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WYV WORKS Case Closure Study

Executive Summary

West Virginia s Department of Health and Human Resources (DHHR) provided funding
to an interdisciplinary faculty research team, assembled by West Virginia University’s Institute for
Public Affairs, to design, administer, and interpret a comprehensive statewide survey of WV
WORKS recipients whose cases were closed during 1998.

A scientific random sample of WV WORKS recipients whose cases were closed during
1998 was drawn and the survey was administered during the summer and early fall of 1999. Half
of the surveys (962) were completed and returned, creating the most comprehensive, scientifically
valid assessment of experiences of former welfare recipients ever undertaken in West Virginia
The survey’ s results provide:

* Information concerning why the respondents left WV WORKS,

A profile of their current economic and social well-being;

An indication of how welfare reform has impacted their behavior and their prospects
for economic sdlf-sufficiency; and

Their assessment of their experiences with DHHR'’ s programs.

Among the survey’s more notable findings are:

a The most frequently cited reasons for leaving WV WORKS were finding employment
(43 percent) and the receipt of money from non-employment related sources, such as
pensions, socia security, workers' compensation or child support (19.6 percent);

b. Morethan half of the respondents were employed (54.3 percent) and the median
wage of those who were employed was $5.90 an hour;

c. Most of the respondents (82.9 percent) had atotal annual household income of
$10,000 or lessin 1998;

d. Although a mgjority of the respondents had a relatively positive view of their own
personal well-being, of their future and of their children’s future, many of them
reported that after leaving WV WORKS they had experienced times when they did
not have enough money to buy food (42.9 percent), medicine (40.2 percent), or
glasses (59.3 percent), and did not have enough money to go to the dentist (48.9
percent) or to the doctor (39.6 percent);

e. Thefive most frequently cited reasons reported by unemployed respondents to explain
why they were not employed were a physical or mental illness or disability (39.1
percent), labor market conditions (37.7 percent), child care (26.1 percent), lack of
transportation (25.6 percent) and lack of skills, experience or education (25.2 percent);



f. When asked if they had found it difficult to find ajob because of their personal
appearance, the most frequently cited employment barrier was the lack of
nice clothes (24.9 percent);

g. Morethan half of the respondents (58.8 percent) reported that they had participated in
ajob training or education program when they were on WV WORKS/TANF;

h. The most frequently cited skills learned by those who participated in a job training or
education program were job readiness (26.3 percent), office skills (15.7 percent) and
none (14.8 percent);

i. Enrollment in public assistance programs (such as Medicaid, food stamps and child
care support payments) decreased after the respondents left WV WORKS/TANF;

J. Thetwo most frequently cited actions that the respondents would take to improve their
own well-being were get ajob or a better paying job and get more education;

k. The two most frequently cited actions that the respondents would take to improve their
family’ s well-being were get ajob or a better paying job and get more money;

I. Thetwo most frequently cited actions that the respondents would take to change WV
WORKS were to improve the sensitivity of DHHR employees and to provide
additional help finding work.

Additional information concerning these and other findings can be found in the full version of the
“WV WORKS Case Closure Study” and in the study’ s appendices.
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WYV WORKS Case Closure Study
West Virginia University Research Task Force on Welfare Reform

President Clinton promised during his 1992 presidential campaign to end welfare aswe
know it, and he did precisely that when he signed into law the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. The new law indicated in itsintroduction that its
primary goals were to reduce out-of-wedlock births, single-parent child-rearing, and welfare
dependency. To accomplish the first two goalsit provided states “bonus’ money if they were able
to devise programs that reduced out-of-wedlock births, and it required recipients to cooperate
with state child support enforcement agencies to reduce single-parent child-rearing. To
accomplish the third goal, the Aid to Families With Dependent Children program was replaced by
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant (TANF).

This new, state-centered block grant program was designed to end welfare dependency by
ingtituting lifetime benefit limits and mandatory work requirements for recipients, and mandatory
work participation rates for states. States that fail to meet these participation rates are subject to
the forfeiture of five percent of their federal TANF funds during the first year of non-compliance,
and an additional two percent of funding for each consecutive year they continue in non-
compliance, up to a maximum of 21 percent of their federal TANF funding (National Conference
of State Legidlatures 1997).

TANF swork requirements and other sanctions had an immediate and dramatic impact on
casel oads across the nation. Between January 1997 and June 1999, over 4.5 million people (39.7
percent) left the program, reducing total enrollment from 11.4 million to 6.9 million people. The
reductions were even more dramatic in West Virginia. Over that same time period, more than
two out of every three TANF/WV WORKS recipients (67,658 out of 98,690) left the rolls (68.5
percent) (DHHS 1999a).

The dramatic drop in TANF enrollment across the nation, and in West Virginia, was
viewed initially by most state policymakers as an indication that welfare reform was working. The
reductions, it seemed, clearly indicated that the new law was meeting its stated goal of stemming
the rising tide of welfare dependency. At first, most commentators assumed that TANF
enrollments were declining because the law’ s provisions were encouraging welfare recipients to
find work at atime when the national economy was booming and jobs, especialy entry-level jobs,
were relatively plentiful. However, a closer examination of the statistics provided by state welfare
agencies revealed that, nationwide, less than half of the recipients who left the welfare rolls were
finding jobs. In West Virginia, less than one-third of those who left TANF/WV WORKS
following the new law’ s enactment entered the work force (Fischer 1998; WV WORKS 1998).
Policymakers across the nation, and in West Virginia, began to ask the same question: what was
happening to these people?

In an effort to answer this, and other questions, West Virginia s Department of Health and
Human Resources (DHHR) provided funding to an interdisciplinary faculty research team,
assembled by West Virginia University’s Institute for Public Affairs, to design, administer, and
interpret a comprehensive statewide survey of WV WORKS reci pients whose cases were closed
during 1998. The Department’ s records indicated that 18,254 cases were closed during 1998
(cases can be either individuals or families). Their records also indicated that about one-third (35



percent) of the cases closed because the recipient found employment, 19.9 percent because of the
counting of Supplemental Security Income toward the program’ sincome eligibility criteria (this
policy has subsequently been rescinded), 17.8 percent by customer request, and 27.3 percent for
other reasons. The survey was to provide (1) additional information concerning why the cases
were closed, (2) a profile of the respondents’ current economic and social well-being, (3) an
indication of how welfare reform has impacted their behavior and prospects for economic self-
sufficiency, and (4) an assessment of their experiences with the Department’ s programs.

Survey Design

The survey was designed in consultation with officialsin West Virginia' s Department of
Health and Human Resources and with several knowledgeable policy experts, both from within
and outside West Virginia. Because the response rate for mailed surveysistypically low,
especialy for survey populations with limited formal education and/or income, respondents were
offered $15 to complete the survey.

The use of telephone surveys and face-to-face interviews to either replace or supplement
the information provided by the mailed survey was considered. A telephone survey was precluded
by state confidentiality rules. A face-to-face survey was precluded by cost and time limitations.

In an effort to supplement the primarily quantitative answers to the survey questions,
many of the questions provided respondents an opportunity to explain their answers. In addition,
the following three, open-ended, qualitative questions were included in the survey:

* If there was one thing that you could do to improve your own well-being,
what would it be?

* If there was one thing that you could do to improve your family’s well-being,
what would it be?

* If there was one thing that you could change about WV WORKS, what would it be?

Most of the respondents (803) answered the open-ended question, “If there was one thing
that you could do to improve your own well-being, what would it be?” A summary of the
responses to this question can be found on Table 23 (on page 22). Most of the respondents (753)
also answered “If there was one thing that you could do to improve your family’ s well-being,
what would it be?” A summary of the responses to this question can be found on Table 24 (on
page 22). Finaly, more than half of the respondents (581) answered “If there was one thing that
you could change about WV WORKS, what would it be?” A summary of the responses to this
guestion can be found on Table 25 (on page 23). A verbatim listing of the responses to the three
guestions, edited to delete references to individuals, companies, or other entities that could
possibly compromise the respondent’ s confidentiality, are provided in the study’ s Appendices.



Survey Sample Size

West Virginia s Department of Health and Human Resources randomly generated mailing
labels for 2,500 WV WORKS recipients whose cases were closed during 1998. The target
sample size was 2,000 “good” addresses. It was anticipated that about 20 percent of the mailing
addresses would be undeliverable because of the transient nature of the population sample. A
total of 580 surveys (23.2 percent of the initial mailing) were returned as undeliverable by the post
office. This created a population sample size of 1,920.

Theinitia mailing of the surveys took place in mid-July, 1999. A second, follow-up
mailing took place in mid-August, 1999. Respondents were given until September 10, 1999 to
complete and return the surveys.

A total of 962 surveys were completed and returned, for aresponse rate of 50 percent.
Thisis considered an exceptional response rate for mailed surveys to low-income populations
(Nachmias and Nachmias 1987). Samples of this size (962 responses from atotal population of
18,259 case closures) have amargin of error of plus or minus 4 percent for each question. Also,
because the sample was drawn scientifically the sample should provide (within a 95 percent
confidence interval) an accurate representation of the experiences of all 18,259 cases that were
closed in 1998 (Manheim and Rich 1986).

Survey Representativeness

The sample' s demographic characteristics were compared with the demographic
characteristics of all WV WORKS' adult recipientsin 1998 to make certain that it was truly
representative of the survey population. Although some differences were expected between the
target population (adults who left WV WORKS in 1998) and all WV WORKS adults in 1998, the
two groups should be sufficiently ssimilar to provide an additional test of the sample' s validity.
The sampleis similar to the population of all WV WORKS adultsin 1998 in nearly al respects:

* The county-by-county distribution of survey responsesis similar to the actua
county-by-county distribution of WV WORKS cases in 1998 (see Figure 1 on pages 30
and 31). All 55 counties are represented in the sample, with the largest number of
respondents residing in Kanawha (116) and Cabell (63) counties;

» The gender of the respondentsis similar to the gender of adult WV WORKS recipients
in 1998 (82.2 percent of the respondents were women and 17.8 percent were
men compared to 79.8 percent of adult WV WORKS recipientsin 1998 were
women and 20.2 percent were men);

» The age distribution of the respondentsis similar to the age distribution of WV
WORKS adult recipients in 1998 (79.6 percent of the respondents were in their 20s or
30s, ranging from 18 to 91, with an average age of 31, compared to 79.4 percent of all
WV WORKS adult recipientsin 1998 were in their 20s or 30s) (DHHS 1999b);

» The ethnicity of the respondentsis similar to the ethnicity of WV WORKS adult
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recipientsin 1998 (91.7 percent of the respondents were Caucasian, 5.8 percent were
African-American, 1.1 percent were Native American, 0.4 percent were Hispanic, 0.1
percent were Asian, and 1 percent reported other compared to 93.2 percent of all WV
WORKS adult recipients in 1998 were Caucasian, 6.1 percent were African-
American, 0.1 percent were Native-American, 0.1 percent were Hispanic, 0.1 percent
were Asian, and 0.4 reported other) (DHHS 1999b).

There was a difference between the respondents’ marital status and the marital status of all
WV WORKS adult recipients in 1998, but that was expected. The respondents were less likely to
be single than the typical WV WORKS adult recipient in 1998. Of the respondents, 38.7 percent
were married, 26 percent were single, 25.7 percent were divorced, 8.8 percent were separated,
and 0.7 percent were widowed. Of the WV WORKS adult recipientsin 1998, 31.7 percent were
married, 37.5 percent were single, 17 percent were divorced, 13 percent were separated, and 0.4
percent were widowed (DHHS 1999b). The difference in martial status between the respondents
and WV WORKS adult recipients in 1998 was expected because one of the reasons for leaving
WV WORKS is achange in marital status.

Asis aways the case when conducting scientific random samples, there are some
variations in the sample's characteristics and what is known about the survey population’s
characteristics. Overal, these variations are very minor. Asaresult, we are confident that the
survey sampleistruly representative of the survey population.

Respondent Profile

The survey included a series of questions designed to provide a profile of the respondents.
As mentioned previously, most of the respondents were white women in their twenties or thirties.
Also:
» Most of the respondents (72.4 percent) had either one (35.3 percent) or two children
(37.1 percent) in the household;

» About one-third of the respondents had not completed high school or received a GED
(30.4 percent);

» Morethan half of the respondents (54.5 percent) received wages or a salary;

» The median (mid-point) wage of those respondents who were employed was $5.90 an
hour (the average wage was $6.26 per hour);

» The median monthly gross income of those respondents who worked was $727.50 per
month (the average was $817.08);

» Most of the respondents (82.9 percent) had atotal annual household income of $10,000
or lessin 1998 and most (69.9 percent) anticipated having atotal annua household
income of $10,000 or lessin 1999;



» More than half of the respondents (51.8 percent) were receiving food stamps when they
completed the survey;

* More than half the respondents (59.5 percent) had some form of health care insurance,
either from Medicaid (48.4 percent), private health insurance (5.7 percent), Medicare
(2.9 percent) or public employee insurance (2.4 percent) when they completed the
survey;

* Most of the respondents (79.1 percent) did not receive earned income tax credits;

» Most of the respondents (62.4 percent) have applied for and received WV
WORKS/TANF/AFDC benefits only once (36.6 percent) or twice (25.8 percent) in
thelr lives,

» More than half of the respondents (59.7 percent) had received WV WORKSTANF/
AFDC benefits for fewer than three years;

* Most of the respondents (86.6 percent) were off of WV WORKS when they completed
the survey (those without a high school degree or GED were more likely than others to
return to the WV WORKS program);

» Most of the respondents (78.8 percent) did not know how many months of WV
WORKSTANF digibility they had remaining;

» Morethan half of the respondents (58.8 percent) reported that they had participated in
at least one job training program or an education program.

Reasons for Case Closure

As mentioned previoudly, West Virginia s Department of Health and Human Resources
records indicated that 35.1 percent (6,397/18,254) of the cases closed in 1998 were closed
because the recipient found employment, 19.8 percent (3,625) were closed because of the
counting of Supplemental Security Income toward the program’ sincome eligibility criteria (this
policy has subsequently been rescinded), 17.8 percent (3,251) were closed by customer request,
and 27.3 percent (4,981) were closed for other reasons.

The respondents were asked a series of questions that were designed to provide a more
comprehensive assessment of why they left WV WORKS in 1998. Firgt, they were asked if they
had requested that their case be closed or if DHHR closed their case. Most (60.8 percent) of the
respondents who answered this question indicated they left the program voluntarily (473/778
respondents) and 39.2 percent indicated that DHHR closed their case (305/778 respondents).
The respondents were also asked to indicate why they thought they were no longer on WV
WORKS. They were provided alist of reasons and allowed to mark all that applied. They were
also provided space to write in an answer. As Table 1 (on page 6) indicates, the most frequently
cited reason for leaving the program was finding employment (43.4 percent of the respondents
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answering this question - 362/834). The
second most frequently cited reason for
leaving the program was exceeding the
program’sincome dligibility criteria due to the
receipt of money from non-employment
related sources, such as pensions, social
security, workers' compensation or child
support (19.7 percent). The third most cited
reason was that they received job training or
education that led to employment (9.6
percent).

Current economic and social well-being

The respondents were asked a series
of questions that were designed to provide an
assessment of their current economic and
social well-being. Specifically, respondents
were asked questions concerning their
income, life experiences, their personal
assessment of their current economic and
social well-being, and how they view their
future prospects.

Income

More than half of the respondents
(54.5 percent) were employed and received
wages or asalary. The median wage of those
employed was $5.90 an hour (the average
wage was $6.26 an hour). Of those who were
employed, 61.8 percent were employed full-
time (defined as more than 30 hours per
week) and 38.2 percent were employed on a
part-time basis (note: 2.8 percent of those
employed for at least 30 hours aweek were
employed at more than one job). Of those
employed, more than half (58 percent) did not
have paid vacation or personal days and most
did not have paid sick leave (80.8 percent),
did not have paid holidays (66.9 percent), did
not have health benefits paid either in full or in
part by their employer (79.1 percent), and did
not have aretirement plan (78.5 percent).

Tablel
Reason for Leaving WV WORK S/TANF

Reason Percentage
Found employment 43.4%

Exceeded income limits from
non-employment related sources

(pensions, social security, etc.) 19.7%
Got job training/education that

led to employment 9.6%
Got transportation and that was

all that was needed for

employment 7.4%
Got married 6.5%
Sanctioned by DHHR 6.1%
Saving digibility for the future 6.1%
Child or children turned 18 5.2%
Assets exceeded the limit 4.7%

Found child care and that was
all that was needed for employment 4.6%
Did not want DHHR involved in

child support 4.1%
Not willing to follow the

Personal Responsibility Contract ~ 3.5%
Moved 3.1%
Work requirements interfered with

college 2.7%
Did not want to identify the father

of my child or children 1.4%
Did not want to give information

to the DHHR caseworker 1.0%
Received a diversion payment 0.7%
Reconciled with my husband 0.7%

N =834

note: the percentages total to more than 100
percent because the respondents were
allowed to provide more than one reason for
leaving the program.




Nearly al (98 percent) of the respondents who were employed on a part-time basis
reported that they wanted to work on afull-time basis. The most frequently reported reasons for
not working full-time was my job does not require a full-time person (15.2 percent) and | cannot
find afull-time job (11.8 percent).

As Table 2 indicates, most (82.9

percent) of the respondents had atotal Table?2

household income of $10,000 or lessin 1998. Respondent’s Annual Household I ncome
Nearly half of the respondents (47.7 percent) (1998)

had atotal annua household income of less

than $5,000 and 35.2 percent had atotal Amount tag
annual household income of $5,000 to o rercentage
$10,000. When asked to estimate what their Lessthan $5,000 47 7%
total annual household income would bein $5,000 - $10,000 35.204
1999, most of the respondents (69.9 percent) $10,001 - $15,000 10.2%
indicated either less than $5,000 (30.3 $15,001 - $20,000 3.4%
percent) or $5,000 to $10,000 (39.6 percent). | $20.001 - $25,000 1.7%
Another 15.9 percent of the respondents More than $25,000 1.8%
estimated that their total annual household

income would be $10,001 to $15,000, 6.5 N = 898

percent estimated $15,001 to $20,000, 3.5

percent estimated $20,001 to $25,000 and 4.3

percent estimated more than $25,000.
Other Benefits

Respondents were provided along list of benefits and asked to mark all that they or a
family member in their household received (both while on WV WORKSTANF and after leaving
the program). Table 3 (on page 8) lists the percent of respondents who reported receiving the
benefits while they were on WV WORKS/TANF and after they left the program. The most
frequently cited benefits were Medicaid/medical card (76.8 percent while on WV WORKS/TANF
and 58.4 percent after they left the program), food stamps (72.6 percent while on WV
WORKS/TANF and 51.8 percent after they left the program), and free or reduced price school
meals (42.6 percent while on WV WORKSTANF and 35.9 percent after they left the program).
The frequency of most governmental based benefits decreased after the respondents left WV
WORKS/TANF while the frequency of most private sector provided benefits increased.

Life Experiences

The respondents were asked if leaving WV WORKSTANF caused a change in their lives.
They were provided alist of changes and asked to mark all that applied. As Table 4 (on page 9)
indicates, the most frequently reported change in their lives caused by their leaving WV
WORKS/TANF was having the family run out of money (23.2 percent). The second most cited
change caused by their leaving the program was a family member getting ajob (16.2 percent).
Another 11.3 percent of the respondents indicated that |eaving the program caused them to move

7



in with afriend or relative or for afriend or relative to move in with them and 11.2 percent
indicated that leaving the program caused them to move.

Table3
Have you or a family member in your home received
any benefits from the following programs?
(whileon WV WORKS/TANF and since leaving the program)

% while on % since leaving
Program WV WORKSTANF WV WORKSTANF

Medicaid/medical card 76.8% 58.4%
Food stamps 72.6% 51.8%
Free or reduced price school meals 42.6% 35.9%
School clothing voucher 36.2% 14.8%
Low income energy assistance program (LEAP) 31.2% 18.4%
Women, infant, and children nutrition program 29.0% 20.1%
Housing assistance 16.4% 13.7%
DHHR emergency assistance 15.0% 10.2%
Supplemental security income 12.3% 14.3%
Food pantry 10.5% 13.9%
Head start 10.2% 9.5%
State child care payment 8.2% 8.3%
Menta hedlth services 6.8% 5.5%
Free health clinics 6.4% 6.3%
Children’s health insurance program (CHIP)  6.0% 6.4%

Child care assistance (other than from the state) 5.2% 6.5%
Assistance from church 4.3% 7.7%
Family planning 4.1% 4.4%
Free dentd clinics 4.0% 3.8%
State transportation assistance 3.8% 3.7%
Summer food service (energy express) 2.3% 3.5%
Drug/alcohol rehabilitation services 1.7% 2.1%
Unemployment benefits 1.6% 5.0%
Domestic violence counseling 1.5% 2.1%
Homeless shelter 1.4% 2.2%
Worker’s compensation 1.2% 4.0%
Meals on wheels 0.8% 2.0%

N =962




Table4
Hasleaving WV WORK S/TANF caused any of the following to occur?

Change Percentage
The family to run out of money 23.2%
A family member to get ajob 16.2%

To movein with afriend or relative or a

friend or relative to move in with me 11.3%
To move 11.2%
To think serioudly about breaking up the family 3.8%
To be without aplaceto live 3.6%
Anincrease in violence between my spouse/partner and me 3.3%
To remain in or return to a violent/abusive relationship 2.9%
My children to stay with someone else or placed in

temporary foster care 2.8%
To get married 2.7%
To get separated/divorced 1.5%
Anincrease in acohol/drug use 1.2%

L ess violence between my spouse/partner and me 1.1%
Child abuse to occur 0.2%

N =823

Respondents were also provided alist of life circumstances. They were then asked to
indicate if there was ever atime any of those circumstances happened to them while they were on
WV WORKS/TANF or since they left the program. As Table 5 (on page 10) indicates, the
incidence of al of the life circumstances listed increased after the respondents left WV
WORKS/TANF. For example, the percentage of respondents not having enough money to buy
food increased from 27.7 percent to 42.9 percent; the percentage of respondents not having
enough money to buy medicine increased from 22.3 percent to 40.2 percent; the percentage of
respondents not having enough money to go to the dentist increased from 32.2 percent to 48.9
percent; and the percentage of people not having enough money to buy glasses increased from
27.2 percent to 40.7 percent.




Table5
Was there a time when the following happened to you?
(while on WV WORKS/ITANF and since leaving the program)
% while on % since leaving
Life Circumstance WV WORKSTANF WV WORKSTANF
Not have enough money to go to the dentist 32.2% 48.9%
Not enough money to buy food 27.7% 42.9%
Not enough money to get glasses 27.2% 59.3%
Not have enough money to buy medicine 22.3% 40.2%
Not have enough money to go to the doctor 15.3% 39.6%
Took odd jobs 10.5% 19.8%
Had to move because you could not pay
for housing 9.9% 13.8%
Drove more than an hour to find work 9.6% 14.7%
Moved in with someone to share expenses 6.8% 10.4%
Went without lights or electricity 5.9% 9.6%
Went without heat 5.8% 8.8%
Moved to find work 4.9% 8.8%
N = 962

Personal Assessments

Respondents were asked to assess their financial and personal well-being since leaving
WV WORKS/TANF. Financially, 20.7 percent of the respondents to this question (163/786) said
they were much better off, 21.9 percent said they were better off, 31.4 percent said they were
about the same, 16.4 percent said they were worse off, and 9.5 percent said they were much
worse off since leaving WV WORKS/TANF.

A dtatistical analysis of the data revealed that respondents over the age of 30, those with
less than a high school degree or GED, and those with an income of $10,000 or |ess were more
likely to report that they were worse off financialy than when they were on WV WORKS.

Respondents were also asked to assess their personal well-being. As Table 6 (on page 11)
indicates, although the respondents reported on a previous question that the incidence of adverse
life circumstances had increased since they left WV WORKSTANF, only about one in every five
respondents to this question (20.4 percent - 161/790) reported that they were personally either
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worse off (12.4 percent) or much worse off (8
percent) since leaving WV WORKSTANF. Again,
respondents over the age of 30, those with
less than a high school

degree or GED, and those with an annual

Table6
Personally, areyou...
(since leaving WV WORK S/TANF)

income of $10,000 or less were more likely Assesament Percentage
e ey "% [Muhbetrttron s
u 9 Better off now 18.1%
WORKS/TANF.
About the same 33.3%
Respondents were a so asked how
they viewed their future and how they viewed | v OrSe off now 12.4%
Ey VI€ : ney Much worse off now 8.0%
their children’s future. Once again, most of
the respondents had either arelatively positive N = 790

or aneutra view of their future, although
there was a sizeable minority who indicated
that their future looked either poor or very
poor. Specifically, 12 percent of the respondents answering this question (108/902) viewed their
future as excellent (things are looking much better), 29.4 percent viewed their future as good
(things are improving), 23.5 percent viewed their future as fair (things are okay), 15 percent
viewed their future as poor (I'm worried about the future) and 13.5 percent viewed their future
as very poor (I'm barely getting by day-by-day). Another 6.6 percent indicated that they were not
sure about their future.

Respondents also reported arelatively positive view of their children’s future. As shown
on Table 7, 21.8 percent of the respondents answering this question (198/910) reported they
viewed their children’s future as excellent, 35.8 percent viewed their children’s future as good,
23.5 percent viewed their children’s future asfair, 4.7 percent viewed their children’s future as
poor and 3 percent viewed their children’s

future as very poor. Another 11.2 percent

were not sure.  Table7
The respondents relatively positive How do you think your children’sfuture
attitudes were also evident in their responses looks?
to the statement: “I have total confidencein
my ability to provide for my family in the Assessment Percentage
future.” Most of the respondentsto this
question (65 percent - 599/922) either strongly | Excellent 21.8%
agreed (29.1 percent) or agreed (35.9 percent) | ©ood 35.8%
with this statement, 27.2 percent were not Far 23.5%
sure, 3.8 percent disagreed and 4 percent Poor 4.7%
strongly disagreed. Very Poor 3.0%
Respondents under age 30, those living
in non-rural areas, and those with at least a Not sure 11.2%
high school degree or GED were more likely
than others to have a positive view of their N =910
future, of their children’s future, and of their
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ability to provide for their familiesin the future. Also, married respondents were more likely than

respondents who were not married to have a less positive view of their own future (marital status

was not a significant factor in the respondents’ views of their children’s future or of their ability to
provide for their family in the future).

Employment Barriersand Program Assessment
Although most of the respondents were employed, a sizeable minority (45.5 percent) were

unemployed. The unemployed respondents were asked a series of questions designed to
determine why they were unemployed.

As Table 8 indicates, most (60.9
percent of the unemployed respondents who Table8
answered this question - 267/438) reported How long hasit been since you last
that they had been unemployed for three years wor ked?
or less since their last job (19.4 percent were
unemployed for less than six months, 20.5 Time Percentage of Unemployed
percent were unemployed six monthsto a
year, and 21 percent were unemployed Six months or less 19.4%
between one and three years). Another 11.2 Six months to a year 20.5%
percent of the unemployed respondents were Between one and threeyears  21.0%
unemployed from three to five years, 16.7 Three to five years 11.2%
percent were unemployed for more than five More than five years 16.7%
years, and 11.2 percent of the unemployed Never been employed 11.2%
respondents had never been employed.

Men were more likely than women to N =438
be unemployed for long periods of time (for at

least one year). Women were more likely than
men to have never been employed (12.0
percent compared to 6.9 percent). Unemployed respondents over the age of 30, those lacking a
high school degree or GED, and those living in rural areas were more likely to be unemployed for
longer periods of time than unemployed respondents who were under the age of 30, those who
had finished high school or attained a GED, and those living in atown or city.

Unemployed respondents were provided alist of reasons why they currently do not have a
job. They were asked to mark all that applied. As Table 9 (on page 13) indicates, the most
frequently cited reason for not working (33.5 percent of the unemployed respondents who
answered this question - 149/445) was because they had a physical or mental illness or disability.
The next most cited reasons were could not find ajob (26.3 percent), no transportation (25.6
percent), and do not have skills/experience/education (25.2 percent). Only two respondents (0.4
percent) said that they did not want to work.

Respondents over age 30, those lacking a high school degree or GED, and men were more
likely than others to report that a physical or mental illness or disability prevented their
employment. Respondents aged 30 and younger and those residing in economically distressed
counties (see Figure 2 on page 32 for a map of economically distressed and non-distressed
counties) were more likely than older respondents and those not residing in economically
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Table9
What reasons best explain why you don’t have a job?

Specific Reason Percentage of Unemployed Respondents
| have a physical or mentd illness or disability 33.5%
| can't find ajob 26.3%
| have no transportation 25.6%
| don’'t have the skills, experience, education 25.2%

| can't find a good paying job 19.8%
| can’'t afford child care 19.8%
| want to stay home with my children 19.3%
There is no child care available 17.3%
Other reasons 13.3%
| care for someone with a physical or mental illness or disability 9.2%
| would lose my benefitsif | worked 7.2%
| am or recently was pregnant 6.3%
| am receiving child support payments 5.6%
| am in full or part time education 5.6%
| am too old to work 1.1%
| am in an abusive relationship 1.1%
| aminjob training 0.7%
| don’t want to work 0.4%
| have a drug/alcohol problem 0.4%
Reason by Major Category Percentage of Unemployed Respondents*

Physical or mental illness or disability

(ownillness or disability or caring for someone with one) 39.1%
Labor market conditions

(can't find ajob or can't find a good paying job) 37.7%
Child care (can’t afford or not available) 26.1%
Transportation 25.6%
Lack of skills, experience, education 25.2%

* percentages adjusted to account for those individuals who cite both of the specific reasons
within the major category (to prevent double counting).

N =445

note: the percentages total to more than 100 percent because the respondents were allowed to
provide more than one reason for leaving the program.
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distressed counties to report that they could not find ajob. Women, single respondents, those
without a high school degree or GED, and those who do not own their own means of
transportation were more likely than others to report transportation as an employment barrier.

Respondents lacking a high school degree or
GED were more likely than othersto cite the
lack of skills, experience, or education as an
employment barrier.

Unemployed respondents were
provided alist of job skills and asked to
indicate if they had that skill. AsTable 10
indicates, most of the respondents reported
that they get along well with others (73.5
percent - 327/445), can do basic math (66.7
percent), have a positive attitude (59.3
percent), can read well (55.3 percent), and
can communicate clearly (51.9 percent). Less
than half of the unemployed respondents
indicated that they could write well (48.1
percent), can understand business machines
(44.9 percent), can solve problems well (37.9
percent) and are familiar with basic computer
operations (24 percent). Those with at least a
high school degree or GED, women, younger
respondents, and those living in atown or city
were more likely than others to get along well
with others, do basic math, have a positive
attitude, read well, write well, understand
business machines, and be familiar with basic
computer operations.

Respondents were presented with a
list of potential employment barriers
concerning their persona appearance and
asked to mark all that applied. AsTable 11
shows, the lack of nice clothes was the most
frequently cited employment barrier on the list
(24.9 percent -240/962), followed by a
physical disability (15.2 percent), being
overweight (10.1 percent), having bad teeth
(9.8 percent), and being female (7.4 percent).

Job Training/Education

More than half (64.6 percent) of the
respondents reported that they had

Table 10

What skills do you have that may help you
to get ajob?

Skills Percentage
Get along well with others 73.5%
Can do basic math 66.7%
Have a positive attitude 59.3%
Can read well 55.3%
Can communicate clearly 51.9%
Can write well 48.1%
Can understand business
machines 44.9%
Can solve problems well 37.9%
Familiar with basic computer
operations 24.0%
N =445

Table 11

Have you found it difficult to find ajob

because:
Reason Percentage
Y ou don’'t have nice clothes 24.9%
You have aphysical disability 15.2%
Y ou are overweight 10.1%
Y ou have bad teeth 9.8%
You are female 7.4%
Y ou cannot see well 5.7%
Y ou look too old 2.6%
Y ou are a person of color 1.9%
Y ou look too young 1.9%
Y ou cannot speak Englishwell  0.5%
N = 962
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participated in at least one job training
program or an education program while they
were on WV WORKS/TANF or since
leaving the program (621/962).

As Table 12 indicates, respondents
were most likely to participate in the JOBS
program (17.6 percent of al respondents),
the JTPA program (17.1 percent), a GED
class (14.9 percent) and the Community
Work Experience Program (9.1 percent)
when they were on WV WORKSTANF.

Table 13 indicates that respondents
were most likely to participate in a JTPA
program (7.6 percent of all respondents),
participate in a GED class (5.3 percent),
participate in vocational training (4.9
percent) and attend afour year college (4.5
percent) after they left WV WORKS/TANF.
As expected, participation in both

job training and education programs
declined after the respondents left WV
WORKS/TANF (note: more than half of the
respondents were employed when they
completed the survey).

As Table 14 (on page 16) indicates,
the two most frequently used job training
programs by respondents who participated in
ajob training or educationa program while
on WV WORKS/TANF were the JOBS (29.8
percent) and JTPA (29.1 percent) programs.
The two most frequently used educational
programs were attend a GED class (25.2
percent) and vocationa training (15.3
percent). Table 14 also showsthe
completion rates for each of these programs,
ranging from a high of 79 percent for the
summer youth employment program to alow
of 31.5 percent for afour-year college.

Table 15 (on page 16) indicates that
the most frequently used job training program
by respondents who participated in ajob
training or educational program after leaving
WV WORKS/TANF was the JTPA (13

Table 12
Which programs have you been involved in
whileon WV WORK S TANF?

Program % of All Respondents
JOBS 17.6%
JTPA 17.1%
GED class 14.9%
Community Work Experience

Program 9.1%
Vocational Training 9.0%
Community College 7.9%
Adult Basic Education 6.6%
Four Y ear College 5.6%
Other Programs 4.5%
Summer Y outh Employment 4.1%
Joint Independence Program 1.6%

State Government Rehabilitation 0.9%

N =962

Table 13
Which programs have you been involved
in since leaving WV WORK S TANF?

Program % of All Respondents
JTPA 7.6%
GED class 5.3%
Vocationa Training 4.9%
Four Y ear College 4.5%
Community College 4.3%
Adult Basic Education 2.3%
Other programs 2.3%
Summer Y outh Employment 1.8%

State Government Rehabilitation 1.1%

N =962

percent) program. The two most frequently used educational programs were attend a GED
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Table 14
Which job training or educational programs have you been involved in and which
programs did you complete while on WV WORK S'TANF?

Program Percent Participated Percent Completed
JOBS 29.8% 56.8%
JTPA 29.1% 64.2%
GED class 25.2% 60.1%
Community Work Experience Program 15.4% 56.8%
Vocationa Training 15.3% 64.3%
Community College 13.4% 51.3%
Adult Basic Education 11.3% 46.8%
Four Y ear College 9.5% 31.5%
Other programs 7.8% 75.0%
Summer Y outh Employment 6.8% 79.4%
Joint Independence Program 2.6% 60.0%
State Government Rehabilitation 1.5% 78.0%
N = 566
Table 15

Which job training or educational programs have you been involved in and which
programs did you complete since leaving WV WORK S/TANF?

Program Percent Participated Percent Completed
JTPA 13.0% 56.8%
GED class 9.0% 52.9%
Vocationa Training 8.3% 70.2%
Four Y ear College 7.8% 31.8%
Community College 7.4% 33.3%
Adult Basic Education 4.0% 47.8%
Other programs 3.9% 63.6%
Summer Y outh Employment 3.2% 72.2%
State Government Rehabilitation 1.9% 72.7%
N = 566

class (9 percent) and vocational training (8.3 percent). Table 15 also shows the completion rates
for each of these programs, ranging from a high of 72.7 percent for the state government
rehabilitation program to alow of 31.8 percent for afour year college.
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While on WV WORKSTANF, women, especially those with a spouse or a partner, were
less likely than men to complete a job training program and the middle aged were more likely than
younger and older respondents to complete a

job training program. Those with at least a
high school degree or GED were more likely Table 16
than those lacking a high school educationto | How did you hear about thejob training
complete a job training program after leaving program?
the program.

Respondents who participated in ajob | Source Percentage
training program were asked how they heard
about the program. As Table 16 shows, the DHHR/welfare office 49.2%
most frequently cited source was State Employment Service 17.1%
the DHHR/welfare office (49.2 percent of Friend or acquaintance 13.4%
those responding to this question - 279/566). | Newspaper, radio or TV 9.9%
Other sources were: state employment Family member or other
service (17.1 percent), friend or acquaintance | relaive 9.2%
(13.4 percent), newspaper, radio or television | Other 6.0%
(9.9 percent), family member or other relative | Family resource network 2.6%
(9.2 percent), family resource network (2.6
percent) and other (6 percent). N = 566

Women were more likely than men to

find out about job training programs from a
family member or other relative. Those

lacking a high school degree or GED were Table 17
more likely than those with at least a high What skillsdid you learn in the job
school degree or GED to find out about job training or education program(s)
training from the DHHR/welfare office. whileon WV WORK S TANF?
Respondents who had participated in a
job training or education program were Sill Percentage
presented with alist of job-related skills.
They were then asked to mark al of the skills Job readiness 26.3%
that they had learned from their job training or | Office skills 15.7%
education program while on WV WORKSand | None 14.8%
since leaving the program. As Table 17 Custodia Skills 6.9%
indicates, the most frequently cited job-related | Computer training 6.9%
skill learned from their job training or Hedlth care skills 5.8%
education program while they were on WV Child care or adult care skills  5.5%
WORKSTANF was job readiness skills Food service 5.5%
(interviewing, resume writing, grooming, Other 4.4%
etc.). It wascited by 26.3 percent of those Skilled trade 4.1%
who had participated in ajob training or Advanced medical training 3.9%
education program (149/566). The next most Personal service skills  3.0%
cited learned skills were office skills (15.7
percent), none (14.8 percent), and custodial N = 566
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skills (6.9 percent).

Respondents who participated in ajob training or education program after leaving WV
WORKS/TANF had a similar reaction to their job training and education programs. The most
frequently cited job-related skill learned was job readiness (10.9 percent), followed by office skills
(9.3 percent), none (9.3 percent), and child or adult care skills (5.6 percent).

Men were more likely than women to learn custodial skills and a skilled trade, both while
they were on WV WORKS/TANF and after they left the program. Women were more likely than
men to learn child care or adult care skills, computer skills, office skills, and health care sKills,
both while they were on WV WORKS/TANF and after they left the program.

Respondents who started, but did not complete ajob training or education program were
provided alist of reasons for not completing the program and asked to identify the main reason
they did not complete the program. The most frequently cited main reasons for not completing
the program were: they found ajob (27.9 percent of those who answered this question - 48/172),
a health problem (23.3 percent), they quit to look for ajob (12.2 percent), and they could not get
transportation to the program (10.5 percent). Additional reasons were: other (7.0 percent),
college does not count for the work requirement (6.4 percent), afamily member’s health problem
(4.7 percent), did not learn anything/did not like the program (4.7 percent), and could not find or
afford child care (3.5 percent).

Older respondents (over age 30) were more likely than others to cite a health problem as a
reason for not completing the program.

The respondents overall assessment of
the job training and education programs
helpfulness in getting them a job was mixed.
Specifically, as Table 18 shows, 27.3 percent
of respondents who answered this question
(108/395) reported that the programs were

Table 18
How helpful werethejob training
or educational programs
in getting you a job?

very helpful, 24.2 percent reported that the Response Percentage
programs were somewhat helpful, 19.7 0
percent reported that the programs would Very helpful 27.3%

: Somewhat helpful 24.2%
have been helpful, but there were no jobs

) Would have been helpful,
available, and 28.9 percent reported that the : )
but no jobs were available 19.7%
programs were not helpful at all. Not halnful at all 8.9%
Women, those with a high school P '

degree or GED, and those residing in non- N = 395

distressed counties, were more likely than
others to report that the programs were either
very helpful or somewhat helpful. Also,
respondents residing in DHHR’ s regions 1 (northwest West Virginia) and 4 (southeast West
Virginia) were more likely than Regions 2 (southwest West Virginia) and 3 (northeastern West
Virginia) to report that the programs would have been helpful, but there were no jobs available
(see Figure 3 on page 33 for amap of DHHR’s regions).
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Child Care

Nearly dl of the
respondents reported that they
had at least one child in their
household (96.1 percent of those

Table 19

Who providesthe most carefor your children?

responding to this question - _ Ywhileon % since leaving
899/935). More than half of the | Provider WV WORKS WV WORKS
respondents with a child in the
household (54.7 percent) Y ourself 70.1% 58.0%
indicated that they had a child Other family member 16.1% 25.5%
needing child care (492/899). Child care center 8.1% 8.9%
These respondents were asked a Friend or neighbor 2.4% 6.2%
series of questions concerning No one 3.3% 1.5%
their child care arrangements and
needs, both while they were on N = 492
WV WORKS/TANF and after
they left the program. AsTable

Table 20

19 indicates, 70.1 percent of the respondents
answering this question (345/492) reported
that they watched their children themselves
when they were on WV WORKSTANF.
That percentage dropped to 58.0 percent
after they left the program. The percentage
of respondents having other family members
care for their children increased from 16.1
percent when they were on WV WORKS to
25.5 percent after they left the program.
The use of friends and neighbors to provide
child care also increased (from 2.4 percent
to 6.2 percent) after they left the program.

Nearly one-third (30.6 percent) of all
respondents reported that they had children
in child care during the week and 15.0
percent reported that they had children in
child care during the weekend. AsTable 20
indicates, their child care needs varied
greetly.

About one out of every three
respondents who reported having a child in
child care (100/295) reported that their child
was in child care al day (between 6 am. and
noon and between noon and 6 p.m.) during
the week. The next most frequent times of

What time of day areyour children in
child care on weekdays?

Time Percentage
Between 6 am. and 6 p.m. 33.9%
Between noon and 6 p.m. 23.4%
Between 6 am and noon 13.2%

Between 6 p.m. and midnight 7.4%

Between 6 am. and midnight 6.1%
Between midnight and 6 am. 3.4%
Between noon and midnight 3.4%
24 hours aday 2.7%
Between midnight and noon

and between 6 p.m. and midnight 1.7%
Between 6 am. and noon and

between 6 p.m. and midnight 1.4%
Between midnight and 6 am. and

between 6 p.m and midnight 1.4%
Between midnight and noon 1.0%
Between midnight and 6 am.,

between noon and midnight 0.7%

Between midnight and 6 p.m.  0.3%

N =295
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day their children were in child care during the week were in the afternoon only (23.4 percent
between noon and 6 p.m. only) and in the morning only (13.2 percent between 6 am. and noon
only). By aggregating the data on Table 20, it is possible to determine the distribution of
respondents with children in child care during each of the four six hour intervals. Specifically,
11.1 percent of the respondents with children in child care during the week (33/295) had children
in child care between midnight and 6 am., 34.4 percent had children in child care between 6 am.
and noon, 70.5 percent had children in child care between noon and 6 p.m., and 25.2 percent had
children in child care between 6 p.m and midnight.

Table 21 shows the times when
respondents with children in child care had Table21
their children in child care during the What time of day areyour children in
weekend. The distribution of times were a bit child care on weekends?
different than during the week. The most _
frequent time was all day (22.2 percent - 32/ | Time Percentage
144 respondents with children in child care)
had them in child care on the weekends Between 6 am. and 6 p.m. 22.2%
between 6 am. and noon and between noon | Between noon and 6 p.m. 16.0%
and 6 p.m). The next most frequent timesof | Between 6 p.m. and midnight 13.9%
day their children werein child care during Between 6 am and noon. 8.3%
the weekend were in the afternoon only (16 Between 6 am. and midnight 8.3%
percent between noon and 6 p.m. only) and in | Between midnight and 6 am. 6.9%
the evening only (13.9 percent between 6 Between noon and midnight 5.5%
p.m. and midnight only). By aggregatingthe | 24 hoursaday 5.5%
data on Table 21, it is possible to determine Between midnight and 6 am. and
the distribution of respondents with children between 6 p.m and midnight 4.2%
in child care during each of the four six hour | Between midnight and 6 am.,
intervals. Specifically, 21.5 percent of the and between noon and midnight 3.5%
respondents with children in child care during | Between midnight and noon 1.5%
the weekend (31/144) had children in child Between midnight and 6 p.m.  1.4%
care between midnight and 6 am., 49.3 Between 6 am. and noon and
percent had children in child care between 6 between 6 p.m. and midnight 1.4%
am. and noon, 59 percent had children in Between midnight and 6 am.,,
child care between noon and 6 p.m., and 41 between noon and midnight 1.4%
percent had children in child care between 6
p.m and midnight. N =144

Most of the respondents (73.7 percent
- 542/735) indicated that they did not receive
assistance from the state to help cover the costs of child care for their children when they were on
WV WORKS/TANF. That percentage increased to 82.9 percent (609/735) after they left the
program.

Most of the respondents (84.4 percent - 620/735) indicated that it was not difficult to find
child care for their children when they were on WV WORKS/TANF That percentage decreased
to 76.2 percent (560/735) after they left the program.

As Table 22 (on page 21) indicates, most of the respondents were either satisfied (36.7
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percent of respondents answering this
guestion - 183/499) or very satisfied (46.3
percent) with their current child care
arrangement. Another 10.6 percent were
dissatisfied and 6.4 percent were very
dissatisfied. (note: thisis not surprising given

Table 22
How satisfied are you with your current
child care arrangements?

that most of the child care was provided by the | S2nSraction Percentage
respondents or a_nother family member)_. Very satisfied 46.3%
Those with a spouse or partner in the A
: Satisfied 36.7%
household were more likely to report that e 0
. . : Dissatisfied 10.6%
another family member helps with child care i i 0
Very dissatisfied 6.4%
than respondents who do not have spouse or a
partner in the household. They were aso less N = 499

likely to report needing child care between 6

am. and noon on weekdays, and between
noon and 6 p.m. on weekdays; that they
received child-care assistance from the state (both while on WV WORKS/TANF and after leaving
the program); and had difficulty finding child care (both while on WV WORKSTANF and after
leaving the program).

Respondents who lacked a high school degree or GED were less likely than othersto
report needing child care between 6 am. and noon, between noon and 6 p.m., and between 6 p.m.
and midnight on weekdays. They were also less likely than others to report receiving assistance
from the state for child care (both while they were on WV WORKS/TANF and after leaving the
program).

Respondents residing in an economically distressed county were 2.5 times more likely to
report needing child care between midnight and 6 am. on weekdays than respondents in non-
distressed counties. Similarly, respondents residing in economically distressed counties were less
likely than those residing in other counties to report needing child care during the day (between 6
am. and 6 p.m.) during the week. Respondents residing in economically distressed counties were
also less likely to report receiving state assistance for child care (both while on WV
WORKS/TANF and after leaving the program).

Respondents residing in non-rural areas (cities or suburbs) were more likely than
respondents residing in rural areasto report that they needed child care during the day (between 6
am and 6 pm) during the week. They were aso more likely to report having received state child
care support (both while both on WV WORKSTANF and after leaving the program) than
respondents who reside in rural areas.

Respondents with three or more children were more likely than respondents with less than
three children to report difficulty in finding child care after leaving WV WORKS/TANF.
Open-ended Questions

Respondents were provided space to write in an answer to the following three open-ended
guestions:

* If there was one thing you could do to improve your own well-being, what would it be?
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* If there was one thing you could do to improve your family’s well-being, what would it

be?

* If there was one thing you could change about WV WORKS, what would it be?

Most of the respondents (83.5 percent - 803/962) answered the question “If there was one
thing you could do to improve your own well-being, what would it be?” Their answers, with all

references to individuals, companies, or
other entities that could possibly
compromise their confidentiality
deleted, can be found in the
Appendices. As Table 23 shows, the
most frequently cited response was get
ajob or get a better paying job.

Most of the respondents (78.3
percent - 753/962) answered the
question, “If there was one thing you
could do to improve your family’s well-
being, what would it be?” Their
answers, with all referencesto
individuals, companies, or other entities
that could possibly compromise their
confidentiality deleted, can aso be
found in the Appendices. AsTable24
indicates, the most frequently cited
response was get a job or a better
paying job.

Most of the respondents (60.4
percent - 581/962) answered the
guestion, “If there was one thing you
could change about WV WORKS, what
would it be?” Their answers, with all
references to individuals, companies, or
other entities that could possibly
compromise their confidentiality
deleted, can aso be found in the
Appendices. As Table 25 (on page 23)
shows, the most frequently cited
response was improve the sensitivity of
DHHR’s employees.

Table 23
If ther e was one thing you could do to improve
your own well-being, what would it be?

Response Percentage
Get ajob or abetter paying job 29.4%
Get more education 16.3%
Get more money 9.6%
Get medical insurance 9.0%
Get hedlthy 6.6%
Improve self-confidence 5.2%

N = 803

Table 24
If ther e was one thing you could do to improve
your family’swell-being, what would it be?

Response Percentage
Get ajob or abetter paying job 29.1%
Get more money 11.3%
Get better housing 10.1%
Get more education 8.1%
Get hedlthy 5.8%
Move 4.4%
N =753
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West Virginiain a Compar ative

Context Table 25

If there was one thing you could change about

i )
Because states are not required WV WORKS, what would it be~

to report the status of their former
welfare recipients, the only systematic
data currently available on families who
have left welfare is from research efforts

Response Percentage

Improve the sensitivity of DHHR's

- . employees 17.1%
:E;Eratrﬁ;i% iggst?umge‘egega‘l’wn Provide additional help finding work 13.9%
. . y . Provide transitional benefits 10.1%
Accounting Office 1999). The Nationa S
. Ease digibility standards 8.1%
Conference of State Legidatures i
(NCSL) has attempted to keep track of | Frovide moremoney 7.0%
these efforts and t(gJ serve asezpcentral Provide more assistance for
) . : . education/college 6.9%
depository for information concerning
those who have left welfare since the N = 581

Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996

went into effect. To date, NCSL has

obtained information from 18 states that have conducted or sponsored studies of their state’s
welfare leavers. Most of the studies were conducted in 1997 and 1998. Also, in 1997 the Urban
Institute released its National Survey of America’ s Families. This comprehensive survey of those
living at or near poverty in 13 states provided a great deal of information concerning the poor and
near poor in the United States. By gleaning information from the Urban Ingtitute’ s study and the
studies conducted in other states, it is possible to compare the experiences of welfare leaversin
West Virginiawith those in other states.

Before proceeding, it is appropriate to note that the following comparisons are based on
information drawn from studies using different sampling techniques, survey designs and question
wording. Also, differencesin when and how the studies were conducted make it more difficult to
compare data across states. With these caveats, the following observations can be made:

* West Virginia s WV WORKS/TANF case load has decreased at a much higher rate
than the national average, and it is the highest rate of decline in the Mid-Atlantic region;

The percentage of those who have left WV WORKSTANF because they have found
work is lower than in other states,

The median hourly wage of those who have left WV WORKSTANF is lower than
those who have left AFDC/TANF in other states;

Asin other states, West Virginians who left WV WORKS/TANF are having a difficult
time making ends meet after they leave the program;

Barriersto work in West Virginiaare similar to those found nationwide. However,
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illness and disability limits the ability of West Virginians who have left the program to
find employment more so than in other states;

» Asin other states, the number of West Virginians making use of other sources of public
assistance, such as Medicaid, food stamps, and child care subsidies, declines after they
leave the program;

* West Virginians personal assessment of their economic and socia well-being after
leaving WV WORKS/TANF is relatively positive and similar to the personal
assessments found in other states, yet West Virginians face a more difficult labor
market and have a higher incidence of physical disability and illness that prevents
their employment.

Case Loads

TANF enrollments have declined dramatically across the United States. Nationally,
between January 1993 and June 1999, the number of individuals receiving AFDC/TANF benefits
fell 51 percent. During the same time period, the number of individuals receiving benefits in West
Virginiafell 74 percent (from 119,916 to 31,032). In recent months, there has been a dight
increase in the number of West Virginians receiving benefits due to a policy change that alows
SSI income to be excluded from eligibility determinations, but the numbers remain far below the
levels prior to the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996.

Table 26 compares West Virginia's

individua enrollment decline from January
1993 to June 1999 with the declinesin its
neighboring states over the same time
period. West Virginia srate of decline
exceeded the national average, and it was the
highest in the Mid-Atlantic region (note:
West Virginia s recently rescinded policy of
including SSI income in its determination of
eigibility was a contributing factor in its
relatively high rate of decline - 17.1 percent
of the survey’s respondents, for example,
reported that they left WV WORKS/TANF
in 1998 because of the receipt of SSI
income).

Reasons for Case Closure
The Urban Institute’' s survey of the

poor and near poor in 13 statesincluded a
guestion that asked respondents who had left

Table 26
AFDC/TANF Enrollment Decline,
West Virginia and Neighboring States
(January 1993 - June 1999)

West Virginia 74%
Ohio 64%
Maryland 60%
Kentucky 59%
Virginia 57%
Pennsylvania 50%
National Average 51%

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, Administration for Children and Families.
1999. “Change in TANF Caseloads,” Accessed on
line on December 7, 1999 at: www.acf.dhhs.gov.
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AFDC/TANF why they left the program. Most of their respondents (69 percent) reported that
they left the program because of increased earnings or a new job (Loprest 1999). Almost half
(42.7 percent) of the respondents reported that they left the program because of an increasein
family earnings from work. Another 19.8 percent reported that they left the program because of
non-work related family earnings. (note: this was important because West Virginia counted SS|
earnings as earned income in 1997 and 1998). Because the respondents could list more than one
reason for leaving WV WORKS, it was necessary to aggregate the data to create a percentage
that was comparable with the Urban Institute’ s report (it is not appropriate to add the two
percentages together). More than half of the respondents (51.2 percent - 404/789) reported that
they left the program because of increased earnings or a new job.

The experiences of other states also help to put West Virginiain perspective. In Florida,
52.3 percent of the respondents to a survey of former AFDC/TANF recipients reported that they
left the program due to employment. The situation was similar in lowa and Wisconsin, where the
percentages were 53 and 54 percent, respectively. Kentucky reported arate of 48.3 percent and
South Carolinareported arate of 47 percent. In summary, the percentage of West Virginians
leaving WV WORKSTANF because of employment (42.7 percent) is lower than the national
average reported by the Urban Institute, and lower than the percentages reported in other states
that have conducted studies of those who have left their AFDC/TANF program (Tweedy,
Reichert, and O’ Connor 1999).

Economic and Social Well-Being After WV WORKSTANF

The respondents’ assessment of their personal well-being (46 percent reported that they
were either much better off or better off since leaving WV WORKS) was lower than found in
Kentucky (63 percent of their respondents reported that their personal situation was better).

The respondents assessment of their financial well-being (42.6 percent reported that their
financia situation was better since leaving WV WORKS) was similar to that found in Kansas
where 42 percent of their respondents reported that their financial situation was better (Tweedy,
Reichert, and O’ Connor 1999). A review of the reports from the 18 states that have conducted
studies of those who have left AFDC/TANF suggests that most leavers believe that their financial
well-being and persona quality of life had improved since they left the program. However, these
improvements were marginal, and there is a significant minority who were struggling to make
ends meet on a day-by-day basis (Tweedy, Reichert, and O’ Connor 1999).

Personal assessments of one's financia and personal well-being have value, but they are
sometimes not as helpful as a more detailed assessment of how individuals and families are
actually faring after they leave the program. As Table 27 (on page 26) indicates, many West
Virginians who leave the program are having a difficult time making ends meet on a day-by-day
basis. For example, 43 percent of the respondents reported that they have had times when they
did not have enough money to buy food. Thisis much higher than the national average for an
even more broadly defined question concerning hunger as reported by the Urban Ingtitute (33
percent) and tied with Florida for the highest percentage among the states who have asked the
broadly defined question concerning hunger in their studies of AFDC/TANF leavers.

West Virginians who left WV WORKS/TANF in 1998 were also more likely than others
to have difficulty finding affordable housing (10.4 percent of the respondents reported that they
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had moved in with someone to share expenses compared to the national average as reported by
the Urban Institute of 7.1 percent). They were aso more likely than others to be unemployed
(45.7 percent of the respondents reported that they were unemployed at the time they completed
the survey compared to the national average of 35 percent) (Loprest 1999).

West Virginians who left WV

WORKS/TANF were aso more likely than Table 27 _
others to report that they suffered from a Per cent of Respondents Reporting that
disability or a health problem that prevented | they did not have enough money to buy
them from being employed (33.5 percent food,_had to sk_lp meals, or decre_zase the
compared to 25 percent). In addition, size of their meals after leaving
another 9.2 percent of the respondents AFDC/TANF
reported that they were unemployed
because they had to care for afamily State Percentage
member with a disability. o
The median hourly wage of West West Virginia 43%
Virginians who left WV WORKS/TANF Florida 43%
and were employed at the time they Wisconsin 32%
completed the survey was far below the Kansas 19%
national median ($5.90 an hour in 1999 Massachusetts 1%
compared to the national median of $6.61 | South Carolina 17%
an hour in 1997) (Loprest 1999). Mississppi 11%
Washington 8%
The Use of Other Public Assistance )
REesour ces National Average 33%
A Source: All state data, except West Virginia, isfrom
The Per _Sonal ReSPO_”S'_b' lity and Jack Tweedy, Dana gei chgr?[, and Matth’ gonnor,
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act “Tracking Recipients After They Leave Welfare.”
purposively broke the connection between (National Conference of State L egislatures, accessed
cash assistance and Medicaid digibility. on line at: www.ncsl.org). The national average was
Now that welfare reform is well underway derived from the Urban Institute’ s National Survey of

others. includina some advocacy arou America s Familiesin Pamela Loprest. How Families
’ 9 Y groups, That Left Welfare Are Doing: A National Picture

have argued that those who |eave TANF (Washington, D.C.; Urban Institute 1999).
may not realize that they may till be eligible
for Medicaid, food stamps, and other forms
of governmental assistance. They contend that by breaking the linkage between TANF and
Medicaid, many poor and near poor people in the United States may not receive the benefits that
they were intended to receive. As Table 3 on page 8 indicated, the percentage of respondents
utilizing government services did decline after they |eft the program (food stamp usage, for
example, declined from 72.6 percent of the respondents to 51.8 percent). Some of this decline, of
course, was expected because some of the respondents left the program because of higher
income. To address thisissue further, the utilization of public services by West Virginians who
left WV WORKS/TANF was compared to those who left their programs in other states. West
Virginia had a higher percentage of individuals utilizing Medicaid after leaving WV
WORKS/TANF than the national average (58.4 percent compared to 47 percent nationally)
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(Loprest 1999). West Virginiaaso had a higher percentage of individuals utilizing food stamps
after leaving WV WORKS/TANF than the national average (51.9 percent compared to the
national average of 31 percent reported by the Urban Institute).

Comparative Summary

In some ways, West Virginians' experiences after leaving WV WORKS/TANF mirror
national trends. West Virginians who left WV WORKS, like leavers across the nation, have a
relatively positive view of their own well-being, of their future and of their children’s future, even
though they are faced with very significant challenges in making ends meet after they leave the
program. In West Virginia, the situation is even more difficult because the state’ s economy is not
as strong as most other states. Although most of the respondents were employed, many who
wanted work were unable to find ajob, and even those who did find employment typically found
employment at or near the national minimum wage. Most of the respondents, even those who
were employed, had a family household income that was at or below $10,000 in 1998 and most of
the respondents anticipated having a family household income at or below $10,000 in 1999.
Almost half (40.2 percent) of the respondents reported that they sometimes did not have enough
money to put food on the table, to get medicine (40.2 percent) or go to the doctor (39.6 percent).
Some of the respondents reported that they have had to go without lights or electricity (9.6
percent), heat (8.8 percent), and water (7.6 percent).

Concluding Remarks

There is both good news and bad news in this study. The good news is that most of the
respondents who left the program in 1998 were still off of the program when they completed the
survey, more than half of the respondents were employed, and, as a group, their assessment of
their future and their children’s future was relatively positive. Also, the respondents answers,
especialy to the open-ended questions concerning what they would do to improve their personal
and family’ s well-being, suggest that they are aremarkably resilient group of people that are
trying to improve their lives and the lives of their children. Most of them are struggling
financialy, yet, as a group, they maintain arelatively positive outlook on life.

The bad news is that many of the respondents are experiencing severe financial
difficulties. For example, many of them have experienced times when they did not have enough
money to buy food, go to the doctor, or buy medicine. Also, 8 percent of the respondents
reported that their financial situation was now much worse off since leaving WV WORKSTANF
and 13.5 percent of the respondents reported that their future looked very poor. The situation of
those reporting that they were now much worse off since leaving WV WORKS/TANF was best
represented by the following response to the question: “If there was one thing you could do to
improve your family’s well-being, what would it be?’ The respondent wrote: “1 need amiracle.”

Hopefully, the information from this study, and future ones, will be useful to the state’s
policymakers as they devise new and revise existing policies to address the needs of our state’s
most vulnerable citizens.
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Figurel

County Distribution of Respondents:
WYV WORKS Caseloads in July 1998 compared to the Survey’s Respondents

County July 1998 % of Totd Survey Respondents % of Total
Barbour 145 1.38 8 .80
Berkeley 230 2.20 21 2.20
Boone 235 2.24 27 2.80
Braxton 81 0.77 10 1.00
Brooke 68 0.65 6 .60
Cabdll 547 5.23 63 6.60
Cahoun 80 0.76 7 .70
Clay 99 0.94 20 2.10
Doddridge 48 0.45 9 .90
Fayette 443 4.24 33 3.50
Gilmer 59 0.56 7 .70

Grant 36 0.34 3 .30
Greenbrier 112 1.07 11 1.20
Hampshire 110 1.05 9 .90
Hancock 89 0.85 10 1.00
Hardy 36 0.34 5 .50
Harrison 341 3.26 38 4.00
Jackson 62 0.59 15 1.60
Jefferson 148 141 5 .50
Kanawha 893 8.54 116 12.10
Lewis 106 1.01 12 1.30
Lincoln 219 2.09 18 1.90
Logan 317 3.03 25 2.60
Marion 239 2.28 41 4.30
Marshall 325 3.11 19 2.00
Mason 249 2.38 15 1.60
Mercer 434 4.15 16 1.70
Minerd 146 1.39 16 1.70
Mingo 436 4.17 15 1.60
Monongalia 168 1.60 25 2.60
Monroe 40 0.38 1 .10
Morgan 55 0.52 4 40
McDowell 615 5.88 30 3.10
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County Distribution of Respondents:

Figurel

WYV WORKS Caseloads in July 1998 compared to the Survey’s Respondents

County July 1998 % of Totd
Ohio 189 1.80
Pendleton 26 0.24
Pleasants 64 0.61
Pocahontas 14 0.13
Preston 132 1.26
Putnam 102 0.97
Raleigh 573 5.48
Randolph 84 0.80
Ritchie 84 0.80
Roane 53 0.51
Summers 108 1.03
Taylor 92 0.88
Tucker 15 0.14
Tyler 42 0.40
Upshur 200 191
Wayne 237 2.26
Webster 184 1.76
Wetzel 75 0.71
Wirt 48 0.46
Wood 452 4.32
Wyoming 338 3.23
Missing/now out of state

Total 10,446 100.00

Source: West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources. 1999. “Caseload By

Survey Respondents % of Total
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Figure2

Lppalachian Eegional Commizsion's
Economically Distressed Counties in West Virgina
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Figure 3

West Virginia Department of Health and Human Eesources' Eeglons
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