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GLOSSARY

ABAWD

ACEs

BCC
Bridges

Control
group

CPR
C-Tec
DCF
ESS

Food
security

GCCC
GED

GO
GOALS

ICP
KDOL
KU
LWIA

MIS
NCCC
OMB
OSHA

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

Adverse Childhood Experiences. All types of abuse, neglect, and other
potentially traumatic experiences of people under the age of 18

Butler Community College

A six-week job-readiness program that focuses on resume preparation, interview
skills, soft skills (such as punctuality and proper dress), and job search skills

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

Cardiopulmonary resuscitation

Southeast Kansas Career and Technical Education Center
The Kansas Department of Children and Families
Episcopal Social Services

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

Garden City Community College

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

Generating Opportunities

Generating Opportunities to Attain Lifelong Success. The SNAP Employment
and Training pilot implemented in Kansas

Individual career plan
The Kansas Department of Labor
The University of Kansas, Center for Public Partnerships in Research

Local workforce investment area. A group of one or more counties that provide
workforce development services

Management information system

Neosha County Community College

The Federal Office of Management and Budget
Occupational Safety and Health Administration
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P4S

Random
assignment

Research
group

SACK
SNAP

SNAP
E&T

SSI
TANF

Treatment
group
Ul

USDA

Very low
food
security

WIC

Work
registrant

WorkKeys

Partners 4 Success program. Program that consists of job readiness and life skills
instruction (including goal setting, coping with crises, and money management)
and the potential for two weeks of work experience

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

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)

Substance Abuse Center for Kansas

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program. A Federal nutrition assistance
program

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

Supplemental Security Income. A Federal income supplement program

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families. A Federal grant program designed to
help needy families achieve self-sufficiency

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

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

U.S. Department of Agriculture

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

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

SNAP participant who has not met any Federal exemptions from SNAP work
requirements and is therefore required to register for work

A workplace skills assessment that measures a range of hard and soft skills
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OVERVIEW

This report presents interim findings from the evaluation of a SNAP Employment and Training
(SNAP E&T) pilot—GOALS—that was implemented in 35 Kansas counties from January 2016
to March 2019. 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 Kansas Department of Children and Families (DCF) enrolled 4,170
SNAP participants into the pilot, with half randomly assigned to be eligible for the enhanced
services (the GOALS group) and the other half eligible for existing SNAP E&T services (the
control group). DCF targeted work registrants, and participation in GOALS was voluntary.
GOALS services included intensive case management, job readiness training, job search training
and assistance, job development, occupational skills training, life skills training and basic
education, and job retention assistance. Services could be accessed in any order or
simultaneously.

Key interim findings from the four evaluation components covered in the report, which examines
the experiences of individuals enrolled in the pilot through December 2017, include:

e Implementation. Overall, key features of the GOALS model were put into place, with some
variation in the availability and strength of different features. Most notably, occupational
skills training played a smaller role in the model than originally expected. Individualized
attention, provided through close relationships between GOALS group members and career
navigators and employer liaisons, was viewed by staff as key.

e Participation. Ninety-one percent of individuals in the GOALS group participated in an
E&T-related activity and received assistance in looking for work, attended job search
training workshops, enrolled in short-term occupational skills training, or received job
retention services. Over half of GOALS group members participated in job search training or
job readiness activities and about one-sixth started occupational skills training. Almost half
of GOALS group members left GOALS within the first six months of enrollment.

e Impact. The GOALS group was more likely than the control group to participate in job
search assistance or training activities, occupational skills training programs, and general job
skills training. GOALS led to an increase in employment in the second half of the one-year
follow-up period, relative to the control group, and increased earnings in the last quarter as
well (based on one of two data sources). At the same time, GOALS led to higher
participation in SNAP in the first half of the follow-up period but SNAP participation rates
for the two research groups were similar in the second half of follow-up. These findings
cannot predict whether GOALS’ positive employment and earnings impacts will extend to
future years and, if they continue or even grow, whether they will translate into decreases in
SNAP participation. Longer-term results are needed to fully assess the impacts of GOALS.

e Cost. DCF and its partners and providers reported spending a total of about $5 million from
April 2015 to December 2017 on the planning and early implementation of GOALS. Over a
third of the costs were for direct services, with case management and education as the largest



Overview

of these costs. Direct service costs likely will represent an even larger share of total costs
when 2018 and 2019 expenditures are analyzed and reported.

This report presents an early assessment of GOALS’s effects. A final report will examine the
experiences of all individuals enrolled in the GOALS pilot, present their outcomes over a longer
follow-up period, and examine the benefits of the pilot’s enhanced services relative to its costs.
In doing so, the final report will provide more conclusive evidence about GOALS’ effectiveness.

Xi



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 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 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 registrants' 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 one State—Kansas. 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 findings about the short-term effectiveness of the

"' 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.

Xii



Executive Summary

pilot’s services. A final report will provide more comprehensive and conclusive evidence about
the effectiveness of Kansas’ pilot services, by examining individuals’ experiences over a longer
(three-year) follow-up period and examining the benefits of the pilot’s enhanced services relative
to their costs.

Kansas pilot background

In January 2016, the Kansas Department of Children and Families (DCF), which administers
SNAP, began enrollment in its pilot, Generating Opportunities to Attain Lifelong Success
(GOALS), in 35 counties across four geographic regions in the State. The regions encompass
both rural and urban areas and include the cities of Topeka and Wichita. From January 2016 to
January 2018, DCF enrolled 4,170 SNAP participants into the pilot, targeting work registrants.
This interim report focuses on the 3,961 individuals who enrolled in the pilot through December
2017.

The State’s existing SNAP E&T program was voluntary and included case management, limited
training opportunities, and potential referrals to other services. In contrast, GOALS offered a
more comprehensive and intensive set of services. The GOALS model—Stabilize Train, Place,
and Sustain—included key services such as intensive case management, job readiness training,
job search training and assistance, job development, occupational skills training, life skills
training and basic education, job retention assistance, and support services. GOALS, which was
also voluntary, tailored services to each individual, and services could be accessed in any order
or simultaneously.

Evaluation overview

The evaluation includes the following four components:

1. Animplementation 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. Animpact 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.?

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 GOALS group or a
control group in roughly equivalent numbers. Individuals assigned to the GOALS group were
eligible for the enhanced set of services described above, whereas control group members were

2 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.

Xiii



Executive Summary

eligible for services available through the existing SNAP E&T program in the State, in the three
regions in which it was available, or for services generally available in their communities.
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 GOALS staff and GOALS group members and grantee-provided cost data and
time-use data to estimate the cost of services and service components.

GOALS overview, service receipt, and costs

DCF developed GOALS to offer services to any SNAP participant but particularly targeted work
registrants. The aim of GOALS was to rapidly respond to local employer labor supply needs, by
preparing and training SNAP participants for employment. DCF selected the four pilot regions
because they represented a mix of urban and rural areas that had higher rates of poverty yet had
employers that needed skilled workers and training programs that could meet the needs of those
employers. DCF managed the overall pilot and provided most of the case management services,
but it engaged the University of Kansas, Center for Public Partnerships in Research (KU), as a
key partner. KU helped build staftf capacity skills through professional development, periodically
brought community stakeholders together to review GOALS’ progress and managed the GOALS
data. Although DCF was the primary service provider, an array of community colleges and
technical education centers also provided services, including job readiness programs and
occupational skills training. Before enrollment into the pilot began, both DCF and KU worked
with a professional marketing firm to develop a campaign to encourage SNAP participants to
enroll, with a message that focused on making individuals feel hopeful about their futures, and
communicated what they could gain from participation in GOALS.

The pilot began enrollment in January 2016. Individuals interested in the pilot first attended an
orientation. Those who were enrolled in the pilot and were randomly assigned to the GOALS
group next began an intake and assessment process with a career navigator. After the assessment
was completed, services typically followed the Stabilize, Train, Place, and Sustain model, with
services intended to last for approximately six months. Individuals randomly assigned to the
control group were offered existing SNAP E&T services in the regions where they were
available. The existing SNAP E&T program had fewer resources to offer compared with
GOALS. In particular, the existing SNAP E&T program, unlike GOALS, did not have dedicated
employer liaisons who made connections with employers and matched individuals to jobs.
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The following provides details about the planned services, receipt of specific services, and costs
of providing services during the interim period:

Stabilize phase. The intensive case management phase, projected to take about eight weeks,
began with a multi-appointment assessment, which included barrier identification. At the
completion of the assessment, an individualized action plan was developed. The plan could
include mental health or substance use disorder counseling, provided by community-based
organizations, and/or basic education and life skills training, commonly provided through the
Bridges or Partners 4 Success programs. These latter programs, which lasted from five to eight
weeks and required almost full-day attendance for at least four days a week, provided basic
education instruction and training in life skills, conflict resolution, and job search skills, among
other career readiness skills. GOALS employer liaisons also recruited local employers to
participate in the programs — to lead Q&A sessions with GOALS group members, offer tours of
their workplaces, and conduct mock interviews. The Partners 4 Success program could also
include two weeks of work experience.

Train, place, and sustain phases. The remaining phases could include occupational skills
training, job placement assistance, and postemployment services. If deemed by a career
navigator as essential to increasing an individual’s employability, GOALS group members could
be referred to occupational skills training, limited to four to six weeks. Such training could occur
after completion of the Bridges or Partners 4 Success programs but also could occur instead of
these programs. In preparation for job placement assistance, employer liaisons would meet with
individuals shortly after GOALS entry but would not start to look for jobs for individuals until
their career navigator indicated that their resumes were complete and they were work ready — as
indicated, for example, by having completed assigned trainings, being prepared to answer
questions about criminal histories, and having proper interview clothing. When individuals were
ready for job placement, employer liaisons would identify available jobs that matched
individuals’ skills and interests and, in some cases, personally deliver resumes to potential
employers and advocate for specific GOALS group members. Once individuals were employed,
employer liaisons would help them addresses job retention challenges, such as transportation
problems, and could also help individuals find quick reemployment if they lost a job.

Case management and support services. GOALS group members received case management
from DCF career navigators, who generally met frequently with individuals immediately after
enrollment and then at least monthly. They continued to work with individuals actively engaged
in GOALS until they got a job. Career navigators also could provide support services, such as
transportation assistance (bus passes or gas cards), and help to cover the cost of interview
clothing, appropriate work clothes, uniforms, or license or testing fees.

Extent of GOALS service receipt. According to DCF administrative service use data, almost all
of the individuals randomly assigned to the GOALS group engaged in services in some way,
meaning that they at least had a meeting with a career navigator for initial counseling,
assessments, and case management services. About 91 percent of GOALS group members
subsequently participated in an E&T-related activity and received assistance in looking for work,
attended job search training workshops (including one of the multi-faceted Bridges and Partners
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4 Success programs), enrolled in short-term occupational skills training, or received job retention
services within 12 months of random assignment. Participation in job search training or job
readiness activities was more prevalent than participation in occupational skills training: Over
half of GOALS group members participated in the former types of activities (and most
completed them); about one-sixth started occupational skills training (with more than three-
fourths completing it).

More than half of GOALS group members received at least one support service to defray the cost
of transportation to and from GOALS activities or employment or provide uniforms or
appropriate work clothes. GOALS group members engaged in GOALS for an average of about
five months. Over three-fourths of GOALS group members exited from GOALS within the 12-
month follow-up period, and almost half exited GOALS within six months of enrollment.
Because GOALS services were available only to SNAP participants, many exits from GOALS
may have reflected exits from SNAP.

Pilot costs. DCF and its partners and providers reported spending $5,046,000 from April 2015 to
December 2017 on the planning and implementation of GOALS ($493,000 during the planning
period and $4,553,000 on service delivery). The FNS grant funded 97 percent of these costs, and
partners and providers leveraged other funding sources for the remaining 3 percent. About 63
percent of the costs during the planning period and first 23 months of operations were related to
administration, including planning and development, management and oversight, and recruitment
and enrollment ($3,185,000). The remaining 37 percent of costs were for direct services, with
case management and education being the largest costs. The proportion of the total budget that is
represented by direct service costs will likely increase over time.

Differences in service receipt for the GOALS and control groups

To provide context for the impacts of GOALS, 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 GOALS or existing SNAP E&T, or
whether it was generally available in the community, through programs such as WIOA or
through community colleges, nonprofits, or other organizations. Without a meaningful service
differential between the GOALS 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
GOALS, relative to the control group. During the 12-month follow-up period considered in this
interim report, the GOALS group was more likely than the control group to participate in job
search assistance or training activities and in education and occupational skills training. About 49
percent of the GOALS group participated in one of these activities compared with only 39
percent of the control group. The GOALS group also had higher rates of participation than the
control group in almost all activities examined in the analysis. The magnitude of the difference
was largest for job search training or assistance activities, occupational skills training programs,
and general job skills training (10, 8, and 6 percentage points higher than the control group,
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respectively; Exhibit ES.1). There was no statistically significant difference between the two
research groups in rates of participation in education programs.

Exhibit ES.1. Rates of participation in and completion of services were higher for the
GOALS group than the control group

100

80
)
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€
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5 40 37.5
o 27.5

18.7***
15.4***
20 9.3 10.7 13.0 112
0 104 m e
Jobsearch training or ~ General job skills Occupational skills Education
assistance training training
I GOALS group participated Control group participated
GOALS group completed Control group completed

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month follow-up 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.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

GOALS group members were more likely than those in the control group to complete an activity,
by 7 percentage points. Most commonly, individuals who completed programs received an
occupational certificate or license: 10 percent of GOALS group members obtained an
occupational certificate or license, while 7 percent of control group members did so [not shown].

For some activities, the differences in completion rates between research groups reflect the fact
that individuals in the GOALS group were more likely to start services than those in the control
group. Overall, among those who started an activity, individuals in the GOALS group were 10
percentage points more likely than those in the control group to complete the activity.

GOALS group members also were more likely than control group members to receive career
counseling or one-on-one assistance from an employment professional or case manager.
According to the survey data, which takes into account case management provided through
GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or any other programs in the community, about 54 percent of
GOALS group members received counseling or one-on-one assistance compared with 45 percent
of control group members (Exhibit ES.2).
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Exhibit ES.2. GOALS group members were more likely than control group members to
receive case management and have in-person contact with case managers

100
80 75.5*
69.2
GJ *kk
g 60 54.4
S 44.8
o
O 40
17.5
20 *%
12.5 . 103 12.9
: = ]
Received case Mode of contact - Mode of contact - Mode of contact -
management mostly in person mostly by phone mostly in person and
by phone

m GOALS group mControl group

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

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

GOALS group members also were more likely than control group members to receive support
services. Almost 63 percent of GOALS group members received a support service compared
with 53 percent of control group members (Exhibit ES.3). Differences were concentrated in
transportation assistance, such as gas cards or bus passes, and in assistance with clothes,
uniforms, tools, or other supplies and equipment.
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Exhibit ES.3. GOALS group members were more likely than control group members to
receive support services, particularly transportation assistance and work or training
supplies
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funds passes) equipment

m GOALS group mControl group

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.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Impacts of GOALS on employment and SNAP participation

We estimated the impacts of GOALS 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 Ul 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 GOALS
group members were expected to be engaged in job readiness and training activities shortly after
random assignment, thus possibly reducing their opportunity to be employed during those early
quarters.’ The estimated impacts on other outcomes are considered exploratory and are used to
support findings for the Quarter 4 employment and SNAP participation outcomes by examining
whether they have similar impacts.

3 Although 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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Employment and SNAP participation in Quarter 4. GOALS led to a statistically significant
increase above control group levels in employment in Quarter 4 based on the UI data (but not the
survey data) (Exhibit ES.4). In Quarter 4, according to the UI data, 60 percent of GOALS group
members were employed, a statistically significant increase of 4 percentage points over the
control group average. Based on the survey data, 61 percent of GOALS group members and 58
percent of control group members were employed in Quarter 4. GOALS did not change SNAP
participation in Quarter 4: 61 percent of GOALS group members and 59 percent of control group
members participated in SNAP.

Exhibit ES.4. GOALS increased Quarter 4 employment using Ul data but had no effect on
Quarter 4 employment using 12-month survey data
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Employed in quarter 4 (Ul Employed in quarter 4 (survey Received SNAP in quarter 4
data) data)
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o
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m GOALS group mControl group

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

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .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. The GOALS and control groups
had similar employment rates in Quarters 1, 2 and 3 based on the UI data (Exhibit ES.5). Starting
in Quarter 4, GOALS increased employment by a statistically significant amount based on the Ul
data. The differences in employment rates based on the survey data were not statistically
significant in any quarter.

XX



Executive Summary

Exhibit ES.5. GOALS increased employment in follow-up quarter 4, based on Ul data
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60 58.9 59.3 58.7 57.9 59. 5***
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation Ul wage records, weighted data.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Exhibit ES.6. GOALS did not affect employment in any follow-up quarter, based on
survey data
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
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Earnings, hours worked, and other job characteristics. There is some evidence that GOALS
led to earnings gains in Quarter 4. Based on the UI wage records, the GOALS group earned an
average of $2,167 in Quarter 4 compared with average earnings of $1,979 for the control group
(the associated $189 impact for the GOALS group was statistically significant). There were no
statistically significant impacts on earnings throughout the follow-up period based on the survey
data. There was generally no impact of GOALS on hours worked or on the characteristics of jobs
among the employed.

SNAP participation, benefits, and exit. GOALS did not lead to a reduction in SNAP
participation in Quarter 4 after random assignment (Exhibit ES.7). About 61 percent of GOALS
group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 compared with 59 percent of control group
members. Between Quarters 1 and 4, SNAP participation rates decreased from 99 to 61 percent
among GOALS group members—a 38 percentage point change—and from 99 to 59 percent
among control group members—a 39 percentage point change. However, the decrease in the
SNAP participation rate for control group members was earlier and steeper (by Quarter 2) than
for GOALS group members. In Quarter 2, GOALS group members were more likely to
participate in SNAP than control group members (83 versus 80 percent). This statistically
significant difference in SNAP participation rates faded in Quarter 3.

Exhibit ES.7. GOALS increased SNAP participation in follow-up quarters 1 and 2 but did
not affect SNAP participation in later quarters
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

A little less than two thirds of individuals in both research groups exited SNAP at least once
within the 12 months after random assignment: 62 percent of GOALS group members and 63
percent of control group members. The percentage of individuals who exited SNAP within the
12 months after random assignment includes those who left and did not re-enter SNAP within
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the 12-month follow-up period, as well as those who left and re-entered before the end of the
period. Thus, even though 38 percent of the GOALS group participated in SNAP for the full
year, SNAP participation in Quarter 4 was higher (61 percent), reflecting that individuals left and
re-entered SNAP by Quarter 4.

In Quarters 2 and 3, average SNAP benefit amounts were significantly higher for GOALS group
members than for control group members. In Quarter 4, the difference in average SNAP benefit
amounts was no longer statistically significant. For both research groups, the average SNAP
benefit amounts were highest in Quarter 1 and decreased in each subsequent quarter, reflecting
exits from SNAP over time.

Impacts on other outcomes

There were few impacts of GOALS on other outcomes. GOALS group members and control
group members had similar rates of food insecurity. About 59 percent of GOALS group
members reported being food insecure compared with 60 percent of control group members
(Exhibit ES.8). For very low food security—a severe form of food insecurity—there was no
statistically significant difference between the GOALS and control groups.

Exhibit ES.8. GOALS did not affect food insecurity
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Among the other outcomes, there were no statistically significant differences between the
GOALS group and control group. For example, about 25 percent of GOALS group members
reported having very good or excellent health compared with 23 percent of control group
members. There were generally no impacts on other types of public assistance benefits, including

xxiii



Executive Summary

participation in TANF, throughout the follow-up period. One exception is Medicaid coverage:
GOALS increased Medicaid coverage by statistically significant amounts in Quarters 1 and 4.

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.
There was a meaningful contrast between the GOALS and control groups in take-up of services,
and GOALS did lead to increases in employment and earnings in Quarter 4 (based on the Ul
data, but not the survey data). SNAP participation rates for the two research groups were not
statistically different in Quarter 4.

The findings related to SNAP participation make sense given the early GOALS participation
patterns among GOALS group members, relative to control group members, and the pattern of
changes in employment and earnings for GOALS and control group members over the first year
of follow-up. Conceptually, SNAP E&T services are designed to increase individuals’
employment and earnings and thus reduce their need for SNAP or other public assistance. Early
in the follow-up period, GOALS group members may have been more likely than control group
members to continue to receive SNAP because of the GOALS services they were receiving,
including job readiness activities, occupational skills training, and job placement services. Then,
once GOALS began to increase employment and earnings in Quarter 4, SNAP participation rates
for GOALS and control group members no longer differed.

The findings in this report cannot predict whether GOALS will have longer-term effects on
employment and earnings or whether it will reduce the need for public assistance in the longer
run. It is unclear what the trajectory of the positive employment and earning impacts will be in
future years and, if they continue or even grow, whether they will translate into decreases in
SNAP participation. In fact, past studies of workforce programs have shown that impacts are
often stronger beyond the first year of follow-up (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’ Amico et al. 2015).
Results from the longer-term follow-up period to appear in the final evaluation report, which will
extend to up to three years from random assignment and include follow-up data for all
individuals enrolled in the pilot, are needed to assess the full effects of GOALS.

Whether GOALS will have a longer-term impact on employment and SNAP participation
depends, in part, on the degree to which GOALS and control group members differ in their take-
up of services and in their completion of them, and whether these differences provide longer-run
benefits. While usually this is especially true for occupational skills training and education
activities, particularly if individuals acquire a credential or certificate, these types of activities
were not the predominant ones in GOALS. Rather, job readiness, job search, and job placement
services were most commonly provided. The findings in this report suggest that there was a
contrast between individuals in the GOALS and control groups in participation in all of these
activities—as well as in occupational skills training. The intensity of the job readiness, job search,
and job placement, services, however, likely also differed between the two groups, given the job
placement and development responsibilities of the GOALS employer liaisons and the full-time
nature of the Bridges and Partners 4 Success programs. Overall, exposure to local employers, as
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well as receipt of post-employment help, was likely much greater among GOALS group
members than among control group members.

In conclusion, this interim report presents a preliminary assessment of the effects of GOALS.
The findings are based on follow-up data on individuals enrolled in the pilot through December
2017 and 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 GOALS on individuals’ outcomes. Notably, some individuals (8 percent
of GOALS group members) were still receiving services through GOALS or other programs
when 12-month survey outcomes were measured. In addition, GOALS continued to enroll and
provide services to individuals in 2018 and 2019. A final report will examine the experiences of
all individuals enrolled in the pilot, present their outcomes over a period of up to 36 months after
random assignment, and examine the benefits of the pilots’ enhanced services relative to their
full costs, thereby providing comprehensive and conclusive evidence about the effectiveness of
GOALS.
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. 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 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 one State—Kansas—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 Kansas 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 and served diverse areas and
populations. (Appendix Table A.1). The service areas 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 registrants* who were unemployed or
underemployed, but most pilots targeted subsets of this population. Some pilots focused on able-

4 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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bodied adults without dependents (ABAWDs)—18- to 49-year-old adults who are not disabled
and do not have dependents. Other pilots 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/or 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 services, 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 the 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. Animpact 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 benefit-cost analysis that estimates the costs of pilot services. °

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; 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.

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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enhanced set of services developed under the pilot, and control group members were eligible for
services available through existing SNAP E&T programs in the State. 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 allowed 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 pilot 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 enhanced
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. Kansas GOALS overview

As part of its pilot, Kansas began enrollment in Generating Opportunities to Attain Lifelong
Success (GOALS) in January 2016. GOALS was offered in 35 counties across four geographical
regions in the State: Northeast (NE), South Central (SC), Southeast (SE), and Southwest (SW)
(Exhibit I.1). The pilot served both rural and urban areas, with the majority of individuals
residing in the NE and SC regions, which include the cities of Topeka and Wichita, respectively.
The SE and SW regions are more rural. In the year before Kansas began GOALS enrollment, the
unemployment rate in the 35 pilot counties averaged 4.5 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics
2019).

Exhibit 1.1. Pilot locations

The Kansas Department of Children and Families (DCF) administers
SNAP and the existing SNAP E&T program, which is voluntary.
Before the pilot started, the State operated the existing SNAP E&T
program in only eight counties. It included case management, limited
occupational skills training, primarily in Certified Nursing
Assistantships, potential referrals to GED services and local
workforce development centers for training, and limited support services.
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DCEF, in partnership with the University of Kansas, Center for Public Partnerships in Research
(KU), offered GOALS as a voluntary SNAP E&T program in 35 of the State’s 105 counties.
GOALS offered a more comprehensive and intensive set of services in comparison to the
existing SNAP E&T program. (During the pilot operation period, 26 of the 35 pilot counties
operated both GOALS and the existing SNAP E&T program, given that Kansas had expanded
existing SNAP E&T to more counties immediately before the start of the pilot.) GOALS targeted
work registrants and provided case management, job readiness and job search assistance, job
development, basic education, occupational skills training, mental health and substance use
disorder counseling, support services, and employment retention services (Exhibit 1.2).

Exhibit 1.2. Pilot characteristics

Characteristic

Pilot operation period January 2016 to March 2019

Location 35 (out of 105) counties

Southeast: Allen, Bourbon, Cherokee, Crawford, Labette,
Montgomery, Neosho, Woodson, Wilson

Southwest: Clark, Finney, Ford, Grant, Gray, Hamilton, Haskell,
Hodgeman, Kearny, Meade, Morton, Seward, Stanton, Stevens

Northeast: Atchison, Brown, Douglas, Geary, Osage, Pottawatomie,
Riley, Shawnee

South Central: Butler, Cowley, Harvey, Sedgwick

Grantee agency Kansas Department for Children and Families (DCF)
Key partners and providers University of Kansas, Center for Public Partnerships in Research (KU)
Target population Work registrants

Number enrolled from January 3,961
2016 through December 2017

Program type Voluntary

Existing SNAP E&T program Kansas offered limited services through its existing voluntary SNAP
E&T program (except in the Southeast region where SNAP E&T was
not available), including limited occupational skills training, primarily in
Certified Nursing Assistantships, potential referrals to GED services
and local workforce development centers for training, and limited
support services.

Key GOALS services GOALS services included: intensive case management; job readiness
preparation; job search assistance and job development and
matching; occupational skills training; soft skills, life skills, and basic
education through the Bridges and Partners 4 Success (P4S)
programs; mental health and substance use disorder counseling; job
retention services; and support services.

From January 2016 to December 2017, GOALS enrolled 3,961 SNAP participants into the pilot.
Interested individuals were randomly assigned in roughly equivalent numbers into a treatment
group (referred to as the GOALS group) and a control group. Exhibit 1.3 displays the
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characteristics of all individuals who enrolled in the pilot from January 1, 2016, to December 31,
2017 (see Appendix Table C.1). The characteristics represent individuals’ statuses at the point of
random assignment. The majority of individuals enrolled in the pilot were female, and just over
half were white; individuals were age 37, on average. A little over 1 in 10 individuals were
married or cohabiting, and less than half lived in households with children. Over three-quarters
had a high school diploma or equivalent. Virtually all individuals enrolled in the pilot had been
employed at some point prior to enrollment (98 percent), but only 16 percent were employed at
the time of random assignment.

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

61 l'yo Age 37 years old

Female Average age

16%

Currently
employed

14%

Married or
cohabiting

Source: SNAP E&T baseline information registration form (January 2016 through December 2017 data).

Note: All values are percentages unless otherwise noted. Individuals in the pilot consist of all GOALS
and control group members who completed a baseline enroliment registration and did not
subsequently choose to revoke their consent to participate in the evaluation. (n=3,961).

This report focuses on individuals who enrolled in the pilot through December 2017. DCF
completed pilot enrollment in January 2018 with a final size of 4,170 individuals and continued
providing services until March 2019. 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



|. Introduction

characteristics, employment histories, and receipt of public assistance. Baseline data were
collected for all GOALS and control group members.

2. Implementation data. The implementation data analyzed for this report were collected
during two rounds of site visits in June 2016 and June 2017. The site visits included
interviews with DCEF staff, partner staff, and GOALS service provider staff; structured
observations of service provider operations; in-depth interviews with GOALS group
members; and focus groups with individuals enrolled in GOALS and partner employers. 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. DCF and their partners and providers collected and shared
administrative data that documented the types of training, education, and services provided to
GOALS group members and, where applicable, to control group members. The
administrative data analyzed for this report include information on service receipt from the
data of random assignment for each individual through either the last known date of
engagement or December 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 September 2018) — for
individuals who were randomly assigned from January 2016 through September 2017. The
data contain earnings amounts for each quarter, which we also used to construct indicators of
quarterly employment status.

5. SNAP administrative data. DCF provided SNAP administrative caseload data. These data
were used to construct measures of receipt of public assistance (SNAP, Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families [TANF], and Medicaid), 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 December 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 December 2017 (1,781 GOALS and control group members in Kansas).
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 GOALS costs, we collected data from cost workbooks completed by
DCF 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 GOALS 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 services to GOALS group members
spent their time.
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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
assignment for the same set of individuals who responded to the 12-month survey, and Ul 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 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 GOAL’s
service period (March 2019). The final report also will present a benefit-cost analysis that will
compare final costs for GOALS as well and control group services (including estimates of costs
per person) with final GOALS 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 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) and pilot location within the State.

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 GOALS group members randomly assigned through December 2017. We
created timelines for each GOALS 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 GOALS.

3. Analysis of differences in service use between GOALS and control groups. This analysis
statistically compares receipt of services among GOALS 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 GOALS 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 GOALS and control group members.

4. Analysis of impacts on employment and well-being outcomes. We estimated the impacts
of GOALS 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. With the
exception of the analysis of earnings and employment based on UI wage record data, impacts
are estimated for individuals randomly assigned through December 2017. Due to differences
in data availability, analyses for Kansas that use UI wage records assess impacts for
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individuals randomly assigned through September 2017. With an experimental design,
unbiased impact estimates are attainable from the simple 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
differences between groups that may have arisen by chance, for survey nonresponse, or for
missing administrative records data.®

5. Cost analysis. Using data on costs provided by DCF, partners, and service providers on
costs, we used the “ingredient” approach to build up total GOALS 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 GOALS group. We analyzed impacts and service use for subgroups 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 the 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 GOALS group received during their first year after random assignment.

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

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

6 Analyses 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.



|. Introduction

5. Chapter VI describes the costs of services GOALS group members received from DCF and
the partner and provider organizations.

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

Appendices C to G 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.”

" The supplement provides additional information about the analysis approach and detailed tables of the findings.
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.



II. IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS

This chapter summarizes and synthesizes the analysis of the qualitative implementation data
collected during the planning and early implementation periods of the pilot, from January 2015
through June 2017 (Exhibit I1.1 provides a pilot timeline). It describes pilot planning and
GOALS operations and provides context for the quantitative data presented in later chapters. We
conducted interviews with DCF administrators, DCF regional staff, staff from organizations that
provided services directly to individuals in the GOALS group, and key partner staff. We also
conducted two focus groups—one with individuals in the GOALS group and one with
employers—and case studies of two GOALS group members to better understand their
experiences. (This included interviews with individuals, observation of activities, and interviews
with GOALS staff working directly with the individuals).® Information from the focus groups
and case studies is included, as well as information we obtained during technical assistance
activities, to provide context. These data were collected from a small number of individuals and
so their experiences and opinions do not necessarily represent all employer partners or
individuals in the GOALS group.

Exhibit II.1. Pilot timeline

Pilot activity Date

Grant awarded March 2015
Enroliment began January 2016
Enroliment ended January 2018
Services ended March 2019

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 the services
and operations including: the recruitment and enrollment process, control group services and
pathways and GOALS group services and pathways, pilot management, partner and provider
coordination, patterns of service receipt, barriers to participation, staffing, and performance
reporting. Finally, in Section D, we summarize the key findings discussed in this chapter.

A. Pilot background

GOALS served work registrants in 35 Kansas counties in four regions: northeast (NE), south-
central (SC), southeast (SE), and southwest (SW). The lead agency for GOALS was DCF. The
GOALS project manager, who had worked for DCF for many years before the beginning of
enrollment, provided the impetus to apply for the SNAP E&T pilot. She wanted to implement a
voluntary SNAP E&T program that was rapidly responsive to employer needs and demonstrate
that when services are offered in an uplifting and positive way, SNAP participants will take
advantage of them and remain engaged without being required to do so. DCF engaged KU as a
key partner to help with the research necessary to provide the rationale for the proposed GOALS

8 Any references to the opinions or experiences of GOALS group members or employers come from individuals
who participated in these focus groups.

10
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services, and the two agencies collaborated to write the grant proposal. This relationship was
new and established for the pilot.

DCF also operated the SNAP E&T program that existed in Kansas before the pilot but offered it
in only eight of Kansas’s 105 counties. The program provided light-touch case management and
limited occupational skills training, primarily to prepare individuals to become Certified Nursing
Assistants and commercial truck drivers. At the start of the pilot, existing SNAP E&T services
were expanded from those eight counties to 36 counties and became available in three of the four
pilot regions; the SE region did not offer these services to the control group for the duration of
the pilot.

KU assisted DCF in implementing GOALS; helped facilitate collaboration and build staff
capacity skills through professional development; and brought together employers, community-
based organizations, and other community partners and providers to review GOALS progress
and plan ahead through quarterly gatherings known as Collective Impact meetings. KU also
managed the GOALS data and provided financial literacy training and language and cultural
competency training to GOALS staff. Although DCF was the primary service provider, GOALS
also collaborated with several other providers that offered an array of services, including Butler
Community College (BCC), Neosha County Community College (NCCC), Episcopal Social
Services (ESS), Southeast Kansas Career and Technical Education Center (C-Tec) at Fort Scott
Community College, and Garden City Community College (GCCC).

DCF aimed to provide a much more comprehensive set of services to individuals in the GOALS
group than was available under the existing SNAP E&T program. The GOALS model—
Stabilize, Train, Place, and Sustain—included the following key services: intensive case
management using career navigators to provide one-on-one assessments; client-centered
interviewing; referrals to specific stabilization services; job-readiness preparation; job search,
development, and matching; job placement; occupational skills training; soft skills, life skills,
and basic education through the Bridges and Partners 4 Success (P4S) programs;’ mental health
and substance use disorder counseling; job retention services; support services; and ongoing
coaching.

DCF and partners selected the four pilot regions because they represented a mix of urban and
rural areas with higher rates of poverty and varying availability of community resources yet had
employers who needed skilled workers and contained training programs that could meet the
needs of those employers. GOALS leadership described the variation in the four regions as
follows:

¢ In the rural SE region, employers were willing to provide on-the-job training but had
difficulty finding applicants with the soft skills necessary for employment.

0 Bridges is a 6-week job-readiness program that focuses on resume preparation, interview skills, soft skills (such as
punctuality and proper dress), and job search skills. Partners 4 Success (P4S) consists of more than 200 hours of
job readiness and life skills instruction (including goal setting, coping with crises, and money management) and
the potential for two weeks of work experience. We describe both in more detail later in this chapter.

11
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e In the rural SW region, high-demand jobs required experience and training, and potential
workers needed assistance determining how to get those skills or experience that would
enable them to obtain those jobs.

e In the SC region, employment in aviation and health care was available, but potential
workers needed critical stabilization and training services to access it.

e In the NE region, high-demand jobs in transportation and health care could move potential
workers toward sustainable higher wage positions.

Although enrollment in GOALS was open to any SNAP participant, GOALS targeted work
registrants. Among work registrants, GOALS staff focused recruitment efforts on the following
groups of individuals that the staff viewed as likely to be chronically unemployed or to have the
most significant barriers to employment: ABAWDs; single parents who were underemployed
and still required food assistance to support their families; individuals with a criminal history;
and individuals with substance use disorder issues.

B. Pilot planning and implementation

At the start of the pilot, DCF and KU staff began to create an implementation plan. Key areas of
pilot planning and early implementation involved identifying and securing additional partners,
hiring and training staff, establishing a data management system, and developing marketing and
recruitment materials. The planning phase was originally scheduled from April through
November 2015, with pilot enrollment beginning in November 2015 and ending in April 2016.
Instead, the planning phase extended until December 2015, and the start of pilot enrollment was
delayed until January 2016. The pilot was rolled out later than planned because of the amount of
time it took to secure the provider contracts and hire staff.

One of DCF and KU’s first steps in implementation planning was to hold meetings about the
pilot with State secretaries, including labor and commerce secretaries, and workforce project
directors, to inform them about the pilot and gain their support and buy-in. DCF and KU also
met with service providers that they identified networking with these contacts and others
recommended by regional GOALS team leaders. DCF and KU reached out to potential partners
and providers to determine their interest in and availability for pilot involvement. DCF also
began to hire staff, and KU began planning for staff training and professional development. KU
also engaged with a marketing firm to develop marketing and recruitment materials for the pilot.

Both DCF and KU pilot leadership reported that there were no key partners missing from the
planning phase overall. However, there were challenges in securing service providers,
particularly in the SW and SE regions, generally due to delays in agreeing on contract specifics
(such as disagreements over the numbers of individuals to be served or the costs for certain
services) and getting contracts put into place. For example, one provider wanted to charge
GOALS for services (such as WorkKeys) that individuals could typically walk in and get for
free.!® Some providers also wanted more control over the services they offered; for example,

10 WorkKeys is a workplace skills assessment that measures a range of hard and soft skills. Employment programs
often use it to help individuals identify work-readiness strengths and areas for improvement.

12
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some wanted to do their own case management, but GOALS planned for DCF to be the sole
provider of case management. Additionally, the lack of a definite start date delayed the start of
the contract process with the providers. Contracts could take three to six months to execute, and
DCEF staff could not send the contracts to the providers and start the contract execution process
until they knew the date they would begin enrolling individuals into the pilot, but the start date
depended on the timing of required approvals of the pilot evaluation by the Federal Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). Even after contracts were in place, some additional challenges
emerged: one provider that also provided services to other State agencies was let go after a few
months when a State audit found the provider was overspending and inflating its caseloads;
another provider that was providing trainings in remote locations went out of business.

A few other factors contributed to delays in the original schedule. As with most large
bureaucracies, the DCF hiring process was slow. Because DCF had to move quickly to hire and
fill positions before the pilot began, some individuals were placed into positions that did not
match their strengths. Additional work to identify and hire replacements for these individuals
further extended the hiring process. It took more time than anticipated to estimate the costs
associated with providing different services, which led to delays in negotiating contracts with
service providers. These estimations were complex, because the services in the model were to be
individualized, and it was not clear how many individuals would take up the different types of
services. Essentially, according to staff, scaling the idea for GOALS across four regions of the
State was a challenge.

DCEF staff both managed the overall pilot and provided GOALS services. The management staff
included a project manager who oversaw all aspects of the pilot; an operations manager who
supervised the four regional team leads; and a data liaison who managed data for the pilot. In
each of the four regions, DCF staff provided direct services to the GOALS group. These staff
included a GO (Generating Opportunities) team lead (director of GOALS services in each
region), career navigators, and employer liaisons. The GOALS staff all spent 100 percent of their
time on GOALS. Staff were hired specifically for GOALS; some staff were new to DCF, and
some had worked there in other capacities.

The SC region used a provider to augment DCF staffing. ESS approached DCF indicating
interest in becoming a GOALS service provider and offered to provide space for the P4S
program that BCC was running in the SC region as well as free lunches and mental health
services to the P4S students. Because the GOALS project manager was concerned that the
caseloads of the career navigator and employer liaison in the SC region would become too large,
she was also interested in a provider that could help provide retention services (a role that only
DCEF staff played in the other three regions), allowing the SC DCF staff (career navigators and
employer liaisons) to focus attention on individuals who were not yet employed. After meeting
with ESS, the regional employer liaison, and the State-level senior employer liaison, DCF
decided to use ESS to both provide space for the P4S program and provide retention services
along with SC DCEF staff. Later, in January 2017, ESS also became a Bridges service provider.

An early planning role of KU was to facilitate Collective Impact meetings in each of the four
regions, which brought together partners and providers who would be involved in GOALS but

13
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had not necessarily worked together before. The purpose of these meetings was, according to a
representative from KU, “[to have] diverse organizations come together to solve complex social
issues.” Depending on the region, attendees included staff from substance use disorder
counseling organizations, community colleges, workforce centers, training providers, mental
health counseling providers, and others. The idea behind Collective Impact was that all
stakeholders have a common agenda or shared vision and should always be working toward it,
not just sharing ideas. The five goals of Collective Impact were: (1) a common agenda, (2)
backbone support (facilitation), (3) shared measures (what’s working), (4) continuous
communication, and (5) ensuring the first four goals reinforce each other. KU facilitated the
process of “system building” early on in these meetings and helped foster agreement on how to
measure progress across partners and providers. In establishing the Collective Impact group and
facilitating the ongoing relationships among its members, DCF and KU hoped to establish a
resource that would be sustainable beyond the pilot.

Another of KU’s roles was to provide professional development training to the GOALS staff.
Early in the pilot, KU offered a training for staff called Lemonade for Life, which KU staff had
developed previously and revised for GOALS. The training program was about philosophy and
approach and trained career navigators to focus on the promise among GOALS group members
rather than their barriers. It also trained staff on how to address Adverse Childhood
Experiences'! and other barriers among GOALS group members. A separate in-person, all-pilot-
staff training covered a pilot overview, team building and staffing structure, basics about the
research study procedures, pilot pathways, data system training, cultural competency, workplace
skills, working with partners and providers, occupational skills training, placement and working
with employers, teaching financial literacy, and workforce development for individuals with a
criminal history. Following the in-person training, trainings were generally quarterly, conducted
by webinar, and offered on topics brought up by the staff.

DCF included a marketing plan in its original grant proposal and budget. It hired a professional
marketing firm with a strong record of working on similar projects. KU worked closely with the
firm, which spent months conducting focus groups and interviews with staff, SNAP participants,
and partner and provider agencies, to test messaging and prototype materials, determine which
messages “moved” individuals to enroll, and develop a marketing campaign. The campaign
message would focus on making individuals feel hopeful about their futures and what they could
gain from participation in GOALS.

When reflecting on the pilot planning process, staff from both DCF and KU remarked on how
strong the collaboration was between the two organizations and how well they worked together
to provide leadership for the pilot. Many staff appreciated the foresight that built a marketing
plan into the pilot proposal and dedicated time and resources to that effort. Staff also discussed
the value of the Collective Impact approach to involving stakeholders in the pilot and noted the
good working relationships and strong communication they had with one another. The main

' Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) describes all types of abuse, neglect, and other potentially traumatic
experiences of people under the age of 18
(https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/childabuseandneglect/acestudy/aboutace.html).
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challenges that staff mentioned related to the planning period were the delays in hiring and fully
staffing the pilot and the complications some regions faced in getting providers on board.

C. Pilot services and operations

As Exhibit I1.2 shows, staff recruited work registrants and invited them to an orientation.
Individuals interested in and eligible for the pilot were then enrolled in the evaluation and
randomly assigned to either the control group or the GOALS group. Those assigned to the
control group were offered existing SNAP E&T services where available (all regions except the
SE region), and those assigned to the GOALS group were invited to participate in an intake and
assessment process with a career navigator. After the assessment process, GOALS group
members began to receive services that typically followed the model of Stabilize, Train, Place,
and Sustain, though services were tailored to each individual and could be accessed in any order
or simultaneously.

Exhibit II.2. Pilot flow and pathways

Recruitment by DCF staff

Orientation to SNAP E&T and introductionto GOALS

Collected informed consentand baseline information
& conducted random assignment

GOALS group

Ongoing intensive case management and support services

-
Stabilization services Training services Placementservices

+ Jobreadiness and life skills . Occupational skills training ~ * Jobplacement services
training

+ Adult basic education

+ Mental health services

« Substance use treatment
services

Employment

Retention services (90 days)

1. Recruitment and enrollment

Marketing began at the start of the pilot and continued throughout the enrollment period. Posters
and flyers about GOALS were available in the DCF offices, and staff distributed flyers to SNAP
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applicants and participants. Flyers were also mailed to individuals and distributed to locations
around the community, such as libraries and homeless shelters. DCF staff also talked one-on-one
to individuals in agency lobby areas, asked whether they were SNAP participants and whether
they were employed, and then quickly assessed whether GOALS would be a good fit. If it was,
DCEF staff provided a quick description of GOALS and the existing SNAP E&T program. If the
individual was applying for SNAP, staff would ask them to contact staff when they were
approved. DCF staff also informed SNAP eligibility workers about GOALS, and those workers
became a primary referral source to GOALS.

Individuals could be directed to the pilot (1) when applying for SNAP as a new applicant, (2)
through referrals from community agencies, or (3) via an invitation as an existing or recertifying
SNAP participant. New applicants completed a SNAP benefits application, and individuals who
were approved to participate in SNAP were identified via a weekly report and invited by letter to
an orientation. Existing SNAP participants were also identified and invited by letter to an
orientation or were informed about GOALS at SNAP recertification and invited to an orientation.
There was no assessment for entry into the pilot other than determining eligibility; to be eligible
for the pilot, one had to be eligible for SNAP, age 18 or older, and residing in a county served by
GOALS."? In addition, ABAWDs had to be enrolled no later than the middle of their second
month of SNAP receipt if they were not participating in qualifying employment, education, or
training activities.'? Pilot enrollment took place during the orientation. If an attendee was
interested in GOALS, DCEF staff obtained informed consent, collected baseline information, and
randomly assigned the individual to either the GOALS group or the control group.

Many staff remarked that recruitment was not a challenge—all the strategies put into place were
successful. The pilot met its enrollment targets throughout the enrollment period and ultimately
exceeded them, enrolling a total of 4,170 individuals—280 more than its target of 3,890.

2.  Control group services and pathways

Individuals assigned to the control group were referred to the existing SNAP E&T program team
at DCF, except in the SE region where no program existed. In the SE region, individuals
assigned to the control group left orientation with a sheet listing local resources, including
contact information for organizations that could help with employment, housing, and mental
health issues. DCF case managers in the existing SNAP E&T program in the other regions
reported that they did their best to help individuals become work ready and make connections to
employers. They could also refer control group members to GED services and to some limited

12 Although the pilot targeted work registrants, it was not limited to work registrants.

13 SNAP participation for ABAWDs is limited to three months in every three years if ABAWDs are not
participating in qualifying employment, education, or training activities. [f ABAWDs were not already
participating in a qualifying activity by the second half of their second month of SNAP receipt, they are sent a
SNAP benefits closure letter informing them that they will no longer be eligible to continue receiving SNAP
benefits as of the end of the third month. DCF originally enrolled ABAWDS who were not active in other
qualifying activities into the pilot at any point during their three-month SNAP eligibility period, but DCF
eventually changed to enrolling them only through the middle of their second month.
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training classes and informally refer them to the local workforce agency for training.'* Case
managers in the existing SNAP E&T program had fewer resources to offer, relative to the career
navigators in GOALS; however, they did provide some support services. In addition, the existing
SNAP E&T program did not have dedicated employer liaisons to make connections with
employers and match individuals to jobs. As a result, individuals in the existing SNAP E&T
program, unlike individuals in GOALS, needed to do more on their own to improve their
employability.

' An individual’s experience in GOALS

One GOALS group member had been searching unsuccessfully for a job since 2012, but with help
from GOALS—including transportation assistance to get to the Bridges program, job-readiness
training as part of Bridges, and mock interviews and interview clothes—he was improving his
resume-writing, interviewing skills, and interview preparedness. He said that with GOALS, “I have
someone advocating for me” with employers, which he never had before. That support was very
valuable to him, because he very much wanted to find employment and had been struggling to do so
on his own. He spoke highly of the Bridges program, the staff, his Bridges classmates, and GOALS
overall. The only challenge he mentioned was transportation to and from services; there is no public
transportation in his area, and he did not have a vehicle and relied on either his daughter or his
mother for rides. Nevertheless, his career navigator reported that he had perfect attendance in
Bridges and was actively engaged with GOALS. The career navigator also reported that the GOALS
group member had been in GOALS longer than most people (about nine months at the time of the
interview), because his criminal history was making it difficult for him to find employment. However,
the career navigator expected him to do well and hoped to connect him to a well-paying job. Both the
GOALS group member and the career navigator agreed that without GOALS, the member’s future

would look quite bleak. '

3. GOALS group services and pathways

Though GOALS services were individualized, the typical pattern of service receipt followed the
model of Stabilize, Train, Place, and Sustain. The intensive case management phase (Stabilize)
included individualized assessments, barrier identification, adult basic education, mental health
or substance use disorder counseling, life skills and pre-employment training (including the
Bridges and P4S programs), and support services (such as transportation and child care
assistance or help with uniforms or appropriate work clothes); this phase was projected to take
about eight weeks. The remainder of the model called for occupational skills training if
warranted (Train), job placement (Place), and postemployment services (Sustain). On average,
GOALS was intended to last approximately 180 days (about six months). At the conclusion of
orientation, GOALS group members received an appointment letter with the phone number and
email address of the career navigator or saw the career navigator right away. (If career navigators
could not see the individual on the day of pilot enrollment, they tried to schedule the first
appointment within a few days.)

14 Certified Nursing Assistant training was the only funded training available for individuals in the control group
receiving existing SNAP E&T services during the pilot.
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The initial intake, which started the assessment process, usually occurred in the first meeting. It
could take one to two hours but could be continued in a second meeting (usually within the next
few days) if the individual did not have time to complete the process on the first day.
Assessments, which helped identify barriers and strengths/skills/ interests, included a self-
assessment on paper and a computer assessment, and the career navigators continued to do
informal assessments in their conversations with individuals in GOALS over the next few
appointments.'> At the completion of the assessments, the career navigator worked with the
GOALS group members to create an individualized action plan. The career navigator often sent
the individual home from the first appointment with some type of support (minimally, a gas card
or bus pass), along with action items to complete within the following two to three weeks.

Post-assessment activities were individualized and assigned based on a combination of the
individual’s assessments and interests and career navigator guidance. Although stabilization
services generally preceded training, which usually preceded job placement, there was no rigid
service sequence, and services could be accessed simultaneously.

Barrier reduction/support services. If the assessment process identified barriers, the next step
in the career navigators’ work during the Stabilize phase was often barrier removal. For mental
health and substance use disorders, career navigators could refer individuals to various
community-based organizations for services, depending on the region. To alleviate transportation
barriers, GOALS staff had access to flexible funding and could provide bus passes ($25—
$55/month) or gas cards ($35/month, or as much as $300 to help with car repairs). Additionally,
GOALS could provide interview clothing (up to $75), work clothing or equipment (such as steel-
toed boots, up to $75), license or testing fees, and other assistance at the discretion of the
regional GO team lead.

When GOAL group members were asked about the cost of participating in GOALS services,
most noted that GOALS covered “everything.” For example, one GOALS group member said,
“They gave you gas vouchers, so therefore, they made it easy for everyone to get there. If you
needed to get there, they got you there.”

Basic education and soft skills. To help fill gaps in adult basic education and improve
workplace soft skills and life skills, GOALS referred individuals to Bridges or P4S, depending
on the region. Bridges was initially offered in the SE region and then expanded to the SC region.
Bridges was six weeks in length, from 8:30 am to 4:30 pm, Monday through Thursday, in the SE
region, and five weeks in length, from 8:30 am to 3:30 pm, Monday through Friday, in the SC
region. It provided training that covered life skills, basic education, conflict resolution, and job
search skills, among other career readiness skills. GOALS career navigators and employer
liaisons would often meet with individuals at classes. GOALS employer liaisons also recruited
employers to participate in Bridges—to conduct Q&A sessions with the GOALS group members
in the Bridges program, conduct tours of their workplaces, and conduct mock interviews—and
they tried to invite employers that matched GOALS group members’ interests.

15 Case managers were trained in motivational interviewing and strength-based case management, and many case
managers talked in research interviews about using these methods.
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P4S, which all four regions offered, was eight weeks in length, gradually increasing from three
hours per day to eight hours per day, Monday through Friday. The program consisted of more
than 200 hours (roughly six weeks) of basic life skills instruction and two weeks of work
experience. The goal of P4S was to enable individuals to become self-sufficient and better able
to manage their lives, which, in theory, would allow them to better manage and retain
employment. The program focused on topics such as goal setting, parenting, coping with crisis,
money management, and responsibility. Specific employment-related modules included
employability skills, such as work ethic, teamwork, and problem solving; workplace math; and
communication. The program also covered resume writing and interviewing skills and required
mock interviews. As with the Bridges program, GOALS career navigators and employer liaisons
often went to classes to meet with GOALS group members, and employer liaisons arranged for
employer involvement in the program. Employers were also impressed with the programs. One
employer expressed his feelings about the program:

“The people, when they go into the program and when they come out, they re two
totally different people. It was mentioned before about self-confidence—it’s that,
it’s being able to interview. It’s being able to have the confidence to interview and
the skills necessary to know what to say and what not to say. It’s a huge benefit.”

Career navigators lauded the Bridges and P4S programs; many spoke in interviews about the
difference these programs made in helping GOALS group members improve their basic skills
and become more prepared to begin and maintain employment. More than one GOALS group
member noted that participating in one of these programs helped their self-esteem. One GOALS
group member stated:

“...At the time I was between jobs, and the reason I took it is because of the work
ethic skills they teach you... the resume skills they teach you, the mathematics
skills they teach you. It’s basically just like, I've been out of school for almost
like...20 years...It takes you back to ...preparation, and being to work on time, and
job proficiency, all that stuff. It actually brought me back to what I was lacking
and refreshed my memory of what I was lacking before, when I was between jobs.
So, actually it is a very great program, and it actually taught me a lot, and it
landed me a great job, too.”

A GOALS provider that offered one these programs explained that the curricula for Bridges and
P4S were very similar because they were both evolutions of a third program, called Partners in
Change. However, she noted that Bridges was less rigid and allowed the providers more
flexibility in implementing the program. During the second year of the pilot, both of these
programs were made more widely available across the pilot regions, and some career navigators
said that they referred as many individuals in GOALS to these programs as slots permitted.

Occupational skills training. If warranted, career navigators would refer GOALS group
members to occupational skills training, which could occur after completion of Bridges or P4S
programs but could also occur instead of a referral to these pre-employment trainings or at any
time. The training component of GOALS (Train) included short-term occupational skills
training, which was limited to four to six weeks. Skills training varied by region but could
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include Certified Nursing Assistant and Certified Medical Assistant, introduction to
manufacturing, forklift operation, OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) and
CPR (cardiopulmonary resuscitation) certification, construction math, or basic welding,
masonry, tooling, or carpentry.

One GOALS group member spoke about how he could count on GOALS staff to help him
achieve his goal of obtaining a GED and a welding certificate. He said, “It’s a long road ahead,

and there [are] some hurdles, but with their help, it’s going to be a lot easier to get over the
hurdles.”

Case management and employment services. GOALS group members met with a career
navigator about once a month. Most of the GOALS group members said that they were pleased
with the case management they received and felt comfortable reaching out to career navigators
when they needed assistance. Several individuals said that GOALS, and especially their career
navigators, helped them with their confidence. One individual shared:

“...My caseworker’s been giving me confidence, just building me up. And
interview clothes and stuff like that, she helped me get prepared to go on
interviews and stuff. And right now, I'm currently working, so yeah, she kind of did
all that.”

In preparation for the Place phase of GOALS, employer liaisons would meet with individuals
early on during case management to get to know them but would not start looking for jobs for
them until the career navigator indicated that they were work ready and their resumes were
complete. Some indicators of work readiness included completing trainings, establishing
appropriate email addresses, recording professional voicemail greetings, being prepared to
handle questions about criminal histories, having proper interview clothing, being prepared for
interviews, and having a 30-second pitch about themselves. While GOALS group members were
working on becoming work ready, the employer liaisons made contacts with new employers to
introduce them to GOALS; maintained contact with new and existing employers through visits,
phone calls, and emails; and kept employers engaged by inviting them to attend in-house
workshops and other Bridges or P4S activities or to conduct mock interviews. When individuals
were ready for job placement, the employer liaisons would identify available jobs that matched
the individuals’ skills and interests. In some cases, they also sent or personally delivered resumes
to potential employers and advocated for individual GOALS group members. One employer
described the close relationship between employer liaisons and employers:

“If I have an opening, I email my contact over at our local DCF, and she’ll come
back with, ‘Well, I have four or five people that I think might be good for that, and
here you go’...1t’s like using an employment agency without paying the cut.”

Career navigators continued to work with those actively engaged with GOALS during the job
search until the individual got a job.

Retention services. Once individuals were employed, the employer liaison or ESS staff would
provide retention services (Sustain). These services could include helping GOALS group
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members address challenges to remaining employed, such as transportation problems, and could
involve referring them back to the career navigator for additional support services. Retention
services could also involve helping individuals find quick reemployment if they lost a job.
Retention services were available for 90 days after an individual became employed, regardless of
whether they stopped participating in SNAP, and were not included in the 180 days of GOALS
services. (Individuals typically exited from GOALS after 180 days.)

Over time, GOALS operations became more stable and robust, primarily because of the increase
in and stabilization of staff and the increase in service availability—mainly Bridges and P4S
programs—that occurred throughout the four pilot regions. Additionally, more employers
became regularly involved in GOALS through activities such as mock interviewing and
attending the Collective Impact meetings, and they began to hire individuals who had
participated in GOALS. Staff reported that increasing the availability of occupational skills
training that could better prepare individuals for available jobs was one aspect of GOALS that
still needed strengthening.

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

Throughout the interim analysis period, the GOALS management structure and organization
generally remained the same. Collaborations with partners and providers changed slightly but
were strong overall, and communication across GOALS staff, partners, and providers was
regular and thorough. One change to the staffing structure was that the SC region rather than the
NE region began staffing the Salina office, because DCF felt that it was easier for the SC staff to
get to Salina. The overall management team consisted of the project manager and operations
manager at DCF and several staff at KU. In each of the four regions, a GO team lead supervised
the career navigators and employer liaisons. The GO team leads reported to the operations
manager, who reported to the project manager. The only change to this structure was that the
employer liaisons originally reported to a central senior employer liaison, but they later reported
to their regional GO team lead, and the senior employer liaison became the operations manager,
who oversaw the GO team leads. Staff reported that the previous structure left the employer
liaisons feeling disconnected from the rest of their local teams, and the new structure made the
teams more cohesive and improved communication and flexibility.

According to DCF leadership, the teams in three of the four regions were strong from the start.
The collaboration with KU was unusually strong. KU typically plays a “behind the scenes” role
as a partner for a variety of projects and worked well in this same role supporting DCF as the
lead organization for GOALS. KU staff provided technical assistance on project management,
professional development for staff, data management, and management of the Collective Impact
meetings and partner relationships, among other functions.

DCF collaborated with several other service providers to serve GOALS group members,
including BCC, NCCC, and GCCC for P4S and Bridges programs; ESS for operating a Bridges
program, offering retention services for the SC region, and providing space for one of the P4S
program classes; and Substance Abuse Center for Kansas (SACK) for mental health and
substance use disorder counseling. One relationship that dissolved was with a college providing
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online courses for high school equivalency and some information technology certifications to
individuals in remote locations. New collaborations also developed. For example, C-Tec at Fort
Scott Community College, which provides introductory occupational skills training in welding,
masonry, manufacturing, and construction in the SE region, began serving individuals in
GOALS in May 2017.

Communication across regions and among partners and providers was both formal and informal.
DCEF held several regularly scheduled meetings. DCF and KU held a weekly administrative
leadership team meeting as well as quarterly Collective Impact meetings that included all key
stakeholders and community partners (including service providers, community organizations,
and employers). GO team leads also held regular meetings with each of their teams. Staff and
partners also met to discuss various matters, as needed.

5. GOALS group services and participation trends

Given that GOALS provided a highly individualized set of services that could be accessed in any
sequence, there was no set expectation for how many people would participate in which services.
Nevertheless, staff recognized that many fewer individuals participated in occupational skills
training than expected. And given the degree to which staff and individuals in GOALS seemed to
value the Bridges and P4S programs, staff referred an increasing number of people to those
program classes, and participation tended to be strong, according to GOALS staff. These
programs were also more available than occupational skills training programs. As a result, the
overall participation trend in GOALS was higher than anticipated participation in job-readiness
skills training and lower than anticipated participation in occupational skills training.

Drop-off points and exits. GOALS intended for individuals to be employed after six months,
but some GOALS group members found employment in as soon as one month, while others
received services for seven months or longer. One GOALS staff member said that if an
individual had been searching for close to six months, they made finding employment for that
individual a priority. The staff member also said that if GOALS group members continually lost
jobs, then staff would sometimes take them off the job seeker list and stop connecting them to
employers. Similarly, if the GOALS staff believed the GOALS group member was not actively
trying to find employment, staff would stop providing leads until the individual started putting in
his or her own effort.

Staff in at least three of the regions suggested that it was often challenging to keep individuals
engaged in GOALS activities. Some staff noted that individuals sometimes found a job on their
own and stopped participating in services. One GO team lead reported that most individuals
showed up for the initial appointment and that their region did not have a challenge with
engagement and had a low rate of closing GOALS cases; closed cases were usually due to an
individual moving out of State. A career navigator in another region said that there was a 50
percent drop-off between pilot enrollment and the first appointment. Another GO team lead
reported that if an individual was a “no call, no show” twice, the team sent a “close” letter,
waited 10 days for a response and, if there was no response, closed the case. Some staff said it
would have been helpful if there had been a consequence for nonparticipation.
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Participation trends. Staff reported that barriers to participation in services were common and
included lack of adequate transportation, low education and skill levels, substance use disorders,
mental health challenges, and criminal histories. Lack of adequate transportation was the most
frequently reported barrier to starting services, continuing in services, or completing various
activities. One service provider noted that the support that GOALS provided for transportation
assistance did not always cover the costs.

In contrast, GOALS group members who participated in a focus group generally agreed that
there were no barriers to participation that GOALS staff did not address. One GOALS group
member specifically noted that transportation was not a barrier: “There sure ain’t no barriers to
getting there, because they make sure you get there. If they have to come pick you up themselves,
they will. ” Several other individuals specified that if people did not complete the Bridges or P4S
program, it was because they had a negative attitude or because it was a challenge to be in a
classroom setting after being out of school for quite some time.

6. Staffing

As described previously, GOALS staffing was restructured about two years into the pilot so that
employer liaisons reported to the GO team lead in each region instead of to a central senior
employer liaison. Staff reported that the original structure for employer liaison supervision was
challenging, exacerbated by some instability in staffing. However, changes in staffing and staff
supervision, including an overall increase in the number of staff and moving some staff into
positions that better fit their skills, produced improvements in the second year of GOALS.

Staff reported that they learned many lessons while operating GOALS, and that they would do
some things differently if they could start over. Many of the reported lessons revolved around
how to staff GOALS. Both frontline staff and managers—including almost every person
interviewed—stressed the importance of having the right GOALS staffing configuration from the
start, as well as enough staff to cover all individuals in GOALS within the geographic territory of
each region. They also emphasized the importance of taking time to hire individuals who are a
good fit for their positions, rather than rushing to bring on staff for a quick rollout. Many said
that, in hindsight, it would have been better to have in place at the start of the pilot some of the
reporting relationships that were instituted later—for example, having the employer liaisons
report to the regional GO team leads instead of to a central coordinator.

7. Performance management and reporting

KU provided a staff member, a data evaluation coordinator, who spent most of his time on data
management for the pilot. DCF also assigned a data liaison to spend 100 percent of his time on
the pilot. These two staff members created a SharePoint site that career navigators used to track
service receipt data for the GOALS group; employer liaisons also used it to track employer
engagement, and GOALS management used it to share staff training materials and the like. The
data evaluation coordinator also used the data to help provide management guidance for
GOALS. GOALS participation and performance data were presented at the quarterly Collective
Impact meetings, where all stakeholders reviewed it and discussed strategies to improve
performance.
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Data management staff created the SharePoint site to address a month-long lag before activity
was available in the DCF management information systems (MIS); the SharePoint site enabled
pilot management to access real-time data and report it to evaluators. In addition, the data
evaluation coordinator could access this SharePoint site to see services receipt data, which was
helpful because he could not access the DCF systems directly (as he was not a DCF employee).
Other data-related challenges included the State transitioning to a new MIS during the pilot and
bad staff data entry habits that were reported during interviews.

Staff reported that data entry and documentation of participation in activities and case notes—
some of which would be needed to operate a similar set of services, regardless of whether an
evaluation was included—were challenging, because activities and notes were documented in
three different systems. In addition to the two systems that DCF uses, pilot management created
a third pilot-specific database using SharePoint (mentioned above), because the other two
systems had limitations and were eventually going to be phased out. DCF planned to implement
a new system that would replace the two existing DCF systems, reducing the total number of
systems used by pilot staff from three to two. In reality, the new system was implemented toward
the end of pilot operations; testing of the system began in May 2017.

D. Key implementation analysis findings

Key findings from the implementation analysis are summarized below.

e GOALS combined a flexible set of services and activities that could be tailored to each
individual’s interests with the availability of immediate, flexible funding to meet
individual needs. It also provided individualized attention through close relationships with
career navigators and employer liaisons. Together, these factors made the Stabilize, Place,
and Sustain portions of the GOALS model relatively strong for those who engaged actively
in the offered services and activities. Staff largely attributed GOALS group members’ ability
to engage in activities and become employed to the ability to customize services and
activities for each individual, the flexible funding to meet certain needs, and the close
individual attention of staff.

e The Train portion of the GOALS model relied heavily on job-readiness training—
originally conceived as a Sustain activity—rather than occupational skills training, but
both staff and GOALS group members viewed the job-readiness training as strong and
effective. Staff spoke highly of the P4S and Bridges programs and lauded how much these
programs made a difference in helping individuals improve their basic skills and become
more prepared to start and keep employment. Some reported advantages of including these
programs in GOALS were that they involved employers who could get to know individuals
that might apply for positions with them; they provided some classroom experience and
sometimes work experience that individuals could include on their resumes; and they enabled
the employer liaisons to observe individuals’ behavior in the program classes and thus be
able to vouch for them with employers. These programs were more widely available and saw
more participation than occupational skills training programs. As a result, occupational skills
training played a smaller role in GOALS than was anticipated.
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e GOALS management valued the Collective Impact meetings. They brought together
stakeholders with common goals who had never worked together before. The new
relationships among these partners and providers, and the alignment of their goals, resources,
services, and supports, positioned GOALS well to work on improving local systems so that
individuals could easily access a comprehensive array of services seamlessly throughout the
communities and providers could reduce or eliminate duplication of services. The meetings
also enabled GOALS and its partners and providers to agree on performance benchmarks and
use data to drive the management of GOALS. The relationships developed through the
Collective Impact meetings were likely to continue beyond the grant, indicating a level of
system change that came from working together on GOALS.
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Chapter II described the potential services available to the GOALS group, and this chapter
presents findings on the services individuals actually received. The chapter describes overall
engagement in services among individuals in the GOALS group, as well as the types of activities
in which they engaged, the order in which they typically proceeded through activities, and how
long they spent in activities and GOALS overall. The chapter also provides details about the
level of support services, and the level and timing of exits from GOALS.

All of the findings presented in this chapter are based on administrative service use data recorded
in multiple databases by Kansas Department of Children and Families (DCF) staff. (These
databases will be hereafter referred to collectively as the “DCF MIS.”) Data in the DCF MIS
start with each GOALS group member’s random assignment to the GOALS group and continue
through his or her completion of GOALS services or GOALS exit.

For this report, we analyzed engagement in services over a 12-month period following random
assignment for each individual randomly assigned to the GOALS group between January 2016
(when pilot enrollment began) and December 2017. The final report will examine the services
received by all individuals enrolled in GOALS (through January 2018) and will include analysis
of the entire period in which individuals could have been engaged in services (through March
2019).16

In Section A of this chapter, we provide information about overall engagement and activities for
GOALS group members. In Section B, we discuss participation in occupational skills training,
education, 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 GOALS 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:

e After random assignment, 92 percent of GOALS group members engaged in GOALS,
meaning they completed the first step in GOALS by meeting with a GOALS career navigator
for initial counseling, assessments, and case management services.

e About 90 percent of GOALS group members subsequently participated in employment and
training-related activities and received assistance in looking for work (job search), attended
job search training workshops (including one of the multi-faceted Bridges and Partners 4
Success activities), enrolled in short-term occupational skills training, or received job
retention services (post-employment services).

16 We also planned to analyze details about the type and amount of support services and about the intensity of case
management GOALS group members received. However, the DCF MIS lacked quantifiable data on these
subjects.
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e About 17 percent of GOALS group members started occupational skills training, and more
than three-fourths of these individuals completed the training. Only 6 percent of GOALS
group members received instruction in basic education, based on data from the DCF MIS. !’
GOALS did not refer individuals to post-secondary education or work-based training.

e Nearly three-fourths of GOALS group members received at least one support service, for
example, to defray the cost of transportation to and from GOALS activities or employment,
pay for child care, or provide uniforms or appropriate work clothes. '8

e Over three-fourths of GOALS group members exited from GOALS within their first year.
Nearly half of GOALS group members exited from GOALS within six months of random
assignment. On average, GOALS group members engaged in GOALS for about five months
(146 days).

A. Engagement in GOALS

After random assignment, GOALS group members typically entered an intensive case
management phase, designed to last about 8 weeks, that included individualized assessments,
barrier identification, and referrals to job search training, life skills workshops, basic math, and
support services. GOALS group members who remained jobless at the end of this phase could
enroll in short-term occupational skills training or continue searching for employment under
supervision of a career navigator. Once a GOALS group member began working for pay, he or
she could receive up to 90 days of job retention counseling (post-employment services). GOALS
administrators anticipated that GOALS group members would spend about six months in
GOALS.

The remainder of this section describes engagement in GOALS overall, as well as participation
in specific activities offered to GOALS group members.

1.  Overall engagement in GOALS

The vast majority of GOALS group members (92 percent) engaged in GOALS, meaning they
received initial case management services, completed one or more career assessments, received
support services, or participated in one or more GOALS employment and training-related
activities (Exhibit III.1). As discussed in Chapter II, GOALS group members and DCF career
navigators met either immediately after random assignment or a few days later to discuss
available services and plan initial referrals. During this initial phase of GOALS, 58 percent of
GOALS group members underwent one or more assessments, which helped identify each
individual’s barriers to employment, as well as his or her strengths, skills, and interests. At the
completion of the assessments, the career navigator worked with the GOALS group members to

17 Most likely, a larger proportion of GOALS group members engaged in basic education. As discussed in Chapter
II, many GOALS group members attended Bridges or Partners 4 Success. Both activities combined instruction in
basic math with workshops on improving job search and interviewing skills. In most instances, the DCF MIS
indicated participation in job search training but not whether the activity was Bridges or Partners 4 Success.

18 Chapter II describes the types of support services that GOALS group members typically received. The DCF MIS
recorded the incidence of receipt of supportive services but not the type or amount.
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create an individualized action plan.!® To understand whether there were any differences in the
types of individuals who did and did not engage in services or complete assessments, we
compared the characteristics of these two groups (age, gender, race and ethnicity, education,
employment status, living situation, and presence of children in the household) at the time of
random assignment. Findings are presented in Appendix Table D.6.

Exhibit lll.1. Percentage of individuals who engaged in GOALS and received services
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: “Engaged in GOALS” measures any drop off between random assignment and first contact with
GOALS 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 services” measures engagement in
activities, including assessments, 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 cover the 12 months following random
assignment. Estimates are based on data from 1,987 GOALS group members.

Length and timing of engagement. Following random assignment, 92 percent of GOALS group
members began their engagement in GOALS by meeting with a GOALS career navigator to plan
their participation in employment and training-related activities. Those who engaged maintained
their engagement in the program for an average of 159 days, or 5.3 months (Appendix Table
D.2). With few exceptions, GOALS group members who participated in employment and
training-related activities began their participation during the first quarter (three months) of
follow-up (Exhibit I11.2). Thereafter, the percentage of individuals participating in each quarter

19 The DCF MIS did not record completion of individualized action plans.
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lll. Participation analysis

decreased rapidly: 69 percent of GOALS group members participated in Quarter 2; 34 percent in
Quarter 3; and 17 percent in Quarter 4 (results not shown).

Exhibit lll.2. Percentage of GOALS group members who started engagement by quarter
after random assignment
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Quarter after random assignment
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: “Engaged in GOALS” measures any drop off between random assignment and first contact with
GOALS 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 services” measures engagement in
activities, including assessments, 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 cover the 12 months following random
assignment. Estimates are based on data from 1,987 GOALS group members.

2. Engagement in activities

Nearly every GOALS group member maintained his or her involvement with GOALS through
the upfront phase of case management and assessments and then started at least one employment
and training-related activity. As Exhibit II1.3 shows, 90 percent of GOALS group members
started an employment and training-related activity during the 12 months after random
assignment. By implication, almost every GOALS group member, through his or her receipt of
GOALS employment and training-related activities, could have potentially benefited from
GOALS?’ services and financial supports.
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Exhibit lll.3. Percentage of individuals in the GOALS group who started activities
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from
1,987 GOALS group members.

As intended by the GOALS model, most GOALS group members participated in job search (66
percent) or attended job search training (59 percent) as their primary activities (Exhibit I11.3).%°
Job search training often denoted attendance at either of DCF’s multi-faceted, multi-week job
readiness programs: Bridges, or Partners 4 Success (P4S). Fewer GOALS group members
engaged in education and training activities: Seventeen percent of GOALS group members
attended occupational skills training; and only 6 percent participated in basic education.?! Five
percent of GOALS group members attended life skills counseling (social services), aside from
instruction imparted at job readiness classes. With few exceptions, GOALS did not offer post-
secondary education or work-based learning. Not shown in Exhibit III.3, GOALS staff recorded
employment during the 12-month follow-up period for about 30 percent of GOALS group
members. Most GOALS group members who started a job also received job retention services
(post-employment services) (See Exhibit III.3).

20 The term “job search” is used to denote an activity in which the GOALS career navigator met individually with
GOALS group members, provided them with counseling and job leads, and monitored their progress in seeking
employment. “Job search training,” in contrast, involved instruction in a group setting on preparing resumes,
conducting job interviews, appropriate dressing and self-presentation, and other job-seeking skills. The term “job
search activities” refers to both job search and job search training.

21 As discussed in Chapter II, the classes, especially Partners 4 Success, offered a range of training opportunities
beyond those typically associated with improving skills at searching for and obtaining employment. Topics
covered included basic math, life skills, and instruction on managing family finances. However, most of the time,
the DCF MIS did not identify the type of job search training in which GOALS group members participated. When
specific data were available to identify participation in Partners 4 Success (usually in short text fields in one of the
DCF data sources), we recorded simultaneous participation in job search training and basic education (basic
math). Almost certainly, the incidence of participation in basic education is greater than that shown in Exhibit
I1.3.
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Most GOALS group members who started GOALS’ main activities eventually completed them.
Completion rates ranged from 74 percent for job search training to 99 percent for job search (See
Exhibit I11.4). 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 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.7.

Exhibit lll.4. Completion rates for GOALS activities, among individuals who started the
activity
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from
1,987 GOALS group members.

Length and timing of engagement in activities. DCF administrators anticipated that GOALS
group members would spend about six months in GOALS. As Appendix Table D.2. shows,
GOALS group members’ average length of stay in employment and training-related activities
generally conformed to their expectations. For example, GOALS group members who started job
search training or job search participated in these activities for 4 to 5 months (124 to 134 days).
As expected by the GOALS model, GOALS group members who started occupational skills
training tended to participate in short-term courses. They averaged about 3 months (88 days) of
attendance during the 12 months after random assignment, as did GOALS group members who
started basic education (81 days).

GOALS group members most often started activities during the first quarter of follow-up (See
Exhibit II1.5). Those who completed activities usually did so before the fourth quarter of follow
up. (See Appendix Table D.8.).
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Exhibit lll.5. Percentage of GOALS group members starting activities, by quarter

Quarter in which individuals started to

participate

Started activity (%) Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Cumulative
Job search 65.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 65.8
Job search training 54.4 2.5 1.4 1.1 59.4
Post-employment services 17.1 8.2 3.0 1.7 29.9
Occupational skills training 12.5 3.0 0.7 0.8 16.9
Basic education 4.3 0.7 0.3 0.4 5.7
Social services 3.7 0.9 0.5 0.3 53
Sample Size 1,987

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 how many activities individuals started and the
ordering of those activities is important for understanding whether the service flow discussed in
Chapter II worked as intended. As discussed in Chapter I, GOALS administrators intended for
GOALS group members to work their way through multiple phases of case management, pre-
employment activities, and job retention services (post-employment services), based on GOALS’
“Stabilize, Train, Place, and Sustain” plan. GOALS administrators adopted a flexible approach to
offering services, seeking to address GOALS group members’ career interests, skills, and
barriers to employment.

To some extent, GOALS group members’ service receipt pattern followed the GOALS model.
Most GOALS group members took part in two or more employment and training-related
activities in the 12 months following random assignment. (See Exhibit II1.6) Job search was the
most frequently attended activity among GOALS group members who started only one activity,
whereas job search and job search training predominated among GOALS group members who
participated in multiple activities — either both types of job search activities in sequence or one
type of job search activity followed by job retention counseling (post-employment services).
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Exhibit 1ll.6. Number of activities started by GOALS group members (percentage)

Number of activities
started
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from
1,987 GOALS group members.

B. Education, occupational skills training, and work-based learning [Not
included]?

C. Support services

As noted in Chapter II, GOALS group members could receive support services to help them
engage in employment and training-related activities. As shown in Appendix Table D.3, nearly
three-fourths of GOALS group members received at least one support service. The DCF MIS did
not record the type of assistance provided or the amount paid to GOALS group members.

D. Case management [Not included]®

E. Exits

The DCF MIS data indicate that exits from GOALS were frequent. Over three-fourths of
GOALS group members left GOALS during the 12-month follow-up period (Exhibit I11.7). Exits
from GOALS peaked in the second quarter after random assignment and then declined for the
remainder of thel2-month follow up period (Exhibit II1.8). Half of the individuals who exited

22 As noted above, the DCF MIS lacked detailed information on the types of education and training activities in
which GOALS group members engaged, and on the educational and training credentials that they earned. In
addition, GOALS did not offer work-based learning.

23 As noted above, 92 percent of GOALS group members engaged in GOALS (Exhibit II1.1), which means that they
had at least one in-person contact with a GOALS career navigator. Their high rate of participation in employment
and training-related activities (90 percent, Exhibit III.3) and in two activities or more (62 percent, Exhibit I11.6),
plus their high rate of receipt of support services (74 percent, Appendix Table D.4), imply that most GOALS
group members had at least two or three additional contacts with GOALS career navigators. Beyond making these
inferences, we cannot present a more complete analysis of the incidence and types of communications between
career navigators and GOALS group members because of insufficient data in the DCF MIS.
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from GOALS left due to terminations initiated by GOALS administrators and staff members and
one-quarter of exits occurred because GOALS group members started employment. Voluntary
withdrawals, determinations by GOALS or DCEF staff that the GOALS group member was no
longer eligible for services, and “other reasons” account for the remainder of individuals who

exited GOALS (Exhibit I11.7).%*

Exhibit lll.7. Percentage of GOALS group members who exited, by reason

Exits GOALS group
Exited GOALS for any reason (%) 78.3
Reason for RISE exit, among those who exited (%)
Terminated 49.5
Employed 255
Discontinued services 9.2
Other reason 7.2
Ineligible to continue 71
Never attended orientation 1.3
Sample size 1,987

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

Exhibit 111.8. Percentage of GOALS group members who exited over time

18.3

= Never exited

= |[n months 1 to 3 after random
assignment

In months 4 to 6 after random
assignment

In months 7 to 9 after random
assignment

= |[n months 10 to 12 after random
assignment

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.
Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on

data from 1,987 GOALS group members.

24 See Chapter V for the analysis of exits from SNAP participation.
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IV. DIFFERENCES IN SERVICE USE FOR GOALS AND
CONTROL GROUPS

This chapter describes how engagement and service use differed between GOALS and control
group members, considering participation in GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or other services and
programs available in communities. 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 GOALS 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 survey data collected from
GOALS 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.?> The survey data capture any type of service received, regardless of
whether it was provided through GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or through providers in the
community such as WIOA, community colleges, nonprofits, or other organizations.?

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 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.?’” We used t-tests to determine whether service receipt
differences across research groups were statistically significant. Statistical significance is a
measure of how confident we are that an estimate represents a true difference in service receipt

23 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.

26 Supplementary tables based on the administrative service use data tracked by DCF staff are provided in Appendix
E. Because the administrative service use data capture services provided through GOALS 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 GOALS 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.

27 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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between research groups and did not arise purely by chance.?® 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,?’
occupational skills training, education, and work-based learning activities (Section A). We then
examine differences between research groups in the rates of completion of key 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 differences across a select
number of subgroups is presented in Appendix E.

Key findings:

e Relative to the control group, the GOALS group was more likely to participate in job search
training activities or education and training during the 12-month follow-up period — by 10
percentage points. These differences were observed despite control group members having
high rates of participation in job search training and, to a lesser extent, in occupational skills
training.

e The GOALS group had higher rates of participation than the control group in almost all types
of activities. Differences between the GOALS group and the control group were largest for
job search training activities (ten percentage point difference) but were also apparent for
occupational skills training and general job skills training activities (eight and six percentage
point differences, respectively). GOALS group members also were more likely than control
group members to complete activities or programs (by seven percentage points) and to earn
an occupational skills training certificate or license (by four percentage points).

e GOALS group members were more likely than control group members to receive case
management services, by ten percentage points. They also were more likely to receive
support services (by 9 percentage points), primarily for transportation assistance, and also for
clothes, uniforms, tools, and other supplies and equipment.

A. Differences between research groups in the receipt of services overall

As described in Chapter II, GOALS group members’ first step in GOALS was to go through an
intake and assessment process with a GOALS career navigator. At the end of this process,
GOALS group members could receive services tailored to them, in any order or simultaneously.
Available services included barrier identification, adult basic education, mental health or
substance use disorder counseling, and life skills and pre-employment training. Additional
services could include occupational skills training, if warranted, job placement assistance, and
postemployment services. In contrast, control group members were offered the existing SNAP

28 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 Kansas before the end
of 2017. The weights were constructed to reflect the random assignment process, the survey administration design,
and survey nonresponse in survey data.

29 Such training includes job readiness training.
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E&T program, if it was available in their area. DCF case managers in the existing SNAP E&T
program could refer individuals to GED services and to some limited training classes (mostly in
the allied health fields), and informally refer them to the local workforce agency for training.
Existing SNAP E&T case managers had fewer resources to offer than was the case in GOALS,
and they did not have dedicated employer liaisons to make connections with employers and
match participants to jobs. Members of both groups could receive support services, to assist with
transportation and other needs.

The survey data suggest that GOALS group members were more likely than control group
members to participate in any service or activity—49 percent of GOALS group members
participated in any service or activity compared with 39 percent of control group members
(Exhibit IV.1). In addition, the GOALS group was more likely than the control group to
participate in job search training or assistance activities (10 percentage point difference), and to
participate in an education or training program (eight percentage point difference).

Exhibit IV.1. Participation in any GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or community-offered
services
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Participated in job search Participated in job search Participated in education or
training or assistance activities or training or assistance activities training programs

education or training programs

m GOALS group mControl group

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

Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on
data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members who were surveyed.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Regarding the specific types of education or training programs in which individuals participated,
shown in Exhibit IV.2, differences between the GOALS group and the control group were
observed for occupational skills training programs (eight percentage point difference) and for
general job skills training programs (six percentage point difference). There was no statistically
significant difference between the two research groups in rates of participation in education
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programs. GOALS group members were more likely than control group members to report that
they had completed post-enrollment career assessment tests (six percentage point difference;
Appendix Table E.2).

Exhibit IV.2. Participation in specific GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or community-offered
services

100
80
10)
g 60
c
©
o
o 40
o
18.7*%*
15.4%**
20 9.3 10.7 13.0 112
B m Em o
0
General job skills Occupational skills Education Work-based learning
training training

m GOALS group mControl group

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

Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on
data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members who were surveyed.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

As shown in Exhibit IV.3, participation in job search training and assistance, and in education
and training programs, tended to decline over the course of the follow-up period for both
research groups. As a result, by the last quarter of the follow-up period, differences between the
two groups were essentially gone.
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Exhibit IV.3. Time trends in participation in GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or community-
offered services
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on
data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members who were surveyed.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

B. Differences between research groups in program and activity
completion

In addition to the GOALS group being more likely than the control group to start an occupational
skills training activity or general job skills training activity, the GOALS group also had higher
completion rates for these activities.
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Exhibit IV.4 presents program and activity completion estimates based on survey data. In
addition, it shows the amount of time individuals spent in programs and activities and their
receipt of credentials.

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

GOALS group Control group Difference

Mean length of time spent in all activities and programs 1.4 1.1 0.3*
(months)
Mean number of hours per week spent in program 5.3 3.3 2.0%**

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

All activities 8.0 8.9 -1.0
Programs with general job skills training 3.6 3.4 0.1
Programs with occupational skills training 4.5 3.8 0.7
Programs with education 4.5 6.1 -1.6
Programs with work-based learning 0.0 0.1 -0.1
Percentage who completed the program (%)
All activities 18.5 11.5 6.9***
Programs with general job skills training 10.4 5.5 4.9%**
Programs with occupational skills training 11.4 6.5 4.9***
Programs with education 6.8 4.6 2.2*
Programs with work-based learning 0.1 0.0 0.1
Type of certificate or degree/diploma received (%)
Participation/attendance 2.1 1.2 0.9
Adult basic education 0.0 0.0 0.0
High school diploma / GED 1.3 1.1 0.1
Associate’s degree 0.5 0.1 0.4*
Bachelor’s degree 0.1 0.0 0.1*
English proficiency certification or TOEFL 0.0 0.0 0.0
Occupational certificate or license 104 6.6 3.8%**
Other 1.4 0.4 1.0
Sample size 926 855

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.
Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

GOALS group members spent, on average, a little under a month and a half in services during
the 12-month follow-up period (Exhibit IV.4). This was a little over a week longer than control
group members spent—a difference that was statistically significant (p-value = 0.07). GOALS
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group members also spent more hours per week in services and activities than control group
members—ifive hours per week, on average compared with three hours per week. Eight percent
of all GOALS group members and nine percent of all control group members reported that they
were still in a program at the time they completed the 12-month follow-up survey. Most
commonly, individuals were still in occupational skills training or education programs.

Overall, 19 percent of GOALS group members reported that they completed programs they
started compared with 12 percent of control group members. For both the GOALS group and the
control group, completion was most frequently reported for programs that included general job
skills training or occupational skills training.

Most commonly, individuals who completed programs received an occupational skills certificate
or license: ten percent of GOALS group members obtained an occupational skills certificate or
license, while seven percent of control group members did so. There was no GOALS-control
group difference in the proportion of individuals who obtained a GED.

Among individuals who started programs, completion rates were higher for the GOALS group
than the control group (65 versus 55 percent; Appendix Table E.6).3° Among individuals who
completed programs, more than half of GOALS group members (55 percent) received a
credential, while less than half of control group members (44 percent) did so.

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

Survey data suggest that contact between individuals in the pilot and career navigators, case
managers, or employment professionals was higher among GOALS group members than among
control group members. In addition, GOALS group members were more likely than control
group members to receive support services, particularly transportation assistance.

Survey data suggest that GOALS group members were more likely than control group members
to receive career counseling or one-on-one assistance from an employment professional or case
manager. About 54 percent of GOALS group members reported receiving such counseling or
one-on-one assistance compared with 45 percent of control group members (Exhibit IV.5). In
addition, among those who had any contacts with such professionals, the number of contacts was
higher among GOALS group members: GOALS group members with any contacts had an
average of 11 contacts over the 12-month follow-up period, while control group members with
any contacts had an average of 8 (Appendix Table E.7). For both the GOALS group and the
control group, the vast majority of contacts took place in person (p-value = 0.06).

30 Appendix Table E.6 shows nonexperimental comparisons because the characteristics of participants and activity
completers likely differed across the research groups.
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Exhibit IV.5. Receipt of case management through GOALS existing SNAP E&T, or
community-offered programs
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on
data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members who were surveyed.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

GOALS group members also were more likely than control group members to receive support
services. Almost percent of GOALS group members received a support service during the 12-
month follow-up period compared with 53 percent of control group members (Exhibit IV.6).
Differences were concentrated in transportation assistance, such as gas cards or bus passes, and
in assistance with clothes, uniforms, tools, or other supplies and equipment. Forty-one percent of
the GOALS group received transportation assistance — 13 percentage points higher than the rate
of receipt in the control group. Twenty-three percent of the GOALS group received assistance
with clothes, uniforms, tools, or other supplies and equipment — 11 percentage points higher than
the rate of receipt in the control group. Receipt of housing and child care assistance were not as
common and reported rates of such assistance were similar for GOALS and control group
members.

Slightly over 19 percent of GOALS group members reported receiving mental health or
substance use counseling during the follow-up period. This proportion was similar for GOALS
and control group members.
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Exhibit IV.6. Receipt of support services through GOALS, existing SNAP E&T, or
community-offered programs
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates measured over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on
data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members who were surveyed.
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.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .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 GOALS 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 nutrition assistance benefits compared to what would
have happened in the absence of GOALS. Specifically, this chapter examines whether the
generally higher rates of engagement and service receipt among individuals in GOALS, 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 GOALS affected individuals’ outcomes, we compared the average outcomes of
the GOALS group and the control group over the 12 months following random assignment.
Because, on average, GOALS 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 DCF were used to measure
whether individuals participated in SNAP or TANF, the amount of SNAP and TANF benefits
they received, and whether they were covered by Medicaid. 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 Ul wage records and
survey data. Findings from these parallel analyses may differ because of differences in data
coverage or quality, or differences in analysis samples and time periods covered by the follow-up
period. For example, Ul data are not subject to the recall error that is a potential problem in
surveys. However, Ul data do not cover all types of jobs, exclude jobs in certain industries,
contain less detailed information on jobs, and are subject to other reporting errors.! The
omissions are nontrivial, and workers in sectors with no or partial coverage in Ul data comprise
about 10 percent of U.S. employment (Kornfeld and Bloom 1999; Hotz and Scholz 2002).

' 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).
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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.*?

Further, the time periods for which data are available differ for the UI and survey data, which
means that analysis samples for 12 months of follow-up are different for the two data sources.
Analyzed survey data include individuals who were randomly assigned from January 2016
through December 2017, whereas analyzed UI wage records for GOALS include individuals
who were randomly assigned from January 2016 through September 2017. The shorter time
frame for the UI data reflects a typical lag in the availability of these administrative data that is
associated with employer reporting schedules and the need for State agencies to process data
after the data have been reported. As a result, the specific months included in the 12-month
follow-up period covered by the two data sets also differ, with the survey-based results including
individuals who were randomly assigned later in the pilot’s enrollment period compared with the
Ul-based results.>* Differences in Ul-based and survey-based results also could reflect changes
that occurred over time in the implementation of GOALS activities. Finally, we note that even
though there are differences between the data sources, each should provide unbiased estimates of
the impacts of GOALS on the outcomes they measure, because the research groups were
balanced along individual characteristics at the time of random assignment.

We estimated impacts on the outcomes of interest by comparing regression-adjusted averages for
each research group. To improve the precision of 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.*
The analysis focused on comparing outcomes for the GOALS group to outcomes for the control
group. 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 Kansas. These weights were constructed to reflect the random

32 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.

3 For example, an individual who was randomly assigned in October 2017 and responded to the survey supplied
information about their activities over the period of November 2017 through October 2018. Because Ul data were
not available after September 2018, this individual was included in the survey-based analysis, but not the Ul-based
analysis.

34 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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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 GOALS on many outcomes and across several subgroups,
performing statistical tests for each. However, the likelihood that some estimates are found to be
statistically significant simply by chance increases with the number of estimates tested, leading
to false discovery of impacts not actually caused by GOALS. 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 because many GOALS 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 GOALS’ 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 subgroup
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 GOALS 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 GOALS.

Key findings:

e In Quarter 4, GOALS led to employment gains (based on the UI data but not the survey
data), but did not reduce SNAP participation (Exhibit V.1). In Quarter 4, according to the Ul
data, 60 percent of GOALS group members were employed, a statistically significant
increase of 4 percentage points over the control group average. In the survey data, the
difference in Quarter 4 employment rates for the two research groups was not statistically
significant: 61 percent of GOALS group members and 58 percent of control group members
were employed. The difference between the GOALS group and the control group in the
Quarter 4 SNAP participation rate was not statistically significant (61 percent of GOALS
group members and 59 percent of control group members participated in SNAP).
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Exhibit V.1. Employment and SNAP participation rates in Quarter 4
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation Ul 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 Ul data from 1,727 GOALS group members and 1,712 control group
members, SNAP administrative data from 1,987 GOALS group members and 1,974 control group
members, and survey data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

e There is evidence from the UI wage records that GOALS led to increases in employment and
earnings in Quarter 4. These differences were both statistically significant. For example, in
Quarter 4, GOALS group members earned $189 (or 10 percent) more, on average, than
control group members. The estimated impacts on employment and earnings were not
statistically significant throughout the follow-up period based on the survey data. Data from a
longer-term follow-up will be analyzed in the final evaluation report to fully assess the
effects of GOALS on labor market outcomes and to see whether the employment and
earnings impacts continue beyond Quarter 4.

e GOALS led to a statistically greater likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarters 1 and 2.
The SNAP participation differences were not statistically significant in Quarters 3 and 4.
Average SNAP benefit amounts for GOALS group members were significantly higher than
average SNAP benefit amounts for control group members in Quarters 2 and 3. There were
no statistically significant impacts on TANF participation or the amount of TANF benefits.
GOALS group members were more likely than control group members to have Medicaid
coverage in Quarter 4, a statistically significant impact of 2 percentage points.

e GOALS did not change the rate of food insecurity or the rate of very low food security—a
severe form of food insecurity. Around 59 percent of GOALS group members reported being
food insecure compared to 60 percent of control group members.
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e There were generally no statistically significant differences between the GOALS group and
the control group for other outcome measures related to health, well-being, and housing
status reported at the 12-month follow-up point.

A. Impacts of GOALS on labor market outcomes

This section presents impacts on key labor market outcomes for the GOALS group relative to the
control group. 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.*>

1. Impacts on employment, earnings, and hours worked

Employment. GOALS led to an increase in employment in Quarter 4 based on UI wage records,
but not based on the survey data (Exhibits V.2 and V.3). About 60 percent of individuals in the
GOALS group and 55 percent of individuals in the control group were employed in Quarter 4
based on the UI data. This was a statistically significant difference of four percentage points. In
the survey data, the difference in employment rates in Quarter 4 was smaller and not statistically
significant: 61 percent of GOALS group members were employed compared with 58 percent of
control group members.

The GOALS and control groups had similar employment rates in Quarters 1, 2, and 3 based on
the UI data (Exhibit V.2). During these quarters, GOALS group members were more likely to
have been participating in education and training services (as discussed in Chapter IV). The
differences in employment rates based on the survey data were not statistically significant in any
quarter (Exhibit V.3).

In Year 1 overall, employment rates were similar across research groups in both data sources.
For example, according to the UI data, 78 percent of GOALS group members and 76 percent of
control group members were employed at some time (Appendix Table F.1).

35 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 Ul wage records.
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Exhibit V.2. Quarterly employment rates based on Ul wage records
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation Ul wage records, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,727 GOALS group members and 1,712 control group
members.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Exhibit V.3. Quarterly employment rates based on survey data
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.
Note: Estimates are based on data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
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Earnings. In both the Ul data and the survey data, there were no statistically significant
differences between the GOALS group and the control group in average earnings in Quarters 1,
2, and 3. For example, based on the Ul data, in Quarter 1 the GOALS group earned an average of
$1,601 compared with an average of $1,591 for the control group (Exhibit V.4).

There is some evidence that GOALS led to earnings gains in Quarter 4. Based on the UI wage
records, the GOALS group earned an average of $2,167 in Quarter 4 compared to average
earnings of $1,979 for the control group (the associated $189 impact for the GOALS group was
statistically significant [Exhibit V.4]).

There were no statistically significant impacts on earnings throughout the follow-up period based
on the survey data (Exhibit V.5).

Finally, average earnings as reported in the survey were somewhat larger than the average
earnings reported in the UI wage records, and there were some differences in the pattern of
impact findings across the two data sources. The difference in findings across data sources may
relate to the types of jobs obtained by GOALS group members compared to the types of jobs
obtained by control group members.

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

$2,500
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation Ul wage records, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,727 GOALS group members and 1,712 control group
members.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
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Exhibit V.5. Quarterly earnings based on survey data
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members
who were surveyed.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Hours worked. Throughout the follow-up period, individuals in both research groups worked a
similar number of hours per week on average (Exhibit V.6). In Year 1, GOALS group members
and control group members worked around 17 hours per week on average.

Exhibit V.6. Average hours worked per week based on survey data
50
40

30
20 174 17.0 18.9 18.4 20.0 193

13.2 135
0
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

Quarter after random assignment

Average hours worked per week
o

m GOALS group mControl group

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

Note: Estimates are based on data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members
who were surveyed.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
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2. Impacts on characteristics of current jobs

Exhibit V.7 presents characteristics of jobs at the time of the 12-month survey.*® 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 (54 percent of the GOALS group
and 51 percent of the control group). For this reason, the measures in Exhibit V.7 are non-
experimental and the results do not represent the causal effects of GOALS.

Exhibit V.7. Characteristics of current jobs, among individuals employed at the time of
the interview and based on 12-month survey data

Characteristic GOALS group  Control group Difference

Hours worked per week (%)

Less than 20 17.3 19.9 -2.6
21t0 34 23.0 25.7 -2.6
35 or more (employed full time) 59.7 54.5 5.2
Average 34.5 33.5 1.0
Weekly earnings (%)
$1 to $499 78.1 78.5 -0.4
$500 to $999 20.2 20.0 0.2
$1,000 to $1,499 1.2 1.4 -0.1
$1,500 to $2,000 0.5 0.2 0.4
$2,000 and above 0.0 0.0 0.0
Benefits available at job (%)
Any benefit 72.2 68.1 4.1
Health insurance or HMO/PPO plan 60.5 53.2 7.3**
membership
Dental insurance 48.1 455 2.7
Paid vacation 49.4 454 4.0
Paid holidays 50.4 48.9 1.5
Paid sick leave 38.1 34.2 3.9
Any paid time off 59.8 57.2 2.5
Pension or retirement benefits 43.7 39.4 4.3
Tuition assistance or reimbursement 17.6 16.6 1.0
Type of employment (%)
Regular full- or part-time 88.7 841 4.6*
Temporary or on-call 6.8 10.1 -3.4*
Self-employed or independent contractor or 3.0 4.5 -1.5
consultant
Day laborer 1.6 1.3 0.3

36 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 (continued)

Characteristic GOALS group  Control group Difference

Occupation
Retail Sales Workers 8.8 5.8 3.0*
Nursing, Psychiatric, and Home Health Aides 7.8 8.9 -1.1
Food and Beverage Serving Workers 54 6.3 -0.9
Cooks and Food Preparation Workers 4.1 6.3 -2.3
Information and Record Clerks 6.0 5.3 0.6
Building Cleaning and Pest Control Workers 3.2 54 -2.2*
Other Personal Care and Service Workers 3.9 6.1 -2.2
Material Moving Workers 44 4.3 0.1
Material Recording, Scheduling, Dispatching, 3.5 2.0 1.5
and Distributing Workers
Motor Vehicle Operators 3.4 2.3 1.0

Sample size 503 439

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

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is 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, GOALS
group members and control group members held jobs with similar characteristics. There were no
statistically significant differences between the two groups in hours worked per week or weekly
earnings and generally no statistically significant differences in eligibility for employer-offered
benefits. In both groups, the majority of employed individuals worked full time (60 percent of
employed GOALS group members and 55 percent of employed control group members). Over
three-quarters of employed individuals in both groups earned less than $500 per week. More than
two-thirds of employed individuals were eligible for an employer-offered benefit. Employed
GOALS group members were more likely than employed control group members to be eligible
for health insurance from their employer (61 versus 53 percent). The other most common
benefits employed individuals in both research groups were eligible for were paid time off and
paid holidays.

There were statistically significant differences between the GOALS group and the control group
in types of employment. Among employed individuals, GOALS group members were more
likely than control group members to be regular full time or part time employees (89 versus 84
percent, p-value = 0.06), and less likely to be temporary or on-call employees (7 versus 10
percent, p-value = 0.09). Employed GOALS group members were more likely than employed
control group members to work in retail sales (p-value = 0.06) and less likely to be building
cleaning and pest control workers (p-value = 0.09). The other most common occupations for both
research groups included nursing, psychiatric, and home health aides; information and record
clerks; and food service workers.
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3. Conclusion

GOALS and control group members had similar average earnings in Quarters 1, 2 and 3, while
GOALS group members were likely to be receiving GOALS services. Based on the UI data,
GOALS increased employment and earnings by a statistically significant amounts in Quarter 4.
The employment and earnings differences based on the survey data were not statistically
significant throughout the follow-up period. Results from the longer-term follow-up period—
which will extend up to 3 years—are needed to fully assess the effects of GOALS on
employment and earnings.

B. Impacts of GOALS 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,
TANF, and Medicaid 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

GOALS did not lead to a reduction in SNAP participation in Quarter 4 after random assignment.
About 61 percent of GOALS group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 compared to 59
percent of control group members (Exhibit V.8). Between Quarters 1 and 4, SNAP participation
rates decreased from 99 to 61 percent among GOALS group members—a 38 percentage point
change—and from 99 to 59 percent among control group members—a 39 percentage point
change. However, the decrease in the SNAP participation rate for control group members was
earlier and steeper (by Quarter 2) than for GOALS group members. In Quarter 2, GOALS group
members were more likely to participate in SNAP than control group members (83 versus 80
percent). This statistically significant difference in SNAP participation rates faded in Quarter 3.

GOALS group members participated in SNAP for 8.4 of the 12 months following random
assignment compared to 8.2 months for control group members (Exhibit V.9). The estimated
difference was statistically significant. The majority of individuals in both research groups exited
SNAP at least once within 12 months of random assignment, and the SNAP exit rates were
similar for the two research groups (62 percent of GOALS group members and 63 percent of
control group members exited SNAP). The percentage of individuals who exited SNAP within
the 12 months after random assignment includes those who left and did not re-enter SNAP
within the 12-month follow-up period, as well as those who left and re-entered before the end of
the period. Thus, even though 38 percent of the GOALS group participated in SNAP for the full
year, SNAP participation in Quarter 4 was higher (61 percent), reflecting that individuals left and
re-entered SNAP by Quarter 4.
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Exhibit V.8. Quarterly SNAP participation rates based on SNAP administrative data
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,987 GOALS group members and 1,974 control group
members.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Exhibit V.9. Participation in SNAP based on SNAP administrative data
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,987 GOALS group members and 1,974 control group
members.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.
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In Quarters 2 and 3, average SNAP benefit amounts were significantly higher for GOALS group
members than for control group members (Exhibit V.10). In Quarter 4, the difference in average
SNAP benefit amounts was no longer statistically significant. For both research groups, the
average SNAP benefit amounts were highest in Quarter 1 and decreased in each subsequent
quarter, mostly reflecting the fact that people exited SNAP over time. On average, GOALS
group members received $2,653 in SNAP benefits in Year 1, a statistically significant increase of
$99 over the control group average.

Exhibit V.10. Impacts on average monthly SNAP benefit amount per Quarter and in Year
1, based on SNAP administrative data

GOALS Control Difference
group group
Average SNAP benefits received ($)
Quarter 1 887 878 9
Quarter 2 677 638 39***
Quarter 3 569 539 30**
Quarter 4 520 499 22
Year 1 2,653 2,554 99**
Average monthly SNAP benefits received as a
percentage of maximum benefit amount?
Quarter 1 82.3 81.7 0.7
Quarter 2 59.1 55.2 3.9%**
Quarter 3 47.0 44.6 2.4
Quarter 4 42.3 40.5 1.8
Year 1 57.8 55.6 2.2**
Sample size 1,987 1,974

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data.
a Maximum household SNAP benefit amounts normalized by household size.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

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. In Quarter 1, both GOALS and control group members
received, on average, around 82 percent of the maximum possible benefit (Exhibit V.10). Benefit
amounts for the GOALS group decreased over time, to 42 percent of the maximum in Quarter 4.
In comparison, benefits for the control group decreased to 41 percent of the maximum possible
benefit in Quarter 4. For both research groups, most of the decrease benefit amounts over time
can be attributed to individuals exiting SNAP. For example, among the GOALS group, the
percentage of the maximum benefit amount received decreased by about 48 percent between
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Quarters 1 and 4. During this same period, the percentage of GOALS group members
participating in SNAP decreased by about 39 percent.

2. Impacts on TANF, Medicaid, and other forms of public assistance

Impacts on TANF participation and Medicaid coverage were estimated using SNAP
administrative data. There were no statistically significant impacts on participation in TANF
throughout the follow-up period. Very few individuals in either research group participated in
TANTF in each quarter (Exhibit V.11). GOALS led to a statistically significant increase in
Medicaid coverage in Quarter 4 (Appendix Table F.7). In that quarter, 34 percent of GOALS
group members were covered by Medicaid, a 2 percentage point increase over the rate of
Medicaid coverage in the control group.

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

GOALS Control
TANF participation (%) group group Difference
Quarter 1 1.5 1.6 -0.1
Quarter 2 1.5 1.6 0.0
Quarter 3 1.8 1.4 0.4
Quarter 4 1.8 1.3 0.5
Sample size 1,987 1,974

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

Impacts on receipt of other forms of public assistance were estimated using the survey data. The
survey measured receipt of general assistance; UI; 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). There were no statistically
significant differences between the GOALS group and the control group in receipt of any of
these forms of public assistance (Exhibit V.12). The most commonly received benefits for both
research groups were Medicaid (about 44 percent); SSI (about 15 percent); Section 8, Housing
Choice Vouchers, or Public Housing Assistance (about 14 percent); and WIC (about 14 percent).

57



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

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 GOALS Control Difference
group group

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

General assistance 1.3 1.2 0.0

Unemployment insurance 5.7 4.6 1.2
Supplemental Security Income 14.8 16.3 -1.6
Section 8, Housing Choice Vouchers, or Public 13.6 15.3 -1.7
Housing Assistance
Medicaid 42.7 45.8 -3.1
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, 154 13.9 1.5
Infants, and Children (WIC)

Sample size 926 855

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

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

3. Conclusion

GOALS increased SNAP participation by a statistically significant amount in Quarters 1 and 2,
but not in Quarters 3 and 4. About 61 percent of GOALS group members participated in SNAP
in Quarter 4 compared with 59 percent of control group members. These findings reflect similar
decreases over time in the rate of SNAP participation for the GOALS group and the control
group, although the control group was more likely to leave SNAP earlier in the follow-up period.
GOALS group members may have been more likely to continue to receive SNAP early on
because of the services they were receiving, including occupational skills training and job
placement services. In particular, the GOALS employer liaisons encouraged individuals to hold
out for “good” job offers, once they had completed the stabilization period of the GOALS model.

Conceptually, SNAP E&T services are designed to increase employment and earnings and, thus,
reduce the need for receiving SNAP or other public assistance. GOALS increased employment—
in Quarters 3 and 4—and earnings—in Quarter 4. Given that the earnings gains occurred in the
last quarter of the follow-up period, it is unclear what their trajectory will be in future years and,
if they continue or even grow, whether they will translate into decreases in SNAP participation.
The analysis based on data from the longer-term follow-up period will fully assess the impact of
GOALS on SNAP participation in the final evaluation report.
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C. Impacts of GOALS on food security, health, well-being, and housing
status

This section presents GOALS’ 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. Exceptions include food security status, which was reported
based on the 30 days before the survey and housing status, which was reported based on the year
before the survey.?’

GOALS group members and control group members had similar rates of food insecurity. About
59 percent of GOALS group members reported being food insecure compared with 60 percent of
control group members (Exhibit V.13). The difference in rates of very low food security—a
severe form of food insecurity—was not statistically significant between the two research groups
(37 versus 39 percent).

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

58.6 59.6
I I ] ]

Living in a household that is food insecure Living in a household with very low food
security

100

80

60

Percentage

40

20

m GOALS group mControl group

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

Note: Estimates are based on data from 926 GOALS group members and 855 control group members
who were surveyed. Food security measured over the 30 days prior to the survey interview.

***Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Difference between research groups is significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

37 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.24, there were generally no statistically
significant differences between GOALS group and control group members. For example, about
25 percent of GOALS group members reported having very good or excellent health compared
to 23 percent of control group members.
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This chapter describes the total cost of the planning and implementation of GOALS through
calendar year 2017. It builds on the description of services received by GOALS group members
by providing additional information about the cost of GOALS overall and for specific services.
This chapter presents information about the costs incurred by DCF and the partners and
providers with whom it contracted to set up GOALS before the beginning of enrollment, to
recruit people into the pilot, and to provide services to GOALS group members. It presents data
on the total costs of services; costs by 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.>®

The analyses were based on cost data provided by DCF 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 GOALS by summing the
costs across the four cost categories. >

Exhibit VI.1. Ingredients of cost estimates

Supply and Overhead and
Staff costs Direct service costs equipment costs operating costs
e Salaries and fringe e Service contracts e Supplies e Overhead
benefits e Support services e Leases or purchases e Facilities
e Volunteer time e Partner and provider of equipment o Utilities

service costs Indirect costs

Note: Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals receiving GOALS.
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.

38 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 GOALS 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.

39 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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DCEF, partners, and providers each submitted '

workbooks with their own cost information Exhibit VI.2. Snapshot of GOALS cost
(Exhibit VI.2). DCF was not able to obtain data collection

workbooks for the GOALS providers (other
than DCF) that delivered adult education,
substance use and mental health services, and
other miscellaneous client services. These
service providers’ costs are instead
represented in three cost workbooks, grouped
by type of service, which reported any detail
on the breakdown of costs by category that
was available on each provider’s invoice. As a
result, the total costs by category (described in Section A.1 below) do not reflect the breakdown
of these providers’ costs, even though the costs reflect the correct overall totals. The costs by
category should be interpreted with caution, as some costs were broken out by category on
invoices, while others were bundled together and reported as service contract costs. It is also
possible that some funding from other sources that was leveraged by these direct providers was
not reported in the findings described in Section A.1. The costs from these service providers
represent 17 percent of the total cost of GOALS.

e DCF, KU, KDOL, and three groups of
service providers each submitted
workbooks.

o  Workbooks were submitted for the
planning period (April 2015—-January
2016) and eight quarterly service delivery
periods (January 2016—December 2017).

In addition, a web survey collected data on the percentage of time provider staff spent on key
services for GOALS group members, such as case management, assessments, and job readiness
and life skills workshops (such as a job club or job readiness training). 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 the data collected 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 DCF began
incurring costs for services. The final report will present the final costs for both the GOALS and
control group services, as well as a benefit-cost analysis that will compare costs with benefits for
GOALS and control group members, from the perspectives of individuals, government, and
society. The final report also will include estimates of costs per person for GOALS 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.
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Key findings:

e DCF and its partners and providers reported spending a total of $5,046,000 between April
2015 to December 2017 on GOALS services, including $493,000 on the planning period and
$4,553,000 on service delivery.

e The FNS grant funded 97 percent of GOALS costs, and DCF, partners, and providers
leveraged other funding sources for the remaining 3 percent.

e The largest estimated direct service cost was for case management service costs ($481,000; 10
percent of total costs), followed by education service costs ($436,000; 9 percent).

A. Analysis of total and service-specific costs

This section describes total costs as well as costs by funding source and 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 DCF $13,509,167 for the planning and implementation of GOALS
through March 2019. As shown in Exhibit VI.3, DCF and its partners and providers reported
spending a total of $5,046,000 through December 2017 on the planning and implementation of
GOALS (numbers in the text are rounded to the nearest thousand whereas exhibits show actual
costs). These costs included $493,000 for planning (10 percent of total costs) and $4,553,000 for
service delivery (90 percent). The quarterly costs of service delivery increased over time after the

first quarter of service delivery, which may reflect increasing caseloads over time (Appendix
Table G.2).

Exhibit VI.3. Summary of total costs

Total cost $5,045,656

Planning period cost
$493,113
(10%)

Ongoing service
delivery cost
$4,552,543
(90%)

Source: GOALS cost workbooks 2015-2017.

Note: The planning period was considered to encompass the time between the award of the FNS grant
and the beginning of GOALS enroliment (April 2015 to January 2016). Service delivery costs
represent the total reported in quarterly workbooks following the start of enrollment in GOALS. All
costs are presented in 2016 dollars.

Through December 2017, GOALS providers reported spending $4,915,000 of the FNS grant
funding (representing 97 percent of total expenditures) and leveraged $131,000 in funding from
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other sources (representing 3 percent of total expenditures, Exhibit VI.4). Funding from other
sources came from DCF, the Kansas Department of Labor (KDOL), and KU. During the
planning period, the FNS grant provided the majority of the resources ($369,000) while DCF and
other planning partners and providers contributed $124,000. During ongoing service delivery,
GOALS administration and services were almost entirely funded by the FNS grant ($4,546,000).
DCEF, partners, and providers leveraged an additional $7,000 in funding from other sources (less
than 1 percent of total ongoing service costs). The majority of additional funding—$126,000—was
contributed by DCF, the grantee and a provider of case management services, which provided
staff using other resources. Adult Education providers contributed $4,000 in direct service
resources. The costs of service delivery that were covered by funding from sources other than the
FNS grant were stable over the service delivery period at about $1,000 per quarter (Appendix
Table G.2).

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

Percentage of total cost

o 3%
] Total $4,914,546

=

% $368,932 $131,110
2 Planning

=

T period - $124,181

=}

2 Ongoing

@ service $4,545,614 $6,929
§ delivery

m Funded by FNS grant Funded by other sources

Source: GOALS cost workbooks 2015-2017.

Note: Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals in the GOALS
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. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars.

Exhibit VI.5 summarizes costs through December 2017 by category, including (1) staff time,
which represented 47 percent of total costs; (2) partner and provider direct service costs (21
percent of the total costs); (3) supplies and equipment (3 percent of the total costs); and (4)
overhead and operating costs (29 percent of the total costs). Some of the GOALSs providers were
not able to provide cost workbooks, which include a detailed breakdown of costs by category.
Instead, DCF used service provider’s invoices to record costs by category if they were broken
out on the invoice. Some categories of costs may include other categories, as well. For example,
there may be some indirect costs reported as facilities costs, or staff costs reported as direct
service costs, because that was how the service provider reported those costs on its invoice. Of
the $2,372,000 dedicated to staff costs, the largest share (60 percent) covered costs for
administrative staff. The remaining 40 percent covered direct service staff. No volunteer time
was donated to the planning or operation of GOALS. DCF and GOALS partners and providers
reported spending $1,456,000 on overhead and operating costs, including 68 percent on facility
and utility costs, 28 percent on overhead costs, and 4 percent on indirect costs. DCF and GOALS
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partners and providers also allocated $1,071,000 to direct service costs and $147,000 to supply
and equipment costs.

Exhibit VI.5. Costs by category

Volunteers
Staff 0%
Directservice
$2’372’040 sta})ff Administrative
40%
staff
47% of total costs 60%
Direct E&T
Other service se3r\6§/:es
contracts ?
48%
Support
services
22%
- Equipment Py
Supplies and i \ |
equipment
$146,548
Suppli
3% of total costs L
Indirect
4% Overhead
28%
Facility and
utility
68%

Source: GOALS cost workbooks 2015-2017.

Note: Some of the GOALS providers were not able to provide cost workbooks, which include a detailed
breakdown of costs by category. Instead, DCF used providers’ invoices to record costs by
category if they were broken out on the invoice. It is possible that some categories of costs may
include other categories as well. For example, there may be some indirect costs reported as
facilities costs, or staff costs reported as direct service costs, because that was how the service
provider reported those costs on their invoice. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars.

Exhibit V1.6 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, but funding from other sources was also used to cover costs. Funding from other sources
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provided 5 percent of total staff costs. This finding indicates that DCF and providers were able to
leverage some staffing resources to deliver GOALS. Other funding sources made more modest
contributions to direct service and overhead and operating costs (1 percent or less of each
category of cost). No other funding sources supported supplies and equipment.

Exhibit VI.6. Costs by category and funding source

FNS grant Other sources
Percentage Percentage
of total of total
Costs category Costs category

Cost category Total cost  funded ($) cost funded ($) cost
Total cost $5,045,656 $4,914,546 97% $131,110 3%
Staff costs $2,372,040 $2,247,253 95% $124,787 5%

Staff $2,372,040  $2,247,253 $124,787

Administrative staffa $1,422,418  $1,349,837 $72,581
Direct service staff $949 622 $897,416 $52,206

Volunteers $0 $0 $0
Direct service costs $1,070,600  $1,064,593 99% $6,007 1%

Direct E&T services $319,567 $316,145 $3,422

Support services $231,510 $228,925 $2,585

Other service contractsP $519,524 $519,524 $0
Supplies and equipment $146,548 $146,548 100% $0 -
costs

Supplies $141,096 $141,096 $0

Equipment $5,452 $5,452 $0
Other overhead-operating  $1,456,467  $1,456,151 100% $316 <1%
costs

Overhead $401,694 $401,378 $316

Facilities and utilities $992,673 $992,673 $0

Indirect costs $62,101 $62,101 $0

Source: GOALS cost workbooks

Note: Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals in the GOALS
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. Some of the GOALS providers were not able to provide cost workbooks that
included a detailed breakdown of costs by category. Instead, DCF used providers’ invoices to
record costs by category if they were broken out on the invoice. It is possible that some
categories of costs may include other categories as well. For example, there may be some
indirect costs reported as facilities costs, or staff costs reported as direct service costs, because
that was how the service provider reported those costs on its invoice. It is also possible that some
funding from other sources that was leveraged by these direct providers is not reported in the
findings described in section A.1. 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 GOALS services including case management
(including one-on-one meetings with participants, or time spent on case notes or referrals),
education, support services, job readiness or life skills workshops, assessments, other direct
service contracts, and occupational skills training. 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 V1.7 presents estimated total costs of each type of service and the percentage of the total
cost that the service represents. The largest GOALS direct service expenditure was for case
management, which accounted for $481,000 or 10 percent of total costs through December 2017.
Education and support service costs accounted for smaller shares of direct service costs—
$436,000 (9 percent of total costs) and $396,000 (8 percent of total costs), respectively.

Exhibit VI.7. Costs by service type

Service type Total cost Percentage of total cost
Case management $480,994 10
Education $435,574 9
Support services $396,193 8
Job readiness or life skills workshop $229,217 5
Assessments $164,771 3
Other direct service contracts $92,816 2
Occupational skills training $61,133 1
Other non-direct service costs? $3,184,958 63
Total costs $5,045,656 100

Source: GOALS 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 are 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 marketing services. Other non-direct service costs also include

the costs of other GOALS-related activities that are not direct services—including planning period costs,
administration, recruitment and enroliment, and staff meetings and supervision.
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Exhibit V1.8 shows the average percentage of time that direct service provider staff reported
spending on key activities.*’ The activity that accounted for the largest share of direct service
staff time was recruitment and enrollment (30 percent of time, on average). The two other
activities that accounted for large shares of GOALS direct service staff time were staff meetings
and supervision (26 percent) and case management (21 percent), which includes time
administering payments and facilitating services such as occupational skills training and
education.

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

Other pilot activities,
4%

Evaluation activities,
6%

Case management,
21%

Staff meetings and
supervision, 26% Job readiness or life
skills workshops, 7%

Assessment, 6%

Recruitment and .Green shades = direct service activifies

enroliment, 30% Tan shades = not direct service 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.

40 Direct service provider staff from the following 22 providers are included in the estimates of the average time
spent on key activities: Bert Nash CMHC-Mental Health, Business Access, Butler Community College, Circles of
Manhattan, Circles of the Heartland Salina, ComCare of Sedgwick County, Compass Behavioral Health - Dodge
City, Crawford County CMHC, SE KS Career and Technical Education Center, DCF, Dodge City Community
College, Episcopal Social Services, Fort Scott Community College, Garden City Community College, Heartland
RADAC, Highland Community College, Martin Training and Staffing Solutions, Neosho Community College,
Partners 4 Success Salina, Pittsburg School District, Prairie View Mental Health Center, Salina Adult Education,
Seward County Community College, South Central Mental Health Center, Substance Abuse Center of KS,
Washburn Area Technical College, and Workforce Alliance/PACES.
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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. Through its
comprehensive data collection and rigorous experimental design, this evaluation assessed
whether GOALS—the innovative E&T program Kansas designed and implemented in 35
counties 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, GOALS
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. GOALS implementation

As described in Chapter II, the analysis of the implementation of GOALS found that, overall, the
key features of the Stabilize, Train, Place, and Sustain model were put into place, with some
variation in the availability and strength of services and activities in each feature. Most notably,
occupational skills training played a smaller role in the Train portion of the model than originally
expected. Individualized attention, provided through close relationships between GOALS group
members and career navigators and employer liaisons, was viewed by staff as key to the model.
The regular involvement of and communication among stakeholders were important elements
that ensured that GOALS was doing its best to meet the needs of both job seekers and employers
and set the stage for sustaining the relationships among stakeholders, and at least some of the
provided services and activities, into the future.

2. GOALS group members’ service receipt

As described in Chapter III, administrative service use data indicate that almost all of the
individuals randomly assigned to the GOALS group engaged in services in some way, meaning
that they at least had a meeting with a career navigator for initial counseling, assessments, and
case management services. About 91 percent of GOALS group members subsequently
participated in an E&T-related activity, and received assistance in looking for work, attended job
search training workshops (including one of the multi-faceted Bridges and Partners 4 Success
programs), enrolled in short-term occupational skills training, or received job retention services
within 12 months of random assignment. Participation in job search training or job readiness
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activities was more prevalent than participation in occupational skills training: Over half of
GOALS group members participated in the former types of activities (and most completed
them); about one-sixth started occupational skills training (with more than three-fourths
completing it).

More than half of GOALS group members received at least one support service to defray the cost
of transportation to and from GOALS activities or employment or provide uniforms or
appropriate work clothes. GOALS group members spent an average of 5 months in GOALS.
Over three-fourths exited from GOALS within their first year, however, and almost half of all
GOALS group members left GOALS within the first six months of random assignment.

3. Differences between GOALS and control groups in service receipt

Whether GOALS impacts employment, earnings, and SNAP participation depends, in part, on
differences between the GOALS 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 between the GOALS and control groups in service participation.

Relative to the control group, the GOALS 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, rates of participation in the GOALS group were about 10 percentage points
higher than in the control group. This difference was observed despite control group members’
high rates of participation in job search training and, to a lesser extent, in occupational skills
training.

Differences between the GOALS and control groups were apparent for job search training or
assistance activities, occupational skills training programs, and general job skills training (10, 8,
and 6 percentage points higher than the control group, respectively); there was no statistically
significant difference between the two research groups in rates of participation in education
programs. Among individuals who started an activity, completion rates were higher for the
GOALS group than for the control group. GOAL group members were also more likely than
control group members to obtain an occupational skills certificate or license (3 percentage point
difference).

Some 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. In addition, these findings could change when data on all
individuals enrolled in the pilot are available.

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

As described in Chapter V, the findings from the analyses of the two primary outcomes in the
fourth quarter show that GOALS led to an increase in employment based on the UI data (but not
the survey data) and did not affect the likelihood of participating in SNAP. In addition, GOALS
increased earnings in Quarter 4 (based on Ul data). At the same time, GOALS led to higher
participation in SNAP in Quarters 1 and 2, relative to control group members, and SNAP
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participation rates for the two research groups were not statistically different in Quarters 3 and 4.
These impacts reflect later decreases over time in the rate of SNAP participation for the GOALS
group than for the control group.

The findings related to SNAP participation make sense given the early GOALS participation
patterns among GOALS group members, relative to control group members, and the pattern of
changes in employment and earnings for GOALS and control group members over the first year
of follow-up. Conceptually, SNAP E&T services are designed to increase individuals’
employment and earnings and thus reduce their need for SNAP or other public assistance. Early
in the follow-up GOALS group members may have been more likely than control group
members to continue to receive SNAP because of the GOALS services they were receiving,
including job readiness activities, occupational skills training, and job placement services. Then,
once GOALS began to increase employment earnings in Quarter 4, SNAP participation rates for
GOALS and control group members no longer differed.

The findings in this report cannot predict whether GOALS will have longer-term effects on
employment and earnings or whether it will reduce the need for public assistance in the longer
run. It is unclear what the trajectory of the positive employment and earning impacts will be in
future years and, if they continue or even grow, whether they will translate into decreases in
SNAP participation. In fact, past studies of workforce programs have shown that impacts are
often stronger beyond the first year of follow-up (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’ Amico et al. 2015).
Results from the longer-term follow-up period, which will extend up to three years and include
follow-up data for all individuals enrolled in the pilot, are needed to assess the full effects of
GOALS.

5. GOALS costs

As described in Chapter VI, DCF and its partners and providers reported spending a total of
$5,046,000 from April 2015 to December 2017 on the planning and implementation of GOALS
($493,000 during the planning period and $4,553,000 on service delivery). The FNS grant
funded 97 percent of these costs, and partners and providers leveraged other funding sources for
the remaining 3 percent. About two-thirds of the costs during the planning period and first 23
months of operations were related to administration, including planning and development,
management and oversight, and recruitment and enrollment ($3,185,000; 63 percent of total
costs). The remaining 37 percent of costs were for direct services, with case management and
education being the largest costs. Direct service costs likely will represent a larger share of total
costs when 2018 and 2019 expenditures are analyzed and reported.

B. Final report and other products

This report presents a preliminary assessment of the effects of GOALS. The participation and
impact analysis findings are based on follow-up data for not quite all individuals enrolled in the
pilot—those who enrolled through December 2017—and cover only the first year following
random assignment for each individual. For these reasons, the short-term outcomes presented in
this report do not capture the full potential effects of GOALS on labor market and public
assistance outcomes. Notably, some individuals (8 percent of GOALS group members) were still
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receiving services at the 12-month follow-up point. In addition, GOALS continued to enroll and
provide services to individuals in 2018 and 2019. A final report will examine the experiences of
all individuals enrolled in the GOALS pilot, present their outcomes over a period of up to

36 months after random assignment, and examine the benefits of the pilot’s enhanced services
relative to their costs. In doing so, the final report will provide more conclusive evidence about
the effectiveness of GOALS.

The final report will address the following research questions.

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

e Including all individuals enrolled in GOALS, what were the participation patterns? Did
participation patterns change over time, as GOALS 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 (March 2019).

e  What effects did GOALS 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 December 2020, and 36-month survey data
also extending through December 2020. These additional data will allow us to examine
impacts on outcomes over longer periods of time—for up to three years after random
assignment—for most individuals enrolled in the pilot.

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

e How did total GOALS costs compare with three-year GOALS benefits? 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 GOALS 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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		26						Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Headings defined		Passed		Headings have been defined for this document.		

		27		31		Doc,Tags->0->206		Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Outlines (Bookmarks)		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		28				MetaData		Guideline 2.4 Provide ways to help users navigate, find content, and determine where they are		Metadata - Title and Viewer Preferences		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		29				MetaData		Guideline 3.1 Make text content readable and understandable.		Language specified		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		30				Pages->0,Pages->1,Pages->2		Guideline 3.2 Make Web pages appear and operate in predictable ways		Header/Footer pagination artifacts		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		31				Doc->0		Guideline 3.2 Make Web pages appear and operate in predictable ways		Change of context		Passed				Verification result set by user.

		32						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Formulas		Not Applicable		No Formula tags were detected in this document.		

		33						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Forms		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		34						Guideline 1.1 Provide text alternatives for all non-text content		Alternative Representation for Other Annotations		Not Applicable		No other annotations were detected in this document.		

		35						Guideline 1.2 Provide synchronized alternatives for multimedia.		Captions 		Not Applicable		No multimedia elements were detected in this document.		

		36						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Form Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		37						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Other Annotations - Valid Tagging		Not Applicable		No Annotations (other than Links and Widgets) were detected in this document.		

		38						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		RP, RT and RB - Valid Parent		Not Applicable		No RP, RB or RT elements were detected in this document.		

		39						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Correct Structure - Ruby		Not Applicable		No Ruby elements were detected in this document.		

		40						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		THead, TBody and TFoot		Not Applicable		No THead, TFoot, or TBody elements were detected in this document.		

		41						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Correct Structure - Warichu		Not Applicable		No Warichu elements were detected in this document.		

		42						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Correct Structure - WT and WP		Not Applicable		No WP or WT elements were detected in the document		

		43						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Article Threads		Not Applicable		No Article threads were detected in the document		

		44						Guideline 1.3 Create content that can be presented in different ways		Identify Input Purpose		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		45						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Images of text - OCR		Not Applicable		No raster-based images were detected in this document.		

		46						Guideline 1.4 Make it easier for users to see and hear content including separating foreground from background.		Content on Hover or Focus		Not Applicable		No actions found on hover or focus events.		

		47						Guideline 2.1 Make all functionality operable via a keyboard interface		Character Key Shortcuts		Not Applicable		No character key shortcuts detected in this document.		

		48						Guideline 2.2 Provide users enough time to read and use content		Timing Adjustable		Not Applicable		No elements that could require a timed response found in this document.		

		49						Guideline 2.3 Do not design content in a way that is known to cause seizures		Three Flashes or Below Threshold		Not Applicable		No elements that could cause flicker were detected in this document.		

		50						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Label in Name		Not Applicable		No Form Annotations were detected in this document.		

		51						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Pointer Cancellation		Not Applicable		No mouse down events detected in this document.		

		52						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Motion Actuation		Not Applicable		No elements requiring device or user motion detected in this document.		

		53						Guideline 2.5 Input Modalities		Pointer Gestures		Not Applicable		No RichMedia or FileAtachments have been detected in this document.		

		54						Guideline 3.3 Help users avoid and correct mistakes		Required fields		Not Applicable		No Form Fields were detected in this document.		

		55						Guideline 3.3 Help users avoid and correct mistakes		Form fields value validation		Not Applicable		No form fields that may require validation detected in this document.		

		56						Guideline 4.1 Maximize compatibility with current and future user agents, including assistive technologies		4.1.2 Name, Role, Value		Not Applicable		No user interface components were detected in this document.		

		57						Guideline 4.1 Maximize compatibility with current and future user agents, including assistive technologies		Status Message		Not Applicable		Checkpoint is not applicable in PDF.		
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