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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report, the third in a series, analyses the Minnesota Community Work 
Experience Program (CWEP) in compliance with Minnesota Statutes section 
256.737. 

The Federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) permitted 
States to runs CWEPs. The purpose of CWEP under Federal law is 11 to 
provide experience and training for (AFOC recipients) not otherwise able 
to obtain employment, in order to assist them to move into regular 
employment. 11 L.l In CWEP, a State may require any group of AFDC recipients 
not meeting Federal exemption criteria to perform work serving a useful 
public purpose as a condition of AFOC eligibility. The monthly amount of 
work required may not exceed the AFDC grant divided by the minimum wage. 
The State may also allow voluntary participation by other AFDC recipients. 
The work performed must be in the public or private nonprofit sector and 
must not displace employees or fill established vacancies. Participants 
must be reimbursed for all participation expenses. Fifty-percent Federal 
reimbursement is available for all CWEP costs except (1) certain 
categories of participant reimbursement above specified limits, (2) direct 
supervision of participants in their work, and (3) materials and equipment 
for work done by participants. 

Since spring, 1983, eight Minnesota Counties have operated CWEPs; seven of 
these counties still operate their programs. These counties are Blue 
Earth, Dodge, Itasca, Morrison, Otter Tail, Todd, and Winona. AFDC 
unemployed parents (UPs) not meeting certain exemption criteria are 
required to participate; voluntary participation is allowed for exempt UPs 
and, in some counties, AFDC recipients other than UPs. Counties pay the 
non-Federal share of county-level program costs. Under a 1985 amendment, 
the State CWEP statute allows eight additional counties to operate the 
program provided that no person be required to participate without first 
being given the opportunity to participate in (1) job placement services 
or (2) basic education or vocational training. To date, no additional 
counties have implemented CWEP. 

Minnesota CWEP rules require that all participants be assisted in job 
search for at least three days before beginning a work assignment. The 
11 assisted job search" component has included, in varying degrees in 
different counties, job-search skills training and actual job search. 
This component operated under CWEP until summer, 1986, and was transferred 
to the newly established AFDC Employment Search Program (ESP) at that 
time. 

ESP, like CWEP, is authorized at the Federal level as a State option. In 
ESP, a State may require any group of AFOC recipients not meeting Federal 
exemption criteria to participate in job-search activities for up to eight 
weeks per year as a condition of AFDC eligibility, and may allow voluntary 
participation by other AFDC recipients. Participants must be reimbursed 
for all participation expenses. Fifty-percent Federal reimbursment is 
available for all ESP costs. Tn Minnesota, the mandatory and voluntary 
ESP participant groups are currently the same as in CWEP. 



Over the period October, 1984 - September, 1986, 1,113 first-time 
participants began program orientation (where the overall program is 
explained), 750 began assisted job search, and 430 began work assignments . 
Itasca County accounted for 49% of those who began assisted job search and 
64% of those who began work assignments. Participants were predominantly 
male, nonexempt UPs. Over the same period, the number of first-time UP 
participants who began orientation represented 69% of the number of UP 
case openings in the counties concerned; for assisted job search and work 
assignment, the corresponding percentages were 46% and 27%, respectively. 

The most common types of agencies where CWEP participants worked were 
highway and street departments, school s, social service agencies, parks 
and recreation departments, and other natural resource agencies. The most 
common work participants performed was maintenance of streets, highways, 
buildings, and grounds . However, participants did several other types of 
work -- for example, as clerical workers, carpenters, and teachers' and 
nurses' aides. 

Over the period October, 1984 - September, 1986, 115 sanctions occurred 
for nonexempt individuals because of noncompliance with program 
requirements. For UPs such as those concerned here, the sanction is a 
termination of the family's AFDC benefits for 3 months for the first 
occurrence and for 6 months for each additional occurrence. It is not 
known how often a sanction actually causes a reduction in AFDC receipt. 
For example, a sanction may occur where the individual obtains a j ob and 
merely stops communicating with the welfare agency (thus failing to 
"comply") knowing that the job will cause a termination of the family's 
AFDC benefits. 

CWEP and ESP cost a total of $387,457 over the period October, 1984 ~ 
September, 1986 . (ESP operated for too short a time during the period to 
yield meaningful, separate cost data.} Of this amount, S328,930 was in 
categories qualifying for 50% Federal reimbursement; as a result, 
$164,465, or 4?. . 4% of the total cost, was fully reimbursable while the 
remaining $222,992 was nonreimbursable. Of the nonreimbursable amount, 
$207,919 was at the county leve l while $1~,073 was at the State level. 

During summer and fall, 1986, the Minnesota Department of Human Servi ces 
conducted a written survey of CWEP participants who had been on work 
assignments at least two months and were still on work assignments; the 
results included the following (with 69% of all respondents from Itasca 
County): 76% of the respondents said they liked their CWEP work, while 
17% said they disliked it; 52% said their CWEP work had helped prepare 
them to find regular employment, either through new skills or in other 
ways, while 38% said it had not; 14% said they had not been reimbursed for 
all expenses while 86% said they had; 57% said their CWEP work had 
increased their self- respect while 14% said it had decreased it; 69% said 
their CWEP work had been good for them on the whole, while 12% said it had 
been bad for them; finally, when asked whether they thought able-bodied 
welfare recipients should be required to work in return for their 
benefits, 68% said "yes" and 14% said 11 no . 11 
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In response to several questions on how assisted ~ob search and work 
assignment had affected participants, program staff in all CWEP counties 
expressed a belief that assisted }ob search had helped many participants 
find employment or had helped prepare them to find employment. The 
program staff thought this was true not only because of improved 
job-search skills and assistance in actual job search, but also, for 
several participants, because of increased motivation and self-confidence 
and reduced fears of job search. These staff persons also expressed a 
uniform belief that the work assignment had helped prepare several 
participants to find employmeht, through such factors as an improved work 
history with references, greater self-confidence and motivation, improved 
work habits, increased resources and leads for finding employment, and, in 
some cases, new job skills. A majority of the program staff also 
indicated that some individuals had not been helped significantly by 
assisted job search or work assignment because of factors such as chemical 
abuse, physical or mental limitations, lack of motivation, or lack of 
suitable jobs in the locality. 

One benefit of CWEP to the public is a wide variety of useful work 
performed by its participants. The value of this work for the period 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 was crudely estimated at approximately 
$539,000, by multiplying the number of hours of work performed by an 
assumed value per hour of $3.35 (the minimum wage). This estimate could 
be more or less than the actual value of the work (this value being what 
the public would be willing to pay for the work); however, the estimated 
value substantially exceeds the total program cos t of $387,457 for the 
same period. 

Another possible benefit of the combined program of assisted j ob search 
and work assignment is a reduction of AFDC caseload ahd payments. OHS 
staff performed a statistical analysis to estimate whether such an effect 
had occurred, but the results were inconclusive. The reason was an 
inherent difficulty in controlling for factors other than the program that 
could affect the caseload. This problem suggests that reliable estimates 
of the effect of the program on caseload may never be obtained without an 
experimental design involving random assignment of individuals to 
treatment and control groups. 

In summary, available information (from the participant questionnaire and 
program staff) suggests that both assisted job search (now under ESP) and 
work assignment (in CWEP) have helped prepare many, but not all, 
participants to find employment, thus reducing the AFDC caseload. Also, 
the data on sanctions for noncompliance suggest that these sanctions have 
reduced the caseload. However, there is no conclusive evidence to date 
from Minnesota that the combined program of assisted job search and work 
assignment with mandatory participation has in fact reduced the caseload. 

The information in this report is broadly consistent with that presented 
in the previous report in this series. /2 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

I. NATURE AND PURPOSE OF REPORT 

This report, the third in a series, analyzes the Community Work Experience 
Program (CWEP) in Minnesota, in comp l iance with Minnesota Statutes section 
256.737 (Community Work Experience Program). lhis law, which appears in 
Appendix C, states, in part, that II a report sha 11 be made to the 
legislature by February 15, 1987 on the feasibility of permanent 
implementation (of CWEP) and on the cost effectiveness of each of the 
(county CWEP) demonstration projects. 11 

II. BACKGROUND 

The Federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, · Public Law 97-35 
(OBRA), permitted States to operate Community Work Experience Programs. 
The stated purpose ·of these programs in Federal law is 11 to provide 
experience and t raining for (AFDC recipients ) not otherwise able to obtain 
employment, in order to assist them to move into regular employment." /3 
In CWEP, a State may require AFDC recipients in a specified group to -
perform work that serves a useful public purpose as a condition of AFDC 
eligibility. The State specifies the group required to partic i pate, bu t 
this group is limited by Federal exemption criteria essentially the same 
as in the Work Incentive Program (WIN ). /4 The work performed mus t be in 
public agencies or private nonprofit organizations, must not displace 
employees or fill established vacancies, and must comply with applicable 
health and safety standards. The State determines the monthly number of 
hours of work required of the mandatory group, not to exceed what results 
from dividing the monthly AFDC grant by the greater of the Federal or 
State minimum wage. The State may allow for voluntary participation by 
any group of AFDC recipients outside of the mandatory group. CWEP must be 
coordinated with other programs, including WIN and ESP (see below), to 
ensure that placement of participants into regular jobs has priority. The 
program may operate in whatever areas the State chooses. Most, but not 
all, CWEP expenses are eligible for 50% Federal reimbursement. These and 
other Federal CWEP provisions are in Code of Federal Regulations, Title 
45, Part 238 (see Appendix A). 

State authorization for CWEP is in Minn. Stat. section 256.737 (Appendix 
C). State CWEP rules are in Minnesota Rules, parts 9505.1050 to 9505.1065 
(Emergency) (Appendix D). 
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Since spring, 1983, eight Minnesota counties have operated CWEPs; seven of 
these counties still operate their programs . These counties are Blue 
Earth, Dodge, Itasca, Morrison, Otter Tail, Todd, and Winona. Under 
Minnesota CWEP rules, the programs require participation by AFDC 
unemployed parents (UPs) not meeting certain exemption criteria, and allow 
for voluntary participation by exempt UPs . /5 The 1985 legislature 
amended the CWEP statute to allow up to eight additional counties to 
operate the program provided that no person be required to participate 
without first being given the opportunity to participate in (1) job 
pl acement services or (2) basic education or vocational training (Minn. 
Stat . sec. 256.737, subd. 2) . To date, no additional counties have 
implemented CWEP. 

From the inception of CWEP in Minnesota, an assisted-job-search component 
has preceded work assignment. Until summer, 1986, assisted j ob search was 
provided under CWEP; since that time, it has been provided under the AFDC 
Employment Search Program (ESP). ESP, like CWEP, is authorized at the 
Federal level as a State option . The stated purpose of ESP in Federal 
regulations is "to reduce welfare dependency by assisting individuals in 
obtaining regular unsubsidized employment." In ESP, a State may require 
nonexempt AFDC recipients to parti cipate in job search and related 
activities for up to 8 weeks per year as a conditi on of AFDC eligibility. 
The State specifies the mandatory and voluntary participant groups, with 
the mandatory group limited to persons not meeting the WIN exemption 
criteria. ESP must be coordinated with other programs, including WIN and 
CWEP, to ensure that job placement has priority. Fifty-percent Federal 
matching is available for all ESP costs. These and other Federal ESP 
provisions are in Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, Part 240 (see 
Appendix B). 

Readers interested in additional historical information on CWEP in 
Minnesota should consult the two previous reports in this series. /6 

III. OVERV IEW 

The remainder of this report describes CWEP in Minnesota in more detail 
and analyses its operation and effects. Chapter 2 describes program 
provisions and service delivery arrangements. Chapter 3 concerns program 
operation . It presents data on participants, CWEP work sponsors, 
positions in which CWEP participants have worked, AFDC case closures due 
to employment of participants, sanctions for noncompliance , and cost . 
Chapter 4 deals with how assisted j ob search and work assignment have 
affected participants. It presents results from a CWEP participant survey 
and views from program staff. Chapter 5 deals with benefits of ESP and 
CWEP to the public . It first describes some of the wor k performed by CWEP 
participants and presents a crude estimate of its value, and second, 
discusses how ESP and CWEP may affect the AFDC caseload (and thereby AFDC 
payments) and describes an effort that was made to estimate whether such 
an effect has actually occurred. 
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Chapter 2 

PROGRAM PROVISIONS AND SERVICE DELIVERY 

This chapter describes (1) the prov1s1ons of the AFDC Employment Search 
Program (ESP) and the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) in 
Minnesota and (2) service delivery arrangements for the two programs. 
Section I describes participant groups. Sections II and III deal, 
respectively, with provisions of ESP and CWEP. Section IV describes other 
provisions relating to both programs. Section V describes service 
delivery arrangements. Readers desiring greater detail should consult 
Appendices A (Federal CWEP regulations), B (Federal ESP regulations), C 
(Minn esota CWEP statute), and D (Minnesota CWEP rules). 

I. PARTICIPANT GROUPS 

As indicated in the previous chapter, Federal regulations allow States to 
determine the mandatory and voluntary participant groups for ESP and CWEP, 
with the mandatory group for each program limited by Federal exemption 
criteria. The mandatory and voluntary groups may be different for ESP and 
CWEP, but in Minnesota they are the same for the two programs. 

Under the Minnesota CWEP rules, the mandatory group consists of AFDC UPs 
who do not meet one or more exemption criteria. These criteria consist of 
the Federally mandated CWEP exemption criteria with additional exemption 
criteria set forth by OHS. /7 

OHS requires the counties to allow for voluntary participation by exempt 
UPs. Counties have the option to allow AFDC recipients other than UPs to 
participate. The counties exercising this option are Blue Earth, Dodge, 
Morris on, Todd, and Winona, although Winona County does not systematically 
inform non-UPs about the program. 

II. EMPLOYMENT SEARCH PROGRAM 

The Minnesota CWEP rules require that all CWEP participants be assisted in 
job search for at least three days before beginning a work assignment. 

Until summer, 1986, job-search assistance and related activities for CWEP 
participants were provided under CWEP. In summer, 1986, after approval 
from the Federal Office of Family Assistance, Minnesota instituted an AFDC 
Employment Search Program (ESP) to provide job-search assistance and 
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related activities for CWEP participants, and transferred these activities 
to ESP. 

Under Federal regulations, ESP activities may include actual j ob search, 
job-search skills training, job clubs, job development, exposure to labor 
market information, work orientation, and referral. to the extent that 
these are necessary to assist participants in finding employment . 
Recipients may not be required to participate in ESP for more than eight 
weeks or the equivalent per year. 

In order to maximize . use of WIN resources, OHS requires that individuals 
in WIN counties complete a WIN employability development plan (EDP) and 
search for employment for two weeks in WIN before beginning ESP. In order 
to avoid duplication, ESP activities in WIN counties must take account of 
the WIN EDP and WIN activities . (All CWEP counties except Otter Tail are 
WIN counties. ) 

The county must ensure that no individual incurs any cost from 
participating in ESP. To meet this requirement, the county may either 
ensure that those support services and other items necessary for 
participation {including transportation and child care) are furnished to 
the participant, or compensate the participant, through advance or 
reimbursement, for any expenses he or she reasonably incurs for these 
items. 

Fifty-percent Federal reimbursement is available for all reasonable costs 
of operating ESP, including provision of support services and participant 
reimbursement. The counties pay the non-Federal portion of county-l evel 
ESP costs. 

In the county programs, job-search skills training covers such topics as 
discovering j ob openings, filling out applications, putting together a 
resume, writing letters, making contact by telephone, and interviewing. 
Some of the programs use mock telephone calls and interviews. Some 
programs include testing for skills and interests to help the individual 
establish employment goals. 

In most of the programs, job-search skills training is carried out in 
groups, which allows sharing of experiences and peer support in addition 
to being more efficient than individual instruction . Otter Tail County, 
however, uses a one-on-one approach; according to program staff in that 
county, this approach has the advantage of being less threatening to the 
participant in addition to allowing greater individual attention. 

During the job-search period, which follows job-search skills training, 
participants contact employers, keep records of the contacts, and discuss 
the contacts with program staff. Nonexempt participants are generally 
assigned a minimum number of contacts to make per week, typically in the 
range of three to six . 

All of these job-search activities, previously under CWEP and now 
under ESP, are referred to throughout this report as the "assisted job 
search" component. 
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Over the last two years, the period of assisted job search has been one to 
six weeks, depending on the county concerned. However, the placement of 
participants on work assignments (see next section) has generally occurred 
from two weeks to two months after the start of assisted job search, 
depending on both the county and the individual case. 

III. COMMUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM 

In CWEP, participants are placed on work assignments. The purpose of the 
CWEP work assignment, as stated in State statute, is to assist AFDC 
recipients "in achieving self-sufficiency by enhancing their employabi l ity 
through meaningful work experience and training." /8 

CWEP work sponsors -- agencies and organizations where CWEP participants 
are assigned to work -- must be in the public or private nonprofit sector, 
and the work participants perform must serve a useful public purpose. 
CWEP placements must not displace regular employees or fill established 
vacancies, and must not have been developed in response to, or be 
associated with, a labor dispute. Where regular employees of the work 
sponsor are covered by a collective bargaining agreement, the union must 
be notified in advance of a placement and must concur before the placement 
is made, The work must conform to applicable Federal, State, and local 
health and safety standards, and the participant must be covered by 
Workers' Compensation while doing his or her assigned work. 

The number of hours of work per month required of mandatory participants 
must not exceed the monthly AFDC grant divided by the greater of the 
Federal or State minimum wage (currently $3.35). Under OHS rules, 
participants must be allowed one business day off per week to be able to 
search for regular employment. In addition, they may not be required to 
work for more than 6 months in any period of 12 consecutive months, 
although they may volunteer to do so. 

Within these constraints, counties choose the method of determining the 
monthly amount of work required of mandatory participants. This method 
generally consists of dividing the monthly AFDC grant by some 11 wage. 11 

Otter Tail and Winona Counties use the minimum wage; Dodge, Morrison, and 
Todd Counties use the prevailing wage for the type of work performed; 
Itasca County uses a flat rate of $8.60 per hour, rounding the resulting 
number of hours to the nearest 8-hour day; Blue Earth County uses the 
minimum wage at the start of the placement, but after 3 months raises the 
11 wage 11 to $4. 00 per hour if the i ndi vi dua 1 has performed satisfactorily. 

As in ESP, the county must ensure that no individual incurs any costs to 
participate in CWEP. The county may meet this requirement by ensuring 
that necessary support services and other items (including transportation, 
child care, and special work clothing and gear) are furnished to the 
participant or by compensating the participant for expenses reasonably 
incurred for these services and items. 
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Fifty-percent Federal reimbursement is available for all reasonable costs 
of operating CWEP, with the following exceptions: First, Federal matching 
is not available for CWEP participant reimbursement for (1 ) child care 
costs over $160 per month per child or (2) costs of items other than 
transportation and child care over $10 per month per participant. 
(Federal matching is available without limit for reimbursement of 
participant transportation expenses.) Second, Federal reimbursement is 
not available for costs of supervising participants on work assignments or 
for costs of materials and equipment used in work done by participants. 
Counties pay the non-Federal portion of county-level CWEP costs . 

IV. OTHER PROVISIONS 

A. Sanctions 

If a nonexempt individual fails to comply with ESP or CWEP requirements 
without good cause, a sanction is applied. Since all nonexempt 
individuals in ESP and CWEP are UPs, a sanction in either program is the 
cutting off of AFDC benefits for the entire assistance unit for three 
months for the first occurrence and for six months for each additional 
occurrence. Good cause exists, for example , when (a) the individual meets 
one of the exemption criteria, (b) the individual is not fully compensated 
for all necessary participation expenses, (c) the individual does not have 
the necessary skills or abilities for the activity, or (d) in CWEP, the 
assigned work adversely affects the individual's heal th. 

B. Oversight C01T111ittee 

Each ESP-CWEP county is required to have an Oversight Committee. Attempt 
must be made to include, as Committee members, representatives of several 
interest groups, including AFDC-UP recipients, public employee union 
members, legal services workers, and business persons, and Committee 
members must be approved by the Commissioner of Human Services. The 
Oversight Committee has the responsibility to (1) hold nonbinding hearings 
to try to resolve participant grievances before resort is made to welfare 
hearing procedures, (2) provide a forum for participants and other 
interested parties to voice concerns, (3) visit CWEP work sites to inquire 
about any complaints about CWEP work assignments, and (4) review 
evaluations of the program by DHS and make recommendations to the 
Commissioner. Participants must be informed of the Oversight Committee 
and its functions, and must be given a list of the names, addresses, and 
telephone numbers of all Committee members. 
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V. SERVICE DELIVERY 

The counties use a variety of arrangement s for ESP and CWEP service 
delivery. 

In Blue Earth and Otter Tail Counties, county human service staff run the 
programs directly. 

In the other counties, the programs are run by outside service providers 
under contract. Dodge County contracts with the Southeast Minnesota 
Private Industry Council, a Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA ) service 
provider. Itasca County contracts with the Arrowhead Economic Opportunity 
Agency, also a JTPA provider. Morrison, Todd, and Winona Coun t ies 
contract with Job Service. 
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Chapter 3 

PROGRAM OPERATION 

This chapter deals with the operation of CWEP and ESP over the period 
October, 1984 - September, 1986. Section I presents participation data. 
Section II describes the process of placing participants on work 
assignments. Sections III and IV present data on types of CWEP work 
sponsors and types of positions in which CWEP participants worked. 
Sections V-VII give data on AFDC case closings due to employment of 
participants, sanctions for noncompliance with CWEP and ESP, and program 
cost. 

The data relate to three program components: orientation, assisted job 
search, and work assignment. Orientation, which occurs first, is where 
individuals are told about the program and its requirements. As described 
in the previous chapter, assisted job search precedes work assignment. 

I. PARTICIPATION 

Table 1 shows the numbers of first-time participants who began 
orientation, assisted job search, and work assignment, in all CWEP 
counties combined, by quarter over the period October, 1984 - September, 
1986. The totals (right column) show that 1,113 first-time participants 
began orientation, 750 began assisted job search, and 430 began work 
assignments over the period. In comparison, during the period April, 1983 
- September, 1984, 827 first-time participants began orientation, 492 
began job search, and 406 began work assignments. /9 

There are several reasons why the number of participants declines between 
orientntion and assisted job search and between assisted job search and 
work assignment. First, some individuals leave AFDC between one program 
component and the next (see sections V and VI). Second, an originally 
nonexempt person may become exempt after orientation or assisted .iob 
search (for example, because of starting a vocational education program). 
Third, an exempt person voluntarily completing orientation or assisted job 
search may decide not to participate further. Finally, in Otter Tail 
County (as explained below), some individuals have not been placed on work 
assignments because of limited numbers of available positions during 
summer months . 

Table 2 shows participation by county from October, 1984 through 
September, 1986. By far, Itasca County had the largest number of 
participants, accounting for 364 (49%) of the 750 individuals who began 
assisted job search and 274 (64%) of the 430 individuals who began their 
first work assignment over the period. The relatively small numbers for 
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Table 1 

Total Number of First-Time Participants Who Began 
Orientation , Assisted Job Search, and Work Assiqnment 

in All CWEP Counties by Quarter, 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 

----------------------------------------------- ------------------------------
10/84- 1/85- 4/85- 7/85- 10/85- 1/86- 4/86- 7/86-
12/84 3/85 6/85 9/85 12/85 3/86 6/86 9/86 TOTAL 

Orientation 124 

Assisted 
Job Search 94 

Work 
Assignment 41 

149 

104 

81 

120 134 

88 106 

49 50 

14 

129 160 173 124 1,113 

112 95 111 40 750 

82 41 64 22 430 



Table 2 

Number of First-Time Participants Who Began Orientation, 
Assisted Job Search, and Work Assignment by County, 

October, 1984 - September, 1986 

County Orientation 

Blue Earth 9 

Dodge 42 

Itasca 533 

Morrison 162 

Otter Tail 150 

Todd 127 

Winona 90 

TOTAL 1,113 

1 5 

Assisted 
Job Search 

9 

22 

364 

118 

105 

104 

28 

750 

Work 
Assignment 

10 

6 

274 

38 

21 

38 

43 

430 



Blue Earth and Dodge Counties reflect that the programs in these counties 
either were not operati ng or were operating at reduced levels over much of 
the period, because of staff turnover and, in Blue Earth County, 
administrative reorganization. The numbers for Dodge County also reflect 
relatively small numbers of AFDC recipients in that county (see Tables 4 
and 5 below). In Otter Tail County, the relatively small number of 
persons placed on work assignments, as compared with the number 
participating in assisted job search, reflects in part a loss of available 
positions for CWEP participants during summer months because of summer 
youth programs, and in part insufficient staff time for deve1oping 
alternative positions during those months. In Winona County, the number 
participating in assisted job search was l ess than the number placed on 
work assiqnments because, in connection with the transfer of assisted job 
search from CWEP to ESP, this component was voluntary for all participants 
from May through August, 1986, and several otherwise-nonexempt individuals 
in Winona County during that period opted to forgo assisted j ob search and 
go directly to work assignments after orientation. /10 

Table 3 gives a breakdown, by UP-vs.-non-UP status, exemption status, and 
sex, of first-time participants from October, 1984 through September , 
1986. As expected, nonexempt UPs accounted for the bulk of all 
participants. About 94% of first-time participants in assisted j ob search 
and 96% of those who began their first work assignments over the period 
were nonexempt UPs; the remainder were exempt UPs and non-UPs. 
Correspondingly, most participants were male ; only 13.3% of those 
beginning assisted job search , and 6.0% of those starting their first work 
assignments, were female. 

Since participation is mandatory for nonexempt UPs, one question of 
interest is what proportion of UPs participate in each program component . 
Table 4 shows the number of UPs (exempt and nonexempt) participating for 
the first time in each component in comparison with the number of UP case 
openings for each county over the period October, 1984 - September, 1986. 
Note, first, that Itasca County leads the seven counties by far in UP case 
openings, with 572 over the period. This is a large part of the reason 
that Itasca County leads the others in CWEP and ESP participation. 

As shown in Table 4, the total number of UPs participating for the first 
time in orientation was 68.6% of the number of UP case openings over the 
period. For assisted job search and work assignment, the corresponding 
percentages were 46 . 2% and 26.8%. 

Excluding Blue Earth and Dodge Counties, where the program did not operate 
or operated on a reduced scale over much of the period (as described 
above), the number of first-time UP participants in orientation as a 
proportion of UP case openings ranged from 59 . 2% for Winona County to 
93.2% for Itasca County. Among the same counties (other than Blue E:arth 
and Dodge), the percentage participating in assisted job search fell 
within the fairly narrow range of 56.5% to 63.6%, with the exception of 
18.4% for Winona County. (At least a partial reason for the lower figure 
for Winona County is indicated above.) 
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Table 3 

First-Time Participants Who Began Orientation, Assisted Job Search, 
and Work Assignment: Number and Percentage By UP-vs.-non-UP Status, 

Exemption Status, and Sex, 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 

Orientation 
Assisted 
Job Search 

Work 
Assignment 

Nonexempt UPs 1,030 92.5% 707 94.3% 412 95.8% 

Male 945 84.9 633 84.4 397 92.3 
Female 85 7.6 74 9.9 15 3.5 

Exempt UPs 46 4.1 18 2.4 8 1.9 

Male 37 3.3 14 1. 9 5 1.2 
Female 9 0.8 4 0.5 3 0.7 

Non-UPs (Exempt) 37 3.3 25 3.3 10 2.3 

Male 5 0.4 3 0.4 2 0.5 
Female 32 2.9 22 2.9 8 1. 9 

Total Male 987 88.7 650 86.7 40.!l 94.0 

Total Female 126 11.3 100 13. 3 26 6.0 

TOTAL 1,113 100.0% 750 100. 0% 430 100.0% 
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Table 4 

Number of UPs Participating for First Time in Orientation, 
Assisted Job Search, and Work Assignment Compared With 

Number of UP Case Openings by County, 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 

=============================================================================== 
UPs Participating for First Time in --

Ass i sted Work 
Orientation Job Search Assignment 

---------------- --------------- ----------------Number Percen- Percen- Percen-
of UP tage of tage of tage of 
Gase UP Case UP Case UP Case 

County Openings Number Openings Number Openings Number Openings 

Blue Earth ?.40 7 2. 9% 7 2.9% 8 3.3% 

Dodge 71 26 36 . 6 14 19.7 5 7.0 

Itasca 572 533 93.2 364 63 . 6 274 47.9 

Morrison 180 156 86.7 111 61.7 36 20.0 

Otter Tail 184 150 81.5 105 57.1 21 11.4 

Todd 170 114 67.1 96 56.5 34 20.0 

Winona 152 90 59.2 ?.8 18.4 4? ?7.6 

TOTAL 1,569 1,076 68.6% 725 46.?% 420 26.8% 
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Where work assignment is concerned, however, the situation is different. 
The number of first-time UP participants who began work assignments, as a 
percentage of UP case openings over the period, was highest for Itasca 
County at 47.9%. Winona County was a distant second at 27.6%, followed by 
Morrison and Todd Counties at 20% each. Thus, where work assiqnment is 
concerned, the relatively high number of participants in Itasca County is 
attributable not only to a relatively high number of UPs, but also to a 
relatively high proportion of UPs participating. 

Table 5 shows the average monthly number of participants on work 
assignments, the average monthly number of UPs on work assignments, and, 
for comparison, the average monthly UP caseload, by county for the period 
October, 1984 - September, 1986. For the seven CWEP counties combined, an 
average of 152.3 individuals were on work assignments per month over the 
period, of which 150.5 were UPs. This latter number made up 23.0% of the 
average monthly UP caseload of 653. Again, Itasca County emerges as the 
leader in the rate of work-assignment participation, with an average of 
46.3% of its UPs on work assignments during a month. For Morrison, Otter 
Tail, Todd, and Winona Counties (those other than Itasca without 
substantial periods of reduced program activity), the average monthly 
number of UPs on work assignments ranged from 8.4% to 10.9% of the average 
monthly UP caseload. 

II. PROCESS OF PLACING CWEP PARTICIPANTS ON WORK ASSIGNMENTS 

As stated in State statute, the purpose of the CWEP work assignment is to 
assist AFDC recipients "in achieving self-sufficiency by enhancing their 
employability through meaningful work experience and training." /11 

CWEP staff in the counties were asked to indicate the factors considered 
in selecting work sponsors and positions for CWEP participants. (A CWEP 
work sponsor is an agency or organization where a CWEP participant carries 
out his or her work assignment.) The factors indicated included the 
following: the participant 1 s interests and preferences, proximity of the 
work site to the individual 1 s home, participant's ability to do the work 
involved, training and experience provided by the position and the value 
of these to the individual, opportunity to use current skills in the 
position, needs of the sponsor, value of individual 1 s current skills to 
the sponsor, and the degree of supervision. The relative weight placed on 
each factor seems to vary across counties. 

In most cases, the sponsor first interviews the participant and decides 
whether to accept the person for a work placement. 
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Table 5 

Average Monthly Number of Participants on Work Assignments, 
Average Monthly Number of UPs on Work Assignments, 

and Average Monthly UP Caseload by County, 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 

===========================· ================================~================= 

County 

Blue Earth 

Dodge 

I ta sea 

Morrison /a 

Otter Tai'l 

Todd /a 

Winona 

TOTAL 

Average Monthly Number of 
Persons on Work Assignments 

All 
Participants UPs 

(1) (2) 

6.8 5.9 

0.3 0.2 

118.9 118 .9 

8.0 7 .. 8 

4.6 4.6 

7.4 6.9 

6.3 6.2 

152. 3 150. 5 

Average 
Monthly 

UP 
Caseload 

( 3) 

121 

18 

257 

72 

55 

73 

57 

653 

Average Monthly 
Number of UPs on 
Wo rk Assignments 
as Percentage of 
Average Monthly 

UP Caseload 
((?.)/(3)) 

(4) 

4.9% 

1.1 

46 .3 

10.8 

8 .4 

9.5 

10. 9 

(3.0% 

a. The averages for ~orrison and Todd counties excl ude October and November, 
1984 because these counties' current programs beoan in fall, 1984, and 
in both counties part i cipants were first placed on work assignments in 
Decernber, 1984. 

20 



III. TYPES OF CWEP WORK SPONSORS 

Table 6 shows types of CWEP work sponsors by sector (public vs. private 
nonprofit) and their frequency of use, on an annual-average basis, during 
the period October, 1984 - September, 1986. The most commonly used types 
of sponsors were highway and street departments, elementary and secondary 
schools, social service agencies, parks and recreation departments, and 
other natural resource agencies. However, a variety of other types of 
sponsors were used, such as an agricultural experiment station, home for 
mentally retarded adults, county historical society, water treatment 
plant, and food bank. Of the annual average of 136 sponsors of all types 
used, 78 were within local government (county, city, town (or township), 
or village), 26 were in independent school districts, 16 were 
private-nonprofit organizations, and 16 were State or Federal agencies. 

IV. TYPES OF CWEP POSITIONS 

Table 7 shows the types of positions in which CWEP participants worked, 
and their annual-average frequency of use, for October, 1984 - September, 
1986 . Often, especially in Itasca County, a work assignment involves more 
than one type of work. In such a case, the position is classified 
according to the type of work most often performed. 

The largest numbers of positions, and the positions to which participants 
were most often assigned, were in the categories of highway or street 
maintenance worker, building custodian, building maintenance worker other 
than custodian, grounds maintenance worker, roving maintenance crew 
worker, and roadside maintenance worker. However, as with work sponsors, 
a variety of positions were used. CWEP participants also worked, for 
example, in the positions of clerical worker, aide with mentally 
handicapped, accounting assistant, horticultural assistant, environmental 
technician trainee, food bank assistant, library aide, health aide, and 
silk screen printer. 

V. AFDC CASE CLOSINGS DUE TO EMPLOYMENT OF CURRENT AND FORMER 
PARTICIPANTS 

As shown in Table 8, 784 AFDC case closings occurred from Octobe~, 1984 
through September, 1986 for individuals who had participated in assisted 
job search or work assignment at any time since their last AFDC case 
openings. This number, as one would expect, is of the same order as the 
750 individuals who began assisted job search over the same period (Table 
1). Of the 784 case closings, 384, or 49.0%, were reported as being due 
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Table 6 

Types of CWEP Work Sponsors Used, Average Number of Sponsors of 
Each Type Used Per Year, and Average Number of Participants 

Work i ng With Sponsors of Each Type Per Year, All CWEP Counties , 
October , 1984 - September, 1986 /a 

!Average ! 
Average Number of Sponsors of Given Type !Number ! 

! Used Per Year /a !Partici-! 
!----------------------------=---------------------!pants 
! ! Public Sector ! !Working! 

!-------------------------------------! !With ! 
!City, ! ! !Inde- !Private!Sponsors! 
!Town, !pendent !~Ion- !of Given! 

Type of ! ! or ! ! ! ! Schoo 1 ! profit ! Type Per ! 
! Sponsor !Total!Village!County!State!Federal!District!Sector !Year /a ! 
!--------------------!----- !-------!------!-----!--- ---- !--------!------- !-------! 
! Highway or street ! ! ! 
! department 
! excluding 
! maintenance shops ! 21 ! 15 ! 5 ! 1 ! ! ! ! 107 ! 
!-------------------- !----- !------- !------! -----!-------!--------!-------!-------- ! 
! Maintenance shop 1 

! wi thin highway or 35 ! 22 13 
! street departmerrt ! ! ! 59 
!------------------- - !---- - !-------!------!-----!-- - - ---!------- -!-- -----!-------- ! 
! Elementary or ! ! ! 
! secondary schoo 1 ! 27 ! ! ! ! ! 26 ! 1 ! Ali ! 
!--------------------!-----!-------!------!-----!- ✓ ·--- -!--------!-------!--------! 
! Social service ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 
! agency ! 8 ! ! 5 ! ! 1 ! ! 2 ! 67 ! 
!---------------- ----!-----!-------!------!-----!-------!--------! -------!--------! 
! Natural resource ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 
! agency other than ! 
! department of parks! 
! and/or recreation ! 8 ! ! 3 ! 5 26 
!--------------------!-----!------- !-- ----!-----!-------! --------!-------!--------! 
! Department of parks! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 
! and/or recreation ! 8 ! 3 ! 1 ! 3 ! ! 1 19 
!--------------------!-----!-------!------!-----!-------!--------! -------!-------- ! 
! Nursing home ! 6 ! ! 3 ! ! ! ! 3 ! 9 ! 
!--------------------!-----!------- !------!-----! -------! --------!-------!--------! 
! Hospital ! 4 l 1 ! 2 ! ! ! ! 1 ! 18 ! 
!--------------------!-----! -- ----- !------ !---- -! -------!-------- !-------!--------! 
! Other /b ! 19 ! 3 ! 5 ! 2 ! 1 ! ! 8 ! 41 ! 
!------------------- !-----!----- --!------!----- !-------!-------- !-------! --------! 
! TOTAL ! 136 ! 44 ! 34 ! 9 ! 7 ! 26 ! 16 ! /c ! 
!--------------------!-----!-------!------!-----!-------!--------!-------!------- ! 

a. The averages are over two years, October, 1984 - September, 1985 and October, 
1985 - September, 1986, and are rounded as necessary. 
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Table 6 (continued) 

b. Agriculture experiment station, golf course, fair grounds, low-income 
housing complex, recycling center, military camp, developmental 
achievement center, home for mentally retarded adults, Nationa l Guard 
armory, women's resource center, art center, county historical society, 
accounting office, YMCA, YWCA, water treatment plant, veterans' service 
agency, food bank, college, community action agency, city government (no 
particular agency), health department, senior citizens' home, data 
processing office. 

c. Does not apply because individuals may have worked with more than one type 
of sponsor. 
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Table 7 

Types of CWEP Positions Used, Average Number of Positions of 
Each Type Used Per Year, and Average Number of Participants 

Working In Positions of Each Type Per Year, All CWEP Counties, 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 f..! 

Type of Position 

Highway or street maintenance worker 

Building custodian 

Building maintenance worker other 
than custodian 

Grounds maintenance worker 

Roving maintenance crew worker 

Roadside maintenance worker 

Clerical worker 

~atural resource worker 

Carpenter 

Aide with mentally handicapped 

Mechanic 

Other /b 

TOTAL 

Average Number 
of Positions 
of Given Type 
Used Per Year /a 

69 

32 

24 

23 

15 

15 

11 

7 

3 

3 

3 

18 

223 

Average Number 
of Participants 
Working in Posi­
tions of Given 
Type Per Year /a 

149 

59 

34 

39 

30 

30 

14 

7 

7 

4 

3 

23 

/c 

a. The averages are over two years, October, 1984 - September, 1985 and 
October, 1985 - September, 1986, and are rounded as necessary. 

b. Artist, accounting assistant, CWEP coordination assistant, teacher's aide, 
horticultural assistant, retail sales worker (historical society 
bookstore), environmental technician trainee, sewer, child care worker, 
chemist, welfare case aide, recreation aide, food bank assistant, 
electrician, cook, graphic artist and printer, library aide, tree trimmer, 
administrative assistant, hea1th aide, kitchen helper, house keeper, data 
entry worker, silk screen printer, equipment operator, nurse's aide, 
recycling machine operator . 
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Table 7 (continued) 

c. Does not apply because an individual may have worked in more than one type 
of position. 
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Table 8 

Total AFDC Case Closings for Current and Former Program 
Participants, and Those Closings Reported as Being Due to 

Employment of Participant, All CWEP Counties, 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 

Number Percentage 

AFDC Case Closings for Current and 
Former Program Participants /a 

Closings Reported as Due to Employment 
of Current or Former Participant /b 

Amount of Time From First Program 
Activity (Beyond Orientation) to 
Case Closing, for Closings Reported 
as Due to Employment of Current or 
Former Participant: 

0 - 3.0 months 
3.1 - 6.0 months 
6.1 - 12.0 months 

12.1 - 24.0 months 
24.1 - 36.0 months 

36 . 1+ months 

784 

384 

178 
97 
64 
26 
16 
3 

49.0% /c 

4n.4 /d 
25.3 -
16.7 
6.8 
4. 2 
0. 8 

a. Consists of AFDC case closings for persons who had participated in 
assisted job search or work assignment at any time since their l ast AFDC 
case openings. 

b. Excludes cases where the individual obtained the job before participating 
in the program, including cases where the person was recalled, after a 
lay-off, to a job he or she first obtained before starting the program. 

c. Relative to the 784 case closings . 

d. Relative to the 384 closings due to employment of current or former 
participant. 
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to employment of the current or former participant. (This is probably an 
understatement of the true percentage, however, because some closings due 
to employment are probably not reported as such by the individual.) 

Table 8 also indicates that of those closings reported as being due to 
employment of the current or former participant, 46.4% occurred within 3 
months of the first program activity beyond orientation, 71.7% occurred 
within 6 months, and 88.4% within one year. A cautionary note is in 
order, however. Depending on the county, the programs had operated for 
only 2 to 3-1/2 years before the end of the report period. Consequently, 
those staying on AFDC for relatively long periods after starting in the 
program are represented among the case closings in proportionately smaller 
numbers, relative to their actual numbers, than is true for shorter-term 
recipients, because the longer-term rec i pients were more likely to have 
still been on AFDC at the end of the report period. /1? 

It should also be emphasized that this information, in and of itself, says 
nothing about the effect of the program in helping participants find 
employment or in bringing about AFDC case closings. The data are merely 
intended to describe what happens to peopl e who have participated in the 
program. Any statements about program effects based on data such as these 
must be derived from comparat i ve analys i s (e.g. participants vs. 
nonparticipants or CWEP counties vs. non-CWEP counties). Such an analysis 
was performed by OHS staff and is described in Chapter 5. 

VI. SANCTIONS 

As shown in Table 9, 115 sanctions for noncompliance with CWEP and ESP 
occurred from October, 1984 through September, 1986 in all seven counties, 
with 74 of these occurring in Itasca County. 

This information suggests that the sanction provisions (Chapter?, sec. 
IV) have reduced the length of stay on AFDC for some individuals. 
However, a sanction may occur in a situation where, for example, an 
individual finds a job independently of the program or moves from the 
county, and consequently ceases participating (or never starts) and stops 
communicating with the welfare office (and/or service provider), knowing 
that the family's AFDC benefits will be terminated anyway because of the 
job or the move. In this case, the sanction is merely a reflection of 
other conditions, and does not itself reduce the length of stay on AFDC. 
This is in contrast to the situation where the sanct i on is actually the 
cause for the family to leave AFDC. How often each type of situation 
occurs relative to the other is unknown. 
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Table 9 

Number of Sanctions for Noncompliance 
with CWEP and ESP by County, 

October, 1984 - September, 198h 

Blue Earth 2 

Dodge 4 

Itasca 74 

Morrison 13 

Otter Tail 2 

Todd 12 

Winona 8 

TOTAL 115 
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VI I. COST 

CWEP and ESP costs are reported here in combinat i on rather than 
separately, because with Federal approval of ESP in summer, 1986, that 
program did not operate long enough during the report period to yield 
meaningful, separate cost data. 

Table 10 shows combined CWEP and ESP cost by category, at the county and 
State levels, over the period October, 1984 - September, 1986. It also 
shows (1) the percentage of cost in each category that was reimbursable by 
the Federal government (see Chapter?, secs. I I ,III) and (2) the amounts 
reimbursable and nonreimbursable in each ca t egory based on the percentage 
reimbursable. 

The data in Table 10 indicate t hat the total cost of operating CWEP and 
ESP over the two-year period was $387,457. Of this amount, $357 ,:Ill, or 
92.2%, was at the county level and the remaining $30,146, or 7.8%, was at 
the State level. The largest category of expenditure at the county level 
was for contracts with outside service providers (43% of county total), 
followed by employee compensation (28% of county total ) and participant 
reimbursement (21% of county total). The payments to outside service 
providers were primarily for employee compensation and overhead costs 
incurred by the providers. 

As shown by the figures in the second column, all but two categories of 
cost were 50% reimbursable by the Federal government. The two exceptions 
are employee compensation for CWEP participant supervision (direct 
supervision of participants on work assignments) and materials and 
equipment for CWEP work projects; no Federal re imbursement is available 
for these costs. Fifty-percent Federal reimbursement for costs of 
assisted job search was made under CWEP until the end of March, 1986, and 
has been made under ESP since that time. /13 

It should be no t ed that the costs shown do not cover all services provided 
under CWEP and ESP. In Itasca County, for a majority of the period, the 
Arrowhead Economic Opportunity Agency (the service provider for JTPA, 
MEED, and Work Readiness in northeastern Minnesota) provided job-search 
skills workshops for participants at no charge to the county. In Winona 
County, participant reimbursement was often paid by WI N. 

Of the total county-level cost of $357,311, $298,784 was in categori es 
eligible for 50% Federal reimbursement. Thus, $149,392 of the total 
county-level cost (41.8%) was fully reimbursable; the remainder, $207,919, 
was nonreimbursable, representing the cost to the counties. At the State 
level, the total cost of $30,146 was 50% reimbursable, leaving a 
nonreimbursable portion of $15,073. Of the overall cost of $387,457, 
$164,465 (42.4%) was fully reimbursable; the remainder, $~2?,992, was 
nonreimbursable. 

In comparison, for the period April, 1983 - September, 1984, the total 
county-level cost of CWEP was $253,848, of which $111,140 (44%) was ful l y 
reimbursable and the remaining $142,708 was nonreimbursable. /14 
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Table 10 

Combined CWEP and ESP Cost, Percentage Reimbursable, 
and Amounts Reimbursable and Nonreimbursable /a by 

Category of Cost at County and State Levels": 
October, 1984 - September, 1986 

Category 

COUNTY LEVEL 

Employee 
Compensation:~ 

Other Than For CWEP 
Participant Super­
vision /c 

For CWEP Participant 
Supervisi0n /c 

Contracts With Outside 
Service Providers 

Employee Travel 

Participant 
Reimbursement /d 

Materials and Equip­
ment For CWEP Work 
Projects /e 

Overhead /f 

Other f..!l 

STATE LEVEL 

Employee Compensa­
tion /b 

Overhead /h 

TOTAL 

Tota 1 
Amount 

$357,311 

98,410 

58,069 

40,341 

152,654 

2,179 

73,439 

18,186 

10,825 

1,618 

30,146 

24 , 710 

5,436 

$387 , 457 

Percentage 
Reimburs­
able /a 

41.8% /i 

50.0 

(). 0 

50.0 

50 . 0 

50.0 

0.0 

50 . 0 

50 . 0 

50 .0 /i 

50.0 

50.0 

42 . 4% /i 

Amount 
Reimburs­
able /a 

q49 ,39? 

29,035 

0 

76 ,3?.7 

1,089 

36,720 

0 

5,412 

809 

15,073 

12,355 

2,718 

$164,465 

Amount 
Nonreim­
bursable /a 

~207,919 

69,375 

?9, 034 

40,341 

76,3?.7 

1,090 

36, 7J 9 

18, 186 

5,413 

809 

15,073 

12,35'5 

2,718 

$2~2,992 

a. The percentages and amounts reimbursable are reimbursable by the Federal 
government under the AFDC administrative-match formula . 
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Table 10 (continued) 

b. Computed by multiplying total compensation for each employee concerned by 
the proportion of the employee's time devoted to CWEP and ESP and adding 
the results for all employees. 

c. CWEP participant supervision means direct supervision of CWEP participants 
on work assignments. 

d. Primarily for transportation expenses. 

e. The portion of the figure in this category that is related to equipment 
represents depreciation rather than purchase costs. 

f. On the basis of OHS data, imputed as 11% of county employee compensation. 

g. The only item in this category is workbooks for j ob-search skills 
training. 

h. On the basis of OHS data, imputed as 22% of State employee compensation. 

i. Determined as the ratio of the amount reimbursable to the respective 
tota 1. 
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Table 11 shows combined CWEP and ESP county-level costs, and the 
reimbursable and nonreimbursable portions of these costs, by county for 
the period October, 1984 - September, 1986. As expected, Itasca County, 
with the highest level of participation, also had the highest cost at 
~155 ,575 -- 43.5% of the seven-county total of $357,311. Itasca was also 
the only county whose total cost was less than 50% reimbursable. This is 
because that county incurred all of the costs in those categories not 
eligible for 50% reimbursement -- employee compensation for direct 
supervision of CWEP participants on work assignments and costs of 
materials and equipment used in CWEP work projects (see Table 10) . In the 
category of direct supervision of CWEP participants, Itasca County employs 
an individual to supervise a roving CWEP work crew. 
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Table 11 

Combined CWEP and ESP Cost at County Level, Amount and 
Percentage Reimbursable, /a and Amount Nonreimbursable by County, 

October,1984 - September, 1986 
============================================================================= 

County 

Blue F.arth 

Dodge 

Itasca 

Morrison 

Otter Tail 

Todd 

~Ii non a 

TOTAL 

$ 

Total 
Cost 

17,263 

3,932 

155,575 

56,665 

34,182 

43, Hi4 

46,530 

$357,311 

Reimbursable Portion /a 

Amount Percentage 

$ 8,632 50.0% 

1,966 50,0 

48,524 31. 2 

28,332 50.0 

17,f191 50.0 

21,582 50.0 

23,265 50.0 

$149,392 41.8% 

Amount 
Nonreimbursable 

$ 8,631 

1,9fi6 

107,051 

?.8,333 

17,091 

21,582 

?.3,?.65 

$207,919 

a. The amounts reimbursable are reimbursable by the Federal government under 
the AFDC administrative-match formula . 
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Chapter 4 

HOW ASSISTED JOB SEARCH AND WORK ASSIGNMENT HAVE AFFECTED PARTICIPANTS 

This chapter presents information on how assisted job search and work 
assignment have affected participants -- to what extent these activ i ties 
have helped participants find employment and how they have affected 
participants in other ways. Section I presents views from participants as 
expressed in a survey; section II presents views from program staff in t he 
counties. 

I. VIEWS FROM PARTTCIPANTS 

CWEP participants were surveyed to determine how they viewed their 
work experience. The survey pertained only to the work assignment 
not to assisted job search -- for two reasons: First, there seems 
more uncertainty, and disagreement, about the benefits of the work 
assi·gnment to participants than is true with assisted j ob search. 
limiting the questionnaire to the work assignment allowed it t o be 
a manageab l e l ength. 

CWEP 
and 

to be 

Second, 
kept t o 

The questionnaire was administered from August through December, 1986 t o 
CWEP participants who had been on work assignments at leas t two months. 
Participants meeting this criterion were invited by their work supervisors 
to fill out questionnaires while on their work assignments, and were given 
postage-paid envelopes addressed to DHS for returning the questionnaires. 

Individuals who were asked to ta ke part in the survey were told that their 
responses would be anonymous, which was assured by having them ret urn 
their questionnaires direct ly to DHS. 

The questionnaire appears in Appendix E. 

A total of 171 CWEP participants were asked to fi l l out questionnaires, 
and 58 did so, for a response rate of 34%. Because of t his response rate, 
the results should be viewed with caution since those who completed 
questionnaires may tend to have different views on CWEP than those who did 
not. In addition, the responses, when viewed as estimates of how a large 
population of similar individuals would answer the questions, are subject 
to random error because of the smallness of the sample. /15 

The questionnaire results are shown in Table 12. Note that for all items 
except 1 and 2, the percentages are relative to those respondents 
answering the question concerned. 
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Table 12 

Results from CWEP Participant Questionnaire /a 
------ .---------------------------------------------------------------------=-

1. Respondents 

2. County: 

3. 

4. 

Rl ue Ea.rth 
Dodge 
Itasca 
Morrison 
Otter Tail 
Todd 
Winona 

Age: 

0-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50+ 
N.R . 

Sex: 

Male 
Female 
N.R. /2. 

5. Education: 

No high school diploma or GED 
High school diploma or GED, no college 
Some college 
College degree 
N.R. 

6. Completed a trade or vocational program 
or an apprenticeship before CWEP? 

Yes 
No 
N.R . 

36 

Number 

58 

2 
2 

40 
3 
0 
5 
6 

24 
25 
6 
3 
0 

52 
6 
0 

20 
26 
10 

2 
0 

~5 
33 
0 

Percentage /b 

3.4% 
3.4 

69.0 
5.? 
0.0 
8 .6 

J0 .3 

41.4 
43 .1 
10 -~ 
5.? 
NAP 

89 .7 
10.3 

NAP 

34 . 5 
44.8 
17.2 
3.4 
NAP 

43 . 1 
56.9 

NAP 



Table 12 (continued) 

7. Hourly wage of longest job: 

$0-3.99 
4.00-5.99 
6.00-7.99 
8.00-9.99 
10.00-11.99 
12.00+ 
N.R. 

8. Hours per week at longest job: 

0-29 
30-39 
40 
41-49 
50+ 
N.R. 

9. Years longest job held: 

0-1.9 
2.0-3.9 
4.0-5.9 
6. 0-7.9 
8.0-9.9 
10.0+ 
N.R. 

10. CWEP participation required? 

Yes 
No 
N.R. 

11. Like or dislike CWEP work? 

Like it very much 
Like it somewhat 
Do not really like or dislike it 
Dislike it somewhat 
Dislike it very much 
N.R. 
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Number 

11 
15 
5 
5 
5 
9 
8 

0 
3 

31 
12 
5 
7 

10 
15 
6 
6 
9 
9 
3 

52 
5 
1 

30 
14 
4 
4 
6 
0 

Percentage /b 

22.0% 
30.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 
18.0 

NAP 

0.0 
5.9 

fi0.8 
23.5 
9.8 
NAP 

18.2 
27.3 
10.9 
10.9 
16.4 
16. 4 

NAP 

91.?. 
8.8 
NAP 

51. 7 
24.1 
6.9 
6.9 

10.3 
NAP 



Table 1?. (continued) 

12. Gain satisfaction from CWEP work? 

Yes, very much 
Yes, some 
No, none 
N.R. 

13. Treated with respect or disrespect 
by CWEP work supervisor(s)? 

Always with respect 
With respect most of the time 
With respect about as often as disrespect 
With disrespect most of t he time 
Always with disrespect 
N.R. 

14. Treated fairly or unfairly by CWEP 
work supervisor(s)? 

A 1.ways fairly 
Fairly most of the time 
Fairly about as often as unfairly 
Unfairly most of the time 
Always unfairly 
N.R. 

15. a. Regular employees, besides supervisor, 
present at worksite(s) ? 

Yes 
No 
N.R. 

b. ''If so, have they ever treated you with 
disrespect because you are on welfare?" 

No, never 
Yes, but only once or a few times 
Yes, often 
Yes, most of the time 
Yes, always 
N.R. 

16. a. Learned any new skills from CWEP work? 

Yes 
No 
N.R. 
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Number 

31 
18 
9 
0 

43 
9 
3 
1 
1 
l 

44 
7 
2 
2 
1 
2 

47 
11 

0 

3fi 
7 
1 
0 
3 
0 

?.9 
29 

0 

Percentage /b 

53.4% 
31.0 
15.5 

NAP 

75.4 
15.8 
5.3 
1.8 
1.8 
NAP 

78.6 
12 . 5 
3 .6 
3.6 
1.8 
NAP 

81.0 
19.0 

NAP 

76 .6 
14.9 
2.1 
o.o 
6.4 
NAP 

50.0 
50.0 

NAP 



Table 12 (continued) 

b. "If so, do you think any of these 
skills are useful for getting a 
regular job?" 

Yes 
No 
Not sure 
N.R. 

17. a. "Has your CWEP work done anything 
else that might help you get a 
regular job?" 

Yes 
No 
Not sure 
N.R. 

b. 11 If so, what?" 

More of a work history with references 
Job leads or job contacts 
More self-confidence 
More motivation to find regular job 
Improved or maintained work habits 
Other 
N.R. 

18. Better prepared to get a regular job, 
through new job skills or in other ways, 
because of CWEP work? (based on answers 
to 16 and 17) /d 

Yes 
No 
Not sure 
N.R. 

19. 11 Has your CWEP work prevented you from 
looking for a regular job as much as 
you would like?" 

Yes 
No 
N.R. 

39 

Number 

20 
3 
6 
0 

26 
22 
10 

0 

17 
6 

12 
10 
19 

1 
0 

30 
22 
6 
0 

19 
39 

0 

Percentage /b 

69.0% 
10.3 
20.7 

NAP 

44.8 
37.9 
17.2 

NAP 

65.4 / c 
23.1 -
~-6. 2 
38.5 
73.1 
3.8 
NAP 

51.7 
37.9 
10.3 

NAP 

32.8 
67.2 

NAP 



Table 12 (continued) 

20. Did parti cipant pay any participation 
expenses without full reimbursement? 

Yes 
No 
N.R. 

21. 11 Has your CWEP work made being on 
welfare a better or worse situation 
for you? 11 

Much better 
Somewhat better 
No better or worse 
Somewhat worse 
Much worse 
N.R . 

22. "Has your CWEP work made you respect 
yourself any more or less? 11 

Much more 
Somewhat more 
No more or less 
Somewhat less 
Much less 
N. R. 

23 . 11 Has your CWEP work made your family 
and friends respect you any more or less?" 

Much more 
Somewhat more 
No more or less 
Somewhat less 
Much less 
Not sure 
N.R. 

24 . "Has your CWEP work made your home 
1 ife any better or worse?11 

Much better 
Somewhat better 
No better or worse 
Somewhat worse 
Much worse 
N.R . 

4 0 

Number 

8 
50 

0 

18 
16 
14 

3 
6 
1 

16 
17 
17 
3 
5 
0 

9 
10 
24 
4 
3 
8 
0 

11 
16 
23 

3 
5 
0 

Percentage /b 

13.8% 
$6.2 

NAP 

3]. 6 
28 .1 
24.6 
5. 3 

LO. 5 
NAP 

?7 .6 
(9 . 3 
29. 3 
5. ? 
8.6 
NAP 

15.5 
17.2 
41.4 
6.9 
5.2 

13 . 8 
NAP 

19. () 
'n.6 
39.7 
5.2 
8.6 
NAP 



Table 12 (continued) 

25. 11 0verall, do you think that working 
in CWEP has been good or bad for you? 11 

Very good 
Fairly good 
Neutral; as much good as bad 
Fairly bad 
Very bad 
N.R. 

26. 11 00 you think welfare recipients 
should be required to work in return 
for their welfare benefits if they 
are able to work? 11 

Yes 
No 
Not sure 
N.R. 

a. 11 N.R. 11 denotes "no response." 

Number 

24 
16 
11 

3 
4 
0 

39 
8 

10 
1 

Percentage /b 

41.4% 
27.6 
19.0 
5.2 
6.9 
NAP 

68.4 
14.0 
17.5 

NAP 

b. For all items but 1 and 2, the percentages are relative to those 
answering the question. 

c. These percentages add up to more than 100% because respondents cou l d 
check more than one item. 

d. The i ndi vi dua 1 s coded as 11yes II in item 18 consist of those who answered 
"yes 11 to items 16a and 16b, or "yes" to item 17a, or both. Those coded 
as 11 no 11 in item 18 consist of the individuals who answered 11 no 11 to lfia 
or 16b, and 11 no 11 to 17a. Those coded as "not sure" in item 18 consist 
of the respondents who were not coded as 11 yes 11 or 11 no 11 and who answered 
"yes" to 16a and 11 not sure" to 16b, or 11 not sure 11 to 17a, or both. 
Those whose answers did not allow them to be placed in one of these 
categories were tabulated as "N.R. 11 (no response). 
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Items 2-10 give background information on the respondents, which should be 
taken into account in considering their views on their CWEP work 
experience . The overall response was heavily weighted toward Itasca 
County, with 69.0% of the completed questionnaires coming from that county 
(item 2). This proportion is close to the proportion of all 
work-assignment participants during the report period who were in Itasca 
County, 64% (Table 2). The respondents were predominantly younger than 40 
(84.5%) and male (89 . 7%) (items 3 and 4) . About two-thirds had earned a 
high-school diploma or GED, about a fifth had taken college courses, and 
43.1% had previously completed a trade or vocational program or an 
apprenticeship (items 5 and 6) . Approximately half of the respondents had 
earned $6 .00 per hour or more at their longest jobs, and 94 . 1% had worked 
at least 40 hours per week at these jobs (items 7 and 8), About 46% had 
held their longest jobs less than four years, while about 33% had held 
these jobs eight years or longer (item 9). For 91.2% of the respondents, 
CWEP participation was mandatory (item 10). 

Items 11 through 25 provide a picture of CWEP work experience through the 
participants' perspective. As shown in item 11, 51.7% of the respondent s 
said they liked their CWEP work very much and another 24 . 1% indicated that 
they liked it somewhat, while 17.?% said they disliked their CWEP work. 
When asked whether they found satisfaction in their CWEP work , 84.5% 
indicated 11yes, very much 11 or 11yes, some, 11 while 15.5% answered 11 no, none 11 

(item 12). 

Regarding treatment of participants by CWEP work supervisors, 91. 2% of the 
respondents said their supervisors treated them with respect all or most 
of the time, and almost the same percentage said their supervisors treated 
them fairly all or most of the time (items 13 and 14). Of those at 
worksites where regular employees besides the supervisor were present, 
about a quarter said regular employees had treated them disrespectfully 
because they were on welfare, although for a majority of these 
participants this had occurred only once or a few times (item 15). 

CWEP is intended to help participants obtain employment, either by 
teaching new skills or by other means. Items 16 and 17 provide some 
indication of the extent to which this occurs. Asked whether they had 
learned any new ski11s from their CWEP work experience, 50% of the 
respondents said "yes, 11 and 69% of these sa id they thought the skills they 
had learned were useful for finding a regular job, meaning that 34.5% (69% 
of 50%) thought they had learned skills useful for finding a regular job 
(item 16) . When asked whether their CWEP work had done anything else that 
might help them get a regular job, 44.8% said it had (item 17a) . Those 
answering 11yes 11 were asked to indicate how this had occurred by checking 
appropriate items on the questionnai re (item 17b). The items most 
frequently indicated were "it has improved or kept up my work habits" and 
"it has given me more of a work history with references" (73.1% and 65.4%, 
respectively, of those answering "yes" to 17a). 

Item 18 is a summary of items 16 and 17. It indicates, according to the 
answers to 16 and 17 , (1) the number of respondents who believed that 
their CWEP work had helped prepare them in~ way to find employment 
(either by teaching them new skills or otherwise), (2) the number who 
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believed that this was not true, and (3) the number who were unsure (see 
noted in table). As shown in item 18, 51.7% of the respondents thought 
their CWEP work had helped prepare them in one way or another to find 
employment, 37.9% thought it had not, and 10.3% were unsure. 

Items 19 and 20 relate to possible costs of CWEP work experience for 
participants. Participants are supposed to be allowed one business day 
off per week from their work assignments to be able to search for 
employment. However, 32.8% of the respondents said their CWEP work had 
prevented them from looking for regular employment as much as they would 
have liked (item 19). This result should be viewed with caution, though, 
because of those responding 11yes 11 to this item, only 32% were working more 
than 80 hours per month on their work assignments, and only 16% were 
working more than 100 hours per month (according to questionnaire results 
not shown). 

Individuals are not supposed to incur any financial costs from 
participating in CWEP; counties are required to reimburse CWEP 
participants for all necessary expenses as a result of their work 
assignment. However, 13.8% of the respondents indicated that they had 
incurred expenses because of their work assignments without full 
reimbursement (item 20). The most common nonreimbursed expenses indicated 
were for work clothes such as boots and gloves. OHS is pursuing both this 
matter and the issue of participants' ability to conduct independent .iob 
search (previous paragraph) with the CWEP counties. 

Items 21-24 concern other aspects of how CWEP affects participants . When 
asked whether their CWEP work had made being on welfare a better or worse 
situation for them, 59.7% of those answering said "somewhat better" or 
11 much better," while 15.8% said "somewhat worsetl or "much worse" (item 
21). Regarding effects of the CWEP work experience on self-respect, 56.9% 
said their CWEP work had increased their self-respect while 13.8% said it 
had done the opposite (item 22). Asked whether their CWEP work had made 
their family and friends respect them any more or less, 55.2% said 11 no 
more or less" or "not sure, 11 32.7% indicated 11 more,t1 and 12.1% indicated 
11 1 ess 11 ( i tern 23). Concerning home 1 ife, 46. 6% said their CWEP work had 
improved their home life while 13.8% believed it had worsened it (item 
24). 

To gauge the respondents' views on whether CWEP had been beneficial to 
them on the whole, they were asked, "Overall, do you think that working in 
CWEP has been good or bad for you?" In response, 69.0% said CWEP had been 
good for them (with 41.4% indicating 11 very good 11 ), 19.0% answered 
"neutral, 11 and 12.1% said CWEP had been bad for them (with 6.9% indicating 
"very bad") ( item 25) . 

Finally, concerning the desirability in principle of a work requirement 
for welfare recipients, the respondents \<Jere asked, 111)0 you think welfare 
recipients should be required to work in return for their welfare benefits 
if they are able to work?" A strong ma,iority of these CWEP participants, 
68.4%, responded "yes, 11 14.0% said "no," and 17.5% were unsure (item 26). 

43 



Overall, the favorable responses toward the CWEP work experience far 
outnumbered the unfavorable responses; however, the proportion of 
unfavorable responses is not trivial. 

The previous CWEP report to the legislature presented results from an 
earlier participant survey; the results presented here are broadly 
consistent with the earlier results . /16 

II . VIEWS FROM PROGRAM STAFF 

County and service-provider staff were asked several questions on how 
assisted j ob search and work assignment had affected participants; the 
themes in their responses fol1ow. 

A. Effects of Assisted Job Search 

The program staff all expressed a belief that assisted j ob search had 
helped many participants find employment, or had helped prepare them t o 
find employment, by improving their job-search skills and providing 
assistance with actual job search through activities such as those 
described in Chapter 2, section II. Some program staff indicated that 
activities in job-search skills training had also helped prepare 
participants for j ob search by increasing their motivation and 
self-confidence and by reducing their fears of job search. One staff 
person highlighted the value to the participant of seeing other people in 
the same situation and realizing that he or she is not alone, of sharing 
experiences and discussing problems, and of receiving peer support. 

Another staff person wrote the following: 

Group interaction and individual attention has helped individuals 
overcome barriers such as lack of motivation, lack of confidence, 
fear of failure, and a negative attitude . A positive attitude is 
fostered and help is provided in dealing with problem areas. Also, 
partici pants have the opportunity to meet others from their community 
who are also looking for work , and this broadens the number of job 
leads. Individuals who participated in job-seeking skills classes 
1earned to take pride in their ski l ls and personal assets, and gained 
in self-confidence as they learned basic skills of job hunting. For 
some, attention to personal appearJnce increased. Job goals became 
more realistic for some, more focused for others. Overall, a more 
work-oriented att i tude developed among participants and th~se 
participants were better prepared to look for work during the job 
search period. 

(quote continued on next page) 
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Individual attention to each participant's efforts during job search 
helps bolster motivation and helps maintain a positive attitude. 
Possible job leads are more readily available to individuals during 
an assisted job search. Help is provided in dealing with problem 
areas, such as a poor work record, felony convictions, and health 
problems. In some cases, participants in a job-seeking skills class 
share job leads with other participants. 

8. Effects of Work Assignment 

As with assisted job search, the program staff all expressed a belief that 
work assignment had helped prepare many of its participants to find 
employment. They indicated that this had occurred, in varying degrees, 
through an improved and more recent work history with references (e.g. the 
CWEP work supervisor), greater self-confidence and motivation, improved 
work habits (complying with rules and expectations of a regular job), 
increased resources and leads for finding employment, and, in some cases, 
new job skills. 

Some staff emphasized that a successful work assignment is likely to 
improve self-esteem for participants who have had low self-esteem, and 
that this is crucial in bringing these people to the point where they can 
apply themselves to searching for regular employment. One staff person 
said that in some cases, the work experience has helped to change a 
participant's belief that he or she cannot do anything but be on welfare. 

Another staff person wrote that for some individuals, the CWEP work 
experience is valuable primarily as one step in a longer process of 
attaining job-readiness: 

Clients who are not motivated to work and have been unemployed 
long period of time are, nevertheless, through the CWEP work 
experience placement, helped to feel better about themselves. 
self-esteem has been improved, and they are better prepared to 
the next phase of their rehabilitation program. 

for a 

Their 
enter 

Many of these clients have had repeated failures in the community. 
They have failed in their family life, in school, and in other 
community activities. They are frequently law violators. A long 
rehabilitation process may be necessary before some of these 
individuals are job-ready and employed. Work experience placement 
does seem to help these clients to develop better work habits and to 
develop an interest in being employed. 

Program staff are asked to report cases where individuals have obtained 
regular employment clearly with the help of their CWEP work experience 
(excluding instances where it is not evident that the work experience has 
played a major role). For the period October, 1984 - September, 1986, 11 
instances were reported where participants were hired by their work 
sponsors as regular employees. Where participants find jobs with 

45 



employers other than their CWEP work sponsors , program staff often have 
littl e or no information regarding the rol e of the CWEP work experience in 
securing the employment. However, the staff persons reported occassional 
instances, over the same period, where participants found jobs wi t h 
employers other than the CWEP work sponsor doing the same type of work as 
in CWEP, sometimes in specialized fields and someti mes with no experience 
pr ior to CWEP in the type of work concerned. 

Apart from helping prepare participants to find employment, or helping 
them actually find jobs, the CWEP work experience, according to some 
program staff , had been beneficial to some participants in such ways as 
increasing their self-esteem (also mentioned in regard to finding 
employment), helping them to "come out of a shell, 11 improving interaction 
with others , providing a purpose and routine for the day, and fostering a 
sense of being part of the community through being part of the work force. 
According to one staff person, another value of the work assignment 
(though not a direct benefit to the participant) is providing a better 
rol e model fo r the participant's children. 

C. Some Parti cipants Not Hel ped 

A majority of the program staff indicated that some individuals have not 
been helped significantly by assisted job search or work assignment , 
because of factors such as personal problems (e.g. chemical abuse, 
physical or mental limitations, psychological problems), lack of 
motivation, long-standing patterns of welfare dependence, or lack of 
suitable jobs in the locality . 
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Chapter 5 

BENEFITS TO THE PUBLIC 

This chapter concerns benefits of ESP and CWEP to the public. One of 
these benefits is the work performed by CWEP participants; another is a 
possible reduction in AFDC payments. 

I. NATURE ANO VALUE OF WORK PERFORMED BY CWEP PARTICIPANTS 

While the work done by CWEP participants is of value to the community, 
this value is difficult to assess. In concept, it is what everyone 
benefitting from the work would be willing to pay for it. It is not 
feasible, however, to determine this quantity. 

One alternative is merely to consider the nature of the work performed and 
where it is performed. To a large degree, such information is conveyed by 
the data in Tables 6 and 7 (Chapter 3, secs. III,IV). However, to obtain 
additional information, CWEP staff with the counties and service providers 
were asked to describe some of the work done by participants since 
October, 1984, including both the typical and the atypical; the following 
is some of the work indicated, with the more common types listed first: 

maintenance and repair of streets and of county, township, and State 
roads; 

maintenance, repair, and custodial work in schools and county 
buildings including hospitals and nursing homes; 

grounds maintenance at public buildings and along roadsides; 

maintenance of parks, recreational facilities, and public accesses to 
lakes; 

clerical work including typing, filing, bookkeeping, and, in one 
instance, organizing and setting up a career library in a school; 

snow removal on roads and at buildings and fire hydrants; 

complete maintenance of a golf course, including making new greens 
and sand traps; 

assistance at food banks, including distribution of food baskets at 
Christmas; 

construction of ramps for the handicapped at public buildings; 
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making signs at t he U.S . nepartment of t he Interior for nationwi0e 
use by the National Par k Service; 

forestry wor k for the Minnesota Depar tment of Natural Resources, 
including pruning on a pine plantation and drawing maps from aerial 
photos; 

assisting in a facility for mentally retarded adul ts, incl uding 
helping with a recycling project and a used-clothing facility and 
with gardeni ng and processing of produce; 

sewing of craft products for a nursing home . 

In an unusual case, a participant with a college degree in biology worked 
as an environmental technical trainee with the county health department, 
doing research and on-site inspection. In a different county, where the 
county social service agency had purchased new quarters, CWEP parti cipants 
played a major role in gutting and remodeling the building. CWEP 
participants in another county carried out a remodeling project for a 
youth center. 

Another alternative for assessing the value of work done by CWEP 
participants is to assume that an average hour of this work has a 
particular value, and then multiply the number of hours of work by this 
assumed value. Such a calculation was performed, using the minimum wage 
of $3.35 as the assumed value per hour. This figure is, of course, 
arhitrary. Many would probably regard it as conservative for present 
purposes. On the other hand, $3 .35 could be too high, since it is 
uncerta i n that the public would be willing to pay this much per hour of 
the work performed. 

The seven CWEP counties reported that CWEP participants performed a total 
of 160,863 hours of work from October, 1984 through September, 1986. 
Mu l tiplying this number by $3.35 gives a figure of $538,891 as the 
estimated value of work performed. For reasons previously indicated, this 
amount can only be taken as suggestive. However, it substantially exceeds 
the total CWEP and ESP cost of $387 , 457 for the seven counties for 
October, 1984 - September , 1986. Moreover, if the value of output is to 
be estimated as the value of input, which is being done here, it would be 
appropr iate to include the costs of materials , equipment, and participant 
supervision in the estimated value of output, although these are excluded . 
Again, however, any estimate from this technique can only be regarded as 
suggestive. 

II. EFFECTS ON AFDC PAYMENTS 

Another possible benefit of ESP and CWEP to the public is a reduction in 
AFDC payments occurring through a reduction in caseload. This section 
first discusses how ESP and CWEP may affect the AFDC caseload and then 
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describes an effort that was made to statistically estimate whether such 
an effect has occurred. 

A. How ESP and CWEP May Affect the AFDC Caseload 

Theoretically, either ESP or CWEP may reduce or increase the AFDC 
caseload. 

ESP or CWEP may reduce caseload by increasing the ability of participants 
to find employment in ways described in Chapter 4. In addition, ESP or 
CWEP, because of the participation requirements for nonexempt individuals, 
may reduce caseload by making AFDC a less attractive option (than without 
ESP or CWEP) for those nonexempt individuals who would rather engage in 
ot~er activities than participate in ESP or CWEP if on AFDC. 

However, ESP or CWEP may increase caseload by making AFDC a more 
attractive option (than without ESP or CWEP) for those individuals, both 
exempt and nonexempt, who would rather participate in the program than 
pursue other activities if on AFDC. Such individuals, for example, may 
value the opportunity to provide something in return for their AFDC 
benefits through working in CWEP; may enjoy the activities in ESP, the 
work in CWEP, or the contacts with people in either program; or may merely 
value the chance to do something outside of the house. Another 
possibility is that mandatory participation in CWEP may increase caseload 
by impeding job search for some individuals, thus reducing their chances 
of finding regular employment. (Although this is not supposed to occur, 
results from the participant questionnaire suggest that it has occurred in 
some cases. /17) 

Thus, theoretically, either ESP or CWEP may reduce or increase the AFDC 
caseload. 

B. An Attempt to Estimate the Effect of the Combined Program on 
AFDC-UP Case Duration 

OHS Staff performed a statistical analysis to estimate whether the 
combined program of assisted job search and work assignment has affected 
AFDC-UP case duration (i.e. the amount of time a case stays on AFDC). 
However, the results were inconclusive. 

The study was limited to UP cases because the program is mandatory only 
for UPs. UP case duration was used as the outcome variable because of an 
assumption that if the program affects caseload, it probably does so 
primarily by affecting case duration. (The program may also affect 
caseload by affecting the number of case openings per month.) 
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The study involved Morrison and Todd Counties, with Douglas and Wadena 
Counties (which are adjacent to Todd and near Morrison) included for 
comparative (or "control" ) purposes. These counties were chosen because 
of the availability of necessary data. /18 

The analysis used individual UP case data for each county. Since the 
programs in Morrison and Todd Counties began in November, 1984, the sample 
consisted of those UP cases, in all four counties, that opened from 
November, 1982 through October , 1983 ("period one, 11 before CWEP started) 
and from November, 1984 through October , 1985 ( 11 period two, 11 after CWEP 
started). (Assisted job search was under CWEP during this time.) The 
outcome variable was defined, precisely, as the number of months the case 
received AFDC during the 12-month period that began with the month in 
which the case opened. /19 This variable, referred to here as DURATION 
(even t hough it was limited to 12 months), was recorded for each case 
along wi th other information used for control purposes (see below}. 

The analysis used a statistical technique called multiple regression 
analysis. Rasically, the procedure was as follows: First, the change in 
DURATION from period one to period two was determined for each county . 
Then, the changes that occurred in the CWEP counties were compared to the 
changes that occurred in the non-CWEP counties, with the difference being 
attributed to the effect of CWEP. 

In this comparison, control was provided for several factors other than 
CWEP, including economic conditions, that could also affect DURATION (see 
below). This produced an estimate of the change in DURATION in each 
county, from period one to period two, that would have occurred if the 
contro 11 ed factors had been II held constant" -- that is, if they had been 
the same for all cases in the sample. This estimated change in DURATION 
for each county was the quantity used in the comparison indicated above. 

The controlled factors were the following: the quarter in which the case 
opened (to capture seasonal factors), number of children, presence of 
ch i ldren under age 6, age of husband, whether the principal earner was the 
husband or wife, total earnings used to compute the initial monthly AFDC 
grant, and, finally, economic conditions in the particular county during 
the 11 months beginning with the month in which the case opened. In 
different versions of the analysis, the variable used to represent, and 
thus control for, economic conditions was, alternately, total "covered" 
employment (covered under Unemployment Insurance (UI)) or the number of UI 
claimants, each for the particular county at the relevant time for the 
particular case. (The analysis was conducted in such a way that 
differences across counties in total covered employment and in total UI 
claimants did not matter. The only variation in these variables that wa s 
allowed to have an effect was vari ation over time within each county.) 

The central assumption was that without CWEP, the chan9e in nURATI0N from 
period one to period two that would have occurred with the controlled 
variables "held constant" would have been the same in the CWEP counties as 
in the non-CWEP counties. nn this assumption, the effect of the program 
(including assisted job search and work assignment) was estimated as the 
difference between the CWEP and non- CWEP counties in the estimated change 
in DURATION with the control provided. 
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Under the same assumption, if the program caused a reduction in DURATION, 
then, from period one to period two, after controlling for the factors 
indicated, DURATION would either (1) decrease by a greater amount in the 
CWEP counties than in the non-CWEP counties, {2) decrease in the CWEP 
counties while increasing in the non-CWEP counties, or (3) increase by a 
smaller amount in the CWEP counties than in the non-CWEP counties. If, 
instead, the program caused an increase in DURATION, then the opposite 
comparative results would be expected to occur. 

Unfortunately, certain patterns in the results indicated that the results 
were unreliable. First, even with control provided for all of the factors 
indicated above, the change in DURATION from period one to period two, in 
addition to being different between the CWEP and non-CWEP counties, was 
substantially different between the two CWEP counties and between the two 
non-CWEP counties. It was thus clear that there were major factors, other 
than CWEP and not controlled in the analysis, that were causing the change 
in DURATION from period one to period two to be different in different 
counties. Second, the estimated change in DURATION for each county, with 
the control provided, was markedly different depending on whether the 
variable used to control for economic conditions was total covered 
employment or the number of UI claimants; this indicated that at least one 
of these variables, or perhaps both, fell far short of fully representing, 
and thus controlling for, the economic opportunities available to AFDC-UP 
recipients. Unfortunately, better variables for this purpose do not seem 
to be available. /20 

Thus, no inferences could be drawn, from this statistical analysis, about 
whether the combined program of assisted job search and work assignment 
affects AFDC caseload and payments. 

C. Concluding Remarks 

These results were obtained after a systematic effort, in an inherently 
uncontrolled environment, to control to the fullest extent possible for 
factors other than CWEP that could affect OURATJON. In view of this, the 
prospect appears slim for obtaining dependable results regarding the 
effects of the program on caseload without using an experimental design 
involving random assignment of individuals to treatment and control 
groups. 

One problem with random assignment, where a voluntary program is 
concerned, is that those assigned to the control group must be denied the 
opportunity to participate. However, with ESP-CWEP, since participation 
is mandatory for nonexempt UPs, the treatment could be specified to be the 
presence of a participation requirement, as opposed to the absence of such 
a requirement but still with the opportunity to participate voluntarily. 
With this specification of the treatment, otherwise-nonexempt individuals 
would be randomly assigned to a treatment group subject to a participation 
requirement or to a control group not under such a requirement but still 
allowed to participate. 1hus, no one would be denied the opportunity to 
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participate. The analysis would estimate the effect of having a program 
with a participation requirement as opposed to having a totally voluntary 
program. 

Another alternative would be to estimate the effect of having a program 
with mandatory participation as opposed to not having a program at all. 
However, with random assignment, this would require that those in the 
control group be denied the opportunity to participate. 

In any event, a study with random assignment would be a major undertaking 
requiring significant commitment and expense. 
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Appendix A 

FEDERAL CWEP REGULATIONS 

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, Part 238, revised as of October 1, Jq85: 

PART 238-COMMUNITY WORK 
EXPERIENCE PROGRAM 

Subpart A-Introduction 

Sec. 
238.01 Scope of this pa.rt. 

Subpart B--Admlni1tratlon and Program 
Requirement• 

238.10 Agency ad.m1n.isterlng the program. 
238.12 Statewideness. 
238.14 Establishment of a mandatory par-

ticipant group. 
238.16 Participant reimbursement. 
238.18 Participant protection. 
238.20 Participation requirements. 
238.22 Sanctions. 
238.24 Hes.rings and notices. 
238.26 Chief Executive omcer. 

Subpart C-Sponaor and Project Requirements 

238.50 Sponsor requirements. 
238.!i2 Project reqUirements. 
238.54 Project assignment criteria.. 

Subpart D-Federal Financial Participation 

238.60 Allowable adm1nistratlve costs. 
238.62 Expenses not matchable. 
238.64 Fiscal recorclkeeping requirements. 

AUTHORITY: Sec. 2307. Pub. L. 97-35; 95 
Stat. 846; (42 U.S.C. 609), unless otherwise 
noted. 

SOURCE: 47 FR 5683, Feb. 5, 1982, unless 
otherwise noted. 

Subpart A-Introduction 

§ 238.01 Scope of this part. 

GeneraL States may operate commu­
nity work experience programs 
CCWEP) which serve a useful public 
purpose, and require AFDC recipients 
to participate in them as a condition 
of AFDC eligibility. The purpose of 
these CWEP programs is to provide 
work experience for AFDC recipients. 
CWEP projects must meet appropriate 
standards for health and safety and 
may not displace persons currently 
employed or fill established unfilled 
vacancies. Subject to the conditions 
specified at § 238.16, States must pro­
vide necessary transportation, day 
care, and other related services or re­
imburse CWEP participants for costs 
directly related to participation in the 
program. Allowable costs to operate 
CWEP (see Subpart DJ are matched 
by the Federal government at the 
AFDC administrative match level 
(50%). 

<Sec. 1102, Social Security Act. as amended, 
49 Stat. 647, as amended: 42 U.S.C. 1302) 
[49 FR 35603, Sept, 10, 19841 

Subpart B-Admini1tration and 
Program Requirements 

§ 238.10 Agency administering the pro­
gram. 

Each State with a plan approved 
under Title IV-A of the Social Securi­
ty Act may establish and operate a 
CWEP program in accordance with 
the requirements in this pa.rt. If the 
State chooses to establish and operate 
CWEP. it must administer the pro­
gram through ·the single State agency 
designated in its title IV-A State plan 
to administer or supervise the AFDC 
program. 

II 238.12 Statewideness. 

The State plan shall specify the geo­
graphic areas for which the State will 
implement CWEP. These may include 
all areas of the State or only certain 
subareas at the Agency's discretion. 
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§ 238.14 Establis hment of a mandatory 
participant group. 

Ca> The State plan must identify the 
groups or categories of AFDC recipi­
ents who will be required to partici­
pate in CWEP, Under this require• 
ment, States may require that any 
AFDC recipient, as a condition of eligi­
bility for AFDC, particjpate in CWEP 
unless the individual: 

(1) Meets the WIN exemption crite• 
ria under 45 CFR 224.20, except a.s 
provided in paragraph (bl of this sec­
tion; 

(2) Is both currently employed for at 
lea.st 80 hours per month and earning 
not less than the legally established or 
defined minimum wage for such em­
ployment (for jobs which do not have 
a.n established minimum wage, recipi­
ents currently employed 80 hours 
must be exempted from CWEP regard­
less of wage level.>; 

(3) Was denied AFDC solely because 
tbe amount of his or her entitlement 
would have heen less than $10 per 
month; 

<b> A recipient who is exempt from 
WIN may nevertheless be required to 
participate in CWEP if: 

Cl J He or she was exempt due to re­
moteness from a work incentive 
project under § 224.20(b)(6); or 

( 2J He or she was exempt as a care­
taker of a child s.t least three years 
old, under § 224.20CbJC8), and appropri• 
ate child care can be secured to enable 
participation i:l the CWEP project. 

(c> Applicants for aid to families 
with dependent children may not be 
required to participate in CWEP. 

(dJ A State plan may proVide for vol­
untary participation in CWEP projects 
by all, or any subgroups, of AFDC re­
cipients who desire to do so. If the 
plan provides for voluntary participa­
tion, it will identify the categories of 
voluntary participants to whom 
CWEP is available and any conditions 
which A.ttach to their participation. 

§ 238.16 Participant reimbursement. 
The State plan shall specliy the 

amount and types of partlci,patlon 
costs the State will reimburse to re­
cipients. Under this requirement: 

Ca) Participants may not be required 
to usa their assistance or their income 
or resources to pay participation costs 

45 CFR Ch. II (10-1-85 Edition) 

which are within the limits specified 
as allowable in paragraph (b). 

(b) In cases where tbe State is 
unable to provide necessary services 
directly to participants or through a 
third party, States must provide reim­
bursement for necessary transporta­
tion and day care costs that are in­
cWTed by the recipient and directly re• 
lated to participation in CWEP. 

Cl) Participants shall be reimbursed 
for transpor tation costs directly relat• 
ed to their participation in amounts 
equal to the cost of transportation by 
the most appropriate means ~as deter­
mined by the State agency); and 

<2> Participants shall be reimbursed 
for day care costs in such amounts as 
are determinedl by the S tate agency 
to be reasonable, necessary, and cost• 
effective. However, in no event shall 
the reimbursement exceed the 
amounts allowed to a recipient work• 
ing the sa.?:ne nwnber of hours under 
§ 233.20(a)(ll ){l)(C) as a disregard 
from earned income. 

Co) States must provide reimburse­
ment for costs other than transporta• 
tion and day care that the State deter ­
mines are necessary and directly relat­
ed to participation i:n CWEP incurred 
by the participant. F'or PFP purposes, 
this a.mount shall not exceed SlO per 
month. per participant. ·<.See Subpart 
D for FFP requirements.) 

<Sec. 1102, Social Security Act, as amended, 
49 Stat. 647, as amended: 42 U.S.C. 1302) 
[49 F'R 35603. Sept. 10, 1984) 

ll 238.18 Participant protection. 
States may provide worker's com­

pensation or other comparable protec• 
tion for their CWEP participants. The 
State agency shall provide such pro­
tection to those partrcipants perform­
ing work for Federal offices or agen• 
cies, to tbe same extent as is provided 
to other CWEP participants in the 
State. The cost of this protection shall 
be considered an administrative ex­
pense and matched accordingly. 

<Sec. 1102, Soclal Security Act, as amended. 
49 Stat. 6-47, as amended; 42 U.S.C, 1302) 
[49 FR 35603. Sept, 10. 1984) 
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§ 238.20 Participation requirements. 
(a) States determine CWEP partici­

pation within broad Federal require­
ments: 

(1) Where more than one member of 
an assistance unit meets the criteria, 
W1der the State's plan for participa­
tion in CWEP, the State may require 
that each eligible individual partici­
pate in accordance with paragraph (b) 
of this section. 

(2) Part-time participation in WIN 
and CWEP may be required where it is 
deemed appropriate by the State. The 
State plan shall specify whether part­
time participation will be required and 
the circumstances under which it will 
be deemed "appropriate." 

Cb> The State plan must speciiy the 
maximum number of hours and the 
formula used to determine the manda­
tory hours of participation where the 
State speclfies a lesser maximum. No 
assistance unit may be required 
monthly to participate in CWEP more 
than the number of hours which 
would result from dividing the family's 
grant amount by the greater of the 
Federal or the applicable State mini­
mum wage. 

Cc) The State must have procedures 
under which there is coordination 
among CWEP, the employment search 
program, and WIN to ensure that job 
placement will have priority. 

(d) Nothing in section 409 of the Act, 
nor in this part shall be construed as 
authorizing the payment of AFDC as 
compensation for work perion:ned. 

(e) CWEP participants who perform 
work in the public interest for a Fed­
eral office or agency shall not be con­
sidered for any purpose as Federal em­
ployees. 
<Sec. 1102, Socia.! Security Act, as amended, 
42 U.S.C. 1302 a.nd Pub. L. 97-248, 96 Stat. 
324) 

£47 FR 5683, Feb. 5, 1982. as a.mended at 48 
'FR 28410, June 21, 1983: 49 FR 35604. Sept. 
10, 1984) 

§ 238.22 Sanctions. 
The State plan shaU provide that 

where a mandatory CWEP participant 
has been determined to have failed or 
refused without good cause to partici­
pate in CWEP, the sanctions specl!ied 
1n § 224.51 (and further descrJbed in 
§ 234.60) shall apply. Under this re-

quirement the State plan shaU specify 
the criteria to be used in determining 
whether or not there was "good cause" 
in refusing or failing to participate in 
CWEP. 

§ 238.24 Hearings and notices. 
The State plan shall specify that the 

provisions of § 205.10, which relate to 
hearing and notice procedures, apply 
to CWEP participants. 

§ 238.26 Chief Executive Officer. 
The Chief Execut ive Of:icer of t he 

State: 
(a) Shall provide for coordination 

among CWEP. the program of employ­
ment search and WIN to ensure that:· 

(1) Job placement will have priority; 
and 

(2) An individual who is required to 
participate in more than one of the 
programs identilied in this section 
may not be denied aid under the State 
plan on the grounds of "fa.ilure to par­
ticipate" in one such program if there 
is a conflict in the implementation or 
scheduling of activities between pro­
grams, and he is satisfactorily partici­
pating in the other program. 

(b) May require that a participant 
who satisfactorily meets the require­
ments of CWEP may be required to 
participate in a program of employ­
ment search or WIN during such time 
as he is not participating in CWEP. 

<Sec. 1102, Social Security Act , IIS amended, 
42 U.S.C. 1302 and Pub. L. 97-248, 96 Stat. 
324> 
[48 FR 28410, June 21, 19831 

Subpart C-Sponsor and Project 
Requirements 

§ 238.50 Sponsor requirements. 

The State agency will designate a 
sponsor to operate each pro ject or, at 
the agency's option, more than one 
project. Only public agencies, which 
includes Federal offices or agencies, 
and nonprofit organizations may be 
sponsors. For purposes of this provi­
sion Federal offices or agencies in­
clude agencies of the Executive 
branch of the Federal government, 
Congressional offices, and Federal 
courts. 
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<Sec. 1102, Social Security Act, as amended. 
49 Stat. 64'1, as amended; 42 u.s.c. 1.302) 
(49 FR 35604. Sept. 10, 19841 

§ 238.52 Project requirements. 

The State plan must provide that 
CWEP projects: 

(al- Serve a useful public purpose; 
(b) Do not result in the displacement 

of persons currently employed or the 
filling of established, unfilled position 
vacancies. This means that CWEP par­
ticipants may not perform tasks which 
would have been undertaken by em­
ployees or which have the effect of re­
ducing the work of employees. Howev­
er . CWEP participants may perform 
the same type of tasks as performed 
by employees: 

cc) Are not in any way related to po­
litical, electoral, or partisan activities; 

(d) Are not in violation of applicable 
Federal. State or local health and 
safety standards, and provide reasona­
ble work conditions; and 

(e) Have not been developed in re­
sponse to, or in a.ny way associated 
with, the existence of a strike, lockout 
or other bona fide labor dispute, or 
violate any existing labor agreement 
between employees and employers. 

§ 238.54 Project assignment criteria. 

The State plan must provide that: 
Ca) Assignments to CWEP projects 

will take into consideration to the 
extent possible, the prior training, pro­
ficiency, experience and skills of a par­
ticiPant; 

(b) Participants will not be assigned 
to projects whicb require that they 
travel unreasonable distances from 
their homes or remain away from 
their homes overnight without their 
consent. 

Subparl D-Federal Financial 
Participation 

§ 238.60 Allowable administrative costs. 

Federal financia l participation is 
available for administrative costs of 
the AFDC program for Community 
Work Experience program expendi­
tures. when CWEP has been approved 
as part of the State plan under Title 
IV-A of the Act. Such costs include 

45 CFR Ch. II (10-1-85 Edition) 

amounts paid to participants which 
are: 

<a) identilied in the State plan; and 
(b> within the limits specified under 

§ 238.16. 

CSec. 1102, Socia.I Security Act, as amended, 
49 Stat. 647, as amended; 42 U.S.C. 1302) 
[49 FR 35604, Sept. 10, 19841 

§ 238.62 Expenses not matchable. 

FFP is not available for: 
<a> Capital expenditures, or depre­

ciation or use allowances in connection 
with a CWEP; 

(b) The cost o! making or acguiring 
materials or equipment in connection 
with participation in a CWEP project; 

(c) The cost of supervision of CWEP 
participants; and 

(d) Costs associated with the use of 
any facilities of the State public em­
ployment offices used to find employ. 
ment opportunities for participants. 

§ 238.64 Fiscal re<:or.dkeeping require­
menta. 

To support claims !or FFP, States 
shall identify in their aCCOWlting 
records all CWEP costs which repre­
sent direct payments to participants in 
the program. States must also identify 
in thei?- monthly assistance rolls those 
individuals to whom participant ex­
penditures were made during any 
month, The identification in the ac­
counting records and monthly assist­
ance rolls shall be in such form as to 
permit verification of the monthly 
direct payments to each individual 
participant subject to FFP. 

56 



Appendix B 

FEDERAL ESP REGULATIONS 

Code of Federal Regulati ons, Title 45, Part 240, revised as of October 1, 1985: 

PART 240-EMPLOYMENT SEARCH 
PROGRAM 

Subpart A-Introduction 

Sec. 
240.01 Scope of this part. 

Subpart B-Admlni1tratlon and Program 
Requiremenll 

240.10 Agency administering the program. 
240.12 Statewideness. 
240.14 Establishment of mandatory partici­

pant. groups. 
240.20 Program requirements. 
240.22 Conditions of ellgib!llty and sanc­

tions. 
240.24 Hearings and notices. 

Subpart C-Federal Financial Participation 

240.00 Allowable administrative expenses. 
240.62 Expenses not matchable. 
240.64 Fiscal record.keeping requirements. 

AUTHORITY: Sec. 1102, Social Security Act, 
as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1302: Pub. L. 97-248, 
96 Stat. 324. 

SOURCE: 48 FR 28410, June 21, 1983, unless 
otherwise noted. 
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Subpart A-lntraduction 

§ 240.01 Scope of this pa.rt. 
Each State may operate a program 

of employment search and require cer­
tain AFDC applicants and recipients 
to participate in it as a condition of 
AFDC eligibility. The purpose of this 
employment search program is to 
reduce welfare dependency by assist­
ing individuals in obtaining regular 
unsubsidized employment. Allowable 
costs to operate a program of employ­
ment search are matched by the Fed­
er~ government at the AFDC admin­
istrative match level. 

Subpart 8-Administration and 
Program Requirements 

§ 240.10 Agency administering the pro• 
gram. 

Each State with a plan approved 
under title IV-A of the Social Security 
Act may establish a program of em­
ployment search in accordance with 
the requirements in this part. The 
single State agency designated In the 
State plan to administer or supervise 
the AFDC program must administer 
the employment search program. 

§ 240.12 Statewideness. 

The employment search program 
must be statewide. It may provide dif­
ferent employment search activities or 
ilnpose different participation require­
ments based on an individual's charac­
ter istics. 

§ 240.14 Establishment of mandatory par­
ticipant groups. 

(al The State plan shall specify the 
groups, types, and classes of applicants 
and recipients who will be mandatory 
participants in the employment search 
program, These categor ies may only 
include individuals who would be re­
quired to register for WIN under 
§ 224.20, and those excluded from reg­
istration requirements because of re­
moteness from a WIN site under 
§ 224.20(bl(6). 

Cb) A State plan may also provide for 
voluntary participation in an employ­
ment searcb program 1n those not re­
quired to participate under paragraph 
(a) of this section. If the plan provides 

45 CFR Ch. II ( 10-1-85 Edition) 

for voluntary participation, it shall 
identify any conditions which attach 
to voluntary participation. States must 
inform voluntary participants oJ these 
conditions. if any. 

(cl The State agency may exempt 
from employment search any appli­
cant who does not appear to meet eli­
gibility criteria for AFDC based upon 
a preliminary assessment it makes a t 
the time the Individual files his appli­
cation. This process must not consti­
tute informal denial of eligibility for 
assistance nor delay the processing of 
the application. 

II 240.20 Program requirements. 
<a) The State plan must specify the 

requirements for participation (such 
as a mi.nimal number of employer con­
tacts a week or that a bona fide Job 
offer cannot be refused without good 
cause). However, these requirements 
may va.ry for different categories of in• 
dividuals depending on· an individual's 
work history. etc. States must not 
impose requirements which would 
delay processing of an application. 
States may require that an individual 
participate in the employment search 
program from the time he files a.n ap­
plication for aid for an initial period, 
prescribed In the State plan, of up to 8 
consecutive weeks. Following this ini­
tial period (which may extend beyond 
the date when eligibility is deter­
mined), the States may require addi­
tional participation in employment 
search, not In excess of 8 weeks (or its 
equivalent) In any period of 12 consec­
utive months. The first such period of 
12 consecutive months shall begin at 
any time following the close of the ini­
tial period. 

(b) The State may assign individuals 
to any combination of CWEP, WIN. 
and employment search actjvities. The 
State plan must specify procedures tor 
coordination among CWEP, W'IN, and 
the employment search program to 
ensure that: 

(ll Job placement will have priority; 
and 

<2> An !ndlvidua.l who is required to 
participate in more than one of the 
progra.ms identified in this section 
may not be denied aid under the State 
plan on the grounds of "failure to par-
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ticipate•· in one such program if there 
is a conflict in the implementation or 
scheduling of activities between pro­
grams, and he is satisfactorily partici­
Pl1'-ting in the other program. 
The State may require an individual 
to participate in a program of employ­
ment search during such time as he is 
not participating in CWEP or WIN. 

(c) The State plan must also provide 
for methods to ensure that require• 
men ts for participation in employment 
search are met. The State must estab-
1ish procedures enabling it to verify 
participation in the program. 

Cd) The State plan shall also provide 
that participants in the program: 

( 1) Are furnished t hose support serv­
ices (such as transportation and child 
care> necessary for participation or 

(2) Are paid in advance or reim­
bursed for expenses or such services 
which they reasonably incur (as de­
fined by the State) in order to meet 
the requirements of the program. 
The plan must specify how this re­
quirement wiU be met and which serv­
ices will be covered. 

!I 240.22 Conditions of eligibility and sane• 
Uons, 

(al The State plan shall provide for 
sanctions when a recipient, who is re­
Quired to participate in the program of 
empl:>yment search, fails to meet the 
requirements for participation in that 
program, and shall also indicate the 
duration of the sanction periods which 
apply in cases of first or subsequent 
failures to participate. II a recipient 
fails to meet State requirements for 
participation in employment search. 
the sanctions specified below shall 
remain in effect for a period (effective 
no later than the first day o! the cor­
responding payment month) up to 3 
payment months for the first such 
failure and up to 6 payment months 
for any subsequent such failure. 

(1) If the individual is a caretaker 
relative receiving benefits (other than 
a principal earner), the State shall not 
take into account his needs in deter­
mining the assistance unit's need for 
assistance. The State shall provide as­
sistance in the form of protective or 
vendor payments in accordance with 
§ 234.60 of this chapter; 
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(2) If the individual is one of several 
dependent children in the assistance 
unit, the State shall not take into ac­
count the child's needs in determining 
the assistance unit's need for assist­
ance; if the individual is the only de­
pendent child in the assistance unit, 
the State shall deny assistance to the 
entire unit; and 

(3) II the individual is a principal 
earner, the State shall deny assistance 
to the entire a.ssista.nce urut. 

Cb) The State plan shall provide that 
an applicant will remain ineligible for 
assistance for so long as he fails to 
meet the State requirements for par­
ticipation in the employment search 
program: 

Cl) If the indiv1dua.1 is a caretaker 
relative, the State shall not take into 
account his needs in determining the 
assistance unit's need for assistance. 
The State shall provide assistance in 
the form of protective or vendor pay­
ments in accordance with § 234.60 of 
this chapter; 

(2) 1f the individual is one of several 
dependent children in the assistance 
unit, the State shall not take into ac­
count the child's needs in determining 
the assistance unit's need for assist­
ance; if the individual Ls the only de­
pendent child in the assistance unit 
the State shall deny assistance to the 
entire unit; and 

<3) If the individual is a principal 
earner, the State shall deny assistance 
to the entire assistance unit. 

(c) The State plan shall specify the 
criteria to be used in determining 
whether applicants and recipients 
have "good cause" for !ailing to meet 
State requirements for participation in 
employment search. 
[49 FR 35604, Sept. 10, 19841 

§ 240.24 Hearings -and notices. 

The State plan shall specify that the 
hearings and notice procedures at 
§ 205.10 apply to applicants and recipi­
ents who are required to participate in 
employment search under this part. 



Subpart C-Federa l Financial 
Participation 

II 240.60 Allowable administrative ex-
penses. 

(a) Federal financial participation 
CFFP) is available at a 50 percent rate 
!or reasonable expenditures which a 
State makes in implementing an em­
ploymept search program. The State 
plan must specify the services and ac­
tivities for which FFP will be claimed. 
Under this requirement, the plan must 
include those services and activities: 

(ll For which direct payment will be 
made to participants. whether in ad­
vance or by way of reimbursement: 

<2) For which payment will be made 
to third-party providers; and 

(3) Which the agency will provide cil­
rectly to participants. 

(b) PPP Ls available for direct pay­
ments to employment search partici­
pants for expenditures for transporta~ 
tion, child care. and other costs rea­
sonably incurred by participants ln 
meeting the requirements o! the pro­
gram. 

<c) FFP ls available for reasonable 
expenses incurred by the single State 
agency in providing sel"Vices or in con­
tracting with third-parties to provide 
services for its employment search 
program I! the expenses are consistent 
with the approved employment search 
program. FFP is available .for expencil­
tures in employment search activities 
for applicants and recipients such as 
group jobseeking, job development, ex­
posure to labor market information, 
work orientation, and referral which 
a.re necessary to assist individuals in 
locating unsubsidized employment. 

§ 240.62 Expenses not matchable. 

FFP is not available for expencil­
tures for services or activities which 
are not essential to immediate job 
seeking, such as longer range remecilal 
ca.re and services, training or psycho• 
logical counseling . 

. § 240.64 Fiscal recordkeeping require• 
ments. 

To support claims for FPP, States 
shall identify all participants in their 
employment search program,, the ac­
tivities in which each lndivldua.l par-
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ticipates, and any services or direct 
payments for expenses provided to in­
dividual participants. The reporting or 
recordkeeplng provisions for Employ~ 
ment Search have been assigned 0MB 
No. 0960-0319. 



Appendix C 

MINNESOTA CWEP STATUTE 

Minnesota Statutes, section 256.737, as amended, effective August 1, 1q85: 

256.737 COMMUNITY WORK E,XPERJENCE PROGRAM. 
Subdivision I. Pilot programs. In order that persons receiving aid under this 

chapter may be assisted in achieving self-sufficiency by enhancing their employability 
through meaningful work experience and training and the development of job search 
skills, the commissioner of human services may continue the pilot community work 
experience demonstration programs that were approved by January L, 1984. No new 
pilot community work ellperience demonstration programs may be established under 
this subdivision. The commissioner shall: (a) assist counties in the design, implementa­
tion, and evaluation of these demonstration programs; (b} promulgate. in accordance 
with chapter 14, emergency rules necessary for the implementation of this section, 
except th.at the time reS1rictions of section 14.35 shall not apply and the rules may be 
in effect until the termination of the demonstration programs; and (c) seek any federal 
waivers necessary for proper implementation of this section in accordance with federal 
law. The commissioner shall prohibit use of panicipants in the programs to do work 
that was part or all of the duties o, responsibilities of an authorized public employee 
position established as of January 1, 1985. The exclusive bargaining representative 
shall be notified no less than 14 days in advance of any placement by the community 
work experience program. Concurrence with respect to job duties of persons placed 
under the community work experience program shall be obtained from the appropria te 
exclusive bargaining rcprescn1a1ive. The appropriate oversight committee·shall be 
given monthly lists of all job placements under a community work experience program. 

Projects end no later than June 30, 1987, and a report shall be made to the 
legislature by February I 5, 198 7, on the feasibility of permanent implementation and 
on the cost effectiveness of each of the demonstration programs. 

Subd. 2. Additional programs. In addition to the pilot programs established ;n 
subdivision 1, the commissioner may approve the application of up to eight additio, r I 
counties to enter into a community work experience program. The programs under this 
subdivision are governed by subdivision I except as in paragraphs (a) and (b). 

(a) As a condition to placing a person receiving aid to families with dependent 
children in a program under this subdivision, the county shall first provide the recipi ent 
the opportunity to participate in the following services: 

(I} placement in suitable subsidized or unsubsidized employment; or 
(2) basic educational or vocational or occupational training for an identifiable ;n!1 

opportunity. 

(b) If the recipient refuses suitable employment and a training program, r. he 
county may require the recipient to participate in a commu nity work expedence 
program as a condition of eligibility. 

History: 1983 c 249 s J; 1984 c 640 s 32; 1984 c 654 art 5 s 22.58: 1Spl985 c 9 art 
_ s 30; JSp/985 c 14 art 9 s _3 
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Appendix D 

MINNESOTA CWEP RULES 

Minnesota Rules, parts 9505.1050 - 9505.1065 (Emergency), effective October 29 , 
1984: 

l 9505.~0SO [::.mergency] DEFINITIONS. 

2 Subpart l. Scope . The terms used in parts 9505.1050 to 

3 9505.1065 (Emergency] have the meanings given them in :~is ?a::. 

~ Subp. 2. Aid to Families with Dependent 

3 Children-Unemployed Parent or AFDC-UP . "Aid to Famil i es with 

6 Dependent Ch~ d:en-~nernp.oyed ?aren:" or "A:DC-UP" :neans a!d to 

a i s un employed. 

9 Subp. 3. Applicant. •Applicant" means a person who has 

10 filed an app li ca:ion !or AFDC-UP with :he loca l agency. 

_l Subp. 4. Commissioner, "Commissioner• means the 

12 commissioner of human services · or a des ignee. 

13 Subp. 5. Community work experience program or 

l~ 0/EP. •community work experience program• or "CWEP" means the 

!S pilot demonstration program authorized under Minnesota Statutes, 

:6 sect ion 256.737 . 

. 7 Subp. 6. Departnient. "Depart::ient " :neans t he Department of 

:a ?.uman Serv ices. 

19 Subp. 7 . Displacement. •o · splacement " means C~~? 

20 part icipants doing work that was part or a ll of the duties or 

21 responsibilities of an authorized ?Ubl i c employee position 

22 established as of January l, 1983, as defined in Minnesota 

23 Statute s , section 256,737 and Code of Federal Regulations, title 

24 ~s. section 238.01. 

25 Subp. 8. Job plac:enien t. • Job placement• means placement 

26 of a participant in a job which is not subsidized by private or 

27 public funds. 

28 Subp. 9. Local aqenc:y. "Local agency" means the agency 

29 authorized by the county board or human service board to provide 

30 social and financial serv i ces. 

31 Subp. 10. Mandatory participant. •~andatory participant" 

32 means an individual receiving AFDC-UP who is required to 

33 participate ln CWEP as a condition of AFDC-UP eligibility. 

H Subp, ll, Participant. "Participant• means recipient for 

35 whom participation in CWEP is ~andatory or a recipient who has 

36 vo unteered to ?art:=:?a~e in CWEP. 
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2 c~,~ently receiving 4Ssistance under the AF~C-U? ?,~gram. 

3 Subp. lJ. R•gistrant. "Registrant" means an AFOC-0? 

4 applicant or recipient vho has registered vit~ the W!N program 

5 at the job serv i ce agency. 

6 Subp. 14. Sponsor . "Sponsor• means an organization, 

7 group, or agency designated by the commisisoner t o ~perate a 

8 o.-.:r project. Cnly 9uolic agencies or nonprofit groups and 

9 organizations may oe s9onsors. 

10 Subp. 15. Volunt11r. "Volunteer• means an AFDC-LI? 

ll recipient whose ;,artlc:i;iat ion in C"wEP is not mancatory, but. ·~ho 

12 chooses to part icipate and i s accepted into :he program. 

13 Subp, 16, Work lncentiv• Progrui or WtN. "Work [ncentive 

14 Prog~am• or "WIN" means the vork i ncent ive 9rog,am established 

15 in Code of Federal Regulations, title 45, sec tion 224 which 

16 re~i ~es partici~at i on in WIN by qi.iali!ied recip i ents of AFOC-~. 

17 S\.lbp. 17. Worksit1. •works ite " means the place the CWEP 

18 participant i s ass igned to gain vorl( experience. 

19 MS~ 256.737 

20 9 SR 1203 

21 9505.1051 ( e:m,rgency ) .v>P~t <:..Ul I ~I~Y. 

22 Parts 9505 .1050 to 9505.1065 (Z.~ergency ) establish the 

23 rights and respons ib ilit ies of the Oe~a..rtment of Huma.n Services, 

24 local agencies, ov,rsight committees, and recipients of AFOC-UP 

25 concerning registration, el i g ic i lity , worksites, and sanctions 

26 . !or CWEP. 

21 ~s s 256.737 

28 9 SR 1203 

29 9505.1052 ( &mergency) PURPOSE OP' CWEP. 

30 The purpost of Ol'tP i s t o provi de vork experience and 

Jl training f or AFDC-UP recipi ents. 

J2 MS s 256 .737 

33 9 SR 1203 

34 9505,1053 [!:mergencyl COUNTIES ELIGIBLE FOR OIEP. 

35 Sub,:ar: •. H i gible countie s . On ly chose count ies ::-.a: 
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- _-_.:. . - .::: - --

2 Subp . 2. Plan proposal . ~ach county t~at has an appr~ved 

CWEP program as of January l, 1984, must submi~ a wr i tten p l an 

~ compl yi ng with this part to :he commiss ioner before operat i on of 

5 the program can beg in. Counties in which a CWEP program is in 

6 operation as of the ef!ecti ve date of parts 9505.1050 :o 

7 9505.1065 ( ~~ergenc:y ] s hall submit a ,.,ri t :en plan ! ~ compliance 

8 ,.,ith this par-: by ?;ecember l, 1984. 

9 Subp . 3. Plan c:ori'tant.. ":'he plan shall include: 

lO 

ll 

12 

A. the numi:,er of recipients expected to participate ; 

S. t!'!e s-ponsor; 

C. a description of the potential worksites to be 

13 used and the ~ypes of positions to be used; 

l4 D. a desc r ipt ion of the evaluation standards the 

lS county will use; and 

16 E. a statement that the county ,.,ill use an oversight 

17 committee. 

18 Subp. 4, Plan approval. The commissioner shall approve 

19 the plan i f ~t f~l!!l l s the purpose and : equi:ements o! ~aw and 

20 ?ar:s 9505 . 1050 to 9505.1065 ( ~e rgency .] 

21 Subp. S. Plan amendment . An amendment to a county plan 

22 must be approved by the commissioner fol~oYing :he same cr ite ria 

23 as submittal of the plan . 

24 Subp. 6. County evaluation. Tvice a year by June 30 and 

25 December 31, each county must submit a report to the 

26 commissioner vhich includes; 

27 • 

28 

29 

A. the num.ber of recipients that participated; 

8. program and admi nistrat ive costs; and 

C. the res~lts achieved. 

30 Subp. 7 . T1rmin1tion of CWEJt program. Either the county 

31 or the department may terminate the CWEP program upon 30 days ' 

32 ~ritten notice to the other . 

33 MS s 256,7 37 

34 9 SR 1203 

35 9505.1054 (Emergency] RECI ?tOM'S REQUIRED TO PARTICIPATE IN CWEP, 

36 Subpar: ~- General cr i t.eria. O~ly rect?~ents a~d ~ot 
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: .. 

2 :~ C~E? cor.: : nue :o receive regular AF~C-~? g~a~ts. 

3 ?articipants are neither ?aid by, nor cons lcered empl oyees of , 

4 :he worksites to which they are assigned. 

5 Subp. 2. Determining mandatory participation. Handa:~ry 

6 ?arti:ipatlon i s required of those AFOC-Ui' reci?ients who are 

7 ~equired to register !or WIN and are not exempt under this ?art. 

B Subp. 3. E~1mptions from mandatory participation. ~ach 

9 AFDC-UP reci?i ent must partici?ate in CWEP ~n!ess !he reci?ient: 

10 A. meets the exemption criteria uncer Code of ,edera! 

l! ~egulations , ti:le 45, sec:ion 238.l4 (a ) , as amended :hrcugh 

l 2 Jecember 31, 1983; or 

lJ 

14 

9 . is 60 years of age or older: or 

C. lives more :han two hours round tr i~ travel :!me 

~S ~rom the worksite, o r ~ransportation is unavailable; or 

i6 

17 

o. is a caretaker of a child under s~ven; or 

E. receives social services and the local agency 

18 social worker recommends that the reci?ient be exempt !rom ~EP 

19 participation; or 

20 : , is i n a rehabi l itation program approved by the 

2t l ocal agency; or 

22 G. is in nted of day care "lh i ch is unavailable; or 

23 !L is in a progra:n or eechnical school which :s ! 'Jll 

24 time: or 

25 t. is part:cipating in another vork program. 

26 Subp. 4. Oisagr1amenl with e¥emFlion determination. Any 

27 • disagreement by a recipient "'ith a local agency's determination 

28 of exemption is· governed by the notice and hearing procedures (n 

29 Minnesota .Statutes, section 256.045, and Code of Federal 

30 Regulations, title 45 , section 205.10 . 

31 Subp. S. Volunliry participation in CW'EP . A county shall 

32 provide for voluntary participation in CW2P by any AFDC-UP 

33 reci?ient "lho ls not ,n the mandatory participant group. 

34 Sanctions !or noncooperation with CWEP do not apply to 

35 volunteers. 

36 Su~p. 6. Assistance unit, Where more than one ~e~ber o f 
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5 

~s s 

9 Si'! : 2C3 

S~bpar: : . Type of work. Work may oe :emporary , 

;::e r::ianen: , 

Liruit on hcur:s wcrlted per month . ';'!'\e :ocal 

sha: ~ oe :equ:.:ed :o work for more hours ;n any g i ven mon:h :han 

::ie nl.:rnber of ::ours •Jhi c:i • .,ou1.d result !rom div:.dinc; :he 

:6 ~in:,esota m:.:ii:num wage or the federal mi:iimum wage; r,r the 

;,reva iling wage a:ea rate established !or start ing -.,c;:-kers :.n 

2: agency sna~: ac:just : !i e nt;.11ber o! :io•Jrs :eq·..::.:ed :::i ;:ie worked in 

22 a :nonth in :he next lul: :nonth fo llowing che ad jus~~en t , 

23 Subp. J . LiMit on months worked. No par:ici~ant s hal l be 

,i :equired to ·-ork on a worksite £or more than six months i n any 

25 12-mont:i ?er :.od . Any ?ar:ic l pat i on on a works:.te !or more than 

16 s ix months in any 12-mont h per i od i s voluntary. 

27 Su~p. 4. Job phcament. .:ob placement ,.,i ll have prior :ty 

28 over other CW.:P ac:ivities. 

29 Subp. 5. Participation i n more than one program, A 

30 partic i pant who i s required to pa~tic i pate in more than one of 

31 : he programs :centified in parts 9505.1050 to 9505 .10 65 

32 ; ~:nergency l will not be denied AFOC-UP ass i stance !or fai lure to 

JJ part i cipate in one of ~he programs i! that i nd i vidua l i s an 

3~ ac: iv e and sat i s~ac:ory ?articipant i n another program , 

35 Su!:!;,. S. WIN requirem ■ nt:, mu.st b ■ ru ■ t. ::, W N c~u:.ties 
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).15s256.737 

4 9 SR !.203 

6 Local agencies must ?rovtde workers ' compensat ion coverage 

:o ~s s 256.737 

9 SR :203 

: 3 Subpart~. Local agency reimbursement of transportation 

: ~ and day care. ?art i c!pants may not ~e required to use tbe1r 

assistance or :heir ::,come or resources :o pay par~ icipacion 

costs, 

?ar~ ic : pants shall ~e reimbursed ~y :he local agency for 

reasonab:e . necessary , and :ost-e!!ec::ve :ranspor tat~~n and day 

:, care se:v!-:es. :le1mbursement for cay care set'vices may not 

21 and day care are administrative costs ~hich are re imbursac:e on 

Z2 :ne same basis as other ac!min i strative costs. 

23 Subp. 2. Local agency reimbursement of other participant 

24 costs. ?ar-::c:;,ants snail also be reimbursed by t:ie l.ocal 

25 agency !or necessary costs directly related to participation in 

26 CWEP ·•i:h:~. the limits of subparts 3 and 4. These costs !nc!ude 

27 bue are ~ot limited to: 

26 

29 

30 

Jl 

32 

33 

.A• 

a. 
c. 
o. 

r. 
G. 

social services; 

employment related r emedial medica l care; 

employment related medical exams; 

vocat i onal rehabili:ation services; 

homemaker services; 

~inanc ~al management aid; 

incentive allovances; 
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'- ex;:e:-:ses; 

----o.,.· •-- • ,._ ··- ··· ---· .. ··~ 

3 C~E? assig:unent; 

6 K. protec:ive devices such as safety glasses, g~oves, 

7 and helmets; and 

a • . emp:oyment !ees. 

9 Subp. 3. >.mount of partic:ipant cos t reimbursement. -:'he 

:i part:c:ipant, t~e local agency shall ei:her choose :o :eimburse 

15 !or such costs in excess o! S2S per month ?er par:~c: : pan: o r 

:7 CWEP prog~am. 

18 Subp . 4. Feden.l reimbursement of local agency. :ederal 

20 A. :n ~on-w:N counties : he :ocal age~cy ~i!! :ece1ve 

22 an amount equa l to the :e ir.ibu rsement level ur.de: Uni :ed Sta:es 

23 Code, titte 42, section 60: et seq. , which shal l ~o: exceed 525 

24 per month per participant , 

25 3. In WI N counties t he local agency will rece ive 

26 feder.al reimbursement !or costs within the scope o f subpart 2 in 

27 an amount equal to the reimbursement level under Unit ed States 

28 Code , dtle 42, section 601 et seq., and, ln addition, 90 

29 percent o! those costs in excess of $25 per month per 

30 partic:;,ant . 

.31 C. The local agency will receive federal 

32 reimi)ursement for adlUinistrative costs of the program in an 

33 amount equal to t he reimbursement level under United States 

34 Code, ti:le 42 , section 60 1 et seq. 

35 MS s 256,737 
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3505. :::3 : ;;::,.erg.e~::y ~ GCC:l O .l:SE. 

2 The local agency shall determine ~he:~er t ~e : e is good 

3 cause !or a par:!ci?an: :o refuse : o ac:ept an ava i !ab:e 

~ ass i gnment or :o re:use to cooperate ~i =~ : he cond i ::o~s o! an 

5 assigr..n,ent. ~ d e:e::n!nat:.on o r recommendat!on ~y : he ~epa::::1er.t 

6 of Economic Secur!:y : s ~ot bind!n; on :~e !ocal agency. :n 

7 acd: : :or. to ?al": 950 :.~-:37 '. E:nel"gency l. su::par: 3, si::.ta: :cns :.:'l 

3 ~h::~ good :ause ex:s:s l~:!ude: 

9 

: ~ par: 3505.:054 ( Emel"g ency l, subpart 3. 

a. T~e ~orksi:e parti::pat!on adver se ly a::ec:s -~e 

:2 :ec i pient's physi ca l or :nental health as verified by a 

:3 ?hysic!an, :icer.sed o r : ert : ! i ed psychologist, physi cal 

14 :~erapist, vocat ional expert, or ~y other sound medi cal ev idence. 

15 C. The r ecip i ent does not possess :he sk il1 er 

16 knowledge requ ired !or t~e ~o rk . 

!. 7 O, The C'~E? assignrnen: does ~ot comply ~1:~ :he ter:ns 

:9 ~f :~e pa::!cipant ' s emp:oyabi!i:y ?:an as de f ined i~ Code o: 

:9 ,ede~a l Regula:. :.ons, : : : :e ~5, sec:.:on '2H. 22 (a ) , 

20 ~s s 256. 737 

21 9 SR 1203 

22 3505 , 1059 ( Emergency ! ~S7R!CT:ONS ON 7Y?E OF WORK DONE 3Y 

23 ?ART!C!?AHTS. 

24 work performed by ?artici?ants i n CWEP must comply ~it~ 

25 Code of Federal Regulat ions, :itle 45, section 238 . 52 and 

26 Minnesota Statutes, sec:ion 256.737. 

27 MS s 256. 737 

29 9 SR ;203 

29 950:. 1060 [ Emergency ) ?ROHIBIT! ONS AGAINST o:s? LAC:E:H.EN't'. 

30 Subpart l, Displacement prohibited. Local agencies s hall 

31 not ass i gn part i c i pants ¥here s uch ass ignments displace 

32 author i~ed publ i c employee posit i ons established as of J anuary 

33 l , 1983. This prohibit ion excends to posit i ons which were 

3t established , but vacant as of J anuary l, 1983, CWt? 
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2 violated. 

3 Subp. 2. Action to b·e taken. ".'!'le :ocal a,;ency s:ia:1 send 

~ writ: en not!!!:at:on :o :!'le excl-.:sive ::iarga::'!::'!g :ep::ese:'!ta::ve 

5 of t:i.e union cover::'lg :~e wor-k :!"le CWEP ;iar:ic.:;,ant • .,ill do en 

6 ::ie wor ks::e at :eas: l; days ~e!or-e a C'~Er pa::::: : pan: !s 

7 assig::ed :o a worksi : e. ".'he exc!usi ve ::,a:ga !::!::g :ep r esen:a:!~e 

5 :n...:st ::oncu: •J i t:: :!'le ~o:, duties of :::e C'.-E:? pa!': :::pan: ' s 

9 ·•orksi :e ass1;:-~-nen: ·.11 : ::! :1 :5 days o ! not !!:cat !on of :!:e 

:o ;,:opcsed assign:nen:. :! concurrence !s :'!Ot: received "'it!'l::.n __ 

li cays , h shaH ::ie ;iresumed :!'lat ::-:e exclus i ve ~a:-ga i :: ing 

!2 :e;n·esen:a:!ve has conc-.::: ::ed in :!'le •Jo rksi-::e assignmen:. 

: 3 Subp. 3. Notification to oversight committee. '!'he ~oca l 

!4 agency shall su::im i t a mon:~ly l i s t :o eac!'l oversight committee 

!S containing all works i:e assignments and job ;ilacemen:s for t!"lat 

16 county. 

: 1 ~s s 256. 737 

!3 ; S~ !2C3 

20 Subpar: :. Sanctions. When ::·.e :oca: agency ceter:nines 

2i ~!'lat a mandatory Cw""E? pa::::cipant has !ai:ed or :e!used wit!'lou: 

22 good cause to par~ i cipate i n CWEP, :!'le !allowing sanc~icns sha:l 

23 apply: 

H A. For the fi~st occur:ence t!"le ent i re assistance 

25 unit shall not receive assistance !or three payment months, 

26 a. Fo~ the second and subsequent occurrences, the 

27 entire a,ss i stance unit shall not receive ass istance !or six 

28 payment months. 

29 Subp. 2. Appeal s. Each part icipan: shall have the right 

JO to appeal any deter~inat ion, action, or inaction on the part o! 

31 the local agency ~elat!ng to their partic:;iation i n CWEP 

32 according to the welfare hear i ng procedures in Minnesota 

33 Statutes , sect ion 256.045. 

34 MS s 256,737 

lS 5 SR :2~3 
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2 

J operation of ~ore :han one proiec: by a single spcnso:: . 7he 

S !or vorksi:es. ~u: ~o s:a:e hospi:al shall ~e used !or vorksi:es, 

6 Su~p. 2. Duties of sponsor. ~he duties of a sponsor are 

a 

:, cc~duc :ed !or at : east r.hree days. 7he job search assistance 

!ay ;:er· •,1eeK :c sear:h !o:: ;,ork. 7his day may, at local agency 

16 C. Select a convenor, cooperate vi:h the oversight 

22 Subpart l. C■ ~ini tion. ror :~e purposes of par:s 

23 350-5.10 50 :o 9505.1065 (:::ne:-gencyl, "convenor" m.eans a per"Son 

24 selec:ed by the sponsor !::om a CWEP pro ject area. 

25 Subp. 2. Convenor duties, The convener's dut ies shall 

26 inc ~ude contac:ing representatives of :he in:erest groups listed 

27 in items A to< in order to solic i t approval of submission ot 

28 :heir names to the com:uissioner as potential members of the 

29 oversight :ommit:ee. ~he convenor shall chair the first 

30 oversight :oawit:ee meeting, and shall ensure that a permanent 

31 chai ::person is elected a t the first meeting of t he oversight 

32 commit~ee. ~he tist 0f names submi~ted to the commissioner must 

33 i nclude at leas; one representative of each o! the folloving 

34 interest groups: 

35 >.. /\FJC-{i? i-eeipien:s, 

72 



: o 

ll 

·_:: :::::s ; 

~:~c:::y ~~~~? ~ep:esen:a~ !~ es. 

: ~e peop~e : ~s =~~ ~~s: :i~e 

:~!? ;:o: ec:. ~~e ~~:; ex~e; : : ~r. :~ ~~ :s :e~~: ~e:ie~: : s 

:-ep:-esen:et:ves o! :e;a: se:-v:=es . 

~s s 2s6,7J7 

9 SR 1203 

9505.:064 [ !me:-gency) OVERS IGF.T COMMIT~!!. 

12 Subpar: l. Appointment. The commissioner shal l appo i nt an 

.:.J ove:- s ight commit: ee !or eac!i ;:iroject 'Jhich wi ~ ::onsist c: six 

.:.~ o:- more !!lembe:-s. ::·,ery ei:o:-: ,.,i:: :,e mace :o incluce a: :east 

.:.s one member ::-om eac~ c: :~e i~:e rest g :-oups :i stec in ?a:- : 

.:. 6 9505,.:. 063 '. !me:-gency; , su:>par: 2 . 7~e • ~s: o: ?Oten:~a members 

16 

~9 

20 

2l 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

2i 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

3: 

30 

... 

2 

4 

submitted :,y t he convenor sha ll serve as a gu:de to =~e 

commis s ioner. ,he co~.mi ss ioner may ask : ~e convenor or :~e 

:oca l agency :o:- add:::onal names. T~e comm:ss:oner ~ay =?po int 

?ersons not inc~uced on the li sts. 

Subp, 2. Dut i es, The dut:es o t :c!ie o·,ersight commi:tee 

are :.o: 

A. meet quarterly; 

3. prov ide informal, nonbindi ng conc i~i ation ~ea.r ings 

:o:- aggr i eved CW~? ?ar: : c:?ants :o :esolve C•onfl :~ ts be fore 

resor: ~~g :o wel!are ~ear i ng procedures; 

C. provide a forum fc: CWEP ?ar:icipancs and ~~e 

public :o vo~ce :~ncerns; 

D. review evaluations of the program made by c~e 

depar~ment and make recommendations to the commissioner; 

£. make the names of committ ee members ava ilabl e to 

CWEP participants; and 

F, visit worksites to inquire about complaints. 

Subp . 3. Kearing procedures. This part shall not take 

?recedence over t he wel!are !a i r hear ~ng procecures o! Min ~eso:a 

Statu:es , sec~ : o~ 2:0 . ~~5 . 

!-1S s 236. 73-

9 SR _2 03 

~~e ov ers · s r. : committee i s a member o! :~e ~i..:.~a~ serv i ce 

S system and s ha __ comply with Mi nnesota Sta:~:es, sec: ~o n :3.46. 

6 

7 

MS s 256 .737 

9 SR 1203 
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Appendix E 

CWEP PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE 

CWEP PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Minnesota Department of Human Services is writing a report on the Community 
Work Experience Program (CWEP). The State Legislature will use this report to 
decide whether to continue the program. For this report, we would like to know 
what you and others think about CWEP. 

We will appreciate it if you fill out this questionnaire at this time and then 
mail it back to us in the stamped, addressed envelope you have been given. You 
will be given enough time to finish the questions, and this time will count as 
CWEP work time. 

NO ONE WILL KNOW HOW YOU ANSWER THE QUESTIONS, BECAUSE THERE IS NOTHING ON THIS 
QUESTIONNAIRE TO SHOW WHO IS FILLING IT OUT. 

Please try to answer all of the questions. 

Thank you for your help. 
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County: 

1. What is your age? 

2. Sex? Male --

CWEP PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE 

Month and Year: 

Female 

3. a. What was your level of education when you started in CWEP? (Do not 
count trade school, vocational-technical school, or an apprenticesnip 
program.) 

-- No high-school diploma and no GEO 

-- High-school diploma or GED, no college 

-- Some college 

-- Co 11 ege degree 

b. Did you ever complete a program at a trade school or 
vocational-technical school, or an apprenticeship program, before you 
were in CWEP? 

Yes No -- --
If so, what type of wo.rk was the program for? ----------

4. Please fill in the following information about the longest job you ever had 
before you were in CWEP: 

Type of work: 

Highest wage: $ _______ per _____ _ 

Average number of hours per week: 

How long did you have this job? years, months -- --

5. a. At the present time, is your work in CWEP required or voluntary? 

-- Required -- Voluntary 

b. How many hours per month are you now working in CWEP? 

--- hours per month 

c. What type of work are you doing in CWEP? ------------
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d. What type of worksite are you working at? ___________ _ 

6. a. Do you like or dislike your work at your CWEP worksite(s) (the work 
itself)? 

I like it very much. 
I like it somewhat. 
I do not really like or dislike it. 
I dislike it somewhat. 
I dislike it very much. 

Why? __________________________ _ 

b. Do you get satisfaction from your work at your CWEP worksite(s) (from 
the work itself)? 

Why? 

Yes, very much 
Yes, some 
No, none 

---------------------------

7. a. Has your worksite supervisor(s) treated you with respect or disrespect? 

Always with respect 
With respect most of the time 
With respect about as often as disrespect 
With disrespect most of the time 
Always with disrespect 

What makes you say so? --------------------

b. Has your worksite supervisor(s) treated you fairly or unfairly? 

Always fairly 
Fairly most of the time 
Fairly about as often as unfairly 
Unfairly most of the time 
Always unfairly 

What makes you say so? --------------------
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c. What else has your worksite supervisor(s) done that you have either 
liked or disliked? 

8. a. Are there any regular employees, besides your supervisor, at your CWEP 
worksite(s)? 

Yes No --
b. If so, have they ever treated you with disrespect because you are on 

welfare? 

No, never 
Yes, but only once or a few times 
Yes, often 
Yes, most of the time 
Yes, always 

What makes you say so? --------------------

9. a. Have you learned any new skills from your work at your CWEP 
worksite(s)? 

Yes No -- --
b. If so, do you think any of these skills is useful for getting a regu l ar 

job? 
Yes No Not sure -- -- --

c. Please write down each new skill you have learned from your work at 
your CWEP worksite(s) and indicate if you think each one is useful for 
getting a regular job: 

New skills: 

a. ---------------

b. 

c. ---------------
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Yes 

Yes 

Useful for getting 
~ regularjob? 

No Not sure 

No Not sure 

No Not sure 



10. a. Has your work at your CWEP worksite(s) done anything else - that might 
help you get a regular job? 

Yes No Not sure -- -- --
b. If so, what? 

It has given me more of a work history with references. 
It has given me job leads or job contacts. 
It has given me more self-confidence. 
It has given me more motivation to find a regular job. 
It has improved or kept up my work habits. 
Other (please indicate): 

c. If not, why not? ----------------------

11. Has your work at your CWEP worksite(s) kept you from looking for a regular 
job as much as you would like? 

Yes No -- --

12. a. Have you paid any costs for CWEP, other than for meals? 

__ Yes __ No 

b. If so, have you been paid back for all of these costs? 

Yes No --
c. Please fill in the following information for any CWEP costs for which 

you have not been fully paid back: 

a. --------------

b. --------------

c. 
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Monthly amount 
of cost for 
CWEP-- -

$ ------

$ _____ _ 

$ _____ _ 

Monthly amount 
*a'd to i:2!! 
or thTs cost 

$ ____ _ 

$ ____ _ 

$ ------



13. Has your work at your CWEP worksite(s) made being on welfare a better or 
worse situation for you? 

Why? 

Much better 
Somewhat better 
No better or worse 
Somewhat worse 
Much worse 

14. Has your work at your CWEP worksite(s) made you respect yourself any more 
or less? 

Much more 
Somewhat more 
No more or less 
Somewhat less 
Much less 

Why? ------------------------------

15. Has your work at your CWEP worksite(s) made your family and friends 
respect you any more or less? 

Much more 
Somewhat more 
No more or less 
Somewhat less 

-- Much less 
Not sure 

Why do you think so? -----------------------

16. Has working at your CWEP worksite(s) made your home life any better or 
worse? 

How? 

Much better 
Somewhat better 
No better or worse 
Somewhat worse 
Much worse 
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17. What else about your CWEP work experience have you either liked or 
disliked? 

18. Overall, do you think that working at your CWEP worksite(s) has been good 
or bad for you? 

Very good 
Fairly good 
Neutral; as much good as bad 
Fairly bad 
Very bad 

19. Do you think you will stay on welfare a longer time or a shorter time 
because of working at your CWEP worksite(s)? 

A l onger time 
No longer or shorter a time 

.A shorter time 
Not sure 

Why? -----------------------------

20. What changes do you think should be made in CWEP to make it a better 
program? 

21. Do you think welfare recipients should be required to work in return for 
their welfare benefits if they are able to work? 

Yes No Not sure -- --
Why? __________________________ _ 
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NOTES 

1. Social Security Act as amended, Title IV-A, section 409. 

2. Minnesota Department of Human Services, Work and Training Unit, 11 The 
Commun i ty Work Experience Program in Minnesota: Second Report to the 
Legislature," February 15, 1985. 

3. Social Security Act as amended, Tit l e IV-A, section 409. 

4. See Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, section 224.20, 

5. An AFDC unemployed parent is the principal earner in a two-parent 
family receiving AFDC on the basis of unemployment of the principal 
earner. 

6. Minnesota Department of Public Welfare, 11 Community Work Experience 
Program: Preliminary Report to the Legislature," March l , 1984, and 
second CWEP report to the legislature (see note 2). 

7. See Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, section 238.14 (Appendix A) 
and Minnesota Rules, part 9505.1054 (Emergency), subpart 3 (Appendix 
0). 

8. See Minn. Stat. section 256 . 737 (Appendix C). 

9. Second OJEP report to the legislature (see note 2), Chapter 3, section 
I. The "job search" category used in the earlier report was less 
inclusive than the "assisted job search" category in this report, in 
that in some counties it excluded career planning activities such as 
skill and interest assessment. Individuals who participated only in 
such activities were not counted in the ".iob search 11 category in the 
previous report, but are counted in the "assisted ,i ob search" category 
in this report. 

10. In Blue Earth County, the number who began work assignments exceeded 
the number participating in assisted job search because some who 
began work assignments during the report period had participated in 
assisted job search during the previous period. 

11. Minn . Stat. section 256 . 737 (Appendix C). 

12. This situation will become less severe in future reports as the 
length of time of program operation increases relative to average 
AFDC case length for participants. 

13. Although Federal approval of ~innesota 1 s ESP plan occurred in summer, 
1986, the allowability of ESP costs for Federal reimbursement was 
retroactive to April 1, 1986. 

14. Second CWEP report to the legislature (see note 2), Chapter 3, 
section IV. 
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15. The margin of random error ( 11 sampling error 11
) is at most 12.9 

percentage points with 95% probability. 

16 . Second CWEP report to the legisl ature (see note 2), Chapter 4, 
section I . The current results are somewhat more favorable toward 
CWEP than the earlier results, but no significance should be attached 
to this because of low response rates and sampling error. 

17. See Table 12 , item 19, but note the qualifying discussion in the 
accompanying text (Chap. 4, sec . I). 

18. Blue Earth, Dodge , and Otter Tail Counti es were not considered 
because of substantial periods during which their programs did not 
operate . (In Otter Tail County, the period when the program was not 
operating was before the peri od for which data are presented in t his 
report.) The necessary case data were not available from the OHS 
Case Information file because only certain summary data in this file 
are retained beyond two years after a case closing. Therefore, 
counties were approached for these data. A major problem was that 
t he counties also dispose of informat1on after a certain period of 
time (with a minimum of four years by law). Since the programs in 
Itasca and Winona Counties began in spring, 1983, and since data were 
needed goi ng back to two years before the start of the program, it 
was not possible, with either of these counties, to obtain the 
necessary data from both the CWEP county and at least one adjacent or 
nearby county for contro.l purposes. This was possible, however. with 
Morrison and Todd Counties because their programs began in November, 
1984. It would have been desirable to include Crow. Wing and ~ille 
Lacs Counties (non- Indian cases only) as control counties (along with 
Douglas and Wadena), but they could not provide the necessary data. 

19. Unfortunately, the time span for which data were available did not 
permit a longer observation period for this variable. However, since 
nonexempt individuals in Morrison and Todd Counties are refer red to 
the program within a month of their case opening, it seems likely 
that in most cases where the program affects the amount of time on 
AFDC , the effect should occur within 12 months of the case opening. 
This is supported by the fact that for Morrison and Todd Counties, 
the value of the DURATION variable was less than 12 in 84% of all 
cases. 

20 . An obvious candidate for an alternative is the unemployment rate. 
However, the·on'ly available unemployment- rate figure for counties is 
constructed (by the Minnesota Department of Jo~nd Training) from 
estimates of the. labor force and of the unempl d population , and 
these estimates are wid~l~ ac~nowledged to be su ·ect to substantial 
error because of data l1m1tat1ons. . 
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