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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 The TANF workforce participation rate in Virginia is too low.  The federal TANF 

workforce participation requirement is 50 percent for single parent families and 90 percent for 

two-parent families.  Virginia currently has a workforce participation rate of 46 percent.  The 

consequences of not meeting the federal workforce participation rate are a $7.9 million sanction 

and an increase in state welfare spending.  Because of waivers for TANF caseload reduction, 

Virginia has not been sanctioned.  If the workforce participation rate does not improve, though, 

Virginia will face this steep penalty. 

 This study is on increasing the workforce participation rate in Virginia.  We found that 

the most common problem faced by clients is a lack of transportation.  To address this problem, 

we recommend allocating funds from the TANF block grant to support an expansion of the 

Vehicles for Change program in all localities with a workforce participation rate of 46 percent or 

less.  We predict this will increase the workforce participation rate by 14 percent in these 

localities, which would result in Virginia meeting the 50 percent required rate.  This alternative 

costs approximately $4 million.  The benefit received is approximately $14.7 million.  Benefits 

include avoiding the costs of the penalty for failure to meet the workforce participation 

requirement, and avoidance of individual transportation payments such as taxi fare. 

 Another commonly cited problem was education.  TANF clients often lack skills that 

increase their employability, as well as their ability to maintain a job.  By partnering with 

community colleges, clients would have access to greater educational resources, including 

vocational programs and career services.  This alternative also increases the workforce 

participation rate, but less significantly than expanding the Vehicles for Change program. 

 Management and organization of an office influences its performance.  We recommend 

increasing office proximity to promote communication among TANF workers, i.e. the TANF, 

VIEW, and childcare case managers.  We also recommend a 5-criteria management evaluation to 

provide a “snapshot” of the best-performing offices.  This could be used as incentive for offices 

as well as provide data on office performance over time. 
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BACKGROUND 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program was created by the 

Personal Responsibility and Work Act (PRWORA) of 1996. TANF differed from its 

predecessor, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), in its efforts to increase 

workforce participation in program clients and to help them achieve self-sufficiency.  Virginia 

implemented a supplemental effort to increase workforce participation with the Virginia 

Initiative for Employment not Welfare (VIEW) in 1997. Clients can be exempted from 

workforce requirements if they meet certain criteria; otherwise, they are required to complete a 

series of job search and training programs until they find work. 

The federal act that created TANF also requires that states that receive TANF block 

grants meet a workforce participation rate of 50% of their caseload.  If they do not, they face 

sanctions (in Virginia’s case, $7.9 million), which then escalate in future years.  The work 

participation rate measures the number of adults receiving assistance that are in certain work 

activities for a certain number of hours each week; Virginia’s current workforce participation 

rate is 46%.  However, due to certain federal credits, Virginia has not yet experienced any 
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sanctions. At the same time, the workforce participation rate has stagnated and if steps to 

increase the rate are not taken now, Virginia may face sanctions in the future. 

To complicate matters, social services are locally administered in Virginia. The local 

departments differ widely in their locality-specific work participation rates, ranging from a high 

of 71 percent to a low of 0 percent. We have yet been unable to identify a theme among the low 

performing agencies; low performance at specific agencies does not seem to be related to local 

economies, or whether or not the agencies are small or large, urban or rural, etc. Virginia’s 

Department of Social Services (VDSS or DSS) needs an analysis of the practices of the top 

performing and low performing agencies and recommendations on the best course of action to 

improve the performance of the bottom agencies. 

 

PROCEDURE 

When we first considered the problem with the workforce participation rate, we assumed 

demographic differences would explain the differences in performance.  Using the data from the 

American Community Survey, administered by the U.S. Census Bureau, we considered a variety 

of factors, including educational attainment, employment status, industry, and rent as a 

percentage of income. We were unable to establish a statistically significant relationship that 

would explain the variation in the workforce participation rates of the different offices.   

We also analyzed TANF statistics from each office in Virginia to determine if the number 

of TANF cases, total number of persons served, average grant per case, or the average grant per 

person were correlated in any way with the workforce participation rate.  Again, none of the 

relationships were statistically significant.  [See Appendix II for graphs and relevant statistical 

data].   

ISSUES AND THEIR ALTERNATIVES  

Economic Realities 
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The economic crisis has affected Virginia – along with the rest of the nation – 

substantially.  As a result, the local TANF offices are experiencing more difficulty in finding 

jobs for TANF enrollees.  Some offices are experiencing more difficulty than others.  For 

example, the job market in Frederick County started deteriorating in the fall of 2008, and got 

progressively worse during December, January, and February.  The construction and factory jobs 

that have been so essential to TANF enrollees started to disappear.  Construction jobs are not 

available and factories are shutting down.  Even jobs working in retail stores and fast food 

restaurants are hard to find, and many stores have posted signs in their windows saying “NOT 

HIRING” because of the frequent requests they get from people looking for work.  In Frederick 

County’s efforts to meet the workforce participation rate, Frederick has tried to find volunteer 

work for their enrollees, but even that is hard to find.  Two enrollees actually volunteer at the 

TANF office, since there are no other opportunities available. 

Considering the economic climate, Harrisonburg currently has a fairly low 

unemployment rate.  Although many of the enrollees have lost their jobs in factories or 

upholstery plants, they have been able to find work in retail or fast food. 

It is important to bear in mind the consequences of the state of the economy when 

considering other alternatives because of the additional constraints and limitations that the 

economic situation will impose. 

 

Transportation 

TANF offices across the state face transportation challenges.  Of the obstacles faced by 

the TANF offices that are having difficulty meeting the workforce participation rate, the most 

cited were lack of job opportunities and availability, and lack of access to jobs and job training 

centers – all of which could be alleviated through improved access to transportation.   Ten to 

twenty percent of TANF enrollees do not have their own car, and without the ability to get to 

work, enrollees are unable to obtain and keep a job. This is especially a problem for enrollees 

who live in more rural areas, since they usually do not have access to public transit systems. Not 
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surprisingly, transportation was consistently cited as an area for improvement at the low-

performing centers.   

While the TANF offices have developed ways of dealing with this problem, the current 

measures are not cost-effective.  In one case, TANF was paying for $20 daily taxi fare and the 

cost of childcare so that an enrollee could make it to her volunteering job.   

Even if these rural areas do have public transportation, it does not meet TANF clients’ 

needs. Often these bus routes require clients to wait for one hour for a ride to the nearest job 

search facility. Kim Moody at the Northumberland office said that there was only one bus for the 

whole county and that scheduling is a real problem. For clients with children, coordinating job 

search schedules and daycare pick-ups with the public transit system is nearly impossible. 

The state of Vermont faced a similar challenge in the mid-1990’s. Over 60 percent of 

Vermont’s population lives in rural areas, and transportation was a major obstacle in their 

Welfare to Work effort. To meet this challenge, they implemented a program called “Good News 

Garage” (GNG). This program provides vehicles at a low cost to individuals whose incomes are 

less than 150% of the poverty level.  Funding for the program comes from the Department of 

Prevention, Assistance, Transaction, and Health Access (PATH). According to the study, PATH 

“provides core funding for GNG and $400 per car to PATH recipients” (Lucas and Nicholsen, 

2003). 

According to Lucas and Nicholsen’s study of Vermont’s GNG program, “mean income 

was about $220 per month higher after receipt of the vehicle” and “support payments by PATH 

were lower after receipt of the vehicle, about $157 per month” (Lucas and Nicholsen, 2003).  In 

addition, the study found that “individuals were 19 percent more likely to have earned income 

after vehicle acquisition.” That is, welfare clients who received a vehicle through GNG were 19 

percent more likely to find work than clients who did not receive a vehicle. 

Though the cars are donated to GHG, there are still costs to the state PATH program. 

However, according to the Lucas and Nicholsen study, “the $400 cost of the vehicle to PATH 

could be recovered through reductions in [welfare] payments in just over five months.” 
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Furthermore, “the cost of the vehicle to the individual would be recovered in four to eight 

months.”   

One alternative to solve the transportation problem would be an expansion of 

Richmond’s Vehicles for Change program (VFC).  This program helps people with lower 

incomes to purchase their own car and could help to increase the workforce participation rate.  

Relying on a supply of donated cars, Vehicles for Change sells them to those in need for a 

monthly payment of only $65-80 per month, and the car is paid off in one year.  Typically, there 

is about a 4-5 week wait before the person can pick up their car.  But the wait is well worth it -- 

in a recent study, 73 percent of VFC recipients received better job offers or promotions.
1
 

The Harrisonburg TANF office has sent several enrollees to VFC because otherwise 

these people would not have been able to afford their own car.  This lack of affordability is a 

problem right now more than ever; given the state of the economy, the prices of used cars are 

going up since they are in higher demand than new cars.  Amelia, a TANF enrollee from 

Harrisonburg, had been having difficulty making it to her job, but since she could not afford to 

buy a car of her own, she relied on rides from her sister to get to work.  However, since she was 

also having issues getting to the doctor’s office and to the grocery story, her employment 

numbers suffered primarily from not having her own transportation.  On March 24, 2009, Amelia 

received her own car through Vehicles for Change, and her employment numbers have gone up. 

  There are several costs associated with this alternative.  Counties that participate in the 

Vehicles for Change program must pay a $2000 subsidy per car.  The $2000 subsidy for each car 

is paid by the state out of the TANF block grant. Because this will be relatively expensive, the 

supply of cars should go to enrollees in rural areas and to those who are likely going to be able to 

keep up with the monthly payments. 

However, the cost-effectiveness of implementing this program would be high.  TANF 

offices would no longer have to pay the taxi fare to transport enrollees to and from their jobs.  

Also, by helping to increase the workforce participation rate, this program would help Virginia 

avoid the fines associated with not meeting the 50 percent rate. TANF could improve the cost-
                                                      
1 Survey was of 84 customers who had their cars for over 6 months.  
http://www.vehiclesforchange.org/changing_lives.html#survey 



9 

 

effectiveness by investing in a few vans that could transport people from their homes to pick up 

their new cars.  Currently, TANF must pay a high taxi fare (about $300) to get enrollees to 

Richmond so that they can pick up their cars. 

In conjunction with expanding the capacity of the Vehicles for Change Program, Virginia 

should work to improve access to vehicle support services.  While 10 to 20 percent of enrollees 

do not have their own cars, 95 percent have transportation issues in some form, many of which 

concern repairs.
2
   

Working to develop local non-profits like Harrisonburg’s Way to Go could significantly 

improve the transportation situation.  The Way to Go coalition is committed to helping low-

income working families become more self-sufficient by assisting them with urgent vehicle 

transportation needs.  Types of services provided include awards of vehicles donated from the 

community, access to Vehicles for Change for good used vehicles, vehicle insurance payments, 

vehicle repairs, vehicle fees (DMV plates), and other assistances such as urgent car payments or 

gas vouchers (Newell 2007).  To be eligible for services, clients must live in either Harrisonburg 

or Rockingham County.  They must be employed, and all assistance must be recommended by a 

social worker or case manager familiar with the family's needs, resources, and work history.
3
   

Way to Go has been able to increase assistance to families over the past couple of years, 

helping 102 different families during 2007 (Figure 1).  In a client survey conducted in January 

2008, 80 percent of respondents said that they had been able to keep a job or get a job thanks to 

Way to Go; 85 percent said that they would recommend the program to others.  Statements from 

client evaluations include: "I was able to get brakes and tires from the Way to Go program, so 

my car passed inspection and I was able to keep my job!" or "Thanks to Way to Go's help I was 

able to continue my job internship which led to a permanent position.  I was also able to continue 

                                                      
2 Because there is such a revolving door of cases – with some cases closing and then reopening several months later-  the 
10-20% figure is a best estimate.  The caseload at each local office often fluctuates anywhere from 25-40% during a 
given year. 
3 The GHG program differs from Vehicles for Change in a number of ways. Importantly, GHG participants did not 
have to be employed to be approved.  Also, participants typically contributed “$400 to $800 to cover some of the costs 
of repair or refurbishing, vehicle registration, and taxes” instead of a flat monthly fee as they do in the Vehicles for 
Change program. 
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my college classes that led to an associate's degree, which in turn led to a new job with 

retirement options and health and dental benefits for me and my child." 

 

 

Number of Families helped by the Way to Go Program 

 

Figure 1 

  

Way to Go receives funding through the Virginia Department of Social Services from the 

TANF block grant, as well as funds from United Way, the Community Foundation, individuals, 

businesses, and the sale of vehicles deemed not suitable for donation.  As an all-volunteer 

organization, with donated office space, equipment, and staffing, Way to Go was able to use 98.7 

percent of all income for direct client services.  Administrative expenses totaled 1.9 percent of 

the cash expenses and 1.3 percent of overall program expenses.  A summary of services, income, 

and expenses for 2007 is provided in Figure 2.  A chart showing the changes over time in 

expenses is provided in Figure 3. 
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Services, Income, and Expenses for 2007 

  

Expenses 

# Provided         Type of service                    Expenditures__ 

                         Cash          In-kind                             

      Vehicles to clients 

    12         *Donated                     $24,775              

   6                 *Vehicles for Change          

126           Repairs / towing          $36,580              

    46    Insurance payments                  6,803             

   40    Vehicle fees               1,653                          

  23    Other, misc. assistance              6,906 

          253   Client services                  $ 51,942        $24,775 

  Admin. expenses                         1,001    ________                                             

                     $52,943 $24,775 

 Total expenses            $77,718     

            

Income                        

  

                        VA Dept of Social Services    $34,147 

                        The Community Foundation    20,000  

                         United Way                             10,525                     

                         Other                                           952                                    

     Donated vehicles (in-kind)         24,775 
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   Total income                   $90,399 

 

 

Figure 2 

Services Provided in 2006, 2007, and 2008 

   

Cost of Services Provided in 2006, 2007, and 2008 

 

Figure 3 
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Community Partnerships 

Having strong relationships with community agencies is a common denominator among 

the highest performing TANF offices.  Community agencies serve many needs faced by TANF 

participants including job coaches, counseling, mental health clinicians, transportation, job 

developers and employers.  Forging a partnership with community colleges is one way to 

connect with the community that has been particularly beneficial to TANF offices – especially 

those in the lowest performing areas.  Community colleges provide many resources and training 

programs, such as vocational programs, on-the-job training, independent job-training seminars, 

job fairs, and volunteering opportunities.  Partnering with a local community college would 

expand the number of resources available to TANF recipients.  This is especially important in 

regions where the resources of the TANF office are scarce.  The community college curriculum 

is fundamentally geared toward vocational education and training in order to make their students 

“job-ready.”  This is the same goal of the TANF program, so a partnership with a local 

community college will help TANF offices increase the workforce participation rate.   

 The Charlottesville TANF office, one of the higher performing offices, has a partnership 

with Piedmont Virginia Community College (PVCC).  The Charlottesville TANF office has a 

contact person at PVCC who talks with TANF recipients about job-readiness.  As prospective 

students, TANF recipients are given the opportunity to take tours of PVCC.  PVCC’s job fairs, 

which focus mainly on vocational careers, are also open to TANF recipients who are likely 

looking for these types of jobs.  Similarly, the Harrisonburg office has a partnership with a 

number of vocational and educational institutions such as Blue Ridge Community College and 

Massanutten Technical Center.  These institutions provide referrals to educational opportunities 

for clients, and help client register for classes and other programs offered at the school.  The 

Harrisonburg office has a partnership with Dayton Learning Center and Eastern Mennonite 

University; both of which provide intensive English language programs.  James Madison 

University is another nearby resource that the Harrisonburg office is in the process of partnering 

with. 
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Community college career service offices are another great resource center for TANF 

recipients.  Career counselors can help recipients search for jobs that fit their skills, assist in 

creating a resume, and guide recipients through application and interviewing procedures.  Rather 

than creating a vocational job search database in each TANF office, TANF staff can take 

advantage of existing community college job databases.  A partnership between TANF offices 

and a community agency such as a community college will prove to be very beneficial to TANF 

recipients.  

Aside from helping TANF participants secure jobs, community colleges could also 

provide skills-training programs.  These programs would give TANF recipients the practical 

skills needed to perform in a variety of non-specialized fields.  Admittedly, there is a trade-off 

between being enrolled at a community college and time available for job search.  However, if 

the required hours of job search were decreased from 30-plus hours per week to 15 hours per 

week, then enrollees could increase their human capital while still meeting TANF requirements.  

While looking for a job, TANF participants could use community college resources to get 

involved with volunteer opportunities that would give them useful experience or lead to potential 

careers, such as financial responsibility, how to file taxes, how to get loans for buying homes or 

cars, or how to get adequate health care.  

Partnering with community colleges is also in the interest of TANF because the state and 

legislators respect systems of higher education.  This partnership would bring attention and 

importance to the cause and it will be taken more seriously.  These partnerships will be mutually 

beneficial because the community college systems will gain participants in their programs and 

possibly more students.  Community colleges will also receive resources from TANF offices to 

improve their programs. 

The Harrisonburg office found low education to be the most difficult barrier for clients to 

overcome.  If clients do not have well-developed reading and writing skills and little work 

experience, it is very difficult to find a job.  In this sense, the VIEW program is a Catch-22.  The 

program requires work activity from its clients, but it does little to prepare these clients to enter 

the workforce and remain employed.  The Charlottesville TANF office mentioned that some 
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TANF recipients actually enroll in PVCC and earn degrees.  Class attendance and performance 

in the classroom are monitored by the case workers.  Credit should be granted to those who 

attend class, and time to do homework should also be factored in.  Online classes, also known as 

distance learning, don’t require classroom attendance, but they do consume time for both online 

classes and homework.  Full or part-time students have less time to go out and look for a job than 

recipients who are not enrolled in school.  Distance learning is one program that has successfully 

resulted in increased participation rates.  TANF recipients have greater access to education and 

training through these types of programs, which lead to higher employment rates and higher 

wages.  

The community colleges are natural partners for TANF offices, but TANF offices can 

partner with a variety of other community agencies and businesses as well in serving the needs of 

TANF clients.  Lori Petrie, a VIEW worker in the Harrisonburg office, stressed the importance 

of having strong partnerships with local community agencies.  As discussed in a previous 

section, transportation is a major source of frustration for many TANF recipients so partnering 

with groups that can improve a client’s mobility is very important.  In addition to the Vehicles 

for Change program, the Harrisonburg office is able to provide public transportation at 

discounted rates for their clients through partnerships with local taxi companies as well as a bus 

garage.  This office also has a partnership with a local garage that helps working clients maintain 

their vehicles by replacing worn-down tires, as well as securing car insurance.   

Many TANF offices work with mental health clinics. The Charlottesville and 

Harrisonburg offices both have partnerships with mental health clinics. Although the 

Harrisonburg office has identified many of their clients as victims of a mental health disorder, 

privacy issues, as well as patient confidentiality, have been barriers to full utilization of mental 

health clinic services.  The Harrisonburg office does have a partnership with mental health 

clinics, which allows them to get exemptions for their clients who are seriously afflicted. TANF 

offices in Southwestern Virginia use mental health clinics to screen all TANF recipients upon 

entrance into the program.  
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Domestic violence is another common issue faced by many TANF recipients. For 

example, the Harrisonburg office has a partnership with the Collins Center, which handles 

counseling to victims of sexual assaults.  The Collins Center offers referrals for long and short-

term counseling services that are needed to help with clients’ specific issues.  Partnerships with 

community agencies are especially important because their services can extend beyond the two 

year limitation of TANF services, which is often necessary.      

Up to this point, we have focused on community-level agencies.  Partnerships with other 

state agencies such as the Department of Rehabilitative Services (DRS) and the Virginia 

Employment Commission (VEC) also hold promise.  DRS provides services that give 

significantly disabled TANF recipients additional training; however, DRS has had a funding 

shortage until recently so they have not been used much by the Harrisonburg office.  VEC offers 

General Education Development (GED) and GED-related programs. 

Since TANF is primarily a program for families with children and since many of these 

families have only one resident parent, nearly every TANF client will face the challenge of 

finding adequate childcare.  Having at least one child is a requirement to be eligible for the 

TANF program so it makes sense to have partnerships with places that offer child-related 

services.  The Harrisonburg office has a local partnership with Childcare Connection, a childcare 

resource and referral service that provides parents with referrals to childcare providers.  

Childcare Connection also offers training and support to caregivers.  Referrals for family daycare 

homes, daycare centers, after-school programs and preschools are available through Childcare 

Connection in a total of 14 regions across the state including Augusta, Frederick, Rockingham, 

Lexington and Winchester.  The agency also helps people going into the childcare field find 

courses and awards credits that count toward earning Child Development Associate (CDA) 

credentials and licensure programs.  Childcare Connection is run through the Rockingham 

Memorial Hospital, which is also home to other child-related programs, such as an intensive 

parenting program.  This program teaches good-parenting behavior and offers dinner and 

childcare for the duration of the class. 
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Finally, partnerships with groups like non-profit agencies, temp agencies, and private 

businesses can be very beneficial to TANF recipients as well.  Non-profit agencies are in need of 

volunteers and TANF recipients are in need of volunteering opportunities.  It is important for 

TANF recipients to have a certain number of volunteering hours because they count toward the 

required work hours mandated by the TANF program.  Temp agencies can offer part-time 

employment for some TANF recipients, depending on their skill-proficiency.  Private vendors 

are important because they can help clients with their specific needs.  For example, if a client is 

unable to write, a private vendor can provide someone to help the client complete his job 

applications.  Private vendors provide skills ranging from parenting-skills-training to language 

translators.  Partnerships with clothing stores or thrift stores have also been useful to some TANF 

offices because they can help their clients obtain work appropriate clothing.   

In addition to these external partnerships, TANF recipients must have a strong 

relationship between TANF, VIEW, and child daycare offices at each of the regional 

headquarters.   These three offices work very closely with one another on a daily basis so office 

proximity is vital in order to achieve clear communication. Information given to one office 

changes frequently and it is exceedingly difficult to relay all of the changes to another office, 

however having neighboring offices fixes this problem.  At the Harrisonburg office, they moved 

the TANF and VIEW offices to the same hallway so the workers were able to become more 

efficient in handling cases and client concerns.  The Harrisonburg office still struggles, because 

the child daycare office is across the street.  Although being across the street is closer in 

proximity than many offices in other regions, Harrisonburg still identifies it as a major barrier 

that prevents them from fully serving the needs of their clients.  Having TANF, VIEW, and child 

daycare offices within close proximity will very likely result in more accurate records and data 

collection, and in turn, a higher workforce participation rate.  This concept of internal 

partnerships will be discussed further in the Management and Office Structure section.    
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Management and Office Structure 

 Management 

Good management can make all the difference.  A solid working relationship between the 

TANF regional managers and the TANF workers is critical, and several offices we talked to 

mentioned the importance of capable regional specialists and local supervisors.  Regional 

specialists are most valuable when they take the initiative to get involved with the local offices 

and when they respond quickly to questions.  With their broader perspective and extensive 

knowledge, they can put the data in a context of both the region at large and the specific locale 

and then suggest ways to improve the numbers.  At the same time, the local management at each 

office also plays a key role.  Three years ago, Nancy O’Baugh started as supervisor at 

Harrisonburg at a time when the workforce participation rate was only 17 percent.  She had to 

piece together a brand-new team, but since then, the rate has risen 40 percent.  

Nan Foster, the specialist and manager for the Northern Region, noted that working with 

people and programs from different offices often provides a variety of challenges; one agency 

may “get it” while another does not.  According to Foster, an agency’s management and 

philosophy play a big factor in how programs are implemented and managed.  This is especially 

true considering that TANF and VIEW workers are not only responsible for providing services, 

but now under the Deficit Reduction Act (DRA) they are also are accountable for assigning 

enrollees and entering data.  Many veteran workers have struggled with these changes, while 

new workers seem to grasp the new routines and concepts much quicker.  If the local 

management does not “buy-in” to a program, then the front-line workers have little incentive to 

support it.   

Regional consultants sometimes struggle to balance the TANF program with the VIEW 

program, and the organizational structure varies from agency to agency.  In some agencies, such 

as Harrisonburg, they have separate TANF and VIEW workers. Harrisonburg VIEW workers 

handle about 50 cases each, which they report to be “complex but manageable.”  At the 

Frederick office, there is one TANF worker who handles all TANF cases (about 148) and one 
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VIEW worker who handles all VIEW cases (about 70).  In other agencies, the same worker 

handles both the TANF and the VIEW cases.  Some TANF/VIEW workers also handle childcare 

cases and energy assistance in addition to TANF and VIEW, and these workers tend to struggle 

most to balance all of their requirements.  The role of the regional consultant is especially critical 

at the smaller agencies, where the VIEW worker is working solo because there are no other 

VIEW workers in those agencies and their supervisors often know very little about the VIEW 

program.   

 Considering the variety of challenges that the TANF offices face, Virginia must 

implement strategies that will help to retain good managers who are capable, committed, and 

who can support a common philosophy.  Virginia can retain good managers by measuring the 

performance of all managers and rewarding good performance where it exists.  To evaluate 

managers, we recommend using a 5-criteria scorecard, and if a manager scores well enough, he 

or she would receive a bonus. Not only would these scores be useful in comparing management 

strategies across the state through a “snapshot” image, but also they would facilitate evaluation 

of management trends across time. 

 The five criteria should be turnover rates at each agency, low rates of recidivism, rate of 

timely and complete data collection, employee morale, and the workforce participation rate. 

 The costs of implementing this program would be minimal, since data used for each of 

the criteria (with the exception of employee morale) are already calculated.  However, since this 

new program would emphasize accountability, DSS must make the effort to introduce the 

program as positive, not punitive, in order to avoid losing the support and experience of the 

current managers.  

At the same time, managers across the state must seize on the chance to learn from each 

other.  The five regional managers for the state should participate in a quarterly conference that 

would encourage the implementation of the above steps.  Through this “trading of best 

practices,” the regional managers would have the opportunities to discuss what strategies were 

working best for them as well as what challenges they were facing.   
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For example, at the beginning of DRA, as the regional consultants were reviewing cases 

and ESPAS entry, they discovered a disconnect between the policy and the data entry.  A client 

assigned to a job search from 3/15 to 4/15 with his next assignment not until May 1st. would 

meet the policy requirements but not the work participation requirements.  By changing the job 

search assignment dates to 4/01 to 4/30, followed immediately with an assignment beginning on 

05/01, this case at least had a chance of meeting the requirements.  Since TANF offices achieve 

the best results when VIEW and TANF work together to achieve the TWPR, the regional 

consultants developed a tip sheet for improving the participation rate for both the TANF worker 

and for the VIEW workers.
4
  Importantly, this kind of approach resulted from collaboration and 

collective problem solving among the regional consultants. 

According to Foster, the primary role of the regional consultant is positive 

communication, and an effective regional manager should do the following: 

 Empower the agency and the workers to understand their own data:  how to find it, 

what it means, and how to implement changes, 

 Review the data entry and then provide feedback and suggestions for changes, 

 Understand reporting requirements and share that information with the local agencies, 

and 

 Develop brief training modules and tip sheets. 

 

When DRA started, the TANF offices did not have readily available, concrete data.  That 

data is now available through Data Warehouse (the computer program that TANF offices 

currently use to track and manage employment figures), but some workers struggled with the 

                                                      
4 TANF and VIEW workers tend to have different mindsets, so as a result certain ways of working with them are more 
effective than others.  TANF workers focus on yes/no or black/white data and outcomes.  Given the nature of their 
duties and requirements, TANF workers like to have training that is black and white, with lots of examples detailing the 
various situations that they may encounter.  When VIEW workers who were former TANF workers are faced with a 
series of options, they like to be told which is the “right” one.  In contrast, while new VIEW workers may be focused on 
following the Guidance and correctly entering data, the goal is that they are able to pull from their creative side when 
developing agency plans and Service Plans with their VIEW participants.  Whereas programs (such as the Job Readiness 
Programs) in each area will follow the state and federal guidelines, each will be developed and delivered differently.  For 
these reasons, VIEW workers tend to like training opportunities that include time for open discussion. 
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transition to the new program.  Training in the use of this system was offered through state 

trainers, and all staff member were encouraged to attend available training sessions.  Even then, 

Foster recognized that supplementary materials and follow-up training would be necessary to 

help workers fully understand the new system.  She developed reports for each agency (which 

she forwarded to them) and “print screens” which provided step-by- step instructions so workers 

could retrieve and evaluate their own data.  At the request of her agencies, she developed and 

presented several hands-on training sessions in a computer lab where the workers could retrieve 

their own data, they could discuss it as a group, and she could answer any procedural questions 

and could evaluate what was “right” and what was “not so right”.  She developed several 

“Quick” guides, which provide brief overviews of the codes to supplement the instructions and 

dictionaries that Data Warehouse already provides, as well as a fifty-one-slide PowerPoint that 

could serve as a reference for using Data Warehouse.  A couple of examples of these guides are 

provided in Appendix III. 

 

Office Structure 

 

Clear and timely communication is critical not only between the regional manager and 

the individual offices, but within the offices themselves.  This is especially true since the TANF, 

VIEW, and child daycare programs are so interconnected.  According to Foster, “timely referral 

(by TANF) of mandated VIEW participants, initial assessments as quickly as possible, 

assignments that meet 28 days and 30-35 hours per month, back-to-back assignments and timely 

data entry are all key points in achieving the required TWPR.”  These conditions cannot be met 

if there is not clear and frequent communication between the TANF and VIEW offices. 

While good management can promote effective communication, another alternative is to 

change the physical structure of the office itself so as to help increase communication.  The main 

goal is office proximity of the TANF, VIEW, and child daycare offices.  Obviously there will be 

space restrictions in some offices, but this should be done wherever possible. 
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At the Harrisonburg branch, this seems to have had a substantial positive effect.  At that 

location, the TANF and VIEW workers’ offices are on the same hallway, not in separate 

buildings.  The TANF and VIEW records consistently match up because the information is 

quickly updated and not forgotten.  As often as the caseload is changing, immediate reporting is 

essential so that things don’t slip through cracks. 

However, the child daycare workers have their offices across the street.  As a result, the 

communication between the day care workers and the TANF/VIEW workers suffers.  

Coordinating to tackle problems is more difficult, and efficiency declines.  For example, if there 

is a lag in the provision of daycare services, then the affected enrollee may be unable to find the 

time for participation items.  Alternatively, if the VIEW worker forgets to relay the message that 

the enrollee is now on V-TIP (where a childcare co-pay is necessary), then the enrollee receives 

free daycare that he or she should be paying for. 

 

Addressing clients with barriers to employment: Solely state-funded programs 

Clients with barriers to employment face special challenges when trying to find 

employment.  They also pose a special challenge for offices trying to reach the federal workforce 

participation rate.  All clients are screened for a range of disabilities and barriers to employment 

using the VIEW Assessment form.  Clients who have severe disabilities may be exempt from the 

VIEW program, but still be eligible for TANF benefits.  Clients with less-severe disabilities, as 

indicated by their assessment and/or screening, are required to participate in VIEW, though their 

case worker must make accommodations for them.
5
  One of the most common accommodations 

is a reduced workforce participation requirement.  Often, a client’s requirement will be reduced 

to between ten and twenty hours per week.
6
  While this accommodation does help the client to 

remain eligible for the state VIEW program, the client does not meet the federal workforce 

                                                      
5 If a client’s disability is severe enough, they may be eligible for SSI benefits.  Many TANF offices refer these 

clients to SSI and help them with the necessary paperwork. 
6
  For a full list of accommodations, visit http://www.jan.wvu.edu/media/atoz.htm. 
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participation requirement.
7
  Therefore, VIEW case managers are faced with conflicting priorities.  

They must accommodate any client with a barrier to employment, but by reducing a client’s 

hours, they are decreasing the state’s federally recognized workforce participation rate. 

A 2000 Center on Budget and Policy and Priorities study examined a number of state 

national surveys taken of current and former TANF recipients.
8
  These studies asked questions 

about clients’ disabilities and their ability to work.  None of these clients were SSI eligible, and 

yet a substantial number of them reported having disabilities of some sort that impaired their 

ability to work.  While survey results varied, one of the national surveys showed that 18 percent 

of current TANF recipients at the time reported that their health limited their ability to work 

(Sweeney, p.7).  The CBPP study also reported that “upwards of one-fifth of current recipients 

have physical impairments,” and “three studies found that somewhere between one-fifth and 

one-third have learning disabilities” (Sweeney, p.3). 

Based on the surveys compiled by the CBPP study, it is clear that clients with these types 

of barriers to employment are common in the TANF program.  It is not clear that TANF is an 

appropriate program for them.  While they do receive monetary benefits, these clients are often 

sanctioned for failure to meet the requirements, which means their benefits are suspended for a 

period.  Virginia has one of the most severe sanction policies of all fifty states (Zeslewski, 1998).  

The first sanction lasts one month and suspends benefits to the entire assistance unit; benefits 

remain suspended after one month if the client remains in non-compliance (TANF Manual, 

p.76).   

While sanctions are widely accepted as an effective tool in the path from welfare to work, 

the results of sanctions are not always the ones intended.  One study using regression analysis to 

test the effects of sanction severity on the probability of employment found that: 

Sanctioned participants are most likely to exit welfare with no job and less likely to leave 

welfare with a higher earnings job.  Moreover, full sanctions or an increase in the severity 

or duration of sanctions increases the likelihood of leaving welfare but does not improve 

employment outcomes. (Chi-Fang Wu, 2008) 

                                                      
7
  The federal work participation requirement ranges from 20 to 35 hours depending on the type of family.  See 

TANF manual p.10 for details. 
8 Virginia did not have relevant information for this study, and therefore was not included in its findings. 
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Clients facing barriers to employment may be particularly prone to sanctions.  The Utah survey 

of the CBPP study found that “one-third of families who had been sanctioned…cited an 

individual health condition as the reason for their failure to participate; one-fifth cited mental 

problems” (Sweeney, p.17).  Clients with barriers to employment may have trouble 

understanding program requirements from the outset. 

 However, Virginia does make accommodations for clients with recognized barriers to 

employment.  These clients are required to receive “additional intervention,” which means they 

may be given extra contact or time before their sanction is imposed (TANF Manual, p.21).  

Despite these accommodations, clients with barriers to employment often find it much harder to 

meet VIEW requirements than clients without barriers to employment. 

 

Current policy 

 

Currently, VIEW clients can receive treatment for barriers to employment under the core 

work activity, Job Readiness.  Job Readiness is initially lumped with Job Search as the first work 

activity a client participates in when they are enrolled in the VIEW program.  The Job Search 

and Job Readiness (JS/JR) period is federally limited to four consecutive weeks, and cannot 

exceed six weeks, or 180 hours (TANF Manual, p.7-8).  After four consecutive weeks of JS/JR, 

if clients have not found work, they must participate in other core work activities.
9
  They may do 

more job search or job readiness, but after 180 hours, the JS/JR no longer counts towards 

calculation of the state’s federal workforce participation requirement. 

Unfortunately, fours consecutive weeks are often not enough time for a client to receive 

adequate treatment for a barrier.  For example, a barrier like substance abuse often takes months 

to treat effectively.  Though clients can continue receiving treatment for the duration of their two 

years in the VIEW program, after the first four weeks, they must devote ten to twenty hours per 

week to other core work activities.   

                                                      
9
  For a complete list of core work activities, see TANF Manual, p.7-9. 
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Solely State-Funded Programs 

 

 A better program for these clients could be a solely state-funded (SSF) program.  A solely 

state-funded program is one that does not provide assistance through TANF or Maintenance of 

Effort (MOE) funds.  Therefore, clients in SSF programs do not count towards the state’s 

workforce participation rate.  Design of these programs is left largely to the state’s discretion.  

Common elements that must be decided on include time limits, sanctions, child support 

calculation, and eligibility standards.   

Virginia currently has SSF programs.  The most common clients of these SSF programs 

are two-parent families.  Because the federal workforce participation rate is 90 percent for two-

parent families, many states find it impossible to meet this requirement.  Therefore, using state 

funds to provide benefits to these clients is more cost-effective than trying to reach the federal 

rate.   

SSF programs are also used to assist other types of clients, including families with a 

parent applying for SSI, families with barriers to employment, and families with a parent in an 

education program lasting more than twelve months (Schott & Parrott, p.13-14).   

 

Benefits of a solely state-funded program 

 

A solely state-funded program may better benefit clients with barriers to employment 

because it would fill the gap that exists between TANF and SSI.  The SSI program assumes that 

a client is unable to work; therefore there is no work requirement in exchange for benefits.  Often 

TANF clients with barriers to employment do not have disabilities severe enough to qualify for 

SSI.  This is not a shortfall of the SSI program, for these TANF clients are able and willing to 

work, although not able to meet the stringent work requirement of the TANF program.  The 

TANF program expects clients to meet the requirements with moderate help from the state.  

Clients with severe barriers to employment need more than just moderate help.  Solely state-
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funded programs can provide the benefits they need, both money and employment services, 

allowing them a greater likelihood of success. 

Most SSF programs are designed so that a client can return to the TANF program if they 

choose.  After a client has received treatment in the SSF, they can easily be transferred back into 

the TANF program if they are still unemployed.  Depending on how the time limits for the SSF 

program are regulated, a SSF client can finish their treatment in the SSF program then be put 

back into the TANF program if they require additional time for job search.  However, this time, 

they can contribute to the workforce participation rate, having been treated for their disability or 

barrier to employment. 

 

Cost of a solely state-funded program 

 

 The key advantage of using a solely state-funded program is that it serves clients with 

barriers to employment without raising the overall state expenditure on welfare.  A CBPP report 

on SSF’s suggests two alternatives to providing funding for SSF’s.  The first alternative is to find 

state money that is currently invested in programs that meet state MOE requirements, but is not 

counted towards the MOE calculation.  The state then claims those funds as MOE.  This frees up 

state funds that were previously invested in MOE programs to now be reallocated to solely state-

funded programs.  The second alternative is to find programs currently funded with state funds 

that meet TANF program requirements.  Using TANF funds to finance these programs then frees 

up state funds to finance SSF’s (Schott & Parrott, p.5-6). 

 Another way to look at the funding swap is to think in terms of the amount of grant 

money being given out by the TANF program and a SSF.  If a client is moved from TANF to a 

SSF, then the grant that would have been given them in the TANF program is now “saved.”  If 

the state reallocates that “saved” grant money into service programs that are dually funded by 

TANF and state funds, then state funds can be withdrawn from those dually funded programs 

and reallocated into the client’s SSF.  The grant amount given to the client is the same; the 

state’s expenditure is the same.  The only difference is the allocation of state and TANF funding.   
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 Rising TANF rosters in Virginia complicate this last alternative.  The decrease in TANF 

rosters from moving clients into the SSF program may be offset by an increase in new TANF 

clients. In this case, moving a client into the SSF program will not “save” the TANF grant 

money to be reallocated. Then either the MOE or TANF program alternatives for funding 

mentioned earlier are more feasible.  

 Some states are forming state-funded programs to decrease their TANF caseload, and 

qualify for additional federal waivers.  However, federal guidelines on whether this will count 

towards the caseload reduction credit are unclear, and Virginia should not expect this reduction 

to count towards the state’s caseload reduction (Schott & Parrott, p.18). 

 

Special considerations with SSF’s 

 

A SSF may simultaneously solve problems faced by clients with barriers to employment 

and increase the states’ workforce participation rate.  However, there are a number of things that 

must be considered.  First of all, SSF programs could be seen as undermining federal intentions 

of the TANF program.  Pulling clients out of the TANF program only to place them in a different 

welfare program for the purposes of increasing the state’s workforce participation rate could be 

seen as an unfair loophole.   To avoid this complication, a program need only be effectively and 

smartly designed.  Its outcomes must measure, for example, the number of clients meeting the 

SSF’s work requirements, or number who have been transferred into a stricter program after 

receiving treatment. 

 While SSF’s do not require increased state expenditures on welfare, they do require 

increase state investment on welfare.  A solely state-funded program would depend solely on 

state funds to provide assistance.  Therefore, these programs are especially vulnerable to state 

budget cuts.  Schott and Parrott suggest that clients in SSF’s should be eligible for TANF/MOE 

programs in the event that their SSF is cut. 

 There is risk of abuse if SSF programs are expanded.  It may be very tempting for case 

managers to divert hard-to-employ clients away from TANF and into and SSF in an effort to 
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boost their workforce participation rate.  Though these clients may be hard to employ, they may 

be served just as well by the accommodations made through the VIEW program.  To avoid 

abuse, monitoring of the assessment and review process of clients must have strict oversight and 

regulation.  SSF requirements must be clear, and we suggest an annual limit be imposed on the 

number of clients a VIEW worker can refer to a SSF. 

 

Proposal 

 

We propose an expansion of SSF’s in Virginia to accommodate clients with barriers to 

employment.  Based on the CBPP study of TANF clients with disabilities, we believe about 

twenty percent of current TANF clients have disabilities that keep them from meeting the 

workforce participation requirement.  We recommend reallocation of state money by either 

reallocation of MOE funds or TANF program funds, or by reallocating TANF grant money to 

fund a SSF that would assist these clients with barriers to employment.  Clients in this SSF 

program could use TANF- and MOE-funded employment service programs (because the federal 

requirements only apply to assistance, i.e. grant, programs not service programs), while 

modifying work requirements to fit these clients’ capabilities. 

  Based on the TANF Case and Expenditure Data by Locality (02/2009), below we have 

made a chart of the reallocation figures for such a program.  These calculations are based on the 

transfer of twenty percent of the TANF caseload to a SSF.  The first table calculates the 

reallocation figures for a SSF program in the ten lowest-performing localities in Virginia.  The 

second table calculates the figures for a statewide transfer of twenty percent of the TANF 

caseload to a SSF program. 
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Applied to ten 

lowest-performing localities 
 

Total cases diverted 141 

TANF grant money 

“saved” 

$34,686 

 

Applied across Virginia 
 

Total cases diverted 32,914 

TANF grant money 

“saved” 

$1,764,244 

 

 

 

CHOOSING CRITERIA 

Workforce participation rate (WPR): The primary criterion we will use to evaluate 

outcomes is an increase in the workforce participation rate.  Alternatives will be ranked 

according to their ability to increase the WPR. 

Cost-effectiveness: In our cost-effectiveness analysis, we will be looking at the ratio of 

relative expenditures (costs) and outcomes (effects).  We will assume that we are working with a 

fixed outcome – a workforce participation rate above 50 percent.   

Feasibility: We are looking at feasibility in two realms: administrative and political.  In 

terms of administrative feasibility, we will need to figure out how practical our options are.  We 

may need to increase the number of employers or rearrange the structure of certain offices, which 

could be potentially problematic.  We also have to assess the political feasibility of our options 

since they may require approval from political officials in order to be implemented or enacted 

into law.  
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Sustainability: Any program that is adopted must be financially, politically, and 

administratively sustainable. 

 

PROJECTING OUTCOMES 

 

Outcome Matrix 

Alternative Increase 
Workforce 
Participation 
Rate 

Maximize Cost-
effectiveness 

Feasibility Sustainability 

Expand 
Vehicles for 
Change and 
Way to Go 
Programs 

Medium –
Enabling those 
entities with 
WPR's under 
47% to 
participate 
would achieve 
a state WPR of 
50%. 

High –
Implementing the 
alternatives 
would save 
$18,737,120 and 
cost $4,030,680, 
for a net savings 
of $14,706,440. 

High – the 
structure of 
the program 
is in place 
and it saves 
more money 
than it costs. 

High – 
economically 
sustainable 
since it does 
not burden the 
budget.  
Donated cars 
will still be 
available. 

Contract with 
community 
colleges 

Medium Medium High High 

Increase SSF 
funding 

Medium – 
depends on 
number of 
clients 
currently in 
TANF who 
would qualify 
for SSF 

High – No 
increase in state 
welfare spending 

Unclear – 
SSF’s not a 
priority right 
now 

Medium – 
SSF’s are 
susceptible to 
state budget 
cuts.  If 
proven 
effective, 
SSF’s would 
likely be 
sustainable 
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Increase 
communication 
among offices 

Low Medium Medium High 

Increase office 
proximity 

Medium – 
would increase 
communicatio
n and 
coordination 
of strategies of 
TANF/VIEW 
workers 

High – using 
already available 
office space has 
no additional 
cost; time used to 
move offices 
around is 
minimal 

High – does 
not require 
many 
resources 

High – done 
once the 
moving is 
complete 

Implement 5-
criteria 
management 
evaluation 

Uncertain as 
the effect this 
would have on 
recruiting and 
retaining good 
managers.  
Could appeal 
to some and 
not to others. 

High cost-
effectiveness 
because would 
largely rely on 
data that is 
already available, 
except for 
employee morale. 

Highly 
politically 
feasible; 
measuring 
criterion of 
“employee 
morale” may 
be difficult 

Medium – 
could be 
successful in 
keeping good 
managers if it 
does not scare 
them away 

Hold quarterly 
conferences 
among the 
regional 
specialists 

Medium – 
40% increase 
in work 
participation 
rate under 
good 
management 
in 
Harrisonburg 
could be 
extended to 
more offices 

High – costs of 
hiring already 
sunk.  Value of 4 
lost working days, 
conference 
materials, and 
additional 
resources for the 
agencies would 
be minimal. 

Medium – 
they will 
coordinate 
schedules far 
in advance 

High – 
meeting held 
in central 
location or via 
phone 

 

Expand the Vehicles for Change Program 

Expanding the Vehicles for Change Program will be highly effective based on our 

criteria.  We expect that the outcomes of expanding the VFC program will substantially increase 
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the workforce participation rate.  Significantly, welfare clients in Vermont who received a 

vehicle through GNG were 19 percent more likely to find work than clients who did not receive 

a vehicle, and 73 percent of the participants in a study of the VFC program received better job 

offers or promotions. 

We propose allocating funds from the TANF block grant to support those entities with 

workforce participation rates of 46 percent or less.  As of December 2008, their combined 

caseloads totaled 9,453.  Since reportedly 10 to 20 percent of the enrollees of any one entity 

would greatly benefit from having a car, 20 percent of the combined caseload is 1,890 cases.  

Assuming that the VFC program will provide a positive benefit for 73 percent of participants, 

1,380 cases will begin contributing to Virginia’s workforce participation rate.  For each entity, 

this would increase their workforce participation rate by approximately 14 percent.  For the state 

as a whole, the rate would reach 50 percent. 

 Implementing the program designed above would cost $3,781,200, which would cover 

the $2000 subsidies.  This sum would come from the TANF block grant and maintenance of 

effort (MOE) funds.  Most importantly, this price tag is far lower than the fine that Virginia 

would face if Virginia does not meet the mandated workforce participation rate.  If Virginia fails 

to meet the work participation rate, the penalty is a $7.9 million reduction in the TANF block 

grant plus a requirement to increase state spending by $8.5 million, for a total of $16.4 million.  

In addition, for each successive year that Virginia misses the work participation rate, the penalty 

increases by $3.2 million.  So the penalty in the second year would be $19.6 million.   

As the income of participants increases, welfare payments will decrease, saving Virginia 

money in the long run.  Under the Vermont program, support payments by PATH decreased by 

about $80 per month once the client received the vehicle.  If this same approach were used in 

Virginia, it would save nearly $69,120 per year.  TANF offices would no longer have to pay high 

taxi fares, which could often reach $400 a month for a single client.  Assuming that, of the 

people who would be able to receive cars under this program, ¼ of them had been relying on 

taxis, Virginia would save $2,268,000 per year by avoiding paying the taxi fare. 
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Increasing the number of TANF clients with cars will increase the need for insurance and 

car repairs.  Currently, Diversion Assistance, a component of TANF, helps to pay for car repairs 

and insurance.  Generally, a family may receive up to 4 months of assistance (about $1100) at 

once in the event of a crisis situation, such as the family car breaking down and the client then 

losing his or her job because he or she cannot get to work.  To be eligible, the diversionary 

assistance must effectively address the crisis, and the family must agree to forego regular TANF 

for a period that is longer than the assistance they received.  If a client receives 4 months worth 

of assistance at once, they would be ineligible to receive TANF for 5 months and 10 days.  The 

upfront payment (as opposed to regular, incremental TANF), allows the client to get the car fixed 

so he or she can get back to work.   

Each month, roughly 200 such payments are made statewide, going out to 0.62 percent of 

the total statewide caseload.  These payments have an average monthly cost of $220,000 and a 

yearly cost of $2,640,000.  With the expansion of the VFC program, this number would likely 

increase.  Assuming that each of the 1,890 cases receives a vehicle, and assuming that 1 percent 

of those cases will need Diversion Assistance (slightly higher than the current state average), 

then this could cost Virginia an additional $20,790 per month or $249,480 per year. 

 
Costs and Benefits (yearly) 
Benefits 
   Avoiding reduction in TANF block grant    $7,900,000 
   Avoiding increased state spending requirement   $8,500,000 
   Not paying taxi fare      $2,268,000 
   Decreasing payments to recipients by $80 per month      $69,120 
 
Costs 
   Expanding the VFC Program      -$3,781,200    
   Increased Diversion Assistance         -$249,480 
 
Total         $14,706,440 in benefits to the state 
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 Expanding the VFC and Way to Go programs is highly feasible for a number of reasons.  

First, the design of the programs is already in place.  Second, the penalties imposed for not 

meeting a workforce participation rate of 50 percent are so high that it would cost Virginia more 

not to implement the program.  However, it may be difficult to find 1,890 available cars.   

Expanding the VFC program under the current design would be highly sustainable.  First, 

as noted earlier, the mean income of the recipients of vehicles will increase, so they will be able 

to become independent more quickly, either freeing up resources to help others or making it 

possible to maintain the statewide workforce participation rate at 50 percent for a lower cost.  

Under federal guidelines, enrollees are eligible to receive TANF payments for 60 months, 

costing roughly $15,300.  The subsidy to buy them a car is a mere $2000.  Considering that the 

average monthly case grant is $255 in has made up for the $2000 up-front cost.  Under this 

program, spending Virginia, within eight months the state would money saves money. 

 

Form Partnership with Community Colleges and Local Community Agencies 

 It is extremely important to have a strong relationship with the local community.  

Regardless of the specific office of region, TANF resources are limited.  Forging a lasting 

partnership with local community agencies will expand the resources available to TANF’s clients 

and will allows TANF workers to better serve their clients’ needs.  There is a wide range of 

services that can benefit TANF recipients, as mentioned in the section above.  While we believe 

it is best to partner any and all of these local community agencies, partnering with community 

colleges will be the most worthwhile and cost-effective decision, regardless of location.   

The goal of community colleges is inevitably to make their students job-ready.  TANF’s 

goal is to make their clients job-ready, in order to increase the workforce force participation rate.   

There are 23 community colleges across the state of Virginia, many of which are in close 

proximity to the 10 regions with the lowest workforce participation rates.  In return for the 

numerous services that community colleges can provide to TANF recipients TANF offices will 

be responsible for allocating some resources toward funding programs at the community 
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colleges, but this cost should be relatively low and will supplement, rather than create, programs 

since these programs will already be in place.  In order for TANF recipients to use the resources 

of community colleges, a contract between the TANF office and their local community college 

will have to be signed.  The guidelines of these contracts should be outlined depending on the 

specific needs of each of the offices.  

 

Increase Office Proximity 

Without any past evidence to go on, we were unable to determine the effects of moving 

the offices of the TANF, VIEW, and child daycare workers closer together.  However, such a 

move could not have a negative effect on the workforce participation rate.  If anything, increased 

communication between the workers would allow them to coordinate and trade ideas to help 

their clients.  In terms of cost effectiveness, we do not propose that new office space be built for 

the sake of this alternative.  Rather, only that available space is reorganized so as to facilitate 

quick and frequent communication.  There would be a small cost in terms of time spent moving 

people around, but the monetary cost would be inconsequential.  On the other hand, the benefits 

may be substantial.  Since this alternative is relatively uncomplicated, it scores highly in terms of 

feasibility.  It scores high in terms of sustainability; once offices have been rearranged there is no 

reason why they cannot remain that way. 

Hold Quarterly Conferences Among the Regional Specialists 

 This alternative could yield a significant increase in the workforce participation rate.  If  

an agency continues to see unsatisfactory performance in a particular component (such as Job 

Search), then they could compare the services they are offering with more successful agencies 

and then possibly change their services to better meet the needs of enrollees.  It also scores high 

in terms of cost effectiveness since it requires few additional resources and would cost each 

regional manager only four days a year.  At the request of certain agencies, funds may be 

necessary to analyze the availability and use of supportive services for transportation and 
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childcare; to evaluate the skills of job seekers both to seek and keep employment; and to support 

group job search activities with direct, hands on instruction in finding meaningful job leads.  

Because of its low cost and practicality, it is both feasible and sustainable.   

Increase SSF program funds to help clients with barriers to employment 

  

Clients with barriers to employment are particularly hard to employ.  By taking these 

clients out of TANF and putting them into SSF programs, the workforce participation will 

increase.  The size of the increase depends on the number of clients found to have such barriers 

who are moved in SSF’s.  This alternative is cost-effective.  It requires no additional state 

spending on welfare, though it does reallocate current state welfare spending to focus on 

programs for these clients. 

 This alternative is moderately politically feasible.  The recent increase in TANF funding 

in response to the economic climate will likely be the main subject of any welfare reform 

discussion.  Since the TANF funds cannot be directly used for SSF assistance, it may not be 

feasible at this time to expand SSF’s.  SSF’s have moderate sustainability.  SSF’s are susceptible 

to budget cuts since they depend solely on the state for support.    

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Due to political and economic constraints, it is not feasible for all of the policies outlined in 

this analysis to be adopted.  We have carefully selected four recommendations that we believe to 

be both economically and politically feasible.  The alternatives are listed below in according to 

cost-effectiveness and other criteria: 

1. Expand Vehicles for Change and Way to Go Programs. 

2. Develop stronger relationships between TANF agencies and community colleges. 
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3. Support good management practices through conferences and restructuring of 

office space. 

4. Expand Solely State Funded Programs. 

Transportation is, by far, the greatest challenge faced by TANF recipients.  Expanding the 

Vehicles for Change and Way to Go programs is the most cost-effective way to increase the 

workforce participation rate. 

Partnerships with any and all community agencies would prove to be extremely beneficial, 

but community colleges in particular have many relevant services to offer.  Extending these 

partnerships increases the resources available to TANF clients.  These resources increase the 

probability of clients finding and keeping jobs.  These partnerships are also financially feasible. 

As exemplified by the Harrisonburg office, proper internal organization can improve the 

workforce participation rate. A well-organized office with hard workers and clear flows of 

communication will result in more attention on the TANF recipients, and would likely result in a 

higher WPR. 

We have chosen to rank SSF’s last not because we believe they are ineffective compared 

with the other alternatives, but because they approach the problem in a different way.  Instead of 

increasing the workforce participation rate within the TANF program, SSF’s increase the rate by 

removing clients with barriers to employment from the program and placing them in a program 

that is more suitable for them.  This alternative does not increase the welfare cost to the state.    
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Appendix I: 

LOCALE 
WP
R 

Case
s 

Total 
Persons 

Total 
Amount 

Average 
grant/case 

Average 
grant/person 

Accomack 45 172 333 37413.07 217.52 112.35 

Albemarle 48 149 302 41897.67 281.19 138.73 

Alexandria 57 460 959 149220.95 324.39 155.6 

Alleghany 30 88 179 23479.63 266.81 131.17 

Amelia 23 57 129 15648.84 274.54 121.31 

Amherst 37 90 177 20786.48 230.96 117.44 

Appomattox 59 72 134 16376.47 227.45 122.21 

Arlington 53 286 535 84399.57 295.1 157.76 

Augusta 51 259 501 85249.24 329.15 170.16 

Bath 67 5 4 670 134 167.5 

Bedford County 60 187 370 42671.92 228.19 115.33 

Bland 38 26 50 5728.62 220.33 114.57 

Botetourt 20 24 44 5106.8 212.78 116.06 

Bristol 47 230 507 58486.03 254.29 115.36 

Brunswick 71 124 267 31152.12 251.23 116.67 

Buchanan 29 220 390 45405.58 206.39 116.42 

Buckingham 32 70 148 21788.04 311.26 147.22 

Campbell 47 264 509 61601.73 233.32 121.03 

Caroline 29 191 428 52204.76 273.32 121.97 

Carroll 56 128 271 30178.83 235.77 111.36 

Charles City 31 26 53 5918.79 227.65 111.68 

Charlotte 39 67 166 17569.83 262.24 105.84 

Charlottesville 62 323 638 106405.69 329.43 166.78 

Chesapeake 48 1163 2456 308659.05 265.4 125.68 

Chesterfield 49 853 1666 223458.32 261.97 134.13 

Clarke 18 19 36 4697.47 247.24 130.49 

Craig 25 8 17 1980 247.5 116.47 

Culpepper 46 156 336 38978.99 249.87 116.01 

Cumberland 48 67 128 14314.34 213.65 111.83 

Danville 47 519 1124 124138.11 239.19 110.44 

Dickensen 31 116 209 25474.79 219.61 121.89 

Dinwiddie 43 125 227 28625.99 229.01 126.11 

Essex 44 81 183 20500.1 253.09 112.02 

Fairfax 50 1278 2536 410254.57 321.01 161.77 

Faquier 55 136 259 32245.69 237.1 124.5 

Floyd 46 46 92 11797.19 256.46 128.23 

Fluvanna 45 33 51 6199.23 187.86 121.55 

Franklin City 48 95 180 22524.44 237.1 125.14 

Franklin County 25 226 475 57769.3 255.62 121.62 

Frederick 14 148 319 43066 290.99 135 
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Frederricksburg 54 168 393 60041.23 357.39 152.78 

Galax 32 69 146 15851.73 229.74 108.57 

Giles 39 35 63 7971.6 227.76 126.53 

Gloucester 34 101 188 21857.59 216.41 116.26 

Goochland 23 34 61 7236.72 212.84 118.63 

Grayson 35 44 83 10639.88 241.82 118.63 

Greene 35 44 99 10562.95 240.07 106.7 

Greensville 32 145 316 37491.64 258.56 118.64 

Halifax 21 225 486 53739.71 238.84 110.58 

Hampton 48 1246 2587 420226.62 337.26 162.44 

Hanover 37 151 308 36117.55 239.19 117.26 

Henrico 48 1330 2679 355306.23 267.15 132.63 

Henry 40 314 666 78096.87 248.72 117.26 

Hopewell 33 330 683 89421.2 270.97 130.92 

Isle of Wight 47 145 283 32612.97 224.92 115.24 

James City 48 112 211 24523.92 218.96 116.23 

King and Queen 38 23 44 4959.92 215.65 112.73 

King George 56 38 77 8861.88 233.21 115.09 

King William 42 41 81 9219.06 224.86 113.82 

Lancaster 32 38 95 11531 303.45 121.38 

Lee 41 258 493 54254.49 210.29 110.05 

Loudoun 40 272 538 68538.09 251.98 127.39 

Louisa 68 92 205 24501.79 266.32 119.52 

Lunenburg 0 45 103 11804.25 262.32 114.6 

Lynchburg 48 509 1034 134503.3 264.25 130.08 

Madison 29 38 79 11220.39 295.27 142.03 

Manassas 52 152 351 50934.32 335.09 145.11 

Manassas Park 64 54 112 16381.87 303.37 146.27 

Mathews 8 20 43 5811.42 290.57 135.15 

Mecklenburg 42 186 372 42834.76 230.29 115.15 

Middlesex 22 29 60 6648.44 229.26 110.81 

Montgomery 56 350 668 113184.17 323.38 169.44 

Nelson 39 41 89 9780.83 238.56 109.9 

New Kent 15 35 65 7564.8 216.14 116.38 

Newport News 49 1619 3481 453960.09 280.4 130.41 

Norfolk 50 2103 4705 606058.1 288.19 128.81 

Northampton 25 103 219 26539.25 257.66 121.18 
Northumberlan
d 18 22 39 4748 215.82 121.74 

Norton 38 62 135 14862.99 239.73 110.1 

Nottoway 9 132 296 32503.6 246.24 109.81 

Orange 38 73 148 17143.61 234.84 115.84 

Page 46 56 125 14849.33 265.17 118.79 

Patrick 48 115 228 26415.82 229.7 115.86 

Petersburg 34 568 1170 152055.38 267.7 129.96 

Pittsyvania 36 226 445 54135.62 239.54 121.65 
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Portsmouth 47 1241 2530 326571.24 263.15 129.08 

Powhatan 25 39 87 9700.95 248.74 111.51 

Prince Edward 55 146 279 34369.04 235.4 123.19 

Prince George 37 89 176 21845 245.45 124.12 

Prince William 49 1213 2507 393255.09 324.2 156.86 

Pulaski 47 167 320 36224.73 216.91 113.2 

Radford 33 76 164 20621.35 271.33 125.74 

Rappahannock 27 11 30 2877.8 261.62 95.93 

Richmond City 50 2675 5611 710741.74 265.7 126.67 
Richmond 
County 21 35 80 8170.84 233.45 102.14 

Roanoke City 34 1112 2392 315952.58 284.13 132.09 

Roanoke County 56 308 575 84557.08 274.54 147.06 

Rockbridge 27 47 86 10356.93 220.38 120.43 

Rockingham 59 132 252 34992.3 265.09 138.86 

Russell 57 232 464 52977.34 228.35 114.18 

Scott 34 193 376 43840.85 227.15 116.6 

Shenandoah 45 48 124 19985.39 416.36 161.17 

Smyth 43 160 367 39222.78 245.14 106.87 

Southampton 26 107 211 24802.8 231.8 117.55 

Spotsylvania 37 350 842 99210.97 283.43 117.82 

Stafford 51 283 605 72603.96 256.55 120.01 

Suffolk 62 456 940 118387.89 259.62 125.94 

Surry 30 49 113 12966.21 264.62 114.75 

Sussex 56 74 152 18500.07 250 121.71 

Tazewell 44 314 631 72480.66 230.83 114.87 

Virginia Beach 52 1067 2094 277846.91 260.4 132.69 

Warren 43 129 263 36738.45 284.79 139.69 

Washington 41 207 406 46896.47 226.55 115.51 

Westmoreland 38 79 175 19905.07 251.96 113.74 

Williamsburg 56 40 92 10780.89 269.52 117.18 

Winchester 59 96 202 27690.35 288.44 137.08 

Wise 34 439 864 99063.25 225.66 114.66 

Wythe 36 133 272 30911.62 232.42 113.65 

York 35 87 184 30928.47 355.5 168.09 

*Notes: Data for Highland not available.  Data taken from: 
http://www.dss.virginia.gov/geninfo/reports/financial_assistance/tanf.cgi 
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Appendix II: 
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Appendix III: Quick Reference Guides for TANF/VIEW workers by Nannette Foster 

Includes: Quick reference definitions for Data Warehouse and Tips for Improving the Workforce Participation Rate 

Qui ck ref erence def i ni t i ons used i n Dat a Warehouse “TANF Work Part i ci pat i on Rat e” Report s 
 

 Di sr egar ded cl i ent s ar e not  i n numer at or  or  denomi nat or   
o Al l  ot her  cl i ent s qual i f y f or  t he denomi nat or                    

 Sat i sf act or y cl i ent s qual i f y f or  t he numer at or                     
 Sat i sf act or y par t i ci pat i on i s cal cul at ed at  t he case l evel                    

               I f  one i ndi vi dual  i s sat i sf act or y, t he case i s sat i sf act or y and i n t he numer at or                   

                
Feder al  Repor t  Gr oup  
T1 I ndi cat es TANF 
M1 I ndi cat es VTP 

                   
Work Part i ci pat i on 
St at us 

 

01 
 

Di sregarded f r om par t i ci pat i on r at e, si ngl e cust odi al  par ent  wi t h 
chi l d under  12 mont hs. Ther e i s a 12-mont h l i f et i me l i mi t  on 
di sr egar di ng a f ami l y f r om t he al l  f ami l i es wor k par t i ci pat i on r at e 
(i .e., t he over al l  wor k par t i ci pat i on r at e) f or  t hi s r eason. 

05 Exempt , si ngl e cust odi al  par ent  wi t h chi l d under  age 6 and chi l d 
car e unavai l abl e 

07 Exempt , di sabl ed (not  usi ng an ext ended def i ni t i on under  a St at e 
wai ver ). (V5) 

11 Exempt , ot her . 
14 Requi r ed t o par t i ci pat e, but  not  par t i ci pat i ng; and not  subj ect  t o 

sanct i on f or  t he r epor t i ng mont h. 
15 Deemed engaged i n wor k -- si ngl e t een head-of -househol d or  mar r i ed 
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(sat i sf act or y) t een who mai nt ai ns sat i sf act or y school  at t endance 
16 
(sat i sf act or y) 

Deemed engaged i n wor k -- si ngl e t een head-of -househol d or  mar r i ed 
t een who par t i ci pat es i n educat i on di r ect l y r el at ed t o empl oyment  
f or  an aver age of  at  l east  20 hour s per  week dur i ng t he r epor t i ng 
mont h 

17 
(sat i sf act or y) 

Deemed engaged i n wor k -- par ent  or  r el at i ve (who i s t he onl y par ent  
or  car et aker  r el at i ve i n t he f ami l y) wi t h chi l d under  age 6 and par ent  
engaged i n wor k act i vi t i es f or  at  l east  20 hour s per  week.  

18 
 

Requi r ed t o par t i ci pat e and par t i ci pat i ng, but  not  meet i ng mi ni mum 
par t i ci pat i on r equi r ement s               

19 
(sat i sf act or y) 

Requi r ed t o par t i ci pat e and meet i ng mi ni mum par t i ci pat i on 
r equi r ement s 

 
Component assignments from ESPAS  

UNS EMP Unsubsidized Employment 

SUB PRI EMP Subsidized Private Employment  

WRK EXP  Work Experience   

ON JOB TRN On The Job Training   

JOB SRH JOB RDY Job Search/Job Readiness   

COM SRV PGM Community Service Programs 

VOC EDU TRN Vocational Education Training 

JOB SKL REL EMP Job Skills Training Related To Employment  

EDU NO HS DIP Education Directly Related To Employment With No High School 
Diploma  

SAT SCH ATN Satisfactory School Attendance  

     
Tips for Improving the Work Participation Rate: 
 
For Eligibility Works: 
 

 Code AERLRG, AEDEM3 & AECOMP screens correctly to allow ADAPT to correctly 
identify individuals that need to be included on the grant/ referred to VIEW. 

 Code AEGNFS correctly.  Make sure individuals clients who go from exempt to non-
exempt are referred to VIEW immediately and run EDBC. 
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 Non-parent caretakers included in the grant but listed as a VN need to be changed to a 
VR and referred to VIEW.  Non-parent caretakers included in the grant no longer meet 
an exemption. 

 If an individual is a V5 (temporary incapacity), make sure to set to complete the AEIDIS 
screen and enter the review date at the bottom of the screen. This will create an alert to 
obtain a new medial when the current one ends.  If the client fails to provide a new 
medical by the due date, they should be referred to VIEW immediately. 

 If the medical states the duration of the incapacity is permanent, you may use the 
medical for 1 year.  You will need to obtain a new medical at renewal, if the client does 
not provide the new medical, refer to VIEW. 

 If an individual is a V6, be sure to complete the AEIDIS screen to indicate this.  You will 
not need to obtain additional medicals for these individuals. 

 If an individual is listed as a V5 and then becomes eligible for SSI or permanently 
disabled, change the VIEW code to V6. 

 When a volunteer becomes mandatory for VIEW participation (either by the exemption 
ending or the volunteer period ending after 12 months in VIEW), be sure to update 
AEGNFS to reflect the mandatory status. 

 Impose sanctions as soon as administratively possible (typically the first of the following 
month) after receiving the request from the ESW.  An ANPA is to be sent to the client 
within 3 working days of the request to sanction. 

 Check the transfer in caseload and inform VIEW staff of VIEW mandatory case. 

 When closing a TANF case due to VIEW termination, change the VR to a VB.  This will 
prohibit a worker from approving a future TANF application unless the APR is signed as 
a condition of eligibility.  Once approved, remember to send a copy of the APR and a 
communication to the VIEW staff, these cases do not go too the queue since an APR 
has already been signed.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For VIEW Workers: 
 

 Whenever possible, enter the information into ESPAS the same day you complete the 
assessment/reassessment.  All information in ESPAS should be keyed within 3 working 
days.   

 Complete the initial assessment/ sign the APR as soon as possible ï policy encourages 
that the appointment should take place within 10 days of entering the queue and no later 
than 30 days.  Assign the client to begin to participate in work activities no later than the 
first day of the following month.  

 Schedule the next reassessment appointment during the current appointment whenever 
possible (for example, you assign the client to job search at the initial assessment.  You 
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can give the client the date/ time for the reassessment appointment before they leave 
your office and document the appointment time on the Activity and Service Plan.  If 
possible, you should also send the client a written reminder of this appointment 10 days 
before it is to take place.)  

 Reassessments should take place prior to the end of the assignment or as soon after the 
end of the assignment as possible.  You should AVOID any LAG time between 
assignments. 

 Check your math carefully ï make sure you have at least 20 hours in a Core activity per 
week and at least 35 hours of participation per week in core/non-core hours. 

 Complete job follow-ups/satisfactory participation reports and enter the data in ESPAS 
by the 15th of each month. 

 Begin the sanction process for non-compliance as soon as you are aware that the client 
has not completed an assignment.  The first step will be completing the Non-Compliance 
Checklist.  If you determine that the client did not have good cause for failing to complete 
the assignment, a sanction will be requested.   

 Check the  ñActive TANF/VIEW Cases With No Open VIEW Supplementò 
Report (#5 off the ESPAS report menu). These cases are receiving TANF,  
mandatory for VIEW and may not have been assessed in VIEW.             (Sanctioned, 
due to non-compliance with VIEW cases will also show up in this report). 

 Check the ñActive VTP Cases With No Open VTP Enrollment" report (#14 off the ESPAS 
report menu).  Make sure to close VIEW and open VTP in ESPAS for the month that 
VTP becomes effective  

 Check the Satisfactory Participation report on the 17th of each month, this report is rerun 
on the 16th to identify any VIEW case where participation was not keyed by the 15th.   

 
 

 

 

 

 


