) DRAFT - for discussion. only

o PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL - [/U{Z SVEZ—F
Current JOBS Law T : K o ﬂw[ /Lu J""’"’

. Under the SSA section 437 [FSA Sectron 203(b)] aot later than October lst 1993 the Secretary of
Health and Human Servrces shall : ‘

_ (1) in consr:ltanon wnth the Secretary of Labor representatwes of organ:zatrons representmg

~ Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating
councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, develop
performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based, in
“part, on the resulis of the studies conducted-under section 203(c) of such Act, and the initial State
evaluatlons (1f any) performed under seetlon 486 of this Act; and :

(2) submit his/her recommendations for’ performance standards developed under paragraph (1) to the
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with
respect to specific measurements of outcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be .
reasonably expected of States'in, helping individuals to increase earnings, achieve self-sufficiency, and
reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation.
Performance standards developed under this subsectlon shall be reviewed perlodlcally by the Secretary
and modified to the extent necessary ; , .

Current JOBS Program Performance Measures

Parttc1patmn rate for all AFDC recnplents required to parttcrpate in JOBS (45 CFR 250 74(b) and
250.78) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%. This is to ensure that a °
minimum propomon of the AFDC adult population is partlelpatmg ata meamngful (srgmﬁcant) level

- Partrc:patlon rate for AFDC-UP recrplents (45 CFR 250, '?4((:) For Fiscal Year 1994 the reqmred

participation rate is 40% This is t¢ ensure that a minimum proportron of the AFDC UP principal .
wage earners or their spouses engage in work activities.

Target group expenditures (45 CFR 250. 74(3)(1)) At least 55% of a State’s JOBS expendrtures miist
be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State’s target populations as defined at
45 CFR 250.1. ‘This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by requiring that 55% of [V:F
expenditures are spent on the target groups defined in the statute or, rf different, approved as a part of
the State’s JOBS plan. : .

" Current Data -'Re_porting Sgstem

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was established to ‘meet some of the reporting
‘requirements mandated by section 487 of the Social Security Act. The data necessary to establish
* performance standards such as participation rates; however, the data necessary to establish the -
numerator for the overall participation rate is collected by CSRS. The population from which each
state must draw its sample (or in lieu of drawing a sample, the State may subinit the entire population
each month) is defined as the number of JOBS participants that were engaged in at least one hour of
activity in an approved JOBS program component during the sample menth. In addition to JOBS | ;
program data, a llmlted amount of demographic data and child care data is also required to be
submitted.
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C'urrent OC Law

Under Sectlon 408 of the Social Secunty Act, States are required to operate a quality control system
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program. - States operate the system in
accordance with time schediles, sampling methodologies, and review procedure prescribed by the
'Se:cretary The law defines: what constitutes a payment error; how error rates and disallowances are
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the administrative and judicial

- teviews available to states subject to disallowances because of error rates m excess of the national -
standard (i. e, -the national error rate for each year) oo

The, AFDC- QC System functlons pnmarlly as a momtormgfaudltmg system Its pnmary purpose is to
. establish the correctness with which payments'are made to AFDC cases ift each. State. Subsequent to

- the establishment of this. system, which is a subsystem of the National Integrated Quality Control
System (N1QCS), OMB required additional AFDC data be collected to replace the biennial survey of
- AFDC families that had been in place through 1979, The AEDC-QC system also obtains the data

necessary to produce the publication entitled "Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC

Recipients.” The AFDC QC system is not used to meet any of the repomng requ:rements for the

AFDC program. o . ' : :

Vision .
. n
The proposed performance measuremenr system would consist of a limited set of broad measures rhat
. would reflect the intended outcomes f(i.e., self-sufficiency, client satisfaction, etc.) of the transitional

Support progran. These and other, measures would. be used to monitor the quality.of State programs,
* to trigger corrective actions, such as sanctions and technical assistance, incéntives as appropriate

fe.g. changes in FFP), and.to monitor program implementation. ‘The current targeting and

pamczparmn standards are ehmmared (see draft speczﬁcatzons on JOBS/'HME—LLMHS/WORK}

All lmeres:ed pames will be mcluded in the process for determining pe:fonnauce measures and
standards. For example, State and local program administrators will take part in their formularzon
and client feedback measures will be developed in consultation with we{fare recipients.

- GENERAL DISCUSSION ISSUES:

*  To what extent should specific requirements (i.e., outcomes such as economic self-
sufficiency, reduced. welfare receipt, eic) be articulated in the legislative language?
Should the legislative language merely spec.lfy a process by which to determiine
performance- me-asurm" Shou!d a nme-frame fur the pmcess be spemf ied?

. Par(lc:patmn rates - wh;ch are a perl‘ormancc measure — are speul'ed in JOBS/T IME- ‘
' " LIMITS, is' this appropnate" Shouldn’t this be determined as part of a PM system? '

. \In general how and for what purposes - should performance mformahon be utilized? Are
there Federal reporting requirements which we can eliminate? Should the legislative
language'specify consequences for failure to meet performance standards? What should
these consequences he" Should the [eg:slatwe language specify mcemwes for meeting
standnrds"

e - How should the non-phased-in population be accounted for under the new perfermance
measure system? Would the EA and child care'programs be included?
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Performance Standards -

In consultatlon with the Secretanes of- other Departments representatlves of orgamzatlons |

.. representing Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training

coordinating councils, commumty ~based organizations, recipients, and other interested
persons, the Secretary shall develop. performance stafidards with respect to the programs
established pursuant to this part based on appropriate factors measuring achievement of self-

suffi cnency, pl’OVlSlO[l of services and percent of cases that do not reach, the time 1imit.

“To the extent feasxble in measuring self—sufﬁmency, the Secretary shall adopt the factors used

in section 106 of the Job Training Partnership Act and any subsequent amendments . (Note’

* these factors include placement in unsubsidized employment; retention for not less than 6
.months in unsuhsidized employment; an increase in earnmgs including hourly wages a
_ reduction in welfare dependency, and acquxsuton of skills).

" The Secretary sha.ll in consultation wtth apprt)pr:ate mterested parties, revnew perlodlcally
,and modtfy the performance measures and standards as approprtate

Amend Sec. 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may require States to gather such mformatnon |
and perform such monitoring functions as are approprlate to assist in the development ofa ’
performance measures system and shall include in regulations-provisions establishing uniform

" reporting requirements for such information. In adopting performance standards the Secretary
... shall use appropriate methods for obtaining data as necessary, which may include access to
" earnings records, State employment security records, records collectéd under the Federal
. Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the lntemal Revenue Code of 1986), statistical

sampling techniques, and similar records or measures, with’ appropnate Safeguards to protect
the conﬁdenttallty of. the 1nformat|on obtamed

The Secretary shal[ pubhsh performance measures and standards within one year of enactment

| ‘of this legislation; States shall begin reporting and validating data no earlier than one year
" . following the publication of standards established by the Secretary; no financial incentive
- payments shall apply during this period but shall commence with the next fiscal year.

Financial Incentives

A new performance—liesed incentive payment sjstem would be created centered on' desired -
pro gram outcomes, States would be ellgnhle for mcemlve payments in the following areas:

(- Performance in achievement of self‘sufﬁmency“ earnmg alto10 percent mcrease in |

"~ FFP. - . .

@ .Prov1510n of services-- earntng altos percent mcrease in FFP for hlgh pamctpatlon '
7 rates in JOBS. o d : :

o (3) E Percent of recipients who beeome subject to WOR.K program requtrements-- earmng a -

1105 percent for low percentage.
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_ 3." ‘ Redesngn Quahty Control System
. .OPTION 1: treamlin Ex:strn )C System and Add Assessment of JOBS/WORK

|

Rationale o

. In pmmoung an outcome based system, the followmg language introduces mcmmum ﬂe.xzbzhty in -~
. amending the QC system. Payment accuracy should be retained but should not be the focus of an

owcome-based system; it ought to be placed in the context of performance measurement in general.

Current language.in section 408 is highty prescrzptwe the mezhodalagy should msreaa’ be in

- regulation. .

(a) Amend Sectlon 408 of the SOclaJ Securlty Act to permlt the Sacretary, in consultatlon w1th the
-~ other-Federal Departments, representatives of organizations representlng Governors, State and
_Iocal program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating counc1ls community-
based organizations, récipients, and other interested persons, to redesign the current payment
. .accuracy Quality Control system to a hroader system focused on self-sufﬁc:ency and program.
o :mprovement : S .

®) The broader system would focus-on four themes: - . '

(1) Significant Payment Accuracy Factors, that is, on error prone factors with significant
o dollar effects (e.g. carned income, ﬁllng unit, and deprwanon),

Sy Performance Measures and Outcomes that is, on cllent outcomes including mcreased
I work reduced welfare recelpt and reduced dependence on welfare;

(3)  Program Accountablllgy that is, on how we]i the program is bemg admlmsterod and
- operated in accordance with govemmg statutes, and regulations, such as, program
»part:crpatno:r levels, dehvery of services, and client feedback; and

. @ Procéss Measure Feedback, that is, on mformatlon for program assesSment
o evaluation, auditing, and management improvement.

B

© "n{e following regulaiions would be revised.

The axcsrmg QC system requires an evaluauon of all factors of eligibility payment, except a few tha:

_are specifically excluded by the Statute, e.g., monthly reporting. The new system would focus on only |

error prone factors with significant dollar effects (e.g. earned income, ﬁlmg unit, depnvaﬂon. étc. )
or only on facrors wewed as cru'lcal to public confidencé in the program

. " Revise the regulations to reduce the verlf' catlon and- documentatron reqmred to substantrate a
' ' rewew fndmg -

- The current system requires'a detailed description and calculation of all errors found in a case: *

review, and that a specified amount of verification be obtained to substantiate the error finding.
" Under this option, documeniation/fverification standards would be relaxed by establishing new
mmzmum srandards and the paymem error detennmazwn process wzH be szmply‘ied
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. . Revnse the reguianons to change the sampling methodology

The current sysrem reqmres each state (or junsd:cuon) to select a minimum of 300 ro 1200 review
cases each year. The Federal stoff examires a portion of each state’s sample 10 validate the review
findings. The precision (confidence level) of the payment érrors is primarily a function of the sizes of
the State and Federal samples. They have been tested and judged adequate for holding States
accountable for prescribed payment accuracy standards: Commitment of resources to achieve this
level of precision may not be necessary in an incentive/technical assistance response to State.

- performance. 1t should be noted that smaller sample sizes will reduce the amount and degree of
reliability of performance data on the transitional system. We can study the potential impact of *

- various reduced samp!e size mode!s an the precision af payment error esnmates and arher process '

: measures .

OPTION 2:  Re lace Existing OC § stem With New. State Quality Auditin System

States would be reqmred to conduct periodic, internal audits of their JOBS and WORK processes 10
‘ensure the accuracy of reporred data and annual audits 1o establish paymeént accuracy rates. The

~ Federal government would specify. the minimum sample sizes to achieve 90 or 95 percent confidence at
+ the lower limit (the method generally used by OIG). States would also be permitted to use current QC
", resources to.conduct special studies to test and improve the current system. To ensure that State data
‘and procedures are reliable, the Federal government would conduct penod:c targeted, and
unanuounced audits for that purpose. .

L
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL 7.

'Current J OBS Law 7

Under the SSA section 487 [FSA Se.ctron 203(b)] not later than October [st, 1993, the Secretary of
‘Health and Human Serv1ces shal: = .

(l) in consultation with the Secretary of Labor representatwes of orgamzauons representmg -

. .Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating
councits, community-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons,. develop
performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based, in
- part, on the results of the studies conducted under section 203(¢) of such Act, and the initial State
evaluations (if. any) performed under section 486 of thxs Act; and .

o (2) Submit hlsfher fecormendations for performance standards developed under paragraph (1) to the
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with ~
respect to specific measurements of outcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be
reasonably-expected of States in helping individuals-to increase earnings, achieve self-sufﬁcrency, and
" reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of.activity or participation,

Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be revrewed perlodlcally by the Secretary
and modified to the extent necessary : - :

- .Current JOBS Program Perforrnance Measurqs

Participation rate fpr all AFDC recipients required to participate in JOBS (45 CFR 250.74(b) and
250.78) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%. This is'to ensure that a
minimum proportion of the AFDC adult population is participating at a meaningful (significant) level.

Participation rate for AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR- 250. 74(6) For Fiscal Year 1994 the required
participation rate is 40%. This is to ensure that a minimum propomon of the AFDC-UP prlnmpal .
Wage earners or. their spouses engage in work activities.

'Target gmup expenditures (45 CFR 250.74()(1)) - At Iaast 55% of a State’s JOBS expenditures must
be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State’s. target populations as defined at
45 CFR 250.1. This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by requiring that 55% of IV-F
expenditures arg spent on the target groups defined in the statute or, if different approved as a part of
- the State’s JOBS plan. ;

Current Bata Reporting System

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS), was established to meet some of the reporting

-requirements mandated by section 487 of the Social. Security Act. The data necessary to establish

performance standards such as participation rates; however, the data necessary ta establish the

~ numerator for the overall _participation rate is collected by CSRS. ‘The population from which each

state must draw its samp!e (or in lieu of drawing a sample, the State may submit the ‘entire populat:on

each month) is defined as the number of JOBS participants that were engaged in at least one hour of

~ activity in an approved JOBS program component during the sample-month. [n addition to JOBS
program data, a llmlted amount of demographlc data and chlld care data is also reqmred to be

“submitted. : :

e
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'Current OC Law -

. Under section: 408 of the Socnal Security Act, States are required to Operate a quallty control system
. in order to ensure the accuracy of payments inthe AFDC program.. States operate the system in .

"~ accordance with time schedules, sampling methodologies, and review procedure prescribed by the

Secretary. The law deﬁnes what congtitutes a payment error how error rates and disallowances are
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments and the administrative and judicial
reviews available to states subject to disallowances because of error rates in excess of the natlonal -
standard {i.e. the nauonar error rate for each year) S S -

"I‘he AFDC- QC system functions prlmanly as & momtormglaud:tmg system Its primary purpnse isto -

~ establish the correctness with which payments are made to AFDC cases in each State. Subsequent to .
the establishment of this system, which is a subsystem of the National Integrated Quality Control
System (NIQCS), OMB required additional AEDC data be collected to replace the biennial survey of - -
~ AFDC families that had been in place through 1979, The AFDC-QC system also obtains the data.
necessary to produce the publication entitled.” Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC
Recipients.” The AFDC- QC system is not used ‘o meet any. of the reportmg requlrements for the )
AFDC program : S

" The proposed performance measurement system would consist of a limited set of broad measures that .
- would reflect the intended outcomes (i.e., self-sufficiency, client satisfaction, etc.) of the transitional
" support program. These and other measures would be used to monitor the quality of State programs,
1o trigger corrective actions, such as sanctions and technical assistance, incentives as appropriate
‘(e.g. changes in FFP), and to monitor program implementation. The current targeting and -
parrfcz’patz'on srandbrds.are eliminated (See d'raﬁ specifications on JOBS/T;ME—L{MUS/WORK).

All interested part:es WJH be included in rhe process for dete:mmmg perﬂ)nnance measures and B
standards. * For example, State and local program administrators will take part in their Jormulation
“and c!wm fecdback measures w:H be deveioped in cansul:aaon wuh welfure reczptents

| .GENERAL DISCUSSION ISSUES

e ‘To what extent should specific requirements (i.e., oulcomes such as economic self-
' sufficiency, redui;erl welfare receipt, etc) be articulated in the legislative language?
Should the legislative language merely specify a process by which to determine -
performance measures? Should a time-frame for the process be specified?

« . Participation rates —~ which are a performance measure - are specified in JOBS/TIME-
o LIM!TS' is this appmpriate‘? Shouldn’i this be determined as part of a PM system?

e - In general how and for what purposes should performance information be utilized? Are "
‘ * there Federal reporting requirements which we can eliminate? Should the legislative

language specily consequences for failure to meet performance standards? What should
‘ these consequences be" Shouid the legislative language qpeclfy mcentwes for mcetmg

slandards" :

L. ‘ .How_should the non-phased-in population be acéd'ﬁlited‘ for under the new-pérfomia‘nce
' - measure system? Would the EA and child care programs be included?
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1. Pecformance Measures System

{a)  The Secretary shall, in consultation with the Secretaries of other Departments, representatives
of organizations representing Governors, State and local program administrators, educators,
State job training coordinating councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other
interested persons, establish and direct a system for measuring State performance pursuant to
the requir_ements of this act for the purposes of assessing and monitoring State perfo_rmance.

" (b) The Secretary shall in consultation with appropriate interested pames have the authonty to
T _“__'rnodlfy the performance measures system as appropnate ‘
ISSUE: . Should spec:f'c goals (i.e., outcomes and partlc.lpatnon rates) of the system be
' artmulated in statute"' : : S : . '
O ’ ‘Amend Sec. 487 (b) to read: “The Secreta.ry.may require States to gather such information
.. and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of a -

" performance measures system and shall include in regulatlons prov:smns establ:shmg unlform
'--,repomng requirements for such mformatlon :

2 Performance Standards .
(a) - For'the purposes of implementing appropriate actions, the Secretary shall, in consultation with
the Secretary of Labor, representatives of organizations representing Governors, State and

local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating councils, community-
based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, establ:sh standards based on the

’ performance measures defined pursuant to this act, :

() Once in effect performance standards shall be reviewed peraodlcally and modrﬁed by me
Secretary as appropnate ‘

- ISSUE: - Should the tlme-frame for issuance and modlf' catlon of measures and standards
be specrfed in statute? - ‘ - .

{c) The Secretary shall, in consultation wlth appropriate’ mterested pa.rtles define in regulatlon the
consequences of failure or success in meetmg such performance standards.

ISSUE:" What consequences for achlevmg or fallmg to achieve qtandards shou!d be’
specified in tegislation. . -

(d) Where appropriate, the Secretary may approve alternative Srate-specific performarice measures
" and standards, as well as alternative data reporting requirements, upon request of the State.

3. Revised Quality Control System -

(@)  Amend Section 408 of the Social Security Act to permit the Secretary, in consultation with the
“ . other Federal Departments, representatives of organizations representing Governors, State and
local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating councils, community-
based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, to revise the current payment
accuracy Quallty Control system toa broader system focused on self-sufﬁuency and program
lmprovement
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The uuszmg ocC syswm requzres an evaluation of. all facrors of e!tgtbaluy and paymenr except a few
that are specifically excluded by the Statute, .g., monthly reporting. The new system wowld focus on

“only error prone factors with significant dollar effects (e.g. earned income, Sfiling unit, depnva:zon,
etc.), or only on facrors viewed as critical to publzc conﬁdence in the program.

. Revise the regulations to reduce the venf'catlon and documentatlon requnred to substantlate a ’
rewew ﬁndmg - : :

The currem_ sys{em'requires'a detailed description and calculation of all errors found in a case
review, and that a specified amount of verification be obtained to substantiate the error finding. -
Under this option, documentation/verification standards would be relaxed by establishing new

. minimum standards and the payment error determmaaon pracess will be szmphﬁed

The current system requires each state (or jurisdictmn) to se(ecr a minimum of 300 to 1200 review
cases each year. The Federal staff examines a portion of each state’s sample to validate the review

", findings. The precision (confidence level) of the paymens errors is primarily a function of the sizes of
- the. State and Federal samples. They have been tested and judged adequate for holding States

dccountable for prescribed payment accuracy standards. Commirment of resources 1o -achieve this

" tevel of precision may not be necessary in an incentive/technical assistarice response to State

performance. It should be noted that smaller sample sizes will reduce the amount and ‘degree of
rcliabflity of performance data on the transitional system. We can study the potential impact of

. various reduced sample size models on the prer.‘tsmn of paymenr error estimates and other process :
measures. '

P !

OPTION 2; Operatlonal D%lg )

States would be reqmred to conduct periodic, internal audits of their JOBS and WORK processes 1o
ensure the accuracy of reported data and annual audits 1o establish payment accuracy rates. The

- Federal government would specify the minimum sample sizes to achieve 90 or 95 percent confidénce at
" the lower limit (the method generally used by OIG). States would also be permitted 1o use current QC

resources to conduct speua[ studies to test and improve the current system. To ensure that State data

“and procédures are reliable, the Federal government would conduct penodtc rargeted and

unannounced aua'zts for that purpose.. .

" 4. . Incentives vs. Penalues .

. -States would be eligible | for performance—based incentive paymenrs - for exarnple a 1 10
: percent mcrease in FFP (admmlstratwe costs, ar ]OBS or WORK)

'.;- _ 'Sanctlons for unacceptable performance could also be mcluded |f needed to foster appropnate -
behavior. : . : ‘
.o The mcentwe/sanctlon formula would be developed by the Secretary takmg into consnderation

and appropriately weighting desired results, moludlng payment accuracy.
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL
_ PSR o
The provisions deseribed in this-section mmate 8 process that will ventuate ,m the development
and implementation of a comprehensive performance measurement Systein which reflects and
reinforees the emerging "culture” of the redesigned welfare system.

Current J OBS Law

o Under the SSA section 487 [FSA Section 203(b)] not later than October Ist 1993, the Secretary of
Hea}th and Human Serwces shall

. . oo " . e ' . © -
ey . . A .

{1} in consultatron wrth the Secretary of Labor, representatives of organization$ tépresenting '
Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating
councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other- 1nterested persons, develop

‘performance standards with respect to the programs established pucsuant to this part that are based, in

part, on the results of the stidies conducted under section 203(c)’ of Sifth Act and the m:tral State

. _evaluatlons (if any) performed under sect:on 486 of t.hlS Act; and

(2) -submit hlsfher recommendatmns for performance standards developed under paragraph (1) to thie”
appropriate committees of Junsdlctlon of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with .
respect to specific measurements of outcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals'to increase earnings, achleve self-sufficiency, and
reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of adtivity or participation.
Performance standards developed under thrs subsect:on shaJE be reviewed penodtcal]y by the Secretacy
and modified to the extent necessary - :

Current JOBS Prozram Performance Measures

Participation rate for all AFDC recnplents requ:red to partlcrpate in JOBS (45 CFR 250.74(b) and
250.78) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%. This is to ensure that a

- minimum proportlon of the AFDC adult populatron is partlclpatmg at a- meamngful (srgmﬂcant) level.

Participation rate fo_r AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR 250. 74(c) For Fiscal Year 1994 the requ1red
participation rate is 40%. This is to ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFDC-UP prmCIpal
wage earners or their spouses engage m work activities. :

‘Target group expenditures (45 CFR 250.74(3)(-1)) "~ At least 55% of.a Sitate’s JOBS expenditures ri_lust

be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State’s target populations as defined at
45 CFR 250.1. This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by requiring that 55% of IV-F

expenditures are spent on the target groups deﬁned in the statute or, if dlfferent approved as a part of
the State’s JOBS plan : : :

Current Data Repomne System

The JOBS Case Sample Repomng System (CSRS) was establ ished to-meet some of the repomng
requirements mandated by-section 487 of the Social Security Act. ‘However, the data necessary to
establish participation rates is collected through both CSRS and aggregate hard copy. Only. data

‘necessary to establish the numerator for overall participation is collected through CSRS.. The
. population from which each State must draw its sample’(or in lieu of drawing a sample, the State may

submit the entire population each month) is defined as the number of JOBS participants that were
engaged in at least one hour of activity in an approved JOBS program component during the sample

45
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~month. In addmon to JOBS program data a hmtted amount of demographlc data and Chlld care data
is also reqmred to be submltted

5
\

Current QC Law:

‘Under section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are required to operate a quality control system
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program. States operate the system in
accordance with time schedules, sampling methodologies, and review procedures prescribed by the
Secrctary The law défines: what constitutes.a payment ‘error; how error ates ahd disallowances are
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the administrative and judicial -
reviews available to States subject to-disallowances because of-error rates 'in excess of the national
standard (i.e., the natlona] efror rate for each year). . L ‘ =
The AFDC-QC system functions primarily as a moﬁitoring/auditing system. Its primary purpose isto © - oo
establish the correctness with which-payments are'made 10 AFDC cases in each State. The AFDC- ' T
QC system also obtains the data necessary to produce the publication entitled "Characteristics and - S
Financial Circumstances of AFDC- Remplents The*AFDC-QC system is‘not used to meet.any of the I
reporting requirements for the AFDC program. Subsequent to the establishment of this system,’ ET
which is a subsystem of the National Integrated Quality Control Systern {NIQCS), OMB required
-additional AFDC data be. collected to replace the btenmal survey of AFDC families that had been in
" place through 1979,

Vision

One objecnve of we{fare refor'm is to transﬁ)rm the “culture”™ of the wet’ﬂtre system, from an
institutional system whose primary mission is to ensure that poor children have a.minimal level of
economic resources 10.a systém that ‘focuses equal attention on the task of integraring their adult
caretakers into the economic and social mainsiream of society. We envision an outcome-based
performance measurement system that consists of a limited set of broad measures and focuses State
efforts on the goals of the transitional support systém -- helping recipients become self-sufficient,
reducing dependency, and moving recipients into work. The system would be developed and
implemented over time, as specified in stanite:  Interested parties will be included in the proce.ss for
* determining outcome-based pezfomtance measures and smndards

Until a system mcorporatmg outcome«based smndards can be put in place State performance will be .
.measured against service delivery measures as specified in statute. These service delivery. standards
would be used to monitor program implementation and operanans provide incentives for timely
tmpiememauon and ensure that States were providing services needed to convert welfare into a
“transitional support system. " The current targeting and participation standards would be eliminated
(see draft specifications on JOBS, TIME LiMiTs, AND- WORK]). The new serwce delwery measures for
JOBS would look over time to see that individuals subjec: to the time limit. are gemng served by the
program and thar a substantial portion of such cases are being served on an ongoing basis. As soor
" as WORK program requirements begin to take effect (i.e., rwo years after the effective date of the
start of the phase<in), States would be subject to a performance standard under the WORK program.
«Until automated sysiems are operational and reliable, State performance vis-a- ws these serwce
delivery measures would be based on uy”armauon gazhered through the modified QC sy.wem
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Within a speczﬁed time period after enacrmem of this bill, the Secrezary will develop a broader system
of standards which incorporates measure.s addressing the States" success'in moving clients toward self-
sufficiency and reducing their average tenure on welfare. All accompanying regulations to this

" section shall be published within 6 months of the-enactment of this act, unless an effectwe daze is

otherwise spec:ﬁed

Rationale -
The srandards;agamsr which wstems pe!formance are judged must refleci the emerging mzssmn or’-

 goal of the reformed system. The existing Quality Control (QC) syszem may. actually create’
+ counterproductive incentives-for States attempting to .cope with this emerging institutional ~

enuifonment. - QC focusses on how well the income support function is done to the exclusion of other~

systems goals, This directly shapes the atmosphere of and feel within welfare agencies; how-.

" personnel are selected and trained, how admmtsrrarwe processe.r are orgamzed and the bam f0r e

allocaung orgamzanonal rewards.

_ It is-a- .umple reality that the managemem and Iechnologzcal demands whtch emerge-from a Sysrem
- designed to change how people function are more complex than those for an income support system.
- Strategies that judge perfornmnce solely by inputs or effort will no longer be adequate. The new

- system eventually must be judged by what is accomplzshed rather than how it is accomplished. Atthe . o
same time, the challenges of transforming organizational cultures cannot be ignored; we must rendin

. cognizant of the implementation and operauonal challen ges ail levels of gowmmenz will confront in
' movmg to.the new system. - : o : .

A response to t}ze demands zmpased by substantive orgamzat:onal change is to alter the "oﬁiaa[ "
Socus of the system from payment accuracy to program outcomes that more appropriately reflect the

- new mission of the system without jeopardizing the integrity of the program as it Is currently

understood.” This can be achieved through the development-of performance measures and standards

that refléct the degree to which the policy is implemented as intended and which eventually focus on

. results, while ensuring that the residual income support functions are administered competently. .

Speci_ﬁcsitions .
“Provisions 1 through 3 generally deal with requirements and procedures for establishing

* performance outcomes; provisions 4 and § deal with developing service delivery measures and
standards to assess whether the program is being implemented and operated as intended; and
provision 6 provides the necessary authority (o modify the QC system to carry out the
momtormg funcuuns specnﬁed in the Acl. e a ) .

Lo '.Estabiish‘ing an Outcome-Baspd Performanpg Standards System

*Vision . . n
Part 1. I?ns provision prov:des general authorxty to the Secremry af DHH'S io. esmbhsh an outcome-
based performance standards system. -

The @’ej;ly vision govemmg welfare re form is L()ml.ﬂf’nt w;th the theme of “reinventing govcmmwu

Ultimatély, this means less federal prescription, greater local ﬂcxtbz!uy and respomzbzhty and the
meas urement of success by outcomes am:i not inputs or nﬁorr
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.Rationale

Thesé provisions-establish and reinforce the goal that State performance eventuatly will be judged by

the results they achieve and not the way they achieve those results. This means keeping a focus on

the goals of reform; moving ctients roward self- .suﬁicrency and mdependerzce whde ensuring rhe
Coverall weil-bemg of Chtla'ren and the:r famrlzes

Specnﬁcatlons

“(4) . In accordance with the effective dates specified, in order to assess State performance the
o - Secretary shail enact an outcome-hased performance standards’ system that will measure the
© " extent to which the program helps participants improve their self-sufficiency, their-
. independence from welfare, their labor market participation, and the economic well-being of
" families with children. As specified below, the Secretary shall first develop outcome-based
performance measures and then shall take steps to-set expected standards of performance with -
respect to those measures. -The system will-also include performmce -standards for measurmg _
. the extent to which mdmduals are- served by the tmnsmonal support system (i.e., semce .
-delwery standards) R Co |
< (b) - The currerit quality control system shaIl be revised to reflect the" new performance standards -
" _system (.ree section below on Qua!uy Control for specg‘icarwnr)

. (c) . The Secretary shall publish annudliy State ]evel data mdlcatmg State performance under such .
sa system. : :

) Amend Sec. 487 (b) to read:. The Secretary may require States to gather such information
' and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of such

‘a performance measurement system and shall include in regulatrons provisions establishing
umform repomng requirements for such lnformatlon

(e) En adopting performance ﬁtandards the Secretary shail use approprlate methods for obtaining
data as'necessary, which may include access to, earnings records, State-employment security
records, State. Unemployment Insurance records, and records collected under the Federal
Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); drawing
reliable statistical samples and revising QC reviews of AFDC payment and case information;
and using appropriate safeguards to protect the confidentiality of the information ohtained.

{fy  The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interested parties; réview and modify the -
performance measures and standards, and other components of the performance measures
system perlodlcally as appropnate '

2. . Developing an Qutcome-Based Performance Measurement System

-

Vision

Parr 2; This provision rcquzrcs the Secretary to prapose a sper:tﬁc set of mtermr,drare ourcome
measures and r’srablmhes a process and nmerable Sor doing wch -

Before aQutcome- basea' standards are e&tablz‘a}zed a set of 'ou:come—bm ed measures will be pur in

place. (Note: a measure is merely an aspect of the program on which data is collected, a standard is
a .rpeccﬁc !cwl of performanca thar is expeczui of States or agenc:es with re spect to that measure.)

. 4.
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Nzese prowszons are wewed as the first step toward deve[opmg a true outcome-based perfonnance o
measurement systent and recognize complementary work taking ptace in other agenc:es

Ratic}nale

L

Recogmzmg the comp!exuy of this rask, zhzs legislation incorporates a prudem strategy that moves
“forcefully, yet with reasonable caution iit the dzrecnon of deve!opmg an ourcome-based pe;formance

. system.

Sgéciﬁcations

(@)

: ‘-By June L, 1995, for the purposes of enactlng a performance measurement system the

" Secretary wnll present recommendations on specific outcome-based performance measures -

{with proposed definitions and data collection methodologies) and shall solicit comments from

_ the Congress, Secretaries of other Departments, representatives.of.organizations representing
... Governors, State and local program administratars, educators, State job training coordinating. =
- councils, community-based organizations, rec1p1em.s and other mtereste:d persons (heremafter -
referred to as: mrerested | parties). : : P :

®)

- (L), other factors as deemed appropriate by the Secretary.,

©

" Vision

Part 3:

The :ecommendations shall include the 'percemagé of the caseload who reach the 2-year time-
limit and may include but shall not bé limited to measures which examine:

() factors used in section 106 of the Job Training Partnership Act and any subsequent
amendments such as placement and retention in unsubSIdlzed employment and a
- reduction in welfare dependency; and, '

Based on comments from the interested parties, the Secretary. will finalize the measures by

January [ 1995, and publish the measures in the Federal Regi_ster. N

Implementing an Outcome-Based Performance Measurement System -

+

This provision requires the Secretary to set standards of performance for Sidtes to meet with

respect 10 -the measures developed under prier provmons and sets some procedural ,gmdelmes far

Semn g those standards. -

- Knowing what we want 10 af,wmplis!i is different from setting concrete expectations for States about . .
© what 'they ought to accomplish. -The standards should be set carefully, with adequate time to obrain-

inpur from stakeholders and interested parties and 1o fully assess the poremml impact of the ‘. -

standards e : . . K

-

' Rzitionalef '

It is tmportam o prowde sufficient time 1o think rhrough an appmprza:e set of measures with relevanr
" parties and to carefully consider what kind ‘of realistic standards might be set with Fespect to those
measures. The legislation sets a time period to consider important measurement issues and what
consequences should be set for failure to meet established standards. . s
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Specifications

(a) - By June 1, 1996, for the purposés of enacting outcome-based standards, the Secretary, in.

consultation with interested parties, shall present recommendations for performance standards

based on the performance measure information (as specified above) and other approprlate
information. : ‘ . )

- fb) Based on comments from the mterested parties, the Secretary will ﬂnallze the standards Lhat

Lwill be published in the Federal Reglster by January I, 1997, 0 e

{¢) - “The Secreta‘ry shiall-amend in regulations the: penalties and incentives in accordancé with the’
proposed standards as appropriate and shall 1mplement the addmonal performance standards
by June 1, 1997 - o : . § L

PR - D e mmee ey

4. ... Service Delivery Standacds L S e e

J—— . . 3 .
et R i . - - - - .

: Vi's'mn o ', B

"

PEEL

- Part 4: This provzszon requrres that certain standards be set to derermme how we!! States are -
implementing key a.specrs of the -new sysrem and sets rewards and penalties based on .rho.se srandards

To ensure that we!fare systems are operating the program as rnteuded. :he.new perfonnance system
will provide for awards and penaliies for State performance through adjustments to the State’s claims
for federal matching funds on AFDC payments. These measures.are designed to provide positive and
negative incentives'to Siates to serve recipients under the new transitional system and to_monitor

‘program operations. States would be subject 10 finantial incentives the following areas: a coverage
~ rate in JOBS, a monthly participation rate in JOBS, and participation rate in WORK. In addition,

the caps on JOBS extensions and pre-JOBS assignmenis and State’ accuracy in Lr,epmg of rhe rwo-year

“tlock are considered servzce deirveor standards

. Rationale-

Because major changes to the welfare system are being proposed, it is crrr:cat that rhe extent to which
the intent of the.law is bemg realized be monitored carefully. Measuring critical aspects of the new

- program will provide necessary feedback upon which to judge progress toward changing the "culture”

of the welfare system, while the proposed set of incentives and penalnes will keep Srares focused on
the reqmred Change.s :

"Sp_e_cn_ﬁgg_tms

a) Upon enactment ofthls ack, the Secretary shall 1mplement service dehvery measures. tor
+ . .purposes of aecountabﬂaty and compliance. -

() ,States qhall be subject to service dehvery standards upon the effectwe date of the new JOBS

‘program, States shall’ begm reporting and validating data for service delivery measures no -
later than 6 months following the effective date of the new JOBS.’WORK prowsrons in a
" manner to be preecrabed by the Secretary '

(©) The :»ervmt de!wery standards apply oniy to the [)hclhii»d I mandatory [10[)[1|d110n that is
-subject to the time limit: There are no performance stendards for the non-phased-in group
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(2)

(i) * The numerator consists of those in the- denommator who errher part:upate in program

- The performa.nce standard for the coverage rate is set at 90 percent wtth a 5 pékcent tolerance

©

Welfarc Reform Specifications | ’ i ’ L, May

Rate of coverage in JOBS: To maximize the number of welfare recipients who become self-
supporting, it is-important for JOBS programs to serve their entire mandatory caseload. To
measure the extent to which programs work with the entire mandatory caseload in'ways
deemed appropriate, States are expected to meet a coverage rate. This rate specifies the
extent to which a program involves or covers individuals who are mandated for the program

(not including those assigned to pre—JOBS) within a specified period. A program is

considered to have covered individuals if they participate in activities, are’employed, leave L
AFDC, or are sanctioned. The coverage rate is a longitidinal rate that requires trac.klng a

- previously entered cohort of clients: The State’s. coverage rate-shall be expressed by a

percentage, and calculated as follows:,

(i)  The denominator consists of the JOBS mandatory caseload reeewmg “assistance (t e.,
excludmg those in the pre- JOBS status) :

...activities, are employed, leave AFDC, or-are sanctioned within'a 6 month pertod

The. definition of participation for the purposes of c:tleulattng the coverage rate wrll be ,
determmed in regulatron ., : . S TR e T
ERa S - : I ! ,h

e

level, with financial penalues applied if this standard is not met. For the proportion of

caseload below the standard, a 25 percent reduction in the FFP for their AFDC benefits will - \ {

- be levied, using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the State to determine the amount of k{b"‘ c
the penalty. Penalt:es would not be assessed in the first year of program operation ‘ a{f\‘j tw:,?
Monthly lf’artrupat:on Rate in JOBS: - Slmllar_ to_cdrrent law, States are expected to meet a o st
monthly participation rate. Using a computation period of each month in a fiscal year (i.e. . [ 1A

over a 12 month period), the State’s monthly partrcrpatron rate shall be expressed bya

_ percentage and calculated as follows

(i) The denominator eon31sts ‘of the average momhly number of mdwrduals who are
‘ ‘ mandatory for JOBS (l e, excludlng those in the pre-JOBS status) '

(i) . The numeérator consists of the average rnonthly number of mdwrduals who.are

- mandatory for JOBS (i.e:, excluding those-in the pre-JOBS status) who participate in '
an actw:ty or are employed (and remain on aid).. The definition of participation for
‘the purposes of Lalculatmg the momhly participation rate. will be determmed in
regulatlon

The performance standard for the monthly'pattieipetit)n rate is set at 40 pereent’," with a-~5f‘l+5‘ g

tolerance level, with financial penatties if the standard is not met and financial incentives if fyoe X )“
the standard is exceeded. For the proportion of caseload below the standard (35%), a 25 ' .B.QA(“%J"M
percent reduction in the FFP for their AFDC benefits will be levied, using the average AFDC s bo
benefit level paid in the State to calculate the amount of the penalty For the proportion of 34 Ve ‘*l\

caseload above the standard (45%), a 25 percent increase in the FFP for their AFDC benefits fo hM
will be granted using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the State {or an L\crease in FFP,;-. M

for JOBS services]. There would be no change in FFP for those cover:ng 3510 45% of ‘the

applicable caseload. Penalties would not be assessed in the first year of program operatlon

_%.w

s I | g‘,blﬂ
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(h) ° WORK Program Participation Rates: States will alsd receive financial. penalties for failing
' to meet the following participation standard in the WORK program. To ensure that
individuals who reach-the time limit are assigned to work slots, States would be expected to
meet a WORK participation standard. The WORK performance measure would take effect
two years after the effective date of this legislation (see JOBS, Timg Limrrs, AND WORK -
~ section). To meet.this standard, States are required to meet the lower number of:

(i) - Case I: The number required so that 80 percent of those who reached.the time limit :

' and are in the WORK program are assigned.to @ WORK slot or are.in other defined e
statuses (as explained below). A five percentage point. tolerance level on this. standard ' :
will. be-allowed ;- Using a- computatlon period of each month in.a fiscal year (i.e. over

a 12 month perrod) the WORK participation rate is expréssed as a percentage and is
calculated follows: (1) The denominator consists of the average monthly number. of

_individuals wha have reached the time limit and are in the WORK program (1 e~ - ---/~~-L~~<-- ne b
. _ excluding those in the- pre—JOBS status). (2) The numerator consists of those in the v~/-l;,,,ue S
—ie o« .. . denominator.who are assigned to a WORK slot, are in. the sanctioning-process. a5k ngule%'l:’-"f"‘
..~ defined under the WORK prdgram rules, or are participating in a WORK job SBdl’Cl’I M -
'. actwrty The ‘exact definition of the rate wrll be spec:lﬁed in regulatron Or Fe '\ ;.,_'-f""

(ii) -.:.Case 2: The number reqmred 50 that total number of WORK slots the State is - ,
‘ _required to create, based 6n their funding .allocation; dre filled by individuals ass1gned
to a WORK siot. A method for calculating the required number of slots to be ﬁlled
based on the fundlng allccatron Wlll be spcmt‘ed in regulattons
(i) , Forthe proport:on of caseload ‘below the appl icable standard a 50 percent reduction in the
.. FFP for their AFDC benefits will be tevied, using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the
" State to determine the amount of the penalty Penalties would not be assessed in the first year
" of program operation, :

{j)) ~ States would.be reduired to place individuals who have most recently hit the time-limit into
. WORK slots prior to other WORK partrcrpants (e. 8 those who have already completed a slot
,and are awattmg re-assignment).

'(k)_‘ : States are not el:gtble for rncreased FEP for any Serwce dehvery measures if the Secretary
+ determines:

A1) the accuracy of a State’s time- clock fdllS the threshold standards for t|me clock
' accuracy, as defined subsequently in regulatlons and!or

(i) - data reported by a State falls Lhe threshold standards for data qualtty, as defined
subsequemly in regulatrons ‘

M - Cap on pre—JOBS zmd JOBS Extensions: No FFP will be allowed for any cases in pre~JOBS
.~ ! above the cap and for JOBS extensions above the.cap unless the State has submitted a
proposal to the Secretary to raise the cap or the Secretary-has already granted such a waiver.
(see also JOBS, TIME LamiTs, anD WORK sectton)

{m) As appropriate, the Secrerary may require States to report other data eléments related to the
provision of JOBS and WORK services, such as the provision on teen case management
services.. Such additional reporting requnrementa will be specified in regulatlon no later than
6 months l(}ll(}\'fll"l}:, the enactment ot this act.

5
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'S. Client Feedback -

Vision
Part 5: Thzs _provision reqmres that Stares establish a process far co!fecung client feea’bac& on rhetr
experience in.the program as a'method for zmprovmg program operanons

S:'?:ere has been Imle study in the past of client percepnans of rhe services prawded through the
welfare deparrment However, similar to the way customers’ reactions are important to the busmess ’
. community, undenmndmg and managing client feedback on the services they receive. provide

.- important.information on areas where program performance could improved. Additionally it willbe
imporiant to establish mechanisms to ensure feedback on rhe quaz’z:y of services prowded by pubhc
nonproﬁr and pnvate agencies. : .

Ratlonale:.. e

One aspea of remventmg govermnent is zo make pabhc gsrems dtem or. marketdrwen -In'a nme~
limited cash assistance program, providing participants with quality services-and opportunities. .

> through Whl(.‘h to enhance their human capital and improve their chances in the labor market seems-
. _essential. Obrammg feadback directly from the “customers” zs one way of helpmg pragram managers

ensure that they provide partzc:pam‘s wha! is needed

Sgemﬁcatmns

.‘ . (aj .- Each State sha]l estab]:sh methods fﬂr obtammg, on a regular basis, mformatton from

mdmduals and employers who have received services. through the JOBS and/or WORK
-program regarding the effectiveness and quality of such sew:ces - Such methods may include
the use of surveys 1nterwews and focus groups z '

'(b) . Each‘State agency shall ana]yze the customer service information on a regular basis and

provide @ summary of such mfnrmatlon accompanied by such.analysis to the [JOBS and/or
WORK boards} for use in 1mpmvmg the admlmstratlon of the programs ‘

6. Exganded MISSIOH forQuahty Control-System _ S
~Vision l |

Panf 6: This provwwn prowdes the Secremry with the aufhortty to review and modify the Quality
Control system as needed and. sets up some procedural ‘guidelines for tdenzzfymg the needed changes :
and making those changes L ‘

The fo!lowmg language ai!ows the Secretary to redesign the current payment accuracy Qua!tty Comrof
system ta a broader system fotused on the performance standards establishied in starute or by
regulation to ensure the efficient and effective operation of the JOBS/WORK/Time Limited Assistance .
program. Payment accuracy will be retained but only as one elemem in.a broader performance
measuremenr ro!e for the QC .sysrem : :
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Rationale

'

Operering a performance driven accountability system requires resources, Until the new 'ry;rrem is

© fully developed, it will be difficult to estimate what those resource requirements will be. Some of those . :

resources must come from the existing QC System, necessitating changes in that system. The
- Secretary must have authority to-make those changes in a way that does not mcnﬁce the ability to
© ensure the integrity and accuracy of income mamrenance paymems

Specifications

(@

©

o)

"no later than 12 months after enactment of thas Bill..

- Amend the Social Security-Act to expand the purpose of quality‘control to improve the
- accuracy of benefit and wage payments in the AFDC and WORK program, to assess the

qualjty of State-_repo_rted data, to ensure the accuracy of State reporting of JOBS/WORK data

- required under this act, and measure the accuracy:with which States calculate client eligibility
for benefits under a time-limited AFDC.system; to ensure that other performance standards
. are met and to fulfill other appnopnate functions of a. performance measurement. system.

-

Requrre the Secreta:y 10 establlsh and operate 3 qua! 1ty control system under whlch the

‘Secretary shall determine, with respect to each State, the extent tor which' any and all
performance standards established by statute or regulatlon are being met.: -

States shall conduct periedic, intern_ai audits of their J OBS and WORK processes to ensure the
accuracy of reported data and annual audits to establish payment accuracy rates. The Federal
government would specify the-minimum sample sizes to achieve 90°or 95 percent confidence
at the lower fimit (the method generally used by OIG).” States would also be permitted to use
current QC resources t0 conduct spee:al studles to test.and rmprove the current system -

The Secretary shall designate additional data elements to bé collected in a QC review sample
to fuifill the needs of a performance medsures system (pursuant to section 487 as amended
under this part), and shall amend case sampling plans and data coligction procedures’ as
deemed necessary to accurately assess those measures. of program performance 1dent1ﬁ
elsewhere in t.hrs section. .

The Secretary shall modlfy the scope of the current QC system as deemed necessary to

accommodate the review of the additional data elements and new performance measures.

The Secret'ary shall, after consulting with the States and securing input from knowledgeabl_e"

- . sources, publish regulations regarding changes in the design and administration of existing QC

funcnons as well as enhancements-to that system. These proposed changes wril be published

L
v
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION, AND DEMONSTRATIONS
. A‘. TECHNICAL A.SS[STANCE.j RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

1. Authority to Tap JOBS/WORK: and Chlld g;are Funds For Research, Demonstranons

Evaluanon and Technical Assrstance Pumoses

: Current Law

. There are.a varlety of ways rkat ﬁma‘s are set a.wde for evaluation overszghr ana‘ technical ass:stance ‘
support to programs.” The Family Support Act, for example, authorizes specific amounts for ‘
zmp!cmenranon and effectiveness studies of the JOBS Program. Under the Head Start Act, 13 percent
‘of annial approprzaaons are reserved by the Secretary for a broad range of uses including training, .
technical asszstance and evaluation. The. Secretary of HHS, at her discretion, sets. aszde 1 % -of Pubhc-
Health program fundmg for evaluatton of its programs BEREE B oo DR

,!v'ls:on _ R

We!fare refonn seeks norhmg less r!zan a change in the cw‘ture of the welfare system. This |
. necessitates making major changes in a system rthat has. prtmarzly been issuing checks for the pasrtwo ~ - '
decades.  Now ‘we will be expecting States to change individual behavior and their own institutions
“themselves so thar welfare recipients will be moved into mainstream society. This will not be done
easily. We see a major role for evaluation, technical assistance and information sharing. Inma[z‘y,
" States will require considerable assistance as they deszgn and implement the changes required under
this legislation, Then, as one State or locality finds strategies that work, those lessons ought to be
widely shared with others. One of the elements critical 10 rh:s reform effort has been the lessons

. learned from the carefl evaluationis done of earlier programs. Those lessons and the feedback

secured during the implementation of these reforms will be used in a formative sense and will guide
continuing innovation into the future. We propose reserving. 2%. of the total annual capped
entitlement funding for the Secretary of HHS to be spent on JOBS, WORK and child care for

research, demonstrations, evaluation, and rechnical assistance, with-a significant amount reserved for -
_child care. We seek to evaluate demonstrations in a number of different areas.. Please-see the

. sections on Make WORK Pay, CHILD SUPPORT. ENFORCEMEWT and PREVENT PREGNANCF AND PROMOTE
PARENTAL RESPONSIB[LH‘Y’

. Ratlonale

Sufficiens funds skould be available 1o ensure that the Department(s} can provide adegliate levels of. ~

technical assistance to States, exercise oversight over State implementation of welfare reform, and

carry out other supportive research and training activities. Tying funds to a percentage of the overall .

program dollars ensures that as the program grows, funds for research, kz‘l}a!ua{io.{a and technical also- .

grow. It is often noted that 10 percent of effecting substantive change is gerting the law passed, the il
. other 90 percent is implementing the law voell. Arguably, the 1988 Family Support Act suffered from o

inadequate attention that was provided to keipmg States realzze the potent:al for change built into the .

various provmons of the Acr : : :

. S5
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Sn‘ ecif cations-

{a) Reserve to the Secretary from amounts authorized for the capped JOBS WORK and At Rrsk

Child Care funding, two percent for each fiscal year for expenditures research, the provision *
of technical assistance to the States and for the carrying out demonstrations as described
below’ Techmcal assistance is definéd broadly to include training, "hands-on” consultation to
States requiesting assistance, the transferrrng of "best practtces from one State to another and
so forth. ‘ A : ‘

P

' ®) o the extent that these i$sues can be researched in & methodologically sound way, the

Secretary of HHS in consultation with the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of- Educauon
shall conduct the following evaluatlon studies.of time- lrmrted JOBS followed by WORK

. A wo- phase 1mplementatlon and lnst1tut10nal outcomes study that descrrbes

% .~ How States and locallttes mmally responded 10 new: pollcres :mplemented the new - -

e program obstacles and barriers, mstrtut:onal arrangements and recommendattons

Te ~~How’ States and localities subsequently did as thetr programs matured mcludmg
© - program-design, services provided, operating procedures, exemplary practices,
funding levels and participation rates and recommendations.  The study will also
consider the effects on State and local administration of welfare programs rnc!udmg
management systems,. staffing structure, -and ’ culture

e

(i} - An impact evaluatlon preferably vsing a random asmgnment design or a methodology ‘

that meets the standards of the. sc:entrﬁu commumty, that exammes

. . The effectlveness of transrtronal assistance in a t1me—]1m1ted context in helping welfare

. recipients achieve self-sufficiency, and the relative effectiveriess of various strategies
used by States and localities on employment rates, reduction of welfare depéndency, -
reduction of teen pregnancy, income levels-and poverty reduction, family structure,
th!d well-being, and cltent satlsfactton for rccaptents by major ‘subgroups. '
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B. DEMONS’FRAT!ONS

1. ‘Authon;y to Inmage Major Demonstratlons and Pilot Programs 10 lmprove the Effectwenes
and Efﬁc:encv of the. Reformed We!fare Svstem

Current Law

"The Social Security Act authorizes the Secrerary 10 conduct demons:razions Manjr Stares operate
demonstration programs which have: s:rong evaluanon components wiuch have helped shape pubhc

pohcy

Visnon ‘

We propose key demonsrranons in six areas where addu‘:onal feedback is required abour the cost,

Jfeasibility, andfor effectiveness is-necessary before: national policy is determined. -In each area, we

propose both a. set-of policies for immediate lmplemenratzon and a set of demonsirations deszgned to
explore ideas for.still bolder innovation in_ the future “In addition, we would encourage States to

.. develop their own demonstrations,-and in some -cdses we would prowde additional Federal resources”
" -for these. Lessons from past demonsrratzons have been cenrral 10. both zhe developmem of the Famzly

Suppon Act and ro this plan

. Speciﬁcations

(ﬁ) ~. The Secretary of HHS shall have the duthomy to approve and conduct the f0110w1ng
‘ demonstratlons (as d1scussed in detail below):

Demonstr_ation (1) is designed to test inriovations that might shorten welfare spells during the
JOBS phase of the reformed system.  Demonstration (2) is designed to examine innovations in
the WORK phase of the reformed program. Demonstration (3) is largely, though not
exclusively, designed to assist'those who have made the tranisition.to non-subsidized work to
. minimize recidivism back onto welfare. Qther demonstrations are outlined in the CHILD
SuppPoORT ENFORCEMENT MAKE WORK PAY, and the PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY AND
PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILFI‘Y sections. Thus these demunstrat:ons cover the major.
aspects of the reform proposal ' -

" w

-~

2. __Dernonstrauons to Encourage Placement During Participation in the JOBS Program -

Current Law

o

_ There are no provisions in current law similar to what is proposed under this section,

- Vision _ | B SR

One of the ‘explicit goals of welfare refoﬁﬁ is to transform the welfare system (and the JOBS pragfam)
into one which focuses from the very first day on helping people 1o get and hold jobs. To achieve

- this, we will fund demonstration programs that focus on en}:anang job placemems We envision two = .

.urazcgw.\ as 5pec:ﬁed below.
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Rationale

A good JOBS program balances the need 1o communicate to those entering the welfare system that ,
AFDC is a temporary support system by moving recipients quickly into the labor market while ﬁaf ' (QVK
remaining sensitive to the fact that all-recipients are not competitive in that market. We need more ;‘ ~/
information about how to set up rewards that will reflect the new “mission” of the welfare system |
- while remaining cogmzaru‘ of the hererogeneuy (differing skills and ab:!mes) wu‘hm the wey’are J ¥
- populanon ‘ "

[

' Sp_et::ﬁcatmns

- {a) - Placement Bonusa Demonstratlon grants would be available for progrdms that use '
placement bonuses to reward agencies or caseworkers who are particularly good at placing - :
.+ JOBS participants.in private sector jobs. One issue is-to examine whether.this can be: [Onwf B
. ..o successtully accomplished without prematurely moving clients into the labor ‘market,- thusjl h UT-P\;‘WJJCS
RV .fosterlng temporary. placements that do not deal with Ionger term dependency patterns:— _] PR
R .~Chartermg Placement Firms: ‘Demonstration grants would be avallable 0 States to charter IR
T private not- for~proﬁt and-foe=profit organizations to wark with JOBS clients to place them in'- 7 7 et
- private sector jObS This is similar 0 offering contracts through an RFP, except that a chaNer '
is a license to serve clients that puts the burden on the organization to recruit its clnents
. Chartered orgariizations would be paid a fee for finding work for 4n ¢ligible JOBS parucrpant
+- Charters can specify services that the organization will deli iver: work preparatlon placement
" services, follow-up, linkages to other agencies:- Charters permit the organization to serve
eligible WORK participants and pecify performance standards on which they will be.paid. =~ -
. 'These performance standards would be based 'on.placement and retentiori'measures. '

{ey . Up: tc@local demonstratmn projects to test and’ evaluate the use of placement bonuses dnd f §
“ chartering placement. firms on the ptacement and retention of JOBS partucnpants n jobs will be
conducted _ o : - T /,ua 2 for
: .I e B ) | - o . ) to- Lo ’ . ' .a‘--ﬂv-«"r' Y }
{d) The Secretary shall evaluate the effectiveness of such programs, preferably using a random U otlers /

: ‘ass1gnment design or a methodoiogy that meets the standards of the screntlﬁc commumty
. Sectlon 1113 Wmvers
| Current Law

Secuon II Is (c)(3 ) of lhe Soaal Securtty Act restricts State waivers which can be granted under rhe

child support program to those that would not increase the Federal cost of the AFDC program. In aH

other cases, States can offset increased costs in one-program (such as increqsed expenditures for

JOBS) with savings in other areas (such as AFDC and Medicaid). In child support, however, savings | L
' generated from non-IV-A programs cannot be used to cover IV-A costs resulting from IV-D waivers:  *

The within-AFDC cost neutrality provisions for the child support program dz.rcourages States from

tooking at IV-D_as part of their total welfare reform strategy and greatly resiricts. their abilities to

design and implement child supporr demons trations of interest and szgmﬁcance
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Specification

(a)

- and child suppont arrearages

3.

. -Nision- -

. This p?t)posal would focus on helping fakhers (pn‘maﬁ!y poor, young, ffon -marital fathers) understand
©... .and accept their responsibilities to nurture and support their children. Bm!dmg on programs which

* Increase States' ability to test innovative Iv-D and non-custodial parent programs. Give them

child support that now exists in the othier programs.” In addition, give States the authority to

' Demonstratlon Grants for Innovatwe Patermtv and Parentlnf: lmtlatwes

Wolfase Reform Specifications

e

the same degree of flexibility to offset AFDC costs resulting from demonstrations involving

value the worth of work actlvltles that non—custodlal fathers do to reduce their AFDC debts

seek 10 enhance the weil-being of children this propoml would facu’:mre the development of parenting
components aimed specifically at fathers-whose pamczpa:mn in rhe lives of rhezr children zs often

" ignored or even unmz‘ennonaﬂy dxscouraged : _ e

-Ratlonale - S e S S e

o

There is conszderab!e evidence that mcreas.ed poverty is not the om'y adverse affect cm chddren of
fatherless families. Fathers have an importani role to play in fostering self-esteem and self-congrol in
children and in increasing and promoting the _career aspirations of both sons and daughters. Some
clinical researchers and social conmentators believe that much of the increase in wolent behavior o
- among teenage boys is at least in. part due to the lack of positive male role- models and supportive o
Jathering in many communlties. But good Jatherinig is especially difficult for the many men who'
themselves belong to a second and third generatwn of "fatherless” families or whose own role models

fOr parenmz g were abusive or neg!ectﬁd : .

"j Spemﬁcatlon

@

| Demonstration gré'n_ts will be made available to States _andlo;':co}nmunity hased organizations .
to dévelop and implement non-custodial parent (fathers) components for existing programs for
high risk families (e.g. Head Start, Healthy Start, Family Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and
~Prevention) to promote respons1ble parenting, mcludmg the 1mportance of paternity
. _'estabilshment and economlc security for children and the development of parentmg skills, - .
"(b) B Grants must last three years, have an evaluattorl component praferably using a rand()m
~ assignment design or a methodology that meets the ‘:tandards of the scmntnﬂc commumty, and.
- be rephcable in sxmllar programs. e :
4. " Demonstrations to Develop WorbforWéiqes Programs Outsi'de_ the. AEDC System
Vision.-, -
Sfafes are encouragcd o prertmem with approaches 10 a‘eszgmng and adn m\rermg Ihe WORK o 0 /?

. program outside-of the AFDC system. The Secretary may authorize &p to 5 demonstration projects to
.. assess the Seasibility and effectiveness of WORK programs that are admuuster-?d outside of Ehe AFDC

svitem.

These demonstranons will be r:gorous!y eva!uam
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Rationale

It is not clear that the welfare sysrem'wm be the most appropriate agency to run an employment based . |

system like the WORK program in all States. In some cases, state-level Labor Depariment entities,
non-profit, or proprietary agencies may have a comparative advanrage Even if a comparative
advantage does lie with an organization independent of the welfare system, questions remain. For

“exaimple, it is.not, apparent that the required ongoing communication between the agencies runmng :he :

WORK program and the agency issuing supplemental income support checks (and retaining .
responsibility for other residual welfare functions) can be mammmed }'hzs and other management .

-uncerramnes, murr be reso!ved rhmugh demonsrrauon programs

Sgecrﬁcatmns j.

‘({ai

" design or-a. methodology that meets the standards of: the scientific. commumty, of each

@

- this subsectlon may OnIy pay participants for performance of some actlwty

()

e

()

(h)

_ programs admmlstratwely Iocated outsule of the AFDC system will be conducted

Up to 5 local clemonstrauon prcgects 0 test the deve]()pment and 1mplementat|on of WORK

The Secretary shall conduct a r1g0rous evaluatlon preferably using.a random assngnrnent

demonstration pro;ect SR LR,

All mdlvlduals who exhaust therr transitional assistance must be, el:glb]e &) apply to Lhe

" WORK | program either after their initial spell on welfare or if they leave JOBS or WORK and

subsequenitly reapply for assistance and have no ‘time left.. States may not deny admission into

.~ WORK for any reasons other than those discussed under the sectlon»on sanctlon policy.

States muSt close AFDC cases when recipients reach the time limit. WORK programs under

States may develop'a system of compensation that mixes wages and WORK stlpends States
must develop a system that ensures that WORK partu:lpants who comply fully with the
program’s rules are receiving income at least equal to what they would have received on
AFDC plus the work disregard. States shall have flexibility on this criteria in the interest of |

- administrative simplicity but the income from full complrance in WORK must: exceed income
on AFDC for a snmllarly situated family.

' States will be allowed to pay participants WORK stlpends when they are not in.a WORK

assignment as compensation for a range of activities to be designated by the state, including
job search, job clubs, and interim community service assignments, -States will have ﬂexrbxllty

"in designing the stipend system but it will have to be-a pay for—actwuty system.

- States-would be allowed to develop a system of wage supplementatlon in p]ace of the present

AFDC system. WORK stipends could be provided to part-time, workers either in
unsubsidized jobs.or in-the WORK program ‘States would be. encourage to deveiop a 51mple

- system of supplements..

Eligihilit'y for the supplement would be contingent on satisfactory barticipatiOn in WORK,
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5. WORK Suggort Agencg Demonstration '
Current Law

At State option, Federal ﬁnancza! pamc:parwn is avadab(e for JOBS activities and services prowded
for certain periods to an individual who has been a JOBS participant but who loses eligibility for
AFDC. These activities and periods are: 1) case management activities and supportive services for up
to 90 days from the date the individual loses eligibiliry for AFDC; and 2) JOBS component activities
~ Jor the duration of the activity- if funds for the activity are obligated or axpended before the individual’
 loses eligibility for AFDC. (45 CFR 250.73) In addition, ike State agency may provide, pay for, or

reimburse one-time.work-related expenses which it determiries are nhecessary for. an applicant or -~~~

recipient to accept or maintain employment. (45 CFR 255.2)

Visinn....:.,.._-‘ e -

In order {o: learn abouf rhe eﬂ%crs of work support strategies, we prapose demonstrauon programs fo 7 o
. test different approaches. The goal is to increase employment retention and reduce wea_‘fare reczdwzsm
. by helping those individuals who become employed keep their jobs and those who lose their jobs to-

regain employment: quickly:«-Case managers will maintain contact with and offer assistance ¢ currem‘ et

or Jormer AFDC reczptents who obtain emp!oymenz and provide direct assistance to aid them in
emp!oyment retention or fo he!p find a subsequent job. Payments to help meet the costs of certain
employmem—related needs may also be provided if determined necessary for _}Ob acceptance or

L !‘eIL’HFIOH or reemploymem

K S:a:es might esrabiish work support agencies with distinctly different responsibilities than IV-A.
agencies and possibly housed separarely from the local 1V-A agencies to provide centralized services
.+ specifically 1o working families. The Work Support-agencies could be administered, for example, by

the State emp!oyment or labor deparrmen:s by Community Action Agenaes ora One -Stop Shopping
Center . : _

. The work support offices. m:ght prowde fooa‘ stamp.s child care, advance EITC payments and posszbly -
health insurance subsidies to eligible low-income working fam:f:es or (at local-discretion) families '
suffering a temporary labor marker disruption.  Employment-related services such as career counsel-
ing, assistance with updating resumes and filling out job applications would also be made available
specifically to individuals who had lefy AFDC for work through the work support office. Services
which might also be included are time and money management, family issues, workplace rules, =

- establishing ongoing relationships with employers, providing mediation berween employer and’
employee, ussisting with application Jor the EITC, making referrals to other community services,
providing or arranging for supportive services needed for employment retention or re-employmerit,”
and providing for job referral or placement assistance if initial jobs are lost. The supportive services
which can be provided to aid job retention may include: occupational license, certification, or rest
Jees, toollequipment expenses, clothf'ng, uniforms, or safety-equipment costs, driver's license fees,

" motor vehicle maintenance, repair, .insurance or license costs, other transportation expenses, moving
expenses (reluted to accepting employment, emergency child care expenses, health-related eXpenses .

'nor covered by Med:ca:d shon -term memai health expenses, and famdy counsez‘mg
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- ‘Rationale: -~

[as

A significant proportion of new entrants will move between States of dependency and non-dependency.

Some 70 percent of new entranis exit in two years, about one-half of these for work. But within five

 years; some 70 percent of those will return. A similar picture is found for those in the secondary

labor marker, Job transitions and disruptions are very common, even within brief time ptzq)at; /7
stem.

" Many af these peopie do not have sufficiens work histories to qualify for beneﬁts under th
The primary recourse avau’abte upon a job loss is. the welfare system

. Our welfare and J OBS systems are geared toward graduanon.r; rr’eatmg people and moving them on.-

.. We now assume that even those.with high levels of human capital-may have to make seven or eight
reinvestments in training and new skill/technology acquisitions over the course of a lifetime. We must
-begin to work on developing a similar perspective and. supportive systems for [ow-wage warkers and

: _.rhose who must, .on occasion, receive income asszs:ance for thezr famdzes

woare

The pamczpatmg State would be respons:bie for the deszgn of the work supporT agency, mdudmg the e i

* - administrative structure and the menu of services; but would have 1o receive’ approval from the -
‘appropriate departments fin most cases. Agnculrure Health and Human Services.and Treasury). 7 {

ERET R

”‘:’_Sgeafcatlon L ‘- SRS

. (a) A separate authority under Title IV of the Soc:al Security Act would be establlshed for-

whereby a designated number of eutities chosen by the Secretary, in consultation
Secretary of Labor, Agriculture, and Treasury, would be entitled to demonstratio

with the -
n grants to .

gperate 8 Work Support Agency to support individuals who have left AFDC for work.

L F[_ﬁ\ \
o wmmonstrauon proiects w1!l be funded

(c) . The activities under the demonstration wou]d ‘be focused on providing coordinated

employment-related services. Grantees would be given great flexibility to desngn
hBIp former AFDC recipients retain employment

62
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INFORMATION SYSTEMsm INFRAST RUCTURE . FM“D

Current Law and Background
In the late 1670s, the- Federal government decided to improve the adminis'tretion of‘ welfare programs

through the use of computerized information systems, “The Congress enacted PL 96-265 and
_ subsequent leglslatlon to grant incentive fundmg to encourage the development of automated systems. -

In 1981, the AFDC program_ released the Family Assistance Management Informataon System - ..

(FAMIS) specifications and updated them in 1983. In 1988, the Food Stamp Program (FSP) released .

similar guidelines in regulations and updated them in 1992. Incentive fundmg is a]so available for .
_statewide,. Chlld Support Enforcement (CSE) systems, :

' A recent GAO report 1ndtcated that tn the prewous 10 years the Federal government had spent nearly‘
. 3900 million in-the development and operation of AFDC ‘and FSP automated- systems alone. In'the _ |

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 the Congress repealed enhanced fundtng for-AFDC and”

ESP effectlve ‘April 1 1994 .
An emergmg prlortty of Federal fundlng agencres has been to encourage States o lmplement more
cost-effective systems which integrate setvice delivery at the local level. This has enabled many -
States to begin using ‘combined apphcatlon forms for muitlple programs (mcludlng AFDC FSP, and .
Medicaid) and a combined interview to determine eligibility for the various programs. Consequently, -
with systems. support, a smgie elrgrbthty worker can pror.ess an apphcatlon for several programs at
the same time. . : :

Another priority is the development of electronic transfer. of funds or Electronic Benefit Transfer
(EBT) technology to deliver benefits:- This technology allows recipients to use a debit card, similar to
a bank card, at retail food stores and automated tetler machines. (ATMs) to access their benefit
accounts. Plans to expand the use of EBT systems are mentioned (n the Vtce President’s National
Performance Revlew : : :

Under current iaw and regulations, States and the Federal government have developed elabdrate

computer management information systems for financial management and benefit delwery, program -
operations, and quality control. Some programs, such as Child Support Enforcement, are in the midst
of large-scale. (and long-term) computer system change, while others such as AFDC (wrth its FAMIS

. .systems), are neanng C()mpletIOn of a deveIOpment cycle,

Both FAMIS and Child Suppon Enforcement Systems (CSES) have been funded under an enhanced
funding (90 percent) match. Partly as a resuit of this incentive. funding, many States have integrated, -
automated, income malntenance systems which assist caseworkers in determining eligibility,

. mamtammg and trackmg case status, and reporttng management mformatton to the State and Federal
governments . :

Other essentui welfare programs namely IOBS and chtld care, hdve Itm:ted and fragmented k
. automated systems. For the most part, Statés, could fund parts of these systems:at the 50 percent -
match rate. States report that administrative funds have not been available to fully automate cmd
interface JOBS and Child Care with other programs within the State -

'Many nf these s-ystems h_ave serious limitations: limited ﬂextbrllty, lack-of interactive access, liited
ability to exchange data electronically;ietc.- Even the most snphlsticated systems fall short of the goal

‘of allowing State: agcnues to use technoingy to;
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s _Eliminate the-need'for ‘clients to access different entry ,points before they r_eceive services;

. o Elimiriate the need for agency workers {and clients) to. encounter and understand a w1de
. -variety of complex rules and procedures ‘ ' :

. Share fully cemputer data with programs within the State and among States and

M Provnde the kind of case trackmg and management that wtll be needed for a ttme~l1m1ted
B '_‘_welfare system.:. .. o . . R e st R

Vision.and Rationale .~ -~ IR S

. Computer and information tt-:chnt)logj;r solutions will support welfare reform by providing new-

‘automateéd screening and intake processes, eltglblllty dectsmn makmg tools, and benefit delwery

techmques ‘Application of modern technologies such as expert systems, relatlonal databases voace
-“recognition units, and high performance computer newworks, will help empower famtltes and :

individuals seekmg assistance. At the same time, these technologies will assist in reducmg fraud and
~abuse so that Federal and ‘State benefits are avatlable to those who are.in. need. S

State-Level Svstems .and -Nattonal Clearinahouse e e
To ach1eve this vision, we are prnpnsmg an 1nformat10n infrastructure which allows, at the State
level the integration and interfacing of multiple systems, for example, AFDC, food stamps, work
programs, child care, Child Support Enforcement (CSE), and others.. ‘The Federal Government;
_partnership with the States, or groups of States in partnership with the Federal Government, may
develop mnclel systems that perform these functions or subsets of these functmns

To support the broader 1nf0rmatt0n needs, the new information’ mtrastructure needs to lnc!ude both a
national data "clearinghouse” to’ ‘coordinate data exchange and for other purp05es as well as enhanced '
State and 1ocal tnfnrmatlen prnceSSIng systems 4 e :

Enhanced State Systems; ‘At the State and local level, the systems infrastructure would include
automaled subsystems for intake, eligibility determination, assessment, and referral; case management
and service delivery; and benefit, payment, and reporting. The infrastructure would consist of new
systems components integrated with existing systems or with somewhat enhanced existing systems.
Variations in existing automated systems.would make it unreasonable to try to standardize these

" systems., Rather, we need linkages that allow for the accurate exchange of data between systems.

By linking the various programs and systems, States would be able to provide integrated services and/
or benefits to families and individuals "at-risk" of needing financial assistance, those receiving
‘asgistance, and thoge transitioning from public assistance program.to. self-sufﬁcnency -As part of thlS
‘automation effort, enhanced funding will be offered as an incentive for States to develop, and S
. tmplernent statewide, automated systems for JOBS/WORK management:-and monitoring, and to enable

~ seamless services for child care, Such an automated system infrastructure would enable States to
' provide greater support to families who might otherwise dissolve, as well as to parents: who may,
because of unmet needs, be forced to termtnate employment or trdining opportunities.

In addition, as Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) and Electronic Funds Transfer (E-FT) become more _
widespread, they would be used for other programs, such as child care reporting and-payments, and
reporting of JOBS participation. . As dn example, a JOBS participant could be required to self-report.
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: either through a touch-tone phone that connects lo a Vonee Recogmtlon Umt (VRU) or through the
. -use'of ptastlc card technology.

Enhanced Detection of Fraud arid Abuse. For detection and analysis of fraud and abuse computer
matching of records and sharing of data among State programs and at a national level would be -
increased. For example, the ‘child support information needs for establishing an order or in review

* and modification would be extremely valuable for access by the AFDC agency, after the agency has

performed prospective eligibility determinations, but before benefits are granted. -In addition, to -
ensure that an individual does not obtain AFDC. beyond the. ume limit or fa:ls to report employment

‘the Natlona! Clearance would be extremely helpﬁrl

Data and Reportma on Proerarn ‘Operations and Cllents Current methiods for data gathering and

. reporting requ1remenls 0N program operations and clients-could be reduced. Many of the current data . - .+ N
- and reportmg requirements will be superseded by new ones, but in any case, many current items are -

of low data quality or of l1ttle mterest Current requrrements w1|l be re—exammed R R

P e v

ERe Nanonal Clearm}zhouse The Natlonal Clearlnghouse wnll be a collectlon of ahbrev:ated case and

" mplementmg key program features Descnbed in deta11 under the Child: Support Enforcement
- section, this Clearinghouse will'not be a-Federal data system’ ‘that performs individual case activities:

While 1nformatlon will be coming to and from the Clearinghouse, it will contain severely limited data
- States will retam overall processmg respon51b1hty : :

-The Clearmghouse wn[l malntam at Ieast the followmg data reglstrles . o -

. | The Nanonal New Hire Remstrv wlll maintain employment data for mdwrduals mcludmg

new h:re information.

. The National Locate Registry w:ll enhance and :subsume the current Federal Parent Locator '

- Servrce ('FPLS) funcnons

e The Natlonal Ch1ld Support Reglstr;{ wrll contain data- on + all non- custodlal parents who have :

; )support orders.

" e The Nat:onal Transitional Assistance Registry will contain data to aperate a time-limited
C assrstance program, such as the beginsing and ending dates of welfare receipt, partmtpanon in -~

var:ous work programs, and the name of the State provrdmg beneﬁts

DETAILED specmcmons_ R .

A._ i NATIONAL TRANSITIONA‘L ASSISTA'NCE REGISTRY 2

- (a). As part of the Natlonal Cleannghouse the, Secretary of DHHS will establish and operate a

‘National Transitional Assistance Regtstry to assist in operating a nat:onal time-limited
ass:stance ‘clack”. ' - L -

) The Clearinghouse; described-more fully in the section en Information Systems for the Child
. Support Enforcement Program, will contdin four Registries including the National Transitianal
Assistance Registry. At @ minimum, the Transitional Assistance Registry will assist States in
calculating the remaining momh': an 1nd1wdual may be ellglble to receive benefits and.reduce "
fraud and ahuse ' : :

[
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" iy lnformatmn to be received from the Clearinghouse mcludes whether the appllcant has
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The National Transrtrona] Assistance Regrstry will be mamtamed by obtammg e]ectromcally

_“from each State TV-A agency information on individuals receiving benefits. Upon request the

Clearmghouse will send electromcally mformauon to the’ State ageney

- The 1nformat1on to be exchanged is as follows:

(iy ~ Information to be sent (o the Clearinghouse includes identification iriformation such

- as the names and Social Security Numbers of members of the family; the dates an Lo

* individual went on and off assistance; participation information for AFDC, JOBS- { by d‘*’
Prep, JOBS, and WORK; mformatron on extensrons of time-limits and sanctions for QLE)
non-compliance for these and other programs; as well as other information as J
determined necessary by the Secretary Some of this information may not be

-mamtamed m the Reglstry e CLe T

. ~been’ reported to hiave received assrstance and;.if so, when and in which State(s); _
whether the Social Security Nombers supplied are Vd]!d whether the applicagt is. .
" contained in the New Hire: Reg1stry as bemg recently employed and other information _
as determmEd by the Secretary ‘ — . o :

Information Dlscrepdncres If an mformanon dlscrepancy exlts between the mformatron the
client presents to the State agency and the information in.the Clearinghouse, the Secretary will

-assist in the resolution by verifying that the data'contained in the Registry reflects the -

information contained in the State agency records where the individual had-previous -
assistance, correclmg the Clearinghouse mformatlon rf necessary, and repomng the updated
information to the requestmg State. : :

\ The States involved must take appropnate acuons to resolve the discrepancy in accordance

with normal due process requirements and must submit corrected information to the
Clearinghouse when the dlscrepancy is resolved. ;

' TRANSIT]ONAL ASSISTANCE SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEM .

The State agency in, order to assist in the admmrstratlon of trme I|m1ted welfare will establish -

. and operate a statewide, automated, Transitional Assistance Support Information System.

This, system will serve to significantly improve the efféctiveness and efficiency of State
systems information rnfr_astrucmres for the management, monitoring, and reporting on clients
as they work towards independence and self sufficiency. - The State may receive enhanced’

_ fundmg for these changes under specrﬁc approaches approved by DHHS

. The State may aiso augment the system in specrﬁc ways and receive enhanced match for

development costs under certam conditions.. (The specific conditions are described in a Iater

‘section.) Under this augmented system, clients will receive considerably enhanced service

responsiveness through prescreening to determme service options to people and determme the -
requrrcd quahfymg and verification 1nf0rmat1on needed for each servlce optl{)n )
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(i) Reportmg corrected or updated mformatnon to the Regrstry, and

" Welfar Reform Specifications BRI S My

.'Ih_e,minim'um capabilities of the State systerﬁ include:-

(i) Exchangmg mformation as descrtbcd above in A(d) ina standard electromc format.
' wrth the Natlona] Clearmghouse

Gi) Querymg e.lectromca]ly the Nationaj Tran51t10nal Assrstance Reg:stry in the Natlonal

Clearlnghouse before. grantmg assistance;

[

U Usmg the mformatron received from the Clearmghouse in.the’ dctermmatron of

eligibility and tlme perlod for whlch assistance may bc granted

Av) Meetmg ciierent statutory requrrements for sec:urlty and prwacy

.- Alternatwe Interrm Method Thc Secretary may approve an aJtcrnat:ve 1nter1m ‘method if .
" the”State demonstrates that the alternative will be effective in reportmg, Teceiving, and using

transmona] assistance information and the State has an approved Advanced Planmng

" - Document for the Autornated Data Processmg System that meets requurementq in. the proposed _
-statute: , © ;

“STATE AUTOMATED SYSTEMS

‘As part'of builcling-better automated systems, States will be offered enhanced funding if they

take one of two strategies to automation projects. In other words, to econorﬁically and

efficiently develop and implement automated systems in support of AFDC, child care, and

JOBS/WORK programs, the Secretary will, as a condition of enhanced funding, require States

- to develop and use model systems developed in partnersh1p with the Federaj Government and .
_ other States under.one of two approaches s

'Federa]]y Lecl and Sponsored Model System§, in Partnership with State A'gEncies ‘

Under this approach, the Department in-partnership with the States will design ao_d develop

model automated support and case management information systems that assist the States in
managing, controlling, accounting for, monitoring the factors of the State plans for AFDC,.

~ child care, and JOBS/WORK programs and provrdmg securlty rafeguards These model =

systems are descnbed below:

Transitionat Assistance Support Information Svstem This rnodel system will provrde
statewide; automated, procedures and processes to meet. both the minimum requirements
described above plus additional functions. The additional functions include at least:

" performing intake and referral; monitoring and reporting against some performance measures;

exchanging information on- lme with the Clearmghouse and exchanging data wrth Other N

B automated case management and mformatlon systems

" Child Care Case Mdnr:gement Informdtton Svstem Thls model system will provide
' qtatewrde automated, proccdures and processes to achieve seamless child care delivery, *

including all child care programs of the State. This sy'stem will assist the State in administra-

“tion of child care program(s) and-to manage the non-service related CCDBG funds. The =

functions wrll meet’ both the requirements deqcrrbed above plus dddlllO[‘ld] functions which. will
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. statewide, aufomated, procedures and processes tolc;ontrol, account for, and monitor all

8

()

" establish the National Transitional Assistance ng' try..

N a N . . . .
. - Wclfz.m_.RcfurmSpeciﬁmlima" R Lo h May 20 -

“include, at least, the ability to: identify families and children in need of child care, establish

eligibility for child care, and determine funding source(s); plan and monitor services,

“determine payments, and update and maintain the family and child care eligibility status for

child care; maintain and monitor necessary prowder information; process payments and meét
ather fiscal needs for the management of child care program(s); produce reports required by
Federal and State directives; monitor and report performance against performance standards;
and electromcally exchange information with ottiér automated case management systems and

- with the statewide aut()mated trans:tmnal assistance suppon system

JOBS/‘WORK Case Managemenl Informatlon S:{stem Thls model system ‘will provnde

factors of the JOBS and WORK programs and support both management and administrative

) ;actlvmes of the programs. .These-functions. will meet both the tequirements described above. -
- plus additional functions’ including the capability to: -assess a participant’s service needs; -
- develop ah amployablllty plan; arrange, coordinate, and, manage the services or resources .
" needed for thie plan; track and ) monitor ongoing program participation and attendance;”

exchange ‘informatign electronically with cther programs and provide performance and

: assessment mformatlon to the Secretary

e

‘Multl-State Collaboratwe Prmects State Lead thh Federal Partnershm :

_ Under this approach, the Department wxll assust and su‘ppert State IV-A agenciés, or the
- ‘State’s designated contracted agency (for child care or JOBS), in multi-state collaborative
‘projects for purposes of designing and developing automated system models and in devel()pmg :

enhansements to existing systems as follows

Transxuonal Assmtémce Support System. In addition to meeting the Federally sponsored -

_model system functional specifications provided for in the first approash States may, in -
"+ collaborative efforts, provide for augmentation of a system to inchude aut()matlon of additional,

functions as follows: determining eligibility; improving govérnment assistance, standards

- performing ¢ase maintenance and management functions; calcu[ating, managing, and

reconciling payments to eligible recipients; providing for processes and proceduras to datect
and. prevent fraud-and abuse; and producmg repom; S :

_ Child Care and JOBS!WORK Case Management Informatmn Systems. States miay, in

" collaborative efforts, design, develop,. and implement automated information systéms that
“meet the model functional spemfcatmns of Child Care and ]OBS!‘NORI{ descrlbed 1n the
model approach : ‘ oo .

'FEDERAL FUNDING FOR NATIONAL TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE REGISTRY,

TECHN]CAL ASSISTANCE, TRAINING, DEMONSTRATIONS, ANI) MODEL STATE
SYSTEMS TO SUPPORT STATE ACTIV]TIES

will be needed for the each year after enactment to provide technical assistance,
demonstrations, and training.. . will be needed for the sécond year after enactment to

{24 will be needed each year after
that for the operation of the Registry.: Finally, $:%f will be needed for the five years after
enactment for-development of model systcms and 10 ro foster multi- state collaborative ettorts as

‘described ahove
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Funds approprrated for any fiscal year will be included in the 3ppropr|at10n act for the ﬁsca]
year preceding the fiscal year for which the funds are available for obligation. Note that, in
the first year after enactment, this may require enactment of two separate appropriations in the -
same year: on¢ for the then current fiscal year and one for the succeedmg ﬁscal year

' FUNDING OF STATE SYSTEMS -

Under ¢ertain conditions, States may claim Federal Financial Parucrpauon (FFP). for the costs -

“to establish and operate automated systems descrtbecl above. Two match cates will be

avatiable

Enhanced Match States are chgtble for. enhanced match (80 percent FFP) mcludmg the
costs of computer hardware, for up to 5 years after enactment, for costs-incurred in

+ developing and implementing automated systems described above, on the condition that the
' ':"'approach to system desngn development and 1mplementat10n meets otie of the followmg

L ‘ chcrally Sponsored Model. The State adapts and lmplements i modellprototype

L system. deve]oped by the Secretary in aCcordance with the functrona] specrﬁcatmn _
. x”‘dcscnbed in. that scctton or ‘ - - o

2. j‘ M'ulti-Statc Collahomtive Project The State, thr'ough a collaborative multi-state

consortium, jointly designs, dévelops, and/ot rmplements a system or subsystems in -
accordance with the functional conditions and speuﬁcatmns described in that section.

Exception for Adaptation of Exrstmg System to Meet Minimum churrements_, If a State

"demonstrates to the Secretary that modifications to an existing system mesat-the minimum

requirements of a Transitional Assistance Support System as described in that section and

-meet certain additional conditions, the Secrétary miay grant an exception to the enhanced

funding requtrements ‘The additional conditions are that the State requires limited

- enhancements to an existing system and the State demonstrates that it would be more cost-
.'effectrve tc proceed mdependent[y or with custom modifications,

Regular Match States will receive 50 percent FFP for 0perattonal cosm and for costs thcy
incur if they do not follow the enhanced match provusnons descnbed above and for systems

- features beyond those. prov:ded abovc
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES: ISSUES FOR DIS.CUS_SION. |
May 4, 1994 | |

1. ‘Bhould we adopt a limited set‘of results-or1ented measures to

- be spelled—out in the statute?

L

o _‘-One proposal is7to adopt a comblnatlon of outcome measures
. (based in .part on JTPA .statutory language), service .
dellvery, and measures associated with hitting the time- .
‘limit. - Lo : - T

o "Should we propose only participation measures in -the . BRI
.statute, providing for a transition periecd to develop BNt
“outcome-based performance measures? If so, would Wwe retain B
f'current participation measures or impose new ones related to
' levels of coverage or 1nten51ty? N - - '

-----

R . What is-an approprlate 1mp1ementation time eohedule“to;
~ develop the followinq° Should time perlods (i. e, ‘effective
.dates) be dellneated in statute° ' o :

o0 cutcome standards—— -assuming we should involve stakeholders

in a consultatlon process to develop standards. Vﬁ
! « MU
-2 Systems to_report_state performance and valldate data . - "fﬂff&bm}u
. including operation of the national registry to permit I Y e
longitudinal tracking. o _ L S 7 Trw bt
o Impositibn of'penalties and inoentives. | | '

3. What should be the bonuses/sanctlons given for Btate ,
performance in each of the program oomponents--AFDc, JOBB, and
WORK? (Note: Consideration should be given to interplay of
penaltles/bonuses 1nc1ud1ng those .in Child support that impact
AFDC) : SRS . : :

'AFDC' Continue penaltles related to erroneous benefit
payments. . - :

JOBS: - -‘Option 1: 2% +/- ‘on FFP rate for JOBS expendltures for
- . each performance standard.

'Optlon 2 Decreased FFP for failure to meet very hlgh.f
- coverage rates; bonuses for exceeding rates measurlng
s.service 1nten51ty. -
WORK: - - : . : _ e o
"~ _Option_1. Count as ineligible AFDC payments any
benefit payments tc families not in a WORK.slot.
(Penalty would be applied agalnst AFDC payments fer
exceedlng X tolerance level)

.-OQtlon 2. Substantially'out (i.e, by SO%}“the FFP rate



for WORK beneflt payments to famllles not in WORK slot.-

5. Can we use 1ncent1ves to influence States commltment to L
1ncreased fundlng to JOBS,_WORK and Child: care°

Option 1.. Increase FFP if State spends 1ts‘ehtiré
. allocation for all programs -

Ogtioniz.ltReallocate unused Federal JOBS/WORK dollars to..
- : ' States with additional draw down funds. -

-

- e ' . R



o L an PERFORMANCE MEASURES PR(.)ITO.SAL , b\ﬁ %O@q R
CurrentJOBS“Law- : o . e o S ()9//{ Ww
".Under the SSA sectton 487 [FSA Section 203(b)] not Iater than October Ist, 1993, the- Secretary of

. Health and Human Services shall ‘ .

(1) in consultatlen with the Secretary of Labor represenl:atwes of orgamzattons representing’
Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating ,

- councils; commumty -based organizations, recrptents and other interested persons, develop: - - _
performance standards with respéct to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based, in """ -
part, on the results of the studies conducted under section 203(c) of such Act and the tmtlal State
evaluattons (if any) performed under section 486 of this Act; and

() submlt his/her reeommendattons for- performance standards developed under paragraph (1) 1o the
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which reeommendattons shall. be made with
respect to specific measurements of oufcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be -
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to increase earnings, achieve self-sufﬁcrency, and
reduce welfare dependency; and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation. -

- Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be revrewed permdtcally by the. Secretary
~ and modtﬁed to the extent mecessary., ' C e

Current JOB,S Program Perfonna.nce Measure '

- Participation rate for all AFD_C remptents requrred to’ participate inJ OBS (45 CFR 250.74(!}) and

- 250.78) - For Fiscal-Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%." This i§'to ensure that a .

‘minimum proportion of the AFDC aduit population is participating at-a meaningful (significant) level.

. Partit:ipation rate for AFDC-UP recipients (45 .CFR 250,74(c) - For Fiscal. Year 1994 the required -
- participation rate is 40%. This is to ensure that a minimum pmpomon of the AFDC-UP principal
wage earmers ot their spouses engage in wotk activities.

Target gmup expendttures (45 CFR 250 74(a)(1)) - At Ieast 55% of a State’s JOBS expenditures: must .
- be speat on applicants and recipients who are- members of the State's target populations as defined at
45 CFR 250.1. This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by fequiring that 55% of IV-F
expenditures dre spent on the target groups deﬁned in the statute or, rf dtfferent approved as a part of
the State s JOBS plan ' '

Current Data Reporting Svstem

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting
‘requirements mandated by. section 487 of the Social Security Act.” ‘However, the data necéssary to
_establish participation rates is collected through both CSRS"and aggregate hard copy. Only data
necessary to establish the numerator for overall pamcrpatmn is collected through CSRS. The
population from which each state must draw its sample (or in liey of drawing a sample, the State may
submit the entire- population each momh) is defined -as the number of JOBS participants that. were -
engaged in at |east one hour of activity in an approved JOBS program component’ ‘during the sample -
m()nth In addition to JOBS program data, a limited amount of demographlc data and chtld care data
_is also’ requrred o be submitted. - :


http:toparticipate.in
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Under section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are required to operate a guality control system

in.order to ensure the accuracy of payments’in-the AFDC program. States operate the system in

. accordance with fime schedules, sampling methodologies, and review procedure prescribed by the .

Secretary “The law defines: what constitutes a payment error; how error rates and disallowances are

' calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the admmlstratwe and judicial

= AFDC program

reviews available to states subject to disallowances because of error rates m excess of the nattonal
standard (1 e., the nat:onaj error rate for each year} : -

e t'*The AFDCQC system ﬂmcnons prlmanly as a monltormglaudmng system lt.s ‘primary purpose is to

establish the- correctness with which payments are made to ‘AFDC cases in-each State.. Subsequent to
the establishment of this-system, which is a subsystem of 'the National Integrated Quality Comrol

. System (NIQCS), OMB required additional AFDC data be collected to replace the, biennial survey of
- AFDC families that had been in place through 1979." The AFDC-QC system also. obtains the data- -

necessary to produce the publication entitled “Characteristics and Financial Crrcumstances of AFDC
Recipients.” - The AFDC—QC syStem is not used to’ meet any of the reportmg requlrements for the

VlSlon

We envision an outcome-based perforrmnce measuremem .rystem that CONSIsts of a Izmrted set of broad
measures dnd focuses State efforts on the goals of the transitional support system - helping. reczpzenzs :
‘become seif sufficient, reducing dependency. and. mowng recrp:en!s into work. - The system would be
developed and rmpiememed over time, as speczﬁed in starwe.. Until a-system incorporating outcome- .

based .rtandards can be put in place, State performance will be measured against service delivery

rmp!ememanon and operations, provide:incentives for timely implementation, and ensure that Stares '
were prowdmg services needed o convert welfare into a-transitional support system. "The current
targeting and parrrcrpar:on standards woufd be elunmated (see draﬂ speczﬁcarzons on JOBS/T me-

errrs/WORK) R . -. , _ o s

Imerested pames wz!l be mctudea' in rhe process for derenmmng pezfonnance measures and ‘
-standards. The new service delivery measures for JOBS would look over time fo see that individuals
'+ subject to the time limit are gemng served by the program and that .a substannaf portion of such cases -

are being served on an ongoing basis. For teen parenis, a measure would be estabhshed to examing
whether they are receiving intensive case mamgemenr As soon as WORK program requirements .
begin to fake effect {i.e., two years after the effective.date of the start of the phase in), States would

. be subject 1o a service de!wery standard:under the WORK program. This standard would be deﬁned :
in.terms of a-minimun number of WORK siots thar a State would be required to fill, defined as-a. -

percentage of the number of individuals reachmg the time lmut Until automated systems are

‘ operaaona! and reliable, State perfonnance vis-a-vis these se.fwce de!zvery measures would be based

on in, onnauon garhered rhrough case-record rewews

_ ‘Over time, the Secrerary wrll develop a broader system.of srandar&s whrch mcorporares measures’
", addressing the States’ success’in placing recrpzen:s in employmem and in movmg mdzwdua{s off t}w
: we!fare rolls przor 10 the end of their time ltmu‘ _ W o PR

nteasures as specified in stonute. . These service delivery standards would be used to monitor program .
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Outcome-based Performance Standards Systém .

In accordance with the effective dates specified, in order to assess. State performance, the

* Secretary shall enact an outcome-based performance standards system that will measure the

extent to which the program helps them become self-sufficient, reduces welfare dependency,

" and moves recipients into'work. As specified below, the Secretary shall first develop

outcome-based performance measures and then shall take steps to establish an outcome-based
performance standards. The system will also include performance standards for ‘measuring,
the extent to which individuals are'served by the transltlona,l support system (i.e service -

-

The current quality oontrol system shaJl be revised to reﬂect the new'performance standards

© system {see secuon on Revised Quamy Conrrol for speqﬁcanons)

“The Secretary shall publish annually State-level data mdtcatmg performance of such a system

~-Amend Sec 487 (b) to read Thé Secretary may require States to gather such Inforrnatlon

and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of such-
a performance measurement system and shall include in regulations provtsrons establlshtng
uniform reporting requirements for such- 1nformat|on -

In adoptmg perfonnance standards the Secretary shall use appropnate methods for obtammg

- data as necessary, which may include access to earnings records, State employment security

- records, State Unemployment Insurance records, and records collected under the Federal

Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); ‘drawing
reliable statistical samples and revising QC reviews of AFDC payment and case information;
and usmg appropriate safeguards to protect the conﬁdenttaltty of the information obtamed

The Secretary shall, in conSultatlon wnth appropriate interested partles review and modify the
performance measures and standards, and other components of the performance measures

. System peruodtcally as appmprtate

- Develommz an Outcome-based Performance Measurement Svs't'em"'

By March 1, 1995 for the purposes of enacting a performance measurement system, the

. “Secretary’ w:ll present recommendations on specific outcome-based performance measures -

(with proposed definitions and data collection methodologies) and shall solicit comments from
the Congress, Secretaries of other.Departments, representatives of organizations representing

Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating
councils, community-based organizations, recrptents and other mterested persons (heretnaﬁer
referred to as interested parties). . n

"The recommendations shalfinclude the percentage of the caseload who reach the 2—year time- ‘

limit. The recommendations also may include but shall not be llmtted to measures which
exarmne

. Y} factors used in section 106 of the Job Trammg Partnership ’Act and any subsequent

amendments such as placement and retention in unsubsidized ernployment and a
_ ,reduction in welfare dependency; and, :
(i) other factors as appropriate.
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Vision:

Based on comments from the mterested paru&c the Secretary wnll ﬁnahze the measures by

October 1 1995 and publlsh the measures in the Federal Reglster

jDeveloping and Implementing Qutcome-bésed Smndards o

By March 1, 1996, for the purposes of enacting outcome-based standards, the Secretary, in-
- consultation with interested parties, shall present recommendations for performance standards
: based on the perfonnance measure mformatlon {as specnﬁed above) and other appropriate

‘ mfonnauon . : -

~Based on comments from the. interested pames the Secretary will finalize the standards that

will be published i in the Federal Register by October 1, 1996

The Secretary shall amend in regulations the pena]t:es and incentives specified above in -

accordance ‘with the proposed standards as appropnate and shall :mplement the performance
~ staridards by March 1,. 1997 '

_ Service Delivery Standards o . 7

. To ensure that welfare systems are refocused on self-sufficiency efforts, the new performance system

will provide for awards and penalties for State performance through adjustments to the State’s claims
Jor AFDC payments, These measures are designed 1o provide incentives to States to serve recipieats
under the new transmoml system and to monitor program operations. States would be eligible for
such financial incentives the following areas: coverage rate in JOBS, service intensity rate in JOBS,
pamapanon rate in WORK, and receipt of intensive case management for teen parents. In addition,
the State’s accurate keepmg of the two-year clock is. cons:dered a service delzvery srandard ’

(a)

(©)

© . regulation.

Upon enactment ‘of this act, the Secretary shall lmplement service del:very measures for

. purposr;s of accountabﬂlty and comphance '

(b)  States shall begin reporting and va]idating data for service -delivery_measuréslno later that than
- = 6 months following the effective date of the new JOBS/WORK provisions. States shall be -

subject to service delivery standards upon the effective date of the new JOBS program.

© Rate of coverage in'J.OBS,:‘ To maximize the number of welfége-rgcipiénts who become self-
-supporting, it is important for JOBS programs to serve their entire mandatory caseload. To

measure the extent to which programs work.with the entire mandatory caseload in ways
deemed appropnate States are expected to meeét a coverage rate.” This rate specifies the
extent to which a program invelves or covers individuals who are mandated for the program
(not including those assigned to JOBS Prep) within a specified period. A program is

" " considered to have covered an individual if they participate in activities, are- employed leave
- AFDC, or'are Sancuoned The coverage rate is a longitudinal raté that requires tracking a .
“previously entered cohort of clients. In the calculation of this rate, the denominator consists

of the JOBS mandatol‘y caseload The numerator consists of those in the denominator who

~ either participate in program activities, are employed, leave AFDC or are sanctioned within a

specified period, such as (§

2} months. The definition of participation will be specified in



- (d) “The performance standard for the coverage rate is set at 9} percent ‘with 2 5 percent talerance
level,
benefits for the pmporuon of the mandatory JOBS caseload below thxs rate would be reduced

(e) Rale of service intensity in JOBS: -

OPTION 1:

(-1

If a state does not achieve this rate (within the tolecance level), the FFP for AFDC

percentage pomts

To ensure that welfare recipients receive services for as much time as possible when
their clock is running, states. are expected to meet a service intensity rate. This rate
specifies the proportlon ‘of time individuals participate when their clock is ninining and -

 seeks to minimize the amount of down time whére’ individuals are not ass1gned to and

partlcnpatmg actwntles ThlS rate consists. of a two-part calculation: .

' (i) - For each individual in the JOBS mandatory caseload (or a representative

OP’I{'ION 2:

| {e-2)

-sample), a rate is calculated where the length of time the individual’s clock
was running is the denominator; the length of time the mdwndual was both
assigned to and participating in program activities is the . The rate.
(The

(u) ‘ From this, the proportlon of mdlwduals who were. partlmpatmg 56 percent’ ot

“more of the time thelr clock was running is calculated

The performance standard for the service mtenSIty rate is 34 percent that is, a0
‘percent of the mandatory caseload must participate at least Sﬂ percent of time their
clock is running. If a State exceeds this rate, the FFP for AFDC ‘benefits for the
pmpomon of the mandatory JOBS caseload above this rate would be increased. b
x percentage points. ‘ :

Altematwely, to ensure that welfare rec:plents attend theu assigned activities for as
much time as possible, States could be required to meet a different type of service
intensity rate. This is a measure of the proportion of scheduled-hours individuals -
actually participate in activities. This rate would consist of a two-part calculation:

(i) - For each individual in'the JOBS'mandatory caseload (or a representative
sample) who attended a.program activity, a rate is calculated where the "+
number of hours the individual is scheduled for activities is the denominator.

_. The number of hours the individual partlapated in program activities is the
numerator the rate would be calculated over a specified period, such as

(i)  From thls the proportion of individuals who were pamcnpatmg 5{) percent Or |

more of the time they were scheduled for activities is calculated.

state exceeds this rate, the FFP for AFDC benefts for the, proportion of the '_ ‘
mandatory JOBS caseload above this rate would be 1ncreased by _j percentage

pomts




_Recommendatnon -Given the nme-ltmued system it is a high pnort:y rhaf individuals pamcrpare as -
much of the time as possible when their clock is running. Therefore, because Option 2 does not push
programs towards this goal, Option 1 is. reconunended To ensure that some minimal level of service
is received when individuals are assigned to acnvmer under this Oprron 1, as part of the regulatory
process, it could be specified that for a spell of pamc:pamn to coum in the numerator, sore
'mrmmal anendance rate should be achteved : :

NUN WORK Program Part:crpataon Rates: - States will also receive financial incentives for
- meeting the following participation standard in the WORK program. To ensure that
individuals who reach the time limit are assigned to-work slots, States would be expected to
meet a WORK pamelpat:on standard. The WORK. performance measure would take effect
“two years after the effective start date of the phase-in. To meet this standard, States are’
‘required to meet the lower number of rfled WORK s}ots either: :

(... The number requtred 50 that 90 percent of those who reach the t:me Timit are assigned

e T to a WORK slot. “To calculate this number,-on a monthly basis dVeraged over a
SR - specified period (such as (I mounths), take 90 percent of the number of chents
. at,of beyond the time limit.
- . average, on a moathly basis over a spemf' ed tlme period, such as | - -
Only individuals who are in the WORK program for two calendar years or less are / 7.
included.in the WORK performance measure. Or, - o Co ' e

(i) . The number the tate was requnred create based on the:r alloaatmn p
: . Only individuals who are in.the WORK -
program or two calendar years or less are mcluded in the WORK perfonnance 77
measure. S . . : A

g - Ha State does not achieve the lower of these two numbers (within an ¥ percent tol ’ ce), the
" FFP for AFDC benefits for the mandatory WORK caseload would be reduced by SHERNI

. for the number of the: -cases that are below this level

) - Teen Parents ' Teen parents are incldded in ihe calculation of the service delivery ‘
. performance measures for JOBS and WORK described above. In addition, because intensive

tase management services are a key service compaonent for teens, a performance measure is
established in this area as well. The denominator will consist of the JOBS mandatory
caseload of teen parents. {or a representative.sample). The numerator will consist of those in’
the denominator who receive intensive case management services within'a specified period,
such as, 6 months. (The definition of the recerp: of intensive case management services. wnll
be determmed by regulat:on )

iQ] The performance standard for the recenpt is mtenswe case management services is, set at 9§ /
© ' percent, with a § percent tolerance level. If a-State does nét achieve this raté (within the -
‘tolerance lével), the FEP for AFDC benefits for th proportion of the mandatory teen parent W/ 7
- caseload below this rate would be reduced by _ /

S

t percentage points. -

Gy ‘Amend requtrements for State Plans for JOBS t an}ude a provision that accurate
_meas;urement of the time-clock is a State plan requirement.


http:includ.ed

L . States are not eligible for increased FFP for any service dehvery measures lf the Secretary

determmes

(i) the accuracy of a State 5 tlme-clock fails the threshold standards for ume—clock
' dccuracy (as defined suhsequently in the QC section); andfor, = "
(i) data reported by a State fails the threshold standards for data quahty (as deﬁned
subsequently in the QC section). '

5. . Expanded Mission for uality Con rol S stem

) OPTION _1: _ Retam the current QC system and expand the elements for an erroneous

payments - lhls is an alternative means to promote state comphance W|th serv1ce
deliver standards .

NOTE The speuﬁcatlons drafted: here rel'lect this optlon. How does thlS prowsmn

w0 interact with the serwce delwery.prnﬂs:ons speuﬁed prevmusly. R

" OPTION 2: Retam current QC structure, add addltlonal elementis 1o be collected int the QC .

'

ihe fofloWin-g Iangdé}ge‘dﬂows the Se;:rerary to redesign the current payment accuracj_ Quality Control
system to a broader system focused on the requirements of an outcome-based performance
measurement system. Payment accuracy should be retained but only as one element in a broader
performance measurement role of the QC system. While the basic ﬁame -work of the QC system is .

.. maintained, the funcrzons of the QC sample are broadened beyond Payment accuracy 1o include

assessmem of Sm:e reported data, and other Junctions as appropnate (ar mec;ﬁed prewour[y)

' (a) ' Amend Secuon 408 (a) of the Social Secumy Act to read: In order to improve the accuracy

A

of payments in the AFDC and WORK program, assess t.he quality of State reported data,
. ensure the accuracy of measuring the number of months of transitional assistance ava:]able to
an eligible family, and to fulfill other appropriate functions of a performance measurement.
~ system, the Sécretary shall establish and operate a quality control system under which the
© Secretary shali determine, with respect to each State, the amount (if any} of the disallowance
. required to be repaid to the Secretary due to erroneous payments made by the State in
= ‘carrymg out the State plan approved under this part.

N()TE : For draftmg purposes, section 408 should be redes:gnated as approprnate to be

mcorporaled mto a performance measures system.

(b} - - Amend Section 408(c) to include in the def nition of erroneous payments C
' (1Y recipients who do not meet semce délivery standards fur ]OBS WORK, and teen .

B parents;
(1) recipients recewmg AFDC where the State has failed to accurately measure the
.. oumbeér of months of transitional assistance for which the family is eligible.

(iiny _ others as necessary for the‘omco_me‘vbased perfqrmance standards system -

ar


http:functio.ns
http:impro.ve
http:payme.nt
http:coJlected.in
http:thresho.ld
http:time-c1o.ck
http:tim~-clo.ck
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:{This is an option) ,_

{d) [n addition to norma] re-review processes, to ensure that State data and procedures are

' reliable, the Secretary would conduct periodic, targeted, and unannounced audits for that

‘ purpose. Tae Secretary shall establish a standard for the rellab:hty of State data, A State
~ failing to meet the minimum threshold would forfe:t all mcentwes earned in-accordance with-" -
-Sectmn 1 and 4 above,

{e)_. In accordance with t_he need to en,_sure the accuracy of ma-intaining.;, the number of months of
. eligibility for recipients in the transitional assistance program (i.e., the time-clock) the .
Secretary shall consider this factor as an item in the QC system. - .

The fol!owing regulations would be revised in the QC system:

. The Secfetary shall designate additional date efements to be collecie(‘lruih a QC review sample
“to fulfill the needs of a performance measures system (pursuant to sectmn 487 as amended
under this part). . | : —_— - -

The existing QC sysrem requires an evaluation of all factors of eligibility payment, except a few that
aré specifically excluded by the Statute, e.g.,” monthly reporting. The new system would focus on only
error.prone factors with significant dollar effects (e:g. earned income, filing unit, depnvaﬂon etc IR
-or om’y on factors viewed as critical to public confidence in the program.

. Revise the regulanons to. reduce the verification and documentatron reqmred to substantlate a
review ﬁndmg (is this pmv:smn stilt a cons:deratmn)" ' :

The current system requires a detailed descriprion‘ahd calcuiaa'on of all errors found in a case
‘review, and that a specified amount of verification be obtained to substantiate the error finding.
Under this option, documentation/verification standards would be relaxed by establishing new.

minimwh standards and the payment error determination process will be simplified. '

. I.Ee‘\rise the regulations to change the sampling meihodology.'

The current system requires each state (or jurisdiction) 10 select a minimum of 300 to 1200 review -
cases each year. The Federal staff examines a portion of each state’s sample to validaté the review
findings. The precision (confidence level) of the payment errors is primarily a function of the sizes of
© the State and Federal samples. They have been tested and Judged adequate for holding States
accountable for prescribed payment accuracy standards. Commitment of resources to achieve-this
level of precision may not be necessary in an incentive/technical assisiance response to State
. peirformance. It should be noted that smaller sample sizes will reduce the amount and degree of |
- - reliability of performance data on the transitional ystem. We can study the porential impact of

.. various reduced sample size models on the precision of payment error es:mtares ana’ other process:

measures. (is this still a consnderatmn") :




