site had hired 6 former welfare recipients into three different job
categories. The starting wage for the three categories is approximately 14.50 an hour, with
an increment at the end of 90 days. The individuals who have been hired need about the
same amount of training and supervision ac, any other new hire. The only problems
encountered have resulted from an initial lack of money to purchase appropriate attire and
personal hygiene products. The former recipients like working at the agency because of the
pleasant atmosphere and the qua.V.y of supervision. Those who are the most successful are
those who have been successful in the past; those who have not been successful need more
attention initially. One recommendation made by the employer is that benefits be
continued a bit longer after employment is obtained to help the welfare recipients "get
back on their feet" financially.

According to the community representative interviewed, the community, in general,
is not aware of the JOBS program. . It is, however, aware of the improvements made by
CWEP participants in county buildings. The general attitude of the community is that
welfare rec:pients have a poor work ethic. The CWEP supervisor is reported to be working
hard to change this image.

The community representative stated the JOBS program is not providing training in
life skills which he believes are crucial. A lack of life skills (coping with everyday situations
and problems), he said, can adversely affect an individual's employability as much as a lack
of job skills.
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Transition to JOBS

The new requirements under JOBSto test all clients and to conduct assessment
interviews for ADC-Rs with children under 6 years of agesignificantly increased the
workload in Wyandot County. The administrator said she found her assessment interviews
with ADC-Rs who have children under 6 very frustrating. She described them as being "in
a safe little circle" provided by their welfare grant and needing much more help than JOBS
can provide to encourage them to break out of that circle. Other changes caused by the
transition were a greater emphasis on education and more need for day care.

Problems/Suggestiona

The JOBS staff voiced few complaints about the program or bow it is administered.
The only comment when asked if there was anything they would change referred to the
GED requirement for GA recipients without a diploma, not to ADCs. Some of the
community representatives suggested that the program try to project a more positive image.
Clients seem to view it, at least initially, as a threat rather than an opportunity.
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APPENDIX TABLES

(The figures in these tables may differ slightly from
those reported in Table 3.1. Table 3.1 is based on the
merged activity and employment records. The
appendix tables are based on the case-month files
which contains only the records active at the end of
the month.)

5,3



TABLE A.1

101111LY lrøK PROCA*1 =MS BY OMNI
FOR n sm. YEAR 1990 IN ALLEN CCM.

Component JUL MG SEPT OCT tat

Nonth

DEC 34141 FEB MR APR PAY 111

143nthly

Average

Pending 234 256 352 479 515 547 586 645 ). 765 793 216 506.4

Assessment

Pending 11 7 22 22 20 20 30 30 32 37 47 15 24.4

Assignment

NOt Job 36 32 39 42 41. 37 46 50 52 57 58 25 42.9

Ready

Job Club 16 23 36 40 38 42 60 65 75 92 104 30 51J8

SEP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.9

CkEP 162 162 211 228 203 -220 229 256 267 293 304 101 220.1

E&T 58 49 73 83 86 82 101 114 128 146 155 64 94.9

Enployment 10 16 28 31 35 37 43 48 58 67 78 29 40J0

Other 13 10 7 6 9 8 9 13 16 17 15 4 10.6

Subtotal 541 556 769 932 953 994 1105 1222 1318 1475 1555 484 992.0

Dept 1641 1697 2692 2864 3042 3152 3333 3508 3659 3803 3915 803 2842.4

Total 21E2 2253 3461 3796 3995 4146 4438 4730 4977 5278 5470 1287 3834.4
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TABLE A.2

UM MU PROGRAM CASELOADS BY CCMCNENT
FOR FM_ YEAR 1990 IN ATHENS CONY.

Comment XL PiS SEPT OCT N311

Mmith

DEC MN FEB PPR APR MAY JLN
Monthly
Average

Pending 371 374 453 504 525 610 631 658 623 570 475 118 492.7

Assessn'ent

Poid4ng 7 7 6 6 6 20 33 46 46 52 46 9 23.7

Assigrent

Not Jot 59 67 68 71 72 76 78 67 65 56 37 16 61.0

Ready

Job Club 17 15 12 10 11 11 11 10 10 8 6 0 10.1

SEP 5 5 5 4 4 2 3 2 2 3 3 2 3.3

Qp 26 26 32 32 33 37 57 49 43 53 48 22 38.2

251 240 246 261 280 308 329 326 275 250 194. 34 249.5

Enployient 34 45 56 65 66 68 68 72 72 74 72 27 59.9

Other 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 4 5 2 3 2 1.7

Subtotal 770 780 878 953 998 1133 1211 1234 1141 1068 884 230 940J0

Exopt 1121 1209 1665 1762 1842 1947 1990 2096 2111 2148 2130 541 1713.5

Total 1891 1989 2543 2715 2840 3080 3201 3330 3252 3216 3014 771 2653.5

i 5 ,



TABU A.3

MONTHLY WORK PROGRWASELOADS BY COIN3WIT

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN MUNI' COMITY.

Camara

Ftnding

Assessment

Pending

Assignment

fibt Jbb

Ready

Job Club

SEP

CWEP

E&T

Employment

Cther

Subtotal

Exenpt

Total

JLL P1E SEPT

367 357 493

o 1 o

99 84 96

42 36 49

13 12 12

115 102 112

109 75 112

35 44 59

4 2 4

784 713 937

1505 1572 2534

2289 2265 3471

OCT PEN

firth

DEC . 14N FEB 144R in MAY

Vat*
J1141 Average

920 1019 1073 1153 1228 1265 1316 544 8e5:3

1 3 17 27 34 49 70 92 55 29.1

97 101 113 117 119 121 116 122 62 103.9

E6 78 88 84 90 83 95 100 49 717

13 7 8 6 7 7 8 8 5 8.8

132 140 163 163 171 180 203 220 107 150.4

133 162 16E4 1193 219 229 244 257 142 171.1

79 102 114 143 159 189 225 258 105 126.0

4 5 6 6 5 4 5 6 5 4:7

1419 1518 1696 1817 1957 2090 2228 2379 1074 1551.0

2704 2770 2894 2990 3104 3196 3307 3417 1026 2584.9

4123 4288 4590 4807 5061 5286 5535 5796 2100 4135.9

I. 5 i;



TABLE A.4

14141}11.Y ILTK FROWN CASELCADS BY Comm
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN BROWN COM.

Coq:anent JJL NE SEPT CCT N3V

1,43nth

OEC JN4 FEB FAR AFR PAY

MInthly
NJ Average

Ruling 144 131 174 207 218 218 264 229 328 319 321 67 223.3

Assessret

Pending 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 5 4 7 3 2.0

Assigrrent

Nat Job 0 16 16 14 13 8 19 28 29 30 33 3 17.4

Ready

Job Club 0 2 8 6 4 4 4 10 13 11 9 2 6.1

SEP 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6

OE, 0 15 15 15 13 9 30 41 46 46 50 18 24.8

E&T 0 31 37 32 34 18 39 48 55 59 63 17 36.1

Enployment 12 19 24 28 37 41 42 43 49 56 58 17 35.5

Other 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 7 14 8 16 2 4.4

Subtotal 158 216 276 305 322 299 401 468 539 533 557 129 350.3

Exept 552 559 713 769 805 872 930 1002 1074 1110 1147 221 812.8

Total 710 775 929 1074 1127 1171 1331 1470 1613 1643 1704 350 1163.1

1 5 7



Comment XL ALE

Pending 338 378

PS935.90et

Pending 204 233

Assignment

Nbt Jbb 101 99

Ready

Job Club 38 44

SEP 0 0

CWEP 122 110

EitT 99 100

Enplerent 56 71

Other 3 2

Subtotal 961 1037

DMA 1
MO nn

Total I 3822 3976

TABLE A.5

nay kaRK PROGRAM CASE= BY affaiENT
FCR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN BUTLER cam.

SEPT OCT AM

Noah

DEC JAN FEB

478 661 743 850 923 1064

258 256 232 213 195 204

97 105 107 112 119 121

68 88 88 90 92 99

0 0 0 0 0 0

138 152 144 141 138 132

154 168 188 202 204 214

108 128 146 169 172 191

3 4 4 4 2 5

1304 1562 1652 1781 1845 2030

1555 NM 4111 4346 4614 48B

4859 5352 57E3 6127 6459 6913

MeR

1149

211

118

121

0

133

220

203

2

2157

mn

7279

APR MY Mil Average

1225 1272 346 785.6

208 215 86 209.6

119 126 45 105.8

131 138 44 86.8

0 0 0 0.0

129 127 59 127.1

224 240 74 173.9

224 236 67 147.6

3 3 1 3.0

2263 2357 722 1639:3

5302 5462 1215 4018.3

7565 7819 1957 5657.6

e



TABLE A.6

=HU lax mom maws BY WR:NINT
RR FISCAL YEAR 1713 IN CHAMPAIGN CONY.

Comment I JUL PLG SEPT OCT MN

ttnth

DEC JM FEB M5R AFR MY
Ate t

atil je

Pending 99 95 119 124 123 115 1213 131 128 123 120 36 111.8

Assessnent

Pending 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
Assigrrent

Not Job 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0.2
React/

Job Club 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 7 2 3.3

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

CWEP 9 11 10 9 9 7 6 3 3 3 9 0 6.6

E&T 6 9 8 5 5 2 2 1 4 7 11 0 5.0

Enpl oyrent 6 5 6 5 7 9 9 9 12 14 18 5 8.8

Other 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 2 4 0 1.0

Subtotal 123 123 146 146 147 136 148 150 153 153 170 44 136.6

Dept 339 358 569 582 605 644 674 714 742 766 783 148 577.1

Total 462 481 715 728 753 780 822 864 895 919 953 192 713.7



TALE A.7

KINTRILY WM FROWN CASEIN:6 BY CORINENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN CLARKE COM.

Carpment

Pen :ling
Assessed

Pending
Assigned

Not Jcb
Ready

Job Club

SEP

CWEP

EST

&Voted

Other

Subtotal

Begat

Total

465

129

in

46

3

67

106

119

3

1049

3180

4229

Pas SEPT OCT tell

Itnth

DEC NI FEB MR NR PitlY

Manthly
Average

511 608 698 732 850 929 868 817 773 747 180 681.5

140 165 178 175 167 159 145 133 115 104 26 136.3

109 118 126 111 104 84 66 59 M 48 16 83.8

47 64 71 70 65 68 55 47 48 42 15 53.2

1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 0 1.5

69 74 80 87 79 76 77 70 61 56 19 67.9

111 142 155 123 105 120 100 89 74 61 23 101.2

137 178 191 191 190 199 172 169 162 153 49 159.2

1 2 1 5 ? 6 3 6 6 8 2 3.8

1126 1353 1502 1501 1563 1642 1487 1391 1294 1221 330 1288.3

3278 4687 4916 5091 5351 5510 5616 5739 5814 5852 1140 4681.2

4404 6040 6418 6592 6914 7152 7103 7130 7108 7073 1470 5969.4



TABLE A.8

tOMILY 111311( PROGRN4 CASEIVDS BY OMNI
FOR FISCAL YFAR 1990 IN CLERMONT auay.

Comonent at to
Pending
Assessnent

Pending
Assigirent

Plat jeb
Ready

Job Club

SEP

CWEP

EST

Enploynent

Other

Subtotal

Exeopt

Total

486 455

2 3

18 24

1 1

0 0

7 23

17 22

3 5

0 0

534 533

1520 1534

2054 2067

SEPT OCT h011

ttnth

DEC JNi FEB MR AFR FRY JIM
ttntbly
Average

510 633 652 719 704 848 852 916 924 213 659.3

1 2 2 2 2 5 10 19 21 7 6.3

25 35 35 30 27 43 50 67 66 20 36.6

1 1 0 0 1 3 3 7 5 1 2.0

0 0 0 0 C. 0 0 1 1 0 0.2

25 34 34 28 25 31 36 45 41 11 28.3

27 54 53 48 44 84 86 98 75 22 52.5

20 31 40 43 46 47 49 59 62 17 35.2

0 2 1 1 0 1 3 3 4 0 1.3

609 792 E17 871 849 1062 1089 1215 1198 291 821.7

1936 2056 2211 2303 2389 2643 2758 2894 3004 583 2153.0

2545 2848 3028 3179 3238 3705 3847 4109 4202 874 2974.7

I;



TABLE k9

MCKIM lin PKGRAI CASELOCS BY CEPPNNT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN CRAWFORD CatilY.

Cceponent

Pending
Assessed

Pending
Assigrent

Not Jcb
Ready

Job Club

SEP

CIO

EST

Enploynent

Other

Subtotal

Exenpt

Total

at
121

22

46

0

2

21

38

28

3

281

729

1010

AIL SEPT OCT tiN

143nth

CEC 38/1 F133 AFR 144Y MI
ttothly
Average

143 1813 261 303 337 384 451 474 505 505 120 315.3

14 26 46 51 70 76 81 82 98 107 33 58.8

41 43 47 49 61 62 61 52 64 73 16 51.3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0.3

1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 1.4

21 24 29 29 34 31 31 30 47 46 19 30.2

42 57 68 68 81 86 89 84 92 84 28 68.1

36 45 50 49 52 56 60 65 69 72 19 50.1

4 5 3 4 7 5 9 10 9 11 5 6.3

302 381 505 554 643 702 784 799 887 902 241 581.8

752 1039 1118 11 1234 1261 1356 1411 1465 1508 312 1112.8

1054 1420 163 1722 1877 1963 2140 2210 2352 2410 553 1694.5



TABLE A.10

MU %MK FROGVI4 CASELOADS BY MOW
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN FRANKLIN CONY.

Cceponet at
Pending 290
Assessed.

Pending 0
Assigment

Not Job 67
Ready

Job Club 19

SEP 0

NEP 8

5

Enplopent 8

Other 0

Subtotal 397

Exempt 1863

Total I 18e80

Az SEPT OCT PM

I43nth

DEC atiN FEB M4R APR MU
Itnth
Average

298 333 350 364 418 519 508 478 439 397 50 370.3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0.3

64 59 45 37 36 33 33 29 ZB 24 9 38.7

15 19 21 19 20 23 20 14 25 21 5 18.4

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 1 0 0.8

10 15 13 11 11 11 12 11 8 9 1 10.0

5 4 3 3 3 3 3 5 6 8 1 4.1

7 9 10 10 10 11 13 20 35 45 20 16.5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

399 439 442 444 498 602 591 560 544 507 86 459.1

1E496 21614 22376 23157 23890 24401 25016 25680 26079 26273 7352 21931.4

18895 22053 22818 23601 24388 25003 25607 26240 26623 26780 7438 223E0.5

163



TABLE A.11

WHLY hORK FROGR44 CASELONDS BY CCVFONBIT

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN FULNON CCUNTY.

Cceponalt JL

Petting

Assessment

Ftnding

Assignment

Not Job

SEP

CWEP

E&T

Employment

Other

Subtotal

Exempt

Total

18

0

33

0

11

23

10

0

95

278

373

It nth
Flanthly

Average

18 29 38 31 43 52 64 75 64 78 15 43.8

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 1 0.8

31 37 43 42 51 50 49 49 52 64 19 43.3

UG SEPT 0:T NOV CC Al FEB MR APR likY

0 0 2 1 1 0 3 2 4 4 1 1.5n0000 0 0 0 0 000 0.0

11 13 14 9 20 18 20 19 23 32 11 16.8

26 32 36 34 38 36 37 36 36 45 12 32.6

10 10 13 16 15 16 19 21 24 29 9 16.0

0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 5 2 1.0

96 121 146 134 169 172 192 203 208 263 70 155.8

275 3e1 420 432 459 489 522 531 555 584 114 420.0

371 502 566 566 628 661 714 734 763 847 184 575.8

I CO



TABLE A.12

PEARLY WaRK PRIXRAM CASELOADS BY CCMPONBIT

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN GALLIA CCUNTY.

Cponent 1 JUL ALG SEPT OCT PIN DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN 1 Average

Mbnthly

m

tateth

Pending 177 212 289 384 420 476 527 582 594 638 649

Assessnot

Periding 47 55 73 83 102 119 131 150 172 197 232

Assigment

Nbt Job 152 159 175 184 194 211 208 241 257 264 279

Ready

at Club 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 I 2

SEP 5 5 5 6 6 5 5 4 3 3 4

CWEP 91 96 119 129 140 147 139 149 146 188 193

EAT 13 29 59 75 83 100 109 121 134 152 151

Effplopent 12 18 39 47 55 63 69 76 99 120 137

Other 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Subtotal 499 576 761 910 1002 1123 1191 1327 1408 1565 1649

Exenpt 783 842 1133 1192 1237 1302 1336 1405 1466 1520 1576

Total 1282 1418 1894 2102 2239 2425 2527 2732 2874 3085 3225

225 431.1

es 120.5

114 203.2

0 0.6

2 4.4

73 134.2

47 89.4

51 65.5

1 1.9

593 1050J8

471 11 6

1069 2239.3



TABLE A.13

MIRY 14244( PR1W4 CASELOADS BY wow
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN HAMILTON COM.

Carponent JUL AUG SEPT OCT

Pending

Assessnent

Pending

Assignment

Nd Job
Ready

Job Club

SEP

CWEP

EKT

EffOloynent

Cther

Subtotal

Exemt

Total 1

2094 2135 2699

117 214 279

557 541 567

174 174 239

52 53 61

342 305 296

522 504 576

162 185 241

48 46 39

4068 4157 4997

12744 12782 15635

16812 16939 20632

3336

270

574

274

60

m
599

236

42

5679

16752

22431

MN

Manth

DEC Xi FEB WIR AFR

Mpnthly

Average

3741 4212 4530 4833 5005 L 5434 1485 3727.0

247 269 280 317 462 523 604 205 315.6

568 569 537 515 506 495 491 174 508.0

270 259 273 313 303 722 325 111 253.1

61 72 73 79 63 65 66 20 60.4

267 249 247 250 231 223 233 82 251.1

612 626 650 698 710 747 790 247 606.8

239 241 273 300 335 396 440 165 267.8

42 48 53 58 60 65 70 30 50.1

6047 6545 6916 7363 7677 8056 8453 2519 6039.8

17872 18776 19708 21210 22076 22761 23182 4331 17319.1

23919 25321 26624 28573 29753 301317 31635 6850 23358 8



TABLE A.14

WILY 161K FRMV14 CASELOADS BY MCKIM
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN HANCOCK =Y.

ceCponeni. 31 AIS SEPT OCT WV

ttnth

DEC Xi FEB WR APR MY
Monthly

aid Average

Pending 98 114 148 173 180 210 227 274 291 308 326 70 201.6

Assement

Pending 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 5 6 10 4 2.8

AssignuEnt

Not Job 11 16 16 17 18 16 20 25 30 36 34 8 20.6

Ready

Job Club 2 2 4 5 3 3 8 9 ID 10 13 4 6.1

SEP 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.8

MEP 9 9 13 13 12 13 19 25 24 26 30 11 17.0

E&T 15 14 20 21 21 23 26 32 31 33 24 3 22.0

Enployment 12 18 21 31 36 40 48 53 59 67 72 24 40.1

Other 1 1 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 1.6

Subtotal 151 176 225 266 273 308 352 424 453 488 511 124 312.6

Exatpt 549 574 845 896 949 999 1009 1088 1124 1163 1208 237 886.8

Total 700 750 1070 1162 1222 1307 1361 1512 1577 1651 1719 361 1199.3



TABLE k15

14741HLY ICRC PRMAM CAW= BY CafCHENT
FOR FIX& YEAR 1990 IN HOLMES CCUITY.

Camonent fiG SEPT OCT WV

lionth

DEC 3811 FEB MR APR MAY MI
Manthly
Average

Pending 23 27 37 45 44 48 52 5' 58 64 59 14 43.7
Assessnent

Pending 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 1 0.9
Assiginnt

Not Job 3 2 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1.8
Ready

Jab Club 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 2 0.8

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

(34EP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 1.0

3 2 4 5 5 5 6 7 7 8 10 3 5.4

Enploornt 2 1 1 1 2 2 3 5 10 11 13 3 4.5

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Subtotal 32 33 44 52 55 59 67 71 80 90 89 24 58.0

Bcenpt 115 119 236 251 258 273 282 297 308 313 327 49 235.7

Total 147 152 280 303 313 332 349 368 388 403 416 73 293.7

1 6 s



TABLE A.16

MIRY VOX MOM CASE= BY CaRNENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1730 IN KNOX COLMY.

Caoonent PM SEPT OCT ACN

Ptah

OEC uleiN FEI3 PAR AM MY 4114

Monthly
Average

Pending 126 138 177 218 253 283 324 326 351 364 366 108 252.8

Assessnent

Pending 13 16 16 15 16 20 24 25 28 31 33 9 20.5

Assigvent

Not Job 48 47 39 33 42 46 41 38 48 47 34 20 40.3

Peady

Jcb Club 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 4 13 12 13 2 4.7

SEP 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2.3

MEP 31 39 46 41 52 55 51 45 50 52 44 18 43.7

E&T 3 1 3 21 31 48 43 53 58 36 22 27.2

Enpl went 13 15 31 35 43 48 57 62 74 90 101 34 50.3

Other 3 3 4 6 7 8 11 11 14 10 9 3 7.4

Subtotal 240 262 319 358 441 493 566 555 633 666 638 217 449.0

Except 539 631 873 896 964 1009 1082 1126 1184 1218 1257 316 928.8

Total 829 893 1192 1254 1405 1502 1648 1631 1817 1884 1895 533 1377.8



TABLE A.17

WILY VORK PROGRAM CASELGIOS BY WRIST
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN LAKE CatilY.

Cceponent

Pending
Assessnent

Pending
Assigrest

Not Job
Ready

Job Clth

SEP

acp

E&T

Enpl oynent

Other

Subtotal

Exenpt

'Mal

al. AUG SEPT OCT WV

Itnth

DM AN FEB MAR APR MIW ali
itnthly
Average

367 332 412 498 490 526 557 612 666 07 669 208 498.6

0 4 2 4 4 5 4 5 4 b 8 6 4.3

6 7 9 8 10 10 8 7 9 12 12 7 8.8

12 14 20 18 19 21 30 32 35 38 46 19 25.3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

2 2 3 3 3 7 8 9 9 14 15 9 7.0

6 16 37 40 40 38 43 50 49 53 62 29 38.6

19 23 26 34 45 53 55 63 68 79 96 29 49.2

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.2

412 398 510 605 611 00 705 778 830 859 907 308 01.9

1172 1212 1751 1855 1901 1990 2132 2268 2370 2447 2543 639 1856.7

1584 1610 2261 2460 2512 2650 Z337 3016 3200 3306 3450 947 2488.6



TIRE A.18

WILY WOW PROGWI4 MEWS BY CafCHENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN LAWRENCE CONY.

Carponent JUL ALE SEPT CCT PO

Itinth

DEC 1414 FEI3 WR APR WO Mil Average

Pending 834 842 985 1092 1157 1212 1E8 1368 1408 1441 1477 510 1134.5

Assessment

Pending 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 5 6 3 1.5

Ass igrnnt

Not Job 0 2 2 4 10 11 12 18 19 24 22 6 10.8

Ready

Job Club 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1.3

SEP 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0.3

CWEP 141 152 198 203 208 217 225 251 285 330 329 133 222.7

E&T 18 19 20 21 27 32 46 52 59 76 86 30 40.5

Brpl went 9 13 14 16 21 21 24 29 34 52 53 21 25.6

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 23 35 15 6.3

Subtotal 1003 1030 1220 1338 1426 1496 1597 1721 1810 1952 2009 718 1443.3

Exenpt 1793 1824 2897 3033 3149 3279 3344 3493 3597 36E3 3771 956 2901.6

Total 2796 2854 4117 4371 4575 4775 4941 5214 5407 5635 5780 1674 4344.9



Cceponent JUL

Pending 2059

Assessmant

Pending 20

Assignment

hbt Job 35

React/

Job Club 60

SEP 0

CWEP 47

EST 66

Employm2nt 72

Other 2

Subtotal 2361

Exempt 7329

Total 9690

AUG

2396

32

37

72

0

47

55

ea

5

2725

7474

10199

TABLE A.19

14311RY VCRK PRIGRAM CASELMDS BY CORNENT

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN LUCAS CONY.

SEPT OCT NOV

Manth

DEC

2951 3603 3972 4168

29 28 19 17

36 41 42 43

70 58 46 54

0 0 0 0

44 46 42 57

60 66 62 78

93 100 IT 114

5 1 2 2

3288 3943 4287 4533

10746 11126 11624 12266

14034 15069 15911 16799

MI FET,i MU AJI
4395 4452 4690 4829 4921 1232

15 20 24 35 56 26

55 53 66 84 89 30

66 80 98 129 156 54

0 0 0 0 0 0

71 72 93 146 173 76

109 130 180 261 307 108

141 160 201 241 282 87

3 2 5 4 3 2

4855 4969 5357 5723 5987 1615

12814 13507 14125 145C4 14776 2752

17669 1847t 19482 20233 20763 4367

t

Average

tnthly

3639.0

26.8

50.9

78.6

0.0

76.2

123.5

139.5

3.0

4137.4

11086.9

15224.3



TABLE A.20

PININLY PMGIVM MUMS BY CaRriENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN MADISON COMP.

Cofffonent JUL PUG SEPT OCT N3V

fkoth

DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY

Pending 18 14 38 41 54 57 76 77 94 100 102

Assessment

Pending 5 9 11 14 13 17 17 17 16 16 15

Assigract

Npt Job .59 26 42 41 39 41 38 41 43 40 28

Ready

Job Club 1 5 6 6 11 14 16 17 16 18 18

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CWEP 4 4 7 10 8 11 13 18 21 22 14

ESIT 9 13 16 22 23 22 24 35 31 35 27

Emplopent 2 4 11 14 18 18 25 30 32 39 41

Other 0 0 0 1 2 4 2 1 2 5 0

Subtotal 78 75 131 149 168 184 211 236 255 275 245

Exenpt 358 365 598 626 677 705 730 769 804 835 850

Total 436 440 729 775 845 892 941 1005 1059 1110 1095

JUI 1 Average

Mmthly

22 57J8

2 12.7

10 35.7

4 11.0

0 0.0

4 11.3

11 22.3

10 20.3

0 1.4

63 172.5

15 622.8

217 795.3



TABLE A.21

1011}ILY FROCW/4 MEM BY CCIRMIT
FOR FISOIL YEAR 1990 IN MARION CONY.

Conponent at AUG SEPT OCT N3lf

Mmth

DEC JAN FEB MAR AFR MAY 11141

Mon thly
Average

Paiding 243 247 278 309 322 377 428 438 417 395 403 92 329.6

Assessment

Pending 6 5 4 4 5 5 5 4 3 2 4 0 3.9

Assigrnent

Not Job 89 83 73 72 68 65 62 56 50 62 62 12 62.8

Reedy

Job Club 4 4 6 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 5 1 3.3

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Ciff 109 104 97 95 86 78 73 70 58 58 64 11 75.3

15 11 13 9 10 11 12 11 14 22 22 7 13.1

Enplopent 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 7 10 13 4 6.3

Other 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 2 3.3

Subtotal 474 462 479 500 508 548 592 592 554 556 577 129 497.6

Exempt 1093 1156 1563 1653 1732 1838 1919 1963 2007 2036 2063 491 1626.2

Total 1567 1618 2042 2153 2240 2386 2511 2555 2561 2592 2640 620 2123.8

174
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TABLE A.22

WHY WORK PROGRAM CASELOADS BY CCHNIINT

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 Ili MONTGOMERY OWNTY.

itnth

a MG SEPT OCT WV DEC JAN FES AFR Average

Monthly

Pend4ng

Assessnent

Pending

Assignmt

hbt Job

Ready

Job Club

SEP

CWEP

EXT

Emplorent

Other

Subtotal

Exenpt

Total

1935

0

187

127

7

255

355

101

15

2982

7724

10706

105 2274 2749 2974 3330 3344 3568 3648 3801

0 0 1 6 7 8 9 11 15

128 184 181 182 178 170 175 167 167

109 131 157 132 195 189 216 212 223

12 15 12 15 23 21 19 21 22

236 259 257 268 253 249 255 244 253

301 425 491 544 537 635 692 769 e12

110 153 178 193 205 221 235 248 263

7 12 14 10 10 11 11 14 20

2838 3453 4040 4374 4438 4848 5180 5334 5576

7965 10987 11892 12543 13158 13874 14965 15529 16048

10803 14440 15932 16917 17596 18722 20145 20663 21624

3867

23

172

202

17

240

ma

2E1

15

5598

16440

22038

1097 2851.8

15 7.9

58 162.4

90 169.4

8 16.4.1

77 237.2

289 552.6

105 191.1

1 11.7

1740 4203.1

3574 12058.3

5314 16258.3



TABLE A.Z3

WILY WORK PROGRM CASEMS BY CCIMENT
FCR Mk YEAR 1990 IN MORROW COM.

Coment 4.11. Pit SEPT OCT JO

Pbnth

LTC %WI JL

Pending 30 41 60 93 111 133 141 148

Assessment

Pending 2 1 2 2 3 8 11 20

Assignffent

hid Job 64 59 64 72 77 87 97 108

Rea4y

Job Club 0 0 3 4 3 3 6 3

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CWEP 20 24 24 26 39 41 47 53

E&T 28 30 36 40 48 58 69 77

Enpl went 24 26 32 36 30 38 44 42

Othex- 1 1 1 1 2 1 6 11

Subtotal 169 182 222 274 :43 369 421 462

Empt 365 404 578 633 646 665 707 729

Total 534 586 600 907 959 1034 1128 1191

ta
143

27

115

6

0

46

ea

43

16

4/7

747

1224

APR MY all
143nthly
Average

147 141 47 102.9

33 30 6 12.1

114 109 34 e3.3

8 5 2 3.6

0 0 0 0.0

50 47 16 36.1

e3 81 27 54.8

54 63 21 37.8

15 9 3 5.6

504 485 156 336.2

764 779 177 599.5

1260 1264 333 935.7

i76



TABU A.24

1011}1LY VII( PROGRAM =LOU BY CCORNINT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN MUSKINGUM CONY.

Crapulent JUL AUG SEPT OCT 101

Ptah

DEC JAN FEB 144R APR MU
MonthlyMI Average

pendire 271 299 382 414 451 488 508 496 491 468 433 ;2 399.4

AssessiEnt

Pending 4 5 5 4 5 5 5 4 5 7 4 0 4.4
Assiguent

Nat Job 124 115 122 117 107 93 84 78 67 59 53 24 86.9

Ready

Job Club 13 19 26 28 25 26 32 35 41 33 32 9 26.6

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

CWEP 99 96 100 92 92 76 70 64 60 48 48 9 71.2

EST 204 He 287 283 275 220 245 230 181 184 165 43 2083

Bpl orient 26 44 75 100 109 121 126 124 124 124 119 39 94.3

Other 6 4 3 4 3 4 5 6 7 3 7 3 4.6

Subtotal 747 764 1000 1047 1067 1033 1075 1037 976 926 861 219 896.0

Exenpt 1730 1768 2411 2601 2718 2804 2858 2937 3002 3030 306Z 705 2473.7

Total 2477 2532 3471 3603 3735 3831 3933 3974 3978 3956 3921 924 3369.7

177



TAME A.25

WILY WYK MUM CASELOADS BY CO,MENT
FCR FISCAL YEAR 1993 IN PERRY CONY.

Calmest

Pending
Assessoent

Pending
Assigreent

ibt Job
Ready

Job Clit

SEP

NEP

FAT

Eoploynent

Other

Subtotal

Empt

Total

1

JUL AUG SFP1 OCT

204 169 221 290

18 18 18 30

31 32 31 45

7 E 10 9

0 0 0 0

45 45 55 77

31 s1 45 57

16 Z$1 46 52

0 0 C 0

352 344 427 560

o87 683 1017 1057

1039 1027 1444 1627

NM

359

19

56

17

0

93

a
53

0

672

1163

1E35

'bah

DEC JAN FEB MAR AFR PRY

Fbnthly
Average

394 433 444 481 486 486 144 342.6

27 29 24 34 42 85 44 33.2

55 56 54 62 67 67 29 48.8

14 10 14 21 19 22 7 13.2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

92 91 93 106 99 119 47 80.3

65 62 59 84 81 85 38 59.4

55 58 63 70 79 94 38 54.6

0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0.3

702 739 751 858 875 960 347 632.3

1220 1281 1339 1380 1428 1478 340 1090.3

1922 2020 2090 2238 2303 2438 687 1722.5

17i



TABLE A.26

MU WORK FROM CASELOADS BY OMNI
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 IN PICKAWAY COP.

Commend XL AUG SEPT OCT NDY

WW1

DEC atti FEB MR APR MY MI
Manthly
Average

Pending 123 117 154 218 224 255 306 305 323 352 335 100 234.3

Assessmnt

Pending 6 7 6 6 15 21 24 28 36 37 45 20 20.9
Assigrinant

Fa Job 70 56 66 68 67 84 82 92 97 106 95 35 76.5

Ready

ktClth 4 7 13 18 19 32 24 35 39 41 37 15 23.7

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

NEP 27 25 30 36 36 42 41 47 54 66 57 29 40.8

E&T 9 9 28 49 60 58 64 72 69 83 69 30 50.3

Enpl went 14 25 32 41 48 51 55 63 70 79 81 21 48.3

Other 0 1 1 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 1 1.9

Subtotal 253 247 330 438 471 545 599 645 690 772 721 251 496.8

Exempt 634 642 1171 1241 12E3 1345 1397 1453 1502 1563 1595 306 1177.7

Total 887 889 1501 1679 1754 1890 1996 2098 2192 2335 2316 557 1674.5



TABLE A.27

ICNIBLY kW MOW CASEIDDS BY UMW
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN PIKE COM.

Camonent sit AUG

Pending 153 180

Assessomt

Pending 64 61

Assigrnent

Not Job 144 157

Rea*

Job Club 2 1

SEP 5 4

37 34

E&T 38 40

Errlol quad 15 22

Other 2 0

Subtotal 460 499

Exesrpt 916 936

Total 1376 1435

SEPT

249

73

168

3

8

50

60

28

1

640

1658

OCT 1131

?bah

DEC al FEB MIR APR PAY DI
Monthly
Average

329 380 402 448 457 425 422 410 116 330.9

91 95 89 85 85 98 97 109 48 82.9

192 188 189 187 181 148 142 130 40 155.5

3 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 1 2.9

8 9 9 B 7 10 9 10 2 7.4

58 67 67 69 68 71 71 77 28 58.1

65 75 32 84 90 89 85 89 25 68.5

32 36 37 40 40 43 44 46 18 33.4

1 1 2 2 3 3 3 4 2 2.0

779 855 881 926 935 891 876 878 280 741.7

1779 1864 1942 ZOO 2065 2084 2111 2124 388 1655.6

2558 2719 2823 2(125 3000 2975 2987 3002 668 2397.3



TABLE A.28

WRY WORK PROM CASELO8C6 BY CORNENT
FCR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN PUTNAM CONY.

th

Camponent JUL AUG SEM' Ca le DEC

Pending 48 54 59 62 67 72

Assessmt

Pending 0 0 0 0 0 2
Assigrnurt

Not Job 19 19 18 15 15 17

Ready

Job Club 2 0 3 5 3 6

' 0 0 0 0 0 0

41;.-P 16 22 25 24 23 19

E&T 6 6 7 8 9 13

Enploynent 12 22 30 27 26 25

Other 0 0 0 7 3

Subtotal 103 123 142 141 150 157

Exenpt 288 304 468 511 541 559

Total 391 427 610 652 691 716

am FEB pm

87 90 96

2 5 7

17 19 16

8 7 6

0 0 0

21 20 20

13 18 18

29 30 35

0 0 2

177 189 200

578 586 609

755 785 809

APR MAY Ail
ltnthly
Average

90 147 16 74.0

4 8 1 2.4

16 15 1 15.6

4 7 1 4.3

0 0 0 0.0

17 23 6 19.7

16 15 4 11.1

36 43 6 26.8

0 3 1 1.3

1e3 261 36 155.2

627 6S0 84 487.1

810 941 120 642.3

151



Cceponent 1 Jui. Plis

Pending 344 303

Assessmt

Pending 81 Ed

Assigned

Not Job 53 52

Ready

Job Club 9 9

SEP 0 0

CWEP 40 49

70 82

Enplopant 32 32

Cther 3 7

Subtotal 632 615

&erg 1624 1695

Total 2256 2310

TABLE A.29

WILY WU FROM CASELMDS BY CU4a4ENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN RICHLAND WHY.

SEPT

390

99

63

13

0

57

122

57

9

eao

2653

3463

ttnth

r. ...'t DEC

487 559 691

106 108 110

67 69 66

13 14 21

0 0 0

60 70 66

131 137 135

66 74

5 7 10

935 1032 1173

2805 2993 3178

3740 4025 4351

Xi

771

117

75

26

0

66

141

ea

7

1284

3353

4637

FEB PAR APR

823 894 947

119 148 162

81 84 ES

30 32 31

0 0 0

72 76 85

143 159 171

84 85 95

10 12 14

1362 1490 1593

3530 3683 3842

4892 5173 5435

PRY Jill Average

993

174

101

32

0

es

173

104

19

1681

396:

5643

244 620.5

72 114.8

41 70.0

16 20.5

0 0.0

26 62.7

69 127.8

33 67.6

4 8.9

505 1092.7

762 2840.0

1267 3932.7



TABLE A.30

MZNINLY kORK SIMI =LOU BY CalPOINT
FCR FISM YEAR 1990 IN SANDUSKY COM.

Cceponend JUL AUG SEPT OCT 101

ttnth

DEC JAN FEB WA APR MY Jai
ftnthly
Average

Perding 324 389 402 364 332 336 387 405 444 486 585 127 381.8

Assessnent

Pealing 3 2 2 2 4 6 7 8 11 14 15 5 6.6

Assigrnent

Nat Job 10 8 8 12 11 11 11 9 13 13 14 6 10.5

Job Club 2 3 6 3 4 3 2 3 5 5 6 6 4.0

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

0,EP 29 25 25 27 27 29 39 42 50 53 55 16 34.8

E&T 5 4 6 5 8 11 14 11 15 18 19 6 10.2

Enploynent 10 12 12 11 11 12 13 12 15 17 17 B 12.5

Mier 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 3 4 2 0 1.2

Subtotal 383 443 461 424 397 410 474 492 556 610 713 174 461.4

Examt 1185 1227 1625 1732 1804 1844 '.915 1954 2010 2063 2138 384 1656.8

Tqtal 1568 1670 2086 2156 2201 2254 2369 2446 2566 2673 2251 558 2118.2

iS3



TABLE A.31

WILY VOW PRCGRAI*I MEMOS BY WWII
FOR FISCk YEAR 1990 IN SCIOTO CCM.

WW1

Can:omit 31 AG SEPT OCT tal DEC

Pending 507 549 640 1108 1202 1072

Assessnent

Pending 1 0 0 2 3 3

Assignment

N3t Jdb 376 400 395 389 388 356

Ready

Job Club 20 14 17 19 18 21

SEP 6 8 9 7 5 5

CWEP 114 118 125 149 156 155

EST 87 89 100 116 127 122

Emplowent 25 28 36 40 39 39

Other 2 1 3 3 3 4

Subtotal 1138 1207 1325 1833 1941 1777

boalpt 2330 2440 3484 3733 3948 3970

Total 3468 3647 4809 5566 5E89 5747

timIthly

144 FEB MR APR MY aka Average

1324 1417 1522 1591 1582 401 1075.4

6 8 7 9 9 12 5.0

464 562 617 630 604 184 447.1

44 52 54 58 72 18 33.9

4 4 4 3 5 2 5.2

172 185 168 181 204 76 150.3

201 205 229 244 247 77 153.7

47 48 54 62 71 32 43.4

2 4 5 4 4 3 3.2

2264 2485 2660 2772 2798 805 1917.1

4161 4390 4586 4752 4846 1115 3646.3

6425 6875 7246 7524 7644 1920 5563.3

1 S



TABLE A.32

WIRY 161( PROGRAM CASELOADS BY CaCCIIENT

FCR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN SENECA curt.

COMPONDIT a AUG SEPT OCT frOi

Moab

DEC AN FEB WR AFR PRY XNE
tianthly

Averagea

Pending 298 308 339 370 411 422 461 508 504 531 553 165 436.1

Assessment

Pending 0 0 1 7 4 1 5 6 9 12 24 VD 8.7

Assignnant

Not Job 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 3 4 7 10 4 3.7

Rea*

Job club 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 0 1.3

Sep 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Crap 0 0 0 14 14 14 17 19 33 43 50 20 24.9

FAT 0 1 0 2 7 10 15 19 21 27 29 11 15.7

Employment 21 23 27 3) 42 46 55 67 70 71 79 23 53.7

Cther 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.1

Subtotal 309 332 368 424 480 494 557 623 642 692 751 234 544.1

Exa Ipt 803 800 1177 1264 1333 1380 1424 1506 1556 1648 1699 333 1349.2

Total 1112 1132 1545 1688 1813 1874 1981 2129 2198 2340 2450 557 1893.3

a Note: Averages are based on activity film October thru are.

1S



TABLE A.33

MOLY MIK FROMM CASE= BY COMENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN SHELBY CCM.

Covenant JUL AUG SEFT OCT NOV

Hanth

OEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY

Rinding 42 39 60 83 97 134 15B 157 189 197 216

Assessrient

Pending 0 5 1 4 6 5 5 9 14 15 14

Assigrnent

Not Job 22 13 24 20 25 27 26 25 25 24 21

Ready

Job Club 0 4 14 7 11 16 16 19 21 24 26

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NEP 6 6 5 7 12 12 12 12 16 16 14

E&T 10 10 20 20 25 26 27 32 38 48 50

Errploynent 8 14 24 37 39 39 44 46 53 61 64

Other 1 0 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 4 9

Subtotal 89 91 149 180 216 261 289 302 357 389 414

Exenpt 399 420 732 781 831 895 934 984 1018 1064 1097

Total 488 512 881 961 1047 11 56 1223 1286 1375 1453 1511

JUN 1 Average

143nthly

46 118.2

5 6.9

14 22.2

7 13J8

0 0.0

6 10.3

13 26.6

17 37.2

1 2.1

109 237.2

196 779.3

305 1016.4



TABU A.34

offity WORK PROGWICASEIDADS BY COMPONENT

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 MUM COMFY.

Calmed Ja. AIS SEPT

Pending 722 719 866

Assessment

Pending 2 2 2

Assignment

hbt Job 73 78 97

Ready

Job Club 22 20 21

SEP 3 3 4

OLP 78 76 in

EBT 149 147 159

Employment 89 111 157

Other 3 3 5

Stthtotal 1121 1159 1392

Exenpt 5803 5825 7788

Total 8024 6964 9181

cc* to
1122 1298

2 3

104 112

27 30

4 3

90 99

159 188

230 270

5 10

1743 2013

8219 8641

9962 10654

Plmth

DEC JAN FEB tileg APR MAY kiti

hbnthly

Average

1454 1636 1721 1334 1943 1964 509 1316.5

5 11 23 34 47 67 39 19.8

115 110 111 113 113 112 46 98.7

29 VD 52 59 66 62 19 37.3

3 4 5 7 7 7 1 4.3

109 113 133 140 151 171 60 108.4

192 226 242 274 315 339 109 206.3

309 345 383 424 473 518 172 289.3

7 10 18 17 22 23 3 10.5

2223 2495 2588 2902 3137 3283 958 2092.8

9071 9439 9902 10328 10745 11092 2549 6283.6

11294 11934 12590 13230 13862 14375 3607 10376.4

IS?



TAaE A.35

MMILY kaa( PROM CASE= BY ONCNENT
FCR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN SUMMIT =Y.

Cavonent JJL AUG SEPT OCT NOV

Month

DEC JAN FOR MAR APR MAY

Pe Kling 3436 3390 3717 3995 4186 4401 4387 4410 4533 4621 4626

Assessed

Pending 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 83 180 258 276

Assigment

Itt Job 58 100 69 70 65 65 147 170 191 194 191

Ready

Job Club 13 10 12 19 27 24 39 55 63 86 SO

SEP 0 0 0 1 2 4 7 6 10 10 13

CWEP 26 28 38 84 90 94 134 158 180 194 193

E&T 22 27 31 111 122 135 477 605 732 778 746

Enployirest 90 124 151 177 211 239 272 303 327 359 363

Other 7 6 11 13 11 32 24 39 37 31 27

Subtotal 3622 3685 4029 4470 4714 4995 5494 5829 6253 6531 6515

Exenpt 6801 7026 10337 10709 11368 11965 12337 13097 13527 13927 14358

Total 10423 10711 14366 15179 16082 16960 17831 18926 19780 20453 20873

J.IN 1 Average

Fbnthly

1373 3920.4

89 74.5

78 116.5

32 38.3

4 4.8

93 109.3

268 337.8

137 229.4

10 23.7

2084 4851.8

2840 10691.0

4924 15542.8

1 S S



TALE A.36

1434T}LY bORK PROGRA14 =DVS BY CORTIENT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN TRumeuLL auny.

Comment 1 JUL AUG SEPT OCT 10 DEC JAN FEB MAR APR PAY 114 1 Average
Mbnthly

Itnth

Ftnding 1359 1351 1574 1729 1933 2011

Assessnent

nding 1 1 1 1 1 1

Assignrent

fabt job 44 54 65 77 94 86

Ready

lb Club 39 38 50 48 69 92

SEP 4 4 6 7 7 8

CWEP 32 50 68 87 109 123

46 108 131 150 175

Enpl oynent 37 56 83 96 101 108

Other 1 8 7 4 14 13

Subtotal 1563 1E30 1962 2180 2438 2617

Exalat 3495 3630 4979 5283 5512 5710

Total 5058 5260 6941 7463 7950 e327

2079 2219 2295

o 1 o;

92 109 131

86 !J5 103

6 9 10

149 164 162

189 201 207

109 116 134

7 26 31

2716 2950 3077

5926 6223 6430

8642 9173 9507

2285 2210 706 1e10.1

7 19 12 4.1

i46 157 62 92.3

110 128 51 76.6

10 10 3 7.0

171 164 60 111.6

231 231 98 152.8

138 134 52 97.0

29 40 11 15.9

3127 3093 1055 2367.3

en 6718 1782 51 3

9698 9811 2837 7555.6



TABLE A.37

MONTHLY NORK PROGRAM CASELOADS BY COMM

FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN UNION COUNTY.

Covenant JUL AUG SEPT OCT NOV

14anth

DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MNY

Pending 43 52 71 80 83 95 108 118 130 137 144

Assessnant

Pffiding 3 3 5 5 6 6 4 7 11

Assigrnent

Fiat Jab 9 11 12 14 14 14 14 1' 15 16 17

Ready

Job Club 4 7 6 9 9 15 14 18 16 21 21

SEP 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 1 1

CWEP 6 6 11 10 14 16 17 15 15 15 15

22 20 19 22 33 39 40 41 46 44 43

Enpl ()rut 9 9 17 26 27 31 38 40 50 54 63

Other 0 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 5 5 5

Subtotal 95 109 140 168 189 219 242 257 283 300 320

ExaTit 195 205 299 333 352 385 418 441 459 465 469

futal 290 314 439 501 541 604 660 698 742 765 789

JUN 1 Average
Mmilfly

41 91.8

5 5.0

14 13.7

6 12.2

0 1.1

5 12.1

17 32.2

30 32.8

4 2.8

122 203.7

110 344.3

232 547.9



TABLE A.38

IGNOBLY ii:RK PURIM CASELCADS BY 034POIENT

FOR FISUL YEAR 1990 IN WASHINGTON CONY.

Cowed 1 JUL ALL SEPT CCT hUV CCC JAN FOB MAR APR MAY ullN Averap
ttnthly

ftmth

Pending 150 137 236 290 406

Assessment

Pending 1 1 0 0 9

Assignment

hbt Job 116 116 130 141 158

Ready

Job Club 1 2 4 2 6

SEP 2 2 1 1 1

CWEP 50 46 62 76 85

E&T 65 68 76 81 88

Emplqyment 36 38 41 43 43

Other 5 5 2 4 8

Stbtotal 426 415 552 638 804

ExImpt 902 966 1267 1303 1432

Total 1328 1381 1819 1941 2236

439 477

13 30

148 147

5 3

1 2

78 88

ea 98

43 46

6 7

e14 ess

1530 1576

2344 2474

552 533 579 615 234 387.3

52 56 76 92 43 31.1

151 156 189 192 93 144.8

5 6 14 15 5 5.7

2 2 2 1 1 1.5

97 107 1224 129 47 82.8

108 121 144 150 69 95.8

51 61 74 El 32 49.1

5 7 8 13 6 6.3

1023 1049 1214 1288 530 C04.3

1693 1733 r301 1873 593 1388.8

2716 2782 3015 3161 1120 2193.1



TABLE A.39

WILY ban PROM OkSEICK6 BY MOUT
FOR FISCAL WM 1990 IN WAYNE CCM.

Comma

0

31. MG SEPT OCT POI

Month

DEC 1/0/4 FEB PAR APR MAY Xi
Pixithly
Average

Pending 93 117 167 2'.9 240 266 298 330 382 401 416 103 252.7

Assessent

Pending 2 8 9 8 14 22 27 25 28 34 50 20 20.6
Assigrnent

ribt Job 70 76 70 72 73 73 66 63 55 57 58 23 63.4

Ready

Job Cl ub 1 2 6 17 15 8 10 26 22 22 23 10 13.5

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.1

CP 23 22 28 33 42 48 51 54 57 56 58 20 41.5

E&T 73 71 84 97 100 106 114 109 112 106 43 90.3

Enpl oynent 15 24 35 44 51 56 67 71 86 98 108 31 57.2

Other 6 4 5 6 6 7 4 5 5 6 5 1 5.0

Subtotal 279 332 391 483 538 580 629 698 744 787 824 256 544.3

Examt 745 774 1254 1358 1473 1536 1626 1719 1791 1859 1928 415 1373.2

Total 1024 1106 1645 1841 2011 2116 2255 2407 2535 2646 2752 671 1917.4

92



TAME A.40

Itt)41NLY WM PRIM WEEMS BY CCMANT
FCR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN WILLIAMS CUM.

Comment 41. AM SEPT OCT MN

"tab

IE J.414 FEB PAR N MY ati
Itnthly
Average

Pending 42 49 57 68 81 92 103 110 122 125 116 22 82.3
Assessed

Pending 0 1 1 2 ; 1 2 2 2 1 2 0 1.3
Assigunent

Not Job 7 6 8 5 4 5 4 5 5 5 6 1 5.1
Ready

Job Cl ub 3 3 2 4 2 3 5 3 4 4 4 0 3.1

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

NEP 9 10 13 10 14 14 11 17 18 16 13 1 12.2

4 6 18 19 16 27 V 18 26 28 18 5 17.7

Enplorent 15 22 26 V 30 31 35 35 37 44 53 12 30.6

Other 1 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 4 4 3 0 2.3

Subtotal 81 99 127 137 151 176 183 193 218 227 215 41 154.4

Exenpt 332 363 464 498 516 558 586 613 637 642 660 134 500.3

Total 413 462 591 635 667 734 774 806 855 869 875 175 654.7

1 I 3



TAME A.41

WILY KU FROM CASE= BY CEMENT
FCR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN WOOD 031WY.

Unmet

Pending
Assessrent

knding
Assigned

Pbt Job
Rea ly

Jcb Club

SEP

DEP

E&T

Enpl went

Other

Subtotal

Exerpt

Total

at
168

2

29

2

1

15

33

12

2

264

827

1091

As SEPT OCT le/

fitnth

DEC JAN FEB PAR APR PAY 1114

Piznthly
Average

150 205 265 292 313 328 342 379 386 400 85 276.1

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 1 0 1.8

32 29 31 36 33 29 31 30 31 30 8 29.1

3 4 4 5 3 4 5 5 5 4 2 3.8

1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5

15 18 16 16 18 19 18 25 22 23 5 17.5

38 36 33 35 31 27 29 28 30 32 12 30.3

20 25 26 30 30 30 30 31 30 32 12 25.7

1 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 0 1.1

262 321 379 416 432 440 458 502 509 523 124 385.8

878 1384 1486 1561 1618 1651 1700 1749 1791 1828 317 1399.2

1140 1705 1865 1977 2050 n91 2159 2251 2300 2351 441 1785.0

I



TABU A.42

MIRY VW FROWN CASELOVS BY MOOT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN liYANDOT COM.

Carponent LK PLIG SO7T OCT Of

Month

DEC 11414 FEB NW APR MY XI Average

Pending 20 24 31 37 48 60 63 66 75 80 85 20 50.8
Assessnent

Rnding 1 1 1 2 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 3 2.7
Assigrnent

Pbt Job 2 1 3 4 4 8 9 10 11 14 13 2 6.8
Ready

Job Club 9 8 7 6 7 7 7 5 6 6 6 4 6.5

SEP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

DEP 4 8 7 9 11 11 9 11 13 16 22 9 10.8

E&T 4 6 6 6 10 11 16 13 16 19 18 6 10.9

Enploynent 11 12 14 15 17 20 21 19 23 25 24 5 17.2

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0

Stiototal 51 60 69 79 99 119 129 128 148 164 172 49 105.6

Exeopt 125 -c 259 278 301 321 333 352 370 3E9 404 73 278.3

Total 176 19b 328 357 400 440 462 480 518 553 576 122 383.9

195



TABLE A.43

WILY kW PROM CASELOTS BY C74PCNFAT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1990 IN OHIO.

Capon Ent

Month
ttnthly

at ALE SEPT OCT let DEC JAN FEB RIR APR FAY ati I Average

Ftnding

Assessnent

Pending

Assignment

Nbt Job

Ready

Jbb Club

SEP

CWEP

E&T

Employnent

Other

19260

774

3020

716

115

2256

2641

1227

140

Subtotal

Exurpt

30149

98822

Total 128971

19859 23912 28942 31506 33897 36481 38411 39895 41087 41735

940 1118 1205 1212 1299 1394 1614 2007 2314 2680

3002 3187 3299 3341 3355 3511 3687 3780 3908 3872

725 958 1077 1141 1207 1323 1514 1578 1745 1811

119 138 135 130 149 151 154 151 154 154

2266 2575 2809 2913 2961 3116 3310 3418 3721 3845

2623 3351 3787 4067 4151 5011 5434 5791 6240 61%

1563 2136 2485 2740 2963 3282 3519 3910 4395 4767

132 142 150 182 213 204 283 328 362 394

31229 37527 43890 47232 50195 54473 57926 60858 63916 65453

100731 135964 143265 150365 157008 162884 171161 176942 181709 185440

131950 173491 187156 197597 207203 217357 229087 237840 245525250893

11562 30545.6

1025 14653

1417 3281.6

648

51

1441

2184

1636

132

1203.6

133.4

2895.9

4290.4

2935.3

221.0

20096 46912.0

41120 142117.7

61216 189029.7

;


