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GLOSSARY 

ABAWD Able-bodied adult without dependents. 18- to 49-year-old adult who is 
not disabled and does not have dependents 

Apricot Financial system 
CA DSS California Department of Social Services  
CalWin Online system to support eligibility and benefits determination in 

California 
CBA California Bridge Academy. The SNAP Employment and Training pilot 

implemented in California 
CFN Career and family navigator 
Control group A group of individuals enrolled in a SNAP Employment and Training 

(E&T) pilot that was eligible for services available through existing 
SNAP E&T programs if such programs were available to the control 
group in the pilot location 

EDC Fresno County Economic Development Corporation  
EPIS Random assignment system used during enrollment 
ES Existing services. One of two control groups 
Food security Having access at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life. 

Individuals who experienced food access limitations due to lack of 
money or other resources are said to be food insecure 

Fresno County 
DSS 

The Fresno County Department of Social Services  

GED General Education Development. A group of subject tests which, when 
passed, certify that the test taker has high school-level academic skills 

ICP Individual career plan 
LWIA Local workforce investment area. A group of one or more counties that 

provide workforce development services 
MIS Management information system 
NS  No services. One of two control groups 
RAB Reading and Beyond 
Random 
assignment 

An experimental technique for assigning individuals enrolled in a SNAP 
Employment and Training pilot into research groups (a treatment or 
control group) 

Research group A group of individuals enrolled in a SNAP Employment and Training 
pilot that was either eligible for enhanced services (a treatment group) or 
eligible for services available through existing SNAP E&T programs 
where available (a control group) 
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SNAP Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program. A Federal nutrition 
assistance program 

SNAP E&T A program that assists SNAP participants in obtaining employment by 
providing services, such as job search assistance, job skills training, 
education, work experience, or workfare, and supports, such as assistance 
with transportation and child care costs 

SSI Supplemental Security Income. A Federal income supplement program 
TANF Temporary Assistance for Needy Families. A Federal grant program 

designed to help needy families achieve self-sufficiency 
TRAX Service receipt database 
Treatment group A group of individuals enrolled in a SNAP Employment and Training 

pilot that was eligible for the enhanced set of services developed under 
the pilot 

UI Unemployment insurance. A Federal program to provide unemployment 
benefits to eligible workers 

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Very low food 
security 

A severe form of food insecurity characterized by disrupted eating 
patterns and reduced food intake 

WIC Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children. A 
Federal assistance program that provides food, health care referrals, and 
nutrition education to low-income pregnant, breastfeeding, and non-
breastfeeding postpartum women, and to infants and children  

WIOA Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act  
Work registrant SNAP participant who has not met any Federal exemptions from SNAP 

work requirements and is therefore required to register for work 
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OVERVIEW 
This report presents interim findings from the evaluation of a SNAP Employment and Training 
(SNAP E&T) pilot— the California Bridge Academy (CBA)—that was implemented in Fresno 
County, California from January 2016 to December 2018. This was one of 10 pilots Congress 
authorized and funded as part of the Agricultural Act of 2014 to offer enhanced SNAP E&T 
services to assist SNAP participants in obtaining employment. The Fresno County Department of 
Social Services (Fresno County DSS) enrolled 3,930 SNAP participants into the pilot, with 
approximately half randomly assigned to be eligible for the enhanced services (the CBA group), 
16 percent eligible for existing SNAP E&T services (the Existing Services [ES] control group), 
and 38 percent not eligible for any SNAP E&T services (the No Services [NS] control group). 
The pilot mostly targeted work registrants, including families with children, unemployed or 
underemployed individuals, high school dropouts, individuals with a criminal history, 
disadvantaged individuals, or those with limited work experience. CBA services were voluntary 
and included 18 months of case management and support services, in-house basic education 
classes, job readiness workshops, education and training referrals, and subsidized employment 
opportunities. CBA also offered financial incentives for completing education and training and 
for remaining in services. 

The following are key interim findings for the four evaluation components from the report, 
which examines the experiences of individuals enrolled in the pilot through December 2017: 

• Implementation. Fresno County successfully developed most services, created partnerships, 
and enrolled individuals within a year of receiving the grant, which was a notable 
accomplishment. The pilot model was mostly implemented as intended, but staff initially had 
difficulty identifying and recruiting individuals for the pilot, which slowed enrollment and 
affected staff morale. Staff dissatisfaction, in part, led to a high staff turnover rate, which 
took time away from the management of the pilot.  

• Participation. Almost all individuals in the CBA group met with a career navigator, started 
an assessment, or received a support service. More than three-quarters of the CBA group 
ultimately started an employment or training-related activity, such as job readiness training, 
GED preparation classes, or occupational skills training. However, few individuals received a 
credential, certification, or degree in the first 12 month after random assignment. Just over a 
quarter of CBA group members exited the pilot within their first year, with most of these 
exits due to the participant deciding not to continue in services. 

• Impact. Although the CBA group was more likely than the NS and ES control groups to start 
and complete job search training activities and education and occupational skills training 
activities, CBA led to an increase in employment and earnings relative to the NS control 
group based on survey data, not UI data, did not lead to an increase in employment and 
earnings relative to the ES control group, and did not lead to an increase in the likelihood of 
participating in SNAP within the first year after individuals enrolled relative to either control 
group. These findings do not imply that CBA ultimately will not be effective in achieving its 
goal of increasing employment and reducing the need for public assistance, as longer-term 
results are needed to fully assess the impacts of CBA.  
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• Cost. Fresno County DSS and its partners and providers reported spending about $7 million 
from April 2015 to December 2017 on the planning and early implementation of CBA. 
About a quarter of the costs were for direct services, with case management and job readiness 
workshops being the largest of these costs. Direct service costs likely will represent a larger 
share of total costs when 2018 expenditures are analyzed and reported.  

This report presents an early assessment of the effects of CBA. A final report will examine the 
experiences of all individuals enrolled in the CBA pilot, present their outcomes over a longer 
follow-up period, and examine the benefits of the pilot’s new services relative to their costs. In 
doing so, the final report will provide more conclusive evidence about the effectiveness of CBA.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) is the primary source of nutrition 
assistance for many low-income people. By providing a monthly benefit to spend on food, the 
program aims to ensure that SNAP participants have adequate access to enough food to lead 
healthy, active lives. For some in the program, it also provides work supports to help them 
become economically self-sufficient. SNAP’s Employment and Training (E&T) program assists 
SNAP participants in obtaining employment by providing services, such as job search assistance, 
job skills training, education, work experience, or workfare, and supports, such as assistance with 
transportation and child care assistance costs.  

Despite the importance of SNAP E&T, information about approaches that most effectively 
connect SNAP participants to gainful employment is limited. For this reason, as part of the 
Agricultural Act of 2014, Congress authorized and funded pilots to test innovative strategies in 
the SNAP E&T program. In 2015, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), part of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), awarded grants to 10 States—California, Delaware, 
Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Mississippi, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington—which 
represented diverse service areas and populations. Pilots varied in whether they operated 
statewide, versus in select areas of a State, and whether they focused on urban communities, 
rural communities, or both. The majority of individuals the pilots targeted were work registrants1 
who were unemployed or underemployed and had significant barriers to employment, such as 
being homeless or having a criminal history or substance use disorder. Pilots also varied in the 
services they offered, but services typically included a skills and/or clinical assessment that 
determined individuals’ work readiness, skills, and barriers to employment; case-management 
services that developed and supported a detailed and individualized work and barrier-reduction 
plan for individuals; and support services, such as transportation, housing, and training and work 
supplies that supported individuals’ involvement in activities designed to reduce barriers to 
employment. Offered services also included a range of E&T activities, such as job readiness 
training, basic education, occupational skills training, and subsidized employment, although not 
every pilot offered all of these services. Each pilot enrolled 3,000 to 7,000 individuals for a total 
of 44,359 individuals across the 10 pilots. Funding for the pilots included a rigorous, longitudinal 
evaluation to assess whether the services offered through the pilots connected SNAP participants 
with jobs that would increase their incomes and reduce their need for nutrition assistance 
benefits.  

This interim report focuses on the one county in California where the pilot operated—Fresno 
County. It provides a detailed description of the pilot’s design and implementation and, using 
data for a one-year follow-up period, examines the services individuals received and presents 

 

1 Work registrants are SNAP participants who have not met any Federal exemptions from SNAP work requirements 
and are therefore required to register for work. Federal exemptions apply to individuals who are younger than 16 
or older than 59; physically or mentally unfit for employment; subject to and complying with work requirements 
for another program; a caretaker of a dependent child younger than 6 or an incapacitated individual; participating 
in a drug or alcohol treatment and rehabilitation program; employed at least 30 hours a week; or enrolled at least 
half time in a recognized school or training program. 
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findings about the short-term effectiveness of the pilot’s services. A final report will provide 
more comprehensive and conclusive evidence about the effectiveness of Fresno County’s pilot 
services, by examining individuals’ experiences over a longer (three-year) follow-up period and 
examining the benefits of the pilot’s new services relative to their costs. 

Fresno County pilot background 
In January 2016, the Fresno County Department of Social Services (Fresno County DSS), which 
administers SNAP, began enrollment in its pilot, the California Bridge Academy (CBA), in 
Fresno County.2 From January 2016 to June 2017, Fresno County DSS enrolled 3,930 SNAP 
participants into the pilot, mostly targeting work registrants, including families with children, 
unemployed or underemployed individuals, high school dropouts, individuals with a criminal 
history, disadvantaged individuals, or those with limited work experience. This interim report 
focuses on all 3,930 individuals who enrolled in the pilot, because enrollment was complete in 
June 2017. 

CBA services were voluntary. Services were provided through Reading and Beyond (RAB) and 
Fresno County Economic Development Corporation (EDC). CBA offered career-oriented 
services that included 18 months of case management, education, occupational skills training, 
support services, subsidized employment opportunities, and job retention services. CBA also 
offered financial incentives for completing education and training and for remaining in services.  

Evaluation overview 
The evaluation includes the following four components:  

1. An implementation analysis that documents the context and operations of each pilot; 

2. A participation analysis that examines the characteristics, participation levels, and service 
paths of individuals in the pilots;  

3. An impact analysis that identifies what works and for whom by examining impacts on 
employment and earnings, public assistance receipt, and other outcomes such as food 
security, health, well-being, and housing; and 

4. A cost analysis that describes the total and component costs of each pilot.3 

The evaluation used an experimental research design in which individuals eligible for SNAP 
E&T who were enrolled into the pilot were randomly assigned into the CBA group or one of two 
control groups. Individuals assigned to the CBA group were eligible for the enhanced set of 
services described above. Existing Services (ES) control group members were eligible for 

 

2 The California Department of Social Services provides general oversight for SNAP; however, SNAP is 
administered by counties in California. 

3 The final reports will include additional analyses for two of the study components. The participation analysis will 
also assess whether the presence of the pilots affected people’s decisions to apply for SNAP or to continue to 
receive SNAP benefits. The cost analysis will also include a cost-benefit analysis which estimates the return on 
each dollar invested in the pilots. 
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services available through the existing SNAP E&T program in the county. No Services (NS) 
control group members did not receive any SNAP E&T services. All research groups could 
receive services generally available in the community through programs such as the Workforce 
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) or through community colleges, nonprofits, or other 
organizations. The services available to individuals in the ES control group were identical to 
those available to individuals in the CBA group, except ES control group members did not 
receive financial incentives, in-house General Education Development (GED) preparation, or the 
opportunity to participate in subsidized employment. Because Fresno County had two control 
groups and one served only about 300 individuals per year, individuals were not enrolled evenly 
across the groups; about 48 percent of individuals enrolled were assigned to the CBA group, 38 
percent were assigned to the NS control group, and 16 percent were assigned to the ES control 
group. Through random assignment, the groups were similar when they enrolled into the pilot, 
on average, in all aspects. They differed only in the services they subsequently were eligible to 
receive. This design allows the evaluation to confidently attribute differences in outcomes 
between the groups to the enhanced SNAP E&T services rather than to other potential causes. 

Data sources used in the evaluation include administrative service use data to describe 
engagement and participation in services; unemployment insurance (UI) wage records to 
measure employment and earnings; SNAP administrative data to measure participation in SNAP, 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and Medicaid and the amount of SNAP and 
TANF benefits; and 12-month follow-up survey data to provide additional information about 
individuals’ service receipt, employment, and earnings, as well as food security, health, well-
being, and housing status. The evaluation also used implementation data collected from 
interviews with CBA staff and CBA group members, and cost and time-use data collected from 
the grantee and their partners and providers to estimate the cost of services and service 
components.  

CBA overview, service receipt, and costs 
Fresno County DSS and RAB staff developed the pilot based on the existing SNAP E&T 
program model in Fresno County because they hoped to demonstrate the effectiveness of the 
model. Fresno DSS also wanted to expand services to fill gaps in the current model and to offer 
services to many more individuals in more locations around the county. Fresno County DSS 
contracted with RAB to provide all of the core CBA services and with EDC to provide assistance 
with subsidized employment. 

Individuals assigned to the CBA group met with a staff person referred to as a career and family 
navigator (CFN) to complete an intake assessment and begin to develop their client/family plan. 
After completing the assessment and plan, the CFN determined what supports, referrals, or 
activities to offer. Individuals were required to complete job readiness workshops and could then 
be referred to education (including in-house GED preparation classes) or training providers in 
the community that offered these types of activities, or subsidized employment opportunities 
(offered through RAB). RAB also offered case management and support services over an 18-
month period, meaning unless an individual chose to leave, he or she would receive services for 
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18 months and then would exit CBA. Individuals in the CBA group also received financial 
incentives for completing education or training and for continuing to participate in services. 

The following provides details about the planned services, receipt of specific services, and costs 
of providing services during the interim period:  

Job readiness workshops. Individuals were required to participate in four day-long job 
readiness workshops before receiving other education or training activities. These workshops 
were facilitated by RAB staff and included resume preparation assistance, job search tips, and 
interview practice.  

GED preparation classes. RAB offered in-house GED preparation tutoring to CBA group 
members who needed to complete their GED. This tutoring allowed individuals to complete their 
GED preparation without the additional burden of finding and enrolling in an outside program, 
then finding transportation there. Individuals in the CBA group could work with outside 
providers if they preferred a more traditional classroom experience, and they could take 
advantage of both options if they chose.  

Subsidized employment. After completing the job readiness workshops, individuals were 
eligible to participate in subsidized employment for up to nine months. The goal of subsidized 
employment was to provide subsidized jobs to individuals in CBA who had little or no work 
experience. RAB contracted with EDC to recruit employers; maintain the Ready-to-Hire 
database, which was used for posting subsidized jobs; and handle employer agreements and 
subsidy payments. The CFNs referred individuals to the RAB employer liaisons who worked 
with individuals on interview skills and job searches using the Ready-to-Hire database. The 
employer liaisons conducted mock interviews with individuals to prepare them for job interviews 
and to build confidence. Implementation of the subsidized employment component was delayed 
because of negotiations between RAB and EDC, which managed the connection with employers; 
ultimately, few individuals started a subsidized employment opportunity in the first two years of 
the pilot.  

Case management and support services. During the 18-month service period, CFNs worked 
closely with the individuals to help them meet their goals. CFNs generally met with CBA group 
members weekly but were required to meet at least once a month. CFNs provided individuals 
with support services needed to reduce barriers, including expenses for transportation, work 
clothing and uniforms, prescription glasses, and other tools or necessary equipment for training 
or employment.  

Incentives. Individuals in the CBA group were offered two types of differential financial 
incentives, each with its own intention. The first incentive was provided to individuals who 
obtained a new full-time job after enrolling in the pilot and engaged in an occupational skills 
training program (while employed) to advance job-related skills and increase opportunities for 
promotion or advancement. The second was available to individuals who obtained a new full-
time job but continued to participate in CBA services after employment was secured. Individuals 
could obtain both types of incentives, if they met the criteria. During random assignment, those 
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assigned to the CBA group also were assigned to one of two groups that received differential 
incentives: one group received higher incentives (up to $360 for each type of incentive) and the 
other group received lower incentives (up to $240 for each type of incentive). The incentives 
accrued in an account maintained by RAB. Individuals could see funds deposited during the 18-
month service period but did not receive the lump sum payment until they completed CBA 
services at the end of the period. (No CBA group members included in this report had received 
incentives as it was an 18-month program, and this report covers only the first 12 months after 
random assignment.)  

Extent of CBA service receipt. According to administrative service use data, almost all of the 
individuals randomly assigned to the CBA group engaged in some type of service, meaning that 
they at least had a meeting with a career navigator, started an assessment, or received a support 
service. A high percentage of CBA group members (77 percent) ultimately started an 
employment or training-related activity after they completed intake and assessments such as job 
readiness workshops, GED preparation classes, or occupational skills training. Among 
individuals who started an activity, completion rates were highest for job club workshops (70 
percent) and occupational skills training (53 percent) and lowest for GED preparation classes (10 
percent). Few individuals received a credential, certification, or degree (including GEDs).  

Almost all CBA group members had at least one contact with a CFN, but only 39 percent of 
individuals received a support service. Among those who received a support, most CBA group 
members received assistance with training and work items, but less than half received 
transportation assistance.  

Individuals spent an average of 11 months in CBA, which means most individuals remained in 
the pilot for the majority of the 12-month analysis period. The few individuals who exited during 
the first year were generally in the pilot for at least six months after random assignment. These 
individuals often left because they no longer wanted to participate in services. However, because 
CBA services were available only to SNAP participants, some exits from CBA may have 
reflected exits from SNAP. As shown below, a sizable percentage of individuals who enrolled in 
the pilot exited SNAP in the first 12 months after random assignment.  

Pilot costs. Fresno County and its partners and providers reported spending $6,568,000 from 
April 2015 to December 2017 on the planning and implementation of CBA ($198,000 during the 
planning period and $6,370,000 on service delivery). The FNS grant funded 77 percent of these 
costs, and partners and providers leveraged other funding sources for the remaining 23 percent. 
Most of the costs (74 percent) during the planning period and first 18 months of operations were 
related to administration, including planning and development, management and oversight, and 
recruitment and enrollment ($4,880,000). The remaining 26 percent of costs were for direct 
services, with case management and job readiness or life skills workshops being the largest costs. 
The proportion of the total budget that is represented by direct service costs will likely increase 
over time.  
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Differences in service receipt for the CBA and control groups 
To provide context for the impacts of CBA, we examined differences in service receipt between 
the research groups based on survey data. These data capture any type of service received, 
regardless of whether it was provided through CBA or existing SNAP E&T, or whether it was 
generally available in the community through programs such as the Workforce Innovation and 
Opportunity Act (WIOA) or through community colleges, nonprofits, or other organizations. 
Without a meaningful service differential between the CBA and control groups, impacts on labor 
market and public assistance outcomes are unlikely to result. 

According to the survey data, service receipt rates were generally higher for individuals in CBA, 
relative to the each of the control groups. During the 12-month follow-up period considered in 
this interim report, the CBA group was more likely than each of the control groups to participate 
in job search assistance or training activities or in education and occupational skills training. 
About 75 percent of the CBA group participated in one of these activities compared with 31 
percent of the NS control group and 68 percent of the ES control group. The CBA group also had 
higher rates of participation than the control group in almost all types of education and 
occupational skills training activities. The magnitude of the differences varied for the CBA group 
(Exhibit ES.1), but were largest for general job skills training activities and occupational skills 
training (25 percentage points higher than the NS control group and 10 percentage points higher 
than the ES control group) and education activities (18 percentage points higher than the NS 
control group and 10 percentage points higher than the ES control group).  

Exhibit ES.1. Rates of participation in and completion of services were generally higher 
for the CBA group than the NS and ES control groups 

        





















































 


Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note: The full length of each bar represents the participation rate and the lower portion of each bar 

represents the completion rate. There is no completion rate available for job search training or 
assistance. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test. 

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
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CBA group members also were more likely than NS control group members to complete 
activities or programs and to earn an occupational certificate or license. Compared with 
individuals in the NS control group, individuals in the CBA group were 10 percentage points 
more likely to complete an activity. Individuals in the CBA group were also more likely to 
receive an occupational certificate or license than individuals in the NS control group (4 
percentage point difference). However, there were no statistical differences between the CBA 
group and the ES control group in the likelihood of completing activities or programs or earning 
a diploma, degree, certification, or license. 

For several types of activities, the differences in completion rates between the CBA group and 
the NS control group reflect the fact that individuals in the CBA group were more likely to start 
an activity than those in the NS control group. Among those who started an activity, there were 
no statistical differences between the CBA group and either of the control groups in the 
likelihood of completing an activity.  

CBA group members were more likely than those in the control groups to receive case 
management services and support services. Based on survey data, which take into account case 
management provided through CBA, existing SNAP E&T, or in any other programs in the 
community, 60 percent of the CBA group received case management compared to 18 percent of 
the NS control group (Exhibit ES.2). There were no statistical differences between the CBA 
group and the ES control group in the likelihood of receiving case management (60 versus 58 
percent).  

Exhibit ES.2. CBA group members were more likely than NS control group members to 
receive case management 

 
 

    

 

 
 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


 


 


 


 







     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

CBA group members also were more likely than those in the NS control group to receive support 
services (49 versus 29 percent; Exhibit ES.3). The largest differences were for the receipt of 
transportation assistance and work items (clothes, uniforms, tools, and other supplies and 
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equipment). There were no statistical differences between the CBA group and the ES control 
group in receipt of a support service, although the CBA group was less likely than the ES control 
group to receive housing assistance. 

Exhibit ES.3. CBA group members were more likely than NS control group members to 
receive support services  

 

   
       

 

   
 

     

 

 
   

 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


 


 






 


 




 


 

 







     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Transportation assisstance includes supports such as gas cards or bus passes. Childcare 

assistance includes vouchers or funds. “Other” included assistance with payment of utilities such 
as electricity, phone, heat, or gas; food assistance; and assistance with medical care. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Impacts of CBA on employment and SNAP participation 
We estimated the impacts of CBA on individual outcomes over the 12 months following random 
assignment. Before analyzing the data, we selected two primary (confirmatory) outcomes: 
employment (based on both the UI and survey data) and SNAP participation—both in the fourth 
quarter after random assignment, which is the most recent observed quarter. The primary 
outcomes were defined over the final quarter of available data because many CBA group 
members were expected to be engaged in education and training shortly after random 
assignment, thus possibly reducing their opportunity to be employed during those early quarters.4 
The estimated impacts on other outcomes are considered exploratory and are used to support 

 

4Although the level of earnings was an important outcome in the evaluation, we excluded it from the set of primary 
outcomes due to the generally greater variation in earnings as opposed to employment, which results in lower 
statistical power when identifying an impact on earnings relative to employment. Effects on earnings are 
important to assess because they can affect both SNAP participation status and food security.  
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findings for the Quarter 4 employment and SNAP participation outcomes by examining whether 
they have similar impacts.  

Employment and SNAP participation. CBA led to a statistically significant increase in 
employment based on survey data, but it did not lead to an increase in employment based on UI 
data (Exhibit ES.4). About 50 percent of CBA group members were employed in Quarter 4 
based on the UI data compared to about 49 percent of members of each control group. However, 
based on the survey data, Quarter 4 employment rates were 4 percentage points higher (with 
rounding) for CBA group members compared to the NS control group—48 versus 44 percent—
but were not statistically different between the CBA and the ES control group (48 and 45 
percent, respectively). In addition, CBA did not lead to changes in the likelihood of participating 
in SNAP in Quarter 4 (about 80 percent of CBA and control group members participated).  

Exhibit ES.4. CBA increased Quarter 4 employment based on survey data, but did not 
have an effect on employment based on UI data or SNAP participation 

   

 

 
 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   


 

 







     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation UI wage records, weighted data, SNAP employment 
and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data, SNAP employment and training 
evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Analyses of employment in Quarters 1, 2, and 3 provided information about changes in these 
measures throughout the year following random assignment. Based on UI and survey data, there 
were no statistically significant differences in employment between the CBA and control groups 
in these quarters when CBA group members were likely to have been participating in education 
and training services (Exhibit ES.5 and Exhibit ES.6).  
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Exhibit ES.5. CBA did not affect employment in any follow-up quarter, based on UI data 

              
 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 














 

     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation UI wage records, weighted data. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Exhibit ES.6. CBA did not affect employment in Quarters 1, 2, and 3, but increased 
employment in Quarter 4 relative to the NS control group, based on survey data  

 
     

 
     

 
     

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 







 

     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Earnings, hours worked, and other job characteristics. CBA led to an increase in earnings in 
Quarter 4 relative to the NS control group, according to both data sources. Based on UI data, 
CBA group members earned $187 more than NS control group members; based on survey data, 
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they received $352 more. Both estimated impacts were statistically significant. There were no 
impacts on earnings in Quarter 4 for the CBA group relative to the ES control group. Hours 
worked per week followed a pattern similar to earnings—CBA group members worked about 
two hours more per week, on average, in Quarter 4 relative to NS control group members. There 
were generally no impacts of CBA on the characteristics of jobs among the employed. 

SNAP participation, benefits, and exit. CBA did not lead to a statistically significant change in 
the likelihood of participating in SNAP or to a change in SNAP benefit amounts in any of the 
first four quarters after random assignment. SNAP participation and benefit amounts decreased 
each quarter after random assignment by about the same amount for each research group, 
resulting in nearly identical participation rates and benefit amounts in Quarter 4 (Exhibit ES.7). 
For example, between Quarters 1 and 4, SNAP participation rates decreased from 98 to 80 
percent among CBA group members—an 18 percentage point change. The same was true for NS 
control group members (18 percentage point change) and ES control group members (17 
percentage point change).   

Exhibit ES.7. CBA did not affect SNAP participation in any follow-up quarter 
   

   

   
   

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        























 

     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  

A little over a third of individuals in each research group exited SNAP within 12 months of 
random assignment, although SNAP exit rates were higher for CBA group members than for 
members of the ES control group (37 percent of CBA group members exited SNAP compared 
with 34 percent of ES control group members). The percentage of individuals who exited SNAP 
within the 12 months after random assignment include those who left and did not re-enter SNAP 
in the 12-month follow-up period, as well as those who left and re-entered before the end of the 
period. Thus, even though 63 percent of the CBA group participated in SNAP for the full year, 
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SNAP participation in Quarter 4 was higher (80 percent), reflecting that individuals left and re-
entered SNAP by Quarter 4.  

Consistent with the findings for SNAP participation rates, average SNAP benefit amounts for 
CBA group members were similar to those for control group members in all four quarters. 
Average SNAP benefit amounts were highest in Quarter 1 and decreased in each subsequent 
quarter, mostly reflecting people leaving SNAP over time.  

Impacts on other outcomes 
Although CBA did not affect the CBA group’s rate of participation in TANF relative to the rates 
of the control group, it decreased the average TANF benefit amount received in most quarters of 
the year relative to each control group. The largest differences were in Quarter 4, when CBA 
group members received $243 in TANF benefits, on average compared to $283 and $305 among 
the NS and ES control groups, respectively. 

CBA decreased the rate of food insecurity for individuals in the CBA group relative to those in 
the NS control group (46 versus 52 percent; Exhibit ES.8); there was no statistically significant 
difference relative to the ES control group (46 versus 48 percent). There were also no statistical 
differences between research groups in the rates of very low food security—a severe form of 
food insecurity. 

Exhibit ES.8. CBA decreased the rate of food insecurity relative to the NS control group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   


 







     

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Food security was measured over the 30 days prior to the survey interview. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/0.05/0.10 level, two-tailed test.  
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Among other outcomes, there generally were no statistically significant differences between the 
CBA group and control group members in levels of health, self-esteem and self-efficacy scores, 
and housing status. One exception was for individuals’ likelihood of screening positively for 
depression. About 18 percent of CBA group members screened positively for depression 
compared to 23 percent of NS control group members; there was no statistical difference in 
depression screening between CBA and ES control group members. 

Main conclusions and next steps 
The goal of the 10 SNAP E&T pilots was to test innovative strategies to increase SNAP 
participants’ employment and earnings and reduce their need for public assistance benefits. 
Although there was a meaningful contrast between the CBA and NS control groups in take-up of 
services, CBA led to an increase in employment based on survey data, but it did not lead to an 
increase in employment based on UI data and did not lead to changes in the likelihood of 
participating in SNAP relative to control group members during the 12-month follow-up period. 
There was a smaller contrast between the CBA group and the ES control group in take-up of 
services compared with the contrast between the CBA group and the NS control group, and no 
observed impacts on employment or SNAP participation for the CBA group relative to the ES 
control group. 

The findings related to SNAP participation make sense given the general lack of change in 
employment over the first year for CBA and control group members. Conceptually, SNAP E&T 
services are designed to increase employment and earnings and thus reduce the need for 
receiving SNAP or other public assistance. Although CBA group members were more likely than 
NS control group members to be employed and had higher earnings in Quarter 4 based on survey 
data, employment and earnings were similar to those for the NS control group in all other 
quarters based on both data sources and in Quarter 4 based on UI data. Moreover, the CBA and 
ES control groups had similar employment rates and earnings in all quarters.  

These overall findings do not imply that CBA will not be effective in achieving its goal of 
increasing employment and reducing the need for public assistance in the longer term. In fact, 
past studies of workforce programs have shown that it can take more than a year before 
economic impacts emerge (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’Amico et al. 2015). Indeed, CBA group 
members’ participation in education and training was similar across quarters and continued 
through Quarters 3 and 4, likely displacing employment during this period. Results from the 
longer-term follow-up period to appear in the final evaluation report, which will extend up to 
three years from random assignment, are needed to fully assess the impacts of CBA.  

Whether CBA will have a longer-term impact on employment and SNAP participation depends, 
in part, on the degree to which there is a difference between CBA and control group members in 
the services available to them, their take-up of services, and in their completion of programs. 
This is especially true for occupational skills training and education, particularly if individuals 
acquire a credential or certificate. The findings in this report suggest there was a contrast in 
service participation between individuals in the CBA group and the NS control group. Relative 
to the NS control group, the CBA group was more likely to participate in job search training 
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activities or in education and occupational skills training during the 12-month follow-up period. 
CBA group members also were more likely than NS control group members to complete 
activities or programs.  

The findings in this report also suggest there was a smaller contrast in service participation 
between individuals in the CBA group and the ES control group. Relative to the ES control 
group, the CBA group was only slightly more likely to participate in job search training activities 
or in education and occupational skills training during the 12-month follow-up period. However, 
there were no statistical differences between the CBA group and the ES control group in the 
likelihood of completing activities or programs or earning a diploma, degree, certification, or 
license. This was expected, as the CBA and ES groups were offered similar services with few 
exceptions—the ES group did not receive in-house GED preparation classes, subsidized 
employment, or incentives. During the 12 months following random assignment, few CBA group 
members participated in subsidized employment and incentives were not provided until 18 
months after random assignment. Therefore, the lack of impacts on individuals’ outcomes for the 
CBA group relative to the ES control group likely reflects this limited contrast in service receipt 
between the two research groups. 

In conclusion, this interim report presents a preliminary assessment of the effects of CBA. The 
findings are based on follow-up data from all individuals enrolled in the pilot but cover only the 
first year following random assignment for each individual. Furthermore, the report’s cost 
findings cover only the pilot planning and early implementation periods. For these reasons, the 
short-term outcomes presented in this report do not capture the full potential effects of CBA on 
individuals’ outcomes, or the pilot’s full costs. Notably, a sizable share of individuals (29 percent 
of CBA group members) were still receiving services through CBA or other programs when the 
12-month survey outcomes were measured. A final report will present individuals’ outcomes 
over a period of up to 36 months after random assignment and examine the benefits of the pilots’ 
new services relative to their full costs, thereby providing comprehensive and conclusive 
evidence about the effectiveness of CBA. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) is the primary source of nutrition 
assistance for many low-income people. By providing a monthly benefit to spend on food, the 
program aims to ensure that SNAP participants have adequate access to enough nutritious food 
to lead healthy, active lives. For some in the program, it also provides work supports to help 
them become economically self-sufficient. SNAP’s Employment and Training (E&T) program 
assists SNAP participants in obtaining employment by providing services, such as job search 
assistance, job skills training, education, work experience, or workfare, and supports, such as 
assistance with transportation and child care costs.  

Despite the importance of SNAP E&T, information about approaches that most effectively 
connect SNAP participants to gainful employment is limited. For this reason, as part of the 
Agricultural Act of 2014 Congress authorized and funded the SNAP E&T pilots. These pilots 
enable the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) and 10 
States to test innovative strategies to connect SNAP participants with jobs that increase their 
incomes and reduce their need for public assistance benefits. This legislation also funded a 
rigorous, longitudinal evaluation of these pilots.  

This report focuses on the one county in California where the pilot operated—Fresno County—
and provides a detailed description of the pilot’s design and implementation, the services 
individuals received, and findings about the short-term effectiveness of the pilot’s services. In 
the remainder of this chapter, we provide an overview of all 10 pilots (Section A) and the 
evaluation (Section B), describe the strategies California sought to implement and the 
characteristics of individuals enrolled in the pilot (Section C), and summarize the data sources 
and analytic approach used in conducting the evaluation (Sections D and E). We conclude the 
chapter by presenting a road map to the subsequent chapters of this report (Section F). 

A. Background of all 10 pilots  
In 2015, FNS awarded grants to California, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington, which represented diverse areas and 
populations (Appendix Table A.1). The service area varied across pilots, some operated 
statewide and others operated in select areas of a State, such as counties, community college 
districts, or local workforce investment areas (LWIAs). They also varied in the geography in 
which they operated, with some focusing just on rural communities, some just on urban 
communities, and some serving both. Each pilot enrolled 3,000 to 7,000 individuals for a total of 
44,359 individuals across the 10 pilots. 

The majority of individuals the pilot targeted were work registrants5 who were unemployed or 
underemployed, but most pilots targeted subsets of this population. Some projects focused on 

 

5 Work registrants are SNAP participants who have not met any Federal exemptions from SNAP work requirements 
and are therefore required to register for work. Federal exemptions apply to individuals who are younger than 16 
or older than 59; physically or mentally unfit for employment; subject to and complying with work requirements 
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able-bodied adults without dependents (ABAWDs)—18- to 49-year-old adults who are not 
disabled and do not have dependents. Other projects focused on groups with significant barriers 
to employment such as individuals who experience homelessness, have a criminal history, or 
have a substance use disorder.  

The services available varied across pilots, but they typically included (1) a comprehensive skills 
and clinical assessment that determines individuals work readiness, skills, and barriers to 
employment; (2) case-management services that develop and support a detailed individualized 
work and barrier-reduction plan for the individual; and (3) support services, such as 
transportation, housing, and training or work supplies (for example, uniforms, books, clothes, or 
tools) that support individuals involvement in activities designed to reduce barriers to 
employment. Offered services also included a range of E&T activities, such as job readiness 
training, basic education, occupational skills training, and subsidized employment. Under current 
statutes, existing SNAP E&T programs are not permitted to fund some of activities and services 
the pilots provided, such as subsidized employment, substance use disorder counseling, and 
mental health counseling. Appendix B provides additional details about SNAP E&T and SNAP 
work requirements.  

B. Objectives of the evaluation 
The evaluation includes the following four components:  

1. An implementation analysis that documents the context and operations of each pilot; 

2. A participation analysis that examines the characteristics, participation levels, and service 
paths of individuals in the pilots;  

3. An impact analysis that identifies what works and for whom by examining impacts on 
employment and earnings, public assistance receipt, and other outcomes such as food 
security, health, well-being, and housing; and 

4. A cost analysis that estimates the costs of pilot services.6 

A challenge for any impact analysis is that individuals who receive services might differ from 
those who do not receive services. This makes it difficult to determine whether differences in 
outcomes are a result of the services or are driven by the pre-existing differences between 
individuals who did and did not receive services. To overcome this challenge, the evaluation of 
each pilot used an experimental research design in which individuals eligible for SNAP E&T 
who were enrolled into the pilot were randomly assigned into treatment and control groups that 
were offered differing arrays of services. Treatment group members were eligible for the 

 

for another program; caretakers of a dependent child younger than 6 or an incapacitated individual; participating 
in a drug or alcohol treatment and rehabilitation program; employed at least 30 hours a week; or enrolled at least 
half time in a recognized school or training program. 

6 The final reports will include additional analyses for two of the study components. The participation analysis will 
also assess whether the presence of the pilots affected people’s decisions to apply for SNAP or to continue to 
receive SNAP benefits. The cost analysis will also include a cost-benefit analysis which estimates the return on 
each dollar invested in the pilots. 
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enhanced set of services developed under the pilot, and control group members were eligible for 
services available through existing SNAP E&T programs or services available to the community. 
Through random assignment, the groups were, on average, similar in all aspects when they 
enrolled into the pilot. They differed only in terms of the services they subsequently were 
eligible to receive. This design allows the evaluation to confidently attribute differences in 
outcomes between the two groups to the enhanced services rather than to other potential causes. 

The reports being issued at this time present interim findings for each evaluation component. The 
implementation and cost analyses describe the planning and early implementation periods of the 
pilots, but do not cover the full period in which services were offered and costs were incurred. 
Similarly, the findings in the participation and impact analyses are based on services received 
and outcomes measured during the approximate 12 months after each individual entered the 
pilot, from the start of enrollment (which ranged from January to April 2016 across the pilots) 
through the end of 2017. In addition, these findings are reported for most of the individuals (87 
percent) eventually enrolled in the pilots. The full effects of the new services may not have 
materialized during this short-term, 12-month follow-up period, especially for some individuals 
who were still receiving services at the 12-month point. In addition, some pilots continued to 
enroll individuals in 2018 and provide services in 2018 and 2019. The pilots’ final reports will 
provide more conclusive evidence about the ultimate effectiveness of the pilots’ services. These 
reports will examine the experiences of all individuals enrolled in the pilots and will follow their 
outcomes over a period of up to 36 months after random assignment. The final reports will also 
examine the benefits of the pilots’ services relative to their costs. 

C. Overview of California CBA 
California began enrollment in the California Bridge Academy (CBA) in Fresno County on 
January 21, 2016. CBA operated in nine sites within the county—six urban and three rural 
(Exhibit I.1). In the year before Fresno County began CBA enrollment, the average 
unemployment rate in the county was 10.2 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2019).     

Exhibit I.1. CBA locations  
California Department of Social Services (CA DSS) provides general 
oversight for SNAP; however, SNAP is administered by counties in 
California. Fresno County Department of Social Services (Fresno County 
DSS) administers the SNAP E&T program in Fresno County. The program is 
voluntary and serves a small number of individuals each year. The existing 
SNAP E&T services focus on developing detailed plans to help individuals 
and their families move from public assistance to self-reliance, by providing 
18-months of case management, assistance connecting individuals to 
education and training, providing job search assistance, and helping all 

family members with their needs.   

To evaluate the service model offered under the existing SNAP E&T program and to expand 
services, DSS developed a pilot based on the E&T program but provided more robust services 
and supports. The voluntary pilot targeted work registrants, including families with children, 
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unemployed or underemployed individuals, high school dropouts, individuals with a criminal 
history, disadvantaged individuals, or those with limited work experience. CA DSS oversaw the 
pilot, but Fresno County DSS administered it and contracted with Reading and Beyond (RAB) 
and Fresno County Economic Development Corporation (EDC) to offer career-oriented services 
that included 18 months of case management, education, in-house training and referrals to 
occupational skills training opportunities in the community, support, subsidized employment 
opportunities, and retention services. CBA also offered financial incentives for completing 
education and training and for remaining in services.  

Exhibit I.2. CBA characteristics 

Characteristics  

Pilot operation period January 2016 to December 2018 

Location 9 sites in Fresno County, California 

Grantee agency California Department of Social Services (CA DSS)  

Key partners and providers Reading and Beyond (RAB), Fresno County Economic Development 
Corporation (EDC). 

Target population Work registrants: families with children, unemployed/underemployed, 
high school dropouts, individuals with a criminal history, 
disadvantaged individuals, and those with limited work experience. 

Number enrolled from January 
2016 through June 2017 

3,930 

Program type Voluntary  

Existing SNAP E&T program Fresno offered 18-months of case management, assistance 
connecting individuals to education and training, job search 
assistance, and wrap around services for members of the individual’s 
family.  

Key CBA services CBA offered 18-months of intensive case management, basic and 
post-secondary education, in-house training and referrals to 
occupational skills training opportunities in the community, subsidized 
employment, job search assistance, support services, and job 
retention services. CBA also offered financial incentives for skill 
upgrades and service retention.  

From January 2016 to June 2017, Fresno County enrolled 3,930 individuals into the pilot. 
Interested individuals were randomly assigned into one of three research groups: a treatment 
group (referred to as the CBA group) who received enhanced SNAP E&T services (1,801 
individuals), a No Services (NS) control group who received no SNAP E&T services (1,497 
individuals), and an Existing Services (ES) control group who received existing SNAP E&T 
services (635 individuals).  

Exhibit I.3 displays the key characteristics of all individuals who enrolled in the pilot from 
January 21, 2016, to June 2017 (see Appendix Table C.1). The characteristics represent 
individuals’ statuses at the point of random assignment. Individuals in the pilot were primarily 
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Hispanic (61 percent) and female (60 percent). Individuals were age 35, on average. Seventeen 
percent were married or cohabitating, and 47 percent lived in households with children. About 
one quarter of those enrolled did not have a high school diploma. The majority of individuals had 
been employed at some point (93 percent) but only 22 percent were employed at the time of 
random assignment. 

Exhibit I.3. Baseline characteristics of individuals enrolled in the pilot  

 
Source: SNAP E&T baseline information registration form (January 2016 through June 2017 data). 
Note: All values are percentages unless otherwise noted. Individuals in the pilot consist of all CBA and 

control group members who completed a baseline enrollment registration and did not 
subsequently choose to revoke their consent to participate in the evaluation. (n=3,895). 

This report focuses on individuals who enrolled in the pilot through December 2017. CBA 
completed pilot enrollment in June 2017 with a final size of 3,930 individuals and continued 
providing services through December 2018. The final report will include analysis of data on all 
individuals enrolled in the pilot from the beginning to the end of pilot operations. 

D. Data sources 
Data to support the evaluation were collected from multiple sources:   

1. Baseline registration form. After obtaining study consent, pilot intake staff collected 
baseline information about individuals in the pilot. This included their demographic 
characteristics, employment histories, and receipt of public assistance. Baseline data were 
collected for all CBA and control group members. 



I. Introduction 

  6 

2. Implementation data. The implementation data analyzed for this report were collected 
during two rounds of site visits in July 2016 and June 2017. The site visits included 
interviews with DSS and State-level staff, SNAP eligibility staff, and CBA service provider 
staff; structured observations of service provider operations; in-depth interviews with CBA 
group members; and focus groups with individuals enrolled in CBA. We also used 
information obtained during technical assistance and monitoring site visits and telephone 
calls conducted during the planning period and throughout the interim analysis period.  

3. Administrative service use data. CA DSS and their partners and providers collected and 
shared administrative data that documented the types of training, education, and services they 
provided to CBA group members and, where applicable, to control group members. The 
administrative data analyzed for this report included information on service receipt from the 
date of random assignment for each individual through either the last known date of 
engagement or June 2018. 

4. Unemployment insurance wage records. Data on employment status and earnings were 
obtained from State unemployment insurance (UI) wage records. We obtained data for each 
individual in the pilot with earnings for eight quarters (two years) before the date of random 
assignment and for four quarters after random assignment (through June 2018) for 
individuals who were randomly assigned through June 2017. The data contain earnings 
amounts for each quarter, which we also used to construct indicators of quarterly 
employment status.  

5. SNAP administrative data. The Fresno County DSS agency provided SNAP administrative 
caseload data. These were used to construct measures of receipt of public assistance (SNAP 
and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families [TANF]), SNAP and TANF benefit amounts, 
and income, and to characterize individuals’ recent history of SNAP participation. Monthly 
data were provided for all individuals in the pilot from one year before random assignment 
through June 2018.  

6. 12-month follow-up survey. The 12-month follow-up survey provided information on 
service receipt and outcomes. We conducted telephone surveys with individuals enrolled in 
the pilot through June 2017 (2,245 CBA and control group members in Fresno County). The 
survey asked for information about individuals’ service receipt, employment, and earnings in 
the 12 months after random assignment. It also asked for information on food security, 
health, well-being, and housing status. 

7. Cost data. To estimate CBA costs, we collected data from cost workbooks completed by CA 
DSS, Fresno DSS, and RAB and partners and providers and from time-use surveys. The 
workbooks were the basis for calculating total costs and describing the categories of costs for 
the CBA group, including costs for staff, direct services, supplies and equipment, and 
overhead and operations. A staff time-use survey helped estimate the costs of service 
components by accounting for how staff responsible for providing direct CBA group services 
spent their time.  

For the final evaluation analysis, we will collect additional follow-up data from several of these 
sources. These include a second follow-up survey administered about 36 months after random 
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assignment for the same set of individuals who responded to the 12-month survey, and UI wage 
records and SNAP administrative data through mid- to late 2020 for all individuals enrolled in 
the pilot. We will present findings from the analyses of these data and describe any changes to 
each pilot’s service model in the final report. The final report also will include implementation 
data from a third round of site visits conducted in fall 2018 and administrative service use data 
and cost data obtained through the end of CBA’s service period (December 2018). The final 
report also will present a benefit-cost analysis that will compare final costs for CBA and control 
group services (including estimates of costs per person) with final CBA benefits, from the 
perspectives of individuals, government, and society. 

E. Analysis approach 
The findings presented in this report are based on a comprehensive set of analyses:  

1. Implementation analysis. The implementation analysis summarizes and synthesizes the data 
collected through site visits as well as technical assistance and monitoring telephone calls to 
describe pilot planning and operations that occurred from the start of the pilot through June 
2017. We organized the data by topic, interviewee, and pilot office, to facilitate analysis by 
type of respondent (for example, grantee or partner).  

2. Participation analysis. The participation analysis uses administrative service use data to 
summarize engagement and participation in services over the 12 months following random 
assignment for all CBA group members randomly assigned through June 2017. We created 
timelines for each CBA group member to describe when they started to receive services and, 
if services were completed, the end dates. This allowed us to estimate the order in which 
individuals typically proceeded through activities and the overall length of time they spent in 
CBA.  

3. Analysis of differences in service use between CBA and control groups. This analysis 
statistically compares receipt of services among CBA and control group members over the 12 
months following random assignment. Understanding the differences in service use between 
treatment and control groups provides context for understanding the impacts on employment, 
earnings, and receipt of public assistance. The analysis is primarily based on 12-month 
survey data, which are available for both CBA and control group members. It also uses 
administrative data analyzed in the participation analysis when information on the use of 
specific services is available for both CBA and control group members. 

4. Analysis of impacts on employment and well-being outcomes. We estimated impacts of 
CBA on individual outcomes over the 12 months following random assignment using UI 
wage records, SNAP administrative data, and 12-month survey data. Examined outcomes 
include employment, SNAP participation, and earnings, as well as receipt of public 
assistance other than SNAP, food security, health, well-being, and housing status. Impacts 
are estimated for individuals randomly assigned through June 2017. With an experimental 
design, unbiased impact estimates are attainable from the differences between average 
outcomes of the treatment and control groups. However, we used regression procedures that 
controlled for individual characteristics that were highly predictive of the outcomes. We 
chose these procedures to improve the precision of estimates and adjust for small baseline 
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differences between groups that may have arisen by chance, for survey nonresponse, or for 
missing administrative records data.7  

5. Cost analysis. Using data on costs provided by DSS and service providers, we used the 
“ingredient” approach to build up total CBA cost estimates from all reported direct and in-
kind costs. We also collected and used data on the percentage of time direct service staff 
spent on key activities and services to estimate the cost of specific services.  

For many of these analyses, we examined subgroups that may have been affected differently by 
the services offered to the CBA group. We analyze impacts and service use for groups of 
individuals defined by their status at the time of enrollment, such as the presence of children in 
the household, work experience, income, age, and presence of severe barriers to employment. 
The findings for the subgroup analysis are included in the appendices. 

F. Organization of this report 
The remainder of this report is organized as follows: 

1. Chapter II describes the planning and implementation of the pilot, the ways in which its 
implementation differed from the original design, challenges experienced, and responses to 
these challenges. 

2. Chapter III presents findings from the participation analysis, describing the services that 
individuals in the CBA group received during their first year after random assignment. 

3. Chapter IV describes differences between CBA and control groups in terms of receipt of 
services. 

4. Chapter V presents findings from the analysis of the impact of CBA on employment, 
earnings, benefit receipt, and other outcomes. 

5. Chapter VI describes the costs of services CBA group members received from CA DSS and 
the partner and provider organizations. 

6. Chapter VII offers conclusions and more fully describes what the final evaluation report will 
include. 

 

7Analyses in this report test for statistical significance at the 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 levels. The 0.10 level was used 
because the evaluation is assessing the effectiveness of new interventions for which there is no prior evidence of 
effectiveness for SNAP participants. A more stringent statistical significance threshold is often used when 
evaluating ongoing programs for which there is an established literature on program effects based on prior studies. 
Using a more stringent statistical significance threshold in the current evaluation would have reduced statistical 
power and limited our ability to identify and highlight promising sets of services offered through the pilots. By 
using a 0.10 statistical significance level, the evaluation aims to build knowledge in the field of workforce 
development for SNAP participants, on which future SNAP E&T evaluations can expand and eventually apply 
more stringent tests of effectiveness once programs and service models have been established for a longer period 
of time. 
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Appendices B to F present findings from auxiliary analyses and for subgroups. A technical 
supplement in a separate volume includes appendices that describe the data and methodology in 
more detail.8 

 

8 The supplement provides additional information about the analysis approach. Specifically, we describe our 
analytical approach, including additional details on the study design, analytic weights, approach to addressing 
missing data due to survey-item nonresponse, and impact estimation approach.  
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II. IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS 
This chapter describes the planning and implementation of the pilot. The findings are based on 
qualitative analysis of the data collected through telephone calls and in-person interviews with 
staff from CA DSS, Fresno County DSS, RAB, and the Fresno County EDC leadership and 
service provider staff; a focus group with individuals actively participating in CBA services; and 
case studies with two CBA group members (in which we interviewed the individuals, observed 
activities, and interviewed CBA staff working directly with each individual) to better understand 
their experiences with CBA. Information from the focus group and case studies are included to 
provide context; however, we spoke to a small number of individuals in the pilot, so their 
experiences and opinions are not necessarily representative of the entire CBA group. Data 
presented in this report were collected during the planning and early implementation periods of 
the pilot, from March 2015 through June 2017 (Exhibit II.1 provides a pilot timeline). Fresno 
County made changes to its services between July 2017 and December 2018; however, changes 
made after the second round of implementation interviews will be discussed in the final report.  

Exhibit II.1. Pilot timeline 

Pilot activity Date 
Grant awarded March 2015 
Enrollment began January 2016 

Enrollment ended June 2017 

Services ended December 2018 

In Section A of this chapter, we provide information about the pilot background. In Section B, 
we describe the planning and early implementation process. In Section C, we detail pilot services 
and operations, including the recruitment and enrollment process; control group services and 
pathways; and CBA group services and pathways, management and collaborations, service 
receipt patterns, barriers among CBA group members, staffing, and performance reporting. 
Finally, in Section D, we summarize the key findings discussed in this chapter.  

A. Pilot background 
Fresno County DSS operated a small SNAP E&T program for several years before the pilot 
began. DSS contracted with local nonprofit RAB to provide job training and wraparound 
services to reduce barriers to employment for about 200 individuals and families per year. It 
offered the services at three locations across the county. RAB felt the program was effective in 
helping families move to employment, but it was unable to scale up the program across the 
county because it could not find needed funds to expand the program. The RAB board originally 
approached Fresno County DSS about its interest in submitting an application for the pilot. RAB 
hoped to demonstrate the effectiveness of the CBA model so it could expand it to other counties 
in California. It also hoped to experiment with the effectiveness of the enhanced services.  

For the existing SNAP E&T program, RAB offered a tiered approach to self-reliance, assisting 
job-seeking adults as they transitioned from obtaining a job, to obtaining a better job, to 
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developing a career. A central component of the model was 18 months of case management 
services. Individuals received an in-depth assessment and then, with their case manager, 
developed a detailed plan that included both short-and long-term goals and a plan for how to 
meet them. Additional services included job search assistance, connection with education and 
training, and help for families based on their specific needs. Once an individual gained 
employment, the case management focused on job retention. Under the pilot, RAB continued to 
offer the existing E&T program to ES control group members and the CBA group received these 
services as well as enhanced services. These enhanced services included subsidized employment 
(which was not an allowable SNAP E&T activity), in-house General Education Development 
(GED) preparation, and financial incentives for program retention and completion.  

RAB expanded CBA to nine locations around the county, including six urban sites and three 
rural sites. Fresno DSS and RAB selected the sites based on the SNAP caseloads and potential 
number of recipients. The CBA services were originally designed to serve individuals who had 
children, as RAB served both individuals eligible for SNAP E&T and their children. The pilot 
expanded the target population to include any work registrant who volunteered for the pilot, 
because RAB and Fresno DSS wanted to serve the broadest population possible, including 
ABAWDs. 

B. Pilot planning and implementation 
CA DSS, Fresno County DSS, and RAB were all actively involved in pilot planning. For the first 
year of planning in 2015, the team met biweekly. Each organization was responsible for specific 
administrative tasks during the planning period, but all worked together to develop the pilot. CA 
DSS primarily led pilot contractual and budgetary tasks. Fresno County DSS led service contract 
development, trained county eligibility staff, and oversaw the providers. RAB directly contracted 
with EDC, located new office space for the six new locations in the county, and hired new staff. 
It also trained the staff on the recruitment and random assignment process and developed a data 
system called TRAX to track service receipt. The steep ramp up resulted in growing pains as 
RAB worked to onboard multiple new staff members, ensured the new sites were fully up and 
running, and recruited a substantially higher number of SNAP participants for E&T services than 
before the pilot.  

Fresno DSS and RAB viewed the pilot as an opportunity to expand E&T services and capacity. 
RAB developed new in-house GED preparation services, and Fresno DSS and RAB worked 
together to develop subsidized employment activities.  

State and Fresno DSS did not add new staff for the pilot instead allocating time for existing staff. 
RAB hired numerous staff, including two employer liaisons to work with the EDC on subsidized 
employment placements, two education navigators to provide in-house GED preparation 
services, and 28 new case managers, referred to as career and family navigators (CFNs), who 
provide case management. RAB also hired three lead career and family navigators, one financial 
liaison, and one partnership manager. In total, it hired 37 new staff members for new offices to 
provide CBA services as well as existing SNAP E&T services. 
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Fresno DSS trained its eligibility workers on updated intake procedures for identifying work 
registrants in October and November 2015. Fresno DSS developed a process for eligibility 
workers to code an existing field in the county’s CalWIN eligibility system to indicate that the 
individual had been told about the program during an interview and was interested in 
participating. Using that indicator, once a month, Fresno County DSS pulled a “warm referral” 
report for RAB that included the individual’s name, contact information, case ID, and zip code. 
RAB used the report to make phone calls to recruit individuals into the pilot.   

In preparation for the pilot, RAB recognized the need for a greater ability to customize the 
collection of service data for all individuals in the pilot than their current system allowed. They 
developed a new stand-alone data system to allow maximum flexibility in capturing all the data 
required for the pilot. RAB used a customizable off-the-shelf database system called TRAX to 
store and manage its administrative service use data. RAB was able to develop and customize 
this database in time for the pilot start date and collected service data using this tool for the 
entirety of pilot implementation. Although the system collected all required data from the start, 
not all data was initially in a usable format for extracting data and reporting, especially data 
related to pilot exits and unsubsidized and subsidized employment activities. RAB worked with 
TRAX system developers to make enhancements so that staff could develop reports for 
monitoring the pilot. Fresno County DSS, RAB, and EDC regularly reviewed TRAX service data 
to ensure that individuals in the CBA group and the ES control group were flowing smoothly 
through the service pathway (how individuals move through services and activities). 

Because the framework of the CBA services and the service providers were already in place in 
Fresno, the planning and start of the pilot were relatively straightforward. Therefore, Fresno 
began enrollment in its pilot on January 21, 2016. However, early on, CBA was not meeting its 
enrollment targets. Two primary factors contributed to the gap. One technical problem involved 
the list of warm referrals DSS was sending to RAB for recruitment. Once DSS and RAB 
addressed this problem, the number of referrals on the list immediately increased. Additionally, 
DSS eligibility workers were not taking the time to explain the pilot to SNAP participants and 
make the referral, because they themselves were not familiar with it. To close the gap, RAB staff 
began attending DSS eligibility workers’ meetings to introduce themselves and explain the pilot. 
DSS also featured the pilot in staff newsletters and other communication materials, including a 
video newsletter produced for staff called “Good Morning Fresno DSS.” The DSS and RAB 
efforts increased the rate of enrollment, and ultimately, the pilot exceeded enrollment targets. 
Finally, implementation of the subsidized employment component was delayed because of 
negotiations between RAB and the EDC who managed the connection with employers. The late 
start of subsidized employment contributed to the low enrollment in that program component. 
Overall, though, the organizations were pleased with the planning and early implementation of 
the pilot.   

In addition, the pilot shifted RAB’s target population for CBA to ABAWDs, which was 
challenging for CFNs. Because it based many of its best case management techniques for 
motivating individuals on a two-generational model, it had to change its approaches to motivate 
individuals without children, especially in how they talked about goal setting with individuals 
participating in CBA.  
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C. Services and operations 
When the pilot began enrollment in January 2016, Fresno County DSS targeted work registrants, 
including the unemployed/underemployed, high school dropouts, individuals with a criminal 
history, and individuals with limited work experience. As Exhibit II.2 describes, Fresno County 
eligibility staff recruited individuals and then referred them to RAB for random assignment. 
Individuals assigned to the NS control group were not offered any SNAP E&T services; 
individuals assigned to the ES control group received existing SNAP E&T services; and 
individuals assigned to the CBA group immediately began their assessment. RAB offered case 
management, job readiness workshops, education, occupational skills training, support services, 
and job retention to both the CBA group and ES control group. Individuals in both groups could 
receive services for 18 months by the end of the pilot, meaning unless an individual chose to 
leave, he or she would receive services for 18 months and then would exit CBA. Individuals in 
the CBA group received an additional set of enhanced services consisting of in-house GED 
preparation activities, subsidized employment, and financial incentives for completing education 
or training and for continuing to participate in services.  

Exhibit II.2. Pilot flow and pathways 
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1. Recruitment and enrollment 

The CBA recruitment process began with Fresno County DSS. Fresno DSS provided RAB with 
two lists for recruitment: one was a list of all work registrants in Fresno County; the other was 
the warm referral report that was compiled after DSS eligibility workers confirmed individuals’ 
interest in participating at SNAP certification interviews. The eligibility worker flagged 
interested persons in the system and generated a monthly list for RAB containing each persons’ 
contact information (referred to as the warm work registrant referral list). CFNs called 
individuals on both lists to invite them to a one-on-one in-person meeting. When inviting 
individuals to the in-person meeting, RAB also offered a gift card incentive for individuals 
attending the interview if the individual chose to be randomly assigned. Staff discussed the 
services and expectation for participation with individuals who attended the one-on-one in-
person meeting and conducted a short assessment to confirm their interests. RAB then completed 
the consent and registration process with interested individuals and randomly assigned them into 
one of the three research groups. Because Fresno County had two control groups and one served 
only about 300 individuals per year, individuals were not enrolled evenly across the groups; 
about 48 percent were assigned to the CBA group, 38 percent were assigned to the NS control 
group, and 16 percent were assigned to the ES control group.  

The early months of the pilot brought challenges with the enrollment and recruitment process 
related to the quality of the referral lists. After DSS and RAB made adjustments, the number of 
individuals randomly assigned consistently increased each month, due to the implementation of 
new and enhanced strategies to increase enrollment. One of the strategies that made a large 
difference was that RAB staff would attend Fresno County DSS staff meetings to promote and 
explain the services and encourage eligibility workers to complete the SNAP E&T screening and 
referral process with all applicants and individuals at recertification interviews. Another strategy 
was for Fresno County DSS to produce video segments for “Good Morning Fresno DSS” to 
promote the CBA and report on recruitment and enrollment progress with eligibility staff. RAB 
continued to increase monthly enrollment through the end of 2016. Another change that made a 
significant difference in recruitment was discovering and resolving an issue with the warm 
referral report that RAB was receiving from Fresno County DSS. The first several months of 
reports did not include all of the individuals who DSS eligibility workers had referred, because 
the query was too narrowly searching on the CalWIN field being used for the report. Once the 
report error was corrected, the CA DSS identified several hundred individuals who were 
interested in participating but had not received a phone call from RAB. RAB completed its 
enrollment in June 2017, enrolling 3,930 individuals in the pilot (about 300 more than they 
targeted). 

Despite reaching enrollment goals on time, CFNs expressed frustration regarding the focus on 
recruiting, rather than providing services. This was especially true for CFNs with a background 
in direct services, who struggled with turning those in the NS control group away. Staff reported 
burnout from turning individuals away from services knowing that most control group members 
(those in the NS group) were not offered any services (from SNAP E&T). In addition, a CBA 
group member suggested during a focus group that the outreach process could use improvement 
from their perspective as well. The individual pointed out that SNAP participants already have 
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relationships with DSS and that they should make the first contact with individuals to help 
legitimize the pilot. The person also pointed out that the name of RAB (Reading and Beyond) 
was confusing to those who were not familiar with the organization, as it did not sound like the 
services were related to employment and training. 

2. Control group services and pathways 

The pilot had two control groups: a NS control group that received no existing SNAP E&T 
services and an ES control group that received existing SNAP E&T services but not the three 
enhanced components the CBA group received. 

After individuals were randomly assigned to the ES control group, they completed a full intake 
assessment with their CFN, developed an individual career plan (ICP), arranged for support 
services, attended job preparation workshops, and received comprehensive case management 
services that were identical to what the CBA group received. Additional details about the CBA 
group services and pathways can be found in the next section (Section C.3). 

The primary difference between the ES control group and the CBA group experience was that 
the ES control group did not receive in-house GED preparation. ES control group members were 
instead referred to existing GED preparation services in the community. They were also not 
eligible to participate in subsidized employment, and they did not receive incentives for 
completing education or job retention.  

3. CBA group services and pathways 

Just like the ES control group, after individuals were randomly assigned to the CBA group, they 
completed a full intake assessment with their CFN and began to develop their ICP. CFNs 
attempted to initiate the assessment during the same encounter after random assignment, using 
the in-person opportunity to begin relationship building as early as possible. However, 
assessments sometimes took place during the visit following enrollment. The assessment was 
based on a two-generation model and included questions about household demographics, 
housing situation, employment history, criminal history, educational background, transportation 
situation, mental and physical health, substance use, child care needs, and any additional barriers 
to training or work. After completing the assessment, the CFN determined whether the individual 
required any immediate supports or community referrals and addressed those before concluding 
the interaction.  

Case management. During the 18-month service period, CFNs worked closely with the 
individuals on their caseloads and were in regular contact with them—typically weekly but a 
minimum of monthly. Based upon individual needs and current situation, the CFN and individual 
decided on appropriate goals and a pathway to reach those goals. Goal areas included 
employment, education and training, and wraparound services.  

Support services. Individuals in CBA received financial assistance for expenses such as 
transportation, work clothing and uniforms, prescription glasses, and other tools or necessary 
equipment for training or employment. Individuals said that support services reduced barriers  
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to pursuing education and work, such as gas, child care, school and work supplies, or medical 
expenses. Referrals were provided to other organizations for other services and needs, but there 
was no formal relationship with or reimbursement for those other organizations. 

GED preparation classes. RAB offered in-house GED preparation tutoring to CBA group 
members who wanted to obtain a GED. This tutoring allowed individuals to complete their GED 
preparation without the additional burden of finding and enrolling in an outside program, then 
finding transportation there. Individuals in the CBA group could work with outside providers if 
they preferred a more traditional classroom experience, and they could take advantage of both 
options if they chose. Education navigators offered the in-house GED tutoring in partnership 
with the CFNs, and it was available at all nine RAB sites. 

Job readiness workshops. Individuals were required to participate in a series of job readiness 
workshops before receiving other education or occupational skills training activities. Each of the 
four workshops were a day long and were facilitated by RAB staff. The content focused on 
resume preparation assistance, job search tips, and interview practice. One individual noted the 
importance of obtaining assistance in fine-tuning resumes and cover letters because this person 
did not have social networks that could provide that type of support. Many individuals reported 
that CBA services had helped them find a new career path through education, job skills classes, 
and job search support.  

An individual’s experience in CBA 

The individual in the pilot was born and raised in Fresno, CA. She has two daughters who were 
20 and 3 years old.   
She learned about RAB’s services through a family member who worked for the county. She had 
been unemployed for six months before enrolling in services with RAB. This period was the 
longest she had gone without employment since she began working at the age of 16. She had 
been laid off from a supervisory position at a staffing agency that closed. She found it difficult to 
find a new job because the economy had changed, and she struggled to get a job without having 
a GED.  
She participated in RAB’s in-house GED preparation services and, as a result, was able to 
complete her GED. She had been considering a career in the medical field, but after completing 
an interest inventory with her CFN, she determined that a business career was a better fit for her. 
She was enrolled in college to obtain a business degree at the time of the interview. She received 
support services to assist her in paying for her tuition and books.  
She also connected with an employer liaison who conducted a mock interview and encouraged 
her to apply for a job with a local government agency. She was hired for the job and was working 
with her employer liaison to prepare to seek a promotion. Her current position was not covering 
her living expenses, and given her experience in supervision, she felt qualified for the promotion.  
She found CBA services to be useful and was glad staff continued to work with her even after she 
got a job. She said it gave her the opportunity to develop a career and she would recommend it to 
others. 
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Subsidized employment. After completing the job readiness workshops, individuals were 
eligible to participate in subsidized employment. The goal of subsidized employment was to 
provide work experience for individuals in CBA who had little or no work experience. RAB 
contracted with Fresno County EDC to recruit employers; maintain the Ready-to-Hire database, 
which was used for subsidized job posting; and handle employer agreements and subsidy 
payments. RAB staff had limited knowledge and experience implementing subsidized 
employment, although Fresno County DSS and the EDC had been operating a TANF subsidized 
employment program for a few years before the start of the pilot. The CFNs referred individuals 
to the RAB employer liaisons who worked with individuals on interview skills and job searches 
using the Ready-to-Hire database. The employer liaisons conducted mock interviews with 
individuals to prepare them and build confidence. One focus group respondent said this support 
helped prepare her for an interview in the nursing field, by making her feel like she had answers 
to interview questions in mind.  

Incentives. Financial incentives were offered to any CBA group member who 1) obtained a new 
full-time job after enrolling in the pilot and engaged in an occupational skills training program 
(while employed) to advance job-related skills and increase opportunities for promotion or 
advancement (education and training incentives), and 2) obtained a new full-time job and 
continued to participate in pilot services after employment was secured (service retention 
incentives). In addition to the primary randomization in which consenting individuals were 
assigned to one of the three research groups, the CBA group members also were randomly 
assigned into one of two groups that received differential incentives (“high” or “low”). 
Individuals were randomly assigned the differential incentive for each type of incentive, so they 
could, for example, receive a high incentive amount for education and training, but a low 
incentive for retention. Fresno planned to randomly assign half of the CBA group members to 
the high incentive amounts and half to the low incentive amounts. The amounts of the incentives 
for education and training and service retention were either $15 or $30 per training class or 
month of retention (Exhibit II.3).  

Exhibit II.3. Description of differential incentives for education and training attainment 
and service retention 

Education and 
training 

Service Retention: 

High Low 

High • $30 per training unita 
• $30 per month of retention 

• $ 30 per training unita 
• $15 per month of retention 

Low • $15 per training unita 
• $30 per month of retention 

• $15 per training unita 
• $15 per month of retention 

aA “unit” is equivalent to completing each class or other training milestone as defined by the education or 
training program. 

The incentives accrued in an account maintained by RAB. Individuals could see funds deposited 
during the 18-month service period but did not receive the single, lump sum payment until they 
completed CBA services at the end of the period. (No CBA group members included in this 
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report had received incentives, as it was an 18-month program, and this report covers only the 
first 12 months after random assignment.) There was confusion among individuals in CBA about 
the difference between support services and financial incentive payments. It was particularly 
frustrating for individuals who believed they would be receiving incentive payments throughout 
the service period, rather than at the end. 

4. Management, collaboration, and communication for CBA service provision  

Although all three partner organizations (CA DSS, Fresno County DSS, and RAB) worked 
together in the planning and implementation of the pilot, RAB was responsible for the delivery 
of services. Fresno County DSS managed the State reporting requirements, and RAB provided 
direct services to individuals enrolled in the pilot. Fresno County DSS contracted directly with 
RAB to provide services, as they had worked together prior to the pilot.  

To raise awareness about the pilot and boost enrollment, RAB staff began attending county staff 
meetings to promote and explain the services and encourage eligibility workers to complete the 
SNAP E&T screening and referral process. Fresno DSS eligibility staff members said these 
meetings helped them to better understand the services and feel more comfortable offering them 
to SNAP participants with whom they interacted. The meetings also provided staff from both 
organizations with an opportunity to ask each other questions and share information. 

In October 2016, RAB welcomed a new partner to the pilot, the Fresno County EDC, to 
implement the subsidized employment activity. The EDC is a nonprofit organization that 
facilitates site selection for new businesses in Fresno and helps retain and expand businesses 
already located in the area. The EDC’s participation in the pilot was delayed until October 2016 
because the contract between EDC and RAB took longer than expected to finalize. For the pilot, 
the EDC operated and maintained all activities related to employer engagement, including the 
Ready-to-Hire website, a “matchmaking” database where individuals in the CBA found 
subsidized employment opportunities and employers could find candidates for open positions.  

In addition to regular meetings between organizations, staff from CA DSS, Fresno County DSS, 
RAB, the evaluation team, and USDA FNS began meeting biweekly in spring 2015. Pilot staff 
indicated that they found these meetings helpful to stay on track, problem-solve, and keep up to 
date about what was happening with the pilot during the planning and implementation periods. 
These regular meetings were also a good place to identify where separate ad hoc meetings might 
be needed to further address issues or dive deeper on a particular topic or issue.  

Both County DSS and RAB staff discussed the need to clearly communicate service guidelines 
and expectations to staff working directly with CBA group members. Managers felt that staff 
were sometimes confused or left in the dark about the role they were supposed to play in the 
process, without repeated messages from leadership that were distributed via multiple channels. 
Staff described a situation in which they were “building the plane while flying it,” often leading 
to confusion and frustration. Managers felt consistent and frequent communication was needed 
to alleviate these issues.  
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5.  CBA group services and participation trends 

The typical pattern of services for individuals in the CBA group began with comprehensive case 
management services including completing the intake assessment, meeting with CFNs, and 
attending the series of four job readiness workshops. Focusing on case management services 
upfront allows for relationship and rapport building that is helpful to identify employment and 
training interests and goals and the barriers that have prevented the individual from achieving 
them. CFNs reported that identifying barriers took more time than anticipated, depending on the 
individual and the barrier. Job readiness workshops provide an opportunity to begin working on 
soft skills such as resume and cover letter writing and interview skills that individuals reported 
not having an opportunity to learn elsewhere. The CBA service model also emphasizes helping 
individuals find jobs with upward mobility and supporting individuals in obtaining education, 
occupational skills training, and the life skills needed to get a job, then a better job, and then a 
career. Some individuals were employed or underemployed and looking for opportunities to 
enhance their skills to compete for jobs that offered more or better hours, better pay, or 
promotion opportunities. CFNs assisted individuals in finding temporary or part-time jobs while 
they pursued educational goals, such as a degree in nursing or certification in real estate sales. 

Exits. Few individuals in the CBA group exited, but for those who did left voluntarily or moved 
out of the county and were no longer eligible. For individuals in the CBA group that disengaged 
with services, RAB managers began standardizing the process for reengagement efforts, which 
included three attempts to contact via phone, text, and email and a home visit before exiting.  

Participation trends and barriers. The intake assessment consisted of a series of questions 
designed to identify an individual’s barriers to success. Depending on the barrier, CFNs would 
provide supportive services, mentorship and coaching, wraparound services, or referrals to 
services in the community. Comprehensive wraparound services to address barriers include life 
skills such as financial literacy, parenting, digital literacy, and nutrition management. For 
example, CFNs referred English language learners to English classes and monolingual 
individuals (including those who speak English as their primary language) to language classes to 
improve their language proficiency and compete for bilingual job positions; they also offered 
language learning software in the CBA computer lab. 

CFNs and CBA group members in focus groups reported that the primary barriers to obtaining 
services and employment were child care, transportation, paperwork burdens, and mental health 
and substance use disorders. Although CBA staff provided referrals and support services to help 
mitigate some of these barriers, availability of community services, such as child care funding 
and quality providers and lack of public transportation, limited how much assistance CBA could 
provide to individuals. 

Child care barriers included a lack of available child care options for low-income families, long 
waiting lists, and the additional barrier of finding child care when the individual did not work 
during business hours or have a consistent schedule. In some situations, individuals reported not 
being able to rely on family for child care because their parents and grandparents were also 
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working. CBA group members suggested that more substantial support for child care services 
would improve participation and outcomes.  

Transportation barriers include limited public transportation options in Fresno County, especially 
in rural areas and during off-peak hours. This factor made it difficult to get to services or 
employment without a vehicle, especially for individuals working evening and night shifts. For 
those with vehicles, the cost of gas was a barrier. One CBA group member stated, “I don’t have a 
car. I use my parents’ car, but there are a lot of us sharing it, and it is not always available when I 
need it.”  

The paperwork burden included individuals in the CBA group noting that it could be a problem 
to produce documentation, such as transcripts or a doctor’s note, to obtain certain support 
services, such as books or eyeglasses, though none of them were deterred by it. For example, one 
individual reporting having to obtain quotes from three eye doctors before determining the 
services that cost the least to be approved to get glasses. 

The barriers that most frequently prevented individuals from continuing with services or 
successfully completing CBA were mental health and substance use issues (referred to as 
behavioral health when combined) according to CFNs. Behavioral health issues were not always 
self-reported during the intake assessment when the relationships between individuals and CFNs 
were early in development and stigma prevented candid conversations. CFNs reported that 
behavioral health issues were sometimes observed or reported later in the pilot period. This delay 
limited the time to refer individuals to behavioral health services. CFNs also reported that there 
are not sufficient behavioral health services in the area to support the needs of the CBA group 
members.  

Not having interview clothes, needing prescription eyeglasses, and requiring car repairs were 
also mentioned as obstacles to finding and keeping employment.  

6. Staffing 

Fresno County DSS and RAB struggled with staff turnover, which created both administrative 
burdens for managers who worked to fill positions and train new staff, and interrupted case 
management engagement with CBA group members after assignment. Fresno County DSS 
reported high turnover rates among eligibility workers who were responsible for referring work 
registrants to RAB for random assignment. In addition, both the Fresno County DSS senior 
policy analyst and policy analyst positions assigned to the pilot experienced turnover during the 
recruitment phase of the pilot.  

RAB reported a 22 percent turnover rate among its CFNs, who provided direct case management 
to CBA group members. RAB attributed the turnover in part to the efforts required in scaling up 
from a staff of nine to a staff of more than 50 employees, which was done to implement the pilot. 
Staff turnover disrupted operations at the rural offices more so than urban offices, as in some 
cases, only two CFNs were assigned to a rural office, requiring lead CFNs to be mobile and fill 
in when needed. Many CBA group members indicated that staff turnover made it difficult to 
maintain long-term relationships and communication with case managers. One individual talking 
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about his CFN said, “We had a close relationship, he would call me, he would see about how my 
kids are doing, he would shoot me text messages, emails. He would be at the college to pay for 
my books. But then I got a text from him saying that he got another job somewhere else, and that 
these other people in the office could help me. I didn’t hear from anyone for like two months. 
When I finally called, the name on the voicemail was not the same name as I had been told.” 

Program managers strongly emphasized the role that pilot recruitment efforts played in job 
dissatisfaction among CFNs, citing it as the number one complaint offered during exit 
interviews. Specifically, CFNs expressed a desire to provide direct service to CBA group 
members, explaining that they considered themselves helping professionals. To many of them, 
recruiting was more along the lines of sales than service and was not enjoyable. This high 
turnover resulted in RAB managers hiring anywhere from one to five new employees every 
month, which placed a heavy administrative burden on them. Staff talked about the need to 
explicitly discuss recruiting requirements during the hiring process and offered the insight that 
candidates with case management experience struggled more with recruitment, whereas 
candidates with a customer service background did better. 

For CBA group members, staff turnover impacted the relationship-building process that is 
important when providing case management services, particularly when assessing barriers. It was 
somewhat offset by RAB’s outreach practices, including good use of communication tools, such 
as the ability to text CBA group members in addition to calling and emailing.  

A key takeaway from the first two years of the pilot was that all parties involved in 
implementing it underestimated the administrative work pilot operations required of their 
organizations. More full-time employees, funding, and staff time were required than originally 
anticipated, which put a strain on both Fresno County DSS and RAB program managers.  

7. Performance management and reporting 

Multiple systems were used to monitor and track pilot performance, including CalWIN, EPIS 
(random assignment system), TRAX (service receipt database), the Ready-to-Hire database, and 
Apricot (financial system). Multiple systems created challenges and burdens for the pilot. The 
first challenge was the administrative burden on CFNs to input data from EPIS into TRAX, and 
from TRAX into Ready-to-Hire, as these systems were not interoperable. Another challenge was 
how TRAX collected data on case management activities. CFNs not only made case notes but 
had to use drop-down menus to code the specifics of each interaction they had with an 
individual, which was perceived as dual entry. Teaching CFNs to use TRAX appropriately was 
also reported as a training challenge and an administrative burden. Many CFNs struggled with 
and were frustrated by the amount of time needed for data collection and paperwork, as it took 
away from the time they could spend providing direct services to individuals.  

RAB selected TRAX, a commercial off-the-shelf solution, for the pilot, because a former CFN 
worked for the TRAX development team and made commitments to customize the data and 
reporting needed for the evaluation. However, customization was more difficult and took longer 
than expected. RAB had to make multiple requests of the software vendor to customize reports, 
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which required additional resources and a significant amount of time to complete, delaying the 
creation of reports and RAB’s ability to monitor performance through these reports.  

Another system called Apricot was used to manage financial services, such as requests for tuition 
or cost of books, and to track financial incentives. This system was accessible only to lead CFNs, 
which sometimes caused delays in getting checks to CFNs and eventually to individuals 
participating in CBA.  

RAB did not have a data management position dedicated to reporting, and it had limited success 
in customizing TRAX to automate the monthly reports that were required for monitoring the 
pilot. Thus, it was difficult to track services and individual progress in “real time.” Therefore, 
CFN leads were limited in providing support to CFNs in managing their workload and 
monitoring where individuals were in the service pathway both for reengagement purposes and 
for capturing success stories. It became clear toward the end of the first year that RAB needed to 
hire a data analyst to support program performance management, which happened later in the 
second year of the pilot.   

D. Key implementation analysis findings 
Key findings from the planning and early implementation period for CBA are summarized 
below.   

• Recruitment challenges slowed enrollment and affected staff morale. Challenges 
included process delays in acquiring lists of work registrants, the quality of work registrant 
lists and staff burnout, and turnover due to primarily focusing on recruitment. Some staff 
struggled with turning away the NS control group member and the emotional toll it took to 
tell people who were excited about the opportunity that they were not getting services. This 
feeling was exacerbated by the lack of other services available in the community outside of 
RAB. Program managers strongly emphasized the role that recruitment efforts have played in 
job dissatisfaction among CFNs, citing it as the number one complaint offered during exit 
interviews.   

• Staff turnover at Fresno County DSS and RAB was challenging, and staff recruitment, 
hiring, and training took time away from managing the pilot. Fresno County DSS had 
turnover in policy analyst and eligibility worker positions. RAB also experienced turnover in 
its CBA director position and struggled to stay fully staffed, reporting a 22 percent turnover 
rate among CFNs. RAB attributes this struggle in part to the efforts required to scale up from 
a staff of 9 to a staff of more than 50 employees, which was done to implement the pilot.  

• Clear and frequent communication and training on recruitment, program guidelines, 
and expectations were important, especially early in the process and with frontline staff. 
Facilitated meetings between Fresno DSS eligibility staff and RAB were important, as were 
meetings between RAB and EDC early in the process. One example of an important 
feedback loop was RAB sharing success stories with eligibility workers who were recruiting 
to better understand the outcomes of their efforts.  
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• The in-house GED preparation services were highly regarded by staff and individuals. 
Though participation rates were lower than anticipated, those individuals who participated in 
GED preparation classes found it to be helpful. CFNs reported that the education navigators 
were able to engage individuals who had not been successful in previous attempts to 
complete their GED at other locations. Also, some individual who participated in the in-
house GED preparation classes shared their positive experiences with other CBA group 
members, and this helped encourage their peers to join the classes.  
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III. PARTICIPATION ANALYSIS  
Chapter II described the services available to the CBA group, and this chapter presents findings 
on the services individuals actually received. The chapter examines overall engagement in 
services among individuals in the CBA group, as well as the types of activities in which 
individuals engaged, the order in which they typically proceeded through activities, and how 
long they spent in activities and the pilot overall during the first 12 months after random 
assignment. The chapter also provides details about the level and type of support services CBA 
group members received, the intensity of case management, and the level and timing of exits 
from CBA.  

All of the findings presented in this chapter are based on administrative service use data recorded 
by RAB staff. For this report, we analyzed engagement in services over a 12-month period for 
each individual randomly assigned in the CBA group between January 2016 (when pilot 
enrollment began) and December 2017. The final report will examine the services received by all 
individuals enrolled into CBA (through June 2017) and will include analysis of the entire period 
in which individuals could have been engaged in services (through December 2018).  

After presenting key findings, we provide information about overall engagement and activities 
for CBA group members in Section A of this chapter. In Section B, we discuss participation in 
education, occupational skills training, and work-based learning. We provide information about 
the support services individuals received in Section C, discuss the case management services 
received in Section D, and describe exits from the pilot and the timing of those exits in Section 
E. Additional data on the characteristics of those who completed or did not complete activities 
and on engagement and service receipt by subgroup are included in Appendix D. 

Key findings: 

• After random assignment, virtually all individuals engaged in some type of CBA service such 
as meeting with a case manager, starting an assessment, or receiving a support service. More 
than three quarters of the CBA group participated in an employment and training-related 
activity, such as job readiness workshops, GED preparation classes, work-based learning 
(which were all subsidized employment opportunities), or occupational skills training. 

• Most of those who started an activity participated in job readiness workshops, but 
participation in other activities was much lower (less than 25 percent participated in other 
activities).  

• Less than 15 percent of individuals in the CBA group completed occupational skills training 
and about a third of those earned a training credential or certification. Only about 2 percent 
of CBA group member completed GED classes and earned a degree.  

• Thirty-nine percent of CBA group members received a support service. Of those who did, 
almost all individuals obtained assistance with training and work items.  

• Nearly all individuals in the CBA group were in contact with a CFN at least once and had 
frequent contact (an average of 28 separate contacts during their first year in the pilot). Most 
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contacts were conducted by telephone but many were in-person or electronically via email or 
text.   

• Just over a quarter of CBA group members exited the pilot within their first year; most exits 
were due to the individual deciding to discontinue services.  

A. Engagement in CBA 
After random assignment, CBA group members were scheduled for their first appointment with a 
CFN to receive an in-depth assessment and develop a detailed plan that included both short-and 
long-term goals and a plan for how to meet those goals. After assessment, CBA offered 
individuals several services and activities, including, (1) job readiness workshops, (2) GED 
preparation, (3) occupational skills training, (4) work-based learning opportunities, (5) case 
management, and (6) support services. CBA also provided financial incentives to employed 
individuals who participated in certain services, but as discussed in Chapter II, these incentives 
were not distributed until the individual successfully completed 18 months of services. 
Therefore, no CBA group members received an incentive during the analysis period for this 
report and no data on incentives will be reported in this chapter.    

This section describes engagement among the CBA group in the pilot overall, as well as 
participation in the specific activities offered to group members.  

1. Overall engagement in CBA  

Almost all individuals in the CBA group initially engaged in services, meaning they received a 
service after random assignment, which may have included a support service, case management, 
an assessment, an ICP, or any of the employment and training-related activities offered by CBA 
(Exhibit III.1). This high rate of engagement was driven by most individuals starting their 
assessment and ICP process with the CFN during the same meeting in which they were randomly 
assigned. However, about 1 in 10 of these individuals did not complete their assessment or 
develop an ICP. To understand whether there were any differences in the types of individuals 
who did and did not engage in services or complete assessments or an ICP, we compared the 
characteristics of these two groups (age, gender, race and ethnicity, education, employment 
status, and presence of children in the household) at the time of random assignment. Findings are 
presented in Appendix Table D.7. 
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Exhibit III.1. Percentage of individuals in CBA group who engaged in CBA and intake 
services  

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note: “Engaged in CBA” measures any drop off between random assignment and first contact with CBA 

staff related to services, including attendance at orientations, meetings with case managers, 
receipt of support services, receipt of skills or needs assessments, or participation in an 
education, training, or employment activity. “Received any service” measures engagement in 
activities, including assessments, ICP, and education, training, or employment activities; the 
measure does not include orientations, case management, and support services because 
individuals often engaged once to meet with a case manager or get a support service, but then 
did not return for more meaningful activities and services. Estimates are based on data from 
1,797 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following random assignment. 

Length and timing of engagement. On average, individuals in the CBA group who engaged in 
services spent nearly 11 months (324 days) in the pilot (Appendix Table D.2). Overall, most 
individuals began engaging in services within the first quarter after random assignment (Exhibit 
III. 2), and few additional individuals first engaged after the first quarter. Because the assessment 
and ICP were started during the first meeting with a CFN, virtually all individuals also started 
those services in the first quarter.   
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Exhibit III.2. Percentage of CBA group members who started engagement by quarter after 
random assignment 

 

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.  
Note:  “Engaged in CBA” measures any drop off between random assignment and first contact with CBA 

staff related to services, including attendance at orientations, meetings with case managers, 
receipt of support services, receipt of skills or needs assessments, or participation in an 
education, training, or employment activity. “Received any service” measures engagement in 
activities, including assessments, ICP, and education, training, or employment activities; the 
measure does not include orientations, case management, and support services because 
individuals often engaged once to meet with a case manager or get a support service, but then 
did not return for more meaningful activities and services. Estimates are based on data from 
1,797 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following random assignment. 

2. Engagement in activities 

Although most individuals engaged in some type of service, about three quarters of CBA group 
members (77 percent) started an employment or training-related activity after they completed 
intake and assessments (this does not include receiving case management or a support service; 
Exhibit III.3). Individuals in the CBA group most commonly started job readiness workshops (70 
percent), occupational skills training (25 percent), and GED preparation classes (20 percent). 
Few individuals started work-based learning in the first year (2 percent); this is due in part to 
delays in offering this activity.  



III. Participation analysis 

  28 

Exhibit III.3. Percentage of individuals in CBA group who started activities 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.  
Note:  Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following 

random assignment. 

Almost half of all CBA group members completed job readiness workshops, but completion 
rates were much lower, 13 percent or less, for other activities (Appendix Table D.1). Among 
those who started an activity, the completion rates ranged from 43 to 70 percent for most 
activities, but completion rates for GED preparation classes were much lower (10 percent; 
Exhibit III.4). These rates provide a snapshot of completion at the end of the 12-month follow-up 
period; however, some individuals who started these activities may still have been participating 
and did not yet complete it by the end of the 12 months. 

To understand whether there were differences in the types of individuals who completed and did 
not complete activities, we compare the characteristics of these two groups in Appendix Table 
D.8. 
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Exhibit III.4. Completion rates for CBA activities, among individuals who started an 
activity 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.  
Note:  Estimates are based on data from 1,384 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following 

random assignment. 

Length and timing of engagement in activities. Individuals in the CBA group who started an 
activity spent about three to six months on average participating in the majority of the CBA 
activities. Individuals spent much longer in GED preparation classes (342 days) than they spent 
in occupational skills training (184 days), job readiness workshops (149 days), and work-based 
learning (77 days; Appendix Table D.2). The estimate for job readiness workshops includes the 
elapsed time it took individuals to complete the four workshops, which did not have to be 
completed at the same time and could be completed while in other activities. This means that 
individuals were not actively engaged in job readiness workshops services during this entire 
period; each of the four workshops was a one-day class, for a total of four hours of instruction. 
On average individuals spent just over two days in these workshops (meaning, on average, those 
who started job readiness workshops generally completed two of the four workshops). Also, the 
time spent in work-based learning was considerably lower than time spent in other activities and 
lower than the potential time they could spend in work-based learning (up to nine months). This 
likely is due to (1) delays in offering the activity and (2) many of those who started did so in 
their fourth quarter after random assignment, leaving only about three months available for 
participation in this analysis period (Exhibit III.5). Findings in the final report, when individuals 
had more time to participate in work-based learning, likely will show longer periods of work-
based learning. Other than work-based learning, CBA group members started most activities in 
the first quarter after random assignment. Only modest percentages of individuals in the CBA 
group started occupational skills training (14 percent), job readiness workshops (6 percent), and 
GED preparation classes (3 percent) after the first three months (Exhibit III.5).  
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Exhibit III.5. Percentage of CBA group members starting activities, by quarter 

 Percentage started activity 

Quarter in which individuals started 
to participate 

Cumulative Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
Job readiness workshops  65.3 3.1 1.6 1.2 71.2 
Occupational skills training  10.9 6.3 4.3 3.2 24.7 
GED class  17.0 2.0 0.7 0.7 20.4 
Work-based learning  0.2 0.4 0.7 1.1 2.4 
Sample size         1,384 

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note: Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. 

Number and order of activities. Identifying the number of activities individuals started and the 
sequence of those activities is important for understanding whether the service flow discussed in 
Chapter II worked as intended. Exhibit III.6 shows that most of the individuals assigned to CBA 
participated in either one (41 percent) or two (31 percent) employment or training-related 
activities. The majority of CBA group members who started an activity started job readiness 
workshops first (76 percent); all others started GED preparation classes first (Appendix Table 
D.2). Among those who only participated in one activity, the majority (83 percent) started job 
readiness workshops.  

Exhibit III.6. Number of activities started by CBA group members (percentage) 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.  
Note:  Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following 

random assignment. 

Among the 36 percent of CBA group members who participated in more than one activity, the 
most common combination of activities was job readiness workshops first then occupational 
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skills training (47 percent; Appendix Table D.2). The average length of time between starting the 
first and second activity was just over four months (127 days). This suggests that CBA group 
members invested time into developing soft skills and job search skills before entering an 
occupational skills training program.  

B. Education, occupational skills training, and work-based learning 
This section explores CBA group members’ engagement in education, occupational skills 
training, or work-based learning activities in more detail, and describes the types of education 
and training obtained by individuals in CBA, as well as any degrees or certifications earned 
through CBA. The section also describes the types of work-based learning opportunities 
individuals started and completed, and the average value of subsidies employers received.  

1. Education and occupational skills training 

As noted above, less than one quarter of all CBA group members participated in education or 
occupational skills training activities. Twenty percent of individuals in the CBA group started 
GED preparation classes, but only about 2 percent completed the classes (Appendix Table D.1). 
Among just those who started GED preparation classes, 10 percent completed them (Exhibit 
III.4). 

About one in four CBA group members participated in some type of occupational skills training 
(Exhibit III.3). CBA group members started a wide variety of training courses, therefore, four 
percent or less of individuals started any one of the five most common types of occupational 
skills training. First aid (4 percent) and certified nursing assisting (2 percent) courses were 
started most often (Appendix Table D.5). Among those who started a training, about 53 percent 
completed it. The completion rates for several trainings were over 80 percent—100 percent of 
those starting first aid courses completed them, 94 percent completed construction training, and 
85 percent completed culinary or hospitality training.  

2. Work-based learning 

Few individuals in CBA engaged in work-based learning opportunities, which subsidized 
employers to hire CBA group members. As shown in Exhibit III.7, 2 percent of all CBA group 
members started work-based learning and 43 percent of those who started the activity completed 
it. Employers received an average of $2,761 total subsidies per person employed, and individuals 
worked for an average of 27 hours per week for 11 weeks in these employment opportunities. 
Many of individuals participating in work-based learning started in later quarters (Appendix 
Table D.5) and may still have been participating at the end of their first 12 months in the pilot, so 
this number is likely to be higher in the final report when analyzing data for the full 18-month 
period in which individuals generally were in CBA services.   
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Exhibit III.7. Percentage of individuals in CBA group who engaged in work-based learning 
and average amount of subsidy  

Type of service CBA group 
Started work-based learning (%)a  2.4 
Completed work-based learning (%) 1.0 
Completed work-based learning, among those who started it (%) 43.1 
Average amount of subsidy per person, among those who started ($) 2,761 
Average number of hours per week spent in work-based learning, among those 
who started 

27.2 

Average number of weeks spent in work-based learning, among those who 
started 

11.0 

Sample size 1,797 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. 
aAll work-based learning was subsidized employment. 

C. Support services 
Fewer than half (39 percent) of CBA group members received at least one support service 
(Exhibit III.8). RAB documented two types of supports—transportation and training and work 
item, such as books, fees, uniforms, boots, and clothing.9 About 18 percent of all CBA group 
members received transportation and about 37 percent received training and work items.   

  

 

9RAB staff tracked transportation supports separately from all other supports, but any support not related to 
transportation were tracked under one category (referred to as ‘training and work items’ in this chapter). 
Therefore, we were only able to measure two types of support services. Also, CBA did not provide direct supports 
for child care; they referred individuals to the local child care office for assistance.    
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Exhibit III.8. Percentage of individuals in the CBA group who received any support 
service and received each type of available support service 
 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.  
Note:  Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following 
random assignment. 

Among those who received a support service, almost every individual received assistance with 
items for training or work (95 percent) but far fewer received transportation assistance (45 
percent; Exhibit III.9). On average, the value of support services provided to individuals who 
received one or more supports during their first year in CBA was $471. This included an average 
of $415 for training and work items and $172 for transportation. 
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Exhibit III.9. Among individuals in CBA group who received a support service, 
percentage received by type and amount of support  

Type of service CBA group 
Received support service, by type (%)  

Training and work items (books, fees, uniforms, boots, clothes, tools) 95.0 

Transportation 44.5 

Total amounts of support services paid per person ($)  
Mean 471 

25th percentile 125 

50th percentile (median) 267 

75th percentile 621 

Average amounts of support services paid per person, by type ($)  
Training and work items (books, fees, uniforms, boots, clothes, tools) 415 

Transportation 172 

Sample size 700 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. 

D.  Case management  
The CBA model was designed to provide comprehensive case management by assigning a CFN 
to work closely with each individual. Contact could occur in-person, over the telephone, or 
electronically through email, text, or social media. CFNs also recorded a small number of 
contacts with individuals conducted through mail, which generally entailed providing key forms 
or documentation individuals needed in hardcopy. Exhibit III.10 shows that 96 percent of CBA 
group members had at least one contact with a CFN while participating in the pilot. Among those 
with case management contacts, individuals had, on average, 28 total contacts or about 3 
contacts per month. On average, across individuals with contacts, CBA group members spent 
almost nine hours (527 minutes) in contact with a case manager. The average number of contacts 
were highest during the first quarter after random assignment (10 contacts per month), and then 
dropped to an average of 6 contacts per month in each of the following quarters (Appendix Table 
D.9). Most contacts were by telephone (39 percent), but they were fairly evenly distributed 
across modes.  
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Exhibit III.10. Description of contacts with CFNs among CBA group members 

Type of service CBA group 
Any contact (%) 96.4 
Average number of contacts per person 26.7 
Average number of contacts per person, among those with contact 27.7 
Average number of contacts per person per month, among those with contact 2.8 
Average total time in case management contact, among those with contact (minutes)a 526.8 
Among those with contact, type of contact (%)  

In person 28.8 
Telephone 39.2 
Electronic (email, text, social media) 30.8 
Mail 1.2 

Sample size 1,797 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note:  Data in this table represents all contacts that case managers documented between themselves 

and individuals in CBA. In some cases, this could include contact that was not direct 
communication (such as mailing documents to an individual). We excluded contacts, which 
consisted of leaving a phone message or sending mass mailings, where applicable. Estimates 
cover the 12 months following random assignment.  

aThe number of minutes represents the total amount of time each individual was in contact with their case 
manager among all contacts, averaged across all individuals who had a contact. 

E. Extent and timing of CBA exits  
About a quarter of CBA members (27 percent) exited CBA during their first year (Exhibit 
III.11). As shown in Exhibit III.12, most CBA group members never exited and few exited 
during the first quarter after random assignment, but among those who exited, roughly equal 
numbers left in quarters 2, 3, and 4 (8 to 9 percent in each quarter). Among those who exited, 
most decided to leave services (65 percent) or were asked to leave for not complying with rules 
(24 percent; Exhibit III.11).    

Exhibit III.11. Percentage of CBA group members who exited, by reason 

 Exits CBA group 

Exited CBA for any reason (%) 26.8 

Reason for CBA exit, among those who exited (%)  

Discontinued services 64.9 
Terminated for cause 24.4 
Ineligible to continue 10.4 
Completed services   0.2 

Sample size 1,797 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. 
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Exhibit III.12. Percentage of CBA group members who exited over time  

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data. 
Note:  Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members and cover the 12 months following 

random assignment. 
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IV. DIFFERENCES IN SERVICE RECEIPT FOR THE CBA AND 
CONTROL GROUPS 

This chapter describes how engagement and service use differed between CBA members, NS 
control group members, and ES control group members, considering participation in CBA, 
existing SNAP E&T, or other services and programs available in the community. These 
differences provide important context for interpreting the impacts on employment, earnings, and 
receipt of public assistance (discussed in Chapter V). Without a meaningful difference in 
services between the CBA and control groups, impacts on labor market and public assistance 
outcomes are unlikely to result. 

The data discussed in this chapter come primarily from 12-month follow-up survey data 
collected from CBA and control group members. These data describe the employment-related 
services and education and training activities in which respondents participated during the 
previous year, including type and duration.10 The survey data capture any type of service 
received, regardless of whether it was provided through CBA, existing SNAP E&T, or through 
providers in the community such as WIOA, community colleges, nonprofits, or other 
organizations.11   

The analysis compared the receipt of services over the 12 months following random assignment 
across research groups. We estimated differences in service receipt by comparing regression-
adjusted averages of measures across research groups. To improve the precision of the estimates, 
regressions controlled for the characteristics of individuals as measured at the time of random 
assignment. The control variables included demographic characteristics such as age, educational 
attainment, and number of children in the household, and economic characteristics such as 
employment status and earnings.12 We used t-tests to determine whether service receipt 
differences across research groups were statistically significant. Statistical significance is a 

 

10 The activities measured in the survey included (1) job search assistance or job search training and (2) education 
and occupational skills training. Job search assistance or job search training activities included those that helped 
individuals with resume writing, interviewing, and networking. Education and occupational skills training 
activities included education in the form of adult basic education or GED courses, ESL classes, or college courses; 
occupational skills training programs that prepared individuals for specific occupations; general job skills training 
programs that help individuals learn widely-applicable job skills and ready them for work; and work-based 
learning activities, such as paid or unpaid internships and apprenticeships. 

11 Supplementary tables based on the administrative service use data tracked by CA DSS, Fresno County DSS, and 
RAB are provided in Appendix E. Because the administrative service use data capture services provided through 
CBA and through the existing SNAP E&T program, but do not measure receipt of services provided in the 
community, these data are less useful than the survey data in assessing the contrast in the service receipt between 
research groups. In some cases, the administrative service use data were missing or incomplete for control group 
members, leading to inconsistencies between the CBA and control groups in the type and quality of data obtained. 
In contrast, the survey data asked all respondents the same set of questions, fostering consistency in measurement 
of service receipt across research groups. 

12 The full set of characteristics and additional information on the selection of these characteristics can be found in 
the technical supplement. 
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measure of how confident we are that an estimate represents a true difference in service receipt 
between research groups and did not arise purely by chance.13 We also conducted F-tests to 
assess research group differences in service receipt across subgroups. 

In presenting findings, we begin with a description of differences between the research groups in 
the receipt of overall services, including job search training, general job skills training,14 
occupational skills training, education, and work-based learning activities (Section A). We then 
examine differences between research groups in the rates of completion of activities and the 
typical amount of time spent in them (Section B) and in the receipt of case management and 
support services (Section C). Additional discussion of variations in these differences across a 
select number of subgroups is presented in Appendix E. 

Key findings: 

• Relative to the control groups, the CBA group was more likely to participate in job search 
training activities or education and training during the 12-month follow-up period. The rate 
of participation in the CBA group was 45 percentage points higher than in the NS control 
group and 7 percentage points higher than in the ES control group. These differences existed 
despite that 31 percent of individuals in the NS control group and 68 percent of individuals in 
the ES control group participated in job search assistance and training activities or education 
or training programs. 

• The CBA group also had higher rates of participation than the control groups in almost all 
types of activities. The magnitude of the differences varied but were largest for general job 
skills training activities and occupational skills training (25 percentage points higher than the 
NS control group and 9 percentage points higher than the ES control group) and education 
activities (18 percentage points higher than the NS control group and 10 percentage points 
higher than the ES control group). CBA group members also were more likely than NS 
control group members to complete activities or programs and to earn an occupational 
certificate or license. However, there were no statistical differences between the CBA group 
and the ES control group in the likelihood of completing activities or programs or earning a 
diploma, degree, certification, or license. 

CBA group members were more likely than NS control group members to receive case 
management services. They were also more likely to receive support services. The largest 
differences were observed for the receipt of transportation assistance and work items 
(clothes, uniforms, tools, and other supplies and equipment).  

 

13 When we calculated differences in the distributions and averages for research groups, observations were weighted 
to ensure that the differences were representative of all individuals enrolled in the pilot in Fresno County. The 
weights were constructed to reflect the random assignment process, the survey administration design, and survey 
nonresponse in survey data. 

14 Such training includes job readiness training. 
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A. Differences between research groups in the receipt of services overall 
As described in Chapter II, CBA group members were assessed by their career and family 
navigator (CFN), developed a client/family plan, and then were provided support services or 
community referrals as needed, based on their assessment results. Individuals in the CBA group 
also received comprehensive case management from the CFNs and financial assistance for 
expenses related to training or employment. CBA group members were required to participate in 
job readiness workshops facilitated by RAB staff members. They were also offered subsidized 
employment opportunities, in-house GED activities, and financial incentives for completing 
education and training and for continuing to participate in services.  

Fresno County DSS operates a voluntary SNAP E&T program. The services available to 
individuals in the ES control group through the existing SNAP E&T program were identical to 
those available to individuals in the CBA group, except ES control group members did not 
receive financial incentives, in-house GED preparation, or the opportunity to participate in 
subsidized employment. Individuals in the NS control group received no SNAP E&T services. 
Individuals in all three research groups could receive services available in the community. 

Service receipt rates were generally higher for individuals in CBA, relative to each of the control 
groups. A greater percentage of individuals in the CBA group completed a career assessment test 
compared to individuals in the NS control group (24 versus 9 percent; Appendix Table E.2). 
However, there was no statistical difference between CBA group members and ES control group 
members in the percentage of individuals who completed an assessment test. Individuals in the 
CBA group participated in some type of activity at significantly higher rates than individuals in 
the each of the control groups. Overall, 75 percent of the CBA group participated in some type of 
job search training or assistance or education or training activity compared to 68 percent of ES 
control group members and 31 percent of NS control group members (Exhibit IV.1).  
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Exhibit IV.1. Participation in any CBA, existing SNAP E&T, or community-offered services 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 

1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, and 363 ES control group members 
who were surveyed. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test. 

 
Relative to individuals in the NS control group, individuals in the CBA group were significantly 
more likely to participate in job search training or assistance activities (49 percentage point 
difference) and education or training activities (32 percentage point difference; Exhibit IV.1). 
CBA group members were also significantly more likely than ES control group members to 
participate in job search training or assistance activities (6 percentage point difference, p-value = 
0.06) and education or training activities (9 percentage point difference).  

Individuals in the CBA group were generally more likely than control group members to start 
specific components of education or training activities or programs (Exhibit IV.2). The CBA 
group was more likely than the NS control group to start general job skills training (25 
percentage point difference), occupational skills training (17 percentage point difference), and 
education (18 percentage point difference). Compared to the ES control group, the CBA group 
was more likely to start general job skills training (10 percentage point difference) and education 
(10 percentage point difference). There were no statistical differences for work-based learning 
between the CBA group and either control group.  
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Exhibit IV.2. Participation in specific CBA, existing SNAP E&T, or community-offered 
services 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 

1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, and 363 ES control group members 
who were surveyed. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

The differences in service receipt between the CBA group and each of the control groups were 
generally similar in each quarter after random assignment and did not change in size over time 
(Exhibits IV.3). For example, differences between the percentage of the CBA group that 
participated in education and training programs and the percentages of each of the control groups 
that participated were 23 and 7 percentage points, respectively, in Quarter 1 and were 21 and 5 
percentage points, respectively in Quarter 4.  
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Exhibit IV.3. Time trends in participation in CBA, existing SNAP E&T, or community-
offered services 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 

1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, and 363 ES control group members 
who were surveyed. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test. 
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B. Differences between research groups in program and activity 
completion 

In addition to the CBA group having a higher likelihood of starting education and training, 
relative to the NS control group, the CBA group also had higher completion rates for education 
and training programs or activities. In contrast, there were generally no differences in completion 
rates between the CBA group and the ES control group.  

Individuals in the CBA group spent a longer amount of time in all activities and programs than 
those in each of the control groups. CBA group members spent, on average, 3 months more than 
NS control group members and 1 month more than ES control group members (Exhibit IV.4). 
CBA group members spent significantly more hours per week in activities and programs than NS 
control group members (6 hours versus 3 hours), but there was no statistical difference between 
the number of hours spent by CBA group members and ES control group members. Some 
individuals in the CBA group (29 percent) and in the control groups (10 and 24 percent) reported 
that they were still in an education or training program as of the 12-month follow-up survey. If 
an individual was engaged in an activity at the time of the survey, he or she most commonly was 
still in general job skills training, occupational skills training, or education.  

Exhibit IV.4. Length of stay, completion, and credential receipt in CBA, existing SNAP 
E&T, or community-offered services 

  
CBA 

group 

NS 
control 
group 

ES 
control 
group 

CBA / NS 
control 
group 

difference 

CBA / ES 
control group 

difference 

Mean length of time spent in all activities and 
programs (months) 

3.7 1.1 2.9 2.5***  0.7** 

Mean number of hours per week spent in 
program 

5.7 3.4 6.8 2.3***  -1.2 

Percentage of individuals who are still in the 
program as of the survey interview date (%) 

     

All activities 29.4 10.2 23.9 19.2***  5.6* 
Programs with general job skills training 18.6 4.2 12.0 14.4***  6.5*** 
Programs with occupational skills training 17.6 6.3 17.3 11.2***  0.3 
Programs with education 15.7 4.5 8.6 11.3*** 7.1*** 
Programs with work-based learning 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.1 

Percentage who completed the program (%)      
All activities 17.6 7.5 16.3 10.0*** 1.1 
Programs with general job skills training 10.5 3.6 8.2 7.0*** 2.2 
Programs with occupational skills training 9.2 4.5 9.0 4.6*** 0.1 
Programs with education 6.1 2.5 3.9 3.7***  2.2* 
Programs with work-based learning 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.0  -0.8 

Type of certificate or degree/diploma received 
(%) 

     

Participation/attendance 3.0 0.4 1.9 2.6*** 1.1 
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CBA 

group 

NS 
control 
group 

ES 
control 
group 

CBA / NS 
control 
group 

difference 

CBA / ES 
control group 

difference 

Adult basic education 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1  0.1 
High school diploma / GED 1.4 1.0 1.1 0.5  0.4 
Associate’s degree 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.4* 0.5*** 
Bachelor’s degree 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1  0.2** 
English proficiency certification or TOEFL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 

Occupational certificate or license 8.5 4.1 8.8 4.4*** -0.5 
Other 1.2 0.4 2.2 0.8*  -1.0 

Sample size 1,044 838 363     
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. 
  ***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test. 
   **Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
    *Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test. 

There was no statistical difference between the CBA group and the ES control group in the 
percentage of individuals who completed an activity (Exhibit IV.4). CBA group members were 
more likely to complete education than ES control group members, but the difference was small 
(2 percentage points, p-value = 0.08). In contrast, individuals in the CBA group were more likely 
than those in the NS control group to complete an activity (18 versus 8 percent). Compared to 
NS control group members, CBA group members also were more likely than those in the NS 
control group to complete specific activities, such as general job skills training (7 percentage 
point difference), occupational skills training (5 percentage point difference), and education (4 
percentage point difference). Individuals in the CBA group were also more likely to receive an 
occupational certificate or license than individuals in the NS control group (4 percentage point 
difference). Although very few individuals in any research group received an associate’s or 
bachelor’s degree, individuals in the CBA group were more likely to receive an associate’s 
degree than individuals in either control group (p-value = 0.08 for CBA/NS comparison). They 
were also more likely to receive a bachelor’s degree than individuals in the ES control group.  

For several types of activities, the differences in completion rates between research groups 
reflect the fact that individuals in the CBA group were more likely to start an activity than those 
in the control groups. Among those who started an activity, there were no statistical differences 
between the CBA group and either of the control groups in the likelihood of completing an 
activity (Appendix Table E.6).15 There was also no statistical difference in the percentage of 
individuals who received a diploma, degree, certification, or license after completing the 
program, relative to individuals in the control groups. About 29 percent of individuals who 

 

15 Appendix Table E.6 shows nonexperimental comparisons because the characteristics of participants and activity 
completers likely differ across the research groups. 
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started education or training in each of the research groups received one of these after 
completing the program (Appendix Table E.6).   

C. Differences between research groups in receipt of case management 
and support services 

CBA group members were more likely than those in the NS control group to receive case 
management services and support services. Exhibit IV.5 presents findings on differences 
between research groups in the average number of contacts with case managers and the receipt of 
support services, through any type of program. The CBA group was more likely than the NS 
control group to receive career counseling or one-on-one assistance from a career navigator or 
case manager (60 versus 18 percent) and had a larger number of contacts (11 versus 5). Although 
there was no statistical difference between the percentages of individuals in the CBA group and 
the ES control group that received case management, the average number of contacts was higher 
for the CBA group (11 versus 9 contacts; Appendix Table E.8). There were no statistical 
differences between CBA group members and ES control group members in the likelihood of 
contacting their case manager in person or by phone. CBA group members were more likely than 
NS control group members to meet a case manager in person and were less likely to meet them 
by the phone (p-value = 0.08 for in person contact). The CBA group was more likely than both 
control groups to contact their case manager equally in person and by phone. 

Exhibit IV.5. Receipt of case management through CBA existing SNAP E&T, or 
community-offered programs 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 

1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, and 363 ES control group members 
who were surveyed. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
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Support services were more likely to be received by individuals in the CBA group than by 
individuals in the NS control group, but there were no statistical differences between individuals 
in the CBA group and individuals in the ES control group. About 49 percent of individuals in the 
CBA group received a support service compared to 29 and 49 percent in the NS and ES control 
groups, respectively (Exhibit IV.6). The largest differences were for the receipt of transportation 
assistance, and clothes, uniforms, tools, and other supplies and equipment. The only significant 
difference between the CBA group and the ES control group was for the receipt of housing 
assistance (10 versus 15 percent).  

Exhibit IV.6. Receipt of support services through CBA, existing SNAP E&T, or 
community-offered programs 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  Transportation assisstance includes supports such as gas cards or bus passes. Childcare 

assistance includes vouchers or funds. “Other” included assistance with payment of utilities such 
as electricity, phone, heat, or gas; food assistance; and assistance with medical care. 

  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 
1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, and 363 ES control group members 
who were surveyed. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
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V. IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, RECEIPT OF 
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, AND WELL-BEING OUTCOMES 

This chapter focuses on whether CBA was able to increase the likelihood that SNAP participants 
would obtain jobs that lead to economic self-sufficiency through increasing their income levels 
and reducing their need for public assistance benefits compared to what would have happened in 
the absence of CBA. Specifically, this chapter examines whether the generally higher rates of 
engagement and service receipt among individuals in CBA, as described in Chapter IV, 
translated into impacts on employment, earnings, and receipt of public assistance as well as job 
characteristics, food security, health, well-being, and housing.  

To estimate how CBA affected individuals’ outcomes, we compared the average outcomes of the 
CBA group and each of the two control groups (the NS control group and the ES control group) 
over the 12 months following random assignment. Because, on average, CBA and control group 
members’ baseline characteristics were the same at the time of random assignment (see 
Appendix C), differences in their outcomes after random assignment can be attributed to 
differences in the services offered to individuals in each group.  

We used three sources of data to measure outcomes: (1) State UI wage records, (2) SNAP 
administrative data, and (3) 12-month follow-up survey data. UI wage records provided 
information on quarterly earnings, which were also used to construct measures of quarterly 
employment status. The SNAP administrative data obtained from Fresno County DSS were used 
to measure whether individuals participated in SNAP and TANF and the amount of SNAP and 
TANF benefits they received.16 The survey data were used to complement the UI wage records 
and provide more detail on individuals’ employment and earnings. The survey asked respondents 
whether they were employed in the time between random assignment and the survey interview 
date and, if so, the number of jobs they held over that period and their employment status at the 
time of the interview. For each job reported, the survey captured the job start date, end date (if 
applicable), and characteristics of the job, such as hours worked per week, weekly earnings, job 
type, fringe benefits, and occupation. The survey was also the sole source of information on 
other outcomes such as self-assessed levels of food insecurity, health, well-being, and housing 
status.  

Outcomes related to earnings and employment were analyzed using both UI wage records and 
survey data. Findings for these parallel analyses may differ because of differences in data 
coverage or quality, or differences in analysis samples. For example, UI data are not subject to 
the recall error that is a potential problem in surveys. However, UI data do not cover all types of 
jobs, exclude jobs in certain industries, contain less detailed information on jobs, and are subject 

 

16 Fresno County DSS’ data system did not integrate information from SNAP and Medicaid, so Fresno County DSS 
was not able to provide administrative data on Medicaid coverage. Thus, findings on Medicaid coverage presented 
in this chapter are based on 12-month survey data.  
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to other reporting errors.17 The omissions are nontrivial, and workers in sectors with no or partial 
coverage in UI data comprise about 10 percent of U.S. employment (Kornfeld and Bloom 1999; 
Hotz and Scholz 2002). Additionally, the UI data do not cover workers who are casually 
employed, such as day laborers or part-time helpers, and exclude most work that is part of the 
“gig economy” (Abraham et al. 2018; Katz and Krueger 2016, 2019). Survey data also have 
limitations. In addition to the potential for recall error, these data were not available for everyone 
enrolled in the pilot because some individuals did not respond to the survey. The characteristics 
and experiences of individuals who responded to the survey may differ from those who did not 
respond.18  

The time periods for which data are available were the same for the UI and survey data. 
Analyzed survey and UI data include individuals who were randomly assigned from January 
2016 through June 2017. We note that even though there are differences between the data 
sources, each should provide unbiased estimates of the impacts of CBA on the outcomes they 
measure, because the research groups were balanced along individual characteristics at the time 
of random assignment. 

We estimated impacts on outcomes by comparing regression-adjusted averages for each research 
group. To improve the precision of the estimates, regressions controlled for the characteristics of 
individuals as measured at the time of random assignment. The control variables included 
demographic characteristics such as age, educational attainment, and number of children, and 
economic characteristics such as employment status and earnings at baseline.19 The analysis 
focused on comparing the outcomes for the CBA group to the control groups’ outcomes.20 We 
used t-tests to determine whether there were significant differences between the contrasted 
research groups that were unlikely to have occurred purely by chance. We also conducted F-tests 
to assess differences in impacts across subgroups.  

We calculated average outcomes for research groups by applying weights to each observation to 
help ensure that estimated differences between research groups were representative of all 
individuals enrolled in the pilot in Fresno County. These weights were constructed to reflect the 
random assignment process, and to adjust for survey nonresponse bias for analyses based on the 
survey data. (We describe weight construction in greater detail in the technical supplement). 

We estimated the impact of CBA on many outcomes and across several subgroups, performing 
statistical tests for each. However, the likelihood that some estimates are found to be statistically 

 

17 In particular, UI data do not cover self-employed workers, railroad employees, workers in service for relatives, 
most agricultural labor, some domestic service workers, and part-time employees of nonprofit organizations (U.S. 
Department of Labor 2014). 

18 An analysis of differences between survey responders and non-responders, as well as differences between 
research groups, in terms of individual characteristics is presented in the technical supplement.  

19 The full set of characteristics and additional information on the selection of these characteristics can be found in 
the technical supplement.   

20 The two control groups were not compared to each other because of low statistical power. That is, the sample 
sizes for the control groups were not large enough to detect likely magnitudes of differences between the two 
groups. 
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significant simply by chance increases with the number of estimates tested, leading to false 
discovery of impacts not actually caused by CBA. To help guard against this problem, known as 
multiple comparisons bias, we selected two primary (confirmatory) outcomes before analyzing 
the data. The primary outcomes were employment (based on both the UI and survey data) and 
SNAP participation—both in the fourth quarter after random assignment, the most recent 
observed period. The primary outcomes were defined over the final quarter of available data 
since many CBA group members were expected to be engaged in education and training in the 
early quarters, which could reduce their opportunity to be employed during those early quarters. 
Although CBA’s effect on earnings was an important outcome in the evaluation, we excluded it 
from the set of primary outcomes due to the lower statistical power of identifying an impact on 
earnings relative to employment. This reflects the large standard deviation of earnings for 
individuals enrolled in the pilot (and for the SNAP E&T population more broadly), which 
reduces the precision of the impact estimates. The estimated impacts on earnings and other 
outcomes and for subgroups are used to support findings for the primary outcomes by examining 
whether they fit within a pattern of similar impacts. We view these analyses as exploratory, 
providing policy-relevant, but less rigorous evidence about program effects. This information 
can be valuable for continuous program improvement and for identifying potential hypotheses 
for more rigorous examination in the future.  

Following a summary of key findings for this chapter, we present the impacts of CBA on labor 
market outcomes (Section A) and on receipt of public assistance (Section B). We then present 
impacts on other outcomes, including food security, health, well-being, and housing status 
(Section C). Additional discussion of variations in the impacts on labor market outcomes, public 
assistance receipt, and food security across subgroups is presented in Appendix F. The technical 
supplement to this report includes detailed descriptions of the data and methodology used to 
estimate impacts of CBA.  

Key findings: 

• In Quarter 4, CBA led to an increase in employment based on survey data, but it did not lead 
to an increase in employment based on UI data (Exhibit V.1). In Quarter 4, about 50 percent 
of CBA group members were employed based on the UI data compared to about 49 percent 
of members of each control group. However, based on the survey data, Quarter 4 
employment rates were about 4 percentage points higher for CBA group members compared 
to NS control group members—48 versus 44 percent (p-value = 0.07)—but were not 
statistically different between the CBA group and the ES control group (48 and 45 percent, 
respectively).  

• CBA did not lead to changes in the likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarter 4 (Exhibit 
V.1). About 80 percent of CBA and control group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 
4. 
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Exhibit V.1. Employment and SNAP participation rates in Quarter 4 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation UI wage records, weighted data, SNAP employment 

and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data, SNAP employment and training 
evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 

Note: Estimates are based on UI data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group 
members, and 633 ES control group members; on survey data from 1,044 CBA group members, 
838 NS control group members, and 363 ES control group members; and on SNAP 
administrative data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group members, and 633 
ES control group members. 

***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 
.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test. 

• CBA led to an increase in earnings in Quarter 4 relative to the NS control group according to 
both data sources. Based on UI data, CBA group members earned $187 more than NS control 
group members; based on survey data, they received $368 more. Both estimated impacts 
were statistically significant. There were no impacts on earnings in Quarter 4 for the CBA 
group relative to the ES control group. Findings from prior studies of workforce programs 
have shown that it can take more than a year before economic impacts begin to emerge (Card 
et al. 2018). Thus, a longer-term follow-up period will be analyzed in the final evaluation 
report to fully assess the effects of CBA on labor market outcomes.   

• CBA did not lead to a statistically significant change in the likelihood of participating in 
SNAP or to a change in SNAP benefit amounts in any of the first four quarters after random 
assignment. SNAP participation and benefit amounts decreased each quarter after random 
assignment by about the same amount for each research group, resulting in nearly identical 
participation rates and benefit amounts in Quarter 4. Although there were no impacts on 
TANF participation, CBA decreased the average TANF benefit amount in Quarters 2, 3, and 
4 relative to the NS control group and in Quarters 3 and 4 relative to the ES control group. 
CBA increased the percentage of individuals receiving Medicaid, with 86 percent of CBA 
group members receiving Medicaid relative to 82 percent of NS control group members. 

• CBA decreased the rate of food insecurity for individuals in the CBA group relative to those 
in the NS control group (46 versus 52 percent); there was no statistically significant 
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difference relative to the ES control group (46 versus 48 percent). There were no differences 
between research groups in the rates of very low food security—a severe form of food 
insecurity (29 versus 31 and 26 percent, respectively). 

• Although there were generally no statistically significant differences between the CBA group 
and the control groups for other outcome measures related to health, well-being, and housing 
status, the CBA group was less likely than the NS control group to screen positively for 
depression; there was no statistical difference in depression screening between CBA and ES 
control group members. 

A. Impacts of CBA on labor market outcomes 
This section presents impacts on key labor market outcomes for the CBA group relative to each 
of the control groups. Outcomes from both the UI wage records and survey are measured by 
quarter after random assignment and over the full first year after random assignment, starting 
with the quarter after the one in which random assignment occurred. Some outcomes based on 
the survey data are measured at the time of the survey, approximately 12 months after random 
assignment.21  

1. Impacts on employment, earnings, and hours worked  

Employment. CBA led to an increase in employment in Quarter 4 using the survey data, but not 
the UI wage records (Exhibits V.2 and V.3). Based on the UI data, about 50 percent of CBA 
group members were employed in Quarter 4 compared to about 49 percent of control group 
members, and based on the survey data, about 48 percent of individuals in the CBA group were 
employed, relative to 44 percent of NS control group members (Exhibit V.2). The difference in 
employment rates of CBA and ES control group members was similar (48 versus 45 percent), but 
it was not statistically significant.  

Based on the survey data, the CBA group had lower employment rates than each of the control 
groups in Quarters 1 and 2 when CBA group members were more likely to have been 
participating in enhanced education and training services (as discussed in Chapter IV; Exhibit 
V.3). The differences in these quarters were not statistically significant but became positive in 
Quarter 3 relative to the NS control group and in Quarter 4 relative to the ES control group as the 
employment rates for the CBA group caught up to and surpassed the control groups’ 
employment rate (p-value = 0.07). A similar pattern did not exist based on UI data.  

In Year 1 overall, employment rates were similar across research groups in both the UI and 
survey data (Exhibits V.2 and V.3). For example, according to the UI data, 65 percent of CBA 
group members, 64 percent of NS control group members, and 65 percent of ES control group 
members were employed at some time during the 12-month follow-up period (Appendix Table 
F.1).  

 

21 For survey-based outcomes, the quarter after random assignment is defined as the first three months after the 
month of random assignment. The months included in this quarter sometimes differ from the calendar quarter, 
which is used to define the first quarter after random assignment for outcomes based on UI wage records. 
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Exhibit V.2. Quarterly employment rates based on UI wage records 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation UI wage records, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group members, 

and 633 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Exhibit V.3. Quarterly employment rates based on survey data 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, 

and 363 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
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Earnings. CBA led to earnings gains in Quarter 4 based on both data sources. Based on UI data, 
CBA group members earned $187 more than NS control group members; based on survey data, 
they received $368 more (Exhibit V.4). Although the CBA group earned $97 more than the ES 
control group, this difference was not statistically significant. Using survey data, we observed a 
similar pattern of effects for the CBA group relative to the NS control group ($2,261 versus 
$1,893), versus no statistical difference for the CBA group compared to the ES control group 
($2,261 versus $2,017—a $244 difference; Exhibit V.5). Earnings differences in early quarters 
between CBA and each control group either were negative or were positive, but smaller than the 
Quarter 4 differences. Average earnings as reported in the survey were somewhat larger than the 
average earnings reported in the UI wage records, although the pattern of findings is similar 
across the two data sources. 

Exhibit V.4. Quarterly earnings based on UI wage records 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation UI wage records, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group members, 

and 633 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
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Exhibit V.5. Quarterly earnings based on survey data 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note:  stimates are based on data from 1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, 

and 363 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Hours worked. Hours worked per week followed a pattern similar to earnings based on survey 
data. Average hours worked increased each quarter for the CBA group, but increased and either 
subsequently remained constant or decreased in Quarter 4 for each of the control groups, leading 
to CBA group members working about 2 hours more per week, on average, in Quarter 4 relative 
to control group members (Exhibit V.6). CBA group members worked an average of 14 hours 
per week in Quarter 4 compared to an average of 12 hours per week for members of each control 
group.  
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Exhibit V.6. Average hours worked per week based on survey data 

 

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, 

and 363 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

2. Impacts on characteristics of current jobs 

Exhibit V.7 presents characteristics of jobs at the time of the 12-month survey.22 This 
information was collected in the 12-month follow-up survey and was available only for 
individuals who were employed at the time of the interview (43 percent of the CBA group, 40 
percent of the NS control group, and 41 percent of the ES control group). For this reason, the 
measures in Exhibit V.7 are nonexperimental and the results do not represent the causal effects 
of CBA.  

 

22 For individuals who were employed at the time of the survey, these measures capture the job in which they were 
working at that time (their “current job”). If sample members were working two or more jobs at the time of the 
survey, the job where they worked the most hours was considered their “current job.”  
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Exhibit V.7. Characteristics of current jobs, among individuals employed at the time of 
the interview and based on 12-month survey data 

Characteristic 
CBA 

group 

NS 
control 
group 

ES 
control 
group 

CBA / NS 
control 
group 

difference 

CBA/ ES 
control 
group 

difference 

Hours worked per week (%)      
Less than 20 29.9 31.9 28.8 -2.0  0.8  
21 to 34 27.1 28.6 33.5 -1.5  -6.5  
35 or more (employed full time) 43.0 39.5 37.7 3.5  5.7  
Average 30.4 29.0 29.4 1.4  1.1  

Weekly earnings (%)      

$1 to $499 76.5 80.7 79.3 -4.2  -3.3  
$500 to $999 22.1 18.3 19.8 3.9  2.7  
$1,000 to $1,499 0.7 0.8 1.0 -0.1  -0.2  
$1,500 to $2,000 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.2  0.7** 
$2,000 and above 0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.2  0.2  

Benefits available at job (%)      

Any benefit 69.6 70.4 70.7 -0.8  -1.0  
Health insurance or HMO/PPO plan 
membership 

44.5 42.1 48.8 2.4  -4.1  

Dental insurance 35.3 30.0 36.5 5.3  -1.0  
Paid vacation 35.2 35.2 34.1 0.0  1.4  
Paid holidays 40.1 35.1 35.0 5.0  5.5  

Paid sick leave 55.0 57.3 50.4 -2.3  4.7  
Any paid time off 60.7 61.4 58.1 -0.7  2.8  
Pension or retirement benefits 34.9 29.1 35.0 5.8* 0.3  
Tuition assistance or reimbursement 12.6 14.5 14.0 -1.9  -1.2  

Type of employment (%)      

Regular full- or part-time  80.7 83.6 83.5 -3.0  -2.8  
Temporary or on-call  8.7 9.6 8.9 -0.9  -0.2  
Self-employed or independent contractor 
or consultant 

8.9 4.8 6.8 4.0**  2.0  

Day laborer 1.8 1.9 0.8 -0.2  1.0  
Occupation       

Other Personal Care and Service 
Workers 

8.6 9.2 14.7 -0.6  -6.0** 

Retail Sales Workers 5.8 6.6 5.5 -0.9  0.3 
Information and Record Clerks 5.4 3.7 8.6 1.6  -3.3 
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Characteristic 
CBA 

group 

NS 
control 
group 

ES 
control 
group 

CBA / NS 
control 
group 

difference 

CBA/ ES 
control 
group 

difference 

Material Moving Workers 4.1 3.3 2.2 0.9  1.8 
Food and Beverage Serving Workers 3.0 3.6 3.1 -0.6  0.1  

Motor Vehicle Operators 2.5 2.5 4.0 -0.1  -1.6  
Building Cleaning and Pest Control 
Workers 

1.6 2.1 5.5 -0.5  -3.9** 

Material Recording, Scheduling, 
Dispatching, and Distributing Workers 

2.3 3.6 1.6 -1.3  0.7  

Nursing, Psychiatric, and Home Health 
Aides 

2.4 3.2 2.7 -0.8  -0.3  

Other Protective Service Workers 3.9 2.5 2.2 1.5  1.7  
Sample size 449 346 163     
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
  ***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test. 
   **Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
    *Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Among individuals who were employed at the time of the 12-month follow-up survey, CBA 
group members and control group members held jobs with similar characteristics. There were no 
statistically significant differences in hours worked per week or receipt of employer-offered 
benefits and generally no differences in weekly earnings across the research groups. The 
plurality of currently employed individuals in each research group worked full-time (43 percent 
of the CBA group and 40 and 38 percent of the NS and ES control groups, respectively). More 
than three-quarters of individuals in all three research groups earned less than $500 per week. 
Over two-thirds of individuals received an employer-offered benefit, with the most common 
benefits being health insurance and paid time off.  

Most employed individuals in all three research groups were regular status employees working 
full-time or part-time. There was a statistically significant difference in the percentage of 
individuals in other types of employment across research groups. CBA group members were 
more likely to be self-employed workers or independent contractors than NS control group 
members (9 versus 5 percent). Common occupations included personal care services such as 
caregiving and child care provision, retail sales, information and record clerks, moving services, 
and food and beverage services. 

3. Conclusion 

The Quarter 4 employment rate of CBA group members was higher than that of NS control 
group members (who received no SNAP E&T services) based on the survey data, but not based 
on the UI data. CBA group members experienced earnings gains in Quarter 4 relative to the NS 
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control group based on both data sources, however, and also worked more hours per week in 
Quarter 4, on average. Based on survey data, earnings differences in early quarters between CBA 
and each control group either were negative or were positive but smaller in magnitude than the 
Quarter 4 difference. CBA group members’ earnings grew faster than control group members’ 
earnings over the course of the year, resulting in a statistically significantly higher earnings in 
Quarter 4. 

The employment rates and earnings of CBA group members were similar to those of members of 
the ES control group. Based on the survey data, the difference in earnings was negative in 
Quarter 1 and became positive, though not statistically significant, in Quarter 4. This reflected 
that CBA group members’ earnings grew over the course of the year, whereas the earnings of the 
ES control group increased and subsequently decreased.  

The pattern for employment and earnings reflects that the types of services provided to CBA 
group members included education and training in early quarters, likely displacing some 
employment during this period. Past studies of workforce programs have shown that it can take 
more than a year before economic impacts emerge (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’Amico 2006). 
Results from the longer-term follow-up period—which will extend to three years—are needed to 
fully assess the effects of CBA on employment and earnings.  

B. Impacts of CBA on receipt of public assistance 
This section presents impacts on the receipt of public assistance—as measured by SNAP 
administrative records and survey data. Most of the outcomes measuring receipt of SNAP and 
TANF are based on the administrative data and are measured for each quarter after random 
assignment and over the first year after random assignment. Receipt of other forms of public 
assistance are based on the survey data and capture receipt during the first year after random 
assignment.  

1. Impacts on SNAP participation  

CBA did not lead to changes in the likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarter 4 after 
random assignment. About 80 percent of individuals in each research group participated in 
SNAP in Quarter 4 (Exhibit V.8). Participation rates were similar across research groups in 
Quarter 1 and decreased each quarter after random assignment by about the same amount for 
each research group, resulting in nearly identical participation rates amounts in Quarter 4.  
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Exhibit V.8. Quarterly SNAP participation rates based on SNAP administrative data 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group members, 

and 633 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Individuals in each of the three research groups participated in SNAP for an average of 10 of the 
12 months following random assignment (Exhibit V.9). A little over a third of individuals in 
each research group exited SNAP within 12 months of random assignment, although SNAP exit 
rates were higher for CBA group members than for members of the ES control group (37 percent 
of CBA group members exited SNAP compared with 34 percent of ES control group members). 
The percentage of individuals who exited SNAP within the 12 months after random assignment 
include those who left and did not re-enter SNAP in the 12-month follow-up period, as well as 
those who left and re-entered before the end of the period. Thus, even though 63 percent of the 
CBA group participated in SNAP for the full year, SNAP participation in Quarter 4 was higher 
(80 percent), reflecting that individuals left and re-entered SNAP by Quarter 4.  

 

























  



























 



V. Impacts on employment, earnings, receipt of public assistance, and well-being outcomes 

  60 

Exhibit V.9. Participation in SNAP based on SNAP administrative data 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 
Note:  Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group members, 

and 633 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

Consistent with the findings for SNAP participation rates, average SNAP benefit amounts for 
CBA group members were similar to those for control group members in all four quarters 
(Exhibit V.10). Average SNAP benefit amounts were highest in Quarter 1 and decreased in each 
subsequent quarter, mostly reflecting people leaving SNAP over time. 

Looking at SNAP benefit amounts received as a percentage of the maximum possible benefit 
(based on SNAP unit size) provides a better comparison across SNAP units of different sizes 
than the nominal benefit amounts. CBA group members received, on average, around 82 percent 
of the maximum possible benefit in Quarter 1, but this decreased to 61 percent of the maximum 
possible benefit by Quarter 4 (Exhibit V.10). Average SNAP benefit amounts as a percentage of 
the maximum possible benefit were similar across research groups. For all research groups, most 
of the decrease in the percentage of the maximum benefit amount received over time can be 
attributed to individuals exiting SNAP. For example, among the CBA group, the percentage of 
the maximum benefit amount received decreased by about 22 percentage points between quarters 
1 and 4. During this same period, the percentage of CBA group members participating in SNAP 
decreased by about 18 percentage points. 
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Exhibit V.10. Impacts on average monthly SNAP benefit amount per Quarter and in Year 
1, based on SNAP administrative data 

  
CBA 

Group 

NS 
Control  
Group 

ES 
Control 
Group 

CBA / NS 
Control 
Group  

Difference 

CBA/ ES 
Control 
Group  

Difference 

Average SNAP benefits received ($)       
Quarter 1 901 888 876 14  25  
Quarter 2 807 793 802 15  5 
Quarter 3 738 737 756 1  -18 
Quarter 4 689 691 719 -2  -31 
Year 1 3,135 3,108 3,153 27  -18 

Average monthly SNAP benefits 
received as a percentage of maximum 
benefit amounta   

 

 

  

 
Quarter 1 82.1 81.6 80.1 0.5 2.0  
Quarter 2 72.2 71.1 71.1 1.1 1.2  
Quarter 3 65.5 65.7 66.8 -0.2 -1.3  
Quarter 4 60.6 61.1 63.3 -0.5 -2.7  
Year 1 70.1 69.9 70.3 0.2 -0.2  

Sample size 1,797 1,465 633     
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 
a Maximum household SNAP benefit amounts normalized by household size. 
  ***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test. 
   **Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
    *Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test. 

2. Impacts on TANF and other forms of public assistance  

The impacts on TANF participation were estimated using SNAP administrative data. Although 
CBA did not affect the likelihood of CBA group members participating in TANF relative to the 
members of each control group, it decreased the average TANF benefit amount received in most 
quarters of the year relative to each control group (Exhibit V.11 and Appendix Table F.7). The 
largest differences were in Quarter 4, when CBA group members received $243 in TANF 
benefits, on average compared to $283 and $305 among the NS and ES control groups, 
respectively (Appendix Table F.7). 

  



V. Impacts on employment, earnings, receipt of public assistance, and well-being outcomes 

  62 

Exhibit V.11. Quarterly TANF participation rates, based on SNAP administrative data 

  
CBA 

Group 

NS 
control 
group 

ES 
control 
group 

CBA / NS 
control 
group 

Difference 

CBA/ ES 
control 
group 

Difference 

TANF participation (%)       

Quarter 1 18.7 17.3 16.7 1.4  1.9  
Quarter 2 18.1 17.4 18.9 0.7  -0.8  
Quarter 3 18.3 19.5 21.1 -1.2  -2.8  
Quarter 4 17.7 19.2 20.1 -1.5  -2.4  

Sample size 1,797 1,465 633     
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,797 CBA group members, 1,465 NS control group members, 

and 633 ES control group members. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  

We estimated impacts on receipt of other forms of public assistance using the survey data. The 
survey measured receipt of general assistance; Unemployment Insurance benefits; Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI); Section 8, Housing Choice Vouchers, or Public Housing Assistance; 
Medicaid; and the Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). 
Individuals in the CBA group were 4 percentage points more likely than members of the NS 
control group to receive Medicaid (86 versus 82 percent) and were 5 percentage points less likely 
than members of the ES control group to receive SSI (9 versus 14 percent; Exhibit V.12). By far, 
the most commonly received benefit among both research groups was Medicaid (82 to 86 
percent across research groups). 
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Exhibit V.12. Impacts on participation in other public assistance programs in the 12 
months since random assignment, based on 12-month survey data 

Program 
CBA 

Group 

NS 
Control  
Group 

ES 
Control 
Group 

CBA / NS 
Control 
Group  

Difference 

CBA/ ES 
Control 
Group  

Difference 

Public assistance receipt in the 12 
months since random assignment (%) 

     

General assistance 7.2 6.0 8.8 1.2  -1.6 
Unemployment insurance 12.1 12.8 11.9 -0.7  0.3 

Supplemental Security Income 9.0 10.0 14.3 -1.0  -5.3**  
Section 8, Housing Choice Vouchers, 
or Public Housing Assistance  

14.2 14.3 17.7 -0.1  -3.6  

Medicaid 85.8 82.0 84.9 3.8** 1.0  
Supplemental Nutrition Program for 
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 

14.0 15.0 13.5 -1.1  0.5  

Sample size 1,044 838 363     
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
  ***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test. 
   **Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
    *Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test. 

3. Conclusion 

CBA did not lead to changes in the likelihood of participating in SNAP in any quarter (about 80 
percent of CBA and control group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4). It also did not 
lead to changes in the average SNAP benefit amount. SNAP participation and benefit amounts 
decreased each quarter after random assignment by about the same amount for each research 
group, resulting in nearly identical participation rates and benefit amounts in Quarter 4. 

Conceptually, SNAP E&T services are designed to increase employment and earnings and, thus, 
reduce the need for receiving SNAP or other public assistance. Although CBA group members 
were more likely than NS control group members to be employed and had higher earnings in 
Quarter 4 based on survey data, similar percentages of the research groups exited from SNAP. 
The lack of an impact on SNAP participation may reflect that CBA group members’ employment 
and earnings were similar to those for the NS control group in all quarters except Quarter 4 
(based on survey data only). Alternatively, any increase in the likelihood that CBA group 
members would exit SNAP due to having higher earnings in Quarter 4 may have been offset by 
CBA group members’ interest in continuing to participate in order to receive the CBA-provided 
education and training activities, which would be discontinued if they no longer participated in 
SNAP.  

Because it can take more than a year before economic impacts emerge, we cannot yet observe 
the full impact of CBA on SNAP participation. As with the employment outcomes, the analysis 
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based on data from the longer-term follow-up period will fully assess the effects of CBA on 
SNAP participation in the final evaluation report. 

C. Impacts of CBA on food security, health, well-being and housing status 
This section presents CBA’s effects on food security, health, well-being, and housing status, as 
reported in survey data. Most of these outcomes reflect individuals’ circumstances at the time of 
the 12-month follow-up survey. An exception was food security status, which was reported 
based on the 30 days before the survey.23  

CBA group members had a significantly lower food insecurity rate than members of the NS 
control group but had a similar rate to the ES control group. About 46 percent of CBA group 
members were food insecure compared to 52 percent of NS control group members—a 6 
percentage point difference—and 48 percent of ES control group members (Exhibit V.13). For 
very low food security—a severe form of food insecurity, there were no significant differences 
across research groups.   

Exhibit V.13. Impacts on food security, based on 12-month survey data 

 
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data. 
Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,044 CBA group members, 838 NS control group members, 

and 363 ES control group members. 
 Food security was measured over the 30 days prior to the survey interview. 
***/**/* Impact comparing the CBA group to NS control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
^^^/^^/^ Impact comparing the CBA group to ES control group is significantly different from zero at the 

.01/.05/.10 level, two-tailed test.  
 

23 Food security is having access at all times to enough food for an active, healthy life. Individuals who experienced 
food access limitations due to lack of money or other resources are said to be food insecure. Those who cannot 
afford enough to eat experience a particularly severe form of food insecurity referred to as very low food security. 
The outcomes of food insecurity and very low food security are based on responses to 10 questions about 
difficulty meeting basic food needs due to lack of money to be spent on food. Individuals who affirmed at least 3 
out of 10 questions were classified as food insecure; those who affirmed at least 6 were classified as having very 
low food security. 
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Among the other outcome measures in Appendix Table F.21, there generally were no statistically 
significant differences between CBA group and control group members. One exception was for 
individuals’ likelihood of screening positively for depression. About 18 percent of CBA group 
members screened positively for depression compared to 23 percent of NS control group 
members; there was no statistical difference in depression screening between CBA and ES 
control group members. 
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VI. ANALYSIS OF CBA COSTS 
This chapter describes the total cost of the planning and implementation of CBA through 
calendar year 2017. It builds on the description of services received by CBA group members by 
providing additional information about the cost of CBA overall and for specific services. This 
chapter presents information about the costs incurred by Fresno County and the partners and 
providers with whom it contracted to set up CBA before the beginning of enrollment, to recruit 
people into the pilot, and to provide services to CBA group members. It presents data on the total 
costs of services; costs covered by the FNS grant versus other funding sources; costs by 
category, such as staff costs and overhead costs; and the costs of key services, including 
occupational skills training and case management. The costs presented in this chapter exclude 
costs associated with the time pilot staff spent supporting the evaluation—including activities 
such as random assignment.24 

The analyses were based on cost data provided by Fresno County and by partners and providers 
with direct subcontracts through the FNS grant. Cost data were reported through standardized 
cost workbooks submitted for the planning period and on a quarterly schedule during service 
delivery. The workbooks captured data on a set of four core cost categories, or cost ingredients, 
including staff, direct service, supplies and equipment, and overhead and operating costs (Exhibit 
VI.1). These costs included costs that were paid for with FNS grant funds as well as costs that 
were paid for with funds leveraged from other sources. The cost ingredients were used to build 
an estimate of the total costs incurred in planning for and operating CBA by summing the costs 
across the four cost categories.25 

Exhibit VI.1. Ingredients of cost estimates 

Staff costs Direct service costs 
Supply and 

equipment costs 
Overhead and 

operating costs 

• Salaries and fringe 
benefits 

• Volunteer time 

• Service contracts 
• Support services 
• Partner and provider 

service costs 

• Supplies 
• Leases or purchases 

of equipment 

• Overhead  
• Facilities 
• Utilities 
• Indirect costs 

Note:  Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals receiving CBA. 
For all costs reported in the workbooks, respondents were asked to report the percentage of the 
cost that was funded by the FNS grant. Remaining costs were assumed to be covered by other 
sources. 

 
 

24 The cost workbooks asked for the percentage of time each staff member spent on evaluation activities. To exclude 
evaluation activities from the cost analyses presented in this chapter, we reduced the number of hours each staff 
member reported spending on CBA by the percentage of hours they reported spending on evaluation activities.  
Information about the percentage of time spent on evaluation activities was collected for every staff member listed 
in the planning period and quarterly workbooks, and varied over time. 

25 The ingredient, or build-up, methodology used for the cost data collection and analysis has been used in similar 
evaluations of public workforce programs and is detailed in Levin, Henry M., and Patrick J. McEwan. Cost-
Effectiveness Analysis: Methods and Applications. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 2001. 
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Fresno County, one partner, and one provider 
each submitted workbooks with their own cost 
information (Exhibit VI.2). In addition, a web 
survey collected data on the percentage of time 
provider staff spent on key services for CBA 
group members, such as case management, 
assessments, and job readiness training or life 
skills workshops. Information about the average 
percentage of time staff spent on key services 
was used to allocate the costs of staff, supplies 
and equipment, and overhead and operating 
costs to the direct services reported in the 
workbooks. These allocated costs were added to the costs of direct services to estimate the total 
cost of each service. The estimated costs of support services, other direct service contracts, work-
based learning, occupational skills training, and education do not include allocated costs for staff, 
supplies and equipment, or overhead and operating costs. We assumed the staff time and 
associated costs for these types of services are represented in the estimated cost of case 
management.  

This chapter summarizes costs from the planning period (April 2015 through January 2016) and 
service delivery (January 2016 through December 2017). Costs presented in the tables and 
figures have been adjusted to 2016 dollars, as this was the year that Fresno County started 
incurring costs for providing CBA services. The final report will present the final costs for both 
the CBA and control group services, as well as a benefit-cost analysis, which will compare costs 
and benefits for the CBA and control group members from the perspectives of individuals, 
government, and society. The final report also will include estimates of costs per person for CBA 
and control group services. The methodologies used in the cost data collection and in the 
analyses presented in this chapter are provided in the technical supplement. The following is a 
summary of key findings. 

Key findings: 

• Fresno County and its partner and provider reported spending a total of $6,568,000 between 
April 2015 to December 2017 on CBA services, including $198,000 on the planning period 
and $6,370,000 on service delivery. 

• The FNS grant funded 77 percent of CBA costs, and Fresno County and its partner and 
provider leveraged other funding sources for the remaining 23 percent.  

• The largest estimated cost was for case management service costs ($414,000; 6 percent of 
total costs]), followed by job readiness or life skills workshops service costs ($400,000; 6 
percent). 

Exhibit VI.2. Snapshot of CBA cost 
data collection 

• Fresno County, CA DSS, and RAB each 
submitted workbooks. 

• Workbooks were submitted for the 
planning period (April 2015–January 
2016) and eight quarterly service 
delivery periods (January 2016–
December 2017). 
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A. Analysis of total and service-specific costs 
This section describes total costs as well as costs by funding source and by category (staff, direct 
services, supplies and equipment, and overhead and operating costs). It also presents estimates of 
the costs of specific services.   

1. Total costs 

The FNS grant awarded Fresno County $12,167,000 for the planning and implementation of 
CBA through December 2018. As shown in Exhibit VI.3, Fresno County and its partner and 
provider reported spending a total of $6,568,000 through December 2017 on the planning and 
implementation of CBA (numbers in the text are rounded to the nearest thousand whereas 
exhibits show actual costs). These costs included $198,000 for planning (3 percent of total costs) 
and $6,370,000 for service delivery (97 percent). The quarterly costs of service delivery 
increased steadily from the first quarter through quarter seven before declining slightly in the 
eighth quarter (Appendix Table G.2). 

Exhibit VI.3. Summary of total costs 

 

Source: CBA cost workbooks 2015-2017. 
Note:  The planning period was considered to encompass the time between the award of the FNS grant 

and the CBA start (April 2015 to January 2016). Service delivery costs represent the total 
reported in quarterly workbooks following the start of CBA. One partner – DSS – reported about 
two weeks of costs in the planning period workbook that should have been included instead in the 
first quarter of services workbook. As a result, planning costs are slightly overestimated and 
service delivery costs slightly underestimated. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars. 

Through December 2017, the CBA provider reported spending $5,037,000 of the FNS grant 
funding (representing 77 percent of total expenditures) and leveraged $1,531,000 in funding 
from other sources (representing 23 percent of total expenditures, Exhibit VI.4). Funding from 
other sources came from Fresno County, CA DSS, and RAB. During the planning period, the 
FNS grant provided the majority of resources ($126,000) while $72,000 was contributed by 
Fresno County and its other planning partner and provider. During ongoing service delivery, 
CBA administration and services were primarily funded by the FNS grant ($4,911,000). Fresno 
County and its partner and provider leveraged an additional $1,459,000 in funding from other 
sources. The largest source of additional funding–$862,000–was contributed by RAB, the 
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provider of CBA case management and classes, which provided staff, direct service, supply and 
equipment, and overhead and operating resources. Fresno County contributed $642,000 in staff 
resources. The quarterly costs of service delivery that were covered by funding from sources 
other than the FNS grant increased from quarter one through quarter four, then leveled off 
(Appendix Table G.2). 

Exhibit VI.4. CBA funding from FNS grant and other sources 

Source: CBA cost workbooks 2015-2017. 
Note:  Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals in the CBA group. 

For all costs reported in the workbooks, respondents were asked to report the percentage of the 
cost that was funded by the FNS grant. Remaining costs are assumed to be covered by other 
sources. Fresno County’s partner – DSS – reported about two weeks of costs in the planning 
period workbook that should have been included instead in the first quarter of services workbook. 
All costs are presented in 2016 dollars. 

Exhibit VI.5 summarizes costs through December 2017 by category, including (1) staff and 
volunteers’ time, which represented 72 percent of total costs; (2) partner and provider direct 
service costs (12 percent of total costs); (3) supplies and equipment (2 percent of total costs); and 
(4) overhead and operating costs (14 percent of total costs). Of the $4,713,000 dedicated to staff 
costs, the largest share (79 percent) covered costs for direct service staff. The remaining 21 
percent covered administrative staff. No volunteer time was donated to the planning or operation 
of CBA. Fresno County and the CBA partner and provider reported spending $937,000 on 
overhead and operating costs. The largest share (64 percent) was attributable to indirect costs, 22 
percent covered costs for facilities and utilities, and 14 percent covered overhead costs. Fresno 
County and the CBA partner and provider also allocated $771,000 to direct service costs and 
$147,000 to supply and equipment costs. 
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Exhibit VI.5. Costs by category 

 
Source: CBA cost workbooks 2015-2017. 
Notes:  Salaries for one partner–DSS–were approximated because of confidentiality issues. Salaries 

were estimated by taking the mid-point of the staff salary range. These costs include 
approximately two weeks of staff time that should have been included in the first service 
workbook but could not be separated out. One of RAB’s locations used donated facilities to 
provide direct services. We used the square footage of the space used for services and the zip 
code to estimate a cost for these facilities. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars. 
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Exhibit VI.6 provides additional detail on total costs by category and costs funded by the FNS 
grant and by other sources. In all cost categories, the FNS grant covered the vast majority of 
costs. However, in all cost categories, funding from other sources was also used to cover costs. 
Funding from other sources covered 28 percent of staff costs, which indicates that Fresno County 
and its providers were able to leverage other staffing resources to support CBA. It also covered 
14 percent of direct service costs, 14 percent of total costs for supplies and equipment, and 11 
percent of overhead and operating costs.  

Exhibit VI.6. Costs by category and funding source 

    FNS grant Other sources 

Cost category Total cost 
Costs funded 

($)  

Percentage of 
total category 

cost 
Costs funded 

($)  

Percentage of 
total category 

cost 
Total cost $6,567,991 $5,036,781 77% $1,531,210 23% 
Staff costs $4,712,864 $3,410,509 72% $1,302,356 28% 

Staff $4,712,864 $3,410,509   $1,302,356   
Administrative staffa $981,424 $756,806   $224,618   
Direct service staff  $3,731,440 $2,653,703   $1,077,737   

Volunteers  $0  $0    $0   
Direct service costs  $770,890 $666,046  86% $104,844   14% 

Direct E&T services  $513,088 $431,458    $81,630    
Support services  $129,900 $106,686    $23,214    
Other service contractsb  $127,902 $127,902    $0    

Supplies and equipment 
costs 

 $147,079  $127,196 86%   $19,884 14% 

Supplies $147,079   $127,196    $19,884   
Equipment  $0 $0    $0    

Other overhead-operating 
costs 

$937,158  $833,031   89% $104,126    11% 

Overhead $127,966  $98,548     $29,418     
Facilities and utilities $208,778   $134,070   $74,708    
Indirect costs  $600,414 $600,414    $0    

Source:  CBA cost workbooks 2015-2017. 
Note:  Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals in the CBA group. For all 

costs reported in the workbooks, respondents were asked to report the percentage of the cost that was 
funded by the FNS grant. Remaining costs were assumed to be covered by other sources. Salaries for one 
partner—DSS--were approximated because of confidentiality issues. Salaries were estimated by taking the 
mid-point of the staff salary range. These costs include approximately two weeks of staff time that should 
have been included in the first service workbook but could not be separated out. One of RAB’s locations 
used donated facilities to provide direct services. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars. 

aWe used staff titles and primary responsibilities reported in the cost workbooks to categorize staff and their 
associated costs as administrative--(including staff such as accountants, executive leadership, or SNAP eligibility 
staff) or direct service-related.  
bOther service contracts represent costs paid by a partner or provider to another organization for a direct service. We 
assumed service contracts included all the costs of service, including staff, direct costs, supplies and equipment, and 
other overhead and operating costs.  
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2. Costs by service 

This section describes estimates of the costs of key CBA services, including case management, 
(this includes one-on-one meetings with individuals, or time spent on case notes or referrals), job 
readiness or life skills workshops, occupational skills training, work-based learning, support 
services, assessments, and education.26 To build these estimates, we used data from the staff 
time-use survey to estimate the average time spent on each service or activity. We then used 
these estimates to attribute a percentage of the total costs of staff, supplies and equipment, and 
other overhead and operating costs to the direct service cost reported for that service in the cost 
workbooks.  

Exhibit VI.7 presents estimated total costs of each type of service and the percentage of the total 
cost that the service represents. The largest CBA direct service expenditure was for case 
management, which accounted for $414,000, or 6 percent of total costs through December 2017. 
Job readiness or life skills workshops, occupational skills training, and work-based learning 
accounted for smaller shares of direct service costs--$400,000 (6 percent of total costs), and 
$327,000 (5 percent of total costs), and $296,000 (5 percent of total costs), respectively. 

Exhibit VI.7. Costs by service type 

Service type Total cost Percentage of total cost 

Case management $413,871 6 
Job readiness or life skills 
workshop 

$399,932 6 

Occupational skills training $326,599 5 
Work-based learning $295,505 5 
Support services $129,900  2 
Assessments $110,501 2 
Education $12,128 <1 
Other non-direct service costsa $4,879,556 74 
Total costs $6,567,991 100 
Source: CBA cost workbooks 2015-2017 and time use survey data 2016-2017. 
Note:  The estimated costs of case management, structured group activities, and formal assessments include costs 

for staff, supplies and equipment, and overhead and operating costs, which were allocated using the 
average percentage of time spent on these activities in the time use survey. The estimated costs of support 
services, other direct service contracts, work-based learning, occupational skills training, and education do 
not include costs for staff, supplies and equipment, or overhead and operating costs. We assumed these 
costs were either built into those payments, or the associated staff time and costs were represented as case 
management. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars. 

aOther non-direct service costs include service contracts that cannot be assigned to one of the defined direct 
services, such as a subcontract for recruiting services. Other non-direct service costs also include the costs of other 
CBA-related activities that are not direct services--including planning period costs, administration, recruitment and 
enrollment, and staff meetings and supervision. 

 

26 We use standardized titles of services in this chapter to facilitate comparison of findings across pilots. In addition, 
each cost workbook asked questions about direct service costs using these specific service titles. 
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Exhibit VI.8 shows the average percentage of time that direct service provider staff reported 
spending on key activities.27 The two activities that accounted for the largest shares of direct 
service staff time were recruitment and enrollment (37 percent of time, on average), and case 
management (37 percent). Case management includes time for administering payments and 
making referrals for services such as work-based learning, occupational skills training, and 
education. The two other activities that accounted for large shares of CBA direct service staff 
time were assessment (10 percent) and job readiness or life skills workshops (9 percent).  

Exhibit VI.8. Average percentage of time direct service provider staff spent on key 
activities  

 

 
Source: Time-use survey 2016-2017.  
Note:  This graphic shows the average percentage of time direct service staff spent on key activities 

during the first and second rounds of the time use survey (fall 2016 and summer 2017). Twenty-
five direct service staff were randomly selected to respond in each round. Costs for staff time 
associated with non-direct service activities are not attributed to the above service estimates; 
rather, they are included in the other non-direct service cost estimate row in Exhibit VI.7. 
Evaluation costs are excluded from all cost estimates but this figure includes time staff spent on 
the evaluation. 

 

 

27 Estimates of the average time spent on key activities include direct service provider staff from nine locations of 
RAB, the main service provider. 
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VII. CONCLUSION  
The goal of the 10 SNAP E&T pilots was to test innovative strategies to increase SNAP 
participants’ employment and earnings and reduce their need for public assistance benefits. 
Through its comprehensive data collection and rigorous experimental design, this evaluation 
assessed whether CBA—the innovative E&T program Fresno County designed and implemented 
targeting work registrants—was effective in achieving these outcomes. This interim report 
presents preliminary findings from the implementation and cost analyses that describe the 
planning and early implementation periods of the pilot and from the participation and impact 
analyses that cover one year of follow-up for individuals. This chapter summarizes the report’s 
main findings. It also describes the additional questions that will be answered in the final report, 
which will present implementation and cost analysis findings covering the full period in which 
services were offered and costs were incurred and participation and impact findings covering up 
to three years of follow-up for individuals. 

A. Summary of main findings  
This section summarizes the main findings from the analysis of implementation data, CBA group 
members’ service receipt, costs, and differences between research groups in service receipt. It 
also discusses findings from the impact analyses and considerations regarding whether longer-
term impacts may be expected.  

1. CBA implementation  

As described in Chapter II, after some initial challenges with recruitment, CBA staff were able to 
recruit more individuals for the pilot than anticipated. CFNs worked closely with most of those 
assigned to the CBA group to identify and help them meet their career goals. However, staff did 
encounter challenges during the planning and implementation periods that created some delays in 
service delivery. The subsidized employment component of CBA was slow to start and few 
individuals ultimately obtained subsided employment during the first two years of the pilot.  

2. Service receipt among CBA group members 

As described in Chapter III, virtually all of the individuals randomly assigned to the CBA group 
engaged in some type of service, meaning that they at least had a meeting with a career 
navigator, started an assessment, or received a support service. Although lower than overall 
engagement, a high percentage of CBA group members (77 percent) ultimately started an 
employment or training-related activity after they completed intake and assessments, such as job 
readiness training, GED preparation classes, subsidized employment, or occupational skills 
training. Among individuals who started an activity, completion rates were highest for job 
readiness workshops (70 percent) and occupational skills training (53 percent) and lowest for 
GED preparation classes (10 percent). Few individuals received a credential, certification, or 
degree (including GEDs) during the 12-month period included for analysis in this report.  
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The majority of CBA group members had at least one contact with a CFN, while 39 percent 
received a support service. Among those who received a support, most group members received 
assistance with training and work items, but less than half received transportation assistance.  

CBA group members spent an average of 11 months in CBA during the first year after random 
assignment. Just over a quarter of CBA group members exited the pilot within their first year, 
with most of these exits due to the participant deciding not to continue in services. Among those 
who did exit, few left in the first quarter and roughly equal numbers exited in quarters 2, 3, and 4 
(8 to 9 percent in each quarter).  

3. Differences between CBA and control groups in service receipt 

Whether CBA impacts employment, earnings, and SNAP participation depends, in part, on 
differences between the CBA and control groups in the services offered to individuals, their 
receipt of services, and their completion rates. The findings reported in Chapter IV suggest that 
there were differences in service participation between the CBA and both control groups, with 
larger differences between the CBA group and the NS control group than between the CBA and 
the ES control group. Relative to the control group, the CBA group was more likely to 
participate in job search training activities or in education and training during the 12-month 
follow-up period. According to the survey data, the rate of participation in the CBA group was 
45 percentage points higher than in the NS control group and 7 percentage points higher than in 
the ES control group. These differences existed despite that 31 percent of individuals in the NS 
control group and 68 percent of individuals in the ES control group participated in job search 
assistance and training activities or education or training programs. 

CBA group members also were more likely than NS control group members to complete 
activities or programs and to earn an occupational certificate or license. However, there were no 
statistical differences between the CBA group and the ES control group in the likelihood of 
completing activities or programs or earning a diploma, degree, certification, or license. 

Almost one-third of individuals were still in activities at the end of the 12-month follow-up 
period, so some of the differences between research groups in rates of participation in services 
and activities could change with longer follow-up.    

4. Short-term impacts of CBA on individuals’ outcomes 

As described in Chapter V, the findings from the analyses of the two primary outcomes in the 
fourth quarter show that CBA led to an increase in employment based on survey data, but it did 
not lead to an increase in employment based on UI data. About 50 percent of CBA group 
members were employed in Quarter 4 based on the UI data compared to about 49 percent of 
members of each control group. However, based on the survey data, Quarter 4 employment rates 
were 4 percentage points higher for CBA group members compared to the NS control group—48 
versus 44 percent—but were not statistically different between the CBA and the ES control 
group (48 and 45 percent, respectively). In addition, CBA did not lead to changes in the 
likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarter 4. The percentages of individuals in each research 
group who participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 were similar (about 80 percent of CBA and control 
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group members participated). SNAP participation rates decreased each quarter after random 
assignment by about the same amount for each research group, resulting in nearly identical 
participation rates in Quarter 4.  

The findings related to SNAP participation make sense given the general lack of change in 
employment over the first year for CBA and control group members. Conceptually, SNAP E&T 
services are designed to increase employment and earnings and, thus, reduce the need for 
receiving SNAP or other public assistance. Although CBA group members were more likely than 
NS control group members to be employed and had higher earnings in Quarter 4 based on survey 
data, employment and earnings were similar to those for the control group in all other quarters 
based on both data sources and in Quarter 4 based on UI data.  

These findings do not imply that CBA will not be effective in achieving its goal of increasing 
employment and reducing the need for public assistance in the longer-term. In fact, past studies 
of workforce programs have shown that it can take more than a year before economic impacts 
emerge (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’Amico et al. 2015). Indeed, CBA group members’ 
participation in education and training was similar across quarters and continued through 
Quarters 3 and 4, likely displacing employment during this period. Results from the longer-term 
follow-up period, which will extend up to three years from the date of random assignment, are 
needed to fully assess the impacts of CBA.  

5. CBA costs 

As described in Chapter VI, Fresno County and its partners and providers reported spending a 
total of $6,568,000 from April 2015 to December 2017 on the planning and implementation of 
CBA ($198,000 during the planning period and $6,370,000 on service delivery). The FNS grant 
funded 77 percent of these costs, and partners and providers leveraged other funding sources for 
the remaining 23 percent. Most of the costs during the planning period and first 24 months of 
operations were related to administration, including planning and development, management and 
oversight, and recruitment and enrollment ($4,880,000; 74 percent of total costs). The remaining 
26 percent of costs were for direct services, with case management and job readiness or life skills 
workshops being the largest costs. The proportion of the total budget that is represented by direct 
service costs will likely increase over time.   

B. Final report and other products  
This report presents a preliminary assessment of the effects of CBA. The participation and 
impact analysis findings are based on information from all individuals enrolled in the pilot but 
cover only the first year following random assignment for each individual. For this reason, the 
short-term outcomes presented in this report do not fully capture the potential effects of CBA on 
labor market and public assistance outcomes. Notably, a sizable share of individuals (29 percent 
of CBA group members) were still receiving services when the 12-month survey outcomes were 
measured. A final report will present individuals’ outcomes over a period of up to 36 months 
after random assignment and examine the benefits of the pilot’s services relative to their costs. In 
doing so, the final report will provide more conclusive evidence about the effectiveness of CBA.  
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The final report will address the following research questions:  

• Did CBA continue to evolve over time? What implementation changes occurred in the last 
one to two years of operations? Was CBA or parts of CBA sustained after the end of the 
pilot? 

• Including all individuals enrolled in CBA, what were the participation patterns? Did 
participation patterns change over time, as the programs matured? The final report will 
present information for all enrolled individuals. It will also analyze updated administrative 
data on service use through the end of pilot operations (December 2018).  

• What effects did CBA have on employment and SNAP participation over a three-year 
follow-up period? The final report will present findings based on longer-term follow-up 
data. Impact analyses will use UI wage records extending through early to mid-2020, SNAP 
administrative records extending through June 2020, and 36-month survey data also 
extending through June 2020. These additional data will allow us to examine impacts on 
outcomes over longer periods—for up to three years after random assignment—for most 
individuals enrolled in the pilot.  

• What was the total cost of pilot operations? The final report will include costs through the 
end of pilot operations. Per-person cost estimates will be presented for both CBA and control 
group services. 

• How did total three-year CBA benefits compare with CBA costs? The final report will 
present a benefit-cost analysis, which will use information from both the cost analyses and 
the impact analyses to compare costs with benefits for CBA and control group members, 
from the perspectives of individuals, government, and society.   

Several additional reports will address research questions focused on specific aspects of the 
services offered. These reports will complement the main evaluation analyses by delving more 
deeply into support services, the relationship between the amount of services received and 
individuals’ outcomes, and the potential benefits of work-based learning. 

Together with the final report, these additional reports will provide a deeper understanding of the 
effectiveness of specific services and the role that service receipt plays in affecting individuals’ 
outcomes. Additionally, these findings will be informative not only for SNAP E&T 
administrators and policymakers seeking to understand the impact of particular services but also 
for administrators of other workforce programs and State SNAP E&T agencies considering 
changes to their existing programs. 
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