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GLOSSARY

ABAWD

ABE
ACC

Control
group

CPR
DCSE
DSS
EleVAte
Food

security
GED
ICP
JSTP

LWIA

MIS
MRT

NCP

PIVA

Random
assignment

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

Adult Basic Education
Adult career coach

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

Division of Child Support Enforcement

The Virginia Department of Social Services

The SNAP Employment and Training pilot implemented in Virginia

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

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

Individual career plan

Job Skills Training Program. A component of the EleVAte program which
offered enrollment in short-term occupational skills training courses coordinated
by the community colleges, plus Moral Reconation Therapy

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

Management information system

Moral Reconation Therapy. A group-based cognitive-behavioral therapy and life
skills program facilitated by a certified counselor

Non-custodial parent. A parent who does not have physical custody of his or her
child

Pluggedin Virginia. A component of the EleVAte program which offered more
advanced, longer-term occupational skills training courses packaged with online
and classroom-based, career-contextualized adult-education instruction to support
the attainment of a high school equivalency credential.

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

group)
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Research
group

SNAP

SNAP
E&T

SSI
TANF

Treatment
group
ul

USDA
VCCS
VDSS

Very low
food
security

wWIC

Work
registrant

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)

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
The Virginia Community College System
The Virginia Department of Social Services

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
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OVERVIEW

This report presents interim findings from the evaluation of a SNAP Employment and Training
(SNAP E&T) pilot—EleV Ate—that was implemented in 24 Virginia localities from March 2016
to December 2018. This was one of 10 pilots Congress authorized and funded as part of the
Agricultural Act of 2014 to offer enhanced SNAP E&T services to assist SNAP participants in
obtaining employment. The Virginia Department of Social Services (VDSS) enrolled 5,027
SNAP participants into the pilot, with half randomly assigned to be eligible for enhanced
services (the EleVAte group) and the other half eligible for existing SNAP E&T services (the
control group). VDSS targeted SNAP participants, including able-bodied adults without children
(ABAWDs) and other work registrants. Participation in EleVAte was voluntary. EleVVAte
services included assessments and career counseling, online digital literacy and basic computer
skills training, job readiness training, group counseling, adult basic education services, and
occupational skills training leading to certified credentials.

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. Cross-institutional stakeholders in seven community college regions
offered the multifaceted service model. Despite initial challenges, viable strategies for
recruiting SNAP participants into the pilot were put into place. Keeping individuals engaged
was an additional challenge, especially for individuals who were assigned to complete online
digital literacy, soft skills, and job readiness training in labs while waiting for occupational
skills training courses to begin.

e Participation. Eighty-five percent of individuals in the EleVVAte group completed the first
step in the model, by attending an orientation at a community college. About 61 percent of all
EleVVAte group members subsequently participated in an E&T-related activity, such as by
receiving assistance looking for work, attending job search training or life skills workshops,
receiving online or in-person instruction in adult basic education or preparation for a high
school equivalency certificate, or enrolling in short-term occupational skills training. Fewer
EleVAte group members than originally anticipated by EleV Ate planners — less than one-
fifth —participated in education or training. More frequently, they participated in job search
assistance activities or life skills training.

e Impact. Although the EleVAte group was more likely than the control group to participate in
job search assistance or training activities and in education and occupational skills training,
the EleVVAte group worked and earned less than control group members, and had a greater
likelihood of participating in SNAP than control group members, within the first year after
individuals enrolled. These findings do not imply that EleVAte ultimately will not be
effective in increasing employment and reducing public assistance, as longer-term results are
needed to fully assess its impacts.

e Cost. VDSS and its partners and providers reported spending a total of about $8 million from
March 2015 to November 2017 on the planning and early implementation of EleVAte. The
vast majority of the costs were for direct services, with job readiness or life skills workshops

Xi



Overview

and case management as the largest 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 EleVAte’s effects. A final report will examine the
experiences of all individuals enrolled in the EleVVAte 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 the effectiveness of
EleVAte.

Xii



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, lllinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Mississippi, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington— which
represent 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—Virginia. 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

L work registrants are SNAP participants who have not met any Federal exemptions from SNAP work requirements
and are therefore required to register for work. Federal exemptions apply to individuals who are younger than 16
or older than 59; physically or mentally unfit for employment; subject to and complying with work requirements
for another program; a caretaker of a dependent child younger than 6 or an incapacitated individual; participating
in a drug or alcohol treatment and rehabilitation program; employed at least 30 hours a week; or enrolled at least
half time in a recognized school or training program.
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pilot’s services. A final report will provide more comprehensive and conclusive evidence about
the effectiveness of Virginia’s 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.

Virginia pilot background

In March 2016, the Virginia Department of Social Services (VDSS), which administers SNAP,
began enrollment in EleVAte SNAP E&T, in 24 localities (i.e., independent cities and counties)
within seven community college regions in the Tidewater, south-central, and far southwest areas
of the State. The 24 localities covered both rural and urban areas, with the majority of SNAP
participants in the Tidewater region, including the cities of Norfolk and Hampton. From March
2016 to June 2018, DSS and its partners enrolled 5,027 SNAP participants into the pilot, with the
pilot open to any SNAP participant, including able-bodied adults without dependents
(ABAWDSs) and other work registrants. This interim report focuses on the 3,836 individuals who
enrolled in the pilot through December 2017.

The State’s existing SNAP E&T program was voluntary, and at the time of the pilot was not
available in all localities. It offered basic case management, support services, limited access to
education and training services delivered by local providers, and referrals to other services in the
community (for example, to the local workforce development center). In contrast, EleVVAte was
intended to provide more comprehensive case management, soft skills training and job search
assistance, dedicated and more expansive support services, and enhanced education and training
opportunities. Participating in EleVAte services was voluntary and participants were offered
assessments and career counseling, online digital literacy and basic computer skills training, job
readiness training, group counseling, adult basic education and GED services, and occupational
skills training leading to certified credentials. Individuals were placed into one of three service
components based on their assessed reading proficiency level, and were then eligible to receive
specific services.

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;
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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 EleVVAte group or a
control group in roughly equivalent numbers. Individuals assigned to the EleVVAte group were
eligible for the enhanced set of services described above, whereas control group members were
eligible for services available through the existing SNAP E&T program, where it was offered.
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 (Ul) wage records to
measure employment and earnings; SNAP administrative data to measure participation in SNAP
and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), 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 EleVAte staff and EleVVAte group members, and grantee-provided cost data and
time-use data to estimate the cost of services and service components.

EleVAte overview, service receipt, and costs

VDSS and its partners developed EleVAte as a way to better serve ABAWDs, with the
expectation that participation in EleV Ate services could constitute qualifying activities, should
an ABAWD become time-limited in a pilot locality. This would allow the ABAWD to continue
to receive both SNAP benefits and EleVAte services. To select localities in which to situate the
pilot, VDSS and state-level administrators from the Virginia Community College System
(VCCS) —the lead provider of EleVAte services — initially marketed the pilot to the executives
of all the community colleges in Virginia. VDSS then solicited interest among the locally-
administered DSS agencies in the regions of the seven interested community colleges. In the end,
22 local DSS agencies, serving 24 localities, participated in the pilot.

State-level VDSS administered EleVAte and local DSS agencies had primary responsibility for
recruiting and enrolling SNAP participants into the pilot, in collaboration with community
college staff. VCCS (a State-level organization) was the service provider lead, while EleVAte
staff based at seven community colleges delivered and coordinated services in tandem with staff
from Virginia’s regional Adult Basic Education (ABE) providers and other training providers.

EleVAte was structured to have three service components available based on individuals’
baseline educational functioning levels and training interests. This followed from the planners’

2 The final report will include additional analyses for two of the study components. The participation analysis will
also assess whether the presence of 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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assumption that a significant share of ABAWDs and other work registrants would need to
improve their literacy and numeracy skills in order to participate successfully in occupational
skills training. The pilot also assumed that many individuals enrolled in the pilot would lack a
high school equivalency credential and would be interested in pursuing one. All service
components included a common set of career coaching, digital literacy training, and soft
skills/job readiness services. In addition, participants would engage in one of three service
components:

e EleVAte Virginia Online, expected to last 6 to 8 weeks, which offered customized, self-
paced online basic adult education blended with in-person instruction from supervising adult
education staff to improve individuals’ math and reading skills before they would be eligible
for further services;

e Job Skills Training Program (JSTP), expected to last 8 to 12 weeks, which offered enroliment
in short-term occupational skills training courses coordinated by the community colleges,
plus Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT), a group-based cognitive-behavioral therapy and life
skills program facilitated by a certified counselor; and

e PluggedIn Virginia (PIVA), expected to last 6 to 8 months, which offered more advanced,
longer-term occupational skills training courses packaged with online and classroom-based,
career-contextualized adult-education instruction to support the attainment of a high school
equivalency credential.

Individuals reading between the 3 and 5" grade were eligible for EleVVAte Virginia Online;
those reading between the 5 and 8™ grade levels were eligible for JSTP or EleVAte Virginia
Online; and those reading at or above the 8" grade level were eligible for all three service
components, including PIVA.

The pilot began enrollment in March 2016. The enrollment process required individuals
interested in the pilot, before random assignment, to be tested for reading proficiency, informed
of their service component eligibility, and assessed for interest in pursuing the EleVAte services
for which they were eligible. Following random assignment, individuals assigned to the EleVAte
group were scheduled for an orientation session at a community college, after which they
completed further assessments and worked with college-based staff to develop their service
plans.

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

Soft skills and job search training and assistance. After orientation and assessments, most
EleVVAte group members were assigned to participate in online, self-paced trainings. (Individuals
reading between the 3" and 5™ grade were first assigned to adult basic education services.) The
online services—which were composed of digital literacy, soft skills, and job readiness training
modules—were offered in labs at the community colleges, and were supplemented with group
and/or individualized workshops and career coaching.
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Occupational skills training. Individuals expecting to start some occupational skills training
options in the JSTP or PIVA components experienced wait periods before training courses
began. Although the anticipated service sequence called for individuals to begin the above-
described online, self-paced trainings at the same time as occupational skills training, some
individuals completed the online services significantly ahead of the start of their training and
others deferred participation in the online services if their training start date was close. While
EleVVAte group members could initially enroll into a variety of existing occupational skills
training courses at the community colleges, as opposed to EleVVAte-only courses, financial
considerations ultimately led EleVVAte to offer only stand-alone, EleVVAte-only training courses
in fewer occupations. Training options varied by community college. Across the colleges
training was commonly offered in the health professions (for example, pharmacy technician,
certified nursing assistant, medial assistant), the building trades (for example, HVAC technician,
electrical groundsman), information technology (for example, A+, Network+), and transportation
(for example, commercial driver’s license/truck driving).

Case management, support services, and the MRT program. All individuals in the EleVAte
group were eligible to receive supports for participation and to mitigate barriers to employment.
Adult career coaches and counselors at the community colleges provided supports and referrals
to other programs (for example, for mental health services). Financial support services were
available to cover costs relating to transportation, textbooks, rent emergencies, eyeglasses, work
clothing, tools, and other expenses. In addition, EleVVAte counselors facilitated Moral Reconation
Therapy group sessions, which typically lasted a few hours per week and were structured around
independently-completed readings, self-assessments, and reflective activities that were then
discussed within the group. Many EleVAte staff believed that this was one of the most successful
services offered in EleVAte.

Assessment of the service components. Original key assumptions about the educational
attainment and educational functioning levels of EleVAte’s target population were not upheld,
which lessened the distinctions between the service components. After EleV Ate began
enroliment, it became apparent that few EleVAte group members read below a 5™ grade level,
and many of those who did were typically English-language learners or individuals not interested
in receiving adult basic education services. Thus, the EleVAte Virginia Online component had
low enrollment, particularly relative to EleVAte planners’ expectations. In addition, many PIVA
component enrollees did not need or chose not to participate in GED preparation activities.
Finally, a significant share of PIVA-eligible individuals ultimately opted to participate in JSTP
after finding that the PIVVA occupational training options required a longer time commitment or
because they had a particular interest in the occupations for which training was offered as part of
JSTP.

Extent of EleVAte service receipt. According to VCCS administrative service use data, 85
percent of EleVAte group members engaged in EleVVAte after random assignment, meaning that
they completed the first step in EleVAte by attending an orientation at a community college.
Subsequently, about 61 percent of EleVAte group members participated in an E&T-related
activity and received assistance in looking for work, attended job search training or life skills
workshops, received online or in-person instruction in adult basic education or preparation for a
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high school equivalency certificate, or enrolled in short-term occupational skill training within
12 months of random assignment. Fewer EleVVAte group members than originally anticipated
participated in education or training as part of any of the service components: 16 percent
participated in any adult basic education services and 18 percent participated in occupational
skills training. Almost all individuals who started training completed it, but few of the
individuals who started basic education did so. Ultimately, 13 percent of all EleVVAte group
members received a credential or certification. More frequently, EleVAte group members
participated in job search assistance activities — either job search training (about half of all
EleVVAte group members) or job search assistance (about a third of the EleVVAte group).
Participation in life skills training was also frequent: About 42 percent of the EleVVAte group
attended life skills training, usually Moral Reconation Therapy.

Nearly all EleVVAte group members were contacted by their adult career coach at least once; the
average number of contacts per person was 9. About half of EleVAte group members received at
least one support service, most often to defray transportation costs. On average, EleVVAte group
members engaged in EleVVAte for between two and three months. Seventy percent of EleVAte
group members exited from EleV Ate within the 12-month follow-up period, and most of those
who left EleVAte did so within six months of enrollment. Because EleVVAte services were
available only to SNAP participants, many exits from EleVVAte may have reflected exits from
SNAP.

Pilot costs. VDSS and its partners and providers reported spending $8,208,000 from March 2015
to November 2017 on the planning and implementation of EleVAte ($282,000 during the
planning period and $7,926,000 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.
Less than 10 percent of the costs during the planning period and first 20 months of operations
were related to administration, including planning and development, management and oversight,
and recruitment and enrollment ($742,000; 9 percent of total costs). The remaining 91 percent of
costs were for direct services, with job readiness or life skills workshops and case management
being the largest costs.

Differences in service receipt for the EleVAte and control groups

To provide context for the impacts of EleVVAte, 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 EleVVAte 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 Ele\VVAte and control groups, impacts on labor market and public
assistance outcomes are unlikely to result.

According to the survey data, service receipt rates were higher for individuals in EleVAte
relative to the control group. During the 12-month follow-up period considered in this interim
report, the EleVVAte group was more likely than the control group to participate in job search
assistance or training activities and in education and occupational skills training. Sixty-seven
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percent of the EleV Ate group participated in one of these activities compared with 43 percent of
the control group. The EleV Ate group also had higher rates of participation than the control
group in almost all activities examined in the analysis. Differences between the EleV Ate and
control groups were largest for participation in occupational skills training (24 percentage point
difference) and for general job skills training (22 percentage point difference). Differences also
were apparent for job search training activities and education (16 and 10 percentage point
differences, respectively; Exhibit ES.1).

Exhibit ES.1. Rates of participation in and completion of services were higher for the
EleVAte group than the control group
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Jobsearch training or ~ General job skills Occupational skills Education
assistance training training
I EleVAte group participated Control group participated
EleVAte 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. There is no completion rate available for job search training or
assistance.

***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.

EleVAte group members were more likely than those in the control group to complete an activity
by 18 percentage points. EleVAte group members also were more likely than control group
members to earn a training certificate or license: 26 percent of EleVAte group members did so
compared with 11 percent of control group members (not shown). Among those who started an
activity, a little over half of individuals in both research groups completed them.

EleVAte 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
EleVAte, existing SNAP E&T, or any other programs in the community, 35 percent of EleV Ate

XiX



Executive Summary

group members received counseling or one-on-one assistance compared with almost 30 percent
of control group members (5 percentage point difference) (Exhibit ES.2).

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

EleVAte group members also were more likely than control group members to receive at least
one support service (by 14 percentage points) (Exhibit ES.3). The largest differences were for the
receipt of transportation assistance and assistance with clothes, uniforms, tools, and other
supplies and equipment.
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Exhibit ES.3. EleVAte group members were more likely than control group members to
receive support services, particularly transportation assistance and employment or
occupational skills training supplies
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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 EleVAte on employment and SNAP participation

We estimated the impacts of EleVVAte 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 EleVVAte
group members were expected to be engaged in education and training shortly after random
assignment, thus possibly reducing their opportunity to be employed during those early quarters.®
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. EleVAte decreased employment in
Quarter 4 based on the Ul wage records and had no effect on employment in Quarter 4 based on
the survey data (Exhibits ES.4). Based on the Ul data, about 51 percent of EleVAte group
members were employed in Quarter 4 compared with 56 percent of control group members.
EleVVAte group members were more likely than control group members to have participated in
SNAP in Quarter 4 (74 versus 70 percent—a statistically significant 4 percentage point
difference).

Exhibit ES.4. EleVAte reduced employment and increased SNAP receipt 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.

***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 provide information about changes in these
measures throughout the year following random assignment (Exhibit ES.5 and Exhibit ES.6).
EleVAte group members were less likely than control group members to have been employed in
all four quarters based on the Ul data. In the survey data, there were similar differences in
employment in all four quarters, but only the difference in Quarter 3 was statistically significant.
In that quarter, 45 percent of EleVAte group members were employed compared with 50 percent
of control group members.
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Exhibit ES.5. EleVAte reduced employment in follow-up Quarters 1, 2, 3, and 4, based on
Ul data
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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. EleVAte reduced employment in follow-up Quarter 3 and did not affect
employment in other quarters, 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 were negative and statistically
significant differences in average earnings between the EleVAte group and the control group in
all four quarters based on the Ul data. In the survey data, EleVAte decreased earnings by a
statistically significant amount in Quarter 1. There were no statistically significant differences in
survey-based earnings between the research groups in Quarters 2 through 4. In Quarter 4, the
EleVAte group earned an average of $2,237 and the control group earned an average of $2,325.
There were no statistically significant impacts on hours worked per week and generally no
differences in the characteristics of jobs among the employed.

SNAP participation, benefits, and exit. EleVAte led to a statistically greater likelihood of
participating in SNAP in Quarter 4, one of the two primary outcomes. About 74 percent of
EleVAte group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 compared to 70 percent of control
group members (Exhibit ES.7). Impacts of EleVAte on SNAP participation reflect smaller
decreases over time in the rate of SNAP participation for the EleVAte group than for the control
group. For example, between Quarters 1 and 4, SNAP participation rates decreased from 97 to 74
percent among EleVAte group members—a 23 percentage point change—and from 96 to 70
percent among control group members—a 26 percentage point change. EleVVAte group members
were also more likely than control group members to have participated in SNAP in Quarters 1, 2,
and 3 (in addition to Quarter 4); the differences in all quarters were statistically significant.

Exhibit ES.7. EleVAte increased SNAP participation in follow-up Quarters 1, 2, 3, and 4
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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.

EleVVAte group members were significantly less likely than control group members to have
exited SNAP at least once within the 12 months after random assignment: 43 percent of EleVAte
group members exited SNAP, which was 3 percentage points below the control group exit rate.
The percentage of individuals who exited SNAP within the 12 months after random assignment
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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 57 percent of the
EleVAte group participated in SNAP for the full year, SNAP participation in Quarter 4 was
higher (74 percent), reflecting that individuals left and re-entered SNAP by Quarter 4.

Average SNAP benefit amounts were significantly higher for EleVAte group members than for
control group members in all four quarters. In Quarter 4, EleVAte group members received, on
average, $672 in SNAP benefits compared with average benefits of $631 for the control group.
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 EleVVAte on other outcomes. EleVAte group members and control
group members had similar rates of food insecurity. About 51 percent of EleVAte group
members reported being food insecure compared with 53 percent of control group members
(Exhibit ES.8). For very low food security—a severe form of food insecurity, the difference
across research groups was also not statistically significant (29 versus 32 percent).

Exhibit ES.8. EleVAte 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 generally no statistically significant differences between
the EleVVAte group and control group. For example, 29 percent of EleVAte group members and
31 percent of control group members reported having very good or excellent health.
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Main conclusions and next steps

The goal of the 10 SNAP E&T pilots was to test innovative strategies to increase SNAP
participants’ employment and earnings and reduce their need for public assistance benefits.
Although there was a meaningful contrast between the EleVAte and control groups in take-up of
services, particularly in occupational skills training and general job skills training, EleVAte did
not lead to an increase in employment in Quarter 4 or to a decrease in participation in SNAP in
Quarter 4, relative to control group members. Instead, EleVAte led to a decrease in employment
and a greater likelihood of participating in SNAP relative to control group members in the last
quarter of the 12-month follow-up period.

The findings related to SNAP participation make sense given the patterns in earnings and
employment over the first year for EleVAte and control group members. Conceptually, SNAP
E&T services are designed to increase individuals’ employment and earnings and, thus, reduce
their need for SNAP or other public assistance. However, based on Ul data EleVVAte group
members were less likely to be employed and had lower earnings than the control group in the
first four quarters after random assignment. This increased the likelihood that EleVVAte group
members would continue to be eligible for and participate in SNAP—or conversely, decreased
the likelihood that they would exit SNAP. As noted earlier, EleVAte group members were more
likely than control group members to participate in SNAP during all four follow-up quarters.
This also increased the likelihood that EleVVAte group members” SNAP benefit amounts would
be higher than those for the control group. EleVVAte group members also may have been more
likely to continue to participate in SNAP if they were participating in longer-term occupational
skills training or were waiting for such training programs to begin.

These overall findings do not imply that EleV Ate will not be effective in achieving its goal of
increasing employment and reducing the need for public assistance in the longer term. In fact,
past studies of workforce programs have shown that it can take more than a year before
economic impacts emerge (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’Amico et al. 2015). Indeed, a substantial
share of EleVAte group members participated in training and education in early quarters, likely
displacing employment during this period. Results from the longer-term follow-up period, which
will extend to up to three years from random assignment and include information from all
individuals enrolled in the pilot, are needed to assess the full effects of EleVAte.

Whether EleVVAte will have a longer-term impact on employment and SNAP participation
depends, in part, on the degree to which EleVAte 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. This is often true for occupational skills training and education, particularly if
individuals acquire a credential or certificate. The findings in this report suggest that more
EleVAte group members than control group members participated in occupational skills training
and other activities, and received a certificate or license, during the 12-month follow-up period.

In conclusion, this interim report presents a preliminary assessment of the effects of EleVAte.
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.
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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 EleVAte on individuals’ outcomes. Notably, some individuals (15
percent of EleVAte group members) were still receiving services through EleVAte or other
programs when 12-month survey outcomes were measured. In addition, EleVVAte continued to
enroll and provide services to individuals in 2018. 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
EleVAte.
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l. 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 critical 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—Virginia—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 Virginia 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, lllinois, Kansas, Kentucky,
Mississippi, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington, which represented 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 (LWIASs). 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 activities, such as job readiness
training, basic education, occupational skills training, and subsidized employment. Under current
statutes, existing SNAP E&T programs are not permitted to fund some of 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. 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.®

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

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

® The final reports will include additional analyses for two of the study components. The participation analysis will
also assess whether the present 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 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. Overview of Virginia EleVAte

Virginia began enrollment for EleVAte SNAP E&T in March 2016. It was offered in 24
localities (cities and counties) across seven community college regions in the Tidewater, south-
central, and far southwest areas of the State (Exhibit 1.1). The pilot covered both rural and urban
areas, with the majority of the individuals enrolled in the Tidewater region, including the cities
of Norfolk and Hampton. In the year before Virginia began EleVVAte enroliment, the
unemployment rate in the 24 localities averaged 5.1 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2019).

Exhibit I.1. Pilot locations

Virginia Localities

College Region (Virginia has both independent cities and counties)

Tidewater Community College Chesapeake City, Norfolk City, Portsmouth City, Suffolk City,
Virginia Beach City
Thomas Nelson Community College  Hampton City, Newport News City

Southside Virginia Community College Charlotte County, Prince Edward County, Brunswick County,
Halifax County, Greenville County, Emporia City, Nottoway County

Danville Community College Danville City, Pittsylvania County

Piedmont Virginia Community College Albemarle County, Greene County, Charlottesville City
Virginia Highlands Community College Smyth County, Washington County, Bristol City
Patrick Henry Community College Henry County, Martinsville City
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The Virginia Department of Social Services (DSS) administers SNAP and the existing SNAP
E&T program in Virginia (Exhibit 1.2). The existing SNAP E&T program is voluntary but, at the
time of the pilot, it was not available in all localities. It included limited case management,
support services, and referrals to services in the community, for example, to the local workforce
development center.

DSS, in collaboration with the Virginia Community College System (VCCS), developed
EleVAte to provide more comprehensive case management, support services, and education and
training opportunities tailored to the reading and math proficiency levels of SNAP participants in
comparison to those available in the existing SNAP E&T program. EleVAte services were
voluntary and were offered to SNAP participants, including but not limited to ABAWDs and
other work registrants. It offered a mix of assessments and career counseling, case management,
online digital literacy and basic computer skills training, job readiness training, group
counseling, adult basic education and GED services, occupational skills training leading to
certified credentials, and support services. Individuals were placed into one of three service
components based on their assessed reading proficiency level, and were then eligible to receive
specific services.

Exhibit I.2. Pilot characteristics

Characteristic

Pilot operation period March 2016 to December 2018

Location 24 localities served by 22 DSS agencies and 7 community colleges

Grantee agency Virginia Department of Social Services (DSS)

Key partners and providers Virginia Community College System (VCCS)

Target population SNAP recipients, including but not limited to ABAWDs and work
registrants

Number enrolled from March 3,836

2016 through December 2017

Program type Voluntary

Existing SNAP E&T program No existing SNAP E&T were available in 12 localities; In the other 12
localities, control group members could receive limited case
management, job search assistance, and support services

Key EleVAte services EleVAte services offered include: career counseling, intensive case
management, digital literacy, job readiness training, group counseling,
adult basic education and GED services, occupational skills training
leading to certified credentials, and extensive support services

From March 2016 to December 2017, Virginia enrolled 3,836 individuals into the pilot.
Interested SNAP participants were randomly assigned in roughly equivalent numbers into a
treatment group (referred to as the EleVVAte group) and a control group. Exhibit 1.3 displays the
characteristics of all individuals who enrolled from March 1, 2016, to December 31, 2017 (see
Appendix Table C.1). The characteristics represent individuals’ statuses at the point of random
assignment. Almost three-quarters of the individuals were black, and the majority (74 percent)
were female. Individuals were age 37, on average. A little over one in ten individuals were
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married or cohabiting, and 55 percent lived in households with children. Almost 20 percent did
not have a high school diploma or equivalent. Almost all had been employed at some point
previously (94 percent), but only 28 percent were employed at the time of random assignment.

Exhibit 1.3. Baseline Characteristics of all individuals enrolled in the pilot

74% Age 37 years old

Female Average age

28%

Currently
employed

11%

Married or
cohabiting

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

Note: All values are percentages unless otherwise noted. Individuals in the pilot consist of all EleVAte
and control group members who completed a baseline enrollment registration and did not
subsequently choose to revoke their consent to participate in the evaluation. (n=3,836).

This report focuses on individuals who enrolled in the pilot through December 2017. DSS
completed pilot enrollment in June 2018 with a final size of 5,027 individuals and continued
providing services until December 2018. The final report will include analysis of data on all
individuals enrolled in the pilot from the beginning to the end of pilot operations.

D. Data sources

Data to support the evaluation were collected from multiple sources:

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

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

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

4. Unemployment insurance wage records. Data on employment status and earnings were
obtained from State unemployment insurance (Ul) wage records. We obtained data for each
individual in the pilot with earnings for eight quarters (two years) before the date of random
assignment and for four quarters after random assignment (through June 2018) - for
individuals who were randomly assigned from March 2016 through June 2017.The data
contain earnings amounts for each quarter, which we also used to construct indicators of
quarterly employment status.

5. SNAP administrative data. DSS 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 November 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 (2,241 EleVAte and control group members in Virginia).
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 EleVVAte costs, we collected data from cost workbooks completed by
DSS 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 EleVVAte group,
including costs for staff, direct service, 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 EleVVAte group members spent their
time.

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

E. Analysis approach

The findings presented in this report are based on a comprehensive set of analyses:

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

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

4. Analysis of impacts on employment and well-being outcomes. We estimated impacts of
EleVAte on individual outcomes over the 12 months following random assignment using Ul
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 Ul wage record data, impacts
are estimated for individuals randomly assigned through December 2017. Due to differences
in data availability, analyses for Virginia that use Ul wage records assess impacts for
individuals randomly assigned through June 2017. With an experimental design, unbiased
impact estimates are attainable from the differences between average outcomes of the
treatment and control groups. We used regression procedures that controlled for individual
characteristics that were highly predictive of the outcomes. We chose these procedures to
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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 DSS and partners and service providers on
costs, we used the “ingredient” approach to build up total EleVVAte 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 EleVVAte group. We analyzed impacts and service use for groups of
individuals defined by their status at the time of enrollment, such as the presence of children in
the household, work experience, income, age, and 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 Il 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 11 presents findings from the participation analysis, describing the services that
individuals in the EleVVAte group received during their first year after random assignment.

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

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

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

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

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.
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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. 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.



. IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS

This chapter summarizes and synthesizes the analysis of qualitative data collected during the
planning and early implementation periods of the pilot from April 2015 through June 2017
(Exhibit I1.1 provides a pilot timeline). It describes pilot planning and EleVVAte operations and
provides context for the quantitative data we present in later chapters. We interviewed VDSS and
VCCS administrators and staff at local community colleges that offered services to individuals in
the EleVVAte group. We also conducted focus groups with individuals in the EleVAte group and
case studies of two participants to better understand their experiences with EleVVAte services.
(This included interviews with individuals, observations of activities, and interviews with
EleVAte staff working directly with these 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 so their
experiences and opinions are not necessarily representative of all individuals in the EleVAte
group.

Exhibit Il.1. Pilot timeline

Pilot activity Date

Grant awarded March 2015
Enrollment began March 2016
Enrollment ended June 2018
Services ended December 2018

In Section A of this chapter, we provide information about the pilot background. In Section B,
we describe the planning and early implementation process. In Section C, we detail the services
and operations including: the recruitment and enrollment process, control group pathways and
services, and EleVVAte 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

EleVAte was designed to offer a package of adult education, employment, and training services
to SNAP participants served by local DSS agencies in seven community college regions—
particularly ABAWDs, including non-custodial parents (NCPs), and other work registrants. The
colleges spanned urban and rural communities across the Commonwealth’s coastal Tidewater
region, stretched west across south-central Virginia, and reached into the Appalachian foothills.
VDSS spearheaded EleVAte in close collaboration with VCCS,8 which was the lead service
provider agency. Seven community colleges in tandem with staff from Virginia’s regional Adult
Basic Education (ABE) providers were to provide and coordinate EleVVAte services.

8 In this chapter, VDSS and VCCS refer to the State-level social services and community college systems
(respectively). These agencies are distinct from local DSS agencies and community colleges that delivered
services.

10
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Although many of the entities that pooled efforts to plan and implement the pilot had previously
established relationships, the pilot called for the formation of new programmatic relationships
and service flows to serve populations that the college or ABE systems had not systematically
targeted. These collaborations resulted from the process VDSS and VCCS leadership used to
solicit executives at the nearly two dozen community colleges in Virginia to participate in the
pilot, before developing a pilot proposal. VDSS planned to follow this solicitation with a second
phase of outreach wherein it would ask locally administered DSS agencies in the service regions
of the seven interested community colleges to sign on to the pilot if FNS awarded funding to
VDSS.

EleVVAte services were patterned after existing occupational skills training, adult education, and
employment services programs offered by DSS, VCCS, and the Virginia Department of
Education but not necessarily targeting SNAP participants. The services were selected following
a day-long convening of workforce development, community college, and social services
stakeholders to identify the needs of ABAWDs. The proposed EleVVAte services were to feature
a common set of career coaching, digital literacy training, and soft skills/job readiness services,
with individuals also participating in three distinct education and/or occupational skills training-
focused service components depending on their baseline educational functioning levels® and
training option interests:

A. EleVAte Virginia Online would offer customized, self-paced online adult education blended
with in-person instruction from supervising adult education staff to individuals who would
benefit from improving their math and reading skills before being eligible to participate in
further services.

B. The Job Skills Training Program (JSTP) would offer enrollment in short-term
occupational skills training courses coordinated by the community colleges plus Moral
Reconation Therapy (MRT), a group-based cognitive-behavioral therapy and life skills
program facilitated by a certified counselor.

C. PluggedIn Virginia (PIVA) would offer more advanced, longer-term occupational skills
training courses packaged with online and classroom-based, career-contextualized adult-
education instruction. Participation would culminate with a capstone project and the
attainment of a General Education Development (GED) or equivalent secondary education
credential, in addition to other occupational skills credentials, depending on the course.

VDSS’s decision to pursue the pilot opportunity was motivated generally by its perception that
the resources available through its existing SNAP E&T program were insufficient to serve a
large number of SNAP participants as intensively as was desired. VDSS was further motivated
by concerns that the time-limited nature of many ABAWDs’ receipt of SNAP benefits gave them
a short window to access services before losing eligibility. The pilot’s services were to be
designed so that participating in them could constitute qualifying activities, enabling time-limited
ABAWD:s to continue to receive both SNAP benefits and EleVAte services. Another factor in
the selection of this target population was the recognition that many NCPs are ABAWDs. If they

9 See Section C for detail on the eligibility requirements of the occupational skills training services.

11
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received SNAP benefits, they could potentially benefit from co-enrollment in EleVAte services
under Virginia’s existing Family Engagement Program, which offers alternatives to incarceration
for NCPs who owe child support. Stakeholders in the community college system were generally
enthusiastic about creating a pathway into its services for community members with more
disadvantages than their typical students.

B. Pilot planning and implementation

Planning for EleVAte implementation began in April 2015 at the State level and quickly
expanded to include regional stakeholders. The VDSS manager of workforce development
oversaw the pilot and managed early coordination with the local DSS agencies. During the
planning phase, the VCCS assistant vice chancellor for career pathways and workforce programs
coordinated day-to-day planning for the pilot among the seven community colleges and their
service providers. VDSS and VCCS each eventually added a full-time pilot manager position and
other staff devoted to supporting state-level pilot planning and operations. The EleVVAte staffing
model at each of the seven community colleges included:

e One or more adult career coaches (ACCs), who would provide or coordinate orientation,
assessment, case management, job search, and retention services for all individuals;

e Part-time ABE instructors, who would coordinate online learning in computer labs—
including participation in the online soft-skills and digital literacy modules—and provide
supplementary instruction for students engaged in EleVAte Virginia Online and PIVA,;

e A full-time counselor, who would facilitate group MRT sessions with individuals
participating in JSTP and advise them on non-pilot services that might support them in
mitigating barriers to participation and employment;

e Full-time pilot coordinators, who would oversee staff and manage operations locally; and

e Occupational skills training instructors—some based at the community colleges or hired as
needed by the pilot, and others employed by subcontracted training providers—who would
teach in-person occupational skills training courses.

During the planning period, some of the colleges developed unique approaches to staffing in
response to specific needs or opportunities. For example, Tidewater Community College—which
was projected to have the largest EleVAte caseloads—engaged three part-time ACCs, whereas
other areas employed one full-time ACC.

DSS services, including SNAP, are locally administered in Virginia, and decisions to participate
in the pilot were ultimately made by local agency leaders in the seven community college
regions after outreach from State-level VDSS staff. Although most of the DSS agencies in these
regions were initially interested in the pilot, several agencies dropped out during the planning
phase. In the end, 22 local DSS agencies serving 24 localities'® participated. Through part-time

0A “locality” in Virginia may refer either to a county or to an independent city, each of which is an equivalent
polity. To illustrate, the City of Charlottesville is an independent city surrounded geographically by Albemarle

12
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“coordinator” staff dedicated to the pilot, DSS agencies took primary responsibility for
promoting the pilot opportunity among ABAWDs and work registrants, in collaboration with
staff based at the local community college. A key source of variation across the DSS agencies
that ultimately joined the pilot was the presence of an existing SNAP E&T program; 12 of the 24
localities offered SNAP E&T programs, all of which were voluntary.

During the planning phase, each community college—as the lead provider of EleVVAte services
in each region—organized multiple convenings that included stakeholders from ABE providers,
local DSS offices, and other college staff to plan for pilot implementation. State VCCS staff
provided each college with a comprehensive “action item checklist” to guide them through the
beginning of enrollment. In addition, VCCS staff monitored and supported local efforts through
regular conference calls and by making site visits to the colleges.

Various issues, both statewide and at the regional level, contributed to successive delays in the
start of pilot recruitment, enrollment, and service delivery, which was originally planned for the
fall of 2015. A significant driver of delays in some areas was lengthy local processes for hiring
key EleVAte staff, especially the part-time DSS coordinators who would recruit individuals into
the pilot. For example, some agencies required approval from external oversight authorities, such
as city councils, before posting new positions. Staff also speculated that the part-time nature of
some positions may have limited initial interest on the part of potential applicants. Another factor
that affected the timeline was the need for agreements to facilitate pilot funding transfers from
VCCS to each community college. This process typically required the involvement and approval
of multiple college stakeholders and offices. Finally, staff expressed universal frustration with
delays in getting pilot operations started, particularly the unpredictable timeline for obtaining
approval of the pilot from the VDSS Institutional Review Board (IRB), which drove uncertainty
about when recruitment and, thus, services could begin across all pilot locations.

The pilot was rolled out over a two-month period across the seven regions. On March 2016, the
pilot enroliment began at Thomas Nelson Community College. The remaining colleges began
enrollment in April 2016.

In reflecting on the planning period, interviewed staff remarked positively on the extent of the
teaming that occurred between various types of stakeholders at the local and State levels, yet
they also shared various challenges or missed opportunities in the lead-up to the beginning of
enrollment into EleVVAte. Central staff at VCCS shared that more cross-college convenings of
staff during the planning period would have been helpful, as well as increased VCCS
engagement with leadership at Tidewater Community College around the expectations and
requirements of operationalizing the pilot because that college saw the most delays at the local
level. By 2017, staff frustration with the delays in beginning pilot enroliment had given way to
the realization, in retrospect, that more time to plan, onboard, and train staff would have led to
smoother early implementation and earlier recognition of the many challenges that were

County, but each has a unique DSS agency. An alternate arrangement could have one agency serving two
localities, as with the City of Martinsville and surrounding Henry County.

13
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encountered after beginning enrollment. However, staff acknowledged that it would have been
impossible to anticipate all of the challenges the pilot would face in actual implementation.

C. Pilot services and operations

SNAP participants typically learned of the EleVAte pilot via recruitment efforts by DSS
agencies. Interested SNAP participants were assessed for reading proficiency and those who met
the minimum 3rd grade reading level qualification were randomly assigned to EleVAte SNAP
E&T (the treatment group) or to the control group, which could access existing SNAP E&T
services, where available. As Exhibit 11.1 shows, following random assignment, individuals
assigned to the EleVVAte group were assessed and worked with college-based ACCs to identify
their service plans, including occupational skills training options (if eligible). Unless they were
assigned to receive EleVAte Virginia Online ABE services based on their reading proficiency
score, individuals were typically first placed into online soft skills and digital literacy training
while waiting for occupational training courses or other group-based services to begin.

Exhibit I.2. Pilot flow and pathways

Recruitment by DSS-based EleVAte staff

Orientation to SNAP E&T and introductionto EleVAte

Reading proficiency assessment, EleVAte eligibility determination, and discussion of service options

Collected informed consentand baseline information
& conducted random assignment

_—
EleVAte group

Additional assessments
Ongoing job search training and assistance
Ongoing support services
Ongoeing counseling services

EleVAte Virginia Online ’

Online and in-person ABE instruction Pluggedin Virginia

Occupational skills training

— Onli d in- ABE
Job Skills Training Program 4 |n(eina:|uc:ir:1§eésE%1 :

Online soft skills and digital

Meoral Reconation Therapy literacy training

Occupational skills training
Online soft skills and digital literacy training

Employment

Retention services (90 days)
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1. Recruitment and enrollment

DSS coordinator staff were primarily responsible for recruiting individuals into the pilot. This
process included promoting the pilot opportunity and, usually, signing up eligible SNAP
participants for group-based pilot orientation sessions. These sessions, which were typically
conducted in collaboration with DSS and college-based EleVAte staff, provided information
about available EleVVAte services, described the evaluation of the pilot and random assignment,
and assessed individuals for reading proficiency using the Test of Adult Basic Education
(TABE). Prospective enrollees were informed of their potential EleVVAte service options based
upon their reading proficiency scores, as follows:

e Individuals reading between the 3rd and 5th grade were eligible for EleVAte Virginia
Online;

e Individuals reading between the 5th and 8th grade levels were eligible for JSTP and EleVAte
Virginia Online; and

e Individuals reading at or above the 8th grade level were eligible for all service components,*
including PIVA.

Individuals were informed of their service options in a short, individualized session following the
reading assessment. Staff asked prospective enrollees whether they were interested in pursuing
the pilot opportunity and to identify the eligible services that best fit their interests (if there were
multiple options, based on their reading proficiency assessment). If they were interested in
pursuing EleVVAte services, individuals were asked to provide consent for pilot participation and
were randomly assigned to receive either the EleVVAte services for which they were eligible? or
existing resources in their community—which could include existing SNAP E&T services, if
available. After random assignment, individuals assigned to the EleVVAte group were scheduled
for an orientation session at a college, and control group members were informed of the
resources they could access in their communities.

The pilot initially planned to serve mostly ABAWDs, allowing for up to 15 percent of other
work registrants to enter the pilot. After the pilot began enroliment, most DSS agencies
experienced significant challenges recruiting ABAWDS interested in EleVVAte services in
numbers sufficient to meet pilot enroliment targets. VDSS had not previously targeted ABAWDs
at such a scale, and ABAWDS’s participation in existing SNAP E&T services was voluntary.
Many ABAWDs who were identified and scheduled for orientation failed to appear. Moreover,
the initial recruitment method of mailing letters describing the pilot to ABAWDs may have been
ill-suited to a population of SNAP participants that many staff described as “transient.” Because
of these challenges, VDSS received clarification from FNS that they could expand the target

1 Although individuals eligible for JSTP and PIVA were eligible for EleVVAte Virginia Online services, only a
small number chose to focus on upskilling their reading or math before proceeding with JSTP services.

12 Random assignment to either EleVVAte or the control group was further stratified by the service component in
which each enrollee was most interested in from those that their reading proficiency score allowed. However, after
random assignment, individuals assigned to the EleVVAte group could opt to participate in a different service
component upon further consideration, as long as their reading proficiency allowed.
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population due to challenges with recruitment. In 2016, VDSS continued to recruit ABAWDs
but also allowed general work registrants and others receiving SNAP benefits to enroll in the
pilot, as long as they were between 18 and 59 years old, were not receiving TANF or SSI
benefits, and had reading levels above the 3rd grade.

The methods that DSS staff used to recruit individuals into the pilot also evolved. The practice of
mailing letters to work registrants identified in VDSS’s SNAP eligibility system and of posting
flyers and posters describing the pilot was typically unsuccessful in generating interest sufficient
to meet local enrollment targets.*® At the same time, some DSS agencies—although in less
populous areas with lower targets—found success using in-person marketing in communities
with concentrations of SNAP participants at, for example, retail stores, bus stops, or other
locations that staff felt SNAP participants might frequent. In response to these challenges and
emerging best practices, VDSS pilot leadership invested aggressively in building the recruitment
capacity of the DSS agencies and staff. They provided formal trainings on sales and marketing
techniques conducted by trainers outside of the pilot and offered direct technical assistance
during site visits to local agencies. What resulted in many areas was a multifaceted recruitment
effort that, in addition to the passive marketing via mailed letters and posted flyers, included but
was not limited to:

e Promotion of the pilot by staff who were providing existing SNAP E&T services, where
offered;

e Active marketing to SNAP participants by SNAP eligibility workers during the course of
other interactions, such as benefit certifications and recertifications;

e Promotion of the pilot by DSS staff at events attended by people likely to be receiving SNAP
such as job fairs; these events were identified through discussions between DSS agencies and
community institutions; and,

e Promotion of the pilot in prisons by VDSS staff to individuals soon to be released, many of
them NCPs.

Finally, to enroll individuals into the pilot in a more agile fashion, many DSS coordinators were
trained to administer the TABE reading assessments—a task largely conducted by ABE
instructors and some ACCs—and to conduct enroliment outside of scheduled group orientations,
often individually.

Although staff expected recruitment to be challenging given the aggressive targets set for the
pilot and each DSS agency, the challenge of building and maintaining recruitment capacity
surpassed expectations. Staff described the process of developing successful recruitment
approaches as requiring a shift in the mindset prevalent in DSS agencies, whose staff were not

13 Enroliment targets had in fact already been lowered, with FNS’s approval, as a result of a reassessment of
EleVAte’s overall enrollment goal by DSS during the planning period.

14 The VDSS Division of Child Support Enforcement (DCSE) was a partner in the pilot, and although promotion of
EleVAte services to NCPs did not constitute a high-volume referral pathway to the pilot, staff reported that some
NCPs were served by the pilot and that VDSS provided regular reports to DCSE describing their participation.
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accustomed to conducting proactive community outreach to promote services and whose
leadership may have not adequately anticipated the level of effort that would be required to
promote the pilot opportunity.

2. Control group services and pathways

Upon being assigned to the control group, individuals were provided information about existing
community resources—including existing SNAP E&T services, where available. They were
given an information sheet that listed resources available in their communities and were
encouraged to use 211, VDSS’s centralized online and telephone resource for individuals
seeking services. In areas with existing SNAP E&T programs, referrals to and enrollment in the
programs was not automatic; rather, individuals assigned to the control group could
independently seek to enroll in services. VDSS staff described both State and local resources for
existing SNAP E&T as limited, and there were no significant changes to or expansions of
existing SNAP E&T during the pilot implementation period. Where existing SNAP E&T was an
option for control group members, they were not automatically enrolled or offered services.
However, it is likely that many control group members did explore this service option, given the
role DSS agencies played in pilot recruitment.

Staff described existing SNAP E&T programs as typically consisting of one DSS case manager
conducting screening for barriers, providing referrals to existing community resources, and
coordinating support services. As an example, staff at the Newport News DSS agency—covering
a locality that enrolled about 15 percent of the total number of individuals enrolled in the pilot—
described existing SNAP E&T services as focused on providing case management in support of
job search. Individuals were asked to register at and engage in employment services with the
Peninsula Workforce Development Center, the regional WIOA-funded employment services
agency.™® If individuals were unsuccessful in their job searches, existing SNAP E&T could fund
short-term training or coordinate volunteer work experience but funding to cover these services
was limited. Overall, Newport News DSS staff estimated that its average annual existing SNAP
E&T caseload ranged from 25 to 30 individuals, most of whom received only support services.
These staff also reported that the existence of the pilot had not significantly increased enrollment
into existing SNAP E&T—despite the pilot recruitment effort that might have increased interest
in SNAP E&T—and that most people who had initially expressed interest in SNAP E&T missed
their first appointments and failed to engage in the program.

In a few settings, control group members were able to access existing iterations of the services
that EleVAte SNAP E&T services were patterned after, but staff believed that few control group
members actually enrolled in these services. For instance, VDSS offered a version of the online
adult education services similar to EleVAte Virginia Online through the existing SNAP E&T
program, but not to individuals with reading proficiency scores as low as those of some pilot
enrollees. Tidewater Community College continued to offer the non-pilot version of the JSTP,
and non-pilot versions of PIVA were available in some areas. Staff reported that factors such as

15 The Virginia Community College System administers adult WIOA services in the State, with community colleges
serving as the local provider of these services.
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limited enrollment slots, rigorous eligibility screening processes in non-pilot PIVA, and program
tuition costs likely limited the ability of control group members to enroll in these programs.

3. EleVAte group services and pathways

Typically, within one week of the arrival at the community colleges for orientation and intake
with ACCs, all EleVAte group members completed multiple assessments:

e Career interests, values, and aptitudes were identified using assessments completed by
individuals in VCCS’s online Virginia Wizard system;

e Math proficiency skills were assessed using the TABE to complement the reading
proficiency assessment completed before pilot enrollment and to inform any ABE service
provision; and

e Screening for barriers such as anxiety, depression, external stressors, substance use disorders,
and family problems was conducted using the Employee Assistance Program Inventory.

The results of these assessments were used to develop EleVAte service plans and to inform each
individual’s selection of which EleVAte service component to enroll in, if they were eligible for
more than one. These assessments also informed the selection of occupational skills trainings
courses, if individuals were eligible for those services. Upfront orientation and assessment
activities were consistent across colleges, but there was some variation in how they were fielded.
For example, some colleges offered individualized intake into EleVVAte services, while others
conducted intake via group sessions.

Service components. EleVAte offered services via three service components. In addition to
component-specific occupational skills training and ABE services, individuals were assigned to
complete other activities and received other supports common to all service components. Some
of these were delivered via online training modules, and others were delivered in-person, either
individually or in group settings. These components included the soft skills and employment
services and counseling and support services we describe in later sections.

The three service components were:

e EleVAte Virginia Online, which targeted individuals who were reading between the 3rd and
5th grade levels. Individuals enrolled in this component completed online adult basic
education training modules geared toward improving math and reading skills. Each
individual completed a customized curriculum developed from within a common set of
training products,'® selected by staff at the remote service provider that was tasked by VDSS
to oversee and monitor the services centrally. After completing the curriculum, individuals
were eligible to receive other EleVAte services if they qualified upon reassessment of
reading proficiency. The projected time individuals in this component would spend in
EleVAte was six to eight weeks.

16 The online learning products used in this component were Burlington English for reading and literacy and IXL for
math.
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e JSTP, which targeted individuals reading between the 5th and 8th grade levels and involved
enrollment in selected occupational skills training courses offered by the community college
or through a contracted training provider. Individuals were also assigned to complete a
sequence of the MRT program, a group-based, self-paced cognitive-behavioral intervention
designed to help individuals identify the ways in which their thought-processes, behaviors,
and interpersonal relationships may influence their ability to achieve long-term goals. The
projected time individuals in this component would spend in EleVAte was eight to 12 weeks.

e PIVA, which served individuals reading at or above the 8th grade level and offered more
advanced occupational skills training at the colleges or through contracted service providers.
Individuals in this component were also offered adult education to support receipt of a high
school equivalency credential. It included online, self-paced training modules®’ with in-
person instructional support provided in learning labs by ABE instructors. The projected time
individuals in this component would spend in EleVAte was six to eight months.

These distinct service components were envisioned to be “stackable” and completed sequentially
by individuals enrolled in the pilot, conditional on their qualifying for additional services upon
reassessment using the TABE. Some colleges chose occupational training options in both JSTP
and PIVA to be complementary in this regard—for example, a foundational welding course in
JSTP could be followed by a welding course in PIVA. Staff interviews suggested that some
individuals did graduate from one service component and move to another, especially from the
relatively short EleVVAte Virginia Online service sequence to the JSTP after improving their
skills in reading and math.

Soft skills and job search training and assistance. After the initial orientation and assessment
phase, most individuals in the EleVAte group—except those in EleVAte Virginia Online, whose
first focus would be ABE services—were assigned to participate in online, self-paced soft skills
services. If individuals were interested in certain occupational skills training courses that were
starting soon, enrollment in those courses was typically prioritized over the self-paced online
components, which could be completed in parallel with or after occupational skills instruction.
These online services were offered in dedicated “learning lab” facilities at the colleges. These
labs were usually staffed by ABE instructors who monitored and assigned student activities and
supplemented online learning with in-person instruction, as necessary.

These services consisted of:

e Online digital literacy training. Students completed work toward Microsoft’s Digital
Literacy Certificate, covering topics such as interacting with hardware and devices,
consuming and modifying digital content, and communicating online.

e Soft-skills and job readiness training. Students completed a series of online training
modules*® on topics such as applied math and locating information in common workplace
documents with the goal of their obtaining the National Career Readiness Certificate.

17 The pilot used the GED Academy product for this service option.
18 The pilot used the ACT WorkKeys curriculum for soft skills instruction.
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e Job search training and assistance. ACCs provided students with job search training and
supports including resume review, interview preparation, and job search assistance. These
services could be delivered in individualized meetings in some cases, but ACCs more
frequently delivered these services in group workshops that supplemented online learning.

e Post-employment supports. Staff provided follow-up supports for as up to 90 days post-
employment, and a job retention incentive of $40 was processed at the 90-day “still
employed” milestone.

Staff reported that many EleVAte group members were not enthusiastic about engaging with the
online soft-skills services and found the occupational skills training services more appealing.
Staff observed that many individuals were frustrated about having to wait for the occupational
skills training courses to begin and having to participate in online trainings that were not directly
tied to an occupation. Furthermore, most staff with knowledge of these services also expressed
that, although the soft-skills credentials earned from these services were intended to enhance
employability, they did not believe that employers valued the credentials in making hiring
decisions.

Some EleVVAte group members interviewed at one college echoed these staff observations. They
reported additional frustration that job search and career coaching services were not robust
enough, noting that it was the responsibility of the individuals in EleVVAte to be proactive in
seeking supports from the ACCs. Moreover, these individuals felt that EleVAte lacked direct
connections to employers that might have facilitated placement into jobs or other services that
individuals thought might be helpful to them and wished were offered, such as work-based
learning opportunities.

Support, counseling, and MRT services. All individuals in the EleVAte group were eligible to
receive the following other services designed to support participation and to mitigate barriers to
employment:

e Financial support services. EleVAte group members were eligible for financial assistance,
based on need, capped at $560, $840, and $1,680 for individuals in EleVAte Virginia Online,
JSTP, and PIVA, respectively—which helped individuals cover costs such as textbooks,
transportation (for example, gas cards and bus passes), car repairs, tolls, rent emergencies
(one-time, capped at $500, and used only in select cases), utilities, eyeglasses, minor dental
work, clothing, tools, and child care (but not all-day child care costs).

e Counseling and supports. The ACCs and counselors provided case management, plus
referrals to outside resources or programs, such as mental health services.

e MRT. The MRT program was structured around the independent completion of readings,
self-assessments, and reflective activities in a workbook organized into “steps.” Upon
completion of a step, individuals presented and discussed their work with others in group
sessions facilitated by an EleVVAte counselor. These group sessions typically lasted a few
hours per week, with individuals either presenting to the group on their independent work in
the MRT workbook or engaging with other individuals who were presenting.
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Although counselors did provide one-on-one counseling support for all individuals in the
EleVVAte group, these staff most commonly focused on facilitating MRT sessions for individuals
in JSTP. Staff reported that participation rates and engagement among individuals participating
in MRT could be high, and most staff reported believing that this service was one of the most
successful services offered by the pilot. One college did ultimately shift away from offering
MRT in favor of individualized counseling and life skills coaching because it had difficulties
forming cohorts for the MRT group sessions and found it challenging to effectively facilitate
sessions that included both men and women.

Occupational skills training. Upon beginning enrollment, it became apparent to the colleges
that the timing of enrollment did not sync with the beginning of many occupational skills
training courses. Individuals expecting to start many occupational skills training options in JSTP
and PIVA experienced variable wait periods before beginning selected courses. Although the
standard service sequence called for individuals to begin self-paced, online job readiness and
digital literacy training at the same time as occupational skills training, some individuals
completed these services with time to spare before the start of their classroom-based
occupational skills training. Others who were enrolled in EleVAte close to the start of courses,
enrolled in skill training courses rapidly, and some may have deferred participation in online
services. Some individuals disengaged early from online learning without engaging significantly
or at all, while many more, according to staff, disengaged from EleVAte after participating in
only some of the online learning services available.

In addition, the pace of enroliment did not always enable the creation of occupational skills
training cohorts such that the cohorts consisted exclusively of EleVAte group members and all
individuals in the cohorts could begin training receipt at the same time. As a result, each college
co-enrolled EleVVAte group members into existing occupational skills training courses rather than
running stand-alone EleVVAte training courses. Although this early adaptation increased the
number of occupational skills training options available to EleVVAte group members, it meant
that the pilot had to pay for course tuition plus the associated overhead costs. This requirement
increased the costs of occupational skills training far beyond the original budget assumptions.
Training expenditures were driven higher by the fact that the numbers of EleVVAte group
members who were eligible for the two service components that included occupational skills
training far exceeded initial projections. Although not all EleVVAte group members in these two
components registered for occupational skills training, pilot leadership determined that
occupational skills training costs needed to stay within the original budget parameters. VDSS’s
response to this challenge was to reduce the number of occupational skills training options and to
offer only stand-alone EleVAte training courses. The colleges implemented this change in
January 2017 by adopting one or more of the following approaches: (a) hiring pilot-funded
instructors as needed to teach courses, (b) contracting with local occupational skills training
providers to offer courses to EleVAte group members, or (c) offering occupational skills training
via online instructional platforms.

The EleVAte occupational skills training options varied by college region, based on labor market
demand and colleges’ pre-existing resources, such as specialized equipment and facilities.
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Across the colleges, most options available to EleVAte group members were in the health
professions (for example, pharmacy technician, certified nursing assistant, medial assistant), the
building trades (for example, HVAC technician, electrical groundsman), information technology
(for example, A+, Network+), and transportation (for example, commercial driver’s license/truck
driving). Most of these training options took place in person, but some were online and self-
paced.

An EleVAte group member’s experience

A single mother of four who ultimately participated in EleVAte’s occupational skills training applied for
SNAP benefits after having difficulty finding new employment following a layoff. Staff at the local
Social Services office informed her about the pilot at the end of her SNAP eligibility phone interview,
and she expressed interest. Subsequently, another DSS staff member reached her by phone to
schedule an in-person orientation session in April 2017, where she received an overview of the
training options available at the community college and had her reading skills assessed. At the close
of the session, she was enrolled into the pilot and randomly assigned to the EleVAte group.

Upon arriving at the community college for orientation in May 2017, she was assessed for math
proficiency and met with an ACC to select an occupational skills training course from options including
phlebotomist, pharmacy technician, medical assistant, and information technology (IT) professional.
Although she was very interested in pursuing further work in the health professions—she already had
CNA training and pharmacy technician certifications and aspired to become a registered nurse—she
perceived a high demand for IT professionals. Therefore, she elected to pursue three IT certifications.
The ACC informed her that the training course began later that evening, and she promptly began her
training in a course that was planned to last for roughly one year, which was longer than most other
training courses offered across EleVAte.

The individual described her occupational skills training as “awesome.” She spoke highly of the trainer
and felt that she was acquiring knowledge during each class session. She was generally aware that
EleVAte included other services, such as digital literacy training and support services, but she had not
received those services. Overall, she felt that EleVAte would be useful in helping her attain her career
goals, even though she still aspired to a career in nursing and was actively searching for jobs to
increase her income while she participated in EleVAte. She said she was spreading the word about
EleVAte to her peers.

Adult Basic Education. ABE services—offered to individuals in EleVVAte Virginia Online and
PIVA—were offered via a set of online, self-paced learning modules customized for each
individual based on their TABE results. ABE instructors based in the learning labs worked with
their students to become comfortable with the modules, monitored their progress, assigned new
work when modules were completed, and supplemented instruction with ad hoc individual or
group instruction as needed. Staff would also regularly re-administer TABE assessments to
gauge student progress and, for students in remedial online learning, determine whether
sufficient progress had been made to progress to JSTP services. Staff shared that many students,
but not all, did “graduate” to next-level service delivery.
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Key assumptions regarding low educational attainment and the literacy and numeracy of the
target population did not play out as expected. The more advanced population served by the pilot
challenged service delivery in myriad ways. The intervention model assumed that remedial adult
education services would see the largest enrollment of the three service components. This
assumption was based on the expectation that a significant share of ABAWDs and other work
registrants would lack the literacy and numeracy skills needed to engage successfully in
occupational skills training. EleVVAte planners also expected that a large share of the population
reading above an 8th grade level—expected to be the smallest share of enrollees—would lack a
high school equivalency credential and would be interested in adult education in support of a
secondary credential. After EleVVAte began enrollment, it become apparent that few of the
enrollees read below a 5th grade level, and many of those who did were typically English-
language learners and/or were uninterested in participating in ABE services, which was also not
anticipated. Vastly more individuals were reading above the 8th grade level, and many of them
already held at least a high school diploma or equivalent credential. As such, EleVAte Virginia
Online had low enrollment relative to expectations, and many pilot PIVA enrollees did not need
or choose to participate in GED preparation. Ultimately, a significant share of PIVA-eligible
enrollees opted to participate in JSTP after finding its occupational skills training options (plus
MRT) more appealing than the PIVA options; the attraction was often because those options
required a shorter time commitment. Others simply accessed PIVVA services other than the GED
preparation.

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

Ongoing communication between VDSS and the lead provider agency, VCCS, occurred through
regular project management meetings, ad hoc meetings on specific matters, and frequent email
communication. Staff from both agencies described communication as frequent, open, and
consistently constructive. VCCS monitored pilot operations centrally, receiving monthly
narrative and budget reports on pilot implementation and holding conference call check-ins with
the coordinators managing operations at all seven community colleges. These calls initially
occurred weekly and switched to monthly for the majority of colleges after the early
implementation period. Tidewater Community College, which served the largest share of
EleVAte group members and experienced various planning and implementation challenges,
especially regarding staff turnover, continued to have weekly check-in meetings with VCCS well
into the implementation period. VCCS staff routinely visited colleges in person to check in and
collaborate with staff on operational issues.

The full-time pilot lead at VDSS spent a significant amount of time in the field visiting local
DSS agencies and colleges working to assess and continuously improve pilot recruitment
operations. Staff described this technical assistance as important to ensuring productive working
relationships between the local DSS agencies and the EleVAte-involved colleges. Many staff
reported smooth communication between DSS and the college-based EleV Ate staff after service
flows and working relationships were established early in implementation. They cited the degree
of relationship management and coordination required by some of the community colleges that
had large numbers of EleVAte group members and many stakeholders involved in recruitment
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and service delivery—for example, colleges with more than two or three DSS agencies feeding
individuals to colleges—as challenging.

5.  EleVAte group service and participation trends

Drop-off points and exits. Staff observed that many individuals were disappointed upon being
assigned to participate in online soft skills services before beginning occupational skills training
courses, which were considered more appealing. Other individuals were disappointed that the
available occupational skills training options did not align with their own career aspirations. Staff
cited all these factors, plus the urgency that many individuals felt to find work and increase their
income, as driving program attrition. Staff reported that attrition was high after some initial
service receipt—for example, attendance at orientation, assessment, or some online learning.
Moreover, they reported that only a small share of disengaged individuals returned to the
program after staff made attempts at reengagement. High attrition rates and the difficulty of
forming cohorts likely impeded the colleges from widely implementing features of the pilot that
were far downstream from enrollment, such as the PIVA capstone.

EleVAte group members interviewed at one college described having to wait for a specific
training course to begin as dispiriting, especially if they already had a GED. One participant also
shared that rigid course meeting schedules made fitting class attendance into busy lives difficult
and suggested that offering multiple meetings of each training course—for instance, in both the
morning and evening—might offer more flexibility. Indeed, respondents noted that balancing
family and employment schedules with EleVVAte services could be quite difficult and that both
the availability and timeliness of support services were often insufficient to meet their needs.

Participation trends. Staff reported various barriers to both employment and participation
among EleVVAte group members. Staff most often reported that individuals had difficulties
securing transportation and child care. Because EleVAte originally focused on ABAWDs, costs
for child care were not initially available as an allowed support service in EleVAte. Most staff
described EleVVAte group members as having limited transportation options to and from EleVAte
service locations, and many college staff mentioned difficulties faced by individuals who lived in
more remote areas where public transportation was not available. Some EleVAte staff noted that
financial supports could be used for auto repair expenses for such individuals, but not all owned
cars. Other material hardships reported by staff included utility or rent arrears. In addition, one
city served by EleVAte, Charlottesville, was noted to have particularly high housing costs
relative to the incomes of EleVVAte group members. Unstable home and social environments,
including homelessness, also hindered the ability of some individuals to persist in occupational
skills training courses through to completion.

Staff also cited medical and mental health issues as barriers to participation and self-sufficiency.
One counselor shared that many individuals in the pilot “don’t believe in themselves because
they’ve never had someone believe in them.” Some college-based staff expressed that they had
never served populations as disadvantaged as the individuals who were in EleVVAte. One service
provider shared that working with EleVVAte group members required staff to have “loving hearts
but firm hands.” One ABE instructor described a successful campaign raising money from her
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colleagues to support a major dental operation for an EleVAte group member who found
difficulty focusing in the classroom due to severe and persistent pain in her teeth.

A common barrier to employment cited by staff and by interviewed EleV Ate group members at
one college was past involvement in the criminal justice system. Indeed, some of the
occupational training fields that were a focus of the pilot, such as health care, ruled out
participation by individuals with a criminal history. Other barriers cited by interviewed EleVAte
group members included the lack of a driver’s license—for which they reported no support was
available—and an overall lack of employment experience.

6. Staffing

Staff turnover at different levels occurred during the course of EleVAte’s implementation, and
the effects of this turnover depended on the circumstance and context. Some DSS agencies
experienced attrition among the part-time coordinator staff responsible for recruitment, which
was generally attributed to the part-time nature of the positions. In at least one instance, the
departure of a DSS coordinator at an agency responsible for a small number of referrals resulted
in the agency deciding not to seek a replacement for the position and to stop referring additional
individuals to the pilot.

One college—Tidewater Community College—had significant staffing challenges over the
course of pilot planning and implementation. By mid-2017, it was apparent that the staffing plan
at the college did not adequately anticipate the high numbers of individuals who were referred
from the five DSS agencies recruiting for EleVAte in Tidewater’s region. In response, in mid-
2017 VCCS and the college planned to significantly increase the number of ACCs and ABE
instructors at the college.

Some colleges had turnover in key positions, with some staff securing permanent employment at
the college or elsewhere, and in most cases these positions were filled. Finally, the pilot director
at VCCS left her position in mid-2017 after being offered a promotion elsewhere in the VCCS
system. Other pilot management team members at VCCS stepped in to provide continuity, and
her position was quickly filled.

Overall, there was a great deal of variation in the levels of staff satisfaction with the pilot among
staff at local DSS agencies and the colleges. Overall, VDSS and VCCS staff were generally
pleased with the progress that had been made. Most staff based at the colleges reported that the
experience in EleVAte’s second year of implementation was much smoother than the first, and
that, in the second year, recruitment numbers improved, operational systems were solidly in
place, and staff had more of a sense of pride in being part of an evaluation or pilot. Staff at
colleges in regions with larger enrollment targets expressed some dissatisfaction with the large
size of their caseloads. By mid-2017, many college staff were concerned with the persistently
high levels of attrition among EleVVAte group members that they were seeing. Staff satisfaction
at DSS agencies seemed to be lower in locations where the existing SNAP E&T program was not
available; staff pointed out that individuals in these locations enrolled in the pilot because they
were attracted by the promise of robust services but, if assigned to the control group, they could
not access any services or supports through SNAP E&T.
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7. Performance management and reporting

VCCS customized an existing case management database, the Virginia Wizard, for use by the
pilot in tracking pilot enrollment and service delivery data. This system was not ready for
deployment until six months after pilot enrollment began; during those initial first six months,
staff used manual data tracking systems and later keyed these data into Wizard. The Wizard
system features web-based data entry, with reports prepared centrally from the database by the
pilot’s VCCS data manger.

Most system reports described participation in aggregate, by college and for the pilot overall.
Other analyses to provide more refined participation information and to inform continuous
improvement were implemented on an ad hoc basis when staff requested. Staff suggested that,
initially, the college staff viewed Wizard data as primarily a compliance activity; but by mid-
2017, VCCS was increasingly using participation data to engage with the colleges to
continuously improve service delivery, to develop custom reports for monitoring by VDSS, and,
within the Tidewater Community College region, for local DSS agencies to monitor specific
bottlenecks—for example, how much time had elapsed for individuals between referral and
placement into training services.

Other data systems were developed outside of Wizard, such as an Excel template for use in
tracking support service utilization by EleVAte group members.*°

D. Key implementation analysis findings
Key findings from the implementation analysis are summarized as follows:

e EleVAte largely succeeded in operationalizing the cross-institutional collaborations
required to market and deliver a diverse set of services across seven community college
regions. EleVAte experienced significant delays in beginning enrollment and had some
operational challenges after enroliment began. Nevertheless, the many service providers and
local DSS offices were largely successful in planning and operationalizing the pilot at the
local level in the seven community college regions. Regional ABE providers, community
college stakeholders, EleVAte staff, the online learning service provider, and local DSS
agencies all collaborated under the oversight of and with the support of VDSS and VCCS
staff to develop and begin recruitment and multi-faceted service delivery operations by
March or April 2016 (depending on the location). Although some aspects of
implementation—such as the ability to record and track service delivery activity centrally
and to offer stand-alone EleVVAte occupational skills training courses—experienced delays,
effective workarounds were implemented.

e EleVAte experienced early difficulties in recruiting and targeting services to ABAWDs,
but changes to the target population(s) and other investments in recruitment operations
were successful in increasing enrollment rates. Although EleVAte’s goal of exclusively
targeting ABAWDs at the scale needed for the pilot was not realized as originally proposed,

19 Data tracking control group members’ possible participation in SNAP E&T services, or the
provision of support services associated with this participation, do not exist.
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staff invested heavily in efforts to increase recruitment capacity across the nearly two-dozen
DSS agencies participating in the effort. The result was an operation that was effectively
marketing the EleVVAte pilot opportunity to large numbers of SNAP participants by mid-
2017.

e Keeping individuals engaged in EleVVAte services through to completion was a
challenge. College-based providers reported higher than anticipated no-show rates and
attrition, especially soon after individuals assigned to EleVAte began receiving services.
Many EleVVAte group members disengaged while waiting for occupational skills training to
begin, when online soft skills and employment services were the main activities available.
The promise of occupational skills training seems to have been a key motivator to enroll in
the pilot, and a sequence of services that enabled rapid enrollment into training options may
have resulted in stronger attachment to EleVAte services.

e Key assumptions about the needs of the target populations were challenged during
implementation, which affected service delivery. Far fewer EleV Ate group members had
Adult Basic Education needs—either for remedial math and reading instruction or for GED
preparation—than the EleVAte model anticipated. Indeed, although the pilot anticipated low
educational attainment among those served, many individuals had high school equivalent
credentials, or greater. Although a nontrivial share of individuals did qualify for ABE
services, most individuals focused on soft skills, employment, and occupational skills
training services.
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Chapter Il described the potential services available to the EleVVAte group, and this chapter
presents findings on the services individuals actually received. The chapter describes overall
engagement in services among individuals in the EleVVAte 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 EleVVAte overall. The chapter also provides details about the
level and type of support services and the intensity of case management EleVVAte group members
received, and the level and timing of exits from EleVAte.

All of the findings presented in this chapter are based on administrative service use data recorded
in the Virginia Wizard database by VCCS staff. Data in Wizard start with EleVAte group
members’ designation, according to assessed baseline reading levels, as eligible for at least one
of the three service components: EleVAte Virginia Online, Job Search Training Program (JSTP),
or PluggedIn Virginia (PIVA).

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

In Section A of this chapter, we provide information about overall engagement and activities for
EleVAte group members. In Section B, we discuss participation in occupational skills training
and education. 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
EleVVAte 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, 85 percent of EleVAte group members engaged in EleVVAte,
meaning they completed the first step in EleVAte by attending an orientation at a nearby
community college.

e About 61 percent of EleVAte group members subsequently participated in employment and
training-related activities and received assistance in looking for work, attended workshops on
job search training or life skills, received online or classroom instruction in adult basic
education or preparation for a high school equivalency certificate, or enrolled in short-term
occupational skills training.

e Fewer EleVAte group members participated in education or training than originally
anticipated by EleVAte planners: 16 percent participated in basic education and 18 percent
participated in occupational skills training. Almost all individuals who started training
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completed it; few of the individuals who started basic education did so. Thirteen percent of
all EleVVAte group members received a credential or certification.

e About half of EleVAte group members received at least one support service payment, most
often to defray the cost of transportation to and from VCCS activities or employment.
EleVVAte group members also received assistance in the form of clothing or emergency
financial assistance to pay rent or utility bills.

e Nearly all EleVVAte group members were contacted by their ACC at least once. Overall, the
average number of contacts per person was 8, or a little more than twice per quarter.

e Seventy percent of EleVVAte group members exited EleVAte within their first year. Most left
EleVAte within 6 months of orientation attendance. On average, EleVAte group members
engaged in EleVAte for between two and three months.

A. Engagement in EleVAte

After random assignment at VDSS, EleVVAte group members were scheduled for orientations at
community colleges. Typically, within a week after orientation, EleVVAte group members
completed one or more assessments and worked with ACCs at the colleges to develop their
service plans, which could include occupational skills training options (if eligible). Unless they
were assigned to receive EleVAte Virginia Online adult basic education services, individuals
were first placed into online soft skills and digital literacy training while waiting for occupational
skills training courses or other group-based services, such as workshops offering job search
training and assistance, to begin.

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

1.  Overall engagement in EleVAte

The vast majority of EleVVAte group members (85 percent) engaged in EleVAte, meaning they
attended an EleVVAte orientation at a community college, received case management services,
completed one or more program assessments, completed a career plan, received support services,
or participated in EleVVAte employment and training-related activities (Exhibit 111.1). About 15
percent of EleVAte group members never attended an EleVVAte orientation and thereby did not
engage in the program. To understand whether there were any differences in the types of
individuals who did and did not engage in services or complete assessments and a career plan,
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.7.

As discussed in Chapter Il, VCSS ACCs and EleVAte group members met during orientation at
community colleges and often on subsequent days to prepare group members for participation in
employment-related activities. During this initial phase of the program, 80 percent of EleVAte
group members underwent a second series of assessments (gauging their math aptitude, career
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interests, and barriers to employment), and a similar proportion worked with their ACC to
develop an individual career plan.

Exhibit Ill.1. Percentage of individuals in EleVAte group who engaged in EleVAte and
intake services
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: “Engaged in EleVAte” measures any drop off between random assignment and first contact with
EleVAte 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, ICP, and education, training, or employment activities; the
measure does not include orientations, case management, and support services because
individuals often engaged once to meet with a case manager or get a support service, but then
did not return for more meaningful activities and services. Estimates cover the 12 months
following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 1,925 EleVAte group members.

Length and timing of engagement. Following orientation and assessments at a community
college, EleVAte group members started one of three service components. As discussed in
Chapter II, the EleVAte Virginia Online service component could last from six to eight weeks,
the JTSP service component could last from 8 to 12 weeks, and the PIVA service component
could last from six to eight months. After completing their initial service component, EleVAte
group members could engage in additional activities or find employment. As Appendix Table
D.2 shows, the average duration of engagement for EleVAte group members was somewhat
shorter than expected: individuals participated during an average of 73 days among all EleVAte
group members (an average of 86 days for members who engaged in EleVVAte) during the 12-
month follow-up period; on average, their days of engagement spanned a four- to five-month
period (Appendix Table D.2). Nearly all EleVAte group members began participating within the
first quarter after their random assignment (Exhibit 111.2), and few additional individuals started
services after quarter 1.
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Exhibit Ill.2. Percentage of EleVAte group members who started engagement by quarter
after random assignment
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: “Engaged in EleVAte” measures any drop off between random assignment and first contact with
EleVAte 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, ICP, and education, training, or employment activities; the
measure does not include orientations, case management, and support services because
individuals often engaged once to meet with a case manager or get a support service, but then
did not return for more meaningful activities and services. Estimates cover the 12 months
following random assignment. Estimates are based on data from 1,925 EleVAte group members.

2. Engagement in activities

Sixty-one percent of EleVAte group members started an employment or training-related activity
following orientation and assessments (Exhibit 111.3). Such individuals — those who received any
services beyond case management and support services — are the EleVAte group members with
the greatest likelihood of experiencing the benefits of EleVAte services and financial supports.

EleVAte administrators designed EleVAte to include unique sequences of activities in each of
the three service components. EleVAte group members did in fact take different pathways
through EleVAte, although their activities often differed from the expected sequence for their
service component. For example, as shown in Exhibit I11.3, sizeable proportions of EleVAte
group members started basic education classes (16 percent) or occupational skills training (18
percent). Nonetheless, EleVAte group members more often started job search assistance
activities — either job search training (46 percent) or job search (31 percent).?° More in keeping

20 The term “job search” is used to denote an activity in which the EleVAte ACC met individually with EleVVAte
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,
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with the service component models, about 42 percent of the EleVVAte group attended life skills
training, usually Moral Reconation Therapy.

Exhibit II1.3. Percentage of individuals in the EleVAte 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
1,925 EleVAte group members.

EleVVAte group members who started an activity usually completed it — including more than 89
percent of attendees at job search training, job search, occupational skills training, and life skills
training (Exhibit 111.4). The main exception to this finding was basic education: only 14 percent
of EleVAte group members who started basic education completed the course they started.?
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.8

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.

2L \When analyzing patterns of engagement, it is often useful to compare the characteristics of individuals who
completed activities with those of non-completers. However, since a large majority of EleVAte group members
who started activities also completed them, this analysis was not needed.
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Exhibit Ill.4. Completion rates for EleVAte 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
1,182 EleVAte group members.

Length and timing of engagement in activities. EleVAte group members who started activities
typically participated for at least one month. Among EleVVAte group members who started
activities, the mean length of stay ranged from 37 days for life skills training to about 5 months
(153 days) for basic education. In contrast, EleVAte group members usually participated in job
search for only a few days (Appendix Table D.2).

EleVAte group members most often started activities during the first quarter of follow-up
(Exhibit 111.5). By a small margin, a larger proportion of participants in job search first began
their participation in quarter 2 or later than in any other activity. Nonetheless, relatively few
EleVVAte group members started their participation in activities in quarters 3 or 4.

Exhibit Ill.5. Cumulative percentage of EleVAte group members’ participation in activities,
by quarter after random assignment

Quarter in which individuals started to

participate

Started activit! Q1 (0 (OK] Q4 Cumulative
Jobs search training 36.1 6.6 2.3 1.2 46.2

Life skills training 38.5 3.1 0.5 0.3 42.3

Job search 151 7.9 4.4 3.3 30.7
Occupational skills training 10.3 5.0 2.2 0.5 18.0
Basic education 14.7 0.9 0.3 0.1 16.0
Work-based learning 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
Sample size 1,925

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.
Note:  Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment.
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Number and order of activities. Identifying the number of activities individuals started and the
sequencing of those activities is important for understanding whether the service flow discussed
in Chapter Il worked as intended. In EleVAte, each service component included an expected
sequence of activities. Two of the service components (EleVAte Virginia Online and PIVA)
offered a type of basic education as a first activity, while the third service component (JSTP)
offered life skills training first. All three service components offered opportunities for
individuals to receive job search assistance and/or occupational skills training. The models for
each service component anticipated that most EleVAte group members would start two or more
of these activities during the first 12 months of follow-up. To some extent, patterns of
participation in EleVAte followed expectations. Nearly half of the EleV Ate group overall
participated in two or more activities during their first 12 months of follow-up (Exhibit 111.6).

Exhibit I11.6. Number of activities started by EleVAte group members (percentage)

Number of
activities started

=0
]
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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
1,925 EleVAte group members.

The largest proportion of EleVVAte group members who started at least one activity first began
life skills training (30 percent) (See Appendix Table D.2.) In addition, among EleVAte group
members who started two or more activities, combinations of life skills training and either job
search training or job search were two of the three most frequently followed sequences of
activities. A relatively large proportion of EleVAte group members who started two or more
activities also combined job search training and job search. In contrast, as noted in Chapter Il and
above in this chapter, fewer than expected EleVVAte group members received online or in-class
instruction in basic education or attended occupational skills training. Accordingly, neither of
these activities figures prominently in a sequence of multiple activities started by EleVVAte group
members.
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B. Education and occupational skills training?

This section explores education and occupational skills training activities in more detail and
describes the types of education and training obtained by individuals in EleVAte, as well as any
degrees or certifications earned through EleVAte.

As noted previously, 16 percent of EleVVAte group members engaged in basic education activities
and no EleVAte group members attended post-secondary education classes (for credits toward a
2-year college degree or higher). Only a small number of these individuals ultimately earned a
degree or certification (Appendix Table D.5). According to administrative service use data,
during the first 12 months of follow-up, only one EleVAte group member who began adult basic
education received a certificate of completion, and one other EleVVAte group member earned a
high school equivalency certificate.

Eighteen percent of EleVVAte group members engaged in occupational skills training. The most
common types of training in which individuals engaged were all in the medical field, as shown in
Exhibit 111.7. Nearly three-quarters of individuals who began occupational skills training
completed their coursework and received a certificate or other credential (see Appendix Tables
D.1 and D.5). The most common types of credentials earned were in the medical field (first
aid/Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation (CPR),%® medical administrative assistant, certified nursing
assistant, and phlebotomy technician), followed by information technology (Exhibit 111.8).

Exhibit IIl.7. Among those who started occupational skills training, percentage of EleVAte
group members who started the five most commonly started types of training
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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
347 EleVAte group members.

22 EleVAte did not offer work-based learning activities.
23 Individuals seeking employment as childcare workers might need first-aid/CPR certification.
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Exhibit 111.8. Among those who received a credential, percentage of EleVAte group
members who earned the five most common credentials
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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
251 EleVAte group members.

C. Support services

About half of the EleVAte group received at least one type of support service (Exhibit I11.9).
Transportation-related supports were the most common (e.g., gas cards, public transportation
passes, or car repair allowances); almost half (49 percent) of EleVAte group members received
at least one transportation support. Other types of support received by EleVAte group members
included clothing assistance and other “commodities”; (12 percent) and help paying for rent or
utilities (7 percent). On average, recipients of support services received a total of $344 during the
12 months after random assignment. (Exhibit 111.10). A very small percentage of EleVAte group
members (2 percent) received employment retention incentives (Exhibit 111.11).
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Exhibit 111.9. Percentage of individuals in the EleVAte group who received any support
service and received each type of available support service
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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
1,925 EleVAte group members.
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Exhibit 111.10. Among individuals in the EleVAte group who received a support service,
percentage received by type and amount of support

Measure EleVAte group

Received any support service, by type (%)

Transportation 97.4
Medical care 2.6
Commodities 24.2
Housing/utility assistance 14.7
Books 3.6
Childcare 0.2
Employment/occupational skills training supplies (uniform/boots/clothes/tools) 71
Legal assistance 0.1

0.1

Medical coverage?
Average amounts of support services paid per person, among those who 344
received a support ($)

Average amounts of support services paid per person, by type, among those
who received each type of support ($)

Transportation 238
Medical care 138
Commodities 157
Housing/utility assistance 408
Books 95
Childcare 398
Employment/occupational skills training supplies (uniform/boots/clothes/tools) 132

967

Sample size

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

aMedical coverage was most often associated with help paying for minor dental work.

Exhibit Ill.11. Percentage of EleVAte group who received an incentive, and average
amount of incentive paid per person

Measure EleVAte group

Received any incentive (%) 2.1
Average amounts of incentives paid per person, among those who received an 83
incentive ($)

Sample size 1,925
Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: Estimates cover the 12 months following random assignment.

38



[ll. Participation analysis

D. Case management

ACCs worked proactively to maintain contact with EleVAte group members and to encourage
them to attend EleVAte activities and scheduled check-in meetings. During the 12-month follow-
up period, 94 percent of EleVVAte group members had at least one contact with an ACC (Exhibit
111.12). The average number of contacts during this period was eight. Contact took a variety of
forms. Telephone contact was most common (43 percent of all case management contacts),
followed by in-person meetings (28 percent). About 30 percent of contacts consisted of
exchanges of emails, text messages, or mail (e.g., letters, or forms). However, not all contacts
reflected engagement with EleVAte. Many of the contacts shown in Exhibit 111.12 represent
ACCs’ responses to EleVAte group members’ missed or postponed appointments. They also
include ACCs’ mailed or emailed notices of non-attendance at EleVVAte activities and warnings
of possible termination from EleVAte.

Exhibit 111.12. Description of contacts with case managers among individuals in the
EleVAte group

Measure EleVAte Group

Any contact (%) 94.0
Average number of contacts per person 8.3
Average number of contacts per person, among those with contact 8.8
Average number of contacts per person per month, among those with contact 0.7
Among contacts, type of contact (%)
In person 28.0
Telephone 42.9
Electronic (email, text, social media) 12.3
Malil 16.7
Sample size 200

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.

Note: Data in this table represent all contacts that case managers documented between themselves
and a subsample of individuals in EleVAte. In some cases, this could include contact that was not
direct communication (such as sending an email with appointment information or mailing
documents to an individual). We excluded contacts, which consisted of leaving a phone message
or sending mass mailings, where applicable. Evaluation team members reviewed and coded
electronic case notes for a randomly selected subsample of EleVAte group members and used
these data to analyze the frequency and type of communications between EleVAte group
members and community college, DSS, and other EleVAte-associated staff. Estimates cover the
12 months following random assignment.

E. Exits

As discussed in Chapter I, EleVAte administrators anticipated that many SNAP participants
who enrolled in EleVAte would lose their eligibility for SNAP assistance, and thus for EleVAte
services, within the first year of follow-up.?* The administrative service data indicate that exits
from EleVAte were indeed frequent. Nearly 70 percent of EleVVAte group members left EleVVAte

24 See Chapter V for the analysis of exits from SNAP participation.
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during the 12-month follow-up period (Exhibit 111.13). Half of the EleVAte group left the
program within 6 months of random assignment, and another 20 percent left during the ensuing 6
months (Exhibit I11.14). The largest proportion of EleVAte group members who exited chose to
discontinue services. A little more than half of the individuals who exited from EleVVAte did so
without starting at least one activity before leaving. Most of these individuals attended an
orientation at a community college, although about one-third of these exiters did not.?

Exhibit 111.13. Percentage of EleVAte group members who exited, by reason

EleVAte group

Exited EleVAte for any reason (%) 69.5

Reason for EleVAte exit, among those who exited (%)
Discontinued services 45.4
Reason not recorded 23.8
Never enrolled 16.4
Employed 8.5
Completed the program 4.3
Ineligible to continue 1.6
Terminated 0.0

Sample size 1,925

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

25 See Appendix Table D.6. The table shows that 35.9 percent of EleVAte group members exited “prior to
engagement in any pilot activity.” They make up 51.7 percent (35.9 percent / 69.5 percent) of EleVAte group
members who exited from the program in the 12 months after random assignment. EleVVAte group members who
never attended an orientation at a community college represent 16.4 percent of EleVVAte group members who
exited and 11.4 percent (16.4 percent x 69.5 percent) of all EleVVAte group members. Therefore, the “never
attended orientation” group makes up 31.8 percent (11.4 percent / 35.9 percent) of EleVAte group members who
exited “prior to engagement in any pilot activity.”
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Exhibit Ill.14. Percentage of EleVAte group members who exited over time

= Never exited

® |n months 1 to 3 after random
assignment
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19.6 In months 7 to 9 after random

assignment
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assignment

Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation administrative service use data.
Note: Estimates measures over the 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on
data from 1,925 EleVAte group members.
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V. DIFFERENCES IN SERVICE USE FOR EleVAte AND
CONTROL GROUPS

This chapter describes how engagement and service use differed between EleVVAte and control
group members considering participation in EleVAte, 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 EleVAte and control groups, impacts on
labor market and public assistance outcomes are unlikely to result.

The data discussed in this chapter come primarily from 12-month follow-up survey data
collected from EleVAte and control group members. The data describe the employment-related
services and educations 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 EleVAte, 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 the estimates,
regressions controlled for the characteristics of individuals as measured at the time of random
assignment. The control variables included demographic characteristics such as age, educational
attainment, and number of children in the household, and economic characteristics such as
employment status and earnings.?® We used t-tests to determine whether service receipt
differences across research groups were statistically significant. Statistical significance is a

26 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.

27 Supplementary tables based on the administrative service use data tracked by VCCS staff are provided in
Appendix E. Because the administrative service use data capture services provided through EleVVAte 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 EleVVAte 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.

28 The full set of characteristics and additional information on the selection of these characteristics can be found in
the technical supplement.
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measure of how confident we are that the difference is true 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 activities and the
typical amount of time spent in them (Section B) and in the receipt of case management and
support services (Section C). Additional discussion of variations in these differences across a
select number of subgroups is presented in Appendix E.

Key findings:

e Relative to the control group, the EleVVAte group was more likely to participate in job search
training activities or education and training—by 25 percentage points—during the 12-month
follow-up period. These differences were observed despite control group members having
high rates of participation in job search training and in occupational skills training.

e The EleVVAte group had higher rates of participation than the control group in almost all
types of activities. Differences between the EleVVAte and control groups were largest for
participation in occupational skills training (24 percentage point difference) and for general
job skills training (22 percentage point difference). Differences also were apparent for job
search training activities and education (16 and 10 percentage point differences,
respectively). EleVAte group members also were more likely than control group members to
complete activities or programs (by 18 percentage points) and were more likely than control
group members to earn an occupational skills training certificate or license (by 16 percentage
points).

e EleVAte group members were more likely than control group members to receive case
management services (five percentage point difference). They also were more likely to
receive support services (by 14 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 11, EleVAte group members’ first step in EleVAte was to attend an
orientation session at a community college. At the orientation, they were further assessed (all
individuals in the pilot took the TABE locator and reading assessment before random
assignment) and college-based ACCs worked with them to identify service plans, which could
include occupational skills training options (if the individual was eligible). While waiting for

29 \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 Virginia before the end
of 2017. The weights were constructed to reflect the random assignment process, the survey administration design,
and survey nonresponses in survey data.

30 such training includes job readiness training.
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occupational training courses or other group-based services, such as Moral Reconation Therapy
(MRT), to begin, most individuals were placed into online life skills and online digital literacy
training courses, and some individuals were placed into online adult education courses. In
contrast, control group members were informed that they could independently seek to enroll in
existing SNAP E&T program services immediately following pilot enroliment in locations where
available or were given an information sheet that listed available community services that
individuals could pursue. Members of both groups could receive support services to assist with
transportation and provide work-related items.

The survey data suggest that there was a sizeable difference between the two groups in levels of
participation in any services and activities: 67 percent of EleVV Ate group members participated in
any service or activity compared with 43 percent of control group members (Exhibit 1V.1). The
EleVVAte group was more likely than the control group to participate in job search training or
assistance activities (16 percentage point difference) and to participate in an education or training
program (31 percentage point difference).

Exhibit IV.1. Participation in any EleVAte, existing SNAP E&T, or community-offered
services

100

80
67.4%%
61.6***

60
42.6 44 ,0***
40 8.1 30.9
2 . .
0

Participated in job search training Participated in job search training  Participated in education or
or assistance activities or or assistance activities training programs
education or training programs

Percentage

o

mEleVAte group mControl group

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

Note: Estimates measured over 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data
from 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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 in service use between EleVVAte and control group members
were largest for occupational skills training programs (24 percentage point difference) and for
general job skills training programs (22 percentage point difference). Research group differences
also were apparent for participation in education programs (10 percentage point difference).
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EleVVAte group members also were more likely than control group members to have completed
post-enrollment career assessment tests (18 percentage point difference; Appendix Table E.2).

Exhibit IV.2. Participation in specific EleVAte, existing SNAP E&T, or community-offered
services
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General job skills training ~ Occupational skills Education Work-based learning
training
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates measured over 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data
from 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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 V.3, participation in job search training or assistance and in education and
training programs declined over the course of the follow-up period for both research groups, with
a steeper decline among the EleVAte group. As a result, by the last quarter of the follow-up
period, differences between the two groups in terms of participation in job search training or
assistance, education, and training were more modest.
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Exhibit IV.3. Time trends in participation in EleVAte, 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 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data
from 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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 EleVAte group being more likely to start education and training, relative to the
control group, the EleVVAte group also had higher completion rates for education and training
programs or activities.
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Exhibit V.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 EleVAte, existing SNAP
E&T, or community-offered services

EleVAte Control Difference
Group Group
Mean length of time spent in all activities and programs 35 1.4 2.1%%*
(months)
Mean number of hours per week spent in program 10.3 4.9 5.4%%*

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

All activities 14.8 9.4 5.4%**
Programs with general job skills training 7.4 3.6 3.8***
Programs with occupational skills training 10.0 5.6 4.4%**
Programs with education 5.4 4.6 0.8
Programs with work-based learning 0.0 0.0 0.0
Percentage who completed the program (%)
All activities 35.2 16.9 18.3***
Programs with general job skills training 21.3 8.5 12. 7%
Programs with occupational skills training 25.1 115 13.6%**
Programs with education 10.9 4.5 6.3%**
Programs with work-based learning 0.0 0.0 0.0
Type of certificate or degree/diploma received (%)
Participation/attendance 2.7 14 1.3*
Adult basic education 0.5 0.0 0.5%**
High school diploma / GED 1.0 0.6 0.5
Associate’s degree 0.2 0.5 -0.3
Bachelor’s degree 0.2 0.0 0.2**
English proficiency certification or TOEFL 0.2 0.1 0.1
Occupational certificate or license 26.4 10.8 15.7%**
Other 3.0 15 1.4%*
Sample size 1,131 1,110

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

***Sjgnificantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

EleVAte group members spent an average of almost four months in services during the 12-month
follow-up period--about two months longer than control group members spent (Exhibit 1V.4).
EleVAte group members also spent more hours per week in services and activities than control
group members: ten hours per week, on average compared with an average of five hours per
week. Fifteen percent of all EleVAte group members and nine percent of all control group
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members reported that they were still in a program at the time they completed their 12-month
follow-up survey. Most commonly, EleVAte group members were still in occupational skills
training or general job skills training programs.

Overall, 35 percent of EleVAte group members reported that they completed programs that they
started compared with 17 percent of control group members—a difference of 18 percentage
points. Among both EleVAte and control group members, completions were most commonly
reported for programs that included occupational skills training or general job skills training.

Most commonly, individuals who completed programs received an occupational skills certificate
or license: 26 percent of EleVAte group members obtained an occupational skills certificate or
license, while 11 percent of control group members did so. There were no EleVVAte-control
group differences in the proportion of individuals who obtained a GED.

Among individuals who started programs, a little over half of individuals in both research groups
completed them (Appendix Table E.6).3* Among individuals who completed programs, about
half of the members in both research groups received a credential after completing.

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 somewhat higher among EleV Ate group members
than among control group members. In addition, EleVVAte group members were more likely than
control group members to receive support services, particularly transportation assistance.

EleVAte group members were somewhat more likely than control group members to receive
career counseling or one-on-one assistance from an employment professional or case manager
and to complete career assessment tests. Thirty-five percent of EleVVAte group members reported
receiving such counseling or one-on-one assistance compared with 30 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 EleVAte group members: EleVAte group members
with any contacts had an average of 9 contacts over the 12-month follow-up period while control
group members with any contacts had an average of 6 (Appendix Table E.8). The most frequent
mode of contact was generally the same for EleVVAte and control group members, with the
majority of contact taking place in person among both groups.

31 Appendix Table E.6 shows nonexperimental comparisons because the characteristics of participants and activity
completers likely differed across the research groups.

48



IV. Differences in service use for EleVAte and control groups

Exhibit IV.5. Receipt of case management through EleVAte existing SNAP E&T, or
community-offered programs
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phone
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates measured over 12 months following random assignment. Estimates are based on data
from 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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.

EleVAte group members also were more likely than control group members to receive support
services. Sixty percent of EleVAte group members received a support service during the 12-
month follow-up period compared with 46 percent of control group members (Exhibit 1V.6).
Differences were concentrated in transportation assistance such as gas cards or bus passes (22
percentage point difference) and, to a lesser extent, in assistance with clothes, uniforms, tools, or
other supplies and equipment (8 percentage point difference). EleVAte group members also
received some housing and child care assistance, but there were no statistical differences in the
reported rates of such assistance for EleVAte and control group members.
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Exhibit IV.6. Receipt of support services through EleVAte, 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 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 control group members who were surveyed.

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

as gas cards or bus passes. Childcare assistance includes vouchers or funds.
***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.

Seven percent of EleVAte group members reported receiving mental health or substance use
counseling during the follow-up period, a significantly lower percentage compared to eleven
percent of control group members reported receiving it.
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V. IMPACTS ON EMPLOYMENT, EARNINGS, RECEIPT OF
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, AND WELL-BEING OUTCOMES

This chapter focuses on whether EleVVAte 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 EleVAte. Specifically, this chapter examines whether the
generally higher rates of engagement and service receipt among individuals in EleVAte, as
described in Chapter 1V, translated into impacts on employment, earnings, and receipt of public
assistance as well as earnings, job characteristics, food security, health, well-being, and housing.

To estimate how EleVVAte affected individuals’ outcomes, we compared the average outcomes of
the EleVVAte group and the control group over the 12 months following random assignment.
Because, on average, EleVVAte 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 Ul wage records, (2) SNAP
administrative data, and (3) 12-month follow-up survey data. Ul wage records provided
information on quarterly earnings, which were also used to construct measures of quarterly
employment status. The SNAP administrative data obtained from DSS 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 Ul 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 for 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).

2 1n particular, Ul 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 Ul 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 Ul 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 March 2016
through December 2017, whereas analyzed Ul wage records for EleVAte include individuals
who were randomly assigned from March 2016 through June 2017. The shorter time frame for
the Ul 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 EleVVAte activities. Finally, we note that even
though there are differences between the data sources, each should provide unbiased estimates of
the impacts of EleVVAte 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
both research groups. To improve the precision of the estimates, regressions controlled for the
characteristics of individuals as measured at the time of random assignment. The control
variables included demographic characteristics such as age, educational attainment, and number
of children, and economic characteristics such as employment status and earnings at baseline.*®
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 both 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 Virginia. These weights were constructed
to reflect the random assignment process and, for analyses based on the survey data, to adjust for

3 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 Eor 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.

35 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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survey nonresponse bias. (We describe weight construction in greater detail in the technical
supplement).

We estimated the impact of EleVVAte on many outcomes and across several subgroups,
performing statistical tests for each. 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 EleVVAte. 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 Ul 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 EleVAte 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 EleVAte’s effect on earnings was an important outcome in the
evaluation, we excluded it from the set of primary outcomes due to the lower statistical power of
identifying an impact on earnings relative to employment. This reflects the large standard
deviation of earnings for individuals enrolled in the pilot (and for the SNAP E&T population
more broadly), which reduces the precision of the impact estimates. The estimated impacts on
earnings and 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 EleVAte 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 EleVAte.

Key findings:

e In Quarter 4, EleVAte decreased employment based on the Ul data, had no effect on
employment based on the survey data, and led to a greater likelihood of participating in
SNAP (Exhibit V.1). In Quarter 4, based on the Ul data, about 51 percent of EleVAte group
members were employed compared with 56 percent of control group members, a statistically
significant 4 percentage point decrease. EleVAte group members were more likely than
control group members to have participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 (74 versus 70 percent—a
statistically significant 4 percentage point difference).
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Exhibit V.1. Employment and SNAP participation rates in Quarter 4

Percentage
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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 wage data from 1,293 EleVAte group members and 1285 control

group members, SNAP administrative data from 1,925 EleVAte group members and 1,911 control
group members, and on survey data from 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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.

EleVVAte decreased employment and earnings by statistically significant amounts in all four
quarters based on the Ul data. In Quarter 4, EleVVAte group members earned $226 less, on
average, than control group members. Based on the survey data, EleVAte decreased
employment in Quarter 3 by a statistically significant 5 percentage points. This impact faded
in Quarter 4. Findings from past studies of workforce programs have shown that it can take
more than a year before positive economic impacts begin to emerge (Card et al. 2018). Thus,
data from a longer-term follow-up period will be analyzed in the final evaluation report to
fully assess the effects of EleVAte on labor market outcomes.

As in Quarter 4, EleVAte led to a statistically greater likelihood of participating in SNAP in
Quarters 1 through 3. Consistent with these findings, average SNAP benefit amounts were
significantly higher for EleVAte group members than for control group members in all four
quarters. There were generally no impacts on TANF participation or Medicaid coverage, or
on the amount of TANF benefits.

EleVAte did not affect the rate of food insecurity or very low food security—a severe form
of food insecurity. Around 51 percent of EleVVAte group members reported being food
insecure compared with 53 percent of control group members.

There were generally no statistically significant differences between the EleVAte group and
the control group for other outcome measures related to health, well-being, and housing.
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A. Impacts of EleVAte on labor market outcomes

This section presents impacts on key labor market outcomes for the EleVVAte group relative to
the control group. Outcomes from both the Ul 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. EleVAte decreased employment by a statistically significant amount in Quarter 4
based on the Ul wage records and had no effect on employment in Quarter 4 based on the survey
data (Exhibits V.2 and V.3). About 51 percent of individuals in the EleVAte group and 56
percent of individuals in the control group were employed in Quarter 4 based on the Ul data. In
the survey data, the difference in employment rates in Quarter 4 was not statistically significant:
50 percent of EleVVAte group members were employed compared with 53 percent of control
group members.

EleVVAte group members were less likely to have been employed than control group members in
all four quarters based on the Ul data. A similar pattern was seen in the survey data, but only the
difference in Quarter 3 was statistically significant. In that quarter, 45 percent of EleVVAte group
members were employed compared with 50 percent of control group members.

In Year 1 overall, employment rates were similar across research groups in the survey data.
Sixty-one percent of EleVAte group members and 63 percent of control group members were
employed at some time during that year. Based on the Ul data, EleVVAte decreased employment
in Year 1 by a statistically significant amount (3 percentage points) (Appendix Table F.1).

36 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 1,293 EleVAte group members and 1,285 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 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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. Similar to the findings on employment, EleVVAte decreased average earnings by
statistically significant amounts in all four quarters and in Year 1 based on the Ul data. In Year 1,
the EleVVAte group earned, on average, $913 less than the control group (Appendix Table F.1).

In the survey data, EleVVAte decreased earnings by a statistically significant amount in Quarter 1
(p-value = 0.07). There were no statistically significant differences in earnings between the
research groups in Quarters 2 through 4. In Quarter 4, the EleVVAte group members earned an
average of $2,237 and the control group earned an average of $2,325 (Exhibit V.5).

Finally, average earnings as reported in the survey were somewhat larger than average earnings
reported in the Ul wage records, although the pattern of impact findings was similar across the
two data sources.

Exhibit V.4. Quarterly earnings 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 1,293 EleVAte group members and 1,285 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 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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.

Hours worked. Throughout the follow-up period, individuals in both research groups worked a
similar number of hours per week on average (Exhibit VV.6). In Year 1, EleVAte group members
and control group members both worked 14 hours per week on average.

Exhibit V.6. Average hours worked per week 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 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 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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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 (45 percent of the EleVVAte group
and 47 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 EleVAte.

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

Characteristic EleVAte Control Difference

Group Group

Hours worked per week (%)

Less than 20 18.7 214 2.7
21to 34 28.9 31.2 2.2
35 or more (employed full time) 52.3 47.4 4.9
Average 32.9 321 0.8
Weekly earnings (%)
$1 to $499 80.3 79.7 0.6
$500 to $999 17.8 18.2 -0.4
$1,000 to $1,499 1.3 2.1 -0.8
$1,500 to $2,000 0.6 0.0 0.6**
$2,000 and above 0.0 0.0 0.0
Benefits available at job (%)
Any benefit 64.6 60.9 3.7
Health insurance or HMO/PPO plan membership 53.8 48.6 5.2
Dental insurance 44.2 41.0 3.2
Paid vacation 40.9 40.8 0.0
Paid holidays 42.1 40.6 15
Paid sick leave 325 30.6 1.9
Any paid time off 50.3 49.3 1.0
Pension or retirement benefits 41.8 36.1 5.7*
Tuition assistance or reimbursement 184 16.6 1.7
Type of employment (%)
Regular full- or part-time 83.4 83.9 -0.5
Temporary or on-call 7.1 8.1 -1.0
Self-employed or independent contractor or 7.4 5.8 1.7
consultant
Day laborer 2.1 2.2 -0.1
Occupation

37 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 EleVAte Control Difference
Group Group

Retail Sales Workers 7.4 7.2 0.2
Food and Beverage Serving Workers 5.7 6.3 -0.5
Nursing, Psychiatric, and Home Health Aides 9.1 6.9 2.2
Other Personal Care and Service Workers 7.1 9.7 -2.6
Building Cleaning and Pest Control Workers 6.7 3.8 2.9%*
Information and Record Clerks 3.1 3.5 -0.4
Cooks and Food Preparation Workers 2.8 5.1 -2.3*
Material Moving Workers 3.3 3.1 0.2
Material Recording, Scheduling, Dispatching, and 1.6 3.3 -1.7*
Distributing Workers
Motor Vehicle Operators 3.0 3.2 -0.2

Sample size 505 530

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, EleVVAte
group members and control group members held jobs with similar characteristics. There were no
statistically significant differences in hours worked per week and generally no statistically
significant differences in weekly earnings and benefits available on the job across the research
groups. Around half of employed individuals in each research group worked full time (52
percent of EleVAte group members and 47 percent of control group members). Over three-
quarters of individuals in both research groups earned less than $500 per week. Close to two-
thirds of individuals in both research groups were offered at least one benefit by their employer,
with the most common benefits being health insurance and paid time off. Employed EleVAte
group members were more likely than employed control group members to be offered a pension
or retirement benefits by their employer (p-value = 0.08).

Most employed individuals in both research groups were regular status employees working full
time or part time (83 percent of EleVAte group members and 84 percent of control group
members). The most common occupations for both research groups included retail sales; nursing,
psychiatric, and home health aides; food and beverage services, and other personal care workers.
Employed EleVAte group members were more likely than employed control group members to
be building cleaners or pest control workers and less likely to be material recording, scheduling,
dispatching, or distribution workers and cooks and food preparation workers (p-value = 0.06 for
cooks and food preparation workers, p-value = 0.09 for material recording, scheduling,
dispatching, or distribution workers).
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3. Conclusion

EleVAte group members were less likely to be employed and earned less than control group
members in all four quarters based on the Ul data — differences that were all statistically
significant. The employment and earnings impacts based on the survey data were also negative
but were for the most part not statistically significant (the exceptions were the impacts on
employment in Quarter 3 and earnings in Quarter 1). Past studies of workforce programs have
shown that it can take more than a year before positive economic impacts emerge (Card et al.
2010, 2018; D’Amico et al. 2015). Indeed, in early quarters, EleVAte group members were
engaged in EleVAte services, likely displacing employment. However, there is little indication of
earnings growing faster for EleVVAte group members than for control group members as EleVAte
group members completed services and began looking for and findings jobs. Results from the
longer-term follow-up period — which will extend up to 3 years — are needed to fully assess the
effects of EleVAte on employment and earnings.

B. Impacts of EleVAte 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

EleVAte led to a statistically greater likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarter 4. About 74
percent of EleVVAte group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 compared to 70 percent of
control group members (Exhibit V.8). Impacts of EleVVAte on SNAP participation reflect smaller
decreases over time in the rate of SNAP participation for the EleVAte group than for the control
group. For example, between Quarters 1 and 4, SNAP participation rates decreased from 97 to 74
percent among EleVAte group members—a 23 percentage point change—and from 96 to 70
percent among control group members—a 26 percentage point change. EleVVAte group members
were also more likely than control group members to have participated in SNAP in Quarters 1, 2,
and 3 (in addition to Quarter 4); the differences in all quarters were statistically significant.
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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 1,925 EleVAte group members and 1,911 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.

EleVAte group members participated in SNAP for an average of 9.7 of the 12 months following
random assignment compared to an average of 9.3 months for control group members, a
statistically significant difference (Exhibit V.9). EleVAte group members were less likely than
control group members to have exited SNAP at least once within the 12 months after random
assignment. Around 43 percent of EleVAte group members exited SNAP compared with 47
percent of control group members. The difference was statistically significant. 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 57 percent of the EleVAte group
participated in SNAP for the full year, SNAP participation in Quarter 4 was higher (74 percent),
reflecting that individuals left and re-entered SNAP by Quarter 4.
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Exhibit V.9. Participation in SNAP based on SNAP administrative data
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random assignment participation in the 12 months after random
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation SNAP administrative data, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,925 EleVAte group members and 1,911 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.

Consistent with the findings for SNAP participation rates, average SNAP benefit amounts were
significantly higher for EleVAte group members than for control group members in all four
quarters (Exhibit V.10). For example, in Quarter 4, EleVAte group members received, on
average, $672 in SNAP benefits compared with average benefits of $631 for the control group.
For both research groups, the average SNAP benefit amounts were highest in Quarter 1 and
decreased in each subsequent quarter, mostly reflecting people exiting SNAP over time. In Year
1, EleVVAte group members received on average $3,172, a statistically significant increase of
$165 over the control group average.
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Exhibit V.10. Impacts on average monthly SNAP benefit amount per Quarter and in Year
1, based on SNAP administrative data

EleVAte Control Difference
group group
Average monthly SNAP benefits received ($)
Quarter 1 916 889 27**
Quarter 2 831 787 45+
Quarter 3 753 701 B2%**
Quarter 4 672 631 40**
Year 1 3,172 3,007 165***
Average monthly SNAP benefits received as a
percentage of maximum benefit amount?
Quarter 1 78.4 76.7 1.6*
Quarter 2 69.9 65.6 4, 3***
Quarter 3 62.9 58.1 4. 9x*+*
Quarter 4 56.0 51.9 4.,0%**
Year 1 66.8 63.1 3.7
Sample size 1,925 1,911

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

***Significantly different from zero at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
**Significantly different from zero at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
*Significantly different from zero at the .10 level, two-tailed test.

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, EleVVAte group members received, on average,
about 78 percent of the maximum possible benefit. A similar percentage was seen for the control
group: 77 percent (Exhibit V.10, p-value = 0.06). Benefit amounts for the EleVVAte group
decreased over time to 56 percent of the maximum in Quarter 4. In comparison, benefits for the
control group decreased to 52 percent of the maximum in Quarter 4. For both research groups,
most of the decrease in the percentage of the maximum benefit amount received over time can be
attributed to individuals exiting SNAP. For example, among the EleVAte group, the percentage
of the maximum benefit amount received decreased by about 29 percent between Quarters 1 and
4. During this same period, the percentage of EleVAte group members participating in SNAP
decreased by about 24 percent.

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

Impacts on TANF participation were estimated using SNAP administrative data. (Administrative
Medicaid data were not available.) Although EleVVAte increased participation in SNAP in all four
quarters, there were no statistically significant impacts on participation in TANF throughout the
follow-up period (Exhibit V.11). In Quarter 1, EleVAte decreased the amount of TANF benefits
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received by a very small but statistically significant amount ($8; Appendix Table F.7). This
difference faded in later quarters.

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

EleVAte Control
TANF participation (%) group group Control Difference
Quarter 1 2.6 3.3 -0.7
Quarter 2 3.3 3.8 -0.5
Quarter 3 4.0 4.7 -0.8
Quarter 4 4.4 5.4 -1.0
Sample size 1,925 1911

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.

The impacts on receipt of other forms of public assistance were estimated using the survey data.
The survey measured receipt of general assistance; Ul; 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). The differences in
the rates of public assistance receipt were not statistically significant across research groups
(Exhibit V.12). The most commonly received benefits were Medicaid (about 57 percent) and
Section 8, Housing Choice VVouchers, or Public Housing Assistance (about 21 percent).

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 EleVAte Control Difference

group group

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

General assistance 1.6 1.7 -0.1
Unemployment insurance 31 4.1 -1.0
Supplemental Security Income 15.1 17.0 -1.9
Section 8, Housing Choice Vouchers, or Public 21.0 20.7 0.3
Housing Assistance

Medicaid 56.5 58.8 -2.3
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, 13.0 14.6 -1.7
Infants, and Children (WIC)

Sample size 1,131 1,110

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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3. Conclusion

EleVVAte led to a greater likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarters 1 through 4. About 74
percent of EleVAte group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 compared with 70 percent
of the control group—a statistically significant 4 percentage point difference. These impacts
reflect smaller decreases over time in the rate of SNAP participation for the EleVAte group than
for the control group. There were no impacts on TANF participation or Medicaid coverage.

Conceptually, SNAP E&T services are designed to increase employment and earnings and, thus,
reduce the need for receiving SNAP or other public assistance. In practice, EleVVAte group
members had lower earnings than the control group based on the Ul data in the first four quarters
after random assignment. This increased the likelihood that EleVAte group members would
continue to be eligible for and participate in SNAP—aor conversely, decreased the likelihood that
they would exit SNAP. This also increased the likelihood that EleVAte group members” SNAP
benefit amounts would be higher than those for the control group. EleVVAte group members also
may have been more likely to continue to participate in SNAP if they were participating in
longer-term education or training, or were waiting for such training programs to begin.

Because it can take more than a year before positive economic impacts emerge, we are likely not
yet observing the full impact of EleVAte on SNAP participation. The analysis based on data
from the longer-term follow-up period will fully assess the effects of EleVVAte on SNAP
participation in the final evaluation report.

C. Impacts of EleVAte on food security, health, well-being, and housing
status

This section presents EleVAte’s effects on food security, health, well-being, and housing status,
as reported in survey data. Most of these outcomes reflect individuals’ circumstances at the time
of the 12-month follow-up survey. Exceptions include, food security status, which was reported
based on the 30 days before the survey.3®

EleVAte group members and control group members reported similar rates of food insecurity.
About 51 percent of EleVAte group members reported being food insecure compared with 53
percent of control group members (Exhibit V.13). For very low food security—a severe form of
food insecurity, the rates were 29 and 32 percent for the EleVAte and control groups,
respectively. Neither difference was statistically significant.

38 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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Exhibit V.13. Impacts on food security, based on 12-month survey data
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Source: SNAP employment and training evaluation 12-month survey, weighted data.

Note: Estimates are based on data from 1,131 EleVAte group members and 1,110 control group
members. 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.

Among the other outcome measures presented in Appendix Table F.24, there were generally no
statistically significant differences between EleVVAte group and control group members. For
example, 29 percent of EleVAte group members and 31 percent of control group members
reported having very good or excellent health.
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VI. ANALYSIS OF EleVAte COSTS

This chapter describes the total cost of the planning and implementation of EleV Ate through
November 2017.% It builds on the description of services received by EleVAte group members
by providing additional information about the cost of EleVVAte overall and for specific services.
This chapter presents information about the costs incurred by DSS and the partners and providers
with whom it contracted to set up EleVAte before the beginning of enrollment, to recruit people
into the pilot, and to provide services to EleVAte group members. It presents data on the total
costs of services; costs covered by the FNS grant and versus other funding sources; costs by
category such as staff costs and overhead costs; and the costs of key services including
occupational 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 DSS 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
VI1.1). 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 the total costs incurred in planning for and operating EleVAte by summing the costs
across the four cost categories.*!

3 Al grantees were given the choice of adjusting their cost data collection quarterly reporting periods to either
calendar quarters, rolling quarters from the date pilot enrollment began, or rolling quarters from the end of the
month after pilot enrollment began. DSS chose rolling quarters from end of the month after pilot enrollment
began, so the final quarterly workbook of calendar year 2017 includes December 2017 through February 2018. To
remain consistent in only including costs up to the end of 2017, we omitted this workbook from interim reporting.
We will include these costs in the final report.

40 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 EleVAte 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.

41 The ingredient, or build-up, methodology we 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. California: Sage Publications, Inc., 2001.
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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
* Volunteer time e Partner and provider of equipment * Utilities
service costs  Indirect costs

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

DSS and its key partner, VCCS, each submitted
work_bqoks with their own cost information ' Exhibit VI.2. Snapshot EleVAte
(Exhibit VI1.2). DSS and VCCS were not able to cost data collection

provide separate cost workbooks for the EleVVAte
direct service providers — the community colleges
of the VCCS system that participated in the pilot.

The community colleges’ costs are instead * Workbooks were submitted for the
planning period (March 2015-March

* DSS and VCCS each submitted
workbooks.

represented in the VCCS workbook as direct ,
. bundli £ di . 2016) and seven quarterly service
service contracts ( undling staff, direct service delivery periods (March 2016—
costs, supply and equipment, and overhead and November 2017).
operating costs into single line item payments each A

quarter). As a result, the total costs by category

(described in Section A.1 below) do not reflect the breakdown of the community colleges’ costs,
even though the costs reflect the correct overall totals. The costs by category should be
interpreted with caution, as they focus on costs incurred by DSS and VCCS to oversee the grant
and subcontracts, while the true breakdown of costs by category is bundled in the other service
contracts category. It is also possible that some funding from other sources that was leveraged by
the community colleges is not reported in the findings described in Section A.1.

In addition, a web survey collected data on the percentage of time provider staff spent on key
services for EleVAte group members, such as case management, assessments, and job readiness
or 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.
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This chapter summarizes the costs from the planning period (which began in March 2015)
through November 2017. Costs presented in the tables and figures have been adjusted to 2016
dollars, as this was the year that DSS started incurring costs for providing EleVAte services. The
final report will present the final costs for both the EleVAte and control group services, as well
as a benefit-cost analysis, which will compare costs and benefits for the Ele\VVAte and control
group members, from the perspectives of individuals, government, and society. The final report
also will include estimates of costs per person for EleVAte and control group services. The
methodologies used in the cost data collection in the analyses presented in this chapter are
provided in the technical supplement. The following is a summary of key findings.

Key findings:

e DSS and its partners and providers reported spending a total of $8,208,000 between March
2015 to November 2017 on EleVVAte services, including $282,000 during the planning period
and $7,926,000 on service delivery.

e The FNS grant funded 97 percent of EleVAte costs, and DSS and VCCS leveraged other
funding sources for the remaining 3 percent of services.

e The largest estimated cost was for job readiness or life skills workshop service costs
($5,178,000; 63 percent of total service costs), followed by case management service costs
($901,000; 11 percent).

A. Analysis of total and service-specific costs

This section describes total costs as well as costs by funding source and by category (staff, direct
services, supplies and equipment, and overhead and operating costs). It also presents estimates of
the costs of specific services.

1. Total costs

The FNS grant awarded DSS $22,330,000 for the planning and implementation of EleVAte
through December 2018. As Exhibit V1.3 shows, DSS and its partners and providers reported
spending a total of $8,208,000 through November 2017 on the planning and implementation of
EleVVAte (numbers in the text are rounded to the nearest thousand whereas exhibits show actual
costs). These costs included $282,000 for planning (3 percent of total costs) and $7,926,000 for
service delivery (97). The quarterly costs of service delivery generally increased during each
quarter of service delivery (Appendix Table G.2).
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VI. Analysis of EleVAte costs

Exhibit VI.3. Summary of total costs

Total cost $8,207,866 ) )
Planning period cost

$281,527
(3%)

Ongoing service
delivery cost
$7,926,339

(97%)

Source: EleVAte cost workbooks 2015-2017.

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

Through November 2017, EleVAte providers reported spending $7,973,000 of the FNS grant
funding (representing 97 percent of total expenditures) and leveraged $234,000 in funding from
other sources (representing 3 percent of total expenditures, Exhibit V1.4). Funding from other
sources came from DSS and VCCS. During the planning period, the FNS grant provided the
majority of resources ($238,000) while DSS and VCCS contributed $43,000. During ongoing
service delivery, EleVAte administration and services were primarily funded by the FNS grant
($7,735,000). DSS and VCCS leveraged an additional $191,000 in funding from other sources.
VCCS contributed the largest source of additional funding ($176,000), which provided mostly
direct service resources but also staff and overhead and operating resources with funding other
than the FNS grant. DSS contributed $58,000 in staff resources. The amount of service delivery
costs that were covered by funding from sources other than the FNS grant peaked in the second
quarter of service delivery, at $135,00, then averaged around $10,000 per quarter after
(Appendix Table G.2).
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Exhibit VI.4. EleVAte funding from FNS grant and other sources

Percentage of total cost

(0]

= Total cost $7,973,375 $234,490

& $238,256 3%
£ Planning period cost |- $43,271

E

2 Ongoing cost $7,735,120 $191,219

7

]

O

m Funded by the FNS grant = Funded by other sources

Source: EleVAte cost workbooks 2015-2017.

Note: Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals in the EleVAte
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. It is possible that some funding leveraged from other sources by the Community
Colleges is not reported because we only collected the cost of their service contracts to VCCS.
All costs are presented in 2016 dollars.

Exhibit V1.5 summarizes costs through November 2017 by category, which focus on DSS and
VCCS costs, as the majority of direct service costs for community colleges are bundled in the
cost of other service contracts. These costs include (1) staff and volunteers’ time, which
represented 7 percent of total costs (including only VDSS and VCCS central staff time); (2)
partner and provider direct service costs (90 percent of the total costs), including VCCS’s
subcontracts with the community college providers; (3) supplies and equipment (less than 1
percent of the total costs); and (4) overhead and operating costs (3 percent of the total costs). Of
the $7,376,000 dedicated to direct service costs, the largest share (88 percent) covered costs for
other service contracts. The remaining 12 percent covered partner and provider direct service
costs. DSS and VCCS reported spending $622,000 on staff costs, including 90 percent on
administrative staff and 3 percent on direct service staff. Most direct service staff costs are
contained in the other service contracts category under direct costs because of how DSS and
VCCS reported those costs. The equivalent cost of EleVAte’s donated volunteer time was about
$47,000, or 7 percent of overall staff costs. DSS and VCCS also allocated $204,000 to overhead
and operating costs and $6,200 to supply and equipment costs.
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Exhibit VI.5. Costs by category

Directservice | - Volunteers
Staff staff \ 7%
3%

$622,374

Administrative

7% of total costs

staff
90%
Direct E&T
services
8%
Support
Other service services
contracts 4%
88%
Supplies and Eq“%"'em 1
- 0
equipment
$6,210
Supplies
<1% of total costs 98%
Overhead
Indirect 50%
50%
Facility and
utility
0%

Source: EleVAte cost workbooks 2015-2017.

Note: Cost workbooks asked only for the costs of facilities used to provide direct services to
participants. All of the EleVAte costs of facilities are bundled together in the reported costs of
service contracts. All costs are presented in 2016 dollars.
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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. It is possible that local DSS
offices and community colleges leveraged other funding sources to support resources like staff,
direct services, supplies, or overhead, but those possible leveraged costs are not reflected here
because they were reported as service contracts. Among DSS and VCCS, other funding sources
made the greatest contribution to staff costs (9 percent of total staff costs), indicating that DSS
and VCCS were able to leverage other staffing resources to support EleVAte. Other funding
sources made more modest contributions to direct services (2 percent of total costs for that
category), overhead and operating costs (1 percent), and supplies and equipment (less than 1
percent).

Exhibit VI.6. Costs by category and funding source

FNS grant Other sources
Percentage
of total
Costs category Costs

Cost category Total cost funded ($) cost Total cost funded ($)
Total cost $8,207,866 $7,973,375 97% $234,490 3%
Staff costs $622,374 $519,601 84% $102,773 16%

Staff $575,608 $519,601 $56,007

Administrative staff $559,128 $514,731 $44,396
Direct service staff $16,480 $4,869 $11,611

Volunteers $46,766 $0 $46,766
Direct service costs $7,375,765 $7,246,277 98% $129,487 2%

Direct E&T services $598,705 $469,218 $129,487

Support services $300,181 $300,181 $0

Other service contractsP $6,476,879  $6,476,879 $0
Supplies and equipment $6,210 $6,075 100% $135 <1%
costs

Supplies $6,075 $6,075 $0

Equipment $135 $0 $135
Other overhead-operating $203,517 $201,422 99% $2,095 1%
costs

Overhead $102,516 $100,421 $2,095

Facilities and utilities $0 $0 $0

Indirect costs $101,001 $101,001 $0

Source: EleVAte cost workbooks 2015-2017.

Note: Cost workbooks asked for the total costs of the services provided to individuals in the EleVAte
group. For all costs reported in the workbooks, respondents were asked to report the percentage
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Exhibit VI.6. Costs by category and funding source (continued)

of the cost that was funded by the FNS grant. Remaining costs were assumed to be covered by
other sources. Some of the EleVAte providers were not able to provide cost workbooks that
included a detailed breakdown of costs by category. Instead, VCCS reported provided by
community colleges as service contracts. It is possible that some funding leveraged from other
sources by the community colleges is not reported here because we only collected the cost of
their service contracts with VCCS. Cost workbooks asked only for the costs of facilities used to
provide direct services to participants. All of the EleVAte costs of facilities are bundled together in
the reported costs of service contracts. 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 include all the costs of service, including staff, direct costs,
supplies and equipment, and other overhead and operating costs. For example, VCCS had service
contracts with the community colleges providing EleVAte direct services.

2.  Costs by service

This section describes estimates of the costs of key EleVVAte services including job readiness or
life skills workshops, case management (including one-on-one meetings with participants, or
time spent on case notes or referrals), occupational skills training, education, support services,
other direct service contracts, and assessments.*? 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 costs and service contracts (which we
were able to categorize by service type) 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 EleVVAte services provided by community colleges include
primarily job search training but also formal assessment, education, occupational skills training,
support services, and case management. To estimate service-specific costs, we categorized the
community colleges’ service contracts as job readiness or life skills workshops because the
primary provided service was job search training, including soft skills training and MRT (much
of which was done online), even though other services were provided as part of the service
contract.*® As a result, the largest EleVAte direct service expenditure was for job readiness or
life skills workshops, which accounted for $5,178,000 or 63 percent of total costs through
November 2017. Case management and occupational skills training accounted for smaller shares
of direct service costs—$901,000 (11 percent of total costs), and $513,000 (6 percent of total
costs), respectively.

42 \We use standardized titles of services in this chapter to facilitate comparison of findings across pilot projects. In
addition, each cost workbook asked questions about direct service costs using these specific service titles.

43 Virginia reported spending 91 percent of total costs through December 2017 on direct service activities, but this
estimate is likely overstated. Virginia provided only the total contract amount paid to each provider for services
rather than a breakdown of any potential administrative costs the provider incurred. Therefore, all contract costs
were applied to direct service costs. This is likely understating the administrative costs for operating the pilot and
overstating the direct service costs for these providers.
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VI. Analysis of EleVAte costs

Exhibit VI.7. Costs by service type

Service type Total cost Percentage of total cost
Job readiness or life skills workshop? $5,177,900 63
Case management $901,285 11
Occupational skills training $513,360 6
Education $339,770 4
Support services $300,181 4
Other direct service contracts $164,768 2
Assessments $68,424 <1
Other non-direct service costsP $742,178 9
Total costs $8,207,866 100

Source: EleVAte 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.

aThe VCCS EleVAte cost workbook reported costs for all community colleges providing services as
service contracts. The EleVAte services provided by community colleges included primarily job search
training but also formal assessment, education, occupational skills training, support services, and case
management. For the purpose of estimating service-specific costs, we categorized all the community
colleges’ service contracts as structured group activities because the primary service was job search
training.

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

Exhibit V1.8 shows the average percentage of time that direct service provider staff reported
spending on key EleVAte activities.* The activity that accounted for the largest share of direct
service staff time was case management (23 percent of time, on average). Case management time
includes meeting with clients, administering payments, or writing case notes. The two other
activities that accounted for largest share of EleVAte direct service staff time were staff meetings
and supervision (21 percent) and recruitment and enrollment (22 percent).

44 Direct service provider staff from the following six providers are included in the estimates of the average time
spent on key activities: Patrick Henry Community College, Piedmont Community College, Southside Virginia
Community College, Thomas Nelson Community College, Tidewater Community College, and Virginia
Highlands Community College. Danville Community College was selected for the survey but did not submit a
response.
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Exhibit VI.8. Average percentage of time direct service provider staff spent on key
activities

Evaluation activities,
4%

Other pilot activities,

7%

Case management,
23%

Staff meetings and
supervision, 21%

Assessment, 12%

Job readiness or life
Recruitment and skills workshops,
enrollment, 22% 11%

.Green shades = direct service activities

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.
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VIl. CONCLUSION

The goal of the 10 SNAP E&T pilots was to test innovative strategies to increase SNAP
participants’ employment and earnings and reduce their need for public assistance. Through its
comprehensive data collection and rigorous experimental design, this evaluation assessed
whether EleVVAte —the innovative E&T program Virginia designed and implemented in 24
localities including but not limited to work registrants, including ABAWDs—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, EleVVAte
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. EleVAte implementation

As described in Chapter Il, cross-institutional stakeholders in seven community college regions
were able to start providing services and offer the main components of EleVVAte’s multifaceted
service model. Despite initial challenges, viable strategies for recruiting SNAP participants into
the pilot were developed at DSS agencies. Keeping individuals engaged in the pilot was an
additional challenge, especially for individuals who were assigned to complete online soft skills
training in labs while waiting for occupational skills training courses to begin. Finally, EleVAte
planners overestimated the demand for adult basic education among SNAP participants enrolling
in EleVAte. Far more individuals than anticipated had previously attained a high school
equivalency credential prior to enroliment, far fewer than expected qualified for remedial math
and reading remedial education, and staff reported that many individuals who might benefit from
adult basic education services were primarily interested in EleVVAte’s occupational skills training
services. As a result, the PIVA model, which packages cohort-based, career-contextualized GED
instruction with occupational skills training and made up one of the three service components,
had much lower take-up than planned.

2. EleVAte group members’ service receipt

As described in Chapter 111, administrative service use data indicated that 85 percent of EleVAte
group members engaged in EleVAte after random assignment, meaning that they completed the
first step in EleVAte by attending an orientation at a community college. Subsequently, about 61
percent of EleVVAte group members participated in an E&T-related activity, and received
assistance in looking for work, attended job search training or life skills workshops, received
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online or in-person instruction in adult basic education or preparation for a high school
equivalency certificate, or enrolled in short-term occupational skill training within 12 months of
random assignment. Fewer EleVAte group members than originally anticipated by EleVAte
planners participated in education or training as part of any of the service components: Sixteen
percent participated in any adult basic education services and 18 percent participated in
occupational skills training. Almost all individuals who started training completed it; few of the
individuals who started basic education did so. Ultimately, 13 percent of all EleVVAte group
members received a credential or certification. More frequently, EleVAte group members
participated in job search assistance activities — either job search training (about half of all
EleVVAte group members) or job search assistance (about a third of the EleVVAte group).
Participation in life skills training was also frequent.

Nearly all EleVVAte group members were contacted by their adult career coach at least once, and
about half of EleVVAte group members received at least one support service, most often to defray
transportation costs. On average, EleVVAte group members engaged in EleVVAte for between two
and three months. Seventy percent of EleVVAte group members exited from EleVVAte within the
12-month follow-up period, and most left Ele\VVAte within six months.

3. Differences between EleVAte and control groups in service receipt

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

Relative to the control group, the EleVVAte group was more likely than the control group to
participate in job search assistance or training activities and in education and occupational skills
training during the 12-month follow-up period. According to the survey data, rates of
participation in the EleVAte group were about 24 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 in occupational skills training.

Differences between the EleVVAte and control groups were largest for participation in
occupational skills training (24 percentage point difference) and for general job skills training
(22 percentage point difference). Differences also were apparent for job search training activities
and education (16 and 10 percentage point differences, respectively). EleVAte group members
were also more likely than control group members to earn a training certificate (15 percentage
points 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.
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4.  Short-term impacts of EleVAte on individuals’ outcomes

As described in Chapter V, the findings from the analyses of the two primary outcomes in the
fourth quarter show that EleVVAte reduced employment (based on the Ul data) and was
associated with a greater likelihood of participating in SNAP. EleVAte group members worked
and earned less than control group members in all four quarters based on the Ul data —
differences that were all statistically significant. The employment and earnings impacts based on
the survey data were also negative but were for the most part not statistically significant (the
exceptions were the impacts on earnings in Quarter 1 and employment in Quarter 3). At the same
time, EleVAte led to a greater likelihood of participating in SNAP in Quarters 1 through 4.
About 74 percent of EleVAte group members participated in SNAP in Quarter 4 compared with
70 percent of the control group—a statistically significant 4 percentage point difference.

The findings related to SNAP participation make sense given the patterns of changes in earnings
and employment over the first year for EleV Ate and control group members. Conceptually,
SNAP E&T services are designed to increase individuals’ employment and earnings and, thus,
reduce their need for SNAP or other public assistance. However, EleVVAte group members had
lower earnings than the control group based on the Ul data in the first four quarters after random
assignment. This increased the likelihood that EleVVAte group members would continue to be
eligible for and participate in SNAP—or conversely, decreased the likelihood that they would
exit SNAP. This also increased the likelihood that EleVAte group members’ SNAP benefit
amounts would be higher than those for the control group. EleVVAte group members also may
have been more likely to continue to participate in SNAP if they were participating in longer-
term occupational skills training, or were waiting for such training programs to begin.

These overall findings do not imply that EleV Ate will not be effective in achieving its goal of
increasing employment and reducing the need for public assistance in the longer-term. In fact,
past studies of workforce programs have shown that it can take more than a year before
economic impacts emerge (Card et al. 2010, 2018; D’Amico et al. 2015). Indeed, a substantial
share of EleVAte group members participated in education and training in early quarters, likely
displacing employment during this period. Results from the longer-term follow-up period, which
will extend up to three years, are needed to fully assess the impacts of EleVAte.

5. EleVAte costs

As described in Chapter VI, VDSS and its partners and providers reported spending a total of
$8,208,000 from March 2015 to November 2017 on the planning and implementation of
EleVAte ($282,000 during the planning period and $7,926,000 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. Less than 10 percent of the costs during the planning period
and first 20 months of operations were related to administration, including planning and
development, management and oversight, and recruitment and enrollment ($742,000; 9 percent
of total costs). The remaining 91 percent of costs were for direct services, with job readiness or
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life skills workshops and case management 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 EleVAte. The participation and
impact analysis findings are based on information from only a portion of 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 EleVVAte on labor market and
public assistance outcomes. Notably, some individuals (15 percent of EleVAte group members)
were still receiving services through EleVVAte or other programs when 12-month survey
outcomes were measured. In addition, EleVVAte continued to enroll and provide services to
individuals throughout 2018. 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 pilot’s enhanced services relative to their costs,
thereby providing more conclusive evidence about the effectiveness of EleVAte.

The final report will address the following research questions.

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

e Including all individuals enrolled in EleVAte, what were the participation patterns?
Did participation patterns change over time, as EleVAte matured? The final report will
analyze updated administrative data on service use through the end of pilot operations
(December 2018).

e What effects did EleVAte 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 Ul 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 EleVVAte and
control group services.

45 Virginia reported spending 91 percent of total costs through December 2017 on direct service activities, but this
estimate is likely overstated. Virginia provided only the total contract amount paid to each provider for services
rather than a breakdown of any potential administrative costs the provider incurred. Therefore, all contract costs
were applied to direct service costs. This is likely understating the administrative costs for operating the pilot and
overstating the direct service costs for these providers.
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e How did total EleVVAte costs compare with three-year EleVAte 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 EleVVAte and control group
members, from the perspectives of individuals, government, and society.

Several additional cross-site 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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