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Overview 
The 1996 national welfare reform law introduced a five-year time limit on federally funded cash assistance, 
imposed tough new work requirements, restricted benefits for noncitizens, and gave states more flexibility to 
design their welfare programs than in the past. Anticipating that the law might pose particular challenges for 
urban areas — where poverty and welfare receipt are concentrated — MDRC launched a study to examine 
its implementation and effects in four big cities. This report focuses on trends in Miami-Dade County be-
tween 1996 and 2002.  

Key Findings 

• Miami-Dade implemented a stringent program. Florida’s welfare reform went beyond federal 
law by imposing a relatively short, two- or three-year time limit on benefit receipt and by cutting off 
all cash assistance when adults failed to comply with work requirements or other rules. However, to 
encourage work, Florida’s reform also allowed welfare recipients to keep more of their earnings 
without losing welfare eligibility. Miami-Dade enforced the work requirements strictly, despite re-
curring problems in managing and delivering services to help people become employed. Far more 
families were cut off welfare because of noncompliance with work rules than because of time limits. 

• Miami-Dade’s welfare rolls fell sharply, but how much of the decline was due to welfare re-
form is unclear. Between 1993 and 2002, Miami-Dade’s welfare caseload dropped by 75 percent 
as families both left welfare at a faster rate and came onto the rolls more slowly. A review of county 
welfare records found that these trends began well before 1996 and continued unabated thereafter, 
making it difficult to discern whether welfare reform had any effect. It may have reinforced trends 
that were already in place, or it may have affected people’s behavior in new ways that the research 
could not detect.   

• Welfare reform appears to have led to an increase in employment among welfare recipients. 
An analysis of welfare and employment data revealed that, after 1996, there was a sudden and sig-
nificant increase both in the percentage of welfare recipients who became employed and in the dura-
tion of their employment. The county’s heavy reliance on financial penalties to enforce work rules, 
along with the state’s policy to allow welfare recipients to keep more of their earnings when they 
went to work, seemed to be driving these results. The finding on increased employment is more reli-
able in the years just after 1996 than in later years, when it is less clear what would have happened if 
welfare reform had not occurred.   

• Over time, welfare recipients’ employment and economic circumstances generally improved. 
A sample of nearly 600 women who received welfare shortly before the implementation of welfare 
reform was interviewed in 1998 and again in 2001. Most reported that they had exited welfare, 
started working, and increased their income — a pattern that might be the result of women and their 
children getting older, a strong economy, welfare reform, or all three. In general, the women earned 
low wages. Only one in four had a job that paid $7.50 or more per hour and provided health insur-
ance. Nevertheless, the women tended to be better off financially than they were on welfare, particu-
larly if they took advantage of the Earned Income Credit. Ethnographic interviews with 42 women 
suggest that they struggled to stay employed despite personal problems and poor work conditions, 
but the women often felt that even a bad job was better than a welfare system that they felt was pu-
nitive and disorganized. 

• Neighborhood conditions remained stable or improved. Many critics of welfare reform feared 
that restrictions on welfare benefits would devastate poor communities, but an analysis of social and 
economic indicators in Miami-Dade from 1992 through 2001 does not support this conclusion. Both 
countywide and in the poorest neighborhoods, there were substantial declines in the teen birthrate, 
infant deaths, child abuse and neglect, and violent crime. Property crime declined slightly. The 
number of babies born with a low birth weight remained stable. These trends generally predated 
welfare reform and did not show major changes after 1996. 

MDRC has released reports on welfare reform in Cleveland and Philadelphia and will publish a report on 
Los Angeles by early 2005. 
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Preface 

Welfare Reform in Miami is the third in a series of MDRC reports from the Project on 
Devolution and Urban Change, examining how the lives of low-income families and neighbor-
hoods — and the government programs that serve them — have changed since Congress passed 
the landmark 1996 welfare reform law, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act (PRWORA). Like the Cleveland and Philadelphia reports that preceded it, the 
Miami report tells a largely positive story. Welfare rolls are down, employment rates are up, and 
most people who left welfare for work appear to be doing better financially. Conditions in Mi-
ami’s poorest neighborhoods have generally remained stable or improved. In short, the social 
devastation that many critics of welfare reform feared would take place in urban communities 
like Miami did not occur. 

If there is a negative side to the Miami story, it concerns the poor quality of services 
that were offered to help welfare recipients prepare for work. A decision by state and local poli-
cymakers to create a completely new agency to run the welfare-to-work program did not con-
sider the managerial and technical skills needed to build an effective service network, train and 
oversee staff, and monitor clients’ progress toward employment. This decision also led to con-
fusion and a breakdown in coordination between the welfare function, on the one hand, and 
employment services, on the other, and there was a lack of accountability overall. Welfare re-
cipients in Miami often found themselves in the difficult position of choosing between attending 
assigned activities that were poorly run or having their cash assistance cut off for failing to at-
tend. In an era in which cash benefits are time-limited, it is incumbent on government agencies 
to prepare recipients for self-sufficiency as effectively and quickly as possible.  

One of the goals of the Urban Change studies was to derive an estimate of the impact of 
PRWORA on welfare receipt and employment — that is, to measure the changes in people’s 
behavior that could be attributed to the implementation of the new law. Most MDRC studies 
derive such estimates by randomly assigning individuals to a program group that receives an 
intervention (such as employment services and time limits on receipt of welfare benefits) and 
comparing their outcomes with outcomes for a control group that does not receive the interven-
tion. This methodology is often described as the “gold standard” of evaluation, because it en-
sures that the individuals in the program and control groups are similar in all respects but one: 
their exposure to the intervention. If program and control group outcomes differ over time — if, 
for example, the groups have different rates of welfare receipt or employment — researchers 
can be fairly certain that the intervention caused the results. 

Because the 1996 law was widely communicated and applied to all welfare recipients, a 
random assignment design involving a control group was not deemed feasible. To estimate pro-
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gram effects, MDRC instead examined the patterns of welfare receipt and employment for all 
welfare recipients who came onto the rolls from 1992 through 2001 and used the behavior of 
recipients before the 1996 law was passed to establish a trend line to predict recipients’ behavior 
after 1996. If the behavior of the latter group differed from the prediction, this was taken to 
mean that welfare reform had an impact. The analysis was based on an assumption that pre-
1996 trends would have continued in the absence of welfare reform. This assumption is reason-
able in the near term, but it becomes increasingly less reliable the longer it is carried out. Thus, 
it is certainly plausible that welfare reform played a role in sustaining the caseload decline, but 
the trend analysis would not be able to capture this. Readers should therefore interpret the im-
pact results produced by the Urban Change studies with greater caution than they would for 
most MDRC reports. Whenever possible, random assignment remains a far preferable method-
ology for measuring the difference that programs make in people’s lives.  

If the Miami report does not provide the definitive answer to questions about welfare 
reform’s effects, it does offer a rich portrait of how Miami responded to the challenges of 
PRWORA and how its low-income families and neighborhoods fared during this transitional 
period in the nation’s welfare policy. MDRC hopes that this report helps inform future discus-
sions on how to improve the 1996 law and how public officials might operate programs to serve 
low-income families and neighborhoods more effectively. 

Gordon Berlin 
Executive Vice President  
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Summary Report 

The 1996 federal welfare reform law, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportu-
nity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), introduced profound changes in America’s welfare sys-
tem. It eliminated Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) — the major cash assis-
tance program for low-income families — and replaced it with a time-limited program called 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). It also imposed tougher work requirements 
on welfare recipients and gave states much more flexibility in the design and operation of their 
welfare programs. In turn, many states have “devolved” much of the responsibility for their wel-
fare programs to local governments and other entities. 

Anticipating that welfare reform might pose particular challenges to urban areas — 
where poverty and welfare receipt are most concentrated — MDRC launched the Project on 
Devolution and Urban Change (Urban Change, for short). The project is examining the imple-
mentation and effects of TANF in four urban counties: Cuyahoga (Cleveland), Los Angeles, 
Miami-Dade, and Philadelphia. In 2002 and 2003, MDRC released comprehensive reports ex-
amining the particular ways in which reform unfolded in Cuyahoga and Philadelphia Counties.1 
This report focuses on Miami-Dade County, and it addresses questions similar to those posed 
for the other study sites:  

• How did Florida change its welfare law, and how did officials in Miami-
Dade implement those changes? What “messages” and services were put in 
place? How were work requirements and time limits implemented? 

• What were the effects of welfare reform on the county’s welfare caseloads? 
Did reform alter patterns of welfare and employment? 

• How did low-income families in the county adapt to work requirements and 
other dimensions of welfare reform? What were their experiences in the la-
bor market? Were they better or worse off economically? 

• What were the conditions of neighborhoods in Miami-Dade before and after 
welfare reform? Were poor neighborhoods better or worse off after reform? 

                                                   
1See Thomas Brock, Claudia Coulton, Andrew London, Denise Polit, Lashawn Richburg-Hayes, Ellen 

Scott, and Nandita Verma, Welfare Reform in Cleveland: Implementation, Effects, and Experiences of Poor 
Families and Neighborhoods (New York: MDRC, 2002); and Charles Michalopoulos, Kathryn Edin, Barbara 
Fink, Mirella Landriscina, Denise F. Polit, Judy C. Polyne, Lashawn Richburg-Hayes, David Seith, and Nan-
dita Verma, Welfare Reform in Philadelphia: Implementation, Effects, and Experiences of Poor Families and 
Neighborhoods (New York: MDRC, 2003). 
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In many ways, the Urban Change project captures the best of times and the most chal-
lenging of places for welfare reform. The study’s focal period of the late 1990s through the 
early 2000s was one of prolonged economic expansion and unprecedented decline in unem-
ployment. In addition, states and local areas had unprecedented amounts of money to spend on 
each welfare recipient, due to a combination of stable TANF funding (a five-year block grant 
based on pre-TANF spending levels) and a rapid decline in welfare caseloads. The study thus 
captures the most promising context for welfare reform: one of high labor market demand and 
ample resources to support families in the process of moving from welfare to work. At the same 
time, it focuses on big-city welfare agencies — institutions that have tended to resist change in 
the past — and on the experiences of the poorest people and places within each county.  

To assess TANF’s implementation and effects in Miami-Dade, the study uses several 
research methods and data sources: 

• Field research. Researchers visited welfare offices to observe program op-
erations and to interview staff. 

• Analysis of administrative records. Welfare and employment records were 
examined for everyone who received cash assistance and food stamps be-
tween 1992 and 2001. 

• Surveys of welfare recipients. A longitudinal survey was administered to 
nearly 600 women who had a history of welfare receipt and lived in high-
poverty neighborhoods.  

• Ethnographic interviews with welfare recipients. Researchers conducted a 
series of open-ended interviews with 42 current or former welfare families in 
poor neighborhoods to understand their perspectives and experiences.  

• Analysis of social and economic indicators at the county and neighbor-
hood levels. Data on prenatal care and childbirths, child well-being, crime, 
and housing values were examined. 

These data were gathered at different points to capture changes over time. In some in-
stances, data were obtained as far back as 1990, to establish a trend line that could help determine 
whether TANF contributed to significant changes in patterns of welfare receipt or employment 
and to changes in neighborhood conditions. The study therefore provides an unusually compre-
hensive look at what happened with welfare reform and whether, on balance, low-income people 
and neighborhoods became better or worse off over a several-year period. Nevertheless, it is worth 
stressing that the effects of welfare reform cannot be disentangled from other changes that took 
place during the study period, including the strengthening national economy, the expanded federal 
Earned Income Credit (EIC), and changes in population characteristics.  
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This Summary Report — like the full report on which it is based — describes the social 
and economic environment of Miami-Dade during the study period. It analyzes how TANF was 
implemented, examines changes in welfare receipt and employment, describes the experiences 
of low-income families, and examines county and neighborhood conditions before and after 
welfare reform. To provide context for what happened in Miami-Dade, a later section of the 
summary compares results in the county with results from Philadelphia and Cuyahoga Counties. 
(Researchers used the same methods and data elements in all four counties included in the Ur-
ban Change study.) The summary concludes with a discussion of policy implications. 

Findings in Brief  
Florida’s welfare reform law was tougher on families than federal law required. It im-

posed interim time limits of two or three years and a lifetime limit of four years on cash assis-
tance, and it cut off all cash assistance to families when adults failed to comply with work re-
quirements or other rules. To provide an incentive to work, Florida also increased the earned 
income disregard — making it easier for welfare recipients to increase their monthly income by 
combining welfare and work — and it expanded some transitional benefits for families who left 
welfare for employment.  

In Miami-Dade, the welfare agency developed procedures to administer cash benefits 
under the new rules, and separate organizations administered the welfare-to-work program. Ow-
ing to leadership changes and contractor turnover, the welfare-to-work program generally did a 
poor job of delivering employment services to clients. Nevertheless, clients who did not show 
up for assigned welfare-to-work activities were often sanctioned, and sanctions — far more than 
time limits — became a defining characteristic of Miami-Dade’s welfare reform effort.  

Between 1993 and 2002, the size of Miami-Dade’s welfare caseload fell from approxi-
mately 55,000 to 14,000 — a 75 percent drop. This analysis shows that the decline was due to 
families coming onto welfare at a decreasing rate and — once on the rolls — exiting at an in-
creasing rate. Importantly, these trends predated welfare reform and did not accelerate after-
ward, suggesting that the 1996 law produced little change in the behavior of welfare applicants 
and recipients soon after it was passed. The longer-term effects of the 1996 law on the welfare 
caseload are less clear, though it appears that the trends toward fewer entries and faster exits 
continued unabated through 2001. The analysis cannot determine whether the trends would 
have been the same or different in the absence of welfare reform. 

In contrast to the findings on welfare entries and exits — which show that patterns be-
ginning before 1996 generally were unchanged — the employment findings suggest that a lar-
ger percentage of welfare recipients went to work after the law was implemented and that the 
length of time that they worked increased. Though the county’s welfare-to-work program was 
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often in disarray, its heavy use of sanctions for noncompliance would appear to be a principal 
factor responsible for this change in behavior. The policy allowing welfare recipients to keep 
more of their earnings before losing eligibility may have also helped, as it appears that a larger 
percentage of welfare recipients combined welfare and work after 1996 than before. (This may 
explain why welfare reform seems to have led to a greater change in employment than in wel-
fare receipt.) Finally, the analysis found that noncitizens — who make up a large percentage of 
Miami’s caseload — went to work and stayed employed at higher rates than U.S.-born citizens, 
perhaps in response to restrictions on benefits to noncitizens that were introduced in 1996. As 
with the welfare analysis, the estimates of employment effects are most reliable in detecting 
changes in behavior soon after welfare reform was implemented. It is less clear whether long-
term trends would have continued if welfare reform had not occurred.  

A longitudinal survey of women who received welfare in Miami-Dade in May 1995 
and who lived in low-income neighborhoods found general improvements in their employment 
and economic circumstances. (Such changes usually happen as women and their children get 
older, and the changes are not necessarily due to welfare reform.) The survey also found that 
most respondents earned low wages and did not receive health care benefits from their employ-
ers. Because Florida’s welfare grant is very low, most women who worked did better financially 
than on welfare, particularly if they continued to receive food stamps and Medicaid and took 
advantage of the federal EIC.  

A longitudinal analysis of conditions in the county’s poorest neighborhoods detected 
increasing rates of employment and stable or improving conditions on a number of measures, 
including teen birthrates, child abuse and neglect, and property crime. While the economy and 
other factors undoubtedly contributed to these trends, the findings suggest that the harsher as-
pects of welfare reform — including time limits and sanctions — did not lead to the social dis-
integration that some critics of reform feared. Moreover, the analysis found that welfare recipi-
ents who lived in the poorest neighborhoods went to work at the same rates as recipients who 
lived in better neighborhoods. 

Ethnographic interviews with families living in poor neighborhoods suggest that many 
women often struggled to stay employed despite personal problems and adverse work condi-
tions, but they often felt that even a bad job was better than dealing with a welfare system that 
they viewed as punitive, unfair, and — due to time limits and sanctions — increasingly unavail-
able. As one respondent said in a 1998 interview: “I would rather work 20 times more than re-
ceive assistance, because I would get rid of all those problems welfare makes for me, and be-
sides I would have a stable salary.” 
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Miami-Dade’s Demography and Economic Environment 
Before drawing inferences from a study that focuses on one metropolitan area, some 

appreciation of the urban context is useful.  

• Miami-Dade is a county of immigrants, with over half its residents hav-
ing been born outside the United States — mostly in Caribbean and 
Latin American countries.  

Miami-Dade has the highest proportion of Hispanics and the highest proportion of for-
eign-born residents of any urban region in the United States. In the 2000 census, the county 
population was 57 percent Hispanic, 21 percent white (not of Hispanic/Latino origin), and 20 
percent African-American or black. Cubans represent a large segment of the Hispanic popula-
tion, but recently they have been joined by increasing numbers of immigrants from Central and 
South America and other countries in the Caribbean. Though the county’s black population has 
also increased in recent decades, the rate of growth is much slower than for its Hispanic popula-
tion. In the past two decades, the growth in the black population is due to immigrants from 
Haiti, Jamaica, and the Bahamas. U.S.-born African-Americans have been slowly leaving the 
county, much as white Americans had done in previous decades.  

• Immigration has had a profound influence on Miami-Dade’s economic 
and cultural climate. Spanish is the primary language, though residents 
who are fluent in both English and Spanish tend to have the most job 
opportunities. 

Much of Miami-Dade’s economy is based on services to tourists and retirees, though 
the region is also a hub for goods and services going between the United States and Latin Amer-
ica and, increasingly, between Latin America and Europe. More than 300 multinational compa-
nies have offices or manufacturing facilities in Miami-Dade. Less than one-third of the county’s 
residents speak only English at home, while nearly 60 percent speak Spanish. In Miami-Dade, 
unlike in most of the United States, Spanish is spoken not only among unskilled workers but 
also among middle- and high-level workers in both the private and the public sector. Neverthe-
less, fluency in both English and Spanish is usually a requirement for higher-paying jobs.  

• As in many other metropolitan areas in the United States, unemploy-
ment rates in the City of Miami are much higher than in the county or 
region. Job opportunities tend to be concentrated at the high and low 
ends of the wage scale. 

Though Miami’s employment picture generally improved throughout the study period, 
unemployment in the city was approximately 3 percentage points higher than in the county and 
approximately 5 percentage points higher than in the state (Figure 1). After peaking at about 15  
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Figure 1

Unemployment Rates in Greater Miami and Florida

The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2003.  Web site: www.bls.gov.
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percent in 1992, the city’s unemployment rate dropped to less than 8 percent in 2000; then the 
city’s economy weakened, and unemployment rose to approximately 11 percent in 2002. Pri-
marily because of its large tourism industry and retiree population, Miami-Dade has an unusu-
ally high number of service sectors jobs that tend to offer low wages and benefits.  

The Implementation of Welfare Reform  
In May 1996, shortly before the passage of PRWORA by Congress, the Florida legisla-

ture enacted a welfare reform bill known as Work and Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency, or 
WAGES. The new law — which went into effect in October 1996 — was unusually complex 
and imposed shorter time limits and more rules on welfare recipients than federal law required. 
It also featured some work incentives. In Miami-Dade, WAGES implementation ran into nu-
merous problems, particularly in the welfare-to-work program. Some services appeared to be 
low quality, and the program had the highest sanctioning rate for noncompliance that MDRC 
has ever observed in a welfare-to-work program. At the same time, the welfare department 
fairly readily granted time-limit extensions to families hitting their time limits, as long as the 
families complied with work rules and other requirements.  

The Major Features of Florida’s 1996 Welfare Reform  

• WAGES introduced a 48-month lifetime limit on cash assistance and an 
interim time limit of either 24 or 36 months, depending on the charac-
teristics of the case.  

Florida’s welfare reform law was tougher than required by PRWORA in placing a four-
year (rather than a five-year) lifetime limit on cash assistance. It also limited spells of welfare 
receipt to 36 cumulative months in any 72-month period for long-term recipients and applicants 
under 24 years of age, and it limited receipt to 24 cumulative months in any 60-month period 
for everyone else. The timetable that the law established meant that families began reaching 
their interim time limits in October 1998 and their lifetime limits in October 2003.  

• WAGES established tough work requirements for welfare recipients 
and imposed full-family sanctions for noncompliance. At the same time, 
it provided a work incentive by increasing the amount of money that re-
cipients could earn before losing welfare eligibility.  

Prior to 1996, adults on welfare were required to attend job search, education, job train-
ing, or work experience programs for 20 hours per week in order to keep their full welfare 
check. In the event of noncompliance, the adult was taken off the case, and the family’s cash 
grant was reduced by that amount. Under WAGES, adults were required to attend job search or 
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work-related activities for 30 hours per week, and no more than 10 of these hours could be spent 
in education classes. The penalty for noncompliance also became much more severe: termina-
tion of the family’s entire cash grant. As a work incentive, the state increased the amount of 
money that a family could earn each month before losing welfare eligibility (a policy known as 
the earned income disregard). Prior to 1996, a family of three was no longer eligible for cash 
assistance when its earnings reached $575; under WAGES, the cutoff was raised to $787. Fi-
nally, WAGES allowed families to retain Medicaid coverage for 12 months after leaving wel-
fare for employment. 

• WAGES contained numerous provisions intended to influence welfare 
recipients’ parenting behaviors. 

Prior to welfare reform, a family’s welfare benefits would be increased whenever a new 
child was born. WAGES changed the law so that the first child born after a family was on wel-
fare would receive only half the usual amount per child, and any children born after that would 
qualify for no additional payments. WAGES also made it mandatory for parents to cooperate 
with the Child Support Enforcement agency or else lose the family’s cash grant. Finally, 
WAGES required parents to provide proof of children’s immunizations and school attendance 
in order to maintain eligibility. 

• Welfare benefits to noncitizens were restricted. 

When PRWORA was first enacted, noncitizens became ineligible for food stamps, 
Medicaid, and Social Security regardless of age, physical ability, income, or arrival date. With 
some exceptions,2 noncitizens who arrived in the United States since August 1996 were also 
made ineligible for TANF. Ultimately, Congress ended up restoring food stamps and Medicaid 
benefits to most groups, but working-age adults who arrived since PRWORA was enacted are 
required to establish that they have lived in the United States for five years in order to be eligi-
ble for TANF, food stamps, or Medicaid. 

The Administration of Benefits and Services in Miami-Dade 

• Separate organizations were responsible for administering welfare bene-
fits and the welfare-to-work program.  

                                                   
2Cuban or Haitian entrants, refugees, Amerasians, asylees, people with deportation withheld or stayed, and 

certain parolees remained eligible for cash assistance for the first seven years in the United States. There was a 
five-year ban on cash assistance and Medicaid for other lawful permanent residents, conditional entrants, and 
battered spouses and children. Military veterans and lawful permanent residents with 40 quarters of work his-
tory remained eligible for all welfare programs.  
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When welfare reform was launched, state and local policymakers felt that it would be 
better to separate the responsibilities of processing welfare applications and payments from 
those of delivering employment services, in order to shrink the size of the welfare agency and 
give local officials more control over preparing welfare recipients for work. In Miami-Dade, 
welfare benefits were processed by District 11 of the Department of Children and Families 
(DCF). A a new organization, called the WAGES Coalition, was formed to administer the wel-
fare-to-work program. The WAGES Coalition remained in charge until 2000, when the state 
legislature transferred welfare-to-work responsibilities to the state’s newly established Work-
force Development Boards, which operated the One-Stop employment and training centers. In 
Miami-Dade, the One-Stops were managed by the South Florida Training and Employment 
Council (TEC). 

• Miami-Dade’s welfare-to-work program suffered numerous administra-
tive problems that weakened the quality of services.  

Miami-Dade’s welfare-to-work program fell victim to political maneuvering and inter-
nal management problems from the start. Between 1997 and 2001, five separate individuals 
held the Executive Director’s position. The major contracts for case management and job search 
services were shifted three times — first to a for-profit entity (Lockheed Martin IMS), then to a 
partnership between the community colleges and public schools, and finally to a group of 28 
organizations responsible for managing the One-Stops. Administrators and staff in both the wel-
fare agency and the welfare-to-work program complained about service disruptions and insuffi-
cient monitoring of contractors.  

• In contrast to the welfare-to-work program, Miami-Dade’s welfare 
agency maintained relatively stable operations. As the number of fami-
lies receiving cash assistance dropped, the agency became principally fo-
cused on administering food stamps and Medicaid.  

Figure 2 shows the changes in cash assistance and food stamp rolls in Miami-Dade 
County from fiscal year 1993/94 through 2001/02. Cash assistance rolls fell sharply and stead-
ily, from approximately 55,000 cases in 1993/94 to 14,000 cases in 2001/02 — a 75 percent 
drop. Food stamp cases, meanwhile, dropped sharply in the mid-1990s but started increasing 
after 1997/98, rising to approximately 140,000 in 2001/02. Not surprisingly, DCF’s daily opera-
tions during this period became much more focused on food stamps and Medicaid and much 
less focused on TANF. Because DCF was not directly involved in the welfare-to-work program, 
staff concentrated more on processing benefits according to the rules and less on promoting 
self-sufficiency.  
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The Project on Devolution and Urban Change

Figure 2

Monthly Cash Assistance and Food Stamp Caseloads
 in Miami, Fiscal Years 1993/94 to 2001/02
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SOURCE: Florida Department of Children and Families.

NOTE:  A case represents any configuration of household members who receive benefits together, 
which may include adults and children together or children only.

State fiscal year (July-June)
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Case Management and Service Delivery  

• Miami-Dade’s welfare-to-work program mainly emphasized job search 
activities. Some clients were assigned to short-term vocational training 
and Community Work Experience Programs (CWEPs).  

Welfare-to-work case managers generally encouraged clients to go to work as quickly 
as possible, and they often assigned clients to individual or group job search activities. Some 
clients received training in customer service, data entry, work as nursing assistants, or other oc-
cupations. CWEP positions — which were unpaid — were typically located in schools and 
child care centers. Though some welfare-to-work case managers said that they encouraged cli-
ents to complete a high school diploma or to acquire English language skills, such classes could 
account for no more than 10 hours of a 30-hour-per week assignment, and relatively few clients 
pursued this option. 

• Sanctions for nonparticipation in welfare-to-work activities were strictly 
enforced, despite the welfare-to-work program’s administrative prob-
lems. Miami-Dade’s sanctioning rates were the highest ever observed in 
MDRC studies of welfare-to-work programs. 

Although DCF and welfare-to-work staff criticized the quality of services delivered by 
the welfare-to-work program, case managers in the welfare-to-work offices consistently took 
attendance and notified DCF eligibility workers when clients failed to show up as assigned. 
When this occurred, DCF staff quickly followed up with sanctions. As noted earlier, sanctions 
resulted in termination of cash benefits for the entire family. A first sanction could be lifted in 
10 days if the client returned to the welfare-to-work program, but a second sanction lasted 30 
days, and a third lasted 90 days. State records show that the percentage of “mandatory” welfare-
to-work participants who were referred to or receiving a sanction in an average month climbed 
from 24 percent in 1996/97 to 61 percent in 1999/2000, underscoring the toughness of Miami-
Dade’s program. Sanctioning rates also tended to be erratic, with the “peaks” and “valleys” 
roughly corresponding to transitions between contractors (Figure 3).  

• The computer system ensured that most welfare recipients who went to 
work received benefits to which they were entitled, including food 
stamps and transitional Medicaid. Staff did not always understand or 
explain these benefits, however. 

Surveys and field interviews with DCF and welfare-to-work staff indicate that neither 
group had a deep understanding of the policy that allowed welfare recipients to keep part of their 
earnings if they went to work and that neither group marketed it strongly. Nevertheless, as long as 
clients reported their earnings to their eligibility worker, the benefit was calculated automatically.  
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