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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

/

n 1997 New Jersey 1mplemented its new welfare m1t1at1ve Work Frrst New Jersey
(WFNJ), which includes five-year time limits on cash- a551stance immediate work
A_requirements for most clients, and expanded support services; To learn how clients are -
faring under the new reforms, the New Jersey Department of Human Services (NJDHS) has
‘contracted with Mathematica’ Pohcy Research, Inc. ‘(MPR) to conduct a comprehensive five-
‘year evaluatlon of the initiative. This'is the ﬁrst in a series of six reports that will track the
progress of current and former WFNJ c11ents over time. It focuses on four key issues: (1)
clients’ welfare and employment experiences after they enter WFNJ ;(2) their quahty of life
-as measured by ‘income, health, housing arrangements and other outcomes; (3) their
understandmg of basic WFNJ provisions, and (4) the potentlal challenges they face to -
_ 'obtalmng and sustammg employment -

e

KEY‘QUESTIONS AND FanlNGs: 1IN BRlEFf ’
What are cllents welfare and employment expenences"

. Welfare recelpt fell steadlly over time among WFNJ chents and employment mcreased
.- steadily. Approximately a year and a half after entermg WFNJ, more than one in three
- -clients were off welfare and working, _]USt under one in three remamed on TANF and were
- not workmg and about one in four were nelther recewmg TANF nor workmo *

What is the overall life quallty of. cllents and thelr famllles"
About a year and a half after WFNJ entry, a thlrd were no longer in poverty

: 'C llents who were off TANF and workmg were consrderably better off ﬁnancrally than
those who remained on TANF and were less likely to have experienced recent hardshlps
such as a serious illness or a severe housing crisis.  However, many did not receive '
avarlable post-TANF supports such as food stamps and Transmonal Cl‘llld Care beneﬁts ‘

About half of cllents who left TANF and were not. workmg had elther recent earnings of
., theirown ora household member with current earnings. The rest (about 12.percent of all
. WFNJ ’clients) had neith'er source ’of support'vand were at high risk of extreme poverty. -

~ Do cllents understand the basrc provrsnons of WFNJ"

Most cllents know that beneﬁts are tlme Ilmlted and that recrplents must eventually work
“to contmue to receive them.’ They are less clear however on specrﬁcs such as how long '
people can recelve cash beneﬁts and when the work requrrement starts.

What are cllents blggest challenges to fmdmg and keepmg Jobs" - ‘,

Unemployed chents who remain on TANF face a varlety of bamers to employment In .

. ‘general, they have low: skills and less prior work experience than other clients. Many

- report serious health problems--4 in 10 indicated they had been: senously |ll in the past
. year and lin 4 sald they could not work at all because of therr health S

L xiil



IWELFARE REFORM IN N EW. JERSEY | |

: In August 1996, Congress passed the Personal Respons1b111ty and Work Opportumty

Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), which abollshed lthe Aid to Families with Dependent
Chlldren (AFDC) entitlement program. ;The Temp‘orary Assistance for Needy Families
' (TANF) program was established, which 1mposes a five-year lifetime limit on cash
assistance and requrres welfare recrplents to participate in work-related activities within two

years. New Jersey has 1mplemented the federal welfare legislation as part of WFNJ. WFNJ'

- includes the five-year time limit on cash beneﬁts estalblrshed under PRWORA and requrres o

' most clients to participate in a work actrvrty as soon as they enroll in the program Under
- WFNJ, the state also has expanded child care assrstance and other services desrgned to ease -
welfare recrplents transrtlon to the workforce . ll PR -

- During the ﬁrst two years under these reforms and in the context ofa strong economy,
New Jersey has expenenced an unprecedented reductlon in its welfare caseload. Between
July 1997 (when WFNJ was: fully implemented) and August 1999 the size of the welfare
caseload declined by almost 40 percent These changes have led to a great deal of interest _
 in learning how families recelvmg cash assistance 1n New Jersey are faring and what has

" happened to those who have left cash assistance. In response to this interest, and to help the
‘state and counties improve program operatlons NJIDHS has contracted with MPR and its

- subcontractors, the Roper (Group and Mathtech, In¢., to conduct an evaluation of WFNJ

‘designed to provide frequent feedback both to state pihcymakers and to program operators.

The evaluation includes three components 1) a llongltudmal Client Study to track the

- progress of TANF families over ﬁve years, (2) a Program Study to examine implementation .

issues, and (3) a Commumty Study to understandl how WFNJ is affectmg the broader
community and unfoldmg at the local level T l

ERIN l:'

RESEARCH METHODS o

» To establish what happens t|o WFNJ clients b l'fore and after they leave welfare, the

Client Study is tracking, over a five-year perlod a sample of WFNJ farnilies who
~ participated in the program durmg its first 18 lonths of operations. Six rounds of
' longrtudmal surveys will be conducted with a statewnde sample of up to 2,000 WFNJ clients
at 9- to 12-month intervals. = Findings from the| client surveys will be enhanced by
information from state admlmstratrve data for a samplle of 10,000 clients and qualitative data -
from three rounds of 1n-depth m-person 1nterv1ews with 60 WFNIJ clients. This current
report relies prlmarrly on data from the ﬁrst of the sr|x client surveys

! I

. The Client Study examlnes chents who have remamed on cash assistance, as well as
-those who have-left TANF. Therefore it is broader than the recent “TANF leaver” studies

- conducted in several states whrch focus 'only on tlrose who have left cash assistance. In
addition, because the Chent Study tracks clients over a longer period and uses data from a

variety of sources, it should provrde a more complete prcture of the status of current and

former welfare recipients. | ! , | lr- .

~ The ﬁrst round of chent surveys began in March 1999; by September 1999, MPR
"completed interviews with 1,621 of these clients (an|‘8l percent response rate). This report

1s based on data from the 1,423 survey respondents who were. enrolled in WFNJ from July
Lo XV |'
|



MATHEMATICA’S EVALUATI’O’N: THREE INTERRELATED.STUDIES y
l The Cllent Study is trackmg a statewrde sample of WEFNJ famllres over a ﬁve-
year period to establish what happens to them before and after they leave welfare.
Focusing on cllents who participated in’ “WFNJ during its first 18 months of
operation, this study is documenting the welfare receipt,’ emp]oyment levels,
_income, health, housmg arrangements, and other indicators of WFNJ chents
‘general well-being and quality of life. It also will identify factors affectmg
individuals’ success in moving from welfare to work and document changes in the -
welfare caseload over time. The study uses three main types of data: () six
- rounds of longitudinal surveys with'a statewrde sample of up to 2;000 WFNJ
clients, “conductedat ‘9- to" 12-month mtervals, (2) ‘information from state
administrative data systems on a larger sample of 10, 000 .WFNJ clients,
documenting such outcomes as, their welfare. receipt,, employment levels, and -
earnings; and (3) three rounds of in- depth in-person interviews with a subset of
. 60 WFNJ. clrents desrgned to gather more detarled quahtatlve mformatlon -about
“their lives. . SR

‘B The Program Study is examining operational challenges and ‘promising strategies
for.overcoming them, to help state and county staff identify and address key
~ implementation issues. It also will help the state develop performance indicators
. to guide program improvement efforts. The: analysrs draws on state administrative
-+ data and three rounds. of site visits to 11 of the state’s 21 counties. Srte visitors
~ will interview a varrety of county staff members conduct case f' le reviews, and
observe key program actlvmes ; ; :

n -The Commu'm'ty Study‘ is cdnducting case studies in three urban areas--Newark, v
.~ Camden, and the population centers of Cumberland County--to understand how
-~ WFNIJ is affecting the broader community and unfolding at the local level. The. E
case studies will focus on the extent to which public and private institutions are . 4
collaborating to addresslow-income parents’ employment barriers and employers’
- labor-force needs. . The study s primary goal is to identify promising strategies to
enable local institutions to better respond to welfare reform and the needs of low-
“income famllles The analysrs will draw on a survey of low-income resrdents an
employer survey, state admrmstratrve data, and mtervrews wrth local service
provrders and other stakeholders RHENROR o

1997 through June 1998 the ﬁrst year of program operattons ! Intervrews were conducted
an average of 21 months after clients entered the program The survey ‘asked about clients’
backgrounds employment histories, income sources potential employment barriers, and
experiences and perceptions of WFNJ We also use state admmlstratrve data on monthly
-'TANF and food stamp beneﬁts ' :

lBecause clients in- our research sample who entered WFNJ between July and December 1998 had a short ,
'fo]low-up period at the time of the first survey (about eight months, on average), we excluded these 198 clients
(1,621 - 1,423) from this t' rst report This later cohort of WFNJ. chents wrll be included in-future Client Study

reports

Xy




~o .

~in smgle-parent households with no other adult present

|
KEYFINDINGS 'j S

Several key ﬁndrngs have emerged from our early look at clients’ expenences since

| entenng the program RN | |;

= WFNJ clients are drverse. At the ttme they entered the program, some faced

significant barriers to se(f-su[f' czency, othelrs were less drsadvantaged and
JSaced fewer obstacles. ; i: |

Although more than half of WFNJ chents haq a hlgh school diploma or a general -

equrvalency diploma (GED) when  they entered the program, a 51gn1ﬁcant fraction (44

‘percent) did not. Many (55 percent) had worked in the two years before they entered WFNJ;

however, almost half had no labor market experience dunng this period (Table 1). More than

1 in 10 spoke a language other than Enghsh at home When they entered the program,
- clients had two children under age 18, on average, and 40 percent had a child under age 3.

The average age of their youngest child was just under five years. Most (78 percent) llved 7

o P | |'; .
8 TANTF receipt fell steadtly over tzme among| WFNJ cItents, and employment . .
mcreased steadily. . About a year and a ha{f after program entry, average -
monthly income of c clrentstwas about $1 100; ¢'1 third were no Ionger in poverty.

At the time of the ﬁrst chent survey (approxrmately a year and a half after program

. entry), 6 of 10 clients had exited TANF and just under half (44 percent) were working. As

a group, WFNJ clrents had, monthly incomes of about $1, 100 on average Those who left

R R

| L ! . i
ol TABLEI '\; 3 :
CHARACTER]STICS OF WFNJ CLIENTS AT’ TIME OF PROGRAM ENTRY '
R R ’1; :
.‘ 1 : Percentage . " -
- ' i T i ;
- Female - g | ol ..M ‘ . oo 96
Average Age (in Years) . o { P v “ 304:
Has ngh School Diploma or GED \ |‘ 56
Emploved in Two-Year Penod Pnor to WFNJ Entry ‘ _ : PR &
Race/Ethnicity o » . A ! Lk =
" African Amencan e ‘ ‘- e : |} ) 53
‘Hispanic. S R | 26
. White - oo f - 20
' Other : i ; {i 1
i é S :
Does Not Speak Enghsh at Home el ‘. L | 13, ,
1 Average Number of Chlldren Under Age 18 in Household 'I ‘ 20 »
. s . J
‘Age onoungest Child.- . [ 1 [f : i
Younger than 3 years | Br oy ‘? 40
3to5years - |- | 3 ‘ 26
6 years or older ) : ; cob 34
Sample Size N IS 1423
_ - - | ST ‘\ — -
SOURCE: * \WFNJ admnmstranve records data and ﬁrst WFNJ Clllent Survey

................................................................................

....... s
o | N |I

: R

‘ L xvi ,|‘.
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welfare for work had consrderab]y h1gher mcomes therr 1ncome was about twrce as hlgh as -
* the income of those on TANF and not workmg Among all’ chents just over one-third had -
_ current incomes hrgher than th :3federal poverty level (computed ona monthly basrs) whtle'

' almost two-thrrds remamed 1n poverty SEREE TR e

_ Some chents especxally those remarmng on TANF and those not workmg, faced health
and housmg prob]ems and other hardshrps Among all clients, one in four had been seriously
ill in the previous year. Onein'10 reported that they. could not work at all because of their -

[health About half reported havmg a housing problem in the previous year most often living -

~in overcrowded conditions or doubling up with friends or relatives to save-on rent.. Fourteen‘

~ percent had experlenced a serious housmg crlsxs _such as. bemg evrcted hvmg ina shelter e

- or bemg homeless

' L Many WFNJ clzents have left we[fare for work. More than one in three were
off TANF and workmg about a year an half after entermg WFNJ T hese .

S clrents are makmg a good start and. ar ,onsrderably better off fi nanc:ally than ‘

~ those who remained on TANF. Many, “however, do not receive available

' '_supports such as food stamps, Ti ransrttonal Chtld Care, or Medrcard benef 1s. ‘

~ At the time of the ﬁrst cllent survey, 35 percent of cltents who partlcxpated in WFNJ

dunng its first year were working and no. longer recelvmg TANF (Frgure 1). These clients ﬂ .

are faring better financially than those who remamed on TANF. Their average incomes were
- almost $1 600 a month and most of them (71 percent): had current monthly incomes abovet

FIGURE l '

EMPLOYMENT AND TA [US OF WENJ CLlENTS L '

Not Worktng y
“No Longer on: g
TANF )

, ,Workmg - E
No Lomzer on TANF :

. \‘Vorking.‘.'

V'VN‘giWorkinge S
" Stillon TANF. -

) StillonTANFv‘ oo e
- Source FlrstWFNJ Chent Sur\e\ oty

Flgures refer to lhe TANF and ernployment status appro
program from July. I997 to June 1998 -

" Note::




o - o l
o R J‘, : .
the federal poverty level ? [In contrast, chents who \T/ere on TANF and not employed had"
 monthly incomes of about $800 a month, and only 10| percent had current monthly incomes
above the federal poverty-level (Flgure 2). Furthermore, clients who had left TANF for work
also were less likely than those, who remained on TANF to have experienced serious
hardships in the past year, such asa serious 1llness,\ a severe housmg crisis, or belng the -

victim of a violent crime. | A |

Although they are fanng relatrvely well ﬁnancxlllly, many of these chents do not take ‘

 advantage of the supports available to them when they leave cash assistance. For example,

‘only one of three clients who had left TANF was receiving food stamps. Similarly, among
“employed clients who were!off TANF and had young children, fewer than one in four were -

Teceiving Transmonal Child Care benefits. WFNJ clients who were working and had left
- TANF were also less likely-to have health insurance than were those who remained on TANF
(77 versus 98 percent), mdlcatmg that some clxents leaving welfare for work are not taking
advantage of transitional Medlcald beneﬁts Ttis 1mpbrtant to understand why many clients
who are leaving TANF are not usmg these benefits. l,On follow-up surveys, nearly three in-

four former WFNJ clients who were not receiving these benefits said that they were aware

of the availability of such beneﬁts Therefore, lackw‘of knowledge only pamally explams

1\
: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN WFNJ CLIENTS WHO HAV,E LEFT WELFARE FOR:WORK
AND THOSE WHO HAVE REMAINED ON TANF '

FIGURE 2
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* “Housing crisis” is deﬁned as being evrcled ||Vmb ina shelter or belnL homeless
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L 'Convertmg their monthly mcomes toan annual ﬂgure by multrplymo by 12.yields an annual income of v
about $19,000 for this group, which is 43 percent of the medlan family income in New Jersey. The $19,000

figure may somewhat overstate the actual incomes these chents will receive over the next year, however,

‘because some clrents may not work the full 12 months We wlrll examine how long clients stay employed in -

) our next repon ‘ . ; : ’l .

L xvi
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these low partrcrpanon rates Future rounds of the WFNJ chent survey (conducted as part . - -

of this ﬁve—year evaluation) wrll further explore why many WFNJ chents who are leavmg ‘
'TANF do not use these beneﬁts :

L Some chents have not yet made a successful welfare-to-work transmon T hree -
. inl0 rematned on TANF and were not workmg about a year and a ha(f after
‘_ -entering WFNJ. These clients face a variety of barriers to employment,

' ] ‘ 'tncludtng low educatton Ievels, httle labor market expertence, and poor health

| Cllents who remamed on TANF and were not workmg had low average incomes, and_ :
most had incomes below’ the federal poverty level (Figure 2). As a group, these clients are

con51derably less prepared for. employment than’ those who left welfare for work. -For

. example only about half of those remaining on TANF and ‘not workmg had graduated from .
high school or earned a GED; fewer than half had worked dunng the two years before they

. * entered WFNJ. In contrast, two-thlrds of those who were worklng and no longer receiving’
TANF had high school dtplomas or GEDs ‘a 51m11ar fractlon had recent work experience
~when they entered the program. In addition, many WFNJ cllents who were not working and

~ remained on TANF reported serious health problems Four i in 10 indicated they had been

- seriously ill in the past year. (compared with only 15 percent of those workmg and off L

: TANF) One in four sa1d they could not work at all because of thelr health

- About one in four chents was netther workmg nor recetvlng TANF at the time o
" of the survey Some of . these chents had other sources of financial support, _
. such as earmngs from a spouse or partner Others dzd not and were at hlgh -
. riskofpovery. | '
Chents who have ex1ted TANF and are: not workmg are of partlcular concem for

. pohcymakers because they may be at high risk of extreme poverty. Previous “TANF leaver” -
studies of clients who have left cash assistance in, other states have focused primarily on thelr o
employment levels and rates of welfare recidivism. These prior studles shed little hght on -

“how clients who leave welfare and are not employed support themselves

“As paxt of thls report we examme the 27 percent of our sample who fall 1nto thls group '
- (off TANF and not working) i in more detail. We ﬁnd that about one in five of them lives

~with an employed spouse or partner (Frgure 3) This fraction is farmg relatlvely well
ﬁnanc1ally, with average monthly incomes of more than $1,500 (similar to the incomes of =~
,..chents who have left welfare for work). Another 18 percent were employed within the past
~ three months but had recently lost their job. ‘This group was faring less well, ‘with average
~ monthly incomes of about $650. Some of these clients may find other emp]oyment fairly
~ soon; others may return to TANF. An addmonal 15 percent of those off TANF and not.

- employed were living in households with employed adults other than spouses or partners.

. These clients, who were: relymg on the. ﬁnanc1al help of friends and relatives to support__

- ".themselves had httle mcome of therr own (averagmg ]llSt over $200 in the prlor month).

The remammg 1nd1vrduals--nearly half of those off TANF and not employed (about 12 ‘
‘ percent of all clients who participated in° WFNJ durmg its first year)--had no recent
~ employment hlstory, nor did they live with other employed adults (Figure 3).. These clrents o
- relled largely on food stamps chlld support payments and- supplemental secunty mcome .



‘ FlGURE 3
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, (SSI) to support themselves 3 As a group, they had
-during the prior month, on average) and almost al
‘Although these individuals may be some of the mo<‘

- have no contact with the welfare| system. ' To ensure

support serv1ces it is lmportant to understand why

- managing to make ends meet. Future reports as parl

| Adults

very 'low current income (about $400
(96 percent) were living in poverty.
t disadvantaged WFNJ clients, “many
that these clients receive appropriate
they exited TANF and how they are
of the WFNJ Client Study will focus

on these 1ssues in more deta11 i o

= Most clzents are aware of the baszc WFNJ

I

1

provisions, such as time limits,

work requzrements and the avallabzlzty of trtfnsitio_nal ben'ej'its.v They are less

clear, however, on the specqf cs.

'recrprents must eventually work to contmue to recerl
~ about the specifics of these provrsrons however For
are aware that TANF recipients can recelve cash ben
- thinks the limit is less than five years. Slmrlarly alt]

~ about the TANF work requrrements few know wher

More than 80 percent of chents know that TAN F beneﬁts are trme hmrted and that N

o

=f1ts for five years. About one in four

he

n

e benefits. Some confusion remains’
xample, only.about half of all clients

ough most clients (86 percent) know

“of some confusion over. spec1ﬁc rlllles program staff appear to have succeeded in conveymg

[
.

v :
| 7;‘

3One in ﬁve of these chents was recervmg SSI ‘at the time of

" to SSI (which has no time hmlt on bedeﬂts) is, most hkely a

problems
|

XX

B

the survey. -Moving from time-limited TANF

good ‘outcome for clients with'serious health

it takes effect. Nonetheless, 1n spite .
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the basrc message to chents that cash beneﬁts are. trme ltmlted and that chents w111 have to R

N partlcrpate in some work-related actrvrty to contrnue to recelve cash beneﬁts

N IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Thrs report provrdes an early look at how current and former WFNJ clients and their
families are. faring under the new welfare policies, focusing on clients’ welfare and -
»employment experiences and general life quality.” Because our ﬁndmgs are based on the first
of a series of six client surveys, they should be viewed as a benchmark by ‘which to track -
client progress over time. Subsequent rounds of the’ survey will give a “clearer picture of
“clients’ progress in movmg off welfare and provide more in-depth guidance for programsand - -
policy. However to provrde early feedback to state and county staff ‘we make the followmg .
B suggest1ons e LT e T e TN )
NS Constder spending addmonal time and resources to promote greater use of

 transitional benef its for those exiting. TANF for work, as well as greater

parttctpatton m the Fi ood Stamp. Program for alI TANF leavers o

As drscussed earller a large number of clrents have left welfare for work but are not
'usmg all the supports available to them. Why 'not? Some report not knowing about
transitional benefits. Others may be aware of these beneﬁts but think (incorrectly) t that they

~do not qualify for them. To improve client awareness of transitional benefits, program staff -
may want to inform clients about these benefits at regular intervals as clients enter various
work-related activities. Staff also may want to inform clients about these benefits soon after
they exit TANF (when clients first need these benefits and will, therefore, be more llkely to
focus on their importance).- In addition, program staff can create simple budget tables -
showmg the amount of Transmonal Chlld Care beneﬁts for wh1ch clrents are eligible. They

~ also can make sure that use of transitional beneﬁts is. an 1mportant focus of any

postemployment programs offered. To ‘the extent ‘that the ellglbllrty and paperwork

_processes may be complicated for those who have ex1ted TANF to report their employment '

to the welfare office, it will be 1mportant to try to srmpllfy these processes.

Some cllents may know about the transmonal benefits but not-use them. They may feel
that the procedure for applymg for and using these benefits is too .complicated, or they may -
" have other reasons for not using them. It is necessary to. understand why many people are
not using these supports. In our next round of surveys, we will focus on determining how
many clients who are not using these beneﬁts are ehglble for them and why these cllents are
not usmg these beneﬁts ' : SIS

. Consider provzdmg additional postemployment serwces t0 clzents who have
/ found jobs ' v - ap ‘

)

v Many WFNJ cllents ﬁnd low-paymg, entry level jObS The low wages that these _]obs

" pay, . combmed with the high cost of work, can make it difficult for welfare recipients to -
maintain employment. - In. addmon welfare recrprents ‘who find work must adjust to the -
- demands of the workplace and make reliable child care and transportation arrangements.
" Some must also deal with health and housmg problems and contend with lack of support
from farmly members These concerns can all compound to make the transition from welfare e



8 __round of the client survey and in the next Client Study
severity of the health problems of WFNJ chents and their family members and on how these .

to work difficult. Stronger postemployment supports (
clients and financial incentives for low earners) may
- Moreover because many chents have little prior expe
programs designed to help support newly employed w

' help clients cope with these issues.

greater emphasrs on deahng W1th workplace stress and

» l.\\' ( .

u Consrder conductmg comprehensrve assessments for Iong-term TANF

reczplents to understand thetr needs and zden‘

tgf_'v the best package of servtces

such as case management for hlgh-nsk o

rience dealing with workplace issues,
lfare recipients may also need toplace
getting along ‘with others ‘on the j0b.' o

: Cllents who remained on TANF and were not employed at the time of the ﬁrst survey‘

| ~ were more drsadvantaged than other chents» These c11l=nts face a variety of potential barriers - -
ild care issues). Given the variety of
und jobs, program staff may need to -
Some clients who lack job skills may |

to employment (such as low skills; poor health and ch
challenges facing WFNJ clients who have not yet fcI
focus additional resources on assessmg their needs.

-require addltlonal tramlng or. more intensive job search assistance. Those with serious health

. ‘problems may be better served by the SSI progre‘rm' |
conditions may be able do some kinds of work bvllt may require additional support to

maintain employment such as specxahzed case man gement services designed to address.

_ - their health care needs. Ind1v1duahzed and holistic ass ssments may best enable WFNJ staff

to help chents who face TANF work requlrements and have not yet found employment

Health problems emerged as |an 1mportant issue

for this group. Therefore, in the next

leport we will focus on the nature and

health problems affect thelr ablhty to obtam and mamtam employment

/

= Cons:der trying to reach all cltents who exi

O

TANF and determine u’hy they

are leaving and whether they have the nece

leavmg TANF thh mformatton on other supports available i m the commumty

v " Some clients who leave welfare and are not em;i
f vadults or have recent employment experlence How

" ~and may experience severe hardshlps, mcludmg livin
' "’necessary ‘post-TANF support serv1ces to these cli ‘hts, it is 1mportant that welfare staff
understand why these clients are exmng TANF and lhow they. plan to support themselves.

Welfare staff can gather this mformatlon as part of ex

they are leaving TANF., Based on this mformatlon :staff can inform clients of post-TANF |
support services (such as: food stamps, ’lTransmonal Child Care, and Medicaid benefits)

{
~ Some clients may leave TANF wnthout 1nform1n

* welfare with information on these tother supports. In the next round of client surveys wewill -
focus on understandmg why former WFNJ chents who are not worklng left welfare We also :

o ]‘v\
. , |

l
I
[
=
I
|

t interviews if clients inform staff that

) , welfare staff Staff may need to make o

. oa specral effort to reach these chents to determlne why they left TANF and whether they are
receiving the support services they need. Welfare staff also may want to learn more about
local support services available out51de the welfare system and provide clients leavmg S

\‘v
N

Those with less serious healthf e

essary supports Provide clients N

loyed are llvmg with other employed '
>ver, many do not have such supports -
g in extreme poverty. To provide the

available to them through the welfare ofﬁce as welll.as other support services avallable in - 0
the’ commumty S ; . l _ | ER . -



‘ w1ll gather additional 1nformat10n on the ﬁnanmal help and other support they may be: o
N rece1vmg from frtends famlly, or commumty agenc1es . -
NEXT STEPS N THE WFNJ CLIENT STUDY e o | |

: ThlS report prov1des an early descnpttve look at how current and former WFNJ clients . -

- and their families are faring under the new welfare pohcres and prov1des a benchmark by
~ which to Judge 'WFNJ clients’ economic progress Subsequent reports will provrde more . -

detalled analyses of the ‘welfare dynam1cs of WENJ clients, their rates of employment S

retentlon and the factors assoc1ated w1th a successful transmon from welfare to work

The next round of surveys W1th our sample of WFNJ chents is scheduled to begm in -

December 1999. In addition to chents ‘earnings, mcome and household composition, this

‘round of the survey will focus on' three spec1al toplcs A1) why many clients donot use
etransmonal benefits, (2) the nature and severity of health problems among certain WFNJ
chents and (3) why those off TANF. and not- ‘workingleft welfare and how  they are .

- supporting themselves.* During early 2000, we will conduct’ tn-depth in-person interviews

‘with. about 60 chents which- also w1ll focus on these three spemal toplcs These - _ ‘.
semlstructured 1nterv1ews w1ll allow us to gam ‘a more. detalled qualitative understandmg of .
" clients’ hves their expenences with the program, and the challenges they face as they make =~

- the transmon off welfare The findings. from the next survey and insights from the m-depth 3
1nterv1ews wﬂl be presented in the second Cllent Study report scheduled for summer 2000

».{

“Toplcs for future surveys and reports wnll ir

v z-lfu.d‘e‘,subs;tance‘iabuse 'and‘;rnenta']rhealthﬁli‘SSue’si, _foo.d o
secunty, and chtld care and Chl]d well bemg c Ca e T e
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INTRODUCTION

ew Jersey’s welfare system changed dramatically following the passage by
Congress of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation’ Act
(PRWORA) of 1996. As part of its new welfare initiative, Work First New Jersey
(WFNJ), the state has 'implemented the new federal work requirements and time limits
imposed under PRWORA. - It also has expanded child care assistance and other services
designed to ease welfare recipients’ transition to the workforce. During the first two years
under these reforms and in the context of a strong economy, New Jersey has experienced an
unprecedented reduction in its welfare caseload. The size of the caseload has declined by

almost 40 percent from July 1997 (the time the state fully 1mp1emented WFNJ) through

August 1999.

The dramatic changes in welfare policy and the sharp decline in the caseload have led
to a great deal of interest in how families receiving cash assistance in New Jersey are faring
and what has happened to those who have left cash assistance. In response to this interest,
and to help the state and counties improve program operations, the New Jersey Department
of Human Services (NJDHS) has contracted with Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. (MPR)
and its subcontractors, the Roper Group and Mathtech, Inc., to conduct a comprehensive
~ five-year evaluation designed to provide frequent feedback to state policymakers and
program operators. The evaluation has three major components: (1) a longitudinal Client
Study to track the progress of WFNJ families over a five-year period, (2) a Program Study
to examine implementation issues, and (3) a Community Study to learn how WFNJ is
unfolding at the community level. The text box on page 2 provides more detail on these
three components of the evaluation.

A. OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

This report is the first in a series of six Client Study reports tracking how current and
former WFNJ clients are faring over time under the new reforms. In particular, the report
addresses the following broad research questions:

®  What are WFNJ clients’ welfare and employment experiences during the first
one to two years after they enter the program?

® What is the life quality of clients and their families, as measured by their
incomes, health status, housing arrangements, and other key outcomes?

® How well do clients understand basic WFNJ provisions, such as time limits
and work requirements?

® What are clients’ challenges to obtaining and sustaining employment?

Each of the next four chapters of the report focuses on one of these main questions.

1
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® The CIzent Study is trackmg a statewrde sample of WFNJ famlhes over a f ve--
- year period to estabhsh what happens to them before and after they leave welfare.
Focusing on: clients who' ‘participated in WFPLIJ dunng its first 18 months of
operation, this study is documentmg the welfare receipt, employment levels, *
- income, health, housmg arrangements and oﬁher indicators of WFNJ clients’ _
..~ general well- bemg and quallty of life. It also will identify factors affecting .
~ individuals” success in moving from welfare 10\ ¥ ork and document changes in the
welfare caseload over time. The study uses. three main types of data: (l) six
- rounds of Iongltudlnal surveys wrth a statewr‘de sample of up to 2,000 WFNJ .
clients, conducted at 9- to 12-month mtervhls (2) information from state
administrative data systems on a larger sample of 10,000 WFNJ clients,
documenting such' ‘outcomes as their welfare lrecelpt employment levels, and
‘earnings; and (3) three rounds of m-depth in-p |erson interviews with a subset of -
60 WFNJ clients, desrgned to gather more detatllied » qualitative mfonnatron about E

_ thelrllves TN ‘ o 'l

30—

e

09000026000

o The Program Study is exammmg operatlonal challenge’s and promising strategies
- for overcoming them, to| help state and county staff identify and address key . -
- implementation i lssues It also will help the state develop performance indicators -
to guide program: xmprovement efforts The analysis will draw on state =
~ administrative data and three rounds of site v151ts to 11 of the state’s 21 counties. -
~ Site visitors will mtervre\y a variety of count)q staff members, conduct case file -
‘ »rev1ews and observe key tprogram actrvmes | Lo ' o

I

R B

2R3

. \ ' ' - v : - "
] ',The Communny Study is conductmg case stud}l es in three urban-areas--Newark,

" Camden, and the populatlon centers of Cumbq land County--to understand how .-
- WFNI is affecting the broader commumty and unfoldmg at the local level. The

. case studies will focus on the extent to which pubhc and prrvate institutions are
collaboratmg to address low-mcome -parents” employment barriers and employers ,
labor force needs. The study s primary goal is to identify promising strategies to -
enable local institutions to better respond to welfare reform and the needs of low-
income families. The analysns will draw on a survey of low-income residents, an
employer survey, state admmlstratrve data, alhd mtervrews wrth local servrce

provnders and other stakeholders
|
R cccnsions M»m,«m;mm e %ﬁmw«sﬁm‘«mwt\am&»wﬂmwv

Based ‘on_our analysrs we‘ find that 'WEN]J |chents are steadlly ‘exiting welfare.
Approx1mately 21 months after entermg the prograrn only 38 percent of clients were still
receiving cash assistance. Among those who ha left welfare, a little over ‘Thalf were ‘
employed. Clients who had left lwelfare for work hl d made a good start; they had higher
" incomes and were less hkely to be in poverty than thdse staying on welfare. However, many
‘of them were not using avallable post-TANF supports, such as Transmonal Child Care -
* benefits and food stamps. More than 4 in 10 client who left welfare were not employed.
Some of these individuals had other. sources of financial support (such as earnings from a
*'spouse, partner, or other adult) others did not and were at high risk of poverty. Chents who .
remain on welfare face a vanety.of challenges to finding and maintaining jobs, with their
own health problems and the health problems of other family members being a key barrier.
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Fmally, most chents were. aware of the basrc WFNJ provrs1ons such as time. ltmlts and work ,
requrrements but ‘were less clear on the spemﬁcs of the provrsrons ‘

B. WELFARE REFORM IN NEW JERSEY e

- Im August 1996 Congress abohshed the AF DC program (estabhshed in 1935 to support
needy children without fathers) and replaced it with TANF, which i 1mposes a five-year
lifetime limit on cash assistance and requires most clients to work after two years of benefit
receipt. Under TANF, states. have greater discretion i in estabhshmg program policies than

they d1d under AFDC. In addition, they are allowed to-‘impose stricter time limits and work "~

requirements than those spemﬁed in the federal legrslatlon In Aprll 1997, New Jersey began
- implementing the federal reforms as part of its WENIJ 1mt1at1ve The new pollcres were fully' :
implemented statew1de by July 1997. = :

Under WFNJ, New Jersey has malntamed some basrc features of its fonner AFDC
program. For example, the state has mamtamed its. pre-TANF cash benefit levels, ‘under
which a family of three with no other 1ncome receives. $424 per. month (Table L. l) 1 In
addition, as part of its earlrer welfare reform mmatwe the Family: Development Program '
(FDP), the state had introduced (1) a “famrly cap” provrslon which prevented clients from
receiving additional cash benefits for children born while the clients were on welfare; and

(2) expanded transitional Medicaid benefits, which allowed clients who left welfare for work = -

to retain Medicaid e11g1b111ty for up to two years WFNJ maintains these two key features
of FDP : ‘

TABLE l ]
MAXIMUM TANF AND FOOD STAMP BENEFITS
" BY FAMILY SIZE o S
: .Maximum’E o Food Stamp- - Cox‘n‘bi‘ned E Federal‘l’o‘vert}'h Combined Beneﬁts
S .+ -AFDC/TANF - “Benefits® = ... Benefits.* . "  Levels® . - - as a Percent of
Family Size’  Grant (in Dollars) - (in Dollars) - " (in Dollars) ..~ {in' Dollars) .Poverty Level
23 o e e e0a 60
| | 424 o309 7 e
4 Cas8 377 ¢ ges . 1363
5 522 A S966 g4 60
6 616 512 "l‘.12~8' S 1.838- S el
SOURCE‘ Adapted from the Commmee on Wavs and Means U S House of Representatlves 1998 v
aFood stamp beneﬁts are based on maximum. AFDCfr ANF beneﬁts shown and assume monthlv deductions of $384
(5134 standard household .deduction and $250 ma.\xmum allowable deduction for excess shelter cost). :
"Federal poveny levels are for 1998 and are dlvrded by 12 to obtam monthly levels ’

'If thls famlly also receives food stamps its combmed TANF and food stamp benefits would be $733.
lncome from these two sources would put the, famrly at 64 percent of the federal poverty level (Table 1. l)
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Under WFNJ the state also has 1ntroduced so1 ne substantxal changes to its welfare

prograrn Important new pohcres under WFNJ mclu de: A
. | \

. / ) l o ’ . . _‘ o
- m Work Requrrements for TANF Rectptentsl WFNJ ‘emphasizes work and
- imposes an immediate work requirement, ralher than the two-year minimum-
time limit that the federal law dictates. All WFNJ applicants must register for . |
’work with the state employment service and partrcrpate in a four-week job -
-search class. Those who! do not ﬁnd jobs rnust participate in training, basic
- education, or work | xexperxence actlvmes Rﬁcrprents ‘who refuse to cooperate.
“with these requrrements are subject to gran‘ reductlons and, after extended_ :

‘ noncomphance case closure

PO
- B Time Limits on TANF Benef its. AIn accordance w1th federal requlrements, New -
Jersey has 1mposed a ﬁve-year tlme limit on TANF benefits. However, certain |
- WFNJ cases (such; as the elderly, disabled, anc’ victims of domestrc violence) are =
exempt. Under some crrcumstances other hmhshlp cases may receive extended -

' cash benefits for upl to.12 .months beyond thel ﬁve-year lrmlt

-m .Expanded Child Gare Benef its. Under WFNJ chents who exit TANF for Lt
employment can receive Transmonal Child Care subsrdles for up to two years
‘after they leave cash a551stance . I TS L '

\ C THE SAMPLE FOR THIS REPORT
I c ‘ : :
_ This report examines the expenences of WFNI clients who entered the program durlng
the first year of its 1mp1ementatlpn July 1997 to Ju ne 1998 Thrs early cohort of WFNJ
clients’ consrsts of two key subgroups | o o

!
]

|

1 The July 1997 Caseload This subgroup rep resents those who entered WFNJ
from the ongoing AFDC caseload when WEFNJ was fully 1mplemented in July -
1997. It consists of those ‘Wwho were receiving AFDC as case heads in June 1997
 and contrnued to receive cash assistance (now called “TANF”) as case heads in
~July 1997. This subgroup represents 72 percent of cllents who partlcrpated in

 WFNJ durmg its ﬁrst yealr » : .

- 2. New WFNJ Entrants Thls subgroup represehts those who were not part of the :
~~ AFDC caseload when -WFNJ was 1mplemented but entered the program
sometime dunng its ﬁrst‘ year. It consists of those who were not receiving
“AFDC as case heads in June 1997 but who became TANF caseheads at some
point from July 1997 to. June 1998. \Thrs s‘rbgroup represents 78 percent of
chents who pa_rtlclpated _1n WENJ :durmg its ﬁrst year - ’
‘ | | | ; | | i !

" To ensure adequate sample srzes for key subgroup analyses WFNJ chents from the new
entrant group, as well as those from rural counties, were oversampled. However, all analyses
. presented in this report are- welghted so that the figures represent the full statewrde

| .,populatron of WFNIJ cllents who entered the prograx‘n durmg its first year. o

| ©e . :.
. | . : [
l
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"D DATA SOURCES FOR Tms REPORT

" The pnmary data source for this report is the ﬁrst ‘WFNJ client survey “MPR began
_conducting client surveys in March 1999 and, by early September 1999, had completed
interviews with 1,621 clients (out of a survey. sample of 2, 000 chents) who were enrolled in

the program from July 1997 to December 1998 (an 81 percent response rate). This report is

_based on data from 1,423 of those survey respondents who were enrolled in WEFN]J from July‘ o

1997 through June 1998 the first year of | program: operations.> The average length of
- followup from WENJ entry to the survey date was 21 months. The first round of the client s

-survey included quesuons about clients® backgrounds, employment histories, income

sources, potentral employment barrlers and experrences and perceptlons of WFNJ

" For'some analyses we also use data from state administrative data systems | for the 1,423
survey respondents Monthly TANF and food stamp beneﬁt data as well as some basic - |
(FAMIS) marntamed by the D1v1sron of Famrly Development of NJDHS In addltron we '
- use employment and earnings data for the two-year penod prior to WFNJ entry’ from state

wage records marntarned by the New Jersey Department of Labor S Unemployment
Insurance system : T : :

- E METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

In thrs report, some analyses examrne changes in clrent outcomes over time (begmmng
with program entry), while others focus on client outcomes at the time of the first client * -
survey (conducted 21 months after program entry, on average) In Chapter I, we examine
- clients’ welfare and employment patterns over the ﬁrst 12 months after they entered WENJ.
Most other analyses in the report examine. client Outcomes at the time- of the first survey or
- during the month or year prior to the survey. For example the income measures examined
~in Chapter III pertain to income. durlng the month prior to- the survey. Most hardship

measures presented in Chapter I11, such as mcrdents of serious 1llness or severe housrng ’
crises, pertam to the one-year perrod prlor to the survey ! :

Because the WFNJ experrences and the socroeconomrc characterrstlcs of new WFNJ _
entrants may dlffer from those of clients who were part of the existing ‘welfare caseload when

the program was first rmplemented ‘we. conduct the analysis of welfare and employment :

" patterns in Chapter. I separately for these two ‘subgroups. “However, for clarity, all
- subsequent analyses presented in this report. combme these two subgroups. We found that
results from these later analyses were broadly srmrlar when done separately for these’ two
groups Of clrents P o : :

The ﬁndrngs presented in this first report are prlmarrly descnptrve They wrll provrde :
a benchmark by Wthh we can judge WENJ clients’ economic progress as part Of later Client
~Study reports. Subsequent reports will follow the ‘progress of clients over time and will -
provide more detailed analyses: of the welfare dynamlcs of WFNIJ clients, their rates of
-employment retentron and the factors assocrated w1th a successful transrtlon from welfare v

| *This report excludes clients who entered WFNIJ from July throu0h December 1998 because of therr short _

follow-up period (about eight months, on average) at the time of the first client survey This later cohort of C

WFNIJ clients will be: included in later Chent Study reports



. ° i { * .
to work In addition, later reports will examlne other 1mportant pollcy areas in more detall
based on data from later survey rounds ‘ -

: ll .
' F THE WFNJ EVALUATION AND RELATED RESEARCH

" Because of major changes in welfare: polxcres and large dechnes in welfare caseloads

" _many states have started exammmg what happens to clients after they leave welfare In
- particular, these “TANF leaver” studies focus on former clients’ employment status over time

- or-atthe time of followup, as well as on how many. lOf these families return to the welfare

rolls. These studies typically have found that most of the adult families remaining off TANF =~

were employed at some time after leavmg cash assistance and that a significant number o
eventually return to. welfare (U S General Accountmg Office 1999; and Brauner and -Loprest .

1999). ‘,

"The WFNJ Client Study is ncher than most leave‘r studles on several d1mensrons Frrst -

because it examines the circumstances of those who have remained on cash assistance, as

- well as of those who left welfare,‘lt 1s broader in scope Including clients in the study who ,
 have remained on TANF will allow us to examine the differences between these clientsand =~
' those who leave welfare for work 'and, therefore, 1dent1fy factors associated with successful
welfare-to-work transitions.. Second the WFNJ studyrmcludes a series of six interviews with-

the same clients over a five-year perlod The longltudmal nature of the study will allow us

. to develop. a more detailed plcture of clients’ llﬁ/es and will provide us with many
~ ' opportunities to probe further on 1mportant issues and key topics as they emerge. Finally,

the survey data will be enhanced by administrative rel:ords data for 10,000 WFNJ clients, as

well as by repeated m-depth m-;lerson interviews with about 60 clients. These i interviews

~ will provide a more detailed qualitative understandmé of the lives and expenences of cllents

© o as they make the transmon off welfare co ll

- Two other studies of WFNJ cllents have been conducted recently Legal Serv1ces of -

-~ New Jersey has written a report on the status ofl‘ WENJ clients, based on surveys of =

~ approximately 900 current and former WENJ chentslln 6 of New Jersey s 21 counties (Liu

. etal. 1999). In'addition, NJDHS rsponsored a telephqne survey of 453 WFNJ cllents whose

cases had closed because ‘of failure to comply thh program rules (N.J. Department of

Human Services 1998). The WENJ Client Study ( (lWthh is based on a larger, statewide

sample) will expand on what these earlier analyses fohnd and provnde a more detailed picture

of clients’ lives. e | R } . ’
l
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WFNJ CLIENTS’ EARLY TANF AND
EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES

elfare reform in New Jersey and the associated time limits and work
requirements have made it particularly important for state policymakers and
- program staff to understand the patterns of TANF receipt and employment
among WEFNIJ clients. For instance, how quickly are WFNJ clients leaving the TANF rolls?
Are they finding jobs? Are there differences in the characteristics of those who leave welfare
 and those who remain on cash assistance? Are there differences between those who find jobs
~ and those who do not? Answers to these questions can indicate clients’ level of job readiness
as they enter the labor force and the extent to which clients remaining on TANF may need
additional assistance in their transition from welfare to work.

A. WHAT ARE CLIENTS’ INITIAL CHARACTERISTICS?

, Before examining WFNJ clients’ patterns of employment and welfare receipt, it is
important to understand what their characteristics were when they entered the program. How
many had a high school education? How many had worked recently? How many children
did clients have, on average? Clients’ initial characteristics provide an important context for
understanding their levels of employment and welfare receipt after WFNIJ entry.

B WFNJ clients are diverse. Some face significant barriers to self-sufficiency,
- while others are less disadvantaged and face fewer obstacles.

WFNIJ clients, as a group, have fairly diverse characteristics. For example, although
‘many (56 percent) have high school diplomas, a signiﬁ‘cantv fraction (44 percent) do not
(Table I1.1). Many had worked recently at program entry; however, almost half (45 percent)
had no labor market experience in the two years before they entered WFNJ. More than 1 in
10 spoke a language other than English at home, and eight percent were not U.S. citizens.
Nearly 1 in 10 had a household member receiving SSI. When they entered the program,
clients had two children, on average. The average age of their youngest child was just under
- five years old, and nearly 40 percent had a child under three years old. Most (78 percent)
- 'were in single-parent households with no other adult present. Only seven percent were
" married and living with their spouse. '

® New WFNJ entrants are less disadvantaged than are those who were already
receiving cash assistance when the reforms were implemented. '
~ In general, new WFNJ entrants are less disadvantaged than are WFNJ clients from the

July 1997 caseload. For example, 71 percent of new entrants had some labor market
experience in the two years prior to WFNJ entry, compared with only 49 percent of clients
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l ' TABLE nro |
l
CHARACTERISTICS OF WENJ CLIENTS AT TIME OF PROGRAM ENTRY

BRI

R R

Marital Status

i i _ l
b % l
! l‘ Percentage with Characteristic
| | | New WFNJ All WFNJ Clients '
Existing Caseload  Entrants July 1997 July 1997 10 :
¥ July 1997 | to June, 1998 June, 1998
" Female : ‘ ; 96 J;‘ . 9% - 96
: ;| | | : v
Average Age (in Years) ‘ ‘ : i 31.1 {' 288 - S .. 304
Educational Anammem : - ; : l J
Less than high school dlploma or GED L. 45 ‘ . 40 C 44
High school diploma or GED - : ! 42 49 : 44
More than high school dlplomalor GED | l o 13 )] Y 1 12
 .Employed in Two-Year Period Brlor to WFNJ Entry i : 49 “ 71 L
" Race/Ethnicity ‘ \ oL “ A :
African-American Vo B . 53 L ' 54 ' 53
Hispanic - - - : e i 27 r“ 21 : 26
White i - ; 19 24 20 .
Other . | sl 1 h_ 1 R .
Does Not Speak English at Home - y o 14 12 . 13 i
’ . i if - E
IsaUS. Citizen | | . 9 | 92 92 -
 Average Number of Children Under 18 in H‘ousehold 20 ’l 1.8 : .20 -v.-‘
: o I ) - &
Age of Youngest Child ‘ oo o , i‘ ' . : -
Less than 3 years -~ - L | P36 ! 50 o 40 &
3to 3.years , : | P 28 (‘ .23 ' 26
6 vears and older ‘ . 36 | 27 ’ © 34 2
. BT ; | i . i ' ! 5
"Household Type L ! B .‘ 2
Single parent , g | 78 J 78 78
Two parent rod ! 700 13 9
- Other multiple adult » oy » 10| 5 9
Other single adult . ' L e o4 ‘l 4

|

Never married ‘ ! Do 7
. Married - l S 6 |
Separated/widowed/divorced { 3 24 ‘
Household Member Receiving SSI |- : 10 1

Lived in Two-Parent Household as;a Child | BT ) l‘ ‘
Family Received Welfare When Gl‘owing Ub . 36 |
Sample Size o L l v 813 ‘
g i i

"SOURCE: WFNJ administrative records data and FITSI WENIJ Client Survev

R

- l
from the July 1997 caseload (Table IL.1). Slmllarly, new entrants were more likely to have

high school diplomas and to be married at program entry and less hkely to have a disabled

B ~ household member than were those from the July 1997 caseload‘ Because of these.
| _ .
|

AR [
]
l

'New WFN]J entrants are also younger than WFNJ cllents from the July 1997 caseload and have younger . '

chlldren These dlfferences are probab‘ly due to the more recent entry into welfare of the new entrants.




dlfferences in thls chapter we conduct some analyses of welfare recerpt and employment _
’ pattems separately for: these two subgroups of WFNJ chents I

B. WHAT ARE WFNJ CLIENTS’ INITIAL PATTERNS OF WELFARE RECEIPT"

The long-term goal of the WFNJ program 1s to promote economic self-sufﬁcrency and ‘ :

reduce welfare dependency among WFNJ‘chents This first look at an early cohort of clrents, .
who entered WFNJ during the program’s ﬁrst year will provrde a proﬁle of clrents pattems :
of TANF and food stamp recelpt durrng thelr early months in the program. ‘ ‘

B

_‘ L] Conszstent wrth the Iarge declme in the state s welfare caseload TANF recerpt

' among WFNJ cltents feII rapzdly durt g their f rst year after entermg the -
program. S s i 2 ,

A year after entenng WFNJ about half of the clrents were no longer recelvmg TANF E

(Figure II. 1) ‘Some clients exrted TANF: soon after program entry and stayed off, while

others contlnued to receive assistance for longer penods of ttme For 1nstance 39 percent

 of clients recelved TANF contmuously ‘during the first year after WFNJ entry, while 31
- percent received TANF for six months or less during the first year (Frgure 11.2). On average, .

'chents recerved TANF for about nine months durlng the year (not shown) Durlng months

R . N ‘fl.'
3\._ A

FlGURElll : 'f_- -,:-._';”'.'.: PP

PERCENTAGE RECElVlNG TANF BY MONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY

Percentaae l S .
. - 4
90 |- - e -
80} :
60 " July 1997
oo L L - “Caseload
50 e e AR =i wrNg B
SR D A ! Chents
40§ - :, g ,New .’ :
S . - " “Entrants
20 - - o )
10 - o — — - e
0 a _
1 2 3 4 5 6 .8 9 .10 11 12
" Months After WENJ Entry .~ "
" Source: WFM admlmstramerecords dara L ' B
Note. - Appendlx Table Al presents the percentaues ploned in thls ﬁrzure WFNJ entry penams 10 the time lhaLthe sample member first received cash

- assistance after New Jersey implemented TANF.in July 1997 Thé July 1997 caseload sample includes those who were receiving AFDC in June
1997 and continued to receive TANF in July 1997: The fiew entrant sample mcludes those who were not receiving AFDC in June 1997 but ~
: suhsequemlv emered the TANF r from ]ulv 1997 throuuh June l998




FIGURE 1.2
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‘ Months:of TANF Receipt‘ ‘ .
| : o
| 7 B

Source: .- WFNIJ administrative records data

‘they were on TANF, chents recewed monthly TANlji" benefits of approximately $340, on-
.average- R ; IR Y ‘: v
The steady declines in TANF receipt occurred bot1|1 for those who were already receiving

cash assistance in July 1997 when WFNJ was implemented (the July 1997 caseload sample)
and for TANF recipients who entered WFNJ during th'e program’s first year (new entrants).’
~The declines were larger for the new entrant sample, Ihowever a group that was somewhat

more job ready on average when they entered WFNJ.. By the end of the first year after
~ 'WFNI entry, 60 percent of the new entrants were no | longer receiving TANF, compared to
just over 40 percent of the July. 1997 caseload sample (Frgure IL.1).} ’

|
New Jersey welfare recrprents‘are leavmg cash ass1stance faster under WFNJ than they

did several years ago under WFNJ s predecessor program FDP ‘For example, as part of

|
i - |
| '

>The short follow-up period makes it too soon for a thorpu0h examination of the important issue of
welfare recidivism. We will examine rates of welfare recrdlvrsm in the next Client Study repon “when
~ additional follow-up data will be avallable :

N
‘ \

1 3For the July 1997 caseload sample, the declme reflects T/}NF receipt since the time of WFNJ entry in
July:1997. These clients were, by deﬁnmlon receiving cash assistance in June 1997 and potentially could have

received welfare for several months (or even years) prior to that time under the old AFDC program.

| .
: “These declines in TANF receipt continue over time. At tlhe time of the first client survey (conducted,
on average, 21 months after WFNJ entry) 61 percent of the JuIy‘|]997 caseload sample and 64 percent of the
new entrant sample were no lonoer recerlvmo TANF i
/ | - ! ‘ \
SRR 10 |
: i B
! I
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thelr evaluatlon of FDP, Camasso and his colleagues found that 21 percent of clients who -

~ were on the AF DC. caseload when FDP was 1mplemented in October 1992 were no longer
- Tecelving AFDC one. year later (Camasso et al. 1998).° In contrast, among WENIJ clients.
‘ “who" were on the cash a551stance caseload when WFNJ was fully implemented in J uly 1997, '
42 percent were no longer recelvmg TANF one year, later. - Although exit rates are
E consxderably hlgher under the WFNJ program, we cannot attribute these i increases entirely
~to the changes in welfare pohcy 1mposed under WFNJ. The state’s economy was
considerably stronger durlng 1997 and 1998 than it was earher in the. decade, makmg it
' easier for welfare recipients | to find employment; 'Therefore better economic condmons may
* have also played an 1mportant role 1n encouraglng some. WFNJ chents to ex1t cash.
'a551stance ) L e T : :

l Food stamp recerpt also declmed for thts early cohort of WFNJ cItentsv
aIthough not as rapuIIy a_‘.»- TANF recerpt. SR

‘ The propomon of chents recelvmg food stamps also declmed over tlme (Flgure I1.3).
. About 85 percent of WFNJ cllents were: recel.j ng food stamps at the tlme they entered the

FIGURE 3 o f: Lo
PERCENTAGE RECEIV]NG FOOD STAMPS: BY MONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY

o Percemauev . S f : ) e g 1' - " :

E :30 P

"7 buly 1997

N Caseload
160, |- asel

i .50

_..:Entrants.

r»iompsAﬁeriwr'm Emry.

: Source. " ",.WFJ\J admlnlstrame records data. © ¢

’ Appendi Table Alp the percentag ploued in this ﬁLure “WFNJ enm penams 1o lhe time lhat |he sample
member first receued cash assistance aﬁer New Jersey implemented TANF i in July 1997 The July: 1997 caseload
ple includes thosé who-were receiv lng ‘\FDC in June 1997 and continuéd to’ recene TANF in July 1997 The
newernitrant:sample mcludes those who were: ot reeen ing AEDC in ‘June 1997 but: subsequemlv emered the TANF
rolls from Jily 1997 through June 1998 ° .

)
" Note: -

5Thrs ﬁgure does not refer to the statewnde AFDC caseload but mstead to the combmed caseloads of the :

~10: countres included in the FDP-evaluation. Durmo the time covered by thls evaluatlon these lO countres '
represented 86 percent of the statewnde welfare caseload : : R

s "Caseload composmon changes as well as changmo amtudes toward welfare may also have played an

) lmportant role in the hlgher exlt rates under WFNJ v SR “

ge
|
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- WFNJ program thls fractlon fell to 59 percent a year after WFNJ entry Consrstent w1th"- o
~ the patterns of TANF recelpt new ‘entrants were less | lﬂmly to be receiving food. stampsthan
- were those in the caseload sample ‘For instance, a ye:
- of the new entrants were rece1v1ng food stamps conlpared w1th almost two-thn'ds of those A

_‘ in the July 1997 caseload sample'(Flgure II 3) |~

4
. A Iarge fractum o‘f WFNJ cItents were recezvmg netther food stamps nor R

TANF a year after |they entered the prograrrt

L Many cllents who left TANF durmg the ﬁrst yea.r after they entered WFNJ also left the' N

_-Food Stamp Program (FSP) at the same time or soonl after they exited cash assistance. For =~~~ =

. instance, among the 48 percent of WFNJ clients who had exited the TANF program- w1th1n SRR
. ayearof entering WFNJ Just under one-thlrd a 5 perc,ent of the full sample) were receiving <

" food stamps, whereas just

e ‘_']food stamps (Flgure 1L 4).]

l
\ ! .
| 1 o
N
| FIGURE L4
TANF AND FOOD STAMP PARTICIPAT]ON ST/ \TUS AMON'G-'-WFNJ CASES‘ :
. Percenta_ge ' v‘.",. l B : : .
- =1 | ol B || 2. g
Lol T q;  BIEE L A B e o
60 i i I 15
50} o ' v
s j :
30 ’ ¥ :
T i 0
20 i
10 i
t Ao MdnthsAﬁetWFNJEn r\ o B . ‘ : '
EEREEE R A R IO TANF. ofl'FoodStamps 1
‘;".: " i |50 TANF. on Food Stamps | -
R - |E30n TANF. off Food Stamps |
\ - " -|mmOn TANF -on Food Stamps'
|

’ 7We find that about 15 percent of TANF recnplents were i ot recenvmo food stamps at the time of program o

. entry. Other states have srmllar fractlons of current TANF 1 crprents ‘who are not recetvmo food stamps '
B (Stavrlanos 1997). Based onprevrous research the most commhn reason that certain TANF recrprents do: not ‘

e receive food stamps is that they lllve w1th other adults whose inc hme disqualifies the household from receiving

*_ food stamp benefits but whose i mcome IS not coumed when de:hrmmmo TANF ellolblllty (Ohlsetal. 1986). .-
o iConsrstent with these ﬁndmos we ﬁnd that WFNJ cllents on TA‘
- - of the survey were more likely | to be living with' other employed hdults (44 percent) than were TANF recrplents '
T who were recelvmg food stamps 7 percent) . i ‘ , : o

NF and not receiving food stamps at the time i

l

v

\

after entering WFNJ, just under half =

bver tWO'thll’dS (34 percent of the full sample) were not receiving
V »'ile hlgh earmngs may have caused some WFNJ cllents who
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‘ left TANF to no longer be ehgxble for food stamps most chents have low i mcomes and
should contmue to quahfy for food stamps even after exmng TANF for work ‘

Why doso many WFNJ chents who leave the TANF program leave the FSP at the same =

- trme" One possible explanatlon is that some clients are not aware of their eligibility for food
- stamps after leaving TANF. However, on the first. WEFNJ client survey, nearly three out of
four clients who had left TANF and were not receiving food stamps. reported that they knew

~ that people could continue to receive food stamps after leaving cash assistance. Therefore,

~clients’ lack of knowledge of their eligibility for food stamps may not be the primary reason |

. ffor their nonparticipation. Food stamps can be an. important source of ﬁnanc1a1 support for
~low-income families leaving. cash assistance. Therefore, understandmg the reasons for these -

i'low partlclpatron rates is lmportant Inthe next round of the client survey, Wthh will be'
" conducted in winter 2000 we “will - explore 1n greater depth cllents reasons for not

. '_“Epartrclpatlng in the FSP.

: 'C WHAT ARE WFNJ CLIENTS’ INITIAL EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES" o

_ Sustamed employment is the pnmary route to self-sufﬁcrency for TAN F rec1p1ents To
* help TANF recrplents with the transition from welfare to work, welfare agencies need to -

- know how many welfare rec1prents ﬁnd _]obs how qulckly they ﬁnd them and what kinds |
~ of jobs they find. The: charactenstlcs of these _]ObS can prov1de some 1nd1cat10n of whether L

. such _]ObS have the potentral to lead to sustamed employment in the long run o

‘" About half of WFNJ chents worked durmg the year after they entered the '
program, and employment IeveIs mcreased overtime. =~

v Employment levels among WFNJ chents 1ncreased steadtly over tlme About 20 percent B
. "began their time in WFNJ witha ]ob (Flgure 11.5).2 By the end of the first year, a httle over .
- 40 percent of clients were employed About half of WFNJ clients worked at some point
- during the first year after they entered the. program one in four worked 10 months or more
/* during this period (Figure IL.6). By the time.

-~ after WFNJ entry, on average), more th
= employment experrence (not. shown)

tWo-thrrds of WFNJ partlclpants had some

Employment levels mcreased for both the:July- 1997 caseload sample and the new .

entrant sample; although the levels were somewhat hlgher for the new entrant sample A

o 'year after entermg WFNJ, 50 percent of. those in the new entrant sample were employed,
i ’compared w1th 40 percent of those in the caseload sample (Fxgure 1L.5).- Two-thtrds of the "
. ‘newentrants had been employed at some pomt durmg thxs perlod compared w1th only about .

" *half of the caseload sample (not shown) R v R

" STANF recipients who work but have low earnings can continue to receive cash benefits.

f the first client survey (conducted 20 months o
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. WFNJ cltents who Sound jobs earned a Izttle over $ 7 per hour, on average. . -

.The- average wage among employed WFNJ cllents was. $7 31 per hour (Table 11.2).
More than a third worked in jobs that paid $6 per ] hour or less, while 12 percent worked in

| _|obs that paid over $10 per hour. A significant fraction (40 percent) worked part-tlme (less |

than 35 hours per week). About half worked 40 hours per week or more

D. How MANY WFNJ CLIENTS HAVE LEFT WELFARE FOR WORK"

_ Rapidly declining welfare caseloads in recent years have led proponents of welfare
reform to hail the success of the PRWORA leg1slat10n However, it is important to examine
why caseloads are: fallmg and what is happemng to’ those who exit TANF °If most clients

TABLEIl 2
WAGES AND HOURS WORKED AMONG EMPLOYED WFNJ CLlENTS
WENJ Clients Employed |
) Since Program Entry -
" (Percentages) :
‘ Hourly Wage (m Dollars) ‘\ 3
‘ $5 00 or Less . .‘ “ i L e i T (1)
. $5.01t0 $6.00 R ' ' o S 26
~ $6.01t087.00 - - : - . : R
$7.0110$8.00 ~ . oo o . 18 -
$8.011t0$10.00 - Sl L R v 17 .
More than $10.00 SR IR P 112 . ;
(Mean Hourly Wages) . o P , b (7. 31) BN -
‘Hours Worked per Week ; ﬁ
20 Hours or Less 5 T - ST R 18 :
21to34 Hours - o o L T 22
35t0.39Hours - B I S S0
40 or More Hours L e Lo 49
_(Mean Hours. Worked) T o (34)
Sample Size o e 1008
SOURCE: FirSt'WFNi Client 'Survey},,__,“
“NOTE: Flgures mclude only pald _|obs and mclude only chents who held a jOb smce WFNJ entry. Frgures
B ' refer to the current-or most recent jOb . . : ..

"As part of the Cllem Study, we plan to conduct a caseload dynamlcs study to attempt to understand the
extent to which reduced caseloads are driven by reductlons in the number of new entrants, lower recndmsm
' rates among those: who exit; and quncker exits from TANF PR / : o -



exit welfare and find jobs qurckly, this, may indicate the success of welfare reform (arded by -
‘a strong economy). However, some WEFNIJ clients who leave cash assistance do not find
~work immediately. Understandmg the size and characterrsncs of this group of clients is
important, because they may be strugglmg ﬁnancrallv and may need other types of supports'

and services. Othér WFNIJ clients may combine work and welfare, while some may remain = e

on TANF without finding employment Understandmg the size and characteristics of this.
~latter group is pamcularly important, because they‘ are at hlgh risk of eventually hrttmg ‘
o TANF time limits w1th lrttle labor market expenenc‘e PR L L '
P | h “ ' N

\

® Many WFNJ chents are progressmg toward se{f su_[/' ciency by leavmg weIfare
for work. More than a tlurd were working and no longer receiving TANF at
the time of the survey (about a year and a half after WFNJ entry).

) The number of WFNJ chents who remamed on TANF and were not employed declmed
steadily during their first year after entermg the WFNJ program. For instance, 72 percent
of clients remained on TANF and were not employedl two months after entering WFNJ; this

- proportion had dropped to 38 percent by 12 months after WFNJ entry (Figure I.7). By the

- time of the first WFNJ chent survey, conducted on average 21 months after WFNJ entry, -

“only 29 percent of cllents were ‘on TANF and not employed Similarly, there was a
‘ correspondmg increase in the number of clrents who had left TANF for employment--the

- “success stories” of welfare reform. The proportlon of clients who had left TANF and found.
" jobs increased from 3, percent twol months after WFNJ entry to 29 percent one year following
' WFNJ entry. Moreover, by the tlme of the first WFNJ client survey, 35 percent of this early ’

cohort of WFNJ clrents were workmg and not receu’ ing TANF.

| | i
b l 1 : ‘
‘ i

" m Other clients have remained on TANF and have not yet found jobs At the
time of the survey,l3 in 10 were recervmg TANF and not employed

A substantial fraction of WFNJ clrents remamed‘on TANF and were not workmg ayear

after entering the program. A year after WFNJ entry, 38 percent of clients were receiving o

TANF and were not. employed WFNJ clients who were already receiving cash assistance -

- when WFNJ was fully 1mplemented in July 1997 weHre more likely to be on TANF and not .

~ working than were clients who entered the program after it was fully 1mplemented For -

|
.example, 41 percent of the‘ July 1997 caseload were‘lrecewmg TANF and not working one

year after entering WFNI, compared with 28 percent of those who entered WFNJ after it was

- fully implemented (Figure ‘II 7). lWFNJ clients who remain on TANF and are not working - B
- are of concern to pohcymakers and program staff because some of these clients may get

sanctioned for noncompliance with work requrrements and some may eventually reach the
TANF time lrmrts w1th 11ttle work experlence = ” ‘

& WFNUJ clients who remam on TANF and are > not employed are Iess Jjob ready '
than are those who have‘ left we{fare for work. : :

|
‘ e
“WFNJ clients who remamed on TANF and were not workmg were consxderably less

~ prepared for employment than were those who had left welfare for work. For example, less |

than half (46 percent) of chents lwho were on TANF and not employed at the time of the

'survey had worked in the two years before entermg }WFNJ (Flgure II. 8) In contrast more .
|

| SUET B e



FlGURE lI 7

EMPLOYMENT AND TANF RECEIPT AMONG WFNJ CASES
BY MONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY

Percentage

 Months Afier WENJ Enry

R v""::li'ercenragze S !

CU00 ) e T
90 AN I 16 | ac

80} : R

S 70

© 60

: 40

: 20 |-

' ._.',,‘rov e

- July 1997 _New WFNJ S July 1997 NewWFNJ . B : Julvl997 Ne\\ WFNJ‘
* Caseload - Entrants *~ i ‘Casel_oyad» Entrams © -+ . Caseload Entrams

_4Months After, -~ .~ 8Months After 7 f 12 Months After

WENJ Entr) Lt WFNREmry o WFNJEmry

% ENot Emploved Not .on* TANF

DEmploved Not on TANF .

L -Emploved .on TANF. :
-Not Employed. on ,TAN]_-‘ .

i Source:, : "'OWFNJ admlmstratlve records data and Frrst WFNJ Chem Survey TANF recerpt durlng the ﬁrst l" Co
: ) momhs since WFNJ entry are oblamed from FAMIS data. Employmem status for: all months and TANF [N I
-.'» :recelpt at the time of the mtervrew are trom the First WFNJ Chem Surve) :

" Note:. . -WFNJ entry perlams 10 the ume that the sample’member ﬁrst recened cash assrstance atter New Jersey -
: PR 1mplemented TANF in July 1997 The July 1997 caseload sample includes those “ho were- recewmg '
AFDC in June 1997. The new entrant sample; includes those who were not receiving AFDC in .lune

1997 but subsequently enter d the TANF rolls trom July 1997 through June 1998

»than two-thlrds (68 percent) of chents who were employed and no longer receiving TANF‘

“had worked during the two years | ‘before they entered the program. “Clients who femainedon =~

-ﬂTANF and were not workrng were also less hkely to have a high school diploma. or GED.
‘than were those’ who were employed and no longer rece1v1ng 'TANF, 48 versus 66 percent
WFNJ chents ‘who had left TANF and were not worklng also had lower educatlon levelsand
more limited work hlstorres than drd employed clients. “These results suggest that- some
WFNJ chents may requrre more mtensrve }ob readlness and _]Ob search assrstance or ‘5:;:
17
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y EloUREns
EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT HISTORY OF WFNJ CLIENTS,
|BY EMPLOYMENT AND TANF STATUS

" Percentage

Source WFNJ. admlmstranve records data and First WFNJ Cllenl Surve\

o \

(o

60 |

|

1 .50 i

40 1

: . .
. ) | ‘v =
30 N .
3 1
r | B
2 |- | B
. / 3
| -
. L
0 #
w .;
0 \ I . :
‘ : Employed OnTANF o ’ Emplogi'ed Off TANF_ * Not Enlployed OnTANF . Not Employcd Off TANF p:
3 N i $i’
I-Has ngh School Dlploma orGED I DWorl\ed Dmng Two Years Pnor to WFNJ Entry | 7

\ .
Note: Emplox ment and TANF status refer td the time of. the survey. !

. i . } i . . ‘ . ' » ‘ . ,' N : K ‘ y
addmonal educatlon and trammg to enable them tomakea suCCessful transition from welfare

w |
. More than one in four’WFNJ clzents was neitlrer working nor récéiving .
TANF at the time of the ! survey. S e

Not all WFNJ chents who have left TANF are employed At the time of the survey, 44

- percent of clients who had‘ exrted TANF were not w‘orkmg At the time ofithe survey, the

group of WFNJ clients who were off TANF and no't employed represented more than one

in four (27 percent) clients who p‘artrcrpated in the prdgram during its first year (Frgure I1.7).

. This group is of potential concern to pohcymakers bhcause these former recipients may be

~oall based on Surveys:( conducted about the time that|’

; Cat high risk of return to TANF on, worse, at I'lSk of fallmg through the cracks in the system - N
: and experlencmg hlgh rate|s of' pci)verty ik ‘ :

The proportion of WFNJ clients who have left T“ANF and are not workmg (44 percent)_: f

|
is somewhat higher than has been found in recent 1 "ANF “leaver” studies. For example,

Loprest (1999) analyzed a natronal sample of welfare recipients who left cash assistance .

from 1995 to 1997 and found that 39 percent of her sample of welfare leavers were not -
',employed at the time of the follow-up survey (condudted from February to November 1997).

‘Similarly, a recent GAO report, which summanzed t !1e results of TANF leaver studies from |

| seven states, found that the prop‘omon of welfare le'avers who were not employed ranged.ﬂ
from 29 to 39 percent (U. S General Accountmg Oiflce 1999) These earlier studies were. .
Ll'ANF was implemented nationally in

i : 1997 the WEN] client survey was conducted in 1?99 The WFNJ cllent study may be 8

S
18- ]



yleldmg a hrgher proportion of TANF leavers who are not employed, in part, because the
results are more recent. As.more welfare recipients face work requlrements natlonally, the
proportlon of TANF leavers who are not employed may rise.

» Some WFNJ clients who exit TANF and are not employed have other sources
- of. f nancial support, such as earmngs from a spouse, partner, or oth er adult
famtly member. :

How do WFNJ clients who have left TANF and are not employed support themselves” '
About one in five (21 percent) in this group was living with an employed spouse or partner
at the time of the survey (Figure II. 9). The research literature has shown that marriage
typically leadsto'a fairly stable transmon off welfare (Ellwood 1986; and Bane and Ellwood
1983); consequently, these clients may not be a group for pohcy concern. Another 18
percent had been employed w1thm the past three months and had only recently lost their _]ObS
-Some in thls group may find other. employment fairly soon; others may return to TANF. An
additional 15 percent were living in households with other employed adults who were not
~their spouses or partners While earmngs of these other adults may provide a temporary

‘support for some clients, such arrangements are more hkely to be unstable and may not
- provide a long-term solutlon : : '

FlGURE ll 9

LlVlNG SITUATIONS AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF CLIENTS WHO WERE OFF TANF
-AND NOT EMPLOYED AT THE TlME OF THE SURVEY '

‘No Recent Employment.
S L “Does Not Live with Other
Lives with Employed Employed-Adults

" “Spouse/Partner - \ ’

Held a Job in Past .Three
~ Months. Does Not Live with - .
* - Employed Spouse/Partner

-No Recent Employment, -
"Does Not Live'with Employed
Spouse/Panner but Lives
- with Other Employed Adults

So_u_ree:"Firsl'WFN.l CliemvSurvev o




[ H_
] Nearly half of thoke ojf | TANF and not e ployed (about 12 percent of alI
~_WFNU clients) dzd not live wzthl an emplo ed adult and had not worked

recently These clz\ents w|ere at hlgh risk of overty.

The remalmng 45 percent of chents\ who had ex1ted TANF and were not currentlyq "

‘ employed had not worked for pay in the past- three months and did not live with other’

R employed adults (Figure II. 9) As we dlscuss in ChaptLer II1, these individuals (who represent' R

12 percent of all WFNJ chents who part1c1pated inthe program during its first year) relied "

, R largely on income from food stamps, child support pa)Lments, and SSI to support themselves. )
" Asagroup, they had very low current mcome and w

re at high risk of living in poverty. It

is important to understand why these chents exited TANF and to learn more about how they o

~ are managing to make ends meet. These i 1ssues w111 be covered more extenswely in the next

‘round of the WFNJ client survey, as well as 1n m-depth interviews to be conducted with a . ..

small sample of WFNJ chents in early 2000 i

SR SRR T D




| THE_,,QUmy OF LIFE OFWFNJCUENTS *

vhe overall life quahty of WFNJ clients does not depend only on their levels of
femployment and welfare recelpt To. get a more complete picture of their lives, it is

: : important to con51der a broader set of issues. For 1nstance how much income do

- current and former WFNJ. clrents have, and how do thelr incomes compare to the federal -

» }'poverty level? How many current and former clients- have health'i insurance coverage for

_ themselves and their children? How common are. health problems among WFNIJ clients,and

e ,how mlght these. problems affect their employment behavror” ‘What kinds of housmgv
o -arrangements and problems do WFNJ cl1ents have‘7 How are thelr chlldren dorng in school"l

In thls chapter we examme these and other quallty-of hfe 1nd1cators for WFN]J chents : B

We discuss these measures for the full set of ‘WFNJ chents examined for this report, who o

. -represent. all clients. who headed a TANF case in New Jersey durmg the first year of WFNJ -
; '_'-‘1mplementat10n However as appropriate, ‘we also report varratron in these 1ndrcators by
~ clients’ TANF and employment status at the time of the survey. A broad look at the quality
-~ of life of WFNJ clients in these different groups can provide some sense of how those: who
~ have taken dlfferent employment and welfare paths are fanng, as. well as gurdance for areas
©of p0551ble pohcy 1ntervent10n ' ‘ : : o

A WHAT ARE THE INCOME AND POVERTY LEVELS OF WFNJ CLIENTS"

A prlmary goal of welfare reform in New Jersey is to increase the economlc self-
i sufﬁc1ency of clients by enabllng them to find _lobs and exit welfare. ‘Many pohcymakers are
~also interested in knowmg how the reform is affecting clients’ overall standards of living,

 beyond simply reducmg welfare recerpt ‘Therefore, when assessing the status of WFNJ : ;
- clients and their families, it is 1mportant to examme levels of income and rates of poverty i

-~ We do so in this sectlon VN v r e B Ty

\

Income ﬁgures are calculated by addmg mcome recelved from eammgs pubhc '

~ .. assistance, and other sources durmg the month prior to the survey. The ﬁgures represent -

o ;famrly mcome and include the income of clients, their children, and, if Jcllents are married,
their spouses Annual income ﬁgures are generated by multlplymg 1ncome from the month
prior to the survey by 12." Income ﬁgures do not include the Earned Income Tax Credit

’(EITC) However unless otherwrse noted monthly income- includes all other income .

- sources, such as own pretax earnings, eammgs of. spouse or partner, TANF and food stamp

benefits, child care subsidies, other public assistance, child* support, unemployment'

- insurance, and money from frlends and relatrves ‘The poverty levels we. report are basedon

federal poverty guldelmes for 1998. - Based on these guldelmes a family of three is
consrdered to be in poverty 1f 1ts annual mcome is below $l3 650 )

'Thls method may overstate income durmo the past 12 months for some. cllents and understate it for : .,

':’others, because eammos levels, as well as levels of mcome from other sources may chanoe over trme



| 'tﬂ | i 3
Toom WFNJ clrents have monthly incomes of abou‘t $1,100, on average. Almost two
out of three have mcomes beIow the federal ’poverty level

- ‘

On average, WFNJ chents reported a total monthly income from all sources of $1 086

during the month prior to the survey, whrch translafes into an annual income of $13 032

(Table 1I1.1). About one lin five clients reported 11ncomes that, when annualized, were -

$20,000 or more; a similar fractlon had annualized incomes of less than $5,000- (Figure I11.1).
Income varies with family size, w1th larger families having larger incomes. Families of two..

had average incomes of $897 for the month prior to the survey, whereas’ famrhes of five or :

more had average 1ncomes‘of $1, 469 (not shown) ‘

Nearly two-thirds of clients reported monthly income that put them below the federal
- poverty level (Figure III. 2) Some WFNJ clients are“extremely poor. One in four reported
incomes that were below 50 percent of the poverty level. " In contrast, only 11 percent
" reported incomes that were 175 percent of the poverty level or above.

I J
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' TABLE L1 I
\

i I
| 1

| AVERAGE MONTHLY mccf)ME AND INCOME SOURCES AMONG WENJ CLIENTS
I A Do \t :

: ‘Average.Amoum v : Percent " . Average Amount )
from Source . | -Proportion ‘of Receiving - Among Those

Among All Clients | Total lnc.on‘t‘\e‘ ~Income - Receiving Income from

| (inDollars) - | . from Source - from Source. Source (in Dollars)

R I ———

| T .t . g o .
Own Earnings o s e
Total Public Assistance L 38 34 |‘ | 65 564
TANF ' g 124 0 o1 SR IR
Food Stamps =~ - | 138 a3 U sse 0 s
S o 69 i e | 3. s B
Child Care Subsrd\ P T 28 by 3 9 326 -
Other Public Assistance j 9 A | ; 4 SRR 256 - :
Other Unearned Income . ‘231 FE D 2 | ‘1 : 45 ' 518
ChlldSuppon ' Yo : ' S 035 -3 ‘i' ’ 2L e [
Spouse’s or Partner’s Earnmgs J 154 Cooo 14 " 13 1.225
" Unemployment Insurance P 14 w1 r‘ : 3 522 :
Friends/Relatives 16 Lo L8 208 . . B
'Other Sources .~~~ foe 112 1 'l ‘ 10 121 ,2 '
All Sources ' | /1086 i 100 - | , - e ; :
Sample Size = 1,423 Col 1 ‘ I R ‘ T ?;;

| SOURCE: First WFNJ Client Survey. . ‘ L ey o R

NOTE:  Income figures refer to month prior to. survev The ﬁgure},Sl 086 mcludes total mcome e from all sources-- [

earnings, publlc asswtance and other unearned income. J\

‘Flgure refers to the average. TANF benefit Lmount for. the month pnon to the survey among chents stxll receiving these [

benefits. In contrast, the average TANF beneﬁt amount of $340 reponed in Chapter 11 refers to the average benefit

*amount among clients for months they were recewmg ‘TANF beneﬁ‘ts durmg their first year after program entry.
|

*The income figures and poverty measures reported in thls report include income from food stamps and' ‘

- child care subsidies. Poverty rates are often calculated excludtng these two income sources. Excludmg food

-stamps and child care subsrdres,‘ ‘average monthly income amoho WFNJ clients was $9l9 and 69 percent of o

il

'chents were in poverty S R I

S e



< FIGUREIILT

' ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS

Percentage
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20 |

Lessthan . $5000t0  ©$10.000i0. - $15000t. $20000to ©  $30.000or
$5.000 89999 T US14999 .. . $20,000 $29.999 - More

Squrce: First WFNJ Client Survey, -

" Note: Income was measured for the month prior to the survey and n'ansfonned_l.p an annual i . figure by ultip '.,i;-g by.12.

FIGURE 111.2
FAMILY INCOME RELATIVE TO THE FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL
. éercénlagc ' ‘
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%
 80‘ o L . : . R i . T
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e

Source: . First WFNJ Client.Survey. . o » . ‘ " : S (

Note:  Income was measured for the'month prior to'the survey and transformed to an annual income figure by multiplying by 12.
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- About half of the i mcome of WFNJ cltents ca!me from earnmgs, whtle a tlurd
came from publzc assrstance, mamly TANF and food stamps N 5

Most of the income of WFNJ clients came from earmngs TANTF, ‘and food stamps

o Nearly half 45 percent) of the total income of all WFNJ clients came from earnings (Table

1I.1). Among those workmg for pay, average earnmgs were $1,041 during the month prior- |

~ to the survey. About a third (34‘ percent) of total mcome came from public assistance, '

mainly TANF (compnsmg 11 percent of the total i mcome of WFNJ clients), food stamps (13 |

percent) and SSI (6 percent) SSI is an 1mportant 1n|come source for some: WFNJ clients. -

- Among the 13 percent recervmg SSI for! themselves or a farmly member the average
N monthly benefit was: $530 (Table III 1). L 1‘ : L

Some WFNJ cllents have other types of ﬁnancx l support that are not 1ncluded m the
income figures reported here For example one m‘ five. chents recelved food vouchers -

R through the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for. Women Infants; and Chrldren_ .

(WIC). Fifteen percent said they had received food, clothmg, or other types of rn-kmd help" .

R vfrom friends or relatives in the past month RS \

' About one in five clients reported rece1v1ng the | ITIITC in'the past year The EITC can
!

*be an important source of additional income for WFNJ clients who work. For example in -

1998, clients who earned $7 per hour and worked 40"hours per: week for the full year. (and e
therefore had annual earnings of $l4 ,560) and who had no other sources of taxable i income

' qualified for a refundable tax credrt of. $1 909 1f they |had one child and $3 279 if they had =~ - £
- two or more chlldren ; . S 1%

;|
‘. T he mcomes of WFNJ clients drd not mcrease durmg the year after they
entered the program. However, on average, lthezr sources of income slufted

away from welfare and toward earmngs. S
v I‘ _

Did the incomes of WFNJ c'hents as; a group 1ncrease durmg thelr first year 1n the o
'program" Only income: from the three: most 1mportant income sources--own ‘earnings, . -
TANF, and food stamps--are avallable by month ke ong this cohort of WFNJ clients, total -
_income from these three sources remalned falrly stablew at just under $800 per month during s
- their: ﬁrst year after entermg the program (Figure 1 w3) However, ‘during this period, the

primary source of income shifted 'leay from TANF and food stamps and toward earnings. .

N For instance, among the entire group of WFNJ cllents about 70 percent of income from

these three sources came from TANF or. food stamps durmg the second month after WFNJ
entry, while 30 percent: of income was' from earnings. In contrast at 12 months after WFNJ'

*_entry, just over 40 percent of income from these sources came from TANF and food stamps, - -

while nearly 60 percent: came: from eammgs Although on average, WENJ clients may not_

- be increasing thelr mcomes 1n the short run as a group they are 1ncreasmg their. self- L
’ sufﬁcrency TS TR o ' R TN

.- *Clients with slwhtly lower annual eammgs for 1998, $lO 000 or $l2 000 for example quallfied for the .
maxrmum ElTC beneﬁt $2 27l for famll es wrth one Chlld and $.o 756 for famlhes with two or more chlldren h

U

B “These three income sources repres: ented 69 percent of the| |total income of WENJ chents asa group for i
the month prior to the survey. Monthly eammgs ﬁgures are from the cllent survey, TANF and food stamp.
beneﬁt amounts are from state admtmstratrve data sources ‘; . ’ '



.~ poor; their’ average monthly mcome was $651 and

L

" FIGURE I11.3

MONTHLY INCOME FROM: EARNINGS FOOD STAMPS AND TANF
- -BY MONTH AFTER WFNJ ENTRY

" Monthly Income
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"+ Source:- WFNJ 'admlnistrative records data and Eirst WFNJ ‘Cl:ient Survey.

l WFNJ cItents who have Ieft welfare for work have hroher mcomes and are
less lzkely to bei m poverty than those who remamed on TANF

WFNJ chents who had left TANF and were worklng had 1ncomes substantlally above

- those of clients who remamed on TANF.. Thelr average monthly incomes were $1,575, and
vonly 29 percent were ‘in poverty at the time of the survey (Figures II1.4 and IIL5). In

“ contrast; clrents who remained on TANF (mcludmg those who were employed as well as
 those who were not. employed) had monthly incomes of $949 and 81 percent were in
- poverty. Clients who remamed on TANF and were not employed had even Jower monthly E
o Jncomes ($795) and were even more 1 ly to be n -poverty (90 percent) '

- On average, WFNJ clrents who were off TANF and not employed had ver:v
low income levels. However, some m thts group had other sources of income,
’ K and were less llkely to be poor.

WFNJ clrents who ‘had lef TANF and were not workmg were also ,ery llkely tobe
’ ‘percent were in poverty (Flgure .4
and I11. 5) However some cllents m thlS group had other sources of mcome and were fanng
’betterﬁnancrally T o ' o

N

In Chapter II, we d1v1ded former WFNJ cllents who were not workmg 1nto four mutually
exclusive groups: (1) those living ‘with an employed spouse or partner. (21 percent of this
- group); (2) those not hvmg w1th an employed spouse or partner, but who had worked within -~

' the past three months (18 percent) (3) those who had not worked recently and were not .-
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FIGUREIIL4 | >

TOTAL MONTHLY INCOME, BY TANF AN ] EMPLOYMENT STATUS
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Source: First WFNJ Client Survey. ; : i
Note: Figures refer to income from the month prior to the survey.

. FIGURE LS

L

POVERTY LEVELS, BY TANF AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS *

Percentage Poor
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Source:  First WFNJ Client Survey.
. Y.

Note: Income was measured ’fjor the moﬁth prior to the survey and (ransft])'rmed to an annual.income figure by multiplying by-12.
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, hvmg thh an. employed spouse or. partner, but who were llvmg w1th other employed adults ' ‘
s percent) and (4) those who had not worked recently and were not living with an ’
- employed adult: 45 percent) ‘Those 11v1ng with an employed spouse or partner had much‘ -

= higher incomes and. were much less likely: to be in poverty than were. WFNJ cllents in the.

~ other three groups. Therr average family 1ncome for the pr1or month (whxch includes

~* spouses’ and partners’ 1ncome) was $1,551, srmllar to the i mcomes of WFNJ clients who‘ ’
“were off TANF and working (Figure I1L.6).. ‘Four in 10’ cllents in thls group | had incomes
below the: federal poverty level.. Most of their famlly income came. from thelr spouse s or' )

partner S eammgs (Table A 3) s

Other WFNJ chents who were: off TANF and not currently workmg had substannally o

“less income. Among those who had worked in the _previous three months (and were not -

“living with an-employed spouse or partner) -average income for the prior month was $645,

and 81 percent had incomes below the poverty level. ‘The i income of clients in this group"‘

- came marnly from thelr own recent earnmgs food stamps and unemployment 1nsurance
' beneﬁts (Table A 3). : v ‘

_ Former WEFNJ chents who were not workmg and were in the th1rd group descrlbed,
above (living with employed adults besides a ‘spouse or. partner and hav1ng no recent
_'employment) had extremely low aver. ge incomes’ ($224) and almost all of them (99 percent)’j' ,

- had incomes below the poverty level The small amount of income these clients had came -
'mamly from food stamps SSI ch11d support and unemployment 1nsurance beneﬁts (Table o

FlGURE llI 6

lNCOME OF WFNJ CLlENTS WHO WERE OFF TANF AND NOT EMPLOYED.» :
' BY LlVlNG SlTUATlONS AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS Taw

. Monthl\ Income P
. S1.600 .. $1551 -

s |
: | 'lsl.zo.o 1
S|
'ss(:)o—,, ;
oo |
S |

. s200 |

s0 L

ERE lemn wuh o Emploved in Past . No Recent - ¢ LAl These =
Employed _' ~ Three Months, Not .« - EmploymenL .. Clients -
. SpousdPanner k: lemg with Emploved .. Living with. -
. Spousa/Panner . Employedf\duhs.. s .

i NotSpouse/Pdnner R LT o '
Source Ftrst WFNJ Clnent Suney B B T T A oo -

R R R R

B2

B \ote Calegones are. mutually exclusne (see. Flgure ll 9).’ lncome was measured for. the month pnor to the survey; ang sntuanon
and TAl\F and cmplovmem status refer to the time of the sury ey . . L

%Et'&_;:'«m:::

' 5Appendxx Table A. 3 descnbes monthly income and its sources for WFNJ clients who,were off TANF
and not employed by thelr hvmo arranoements and recent employment status
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A 3). Clients in thls group were managmg on thelr extremely small incomes by llvmg wrth :
“(and most likely being supported by) employed friends and relatives (whose incomes are not :
“included in the family income ﬁgures presented in thrs chapter). Former WFNJ clients who .~

were not working and who were in the fourth group \(no recent employment and not living

'w1th an employed adult) had somewhat hrgher 1ncomeb ($398) (Figure I11.6). Even so, almost ‘
Clients in this group relied primarily

all clients in this group (96 percent) were in poverty. |

' on food stamps, SSI, and chlld support payments to ‘support themselves (Table A. 3)

Forrner WFNJ cllents who are in one of these last two groups are clearly of concern for s

_-pohcymakers because of thelr extremely low mcomesl‘land very high rates of poverty. Future

reports will examine these cllents in more detall to, gam a better understandrng of why they o

left TANF and how they are managmg to support themselves
._) , I s : : '|.

R , B WHAT Is THE HEALTH STATUS OF WFNJ |CLIENTS AND THEIR FAMILIES" '

| 'L’

Good health can be a.cruc1al factor ina successful transttron from welfare to work

‘Health problems may dlscourage welfae recipients from seeking employment and can lead :
over losing health insurance coverage

o job loss among those who are employed Concemn |
may discourage some TAN F recipients from leaving lwelfare In addition, health status is an

.. important factor in evaluatmg overall life quahty Therefore, an examination of the health

. problems and insurance coverage of WFNJ chents is crucral m desrgmng approprlate
T programs and policies for them | ' S ‘-3 A
SR i |

B Reports of health problems were relattvely c wmmon‘ among WFNJ clients and
their famrhes, pamcularly tlrose who wel:re not workmg and were still

recezvmgTANF ‘ _ ’ R ST S Sy _ \,'

| .
A substantial fractlon (36 percent) of WFNJ chents reported havmg health problems at

_ the time of the first survey (Flgure 1L.7). About one ln four said they had been seriously ill

in the past year; 22 percent reported that their health 11|m1ted the kind or amount of work they s
could do. Health problems were partlcularly common|| among clients who were still receiving -

TANF and were not currently workmg Among thls group, 49 percent reported a health

problem;, and 39 percent reported being serlously 1ll in the past year (Figure III. 7). In

contrast, among those who were ‘worklng ‘and no longer receiving TANF only 23 percent -

l
'reported health problems, and only 15 percent had been serrously ill in the past year.

|

- 'While many reported a health problem a smaller‘ fraction of WENJ chents reported that '

| they had severe health problems that prevented them from workmg ‘About 1 in 10 (11«

. percent) clients reported that they Lcould not work at all because of their health (Figure I11.7).

Previous research has also found that about 10 percent of welfare recrprents nationally report -

* that they are unable to work because of thelr health ( (Johnson and Meckstroth 1998; Olson

and Pavetti 1996; and Loprest and Acs 1996) WFNJ clients who have remamed on TANF
and are not working are consxderably ‘more llkely 1o report this type of health problem,

I

not work because of health problems | x .i

“however. Among this group, about one in, four (24 percent) chents mdlcated that they. could el

~ WFNJ chents pamcularly those who ; are not workmg and are still recelvmg TANF, are

also falrly likely to have other famrly members w1th health problems For example among

N



FlGURE lll 7

HEALTH PROBLEMS AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS
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all WFNJ clients, 20 percent had a Chlld who has been senously ill in the past year, whlle 16

: percent had a household member whose health. limits the chent s ability to do certain kinds
or amounts of work (not shown) Among cllents who are not workmg and stlll rece1v1ng
TANF these ﬁgures are 29 and 25 percent, respectlvely




leen the hlgh numbers OfL WFNJ chents whj report health problems partlcularly

-‘among those remamlng on TANF and not worki lg, program staff may need to focus
additional effort on assessmg whether clrents have ser‘rous health conditions. Based on these -
assessments, some clients may bel better served by thed SSI program.® Others may be able to

remain on TANF and do some *kmds of work, but they may fear loss of public health =

“insurance if they start workmg Ind1v1duallzed as‘sessments of these clients’ needs and

. ]
abilities that focus on understandmg the nature and:! everity. of their health problems may
~ best enable program: staff to help. these chents as they start to near work requirements and -

time limits. Future rounds of the client survey will gAther more detarled information on the o

| type and seventy of health problems facmg WFNJ chents

\ iR
. Most WFNJ clients and thetr chzldren had health msurance at the time of the .

survey, mainly through Medicaid. However'; those who had. left TANF were

- considerably Iess ltkely to} be msured than were those who remamed on cash

assistance. 1.

_ The majority (82 percent) of WFNJ clients h&d health insurance at the time bof the

, follow-up survey (Figure III 8). Most chents (76 percent) were insured through Medicaid . |

~or another pubhc 1nsurance program relatrvely E'e_w (10 ,vpereent) had private health' a

|
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i FIGURE 1118
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~ insurance.” WFNJ clrents who had left TANF were less hkely to have insurance coverage
73 percent were. insured at the trme of the survey, compared with: 97 percent of clients who
remained on TANF. Clients: who had left TANF and were not employed were even less

- likely to have insurance coverage; 69 percent of this group | had health insurance at the time -

of the survey, compared to 76. percent of chents who were off TANF and workmg (not
shown). Most (84 percent) of the chrldren of WFNJ clients were also covered by insurance,

, pnmanly through pubhc 1nsurance programs, such as Medicaid and New Jersey KidCare (not

- shown). However, the chrldren of clients who had left TANF were less likely to have
msurance coverage than were those of clrents who remamed on TAN F--75 Versus 97 percent

WFNJ chents in poor'} health are somewhat more likely to have 1nsurance coverage than
~ are those in better health. For example, among | those who reported health’ problems at the
~ time of the survey, 88 percent had insurance coverage, compared with 82 percent of those

who reported no. health problems Even so, some uninsured clients have poor | health. More

. than one in four umnsured WFNJ clrents reported havmg health problems at the trme of the
- survey (not shown) S _ S ,

Some WFNJ clrents appear not to have msurance because they are unaware of

,;transrtlonal Medrcald benefits. About one-fourth who. were uninsured and no. longer‘
receiving TANF reported that' they were unaware of this beneﬁt Others who were not -

insured reported a vanety of reasons why they were not covered by Medrcald For example,

some said their income was t00 hrgh that they had never applled for Medicaid, or that they -
- had not comphed wrth certain welfare rules. Others said they were not covered by Medicaid -

- because they no longer had any minor chlldren living’ with them, ‘because they recently -
moved to another state, or because they were “cut off” when they left TANF or when ‘they
,got ajob. To ensure that all those who are exiting TANF and are eligible for transitional
‘ Medlcard recelve this benefit, program staff may need to. provrde additional mformatron to
~ clients on the availability of transitional Med1ca1d and who may be elrgrble forit. A wider

B system-level change could be to srmphfy the process of applymg for transitional Medicaid

'so that those who exit TANF can’ contmue to-receive Medlcard for some hmlted time .

i automatlcally, even 1f they do not apply for transrtronal beneﬁts

WFNJ chents who were. unmsured reported several ways in whrch they addressed
‘medical expenses.. Just over half reported that they went to the emergency room when they\,‘ :
~ had a medical problem 6in 10 reported that they avorded going to the doctor. Abouthalf

B said they used free clmlcs or doctors About one in ﬁve said they borrowed money from
B _frrends or relatlves to pay for medrcal expenses SR :

- i C. WHAT ARE THE HOUSING SITUATIONS OF WFNJ CLIENTS"

Frndmg safe, affordable housmg can’ be a challenge for welfare rec1p1ents ~Among : |

B WFNJ clients, the large majorlty (88 percent) rent; most others (9 percent) live rent free,

o typically with frlends or relatives.  About a third receive a government housing subsidy, |

either by llVlng in pubhc housmg (l.) percent) or by receiving a rent voucher (19 percent).

Exammmg the housmg problems expetienced by WFNIJ clients is an important part of |

a developmg a more complete plcture of their overall life quahty

A small fraction of C,l,ien‘ts had both public and private insurance coverage.

VA
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® About half of WFNJ clrdnts reported havuig a housmg problem in the past
~ year.. The most common problems reported were havmg to move in with
Sfriends and relatives to save on rent and ltvmg in overcrowded condmons

/A substantial fraction ’(48 percent) of WFNJ chents reported that they had a serious

housing problem durmg the year prior to the survey (Figure 1I1.9). The most common

problem reported was living in overcrowded housing [condmons defined using the standard

" definition of overcrowding from the housing 11teran<1‘re of living in a household with more

than one person per room. One i 1n five clients reported living under these conditions at the

‘time of the survey. In contrast in/1997, only three percent of all American householdsand - -

~_seven percent of households below the poverty threshold had overcrowded condmons (HUD o
User Web Site 1999). R R .

Doubhng up w1th fnends and relatlves was alsd fatrly common; 17 percent of clients )

reported that they had moved in thth friends or relatlves to save on rent in the past year. - | o
Doubling up was most common among those who were no longer recelvmg TANFandnot = °

employed; 20 percent of this group reported moving in with friends or relatives in'the past -
year (not shown). Slmllarly, this group was the most likely to report. that they were hvmg o

rent free (17 percent compared w1th 9 percent among all chents)
o !
. ] : i _ ‘: .
B Extreme housing proble‘ms, such as homelessness, a_[fected only a small

 fraction of WFNJ cllents. ' : }t
L
\
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Only six percent of clibent‘s' repor'tedxli\iing in an emergency shelter during the year prior
to the survey, while four percent reported a period of homelessness during that time (Figure
1I1.9): These severe housing problems were also relatively uncommon among WFNJ clients
who were no longer receiving ‘cash assistance and not working at the trme of the survey, -
affectmg only about six percent of this group (not shown). !

WEFNJ chents move falrly frequently; 31 percent of clients had moved in the past year.
Eleven percent had moved twice during this period. By comparison, in 1997, among all
‘American households 18 percent had moved in the past year; among poor households, 25
percent had moved (HUD User Web S1te 1999) Among clients who had moved recently,
the most commonly reported reasons for movmg were for hrgher-quallty housing (reported
by 25 percent of those who moved), for more affordable housing (reported by 19 percent),
because they were evicted (16 percent), because of conflicts with other household members
(16 percent), and to find a better or safer neighborhood (10 percent) Other commonly
. reported reasons 1ncluded escapmg overcrowded condrtlons and problems w1th the landlord

D How ARE WFNJ CLIENTS DOING ON OTHER MEASURES OF LIFE QUALITY" ’

_ The lives of low-income farmhes ma.ny of whom are strugglmg to raise chlldren leave
‘welfare, and overcome personal problems, can be full of challenges. Some clients may have
“children who are performlng poorly in school. Others may face more serious problems such
‘as domestic or substance abuse. By understandrng the frequency w1th which these events

occur, pohcymakers can 1mprove the programs and pollcres des1gned to address these issues.

o Ma'ny children of WFNJ clients are doing. weII in schaol but some a'l;e
struggling. A substantial fractron are behmd grade 1eve1 otlzers have serious
attendance problems ‘

School performance isan 1mportant measure of Chlld well- bemg Based on prel1m1nary
ev1dence from the first cllent survey, it appears that most children of welfare recipients are
performing adequately in school, at least as measured by attendance. and being at appropriate -
- grade level for age.® However, some children are perforrnmg poorly. Among WFNJ clients
* who had school -age chlldren living with them, about 3 in 10 (29 percent) had a child who
 was behind grade level, and 14 percent had a chrld who had mlssed more than 20 days of

'school in the past year /(Flgure III 10). : o

Problems in: school are most common among the school age chrldren of WFNJ clients
who are not workmg and have remained on TANF. Among those in this group with school- -
age children, more than one in: three (36 percent) have a child behmd grade level, and 20
. percent have a Chlld wrth serrous attendance problems In contrast among those who are

“Future rounds of the WFNJ clrent survey w1ll focus more extensnve]y on the well bemo of the chlldren
of WFNJ chents B . S L
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- working and are no longer on TANF only one in ﬁve‘Ol percent) has a Chlld behlnd grade
level and only 6 percent have children w1th attendance problems :

S

[P | A

' Other problems, such as substance abuse or domestic vlolence, appear to
affect relattvely small fracttons of WFNJ clrents. S

l ' v ;
Based on self-reported 1nformatlon gathered from telephone mtervrews( domestlc
- violence and substance problems appear to have affected a relatively small fraction of WFNJ
clients (Flgure I1.11). Seven percent reported that they had been physically abused by a
spouse or partner in the past year.” Five percent reported that they had sought treatment for
a substance abuse problem during ‘thlS period. Slmllar fractions reported that they had been
arrested or been the victim ofa vrolent crime in the p'ﬁtst year, while slightly more than 1 in
10 had sought treatment for a mental health problerp. As with problems with chrldren s
— o=t - S
"Thls percentaoe may underesnmate the propomon of llNFNJ clients who are victims of domestic

violence. Other studies, which foeused more specifically on the i 1Hssue of physical abuse by spouses or partners,
have found higher rates of recent domestlc violence! (15 1020 per‘cent) among welfare recipients (Raphael and .
Tolman 1997): These: -other studles mayl have found higher rates of domestic violence, in part, because they

used different data collection methods For example in some studles interviewers read out a list of possible
abuses by partners (such as hitting, slappmo kicking, shoving, threatemno the respondent with a weapon, or
making the respondent think she mwht be hurt) and! asked responldents whether they had expenenced this type
of abuse in the past year. In contrast, on the first WFNJ client sur‘vey, clients were asked “During the past year,
have you been the victim of physncal v10|ence or abuse from a sph use or partner?” Ina later round of the client

survey, we will ask a more detarled list of questions on possible physical abuse by spouses or partners such

a detalled list may reveal hlgher rates oﬂ domesnc violence among WFNJ clients.
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- OTHER PROBLEMS FACING WFNJ CLIENTS -

: Percentage‘ s -
A -

.school performance these problems were more common among chents who were not :
employed and were: still recelvmg TANF (not shown) It is important to keep in mmd that
' these types of problems are likely to be underreported on telephone interviews; therefore =y
e actual rates may be substantrally hlgher i In addition; the proportion of chents who have -

. substance abuse or mental health problems is llkely o be. substantlally htgher than the o

Proportlon who sought treatment for these condmons ‘ DRI

'/,"

) E How COMMON AR SERIOUS HARDSHIPS AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS"

Another way to measure the hfe quahty of ‘ WFNJ cllents is to. examme how frequently '
_ 'serlous hardshlps occur in helr hves For m ance, - how common are’ extreme poverty, ,

- serious illness, or e: _treme housmg crises. among WENI clients? Are these hardshlps more
- cormnon among certam groups of chents such as thosef ‘ho rematn on TANF or those who o

. "’A later round of the cllent survey wnll use: advanced survey methods to get more accurate responses to
' .\these types of sensmve questions. .In that survey. round respondents wrll hear recorded questlons over ‘the

" telephone and use the telephone keypad to respond. Research has shown that thIS type ‘of. questromno increases -
respondent wrlhngness to report stlomatlzmo behavxors or condmons : - :

“Other studles using natlonal samples of welfare recrplents estlmate that from 5 t ', 20 percent of welfare
‘ recrplents have substance abuse problems and from 10 to 25 percent have. mental health problems (Johnson,
. and Meckstroth 1998; us. Department of Health and Human Servxces 1994‘ Olson and Pavettl 1996 Leon
_ and Wetssman 1993 ‘and Jayakody and Pollack 1997) ST A : o
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_ -Although" many clients ,‘
: :expenenced one of these hardshrps a substantlally smlaller fractron (23 percent) expenenced T




l WFNJ clients who were off TANF and not employed were most hkely to face

" one of these hardslups, especzally extreme poverty. Hardslups were also more :
‘common among chents who remamed on TANF but were not employed '

o WFNJ cllents who had left TANF and were not employed ‘were most hkely to .
- experrence one of these hardships; 77 percent of this: group had experienced a hardshtp inthe.
- past year (Figure I1.13). This hrgh rate of hardshlp among those off TANF and not working

~'was due primarily to the fact that many of these: cllents (57 percent) had incomes below 50

-percent of the poverty level dunng the month prior to the survey. These clients were also
* somewhat more likely than others to have expenenced an extreme housmg crisis in the past
year--17 percent, versus 14 percent for all chents (Fi igures I11.12 and II1. 13) However they -
f,_were no more llkely than others to expertence other hardshrps such as serrous 1llness or
crime. = . o . SPEE

“than other clients to experience these. severe' hardshlps espec1ally serious illness and

© -requiring treatment for a substance. abuse or mental health problem ‘For example 39 percent

~of this group had been senously ill, and 22 percent reqmred treatment for a substance abuse
_or mental health problem compared to 26 and l4 percent respectrve]y, among all WFNJ
o chents (F1gures III 12 and III 13) . : o

WFNJ clients who remamed on TANF and were not employed were also more l1ke1y . |
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CLIENTS’ KNOWLEDGE OF AND
EXPERIENCES WITH WFNJ

“Nor WFNJ to be successfully 1mplemented chents must understand the new welfare
’ ",‘ ,rules and be aware of the supportlve services avallable to them through the program
A These new pollcres and services will not have thelr intended effect unless clients are

- aware of the changes and understand how these changes affect them. In addition, WFNJ

o operatlons can benefit from learmng clients’ perceptlons of the most useful WFNJ services
 and what addltlonal supports they would llke the program to offer Moreover program staff

cani improve thelr ability to deliver servrces effectrvely if they have a better understandmg
. ‘of chents perceptlons of the1r experlences when they v151t the welfare offlce ‘

. .
: .l

.’ | A HOW WELL DO CLIENTS UNDERSTAND WFNJ PROVISIONS"

, Welfare pohcy was changed substantlally when WFNJ was 1mplemented in: 1997 Cash
1 beneﬁts are now subject to a ﬁve-year hfetrme limit, and most TANF rec1p1ents must

o 'partlcrpate ina work act1v1ty to continue to: qualify. for beneﬁts In addition, certain.

: --transmonal beneﬁts available to those who leave welfare for work have been expanded In

“this’ sectlon ‘we' examme how well clients - understand the new limits placed on cash -

| assrstance under WFNJ as. well as the supports avarlable to them 1f they leave welfare for -
: work B R R BB [ION

l Most WFNJ chents are aware of the baslc WFNJ provrsrons concermng tzme ‘
Itmrts, work requzrements, and transmonal benef ts ’ ;

Most WFNJ chents report a basrc awareness of the major WFNJ provrslons ~ For
- -example, 81 percent of clients report | that they are aware that TANF benefrts are time limited,
- and 86 percent report that they are aware that rec1p1ents must eventually work to continue - -
~ to receive cash beneﬁts (Flgure Iv. l) WFNJ clients who have remamed on TANF (and for

" whom these provisions are most- relevant) are somewhat more, llkely to be aware of the new -

" limits placed on benefits. For example among ¢ clients who' were receiving. TANF at the time
of the survey, 85 percent were aware of TANF time limits, compared with 79 percent of

‘ those who were no loniger on TANF. Slmllarly, clients who. had remained on TANF were =
somewhat more llkely to know about. TANF ‘work requlrements than were those who had left :
'cash assrstance (89 versus 84 percent) o s

WFNJ chents are. somewhat less aware of the supports avarlable to clrents who leave
cash assistance than they are of the limits placed on cash beneﬁts under WENIJ. For
- example nearly three of four cllents knew that WFNJ clients could continue to receive food

o stamps after leavmg TANF (Figure IvV.1). "WFNJ clients who had left cash assistance were

~ more llkely to be aware of the avarlabrlrty of food stamps after leaving TANF than were : ‘
' "those who remamed on cash assrstance Among those stlll recelvrng TANF 70 percent knew

39
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they could continue to receive fobd\stamps after leaving TANF, compared with 76 percent
- of clients who had left cash assrst‘ance Srmrlarly, 71| percent were aware of the availability

-of Transitional Child Care beneﬁts (Figure IV. l%. Clients who were employed were

somewhat more hkely to know about the avallabrlrt of Transitional Child Care than those "

~ who were not employed (‘78 versus 66 percent no3l shown). Of the benefits available to -

“clients after leaving TANF,‘ clients were most aware o‘f transmonal Medrcard with 84 percent
- reportmg knowledge of the benefit. ! ‘ o :

‘; e |

S R e i

u Chents are less clear about the speczf cs of these provrsrons, such as wlten the
TANF work reqmremem‘ takes effect o ; P :

Although most clients have a general understandmg of basrc WFNJ prov151ons, they aref

less clear on the specifics of thes}e provisions. For e:xample ; although 81 percent of clients

know there is a time limit on TAIl\IF benefits, only 4] percent know that they are allowed 60
*months of TANF benefits in therr llfetlme, (Figure IV‘ .2). About one in four thinks the limit .
. on benefits is less than ﬁve years An addmonal nine percent know there is a time limit but
not when it takes effect. Snmlarly, although many WFNJ clients are aware of the avarlabrhty ‘
of Transitional Child Care and Medicaid, about 30 pLercent of those aware of these benefits
think they are available for less than two years whrl another 20 to 30 percent are not sure“
how long these beneﬁts arJe available (not shown) | ok

Clients are least clear about the specrﬁcs of th’ TANl: WOrk r'equirement AlthOugh |

| |
most are aware that there is a work requrrement uhder WFNJ almost 4 in 10 report not

| ‘
; [ [ {
‘ i [,

b e
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' FIGURE IV.2"

: I\NOWLEDGE OF FIVE YEAR TANF TIME LIMIT -
: AMONG WENJ CLIENTS
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: knowing when thls requlrement takes effect (Figure IV. 3) Another one in five belreves the
~work requirement takes effect after a year or more of TANF receipt. (For most clients, the
- requirement actually takes effect as soon as they begm receiving TANF )- In spite of some |

confusion over the spec1ﬁcs however 1t appears_that program staff have been largely =

* successful in conveying the basic messages: to clients that benefits are now tlme llmlted and
“that they will eventually need to work to quahfy for them

. About 6 in 1 0 cltents reported tlzat TANF time IImIIS or work requirements
- had affected their behavior. Clients most often said the provrszons caused
themto leave TANF sooner or to try harder to keep a job

Many cllents (60 percent) 1nd1cated that the tlme hmlts and work requlrements imposed
under TANF had affected their decision to work: (Flgure 1V.4). Among those who said the
provisions affected their decrsrons chents were most likely to report that the new pollcles .

-had caused them to try harder to keepa _]Ob (c1ted by’ 74 percent of those who said they were

affected) or to leave TANF sooner than ‘they otherwrse would have (c1ted by 70 percent).

Substantial fractions also indicated that the provisions caused them to start an education or
training program earlier (cited by 57 percent), to take a job sooner than they otherwise would -
- have (52 percent), or to try harder to get child support (53 percent) “About one-fourth of
clients who said the new requirements .affected their decision to work (16 percent of all
“ clients) said the requirements had caused thern to move in with friends or relatives. Some
of these’ clients may have been unwilling or unable to comply with TANF work
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requlrements These clienits may then have doubled up W1th frlends or relatrves to save
- money. when they left TANF w1thout a JOb or when their TANF grant was. reduced

. B WHAT SERVICES Do CLIENTS RECEIVE, AND How Do THEY VIEW THEM"

WFNJ offers clients a vanety of services and. supports to help them find work and move
‘toward self-sufﬁc1ency  These include work-related services, such as _]Ob placement
assistance and job training; ﬁnancral supports for child care, transportatxon or other work- -
" related ~expenses; and. assistance from their WFNJ caseworker ‘with child care ‘and
transportation arrangements problems with benefits, and other matters. Most clients (82
'percent) reported receiving at Teast one of these WFNJ services since entering the program,
most often assistance from their caseworker (Flgure IV.5).. Those remaining on TANF .
- reported rece1v1ng more WFNJ services than those who had left, presumably because theyv ,
e have spent more trme in the program or because they were more in need of support services.

"

- Just over a thll'd of cItents had parttctpated ina work acttvtty smce entermg

useful m helpmg them f nd or keep a Job

WFNJ emphasrzes work and requlres most chents to part1c1pate in a work act1v1ty for o
~at least 35 hours per week in order to receive cash beneﬁts At the time of the survey, 36

b fpercent of clients reported that they had partrcrpated in a WFNJ work act1v1ty since enterlng _

~ the program, mcludmg 47 percent of those who had remamed on TANF and 30 percent of -
- those who had left TANF (Flgure Iv. 5) The most common work act1v1ty was _]Ob search and o

. 'FxGURE"iVQS_

-~ SERVICES RECEIVED BY WFNJ CLIENTS
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Note: Figu’rés refer to WENJ ser‘vi‘ces received from program entry to the d‘ate of the follow-up survey.
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‘job placement assxstance, twnh 32 percent of all WFNJ clients participating (not shown)

Fewer clients partlcrpated in other types .of work aenvmes ‘such as job training (with 11 -
percent participating) or’ unpar‘d work . expenencé (13 percent). Among clients who
participated in any of these typeSl of WFNJ work fiCt‘lVltleS most (70 percent) reported that
these activities had helped 'them | prepare for ﬁnd or/ keepajob (Flgure Iv.6). . o
“One in four clients reportecl that they were requlred to part1c1pate in a WFNJ work
activity but did not (not shown). |Clients who were requrred to participate but did not most
often cited child care, transportation, and health problems as factors that made partlcxpatlon

in work activities drfﬁcultl l \ 'l .,
L B E TS
- C How SATISFIED ARE CLIENTS WITH THE l,WELFARE OFFICE AND STAFF"

How clients view therr expenence when they \‘/lSlt the welfare office is an 1mportant _
- aspect of WFNJ operatlons‘ If many chents find it difficult to reach the welfare office, or if

they feel staff are unhelpful when they - wvisit the office, clients may be unlikely to take

'advantage of the WFNJ supports and. servrces avallable to them. -
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.

i Most cItents were satzsf ed wzth the hours of the welfare ojf ice and how easzly T
‘ they couId reach it, as well as with how welfare staff treated them. Clients
~ were least sattsf fed wzth how qmck{y they were able to speah with staff when
' f'they vts:ted the off’ ice.. " S »

‘In general cllents 1ndrcated that they were satrsﬁed wrth thexr experlence when they
v 'vrslted the welfare office. ‘Most WENJ chents (78 to 80 percent) indicated that they were
 satisfied with wher their welfare office was open and how easy it was for them totravelto
it (Flgure IV.7).! Many (61 to 66 percent) reported satlsfactton with how welfare staff o
treated ‘them, how well staff explained procedures and requirements, and how thelr l
- caseworkers’ understood their problems Clients were less satisfied, however with how
’qulckly they could reach these staff members when they visited or telephoned the welfare
“office.’ Only 48 percent mdlcated that they were satrsﬁed w1th this aspect of the welfare
ofﬁce ’ L x : ;

FlGURE'N-? "

SATlSFACT]ON WITH THE WELFARE OFFICE AND STAFF -
AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS B

Percentage

Office b‘;;f:"Ease of i Time It Tahes ' How Treatedf - -How Staff . : _,_Ho_w Caseworker
Hours . _ o Getting. toGettoTalk - by Staff .- Explain .~ """ Understands
: " toOffice . v . toStaff .77 . v - Procedures.. . .. Problems

- First WFNJ Client Survey, ~+ -

‘There were no substannal dlfferences in clients’ satrsfactlon levels by thelr employment status-at the time of the
follow-up survey. Those on TANF, however were somewhat more likely to be satisfied w1th their expenences when
they vnsnted the welfare ofﬁce than were those who had left TANF : : :
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 CHALLENGES TO SUSTAINED_EMPLOYMENT |

-\ ustained employment is the primary route to self—sufﬁcrency for most welfare
N recipients.. However, some welfare recipients may find it difficult to obtain jobs
) because they lack skills or are unused to the world of work. In addition, some who
“find jobs may have drffrculty holdmg on to them For the current welfare reform. effort to
- succeed in helping clients make the transition from welfare t0 economic self-sufﬁcrency, it

s important to get a better understandmg of why somie clients are not workmg for pay, as

‘well as the challenges employed clients face in keeplng their jobs. -

We begln thrs chapter by examrmng ‘the reasons that WEN]J clients- who are not

E employed cite for not working. Next, for WFNJ clients who do work, we examine the types

~ of jobs 'they find and the challenges that make worklng difficult. The rest of the chapter

- . focuses on. child care and transportation arrangements which are generally crted as two of
: the most 1mportant challenges facmg newly employed welfare rec1p1ents ‘

AL WHY ARE SOME WFNJ CLIENTS Nort WORKING"

More than half (56 percent) of WENIJ chents who part1c1pated in the program durmg its

e frrst year were not working at the time of the survey. About athird (31 percent) of all clients

frn n this early cohort of WENJ cases had not worked at all since they entered the ‘program.
uddmonal 15 percent had worked s since entermg WFNJ but had not worked in the three
months prior to the survey. In this section, we focus on WFNJ clients who had not worked
 during the:ti- - months prior to the survey. Thls deﬁmtron of “not workmg” is distinct from -
_ that used in’ wrlrer chapters which was based on chents current employment status at the
t1me of the survey L L ‘ o

® Fourinl 0 clzents who had not worked at alI since. entermg WFNI cited therr o
“own health or the health of a famzly member as the main reason they were not .
' emponed ' . -

Among those who had not worked at all since entermg WFNJ chents most -often .
mentioned health problems as the reason they were not employed. For example 23 percent

- reported their own physrcal health as the main reason for not. workmg, while 4 percent

“indicated thata mental health problem was the main reason for nonemployment (Flgure V.I).
-An addmonal 13 percent.cited the healthof a famlly member ast the reason they were not

. employed Health problems were: less hkely to be cited as the reason for not workmg among -

~clients who had worked at some time since entenng WFNJ. However, one in five clients in B
' this group reported therr own or a famrly member ] health problem as the marn reason. they

o

;Were not worklng (FlgureV 1) e T R

/"
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- some may require addmonal tralmng or help wrth spec1al chlld care needs Once staff have
1dent1ﬁed clients’ main bamers to employment they can tailor servrces to. dlrectly address
chents needs o ~ » :

B WHAT CHALLENGES Do EMPLOYED WFNJ CLIENTS FACE"

Most (69 percent) chents 'who entered WFNJ m 1ts ﬁrst year have worked at some pomt '
“since. ‘program entry (not shown) However 36 percent of those. who had worked at some

- point since entenng WFNIJ were no longer worklng at the tlme of the survey (Frgure V2.

Another 31 percent were currently employed but had held two or more _]ObS since: enterlng
WFNJ b ' , r : . \

Smce many WFNJ cl1ents who ﬁnd _]ObS lose thern farrly qulckly, it is lmportant to

understand the challenges these clients face'i in holding their jobs. We begm thrs section by ‘
provrdrng an overall summary of the types of jobs WFNJ clients hold.  To gain a better

understandmg of the factors associated with job loss, we compare the work experiences and

~job- charactenstrcs of the chents ‘who had ‘worked at ssome point since enterlng WFNJ but .
‘were no longer working at the. tlme of the- survey to those of chents who were st111 employed'
‘ at the tlme of the survey ‘ : : : : '

FIGUR.E V 2

EMPLOYMENT EXPERlENCES OF WFNJ CLIENTS WHO
HAVE HELD JOBS SlNCE PROGRAM ENTRY

o e Currenllv Emplmed Held OnI)
 ‘Worked Since WFNJ Entry. . 4 " One Job Since. WFNJ Entry
* but Not Currently Employed ‘ ‘ s

. . Currently Empl,oy'ed. Held Two or v
\', '.j . More Jobs Since: WFNJEntry -

: » 'Future Chent Study reports wrll examine employment partems and reasons for jOb loss and _|ob changes
in'more detail. . : S :
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- high turnover. Relatively

~oor seasonal one.

: -~ clients who were no longer
~ temporary or seasonal than

. maintain their employment
~ ' make them both more likely

D Tecipients stay employed.

e

] Many WFNJ chents f ind enti:v-level jobs that ojfer few frmge bene/' its and are

s

: usually assocrated lwrth lugh rates of job tuq'nover -

~Many welfare rec1p1ents ﬁnd entry-level jobs that pay low wages. These low wages

combmed with the high cost of work,. ‘often make

maintain employment. WF‘NJ chents found jobs that’

In-addition, only one in three clients who were offe1

: o employer s policy. Among those who were offe

: ~ participate in their employer’s plan 29 percent reportl

e (presumably because they were covered by Medicaid

(52 percent) reported they drd not part1c1pate because

they had not held their _|obs lorlg enough) ‘while- l

‘ expens1ve (Table V. l) j

it difficult for ‘welfare recipients to -
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instance, ave- ‘e hourly wages were $6. 66 for these clients, compared to average wages of o
' $7.68 for th...: who were currently employed (Table b’ 1). In addition, those not employed
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L .compared with 46 percent of those currently employe
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gly correlated with how long former welfare:
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§ ;

paid just over $7 per hour on average .

o (Table V.1). These _]obs typrcally offered few fringe benefits. For instance, fewer than half =
" provided paid vacation or pald sick leave, while only 40 percent offered health insurance. =

ed health insurance coverage through -

- their job (15 percent of alll WFNJ clients who had worked) were actually covered by their

red insurance coverage but did not

d that they did not need this assistance L

they did not qualrfy (perhaps because o

r wages and are often associated wrthv SR
few clients were in managerial or professional posrtrons orin .
f which typlcal]y offer higher wages.
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“TABLE V. 1 :

CHARACTERISTICS OF JOBS HELD BY ‘WFNIJ CLIENTS
'BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME OF THE SURVEY

Percentage with Ch\atacteristic_" o

Clients Who . ThoSe.Er_r‘)‘p]oyed Those Not
- HeldaJobSince atthe Time ofthe  Employed at the
: WFNJ Entry. - Survey - Time of the Survey

Hourly Wage (m Dollars)

$5000rLess . . RS TES ] 10 10
$5.011086.00 - oo 6 T 35
- $6,011087.00 . e 0w T T e L e 23
'$7.01108800 . o o 18 o2t 14
$8.01 t0.$10.00 LT 17 - Yo 1‘9 13
More'than $10.00° - - . b 2 s S 6
(Mean Hohrly Wage). -~ o i ($7 31) ($7 68) L (86.66)

Employer-Prowded Health lnsuranee ’

Avallable to Chent B A o 400 e 29
Client: Covered by Policy R 15 “19 e 8
Reasons Not Covered by Pohcy ‘ . N ‘ .

»_(Among Those Offered) o ’ ’ o RN .

" Did'not.need. e e 29 S 29 21
Didnotquanfy%, AT L B a3 o 70
Too'expensive - . . . - 17 S 24 3

_Ovlhevr. ' e 3 A0

Other Beneﬁts Avallable on the Job , ‘
Paid SickLe<e 36 B '
~‘Paid Vacat. . - 44 - 31
Flexible Hours _ \ ' 47 - 52 ' -39

Temporary Employmeni. ‘ o - ! ‘ o (

- Temporary or Seésenal Jobo ‘ 35 26 . 3
. Job Obtained Through a Temporary Agency - - 10: _ e
Occupation , :
Manager/Professnonal/TechmcaI EEI : 6 o 7 . s
~ Sales , ; R ’ 15 : 12 20
' Admlmstrauve Support SN LU 23 (23 e 20
. Private Household. Servxces CE 12 ;. 130 L 11
- Other Services Co i 29 IR ] ER 26
Transportation - .o ot 8 o T EERR 1
Constructlon/Productlon/Other ',‘ Lo T e TR . 7
| vSampIeSlze ?, 1,003 640 363

SOURCE; Flrst WFNJ Chent Survey

NOTE: Flgures refer to charactensncs of current or most recent job and mclude only paid employmcnt

w»\&mv&*&.c&«a‘&%&m SRR 'f":"'m\%ﬁWW#%wm&%&éﬁ)&W’" R 2 :.:-#&:.M’-‘(‘a.'&"weﬁm”«
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e
‘" About one in three WFNJ cItents who held a‘ job worked evenings or nights -
or in jobs with vartable shtfts. ,However, some clients reported that they
) preferred these shgfts because they allou ed more convenient child care
-.arrangements. ST

i
|
. i
.
!
|
|
vf' l i
!

\

Varymg shlﬁs and nonstandard hours can affect a newly employed welfare rec1p1ent s

“abrhty to sustaln employment Formal chlld care and pubhc transportatron may be less 3

B readtly available at these tlmes and can lead to problems that could result in:job loss. One

. in three WFNJ clients whlo had: ‘worked since entell'mg the program worked nonstandard

|

- ~ hours,’ ‘including evemngl and lmght shlfts and shifts that vary from week to week"_ .
(FlgureV3) AR ;' : e l :

' : | N . . ) A ‘

However almost half of these chents reported )that they preferred these nonstandard'-f_’ ,
.;work hours, most often because workmg dunng these hours allowed more convenient child =
- care arrangements It appears therefore, that some cli ents choose nonstandard schedules to

!

v jmake it easier for relatives to prowde child care. Moreover, WFNJ clients who obtalned jobs ! v v; S

“with nonstandard hours were not substantlally more llrkely to lose these _]ObS than were those.

“who worked a standard daytlme shift. Even so, the large number of WFNIJ clients working - -
nonstandard hours suggests thatlpohcymakers shoulld closely examme the avallablllty of -
o Chlld care and pubhc transportatlon dunng off-peakhours : :

CL
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- FlGUREV3
l : o
SHlFT WORKED BY' WFNJ CLIENTS lN THEIR CU‘RRENT OR MOST RECENT JOB
100 age. . ‘? , &
70 ’ R RS | e
S0 h o
50 | R
I o .
o 0
107 B
- ] -1, !
L L | .
C . .43'#\,!‘ . A :
N ,Eml'ployed atTimEe_Iofthe‘Sur;{ey S } B ,/
) "Source Fu‘st WFNJ Chem Survey ) ‘




- '1ssues as problems that sometimes made worklng d1fﬁcult >

u When asked what made workmg di iffi cult, clzents who had worked most often
- cited child care, transportatlon, and health problems ‘Stronger supports in-
- these areas may help prevent these problems from becommg major barrzers :
o worlt

A vanety of factors, ’both outside of work and on the job, can affect the abrhty of welfare -
recipients to stay employed Overall, about one in five WFNJ clients who had worked since -

" entering the program reported a problem on the job that made working difficult. These .
‘clients reported such difficulties as getting ‘along with coworkers or supervisors, an

unpleasant work environment, and inconvenient work: schedules About two out of three
clients reported a problem out51de of work that made worklng difficult. Clients were most

likely to cite child care, transportation, and their own poor physrcal health as problems

outside of work that made working difficult. Many clients also cned budgetmg and housmg'

3 [,

Clients who were no longer workmg at the t1me of the survey were more hkely to report"’ a

problems especxally problems at ‘work, than were those who were still employed. For -
example, 25 percent of those not currently employed reported a problem at work, compared .

with 15 percent of those who were currently employed (Figure V.4). This finding suggests
) that programs designed to prepare WENIJ clients for work, as well as programs designed to

support them once they have a job, may need to. place greater emphasrs on gettmg along with

‘ superv1sors and. coworkers and dealmg w1th workplace stress

C. WHAT CHILD CARE CHALLENGES DO WFNJ CLIENTS FACE"

| Most WFNJ chents are smgle parents thh young chlldren When they entered WENJ,
r..ore than 90 percent had a child under age 13 and two-thirds had a child. under age 6. To

~maintain full-time employment therefore most chents w1ll requrre child care arrangements'
for their yours chlldren :

| Chlld care however can be a challenge for.some newly employed welfare rec1p1ents

" For instance, child care can be costly, espec1ally if child care subsidies are either not readily
~ available or difficult to access. Unrellable child care arrangements can make it difficult for

‘_newly employed welfare rec1p1ents to maintain stable employment.. Among WEFNIJ clients

- who have worked since entering the program, more than one in four reported that problems E
» with Chlld care sometimes made worklng d1fﬁcult TR

L Many employed WFNJ clients rely on relattves and other informal prowders
" to care for their young cluldren (parttcularly those less than two years old)
o wlule they are at work e : :

At the txme of the follow-up survey, 45 percent of employed WFNJ clients w1th children ‘
under six years old used relatlves as child care prov1ders for thelr youngest chlldren whlle )

- 3Similarly, a study exammmg the ﬁrst-year employmem experlen'ces of 1,200 'newly employed welfare ‘

- recipients in four states found that difficulties with Chlld care, finances,-health, transportation, and housing
-were most commonly reponed as problems outsnde of work that made holding a job difficult (Rangarajan v

1998)..
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WORK PROBLEMS AMONG EMPL()YED WFNJCLIENTS |

Percentage."“:_ l
80, e R L
* .~ Problems on the Job -
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-No Longer Worl\mg at Time of the S‘lxrv,ey»- BRE
- DWorkmg at Tmne of the Survev - )

Flrst WFNJ Chent Survev

Source:

21 percent relied on another type of 1nformal provxde ‘such as friends, neig’hbors andother =

‘nonrelatives (Flgure V. 5)' ‘In contrast l only 30 percent- relied on formal group care -
'arrangements such as day care. centers or preschools Informal prov1ders were partlcularly' »
~.common for mfants Among employed WEFNIJ clients w1th chlldren under two years old, 54 .
- percent relied on relatives, and 26 percent rehed on other mformal provrders to: watch therr o
L .chrldren whlle they worke " j ' : :

o ‘4

Parents may have many reasons for choosmg inf m';al ‘provi'ders to care for their young

= chlldren For example they may prefer to leave very young children wrth someone they
' know and trust, such as a relatlve or frlend rather than in a day care center. In addition,

o mformal provrders may be wrllmg to provrde care: for free or at a substantlally lower cost(

e
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3 FIGURE'»V 5

CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS FOR CHILDREN UNDER AGE 6
AMONG EMPLOYED WFNIJ CLIENTS

Percentage

50'3
40

0|

© “Care -b'y_‘. S ' Care by Friends, - . . Day Care Centers, o L o ,bo(herr‘ S
Relatives: 1 Nerghbors and Other < Preschools and! Other B Arrangements' Co
) S : Nonrelanves o Group Care. ‘ f T o

-Children'Under Age 2+, [Children Ages 2 to 5 DAII ‘Children Under Age 6. J -

" Source: First WFNJ Client Survey.

" Note: FIEUTCS represent the arrangemen

fthan that of more formal group care arrangements Moreover slots for very young chlldren
m a}, not be readrly avallable 1in nearby group care programs :

Even S0. the chrld care llterature suggests that chrld care arrangements w1th mformal
providers ar  10re prone to break down and lead to lost work time (Ross and Paulsell 1998;
Rangarajan, Schochet, and Chu 1998; and Wood and Paulsell 1999). Therefore program»
staff should emphas1ze the importance of back-up child care arrangements with newly

iemployed chents who plan to rely on informal provrders Staff may also want to assist
~ clients who are currently usmg an mformal child care provider but would like to switch to

amore formal arrangement by provrdlng mformatron and referrals to approprlate group care
programs m therr area CoT : : :

-® Many WFNJ chents reported havmg no out-of pocket chdd care costs. .
- However, among those who did pay for care, the chrld care costs demanded a
substanttal fractron of therr ltmtted mcomes. : - '

About half (48 percent) of employed WFNIJ chents wrth chlldren under age 13 paid
nothlng for child care (Figure V.6).* Even so, child care can be a substantral expense for
some clients. Among those who d1d pay at least a portion of their Chlld care expenses, about
one in four pald $75 per week or more out of pocket for chrld care; a srmrlar fractlon paid

‘Many of these chents relied on free care by friends or relatives or had older children and worked only
when their children were in school ’ g
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WEEKLY OUT-OF- POCKET CHILD CARE cosrs AMpNG EMPLOYED WFNJ CLIENTS
I S :

- Percentage o
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Pocket Costs i Weel\ly Out-of Pocket Expenses Achng ‘Those Who Pay at Least a Portion of Their Costs

: | | SR
‘Source:  First WFNJ Client Survev | é ||

Note: F)gures only include chents who were employed at the time of the survey and had a chlld under age 13.
i [ | | .
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lessthan $25 per week (Flgure V. 6) Average out-of-.pocket costs for those who pald at least »
purt of their child care expenses were $60 per week |wh1ch 1s equrvalent to about $260 per -
month, about one-quarter of thelr monthly pretax earnmgs

zwbm»s.\\xm\\wmwmewm f,xmwwfxn...m&x,m;... R

‘ ) : : . 1 : ‘ . . "~
B A relatively small fractlon of employed WITNJ clients use government chtld

care subs:dzes. |- f . . "

To alleviate some of the costs assocrated with workmg, New Jersey provides child care
subsidies to low-income parents who leave welfare fdr work. Under current WFNJ policies,
these families can receive Transmonal Child Care beineﬁts for up to two years after leaving
TANF for employment. In addition, WFNJ cllents who work and contmue to receive TANF

are ellglble for child care subsxdl‘es o f -

_ Evidence from the first follow-up survey, howeve':r suggests that many employed WFNJ
clients are not taking advantage of the chxld care subsidies. Among employed clients with
“children under age 13, only one 1r|1 four reported receltvmg a government child care subsrdy .

(Figure V.7). This partlclpatlon rate was' partlcularly low among employed WFNIJ clients -
‘who were no longer receiving TANF at the time of the survey. ‘Among this group, 22

percent of those who were employed and had a child under age 13 were receiving a chlld
- care subsndy, compared w1th 35 percent for those st111 recelvmg TANF

2
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FlGURE V 7

. g RECEIPT OF GOVERNMENT CHILD CARE SUBSIDIES AMONG EMPLOYED WFNJ CLIENTS - g
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TANF Slatus Child Care for Youngest Child -~ - Age of YourigestChild (in Years)

Frrst W]-'NJ Chem Survev

J ‘v B T ° . B .
Flgures onlv mclude chems who were employed at the time of the survey and had a chlld under ar.e 13

LB Reasons for not usmg cluld care subszdles vary Many employed WFNJ cItents
’ rer on free care by relatzves, others are unaware of the subszdles. : o

Why do SO few workmg WFNJ chents receive.child care subsrdnes" Some chents may'

B have relativ

“or friends who ‘are w1111ng to provide, free chlld care. Among those with

_children under age- 13 who were working and not receiving a government child care subsrdy, ?
~ more than one in four rehed on free care prov1ded by relatlves or friends (not shown) Itis
~also possrble that 'some clients only have 'school-age children and work ‘only when their
,chlldren are in school.. Employed clients: with only school-age children (chrldren age 6or
older) are substantrally less likely:than employed clients with younger children to use
- subsidies: Thirteen percent of this group. used subsrdles compared 1026 percent of those
: with children under age 2 and 36 percent of those whose youngest chlld 'as 2 to. 5 years old .

(Flgure V. 7)

‘An addmonal explanatlon for low utlllzatlon rates of Chlld care subsrdles partlcularly B
Transmonal Child Care benefits, appears-_‘ to be a lack of ;knowledge of the subsidies or

,} i‘ difficulty accessmg them More than one i

ent) employed ‘WFNIJ. chents with

~ young children who were: off TANF and were .:not recelymg Transmonal Child Care reported'
- that they were unaware of these beneﬁts‘ ' Others in this group reported that they were not
o usmg Transmonal Chlld Care because the paperwork was, too comphcated (mentroned by six

- percent of those not pamcrpatmg) or because their provrder was not eligible for or would not =~ ~

_take the sub51dy (mentroned by four percent) These results suggest that program staff may |




: difficult for some chents to keep jobs if they miss.
- transportatlon arrangements Among chents who have

B :;onIy 21 percent owned’ a* car (1

: _ license, and only 30 percent owned a car. Therefore,
'« clients (30 percent) drove themselves 10 work (Flgure

‘ \
i
S |
o
e . ol f .
: | .need to spend additional tlme explalmng Transmonal
-' that all who are ehglble for thts sub51dy recelve 1t

i

D WHAT TRANSPORTATION CHALLENGES D

~ Some WFNJ chents\ face transportatlon prC
:{Commutlng can be costly and can erode some of the

four reported that transportatlon problems somettmes

1

e

o WFNJ CLIENTS F‘A_C'Eé o o

oblems’ when they begin working.
financial beneﬁts of work. It may be .
vork frequently because of unreliable

e worked since entenng WFNJ, one in -
made _workmg dlfﬁcult (Flgure V4.

"4 relattvely small fractlon of WFNJ cItents own cars, so. many rely on pubIzc

transportation and on rtdes from others|

to get to work. 'These other

commutmg methods were assoctated wzth more transportatton probIems

%
percent of WFNJ c
not shown) Amo
elattvely Tow; 52 per

|
At the time of the ¢ survey, 40

) “percentages were hlgher but still r

. -commutmg methods, such as pubhc transportatxon (37
and relatives (15 percent)‘ Moreover chents rely
.transportatlon to get to wo‘rk were the most hkely t

. i
.
H |

1ents had a vahd driver’s hcense ‘and

a relatively small fraction of employed.

V.8). Most clients had to rely onother: -

percent) and getting rides from fnends '
ing ‘on rides from others. and public
o jreport that transportation problems

I
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made working dlfﬁcult for them (34 and 33 percent respectrvely) In contrast, those who
drove themselves or walked or biked to work were the: least likely to report transportation -
' problems (19 and 13 percent respectlvely) ' : :

: Not surpnsmgly, WENT clients living in urban areas, wh1ch are typrcally better served -
by mass transit, relied more heavily on public transportatlon than did clients 11v1ng in more
- rural and suburban areas of the state. For example, among those living'in the three largest.
~ and most urban New Jersey counties (Camden Essex, and Hudson) ;50 percent of employed

clients commuted by public transportation, and only 21 percent drove themselves.- In
contrast, among those living in the state’s- 12 least urbanized counties (including counties
; such as Atlantic, Cape May, and Cumberland in the south and Morris, Somerset, and Sussex
inthe north), only 14 percent commuted by pubhc transportatron whereas 42 percent drove
' themselves to work ' , e - : :

m The commutes of employed cItents lasted just over haIf an hour each way, on
e average Those relying on pubIzc transportatton had the Iongest commutes,
averagmg almost 50 min utes - :

Gettmg to and from work can take con51derable tlme for employed WFNJ clients.’ On
average, commutmg took 33 minutes each way, 1nclud1ng time spent droppmg children off .

at day care. About one in five had commutes of more than an hour. Those who relied on o

- public transportatron had the longest commutes, averaglng 49 mlnutes compared with 28
mmutes for those who drove themselves, 24. mmutes for those who rode w1th someone else,
and 17 mmutes for those who walked or brked to work ' -
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~ CONCLUSIONS

his report prov1des an early look at how current and former WEFNJ chents and

~their families are faring under the new welfare policies, focusmg on clients’

. _welfare and employment experiences and general life quahty ‘Based on their

- ».-s1tuat1ons approx1mately 21 months after entering ’ WFNJ, we find that the one in three clients
- who had left welfare for work had made a good ¢ start, w1th incomes that were substannally )

- ~ higher than the incomes of those who had remalned on TAN F. However, many in this group “

" had riot taken advantage of post-TANF supports, such as' Transmonal Chrld Care and food *

stamp benefits. The 3 in 10 clients who remained on TANF and were not- employed faced

- a variety of challenges to: stable employment 1nclud1ng low educatlon levels, limited

.employment experience, - and poor. health. Flnally, the one in four clrents who had left

. welfare and were not workmg were a d1verse group. Some in this group had other sources

of income, such as a _spouse’s or partner s earnmgs “and ‘were- domg relatlvely well -

o fﬁnancrally Others d1d not have these ﬁnancral supports and were at hrgh nsk of extreme

- f‘poverty :
o

L ‘_A POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS SUGGESTED BY THESE EARLY FINDINGS

. Because our ﬁndlngs are based on the ﬁrst of a series of six cllent surveys they should :
be. v1ewed asa benchmark by which to track client progress over. tlme Subsequent rounds -
~ of the survey will give a clearer plcture of clients” _progress in movmg off welfare and
. 'prov1de more m—depth guldance for programs and policy.. However, to prov1de early
.feedback to xtate and county staff we make the followmg suggestlons -

l Consrder spendmg addmonal time and resources to promote greater use of
transmonal benef its for those exmng TANF for work as well as greater

parttapatlon in the F ood Stamp Program for all T ANF leavers

) A large number of chents have left welfare for work but are not usmg all the supports .
' —_avallable to them. “Why. not" Some report. not knowmg about transmonal beneﬁts Others
" ‘may be aware. of these beneﬁts but think (mcorrectly) that they do not quallfy for them. To
1mprove client awareness of transmonal benefits, program staff may want to inform clients

~ about these benefits at regular 1ntervals as chents enter various. work—related activities.. Staff _
~also may want to inform clients about these beneﬁts soon. after they exit TANF (when chents i

R s1mpllfy these processes ’

_ first need these beneﬁts and w111 therefore, be more hkely to focus on their importance). In

- addition, program staff can create 51mple budget tables showmg the amount of Transitional
Child Care benefits for which clients are ehglble They also can make sure that use of
transitional benefits is-an important: focus of any. postemployment programs offered Tothe

- extent that the. ehglbllrty and paperwork processes may be. compllcated for those who have
v ex1ted TANF to report their employment to the welfare ofﬁce, 1t w1ll be 1mportant to try to

a

R B



* maintain employment. . In] addltﬂon welfare recipie

o requlre addmonal trarmng OI’ more 1ntens1ve _]Ob searc

' . health problems affect their ability to obtam and ma

|

Some clrents may know about the transrttonal be

that the procedure for applymg for and usmg these be
) have other reasons for not us1ng them lt 1s necessa
not using these supports. In our next round of surve
"“many clients who are not usrng these beneﬁts are ehg

" not usmg these beneﬁts o l s
L | o
g

' :
S
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|

I
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nefits but not use them They may feel L

nefits is too complicated, or theytmay ,
Yy to. understand why many people are
ys, we will focus on determrmng how -

lble for them and why these clients are

_ L] Consrder provtdmg addmonal postemploynltent servrces to clrents who have

‘found jobs. l (oot

b S

. Many ‘WENJ clients ﬁnd low-paylng, entry -leve
- pay, combined with the Mgh cost of work can'm

" demands of the workplace and make reliable child
" Some must also deal with lhealth and housmg probls

' from family members. These concerns can all compo)
1o work difficult. Stronger postemployment supports ksuch as case management for hrgh-nsk” -

clients and ﬁnancral incentives for low eamers) m

greater emphasrs on dealrng w11ht orkplace stress an

e Consrder conductmg comprehensrve ass

|

I :

i

d

1 _]ObS The low wages that these jObS -
ce it difficult for welfare recrprents t0
ents who find work must adjust to the

d to make the transition from welfare

‘y help clients cope' with these i issues.

o " ~ Moreover, because many chents have little prior experrence deahng with workplace issues, -
B programs designed to help support newly employed

Ifare recipients may alsoneed to place« -

e

ssments for Iong-term TANF |

recrptents to understand thexr needs and 1de ttjj} the best package of servrces

Clients who remamed on TANF and were not employed at the tlme of the ﬁrst survey -

B *were more drsadvantaged than other cllents ‘These cl
skllls poor health and chrld care 1ssues) leen the variety of
][who have not yet found jobs, program staff ‘may need to v

to employment (such'as low
challenges facing WFNJ ctltents
- focus additional resources lon assessing the1r needs.

ents face a vanety of potent1a1 barriers

Some cllents who lack Job skllls may
h. assnstance ‘Those with serious: health

problems may be better served by the SSI prograr
~ conditions may be able do some kinds of work b

ut may requlre additional support to,f';
agement services designed to address

' maintain, employment such as spec1alt_zcd case ma

" their health care needs. Individualized and holistic as

;to help cltents who face TANF work requtrements and have not yet found employment

I
Health problems emerged as an 1mportant 1ssue

| round of the client survey and in the next’ Chent Stud)‘

for thls group Therefore in the next
report we will focus on the nature ‘and

- severity of the health problems of WFNJ chents and their family members and on how these o

R
i

l_ ‘
.' B l Consrder trying td reach all cltents wlw exi

mtam employment

t TANF and déierm'fae Why they .

are leaving and whether they have the nece

Ieavmg TANF wzth mformatwn on other suplports avadable in the community.

Some chents who lea\i'e welfare and are not employed are lrvmg wrth other employed o

o adults or have recent empl'oyment expenence Ho

N l
S
' |
‘ Coh

‘,‘
S
E

i

W

b

ever, many do not have such supports o

care and transportation arrangements ) o
ems and contend with lack of support

gettrng along with others on the _]Ob K :

Those with less serious health v

essments may best enable WFNJ staff

essary supports. Provide clients -



, ) _
‘ and may experlence severe hardshlps 1nclud1ng living in extreme poverty. To provide the
necessary post-TANF support services to these clients, it is- important that welfare staff
’understand why these clients are exiting TANF and how they plan to support themselves.
‘ Welfare staff can gather this information as part of exit interviews if clients inform staff that
 they are leaving TANF. ‘Based on this information, staff can inform clients of post-TANF -
support services (such as food stamps and Transitional Child Care and transitional Medicaid
~ benefits) available to them through' the welfare ofﬁce as well as other support services -
.avallable in the commumty . oo i - \

Some cllents may leave TANF without mformmg welfare staff Staff may need to make

- aspecial effort to reach these clients to determine why they left TANF and whether they are

receiving the support services they need. Welfare staff also may want to learn more about
local support services' avarlable outside- the welfare system and provide clients leavmg
welfare with information on these other supports. In the next round of client surveys, we will -
 focus on understanding why former WFNJ clients who are not working left welfare. Wealso
will gather additional mformatlon on the financial help and other support they may be
rece1v1ng from fnends famlly, or commumty agenc1es L S

o~

B. NEXT STEPS IN THE WFNJ CLIENT STUDY ,. P |

_ Thls report prov1des an early descriptive look at how current and former WFNJ clients
and their families are faring under the new welfare policies and provides a benchmark by

" which to judge WENIJ clients’ economic progress. Subsequent reports will prov1de more

. detailed analyses. of the welfare dynamlcs of WFNJ clients, their rates of employment »
retentron and the factors assoc1ated with a successﬁrl transition from welfare to work.

_ The next round of surveys with our sample of WFNJ chents is scheduled to begin in
“December 1999. In addition to clients’ earnings, income, and household composition, this
round of the survey will focus on three special topics: (1) why. many clients do not use

i transitional benefits, (2) the nature and. severity of health problems among certain WFNJ

cl1ents and (3) ~why those off TANF and not workmg left welfare and how they are -
supporting themselves." During early 2000, we will conduct in-depth, in-person interviews
with ‘about 60 chents which  also will focus on these three special - topics. - These
semistructured interviews wﬂl allow us to gain a more detailed quahtatlve understanding of
clients’ lives, their experiences w1th the program, and the challenges they face as they make

the transition off welfare. The ﬁndmgs from the next survey and msrghts from the in-depth
' 1nterv1ews wrll be presented in the second Client Study report scheduled for summer 2000

'Topics for future surveys and reports will include substance abuse and mental health issues, food
securlty, and chlld care and child well- bemo -
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' TABLEA. 1

TANF AND FOOD STAMP RECEIPT DURING THE FIRST YEAR
AFTER WFNJ ENTRY '

EER RN

1 : N :  New WFNIJ Entrants..- Al WFNJ Clients’
A " Existing Caseload - July1997te - - July 1997 +to
AR ~July1997 - Junel1998 - June 1998

- | Percentage Receiving -
- TANFin: S P :
~ Month 1 Ce0oo1000 o 1000 100
~Month-2' 9% 91 93
‘Month3 . o .88 . o 83 - . 8T
Month4 -~ 83 .t 74 . 80
Months ' ... 81 . . 68 . ... 7T
Month7 A ST 6T
‘ Month8 .68 = S S3.. 63
- Month9 . 63 .51 60
‘.-\Montth 7 A - 1. I
©Monmth11 60 4285
S Month12° 0 R8T 40 52

AR

RS

T

200000001

Percentage. Receiving' o
FoodStampsm : R e S Ce el
_Monthl - : '8 .78 - 8
“Month2 - 82 76 S 80 -
o Month3 oo 78 69 T s
~ Month4 770 66 T4
“Monthss - TS L 60 T
Month6 4 s 7 g
CMonth7 o T2 . .58 68
| Monmhs - oo o s7e 67
- Month9 - 6T 5164
~ Month10 . . 68 - . 56 ! 64
* ‘Month 11 S 6 Lot 61
“Month12 .~ . .. 6 . 48 59

R S

S

R

SRR

1 Sﬁmple‘.Sizei o S 813 e 6,‘10.: i : 1423

s

RN

SOURCE: - WFNJ' adm3ifhistrétive records dét‘é

'NOTE: WFNJ entry pertams to the tlme that the sample members first recelved cash assistance after
: New Jersey lmplemented TANF in July 1997. The July 1997 caseload sample includes those

" who were receiving AFDC in June 1997 and contmued to receive TANF in July 1997. The |

new entrant sample includes those who were not receiving AFDC: in June 1997 but :
subsequently entered the TANF rolls from July 1997 throuOh June 1998. ‘
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TAlBLEAz .

| MONTHLY EMPLOYMENT RATES DURING THE FIRST YEAR
’ ' ‘ lAFTERWFNJENTRY' T

P R

) . New/WFNJEntranis  All WFNJ Clients
S Ex1s1mg Caselqad o July 1997t July 1997t0
L July 1997 . [June1998  ‘June1998

i i
T

s

_ Percentage Employed in: T A T A S
- Month1 B 19 24 21
~“'Month2 ool b3 29 s 2s
‘Month3" . .’\ 26 . 33 Coo 28
1

5

200

Month4 =~ 29 38 s
“Months - 310 o400 34
~Month6 . | 031 o o 43 35

"Month 7 | o330 as 36

Month8 = X T I e ¥ X
~ Month9 o es e e 39
|
|
|

R A

‘Month10 36 4T 39 |
37 4 T A

‘Month 11 __ | . ‘ . 1
S 40 0 o a3

‘Morlt_h 12

"~ 0
2RI

SampleSize . 813 60 143

—

|
SOURCE:  WEFN]J ﬁrst 1c1iem' Sumyl; L l

S TR & | . o
NOTE:* ' ~WFNJ entry pertalns to tht!: time: that the sample xn mbers ﬁrst recew“d cash assistance aﬁer i

" New Jersey implemented TANF in July l997 Th July 1997 caseload sample:includes those
- who were receiving AF DC in June.1997 and continued to receive TANF in July 1997. The -
'+ new entrant sample mcludes those who were |not receiving AFDC in- June l997 but

subsequently entered the lI'ANF rolls from July ll997 throu0h June 1998

R .‘::/.-.-"l«“.o::"mw,ﬁ»"m SR ""’"’“ﬁ’ s W E %'tmff&ﬁ»m.‘. .%m¢2yﬁli" SRR




TABLEA3'
'MONTHLY INCOME AND ITS SOURCES AMONG WFNJ CLIENTS
- WHO WERE OFF TANF AND NOT EMPLOYED

'
/

: Emploved in-Past No Recenv ; No Recent
Living with". ~ Three Months. Not ' - Employment. lemo .~ Employment. - :
" Employed meg with, Employed ~with Employed Adults, " NotLiving w ith - -All These
Spquse/Panner, __Spouse/Panner . 'Not Spouse/Partner Emploved Adults Clients

Momhly lncome (m Dollars) ) s S . o R )
© “Own eamings S -4 260 . 0 ' 0 57
) "Spouse’s/pannerseammgs 1275 R ‘ e ) 2. 1262

- Food stamps - . s 46 SRR 0 ¢ . J TR y A SR § (N 88 -
S SSE e s30T as. 3 s T
= ‘Child suppon ) U 75 30 0 60 52
Unemployment lnsurance -7 T 89 e 3900 28 46
Other sources R S 30 SL67T o e .76 - 63

An-so’u‘rces', o 188t 645 o 24 30 651

Sazsaeassescesaa e aREy

2882

SR

A AR

LR

Percem Recelvmg lncome from_ : e LT S . .
. ~Own eamings- . R .40 7 L 00 .0 ‘
- Spouse’s/partner’ seammgs‘ 1000 S0 ¥ 0 2
© Foodstamps . . . . .25 T ) o450
- SSI. - o . LT S - T L 20 .
-° Child support . e 0 e 3 T S 29. 24
' 'Unemployment lnsurance L T 7 S ANV R . 8
»‘Othersources o 23 L0 39 LT3 36 33

)
(=)
T

22

~Any‘sourc‘e"‘ G 1001'-" ‘ 87 . . 70 : 78 - 83
PercentinPovery 4l ¢ o806 S8
Percent in Subsndlzed Housmo 6 ) 29 L 8 L - L350 v 24 v
Sample Slze A 83 . 75 S 6 R 168 ) ’.‘387"

150ua‘c-e': - Fxrst WFNJ Chent Survey

R B R R R R

NOTE: . - Emplovment/h\ ing sntuauon categones are mutually exc]uswe (see Floure ll 9) lncome was mcasured for the month pnor
o e to the Survey. lemg snuauons and TANF and cmploymem status. refer to the' nme of the survey. :

‘ ‘Chents in this group dld not Ilve \\ l(th curremly employed spouses or, panners Ho“ever a fe“ Iwed wnth spouses or parmers \\ho had
»\orked wuhm the past month and »therefore ‘had pnor month’s eammos ' '

7






' ABOUT THE AUTHORS

 Anu Rangarajan is a senior economist at Mathematxca Her research focuses on welfare ‘
nutrltlon and education pollcy issues. : :

Robert G Wood is a senior economlst at Mathematlca who studles welfare housmg, and
educatlon policies. - i

How TO GET THE FULL REPORT

: The full report, “How WFNJ Clients. Are Faring. Under Welfare Reform: An Early Look ”
1is available in PDF format on Mathematica’s Web site-at www. mathematlca-mpr com.

For information on: ordermg a prmted copy, please call Mathematlca Publlcatlons at (609)
' 275-2350 o R N D

/

: OTHER REPORTS FROM THE CLIENT STUDY

The Client Study w1ll 1nclude several other reports The second report is scheduled for -

summer 2000. It will cover a' longer follow-up period to track clients’ employment and

. welfare expenences and 'will mclude new entrants who enrolled between July and December
11998, as well as the sample in the first report! In addition, the second. report will focus on
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