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FYI - Here are the Qand As I'll be using to explain the D.C. waiver decision: I won't be . 
calling'the press until 4:00. Call ifyou need more. 
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D.C. Waiver 

Q What exactly is happening today with the D.C. waiver? 
" . 

A We ~e modifying our offer to grant some of the waivers requested by the D.C. 
department ofhuman services because we discovered an error in their waiver 
submission. Specifically, we are withdrawing our offer to grant a five-year time limit 
with "good faith" exemptions, and certain work requirements, because the public 
comment requirements of our waiver process were not met. Because the" District has not 
yet accepted our original offer of terms and conditions, and we are" withdrawing our offer 
for the time limit and work requirement components, they are no longer eligible for 
changes in those areas. However, the pistrict may still receive the other waiver they 
requested dealing with teen parents;·they simply need to notify us that they want them. 

BACKGROUND: As oftoday, the District has been offered several waivers but has not 
accepted any of them by returning the terms and conditions. The process is thus not 
completed, "and we have discovered the error in their submission before the waiver is, 
final. 

, Q Why did you just notice this problem with the waiver submission? And whose fault 
is it - yours or the Districfs? . 

A At the time we received their waiver submission, we were told by the District in 
their written appli~ation that they had met the public notice requirement by having 
adopted legislation that was the basis for the waiver. We did not notice that the scope of 
the waivers they requested were broader than the legislation at the time the application " 
was sub:qtitted, but we did fmd the problem during a recent fmal review of the application 
,~d prior to the final acceptance of the waiver. 

,BACKGROUND: The latest review was conducted in order to fmdinformation 
necessary to respond to Congre~sional inquiries. 

Q But whose fault is it - yours or the District's? 

A We relied ~>n the District's representation that the public notice requirements had 
'been met. That representation was inaccurate, and we failed to notice the inaccuracy until 
a final review - which occurred after the terms and conditions were offered to the District, 
but before the w,aiver was officially granted. 

Q Why didn't you notice this earlier? ' 

A We followed our usual procedures for waivers, and did not notice at the time that 
the scope of the waivers were broader than the legislation. We only recently re-examined 
the submission and supporting paperwork,and then acted quickly to resolve this issue 
before the waiver was final. " 

(Reme~ber, passage of the welfare reform bill means that.1fte welfare programs of all SO 
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states and the District will now be governed by their state plan submissions, not by their 
waivers. The District was never under any obligation to move forward with the ' 
provisions in its waiver request.) 

Q Critics charge that you only granted the D.C waiver in the first place to effectively 
undermine the new bill. What's your response? 

A The D.C. waiver was approved in a manner consistent with both our fast track 
procedures and the provisions in the new welfare law - as were the other 78 
demonstrations we've granted to 43 states. In every case, the waivers were granted 
consistent with the principle employed by the administration and intended in the new law' 
. to give states maximum flexibility in the design of their welfare systems. We fully . 
support the work requirements and time'limits in the new bill, and were never acting in 
any way to undennine them.' . .' " ", . 

Q Isn't this more evidence that you rushed the process for D.C.? 

A No. We approved a fast track waiver for Idaho in roughly the same time period: We 
simply did not catch the error in their submission until now, and we are modifying the 
tenns and conditions we have offered them. Remember, the waiver has not yet been 
officially granted .. 

Q Aren't you revoking this waiver because ofcongressional pressure? 

A Absolutely n.ot. As I've said, after receiving congressional inquiries about the 
. waiver, we went back and reviewed D.C. 's submission to be sure it was complete, and in 
full compliance with our guidelines for fast track waivers. After we realized that the 
public notice provision had not been met, we acted quickly to withdraw our offer for the 
time limit waiver. We will continue to work with D.C. as they set up their plan to refonn 
welfare. 

Q Why are you picking on D.C.? Are you going to go back and review other states' 
submissions? 

A At every step in the process, we have treated D.C. as we would have treated any other 
state. We know of no similar issues with other states. (But yes, as states submit their 
new state plans and tell us ifthey want to continue their approved demonstrations; we 
will be reviewing their original waiver submi~sions.) 

Q But didn't D.C. have a10 yeartime limit while the bill has a 5 year 
time limit? And isn't that unusual? . 

A 'The District requested and received approval for a 5 year time limit. 
The original length of the demonstration was 10 years which is similar to other 
states. Now, since we've modified our offer, the length of their demonstration (should 
they accept the remaining tenns and conditions) would be five years - the length of the 
.demonstration that was in the D.C~ city council's bill. ' 

BACKGROUND: A ten-year demonstration is not unusual. Massachusetts and 

Washington have 10 year and Tennessee and Wisconsin have 11 year demonstrations. 


Q Didn't p.C:s time limit have generous exemptions to the time limit? 
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A The District's time limit had exemptions similar to those in the 30 states that 
have time limits. All 30 states have a provision that if a parent "plays by the rules" and 
f()l1ows all the requirements of the demonstration and is unable to obtain ajob through no 
fault of their own, then they will continue to receive benefits past the time limit. 
Recipients are subject to fmancial sanctions if they fail to participate in the 
demonstration, and if they refuse to work or look for work they can lose their benefits. 

Q Didn't D.C.'s waiver also include a definition of work that is easier than 
the bill? rve heard that activities like self-esteem classes and education 
are allowable. Do you agree that those type of activities should be called 
work? What happened to that part of the waiver? 

A D.C.'s waiver did include defmed work activities which are similar to the 
35 states that have work activities under welfare reform demonstrations. 
The waiver is also similar to many states that have made more parents 
required to participate in work or work activities by lowering the age of 
the child exemption. Under D.C.'s waiver, a parent must participate in the 
project when the child is 12 weeks or older which is similar to New 
Hampshire's recently approved demonstration. 

Because the work activities defmition is attached.to the time limits waiver, it too has been 
withdrawn. . 

Q I read mthe Washington Post this weekend that Wendell Primus spoke 
with the District. Did he speak with District officials? 

A I don't know: 

Q Did anyone else at HHS speak with the District? 

A In·virtually all the waivers approved, I-llIS staff have had conversations 
with states, and, in this case, also with the District of Columbia prior to 
their submission of their welfare waiver applications. 

Q Were other states called by llliS staff about waivers? 

A In general, llliS and state staffs are frequently in communication about 
pending waiver applications. Over the past few months, there were 
conversations between llliS and state staffs on the status ofpending waiver 
requests. 

Q What happens now? 

A The district - like the 43 states with waivers - is required to . submit a state plan 
describing how they will operate their new welfare program. As part of that process, the 
District should decide whether or not to accept the waivers which are still being offered to 
them, and then notify us as to whether they believe any of those waivers are inconsistent 
with the new law. We believe they are not. (71) But we will work with the District, like 
all states, to identify those provisions in their demonstrations that they interpret as 
inconsistent and work .withthem and the Congress on clarifying those inconsistencies. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &HUMAN SERVICES ,', ;, , 

ADMINisTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMIL: 
~ice Of the Assi.Slarn SecretarY, Suite 600 
370 L'Enfant Prorrienade,'S.W. ' ;' 
wa~hir\gton. D.C. 20447'

SEP 'I 9 '996' 

.Ms. Annie,J.~oodson· 
. Act'ing . Commi SIS ioner ,.' , 

Commission' on So'ci'al Services 
6'09 H Street, N.E., , 
Washington, D. C .. 20002 

, .~.'. 

" ¥ .Dear "'Ms. Good;$on: 
. . '. 

, ". ' . 

We have:re;"·1e.wedagain the applicat.,ion for the' ,bist:tict: 'of·. ' 

Coluffibia"s Project on Work, Employment and Responsibilit'y and 

have identified a significant flaw. Your application indi~ated 

that: the Department's public notice requirements were met by 

"legislation;" However, the D.C. Council ,legislation submitted 

with, your waiver request, the.. Public Assistance Self Sufficien~y 

Program.Amendment 'Act of 1995, did riot reference either the Work 

Requirements or Time Limits components of your demonstration. 

While ,a ,demonstrat;ion project '.need not. be based in whole or in' . 

part, dri legislation, the project, as ~ubmitted must have, obtain'~d 


,C,he"public, ;inp:u~, reqUired by Depar.tmental policy., Because" the" 

scope, of the demonstra'tion is broader than the District I s 

legi~lat{oh in these two areas, and .the legi~laiion, ~as, ' 

id,¢ntified as the basis, for compliance 'with' our public n.otice 

reqUirements, t~e l~gislation is 'not an 'adequate ,basis for 

achieving public input. The Department is, therefore,' . 

withdrawing thoseport'ions of the terms and conditions offered ,in 

mY,letter of August. 19 that relate to the Work Requirements and 

Time ~i.its. . 


Please .let us kriow if ypu wish to· proceed with the· remaining: ' 
componen,t: of your demonstration" i. e. ~ the Teen Parent' comporiei!nt I 

. which was covered by, the District's .legislation . Because the 

basis for ,pur providing a ten-year project period, the Time 

Limi.t's componi=!rit"is no longer viable ~ the duration of the 


,pro'ject fort.heremaining component: would be ,five years. 

Sihcerely, 

')p~iT P''" '.'; ,." ','.. .( . :::.. l~~ 
MaryJ0 Bane .,' .' 
Assistan.t Secretary 

for Children and Families 

Enclosures 

cc : Mr'. Ma r tin Kee 1y 

.Actin'g ACP Regiona~. Administrator' 
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D.C. Waiver 

Q . What' e~actly is happening today with the D.C. waiver? 

A , , ,We are modifying;our offer to grantsome of the waivers requested by the'D~C.· 
department of human services because ,\ve discovered an error in their waiver ' " , 
$ubmission. Speci,fically~ we are 'Withdrawing our offer to grant a ,five-year time llmit , 
with "good faith" exemptions, and certain work requirements; because the public" ' 

, comnlent requirements of oUI waiver process were not met. The DistriCt has not yet, , 
acceptedour original offer of terms and conditions, andWe 'are withdrawing our offer: tor,' 
the time limit and work requirementcomponents. The District may still receive the other, 
'waiver itrequested dealing with, teen parents. We remain ready t6 work with the District 
on'welfare reform as they move forWard. 

BACKGROUND: As oftoday, the District has been offered several waivers but has not 
accepted any of them. The proces~ is thus notcC!mpleted, and we have discovered the 

, ' error in their submission before the waiver is final. , 

Q ' ,Why,9id you jQst notice this prb15fem with tIle w~iyer sub~issi~n? Arid whose fault ' 
is it,:"" yours oithe'District's?, ' 

, , , 

A, ,'At the'time 'wve r~cbi~edtheir W~lVeT sUbrnission;we\vete told by th~ District in its' 
~itten application that the public notice requirement was ,metby having adopted 
legislation that wa~ the basis lor the waiver. We did not notk:e, at the time the 
application was submitted, that the scope of the waivers it requested was broader than the 
legislation, but we did find the problenl dUring a recent firi~ll review of the application, 
arid prior to the final acceptance ofthe wah'er by the District. 

BACKGROuND:'The latest reviev/was conducted inorder to find irifonnation 
necessary to respond to Congressioniil inqUiries. 

Q ' But ~ho'se fiullisjt":' yours or'the District' 5? 

A ,,~e relied on the District'srepr~sentation that'the public ~otfCe requiremeD.ts h~d " " 
,beenmet: That representation was inaccmate,and we failed to notice the inaccuracy until 
a final reyiew - which occurred after the terms and conditions were offered to the District, 
but beforcnhe waiver was officially accepted by the District. ' 
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they have the option ofcontinuing approved waivers. The Di'strict was never underany 
obligation to move forWard with the provisions in its waiver request.) 

, . 
Q, Critics charge that yotl 'only g~anted the D.C.' waiver in the first place to effectively , 
undennine the new bill What's your response? ' 

,A Action on the D~C. waiver~ like action on the other 78 demonstr~tions we've granted 

t() 43 states, was taken consistent with the principle employed by the, administration and 

intended in the new law to give states maximum .flexibility in the design oftheir welfare 

systems. We 1lIlly support the work requirements and time limits in the new bill, and 

were never acting in any way to undermine them. ' 


Q Isn't tl~is mote evidence that you rushed the process for D.C.? 

A, No. We approved a fast track waiver forJdaho in roughly the same,time peri¢jd. ' We 
simply did not catch the error in D.C. :s'submissi6n until now. and\ve are modifyihg the 
terms andconditioris we have offered them. Remember, the waiver has not yet been 
officially accepted by the District. 

'Q Aren't you ,revokihgthis ~aiver because of congtes~io~a1 pr~SS1.Ul~? 

'A , 'Absolutely not. As I've said. we went ba~k and r~yiewed D"C.' s, submission to be' 

sure it was complete,a;ndin full compliance with o'urguidelines for fast track waivers. 

After we realized that the public notice provision had not been met, withrespect,to some 


"o( the requested waivers, we acted quickly to withdraw the offer of the relevant terms and 
conditions. We will continue to work With D.C. as they setup their plan to reform , 
welfare. . 

QWhyare youpicking onD.C.? Areyou going to go backa:nd review other states' Ql 

. submissions? ' 

, A'At,everystepiri the process, we rra~e treated~D.C. as we w~uld have treated any other 

. state. We know of no similar issues with other states. 


(BACKGROUND: As states submit their new state plans and tell us if~hey warn to 

continue their approved demonstrations, we will be reviewing their original waiver 

submissions. But we will probably not review the public notice provisions because we 

know of no similar. issues with other states.) 


, , 

Q But didn't D.C. have a 10 yeru-:timelimit whil~the billllasa 5 year 

'time limit? And isn't that unusual? 


, 'A,TlleDistrict reqdested and received approval for a 5 year ticiel~mit.' 
'. The. original iecigili of the deoionstrati()Dwas 10 years'which is stmilar to other , 

states. Now. sine,e, we've modified OUT offer,.the length of their demonstration, (should 
they accept the r~maining terms and conditi9D.s) would be five years - t,he length of the 
demonstration'that was in the D.C. city council's bill., ' . 

BACKGROuND: 'A ten-year demonstration is not unusual. Massachusetts and , 
, Wasliirigton have 10 year arid Tennessee and Wiseollsinhave II year deinollstrations. 

Q Didn't D.C.'stirrie limit have generous exemptions to the ti~e limit? 
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· A The'Distric~'s time 'limit had ex~mptions similar to those in the 30 states that 
have time limit waivers. All 30 stales have a. provision that if a parent "plays by the 
rules" and follows all the requirerm!l'ltsof the demonstration and is unable to obtain a job 

· through no fault of their own, then they will continue to receive benefits past the time 
limit. Recipients are subject to financial. sanctions if they fail to Participate in the 

'. demonstration, and if they refuse to work or lookier work they can lose their beneiits. 

· Q Didn). D.C's waiver 8lso include a detinitiorlof work that is easier than 
the bill? . I've heard that activities like self-esteem classes arid education 
are allowable. Do you agree tl?-at those type ofaC:tivities should be called 

·work? What happened tO,that part of the waiver?, 

: A .D.C.~s.waiver requestdid inchide definedwlrk activities which are siniilar to the 
35 states that .have defined work activities under welfare reiorm demonstrations. 
The waiver language was also similarto many states that have'mildemore parents' 

· requited to participate in work or work activities by lowering the age of . . ... 
· the. chi Id exemption. D.C;'s waiver rli:quest sought to require that a parent participate in 
the projeCt when the child is 12weeks or older Wllich is similar to New 
Hampshire's iecenUy approved demonstration. i 

. .. 
·The ~otk acti~ities waiver, like the tim'c limit ~'aiver, has been withdrawn been'rise 
· of D.C.'sfaiiure to have adequate public notic~. 

: Q Did ~my<?rieat HHS spe'ak With the DistrIct ~nadvahce? 
. '. 

· A In virtually all the waivers app~oved, HHS staff have had conversations 

withstates~ ahd, in this case .• also with the District of Columbia prior to 

their submission of their welfare,vaiver applications. 


. . . . •. ... '. 1 . 

Q Were other states called by HHS staff about ~aivers? 


! 
. . '. .... .• •..... ...1 . ..... 

· A In general, HHS and st.ate staffs are frequently in communication about. . 
· pending waiver applications. Over the past few months, the~e were ..... . 
· c9'rrversations between HHS and state staffs on tl1e status of pending wai'/er . 
. ~~ i' 
· Q Wh;~t happ~nsnow? l 
A ... The distdct -like alr5o".state~ -'-is required fo submit a ~thte plah describing ho~ . 
they w~l1 operate their new welfare progrrun. As 'part ofthat process, the District shoul4 .. 
decide whether or not to accept the waivers which are stilLbeing offere.d to them, and then 

· notify us asto whether they believe any of those ~aivers are inconsistent with the new . 
law. 
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D.C. Waiver 

QWhat exactly is happening today with theP.C. waiver? 

A We are modifying oUr'offer to grant some of the waivers requested by the D.C. 
department ofhuman services because we, discovered an error in their waiver 
submission. Specifically, we are withdrawing' our offer to grant a five-year time limit ' 
with "good faith" exemptions, and certain wo~k requirements, because the public 
comment requirements ofour waiver processtwere not met. The District has not yet 
accepted our original offer ofterms and conditions, arid we are .withdrawing our offer for 
the.time lilnit and work requirement components. The District may still receive the other 
waiver, it requested dealing with teen parents. : We remain ready to work with the District 
on welfare reform as they move forward. 

BACKGROUND:' As oftoday, the District has been offered several waivers but has not' 
accepted any of them. The process is thus not completed, and we have discovered the 
error in their submission before the waiver is' final. 

, ' I
Q Why did you just notice this problem with the waiver submission? And whose fault 
is it - yours, or the District's? ' 

A ,At the time we received their waiver submission, we were told by the District in its 
, written: application that the public notice requirement was met by having adopted 
legislation that was the basis for the waiver. IWe did not notice, at the time the 
application was submitted, that the scope oftbe waivers it requested was broader than the 
legislation, but we did find the problem during a recent fmal review of the application, 
and prior to the flnid' acceptance ofthe waiver by the District. 

BACKGROUND: The latest review was conducted in order to fmd inforniation 
necessary to respond to Congressional inquiries. 

I 

Q But whose fault is it - yours or the DisU:ict's? 
; J. 

A We relied on the District's representation that the public notice requirements had 
been met. That representation was inaccurate, and we failed to notice the inaccuracy until 
a final review - which occurred after the terIns and conditions were offered to the District, 
butbefore the waiver was, officially acceptep by the District. ' 

" Q " Why didn't you notice this earlier? 

A Although we followed our usual procedures for waivers, we did not notice at the 
time that the scope of the waivers were broader than the, legislation. We only recently re'; 
examined the submission and supporting paperwork, and then acted quickly to resolve ," 
this issue before the waiver was final. i 
( Remember, passage of the welfare refo~ bill means that the welfare, programs, of all 50 
states and the District will now be governed by their state plan submissions, althougt:I they 
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have the optionof continuing approved waivers. The District was never under any 
obligation to move forward with the provisions in its waiver request.) . 

Q Critics charge that you only granted the D.C. waiver in the first place to effectively 
undermine the new bill. What's your response? 

, • .' I 

A Action on the D.C. waiver, like action on the other 78 demonstrations we've granted 
to 43 states, was taken consistent with the principle employed by the administration and 
intended in the new law'to give states maximUIl) flexibility in the design of their welfare 
systems. We fully support the work requirem~nts and time limits in the new bill, and 
were never acting in any way to undermine th~m. 

Q Isn't this more evidence that you rushed,the process for D.C.? 

A No. We approved a fast track waiver for Idaho in roughly the same time period. We 
simply did not catch the error in D.C. 's submission until now, and we are modifying the 
terms and conditions we have offered them. Remember, the waiver has not yet been 
officially accepted by the District. 

Q Aren't you revoking this waiver because pfcongressional pressure? 

A Absolutely not. As I've said, we went back and reviewed D.C. 's submission to be 
sure it was complete, and in full compliance with oUr guidelines for fast track waivers. 
After we realized that the public notice provision had not been met, with respect to some 
of the requested waivers, we acted quickly to withdraw the offer ofthe relevant terms and 
conditions. We will continue to work with D.C. as they set up their plan to reform 
welfare, ' , :. 

'I 

Q Why are you picking on D.C.? Are you ~oing to go hack and review other states' 
submissions? ; 

A At every step in the process, we have tre~ted D.C. as we would have treated any other 
state. We know ofno similar issues with other states. 

, " I.. . ' 
. (BACKGROUND: As states submit their new state plans and tell us ifthey want to 

continue their approved demonstrations, we will be reviewing their original waiver 
submissions.. But we will probably not reviewthe public notice provisions because we 
know of no similar issues with other states.), . 

Q But didn't D.C. have a 10 year time limit while the bill has a 5 year 
time limit? And isn't that unusual? 

A The District requested and received approval' for a 5 year time limit. 

The original length ofthe demonstration was 10 years which is similar to. other 

states. Now, since we've modified our offer,'the length oftheii demonstration (should 

they accept the remaining terms and conditi9ns) would be five years - the length of the 

demonstration that was in the D.C. city council's bill. 


BACKGROUND: A ten~year demonstration is not unusual. Massachusetts and 

Washington have 10 year and Tennessee an~ Wisconsin have 11 year demonstrations .. 


, 

Q Didn't D.C.'s time limit have generous exemptions to the time limit? 



A The District's time limit had exemptiol1s similar to those in the 30 states that 
have time limit waivers. All 30 states have a provision that if a parent "plays by the 
rules" and follows all the requirements of the demonstration and is unable to obtain ajob 
through no fault of their own, then they will continue to receive benefits past the time 

. limit. Recipients are subject tofmancial sanctions if they fail to participate in the 

demonstration, and if they refuse to work or loqk for work they can lose their benefits. 


Q Didn't D.C.'s waiver also include a defmitibn of work that is easier than 

the bill? I've heard that activities like self·esteem classes and education 

are allowable. Do you agree that those type of ~ctivities should be called 

work? What happened to that part ofthe waiv¢r? 


A D.C.'s waiver request did include defmed work activities which are similar to the 
35 states that have defined work activities under welfare refonn demonstrations. 
The waiver language was also similar to many states that have made more parents 
required to participate in work or work activities by lowering the age of 
the child exemption. D.C.'s waiver request sought to require that a parent participate in 
the project when the child is 12 weeks or older jwhich is similar to New 
Hampshire's recently approved demonstratiol1. I 

. I. . 
The work activities waiver, like the time limit waiver, has been withdraWn because· 
ofD.C.'s failure to have adequate public notice. 

Q Did anyone at HHS speak with the District in advance? 

A fu virtually all the waivers approved, HHS staffhave had conversations 

with states, and, in this case, also with the District ofColumbia prior to 

their submission of their welfare waiver applications. 


Q Were other states called by HHS staff about waivers? 
I 

A In general, HHS and stite' staffs are frequently in communication about 

pending waiver applications. Over the past few months, there were 

conversations between HHS and state staffs on the status ofpending waiver 

requests. ' 


Q What happens now? 
, . I 

A The district -like all 50 states - is require:cI to submit a state plan describing how 
. they will operate their new welfare program. As part of that process, the District should 

decide whether or not to accept the waivers which are still being offered to them, and then 
notify us as to whether they believe any of those waivers are inconsistent with the new 
law. 
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, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 

ADMINlsmA'nON FOR CHILDREN AND FAMII 
Office of the Assistant Secretary, Suite 600 
370 L'Enfant Promenade, S.W. 

SEP 19 [996 Washington, D.C. 20447 

Ms. Annie J, Goodson 
Acting Commissioner 
Commission .on Social Services 
609 H Street, N.E. 
Washingtoti, D.C. 20002 

Dear 	Ms .. Goodson: 

We have reviewed again the application for the District of 
Columbia1s Project on Work l Employment and Responsibility and 
have identified a significant f;law. Your application indicated 
that the Department's public notice requirements were met by 
"legislation." However, the D.C. Council legislation submitted 
with your waiver request, the Public Assistance Self-Sufficiency 
Program Amendment Act of 1995, did not reference either the Work 
Requirements or Time Limits components of your demonstration. 
While a demonstration project need not be based in whole or in 
part on legislation, the project as submitted must have obtained 
the public input required by Departmental policy. Because the 
scope of the demonstration is broader than the District's 
legislation in these two areas, and the legislation was' 

identified as the basis for compliance with our public notice 

requirements, the legislation is not an adequate basis for 

achieving public input. The Department iS I therefore, 

withdrawing those portions of the terms and conditions offered iIi 

my letter of August 19 that relate to the Work Requirements and 

Time Limits. 


Please let us know if you wish" to proceed with the remaining 

component of your demonstration, i.e' l the Teen Parent component, 

which was covered by the District's legislation. Because the 

basis for our providing a ten-year project period, the Time 

Limits component, is no longer viable, the duration of the 

project for the remaining component would be five years. 


:Sincerely I . 

'l/~1 T 73~ 
Mary Jo Bane 
Assistant Secretary 

for Children and Famiiies 

Enclosures 

cc: 	 Mr. Martin Keely 
Acting ACF Regional Administrator 


