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PERFORMANCE; MEASURES PROPOSAL· 

Current JOBS Law 

" 	 ' , ~ 

Under the SSA section ~87 [FSA Section 203(b)] not later than October 1st, 1993, the Secretary, of 
Health and Human ServiCes shall: 

(1) in consulta~ion with the Seeretarjof Labor, representatives of organiza~ions repreSenting 
Governors, State and local, program administrators,'educators, State job training coordinating , 
councils, community-based organizations, reCipients', andother interested personS, develop, 
,performance standards with ~esPeCt to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based, in 
'pari, on the results of the studies conducted 'under section 203(c) of such Act,and the initial Stilte 
evaluations (if any) performed under section '486 of this Act; and ' . 

(2) submit hislher recommendationS for performance standards developed under paragraph (1) tp 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 individu'a1s to increase earQings, achieve self-sufficiency, and 
reduce welfare dependency; and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation., ' 
Performance standards,developed under this subsection.,shall be reviewed periodically by the Secretary 
and. modified to the extent necessary. ' '. ' . , 	 ' 

Current JOBS Program Performance Measures 

Participation rate for 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 ofthe AFDC adult population is participating at a meaningful (significant) level. 
, • '. . , ..' 	 , I 

Participation rate for AFD,C-UP recipientS (45 CFR250.74(c) - For Fiscal: Year 1994 the required 
participation rate' is 40%. This is to ensure, that a minimum proportion of the AFDC-UP principal', " 
wage earners or their spouses engage in work activities. 

Target group expenditures{45 CFR 250.74(a){l» - At least 55% of a State's JOBS expenditures must 
be spenton applicants and recipients who are meIT\bers 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% oOV.;.F " 
expenditures are spent on the target groups defined in the statute or, if different, 'approved as a part of 
the State's JOBS plan. . ' 

Current Data Reporting System 
, " 

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting 
'requiremtmts mandated by section 487 of the Social Security Act. The data necessary to establish 

, 'performance standards such as participation rates; h()wever, the data necessary to establish the ' 
numerator for the overall participatiqn rate is collected by CSRS. Thep.QpulatiQn 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 m<:mth. In addition to JOBS 
program data, a limited amount of demographic data arid child drre data is also required to be, 
~~. 	 .. , , , 

, . '. ~ 
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DRAFf' - for dii.:w:ricn onJy 

Current OC Law 

Under section 408 ofthe SoCial Security Act, States ate 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 procedure prescribed by the , 
Secretary., The law defines: 'what constitutes a payment error;, how error rates and disallowances are 
calculate<I;the methOd for adjusting S~te matching payments; and the administrative and judicial' -­
reviews available to stateS subject' to ,'disallowances because of error rates in excess of the national 
standard (Le:,the nation~ ~rror rate for each year). 

The, AFDG-QC system functions priinariiy as a monitoring/aiu:liting system. , 'lf$ primary purpose is to 
establish the oorrectnesswith which payments'are made to AFDC cases in each State. Subsequent to' 

~ 	 the establishment of this system, which is a subsystem of the NationaJ Integrated Quality Control ' 
System ,(NIQCS). OMB required additional AFDC data be collected to replace the biennial survey 'of , 
AFDCfamilies 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. n The AFDC-QC system is not used to meet any of the reporting requirements for the' 
AFDC program. ' '.I" 

(\' 

. The proposed performance nteasureirient system woUld consist of alimited set of broad measures thai 
, wouldTejlect the' intended outcomes, (i.~., self-sufficiency, client satisfaction, etc.jof the transitional. . 

supponprogrtyn.1hese and other. measureswould,be, used to nwnitor the quality,ojState programs, 
, to trigger'correCtive actions, such as sanctions and technical assistance, 'incentives as appropriate 

(e.g. changes in FFPj, and, to monitor program implementation. The current targeting and 
panicip'ation standards are eliminated (see draft specifications on JOBSITrME-LlMrrSIWORKj. ' 

\. 	 . .' • • ,1 ." 

All interested panies willbf! illcluded in the process for detennining perfo~nce measures and 
standards. For example, State and localprogram administrators will take pan in their fonnulation 
and client feedback measures will be develop~d in consultation with welfare recipients. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION ISSUES: ' 

• 	 To what extent should specific requirements (i.e., outcomes such as economic self­
sufficiency, reduced welfare receipt, et~) be articulated in the legislative language? 
Should the legislative language merely specify a process' by whiCh to determine 
wforrriailCe ,me8su~es?Should a time-frame for the process be specified? 

, , 

, . • Participation rates -:,'which are a performance meastir~ - are spoofied in JOBStrIME­
. LIMlT$; is'this appropriate?' Shouldn't this be determined as part' of a PM system? '.,. 

. . . . , 

• 	 In gener:'~I, how and for what purposes ,should performance inforination be utili~ed? .Are 
there, Federa.1 reporting requirements which we can eliminate? Should the legislative 
language I speclfy consequences for failure to' meet performance. stAndards? What should 
these consequences be? Should the legislative language specify incentives for meeting 
standards? " 

• 	 .How should the non-phased-in population beaccou'nted for under the ntrw performance 
measure system? Would the EA and child care 'programs be inc1u'ded? 
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1. ' 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(e) 

2. 

(a) 

Performance Standards ' 

'. 'I 

In consultation with 'the Secretaries ofotherDepartments, representatives Of organ~tions 
" 	representing Governors, State and local program administrators" e4ucators, State job Jraining 

coordinating councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other interested 
persons, the Secretary shall develop performance standards with respect to the programs 
established pursuant to this part based on'appropriate factors measuring achievement of,self­
,suffiCiency, provision of serVices and percent,ofcases,that.~,o not,reach,the ~ime limit. 

To the'extent feasible in measuring self-sufficiency,the Secreta:ry"shalladopt the factors used 
in section 106 of the Job Training Partnership Act and any subsequent am~ndments. (Note' 
these factors include placement inunsubsidized' employment; retention 'for not less than 6 
,months in 'unsubsidized eritploym'ent; an increase in earni~gs, including hourly wages; a 
reduction in welfare dependency; and, acquisition of skiils).' . " ' 

, The Secretary shall, in conSultation with appropriate interested parties, review periodically 
,ana ~odify the performance measures and standards i1S appropriate. 

A~end Sec. 487,(1)) to read: The Secretary may require Stat~ to' gather such ipformation 
and perform such monitoring'functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of a 
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 ohtaining data as, necessary~ which may incl,l!de access, to 

, . earnings records, State employment security records,: records cOlfected under the Federai 
, Insuranct: C~)Otributioris Act (chapter 21 Qf the Internal Revenue Code of. ~98(», statistical 

sampling techniques, and similar records or measures, with' appropr:iate safeguards to protect , 
the confidentiality of,th~ information obtainfxl. 

, , 

The Secretary shatl'publish perform,~ce measures and standards, within one year of enact~ent 
of this legislation; Stines sh3.J1 begin reporting and vaJidating data no earlier than one year 

,,' following the publication of standards ,~tablished by th~Secretary; no financial incentive 
" 	payments shall apply during this period but shallcomlnence wiih~e next fiscal y~. 

Financial Incentives 
, 	 . '. , 

'A: new performance-based incentive payment system would be ,created centered on',desired , 
program outcomes. States would be eligible for incentive payments in the following areas; 

(1) 	 , ' Performance in',achievement of self-stifficiency-- earning a 1 to 10 percent incr~e in 
: FFP. ' 

(2) 	 ,Provision of. services-..; earning a 1 to 5 percent increase in FFP for high participation 
,,' rates in JOBS. ," , 

, , 	 ' 

(3) 	 p'ercent o( recipients who b'ecome subjecNo WORK program requfrtmients:'- earning a 
1 to 5 percent for low percentage. 

,,' 

I, '"3 '" 
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3. ' Redesign 'Quality Control System 
,I" ' 	 •• 

,OPTION 1:, Streamline Existina: OC System and Add Assessment of JOBSIWORK 
• 	 ••1 

Rationale' 
, 	 , 

In: promoting an outcome based system, the following language introduces maximum fle.xibility in 

amending tlie QC System. Payment aCcuracy should be retained but shoUld not. be the locus of an 

outcome-based system; it ought to be placed in the context ofpetj01;mance measlfrement in general. 

Current language'.in section 408 is highly prescriptive,: tlie methodology should instead be in 

regulation. ' " 	 ' , 

(a) 	 Amend Secti'on 408 of the Social S~urity Act to permit th~ Secretary, i,nconsultation with the 

qther.Federal Departments, representatives of organizations repreSenting Governors, State and 

local program administrators, educators, State job trainingroordinating councils, community­

based organizationS,redpjj~nts, and other interested persons, to redesign the current payment 

accuracy Quality CO,ntrol system to a broader system focused 'on self-sufficiency and program, 


. " ~

" improvement. 

(b) 	 ,'The broader system would focus 'on four 'themes: . ' 

. , .. 	 .' 

(1) 	 Significant Payment Accuracy Factors, that is, 'on error prone factors with significant 
dollar effects (e.g. earned income,: filing unit, anq deprivation); , 

'­

(2) 	" ' Pertormance Measures and Outcomes, that is, on client outcomes including in~reased 
work, reduced welfare receipt, and reduced dependence'on welfare; , , 

, Program Accountability, that is, on how well the program i's being administered and 
, ,I 	 ' 

operated in accordance with governing statutes, and regulations, such as, program 
, 'participation levels, delivery of services, and client f~back; and ' ' 

, 	 ' 

(4) 	 Process MeaSure Feedback, that is, on information for program assessment, 

eValuation~ ,auditing, and management i91Prove~ent., 


(c)'Th~'following regulations would, be revised. 

The existing QC system requires an evaluation"of all factors of t;ligibilitypayment, except ajew that 
,are specifically excluded, by the Statute, e.g., monthly reporting. The neW system woul(i focus on only 
error prone factors with significant dollar effects (e.g. eq.rned income, filing unit; deprivation, etc.), 
or,only onfa~ors viewed as critical to public confidence in the program.' 

", ! 

• 	 Revise the regulations to'red!-,ce the ~erification and documen~tion required to substantiate a 

, review finding. 


The current ,system requires 'a detailed description and calculation ofall error~ found in a case,' 

review, an4 that a'specified amount ofverification be obtp,ined to substantia.,e,the error finding . 


. Under this option,documentationlverificationstandards would be·relaxed by establishing new' 
minimum standards and the payment error determination process will be simPlified. .. '. "" '. 	 ". 

I, 	 ,," " 

"4 	
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· • Revise the regulations to, change the samplin~ methodology. 
, .i 

The current system requires each' state (or jurisdiction) to select a minimUm of300 to 1200 review 
cases each year. The Federal staffexami1ies a portion ofeach state's sample to validate the review 
findings. The precision (confidence level) of the payment errors is primarily a junction of the sizes of . 
the State and Federal samples. They have been tested and judged adequate for holding States ' 
accountable for prescribed paYment accuracy standar,ds:Coinmitment of resources to achieve this 
level ofprecision may not be necessary in an incentive/technical assistance response t()'"State ' 
performance. It should be noted that smaller 'sample size~ will reduce .the amount and degree of 
reliability ofperformance data on the transitional system. We can study the potentia/. iltlpact of ' 
various reduced sapiple size models on the precision ofpayment error estimates and other proce,ss 
measures. 

OPTION 2: Replace Existing QC System With New,State Quality-Auditing System 

States would be required to conduct periodic. interiwlaudits of their iOBS and WORK processes. to 
iensure tIW accuracy ofrePorted data and annual audits to establish payment accuracy rates, The 
Federalgover~nt would specify. the minimum sample sizes to achieve 90 or 95 per,cent confidence at 
the lower limit (the metlWd generally used by OIG). Stqtes would also bepe111!itted to use current QC 
resources to conduct special studies to test and improve the current system. To ensure ,hat State data 
and procedures are reliable, the Fe{leral government would conduct periodic, targeted, and 
unannounced audits/or that purpose. . 

<.1 ' 

,. , 

, " 

: f 

- ' 
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. ~t'JU1D?1i II!~ 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL 

, Current JOBS Law 

Under the SSA section 487 [FSASection 203(b)] not later than October 1st, 1993, the Sectetaryof ' 
-Health ~nd Human SerVices shall: ' . ~ , . . ..,. 

,: (1) in Consultation with the Secretary of Labor, representativ'es 'of organizations representirig 
, ,Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, Stite job training coordinating 

councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons"deveiop 
performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuanno this part that are based, in 

,part, on the results of the studies condu<.:ted under section 2()3(c) of suclJ A,.ct, ,and_ the initial State' 
evaluations (if allY) perfQrme,d under section486 oL~JsAct; ~nd ' , 

" " , ., ~i)stibmit his/her recommendati~nsfor perfo~~~estandards devel~'pedund~f.par'agr,!ph(i)tothe 
appropriate committees of jurisd iction of CongreSs, which reCommendations ,shai '-Ife', 'made with' , 
respect to specific measurements of outcomes arid be baSed on ,the degree ,df success which may be " 

" reasonabl.y,expected of States in helping 'individuals to increase earnings, achieve self-sufficiency, and 
, -' !.~uce welfare dependen'cy, and shall not 'be measured solely by le~els of.a~tivity. or participation. 

Performance,stand<;trds developed under ,this subsection shatl be reviewed periodically by the Secretary 
and modified to the extent riecessary. " ' " 

: " .. 

,Current JOBS Program Performance Measures 

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

Participation rate for' AFDC-~P recipients (45 CFR 250.74(c) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required 
participation rate is 40%. This is to ensure that a miriimumpioportioriof the AFDC-UP principal 
wage earners or, their spouses engage in work activities.' , 

Target group expenditures (45 CFR 250.74(a)(1)}- At least,55% of a State's JOBS expenditures must 
be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State's ,target popula~ions as defined at 
45 CFR 250.1. This,is to ensure that the hard t<;> serve are served by r~uiring that 55% of IV-:F , ' , 
expenditures are spent on th~;targetgroups defined in the statute or, if different, approved as a part of 

,the State's)OBS plan, , , : 

Curre~t [>ata Reporting System 

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS), was estabt'ished to meet sOrrle'ofthe reporting 
requirements mandated by section 487 of the Social,S~urity Act. The data necessary to establish 
performance standards such ,as participation rates; however, the data necessary to establish the 
numerator for the overal~.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 submit the 'entire population 
each month) is defined as the number of JOBS participarit;s that were engaged in ,at leastone hour Of 
activity in an approved JOBS program component du~ini the'sample:month. In ad<;lition to JOBS ' 
program data, a limited .. amount of demographic data and child .care data is als'o required to be 

,submitted,· 

I'· , 



.' DRAFT.- for discMSSion only 

, , 

. Current PC Law ' 

, Under section' 408 ,of the Social S~curity Act, States are required to, operate a qu~ity control systell1 
, in Order toens'ure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program., States operate the system ,in, 

, , ,accordanc~ with time,schedules, sampling methodologies, Md review procedure prescribed by the 
Secre~ry_ The law defines: what' cons.titutes a payment error; how error rates Md disailowMces are 
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments;' and the administrative Md judicial 
reviews available to states subject to dlsallQwMces because of error nlt~ in excess of the national 
standard,(Le., the rational err<:>rrate for .each year). ' ' 

" 

, The AFDC-Qt sy~tem fu~ctions primarily ~ a monitoring/auditing system: ' Its 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 Control 
System (NIQCS), OMB,required additional AFDC data be collected to replace the ,biennial survey of 
AFDC famil ies that ha~ been in placetl)n)Ug~ 1979. The AFDC-QCsystem also 'obtains the da~, , 
necessary to produce the publica~ion entitled:,~Characteristics 'Md Financial CircumstMces ofAFDC " 
Recipi~nts:" .The AFDC-QC 'system, is not ~s~ "to meet any ofille reporting requireme~ts for the' 
A~DC program. . '," 

, ' 

, . The proposed performance nleasureme'nt;ysi~m would consist ofa limited set ofbroad ,measures that, 
,would reflect the intended outcomes (i.e .. self-SUfficiency. cliimt satisfaction, etc.) of the ,transitional 
, support program. 1heseand oJher measures would be used to niorWor the quality'ofState programs, 
to trigger corrective actions, such as sancttons and technicalassistance,inceritives as approp'riate ' 


'(e.g. changes in FFP), and to monitor program implementation. The' current targeting and 

participation standar~sare eliminated (see draft specifications on JOBSfflME-LrMrrsIWORK). 


All interested parties .will be inclUded in the 'processjor de~ermining perf(j~nce measures and 
standards. .For example, State and local program administrators will take partin their formulation ,'" 

, and client feedbackineasures will be developed in consultation with welfare recipients. ' ' 

.GENE~AL DISCUSSION ISSUES:." 

• 	 'To what extent sh~uldspecific requirements (i.e., outcomeS s~~ as economic self·' 

sufficiency, redue,ed welfare receipt~ etc) be articulated in the legis'lativ.e language? ' 

Should the, legislative language merely specify a process by whicp to determine 

performance measures?, Should a time-frame for the, process be"s~fied? 


, ," 	 .' 

" .' .1 

• 	 Participation rates ~ which are aperrorman~~, measure '":",, 'are specified in JOBSrriME­, , ,v", ' 
LIMITS; is this appropriate? Shouldn't this be determined as part of a. PM system? 

, 	 , 

• 	 , In"general, how and for what purposes should performance information, be utilized? Are' 

there Federal reporting requi~ements which we can' eliminate? Should the legislative 

language specify consequences for failure to meet perfo'rmance standards?, What should 

th~e consequences ~~?, Should the legislative language specjfY,incentives for meeting, 

standards?' ",'-, ' , , ' 	 . , 

• 	 Howshould the non·phased-in population be accounted for under the new performa'nce 

measure system?, Wo~ld the EA and child care programs 'be included? " 


, "". 2 
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1. 	 Performa~ce Measures System' 

(a) 	 The Secretary shall, in consultation wifu the Secret'aries 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 requirements of this act for the purposes of assessing and monitoring State performance. 

ISSUE: 	 Should specific goals (i.e., outcomeS and' participation ~ates) of the system be 

articulated in statute? 


(c) 	 'Amend Sec: 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may req~ire states to gather silch information I 

-and, perform such monitoring 'functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of a 
performance'measures system and shall include in regulationspro\.risions establishing uniform 
reporting -requirements for su~h infor.mation. 

2. 	 Performance'Standards 

(a) 	 " For the purposes of implementing appropriate actions,' the Secretary shall, in cons~ltationwith 
the Secretary of Labor, representatives of organizations representjrigGovernors, State and 
local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating councils, oommunity­
based organizations, recipients, and· oilier interested persons, estabtlsh standards based on the' 

I performance measures defined pursuant to this act. 	 ' , 
. , 

, 	 ' . 
. (b) 	 Once in effect, performance standards shall be reviewed periodically and modified by the 


Secretary as appropriate. 


ISSUE: 	 Should the time-frame for issuance and modification of measures and standards 
be specified, in statute? 

(c) 	 The Secretary shall, in cOl}sultation with approp~iate 'ihterested partieS, define in regulation $e 
consequences of failure or success in meeting such performance'standards: 

ISSUE:' 	 What consequenceS for achieving or failing to achieve standards should t,e 

specified in legislation. -:, " . , ' 


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

3. 	 Revised Ouality Control System 
, 

, (a) Amend Section 408 of. the Social Security Act to permit: the Secretary, in consultation. with the 
',1,: other Fe4eral 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 Quality Control system to a broader system, focused on self-sufficiency and program 
il)lprovement.: 	 ' I' 



The existing QC system requires an evaluation ofall factors oj'e/igibility and paymem, except a few 
that are' specifically excluded by the Statute,.~e.g., monthly reporting. The new system would focus on 
only er~or prone factors with significant dol/ar effects (e.g. earned income, filing 'unit; deprivation, 
'etc.), or only onfactois viewed as cr~tical to,public coiifidence in the program. ~ 

I. , ' 


Revise the regulations to reduce the verification and documentation required to substaIitiate a ' 

. ,review finding. 

The current sy~tem req~ires 'a detailed description and calculation ofall errors found in a' case 

review, and that a specified amount of verification be obtained to substantiate the error finding; " 

Under this option. documentationlverificatiori standards would be. relaxed by establishing new 


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

.. Revise~e regulations to chang~ the sampling'~.ethodol,ogy. 
, 	 :. , 

The current system requireseachstat~ (or jurisdiction) to select a minimum of300 tiJ l~OO review 
cases each year. The Federal staffexamines a portion ofeach state's sqmple to validate the review , ' 
findings: The precision (corifidence level) of the payment ,errors is primarily. a function. of the sizes of 
the. State. and Federal samples. They have been tested and judged adequatefor holding States 
accountable for prescribed payment accuracy standards. Commitment ofresources to achieve this 
level ofprecision mtlY not be nece.ssaJy',in anincentive!technLCal assistance response to State 
performance. It shl?uld be noted that smaller sample sizes.will reduce the amount and 'degree of 
reliability ofperjor.mance data on the transitiona/"system. We cl!-n study·tlJ.e potential impact of 

, various reduced samplt; size models on the precision ofpayment error estimates and other proces~, 
.measures. 

, . 	 .-\'. 

,OPTION 2: Operational Design 

States would be required to conduct periodic, internal audits of their JOBS and WORK processes to 
ensure. the accuracy of reporteadata and annual audits to establish payment accuracy rates. The 
Federal government "!ould specify the minimum sample sizes to achieve 90 or 95 percent corifidence at 
the lower limit (the method generally used by DIG). States would also be permitted to use curr.ent QC 
resources to conduct special studies to test and improve the current system. To ensure that State data 

'and procMures are reliable, the Federal government would conduct periodic. targeted. and 

unannounced audits for tluit purpose" , . ' , , 


4. 	 Incentives vs. Penalties 

- . ~~.. 


-StateS would be eligil;lle for performan~e-base(j'inceniive payments -- for.example, a 1-10 

. percent increase in FFP (administrative costs, or JOBS, or WORK). 


,- Sanctions' f()r unacceptable performance could also be included, if needed to foste~ appropri'ate 
behavioL, , . 

, 'I 

, - The ince~tive/sanction fo.rmula would be developed by the Secretary taking into consideration' 
and appropriately, weighting desired results, including payment accuracy. ' . 

,4­



Welfare Reform Specifteati_ M:ly 20 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL . ..' 
'. .--~-~......, ' ," 

The provisions d.escrib.edin this·section initiat~ a process that wil".~entuat~)n the development 
and implementation of a comprehensive performance measurement ~tNi1 which renects and . 
reinforces the emerging "culture" of the redesigned welfare system~ . 

. . 
Current JOBS Law . 

, :!', . , 

Under the SSA section 487 [FSASectio.n203(b)] not later than October'lst;-'l993, the Secretary of' 

Health and Human,Services shall: 


(1) 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 o.theciilterested 'persons, develop 


-performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuant 'to thiS part that ~re based, in 

part, ,on the results of the stUdies conducted urider'section'203(c) of 'silch,;\ct, and the initial State 

evaluations Ofany) performed under section 486 oftb.is Act; and' ' . .' .'-"'" ',,,, " 


(2) ·submit his/her recommend~tions for performance standards' dev~loped under paragraph <ir to the:'" 
appropritite committees of jurisdiction of Congress, whiCh ·...ecommendations shaH be made with ' 
respect to specific measurements of outcomes and 'be based on the degree Cif success which may be 
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to' increase earnings" achieve self-stifficiency,and 
reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation. 
Performance standards developed under-this subseCtion shall be reviewed periodi~ally by the Secretary 
and modified to the extent necessary. . 

Current JOBS Program Performance Measures 

Participation rate for all AFDCrecipients 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 m~aningful (significant) level; 

Participation rate for AFDC-UPrecipients (45 C'FR 250.74(c) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required .. 

participation rate is 40%. This, is to ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFDC~UP principal 

wage earners or their spouses engage.in work activities. . ' 


-Target group expenditures (45 CFR 250.74(a)(l)f- At least 55% of-a S.tate's JOBS·expenditures ~ust 
be spent on applicants .and recipients who are members ofthe 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 different, approved as a part of . 
the: State's JOBS plan. . " 

Current Data Reporting System 

" ' 

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was establis,hed to, meet some of the reporting 
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. Orily 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 
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',month. In addition to JOBS program data: a 'limited ,amoimt of demographic data and child care data 

is also required tobe submitted.' , 


Current DC Law: 

'Urader section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are required to oper~te, a quality control system 
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the A.FDC program. States operat~ the system in 
accordance with time schedules, sampling methodologi'es, and review pro'ced:ures prescribed bythe 
Secretary. The law defines: what constitutes, a payment 'error; how error r~tes' and 'disallowances are 
calclilated; the method for adjusting State matching pay",ents; and the administrative and judicial' , ' 
reviews available to States subjecrto"disallowances because of error rates.in excess of the national 
standard (i.e., the nationale'n:'or rate, for each year)~ , ' 

, , ~ , 
, 

Th~ AFDC-QC system' func~i~ns primarily'as a monitoring/auditingsystem, .Its pri~aryp~rpose is to 
establish the correctneSs with whichpayments'aremade to AFDC cas~ in each State, The AFDC-:­
QC system also obtains the data necessary to prod1,lce the publication entitled '''Characteristics and ' 
Financial,Cj~~umstances of AFDGRecipients;" The-AFDC-QCsysterr!:is'not used to meet any of the' ­
,reporting requirements for ,the AFDG'program. ,Subsequent to the establishment of , this system,"" 

which is a subsystem of the National Integrated Quality Control System (NIQCS),OMB required 

additional AFDC data be',collected to replace the biennial survey of AFDC families that had been in 

place through 1979. ' " ' , ' ..,' , ' , 

, I, 

• . I ' ':' 

One obje,~tive of welfare reform is to transform the "culture" of the welfart; system,' from an " 
institutional system whose primary mission is to ensure ihat poor children have a:minimal level of' 
economic resources to, a system thatJocuses equal attention on the task of integrating their adult 
caretakers fnto the economic and social mainstream of society. ' We envision an outcome-based 
performance measurement system that co~ists'of a limited selof broad measures q.tuifocuses State 
efforts on the goals of the transitional support system -- helping recipients become self-suffiCient, 
reducing d~pend(mcy, and moving reCipients into work. The system would be developed and' ' 
implemented over time, as specified in statut~: , Interested parties will be included ,in; the process for 
determining outcome-based performance measures and standards. ;' ,

.' '. " 

" 

Until a system incorPorating outcome-based staTidards can be put in place, State performance will be ' 
, measured ,against serytce delivery measures as specified in statute. These. service delivery ,standards, 
would be used tf! monitor prog~am implementation and operations, provide incentives for timely 
implementation, and ensure ,that States were providing serVices needed to convert welfare into a 

. 'tranSitional support sy~tem. ' The current !ai-geting'and participation standards WOUld, be eliminated 
(see draft specifications on JOBS, TIME LIMITS, AND WORK). The new service delivery measures for 
JOBS would look over time to see that individuals subject to the time' limit: are getting served by the 
program and that' a substantial pl(rtion of such cases are being served on an ongoing basis; 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), Stat~s would be subject to 'a performance standard under,the WORK program, 

'Until automated Systems are operadonal and reliable; Stat¢ performance vis-a-~is these service 
delivery measures-would ,be based on irifo;-mation gathered through' the modWed' QC system., 

• • 'f " 
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Within a specified time period a}terenactment of this bill, the Secretary will devel~p a broader system 
· oj standards which incorporates measures addressing the 'States' succesiin moving clients toward seLJ­
SUfficiency and reducing their average tenure onweLJate. All accompanying regulationS to this 
section shali be published within '6 months of the· enactment of this act, unless .ar' effective date is 
otherwise specified~ .' .' . . . . . . '., ' 

Rationale· 

The -standar.ds.against which systems performance are judged must reflect the emerging' mission-or'-· - . 

goal. ofthe reformed system. The.existing Quality Control (itC) System may. actually create '" . 

counterproductive incentivesfor States attempting to cope with this emerging institutional ­
environment . . QCfocusses on how well the income supportfunction· is d9ne (0 the exclusion ofother-- ., 

systems goals.' This directly shapes the atmosphere of and feel within weLJare agenc,ies; how. 


" person,ne/. are selected and trained, how administrative processes ar~ org~nized,-andihe-basis for ._. -
aJloG~ing' otganizatio{1al ~ewards: : . , ~, ........-,~"' '>" ­

. . 
-It is-Q.simplereallty-that ihe management afui t(;chniJlogicaldemands which emergejrom a sYsteni 

designed to change how people junction are more complex than those; for an income SUppoTtsysteni. 

Strategies that judge performance solely by inputs or effort will no longer.beadequaie: Thenew 

system i:vent.uallymust be jUdged by what is accomplished ratherthan!J.owit is accimiplished. At.the 

same time, the challenges oftransforming organizational cultures cannot be ignored;wemusr remain 

cognizant of the implementation and operational challenges all levels ofgovernment will confront in 

movi,ng to.,the new,system. . . ' 


. . 
A response to the demands impo~t;d by substantive organizational'change is to alte; the "officiql" 

focus ofthe systeinjrom payment accuracy to program. outcomes that more appropriately refleet the 

new mission. of the. system without jeopardizing the integrity of the program as itls currently 


·understood.' This can be achieved through the development ofperforman'ce measures and standards 

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

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


Specifications 

· 'Provisions 1 through 3 generally deal with requirements and procedures .for"es~blishing, 
· performance outcomes; provisions 4~nd 5 deal with developing service delivery 'measures and . 
. standards to assess whether the program is being implerrented and operated as intendedjand 

provision ,6 provides the necessary autho~ity to modiry the QC system to carry out the " 

monitoring functions specified in the Act. 


Establishing an Outcome-Based Performance Standards System 
. , , " . '. ' ,~" 

..., Vision 
, . 

Part 1: This provision provides general ~uthority to the Secretary ojDHHS ioestablish an outcome-
based performance standardssysiem. . . ',: 

The ~vislon g;vernil1g weLJdre·reform is consistent with the theme of "reinventing g;vernment."
Ulti~this means less federal prescription, greater local flexibility and responsibility, and the 

'r 

measuremen.t of suc,cess by outcomes aiuJ not inputs or effort: . 

" '1 
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, Rationale 

Theseprovisions,establish and reinforce the goal that State performance eventudlly 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 clients towardsef:fsufficiency and independence while ensuring the 

,'overall well-being of children and theit families.' ' , "" " 

Specifications 

, (a) . In accordanCe w'ith the effective dates specified, in order to assess State performance, th~ , 
Secretary shall enact an outcome-based performance standardssystem'that,will measure the 
extent to which the program helps participants improve their self-sufficiency, their' ' 
independence from welfare, their labor market participation, ang the economic well:'beingof 
'families with children. As specified below, the Secretary shall'first develop outcome-based 
p.erformancemeasures and then shall, take steps -to 'set expected standards of performance with ' 
reSpect to those measures; The system wmalso ,include performance':standards for measuring 
the extent to Which individuals are served by the,transitional'support'system (Le., service ' 
delivery standards). , , " ',,: 

,- ";", • ';» ,~,;:,:. 

': (b) The curreritquality control system shall "be revised to reflect the"new performance standards 
,system (see section below on Q~ality Control f01: specifications). '-'" 

(c) 	 The Secretary shall publish annually State-level data indicating State,performance u'nder'such . 
, 	 ., " 

.a system. 
" 	 • I •. 

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

.' a performance measurement system and shall include in' regulations provisions establishing 
uniform reporting requirements for such information. ' 

(e) 	 In adopting performance standards the Secretary shall use appropdate 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 i~86); drawing 
reliabl~ statistical samples and revising QC reviews of AFDC payment and case information; 
and using app:opriate ~afeguards to protect the confidentiality of the information obtained, 

(f) 	 The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate .interested parties, review and modify the' 
performance measures and standard~, and. other components of the performance measures 
system' periodica\1 yas appropriate., ' 

2. 	 Developing an Outcome-Based Performance Measurement System 

" 	 , 

Part 2: This prQvisioll requires the Secretary to propose a specific set of intermediate outcome 
measures and establishes a process and timetable for doing such." ,. ' 

, 	 , 

Before Qutcome-based standards are'established, a set oJoutcome-basedmeasures wlli be put in 
place. (Note: a measure is merely an aspect of the program on which data is collected: a st(1ndard is , 
,o'specific leveLof performance that iJ: expecied ofStclles or agencies with r(~.\l)ect to 'that measure.) 

, ' . 
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These provisions we view~d as the firs/step toward 'dev~loping a true. outcome-based performance 

measurement system and recognize complementary work taking place in other agencies. 


, ", 	 ' ,. 

Rationale 	 \. , 

Recognizing the comple:xity ofthis task, this legislation incorporates a prudent. strategy that moves 
10r~efully,' yet 'with reasonable caution in the direction ofdeveloping an putcome-based performance' 
system. " 

Specifications 
. . 	 . 

(a) 	 . 'By June 1, 1995, forthe purpo~es of.enacting a performance measurementsystem, the 

Secretary will present recommendations on specific outcome-based performance measures 

(with proposed definitions and data collection methodologies) andsha11 solicit comments from 


,.the Congress, Secretaries of other Departments, representatives.of.organizations representing 	 .' 
GoveQ19rs, State and 10ca1 program administrators, educators, .State job training coordinating. ' '. 
coun~i1s"community-based organizations, recipients, and' other interested persons (hereinafter .... 
refeHed to as,interestedparties). . .'. . . 

. ..,;':~. 
(b) 	 The recommendations sha11 include the 'percentage ofthe caseloadwho reach the'2-:year time­

. limit 'and may include butshall not Delimited to measures which examine: . 

• ~ .',', .' 	 • I ' • '. 

0) factors used in section 106 of the 
" 

Job Training Partnership Act ~d anysubsequeni 
amendments such as placement and· retention in unsubsidized employment and a 

. reduction in welfare dependency; and," , 
.' (ii) other factors as deemed appropriate by the Secretary. 

(c) 	 Based on comments from the interested partie~; the Secretary, will firia1ize the measures by 

January 1'; 1996, and publi~h the meas':lres in the Federa1 Register. . 


3. 	 Implemeriting an Outcome-Based ,Performance Measurement System· 

Part 3.; .This pfovislon,requires the Secretary to set standards ofperformafice for Siates 'to meet with 
respect to the measures developed under prior provisions and sets some procedural ,guidelines for 
setting those standards.· 	 . 

. Knowing what we want to accomplish is different from setting concrete expectations for States about 
what \they ought to accomplish. The standards should be set carefully, with adeq~ate time to obtain' . 

\. ,:. 	 . ..' " '. 

,input from stakeholders and interested parties arrd to fully assess the potential impact of the '. 
standards. 

Rationale: :'; 

It is important to provide sufficient time to think through an appropriate set a/measures with rele\1ant . 
. . parties and to carefully consider what kind ofrealistic standards might he set with respect 'to those ". 

measures. The legislation sets a time period to consider iinportant measurement issues"and what , .. 
consequences should be set for failure to meet established standards. ' \ 
.' I' ' 

" . 
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Specifications . 

(a) 	 . By June 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 performance measure information (as specified above) and other appropriate 
information . 

. (b) Based on 'comments from the interested parties,.theSecretary will fi'naliz~ the standards that· 
:_....~_will be pu?lished in the Federal Register by January 1, ,1997. ..-."....-,., . 

(c) ..The Secretary shall· amend in regulations the penalties and' incentives'ina~cordance' with the" 
proposed standards as appropriate ~dshaIl implement the additional· performance standards 
by June 1, 1997.' ., 

'.. 
-4. :c-·· 	Service Delivery Standards 

Part 4: This provision 'requires that certain staluJardsbe settodete~ine how weliState.s are 
impiementing KeY aspects of the:new system and sets rewards arut,penalties based on those standards. 

To ensure thai Welfare systems are operating the program as interided. the. new per!omtance system 
will provide for awards and penalties for State perjonnance 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 States to serve recipients urid~r the new tranSitional sys.tem and to, monitor 
program operations. States wouid, be slfbject 'to finanCial incentives the following areas;' a coverage 
rate in JOBS, a monthly particioation rate in JOBS, and participation rate in WORK. In addition. 
the caps on JOBS' extensions a~ pre-JOBS assignments and State 'accuracy in keeping of the two-year 

. dock are considered service delivery standards. 

Rationale .. ' . 

Because major changes to the welfare system ale being proposed, it iscritical'ihatthe extent to which 
the intent of the law is being realized be monitor{!d carefully. Measuiing critical aspects of the new 

. program will provide necessary feedback upon which to judge' progress toward changing t~e "culture" 
of the welfare system.. while'the proposed set of incenrives and penaities will keep States focused on 
the required changes. ' , 

Specifications 
, •• I 

(a) 	 Up'on enactment of this act,the Secretary shall implement service det'iverymeasures for 

'. ,purposes of accountability and compliance. . " 


" 

. (b) States shall be subject to service del ivery standards upon the effective date of the new JOBS 
. program. States shallbegin reporting and validating data for servi~e' del ivery measures no 
later than 6 months following the effective date of tl)e new JOBS/WORK provisions in a 
manner to be prescribed by the Secretary.. ." . 

'. 

(c) 	 The 'service delivery standards apply oni y to the phased-in mandatory pop~lation 'that is , 
. subject to the time.limit There ~re no performanc~ standards t()r the non~phased-in woup. 

'" 
50 



Welfare R.eform 5pecirl<aliona 	 May 20 

. 	 ' . 

. (d) 	 Rate of coverage in JOBS: "TQmaximize the number Qf weffare recipien~ who. becQme self­
sUPPQrting, it isimpQrtant fQr JOBS prQgrams to. serve their entire mandatory caselQad. To.' 
measure the extent to. which programs wQrk with the entire mandatQry caselQad in' ways 
deemed apprQpriat~,'States are expected to. meet a coverage rate: This rate specifies the 
extent to. which it program invQlves Qr covers individuals who. are mandated fQr the prQgram 
(nQt including thQse assigned to. pre~JOBS) within a specified periQd. A.prQgram is . 
cQnsidered to.' have covered individuals if they ~partlcipate in activities, are' emplQyed, leaye 
AFDC, Qr are sanctiQned. TheCQverage tate is a IQngitUdinalrate that requires tracking !l. 
previQuslyentered CQhQrt Qf clients; The State's· CQverage. rate· shall be expressed by a' , 
percentage, andcalculated'as fQllows:. . , 

,:..,:, '.~ :. 
" . 

(i) 	 . The denQminatQr cQnsists Qfthe JOBS ~andatQry caselQad receiving' assistance (i.e., 
excluding thQse}n thepre-JOBS status).: . 

(ii) . The numeratQr cQnsisl$ of thQse in the'denQinimltQ~ whQ'eithe,'participatein prQgr(lm 
,: ,activities, are employed, leaveAFDC,' or~aresanCtioned within a 6monthpericid. ' 

ThedefinitiQn Of participation fQr the p'urpQses Qfc1I\ctilating the coverag'e rate'wiii be . 
determined in regulatiQn: ,,,.' ' .. ' 

• :..:i' Z' \..(J:,~: . 

(e) 	 .. The perfQrmanCe standard fQr'the cQverag~ rate is .set at90 per~etit with, a 5 percent tQleran~e 
level, with financial, penalties applied if this standard is n9t ffi"et, FQr the proPQrtiQn Qf 
caselQad below the standard, a 25 percent reduction in the FFP fQr their AFDC benefits will . 
be levied, using the average AFDC benefit level paid in the' State to. determine the am~~nt Qf 
the penalty. Ptmaltles WQuid not be assessed in the first year Qf prQgram QperatiQn.·· . 

(f) 	 Monthly Part,icipatiori Rate in JOBS: ' Similar, to current law,' StateS are expected to. meet a 
monthly participation rate. Using. a cQmputatiQnperiQd Qf eachmQnth in a fiscal year (Le. 

. " Qv~r a 12 mQnth period), the State's mQnthly pai):icipatiQn rate shall be expressed by a 
percentage, and calculated as fQIIQws: . 

(i) The denQminator CQ~sists Qf the average mQnthly number Qf individuals who. are 
. " . mandatQry fQr JOBS (i.e: ~excluding thQse in the pre-JOBS ,status)' 

, 	 . 
(ii) . 	 The numeratQr cQnsists Qf the average mQnthly number Qf individuals who.. are 

. mandatQry fQr JOBS (i.e;, excluding thQse, in the pre-JOBS status) who. participate in' 
<in activitYQr are employed (and remain Qn aid)., The definitiQn of participatio.n fQr 
the purposes Qf calculating .the mQnthly participation rate, Will be determined. in . 
regulatiQn;' , ' 

. '. 

TheperfQrmance standard fQr the mQnthly participatiQn rate is set at 40 percent, with a-5/,+5 
tQlerance level, with financial penalties, if the standard is PQt met and' financial iQceritives if 
the standard is exceeded. FQr the prQPQrtiQn Qf caselQadbelQw the stimdard (35%); a ~5 

. percent reductiQn in $e FFP fQr'their AFDC benefits wiU'be levied, using the average AFDC 
benefit level paid in the State to. calculate,.the amQunt of the penalty. FQrthe prQPQrtiQn of 
caselQad abQve the standard (45%), a 25 percent increase in the FFP fQr their' A~[),C_,be~ts 
will be granted using the average AFDC benefit level paid.in the ,State [Qr ani!§iease in I'EP..> 
fQr JOBS services]. There WQuld be.no change' in FFPfQr thQse' cove'ring35to' 4S%-'o(the . 
applicable caselQad. Penalties would nQt beassess~in the first year of prQgramQperafiQn: 
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(b) 	 , WORK Program P~rticipationRat'es: States will also receive financial. penalties for failing 
to meet the' following participation standard in the WORK program. To enslin~ that 
individuals who reach ,the time limit are assfgned to work'slots, States would be expected to' 
meet a WORK participatio'n standard. The WORK performance measure would take effect 
two years,after the effec~.ive date'of thislegislaiion (see JOBS, nME LIMITS. AND W,ORK " 

'section). To, meet·this standard, States are required to meet the lowet' number of: ' 
... . 	 ." '.... . . 

(i) 	 ,~, Case 1: The number required so that 80 percent of those who reached> the time limit 
and are in the WORK program are assigned, to aWORK slot or are in other defined 
statuses (as explained below). A nve percentagepoini.tol,e~ance level on t\:lis,standard 

. ".,. " , _ 	 will, be allowed;, ,Using acompytation period of each month 'ina fiscal'Year"(Le.ovet 

a 12 month period), the WORK participation rate is expressed as a percentage and is 

calculated follows: (1) The denominator consists, of the average monthly number,of 


,,'individuals,who, have reached 'the.time limitand are in the WORK ,prograrn (i.e:,."" 
excluding those in the pre-JOBS status). (2) The numerator consists of th~se in the, 

..::denominator.wno.are .assigned to a WORK slot, are in, the sanctioning,processas 
defined under the WORKpr(jgram rules; or are pariicipatingina WORK job search 
activity.. ,The "exact 'definitio,n of the rate will be sPe<::i(ied..in regulation .. Or, ' ' ~.v. 

(ii) . ,Case 2·: The number requited so that total nUll1bet of WORK slots the State is-' ,: " , :' : " 
, required to create, based'oil their funding,allocation~:are filled by individuals assigned 
to a WORK slot., A method for calculating the required numb'er o(slots to be filled 
based on the ~nding allocat!on will be specified in regulations. 

(i) 	 For ,the proportion of caseloadbelow the applicable standard, a 50 percent reduction in the 
FFP for their AFDCbenefits will ,be levied, using the average AFDC benefit level paidjn the 
State to (jeterminethe amount of the penalty. Penalties wou.ld not be assessed in the fir~t year, 

• of programoperat'ion. 	 ' 

States would be required to place indi~iduals who have most recently hi! the time':limit into 
WORK slots prior to other WORK participants (e.g., those who haveiilready completed a slot 

, and are awaiting re-assignment). , ': ' 

States are. not eligible for in,creased FFP for anyservicedeliv~ry measures if the Secretary' 
, . determines: ' 

, (i) 	 the a~curacy or" a State's time-c1o~k fail~ the threshold standards fqr time-c1oc'k 
accuracy; as defined subsequently in regulations; and/or, .:. ' . / , 	 .', .' 

(ii)data reported by a State fails the threshold standards for data quality, ~ defined 
subsequently in regulations. ' 

(I) 	 Cap .<m pre-JOBS and JOBS Extensions: No FFP will be allOWed, for any cases in pre-JOBS "' ' 
" 	 above the cap and for JOBSextensionsabove the:cap llnless the Statehas submitted a. . 

proposal to the Secretary to raise the cap or ,the 'secretary' has already granted such a waiver. 
(see also JOBS. nME LIM~. AND WORK section) . 

(m) 	 As appropriate, the Secretary may require States to report other data elements related to'the 
provision of JOBS and WORK serviCes, such as the provision on teen case management 
services.· Such addi~ional reporting requirements will be specified in regulation no later than 
6 months following the enactment of this act. ' ' .. , 
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'. ' CI ient Feedback ' 
, .' 

. ." 

Part 5: ,11{.is provision requires that St'ates establish a process for cOlleqing'l;lientfeedback on their 
experience ih.',the program as a 'method for improving program operations. . 

, , . 	 , .. 
1;zere has been little stUdy in the past ofclient perceptions, of the services prOVided through the. 
welfare department. However, similar to the way customers' reactions are important to the business 

.' community,'understa'nding arUt mafJJlging elien{ feedback on the serVices they receive,provide ' 
:-important,inJormation on areas wh,ere program performance could improved. .AdditionallY;"it will..:be 

important to establis~ mechanisms to ensure feedback on, the quaiity of services provided by public, 
nonprofit, and private agencies. '..' . 

'. • ......... ~~ ~ ~., .."" .• J' ,,~ , ­

Rationale ..., 
_m •• ,..~ •• " ",'''bO't .•~- .....'~.~'~:"~_ .• : 

'.:.; ... ~'·:'··ah.~ clspec; of ,.einventing' government tst~'",nake public sYstems client'- or..market-d;iven,. ~lna time- . 
;....~e,limited cash assistance program, providing part!cipan{s, with qualityservi~~s'and. opportunities. ' 
.' , ... through which to ,enhalJ:£~,•.t.heir human capital and improve their chances in the labor: market seemS.' --:.",:;;;,,,., 

.essential. .Obtaining feedback directly from the tocustomer:s" is one waY .ofhelping program managers' 
ensure thaf'they provide participants what is needed. . ..... . . .' ...: ' 

SpeCifications '. . 

, (a) Each State shail' establish methods. for obtaining,.o"n a regular basis, information from 
individuals and employers who have received services. through the JOBS and/or WO~ 

. program regarding,'theeffectivenessand quality ,of such s~rvices .. Such methods may include 
. the use of surveys, inte~ie~s, and focus groups. ' . . 

(b)' Each',~tate ;Igency shall analyze the customer service information on a regular basis and 

1 	 . 
provide a suminary of such information accompanied by such analysis to the '[JOBS and/or 

WORK boards] for use in improving the administration of the programs. ' . 


. 	 , .'" 	 . 

• • "I6. Expanded Mission for Quality Control. System 

.' Part l This provision provides the. Secretary with the authQritj to review and modify the Quality . 
Controlsystem as needed and,sets up some procedural 'guidelines for identifyilJg the needed changes 
and t1wking those changes. 

. The following 'language allows the Secretary to redesign the current payment accuracy' Quality Contrdl 
. : ,:.:,,' 	 ,system to a .broader system focused on the performance standards establ!shed in statute or by . 

regulation .10 'ensure the efficient and effective operation of the JOBSIWORKlTime Limited Assistance' . 
program. Payment accuracy w!ll be retained but only as .one element ina broader performance 
measurement role for the QC system. . 
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Rationale 

Operating a perjonnance driven accountability system requires resources. Until the new system is 
. fully developed, it will be diffictilt to estimate what those resource requirements will be. Some oj those, 

resources must come from' the existing Qt'System, necessitating changes in that system. The ': 
.. Secretary must have authority to'make those changes ina way that does ·not sacrifice the Cfbility to 

ensure, the. integrity and accurary oj income maintenance payments. ' 

SPeCifications 

. (a). 	 Amend the Social S'ecur.ity·Act to expand the purpose of qualitY'c~ntrol to improve the . 

accuracy of benefit and wage'payments in the AFDCand WORK program, to assess the 

qual,ity of State-:reported data, t9 ensure the ac<;:uracy of State reporting of JOBSfWORK data 


, required under this act, and measure theaccuracy:.with which States calculate cl ienteligibility 
for benefits under a time-limited AFDCsystem;to ensure that other performance standa~ds 
ar.emet, and ,to' fulfill other app(Opriate,:functions ofa peiformance measurement system·. 

(b) 	 Require 'the Secretary to establish and operate a quality contro1.system under which the 

Secretary shall determine,: with respect to each State, the' extent'to whiCh any art9 all .. 

performance standards establish~ by statute o~' regulatiqn' are being met. ~ , . .,' 
. " ' 	 ... ~;. 

(c) 	 States shall conduct periodic, internal. audits of their JOBS 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 limit (the method generally used by OIG). States would also be permitted to use 


. " 	 , J 

current QC resources to conduct speci~ studies to test,and improve the current system. , 

(d) 	 The .Secre,tary shall designate additional dat~ elements to be qollected in a QC review sample 
to fulfill the needs of aperformahce measures system (pursuant to section 487 as amended 
under' this part), and' shall ,amend case sampling plans and data collection procedures as ' .' , 

deemed necessary to accurately assess those measures of program performance identified 
elsewhere in this section. ' 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall modify the scope of the current QC syst~m as deemed necessary to 

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


(t) 	 The Secretary shall, after consulting with the States and securing input from kn,owledgeable' 
sources, publish regulations regarding changes in the design and administration of existing QC 

. functions as 'well as enhancementS· to that sy~tem. These proposed changes 'will be published 
, no later than 12 months after enactment of this Bill.,' , .'" "; 

, , " 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION, AND DEMONSTRATIONS 

:A. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; RESEARCH, AND E,VALUATION 

1. 	 Authority to Tap JOBSIWORKand Child Care Funds For Research. Demonstrations. 

Evaluation and Technical Assistance Purposes . , 


Current Law 

l"'" , 

" Welfare'refonn seekS nothing less 'than a change-in the "culture" ofthi welfare system. This :' 
" necessitates making major changes tn a'system that has primarily been issuing checks for (he pasrtwo 

decades. ' Now 'we will be expecting States to change individual behavior .and their own institutions 
.	themselves so thilt welfare, recipients will be moved into mainstream society. This will not be done ' 

easily. We see a major role for evalu{ltion, technical assistance and in/onnation sharing. Initially" " 

States will require considerable assistance as they design and implement the changes required uiUler 

this legislation. Then, as one State or locality finds strategies that. work, those !essonsought to be 

widely shared with others. One of the elements critical to this refo.nn effort has been the lessons 


, learned from the careful evaluations done: ofearlier programs: Those lessons and the feedback 

secured during the implementation 0I'these rejonns will be used in a formative sense and will guide 

continuing innov(uiofJ into the future. We proPQse reserving. 2% ofthe total annual capped, ' . 

entitlement funding for the Secretary ofHHS to be spent on JOBS, WORK and child care for 

research, demonstrations, evaluation, and techniCal assistance, with a significant amount reserved for 


.child care. We seek to evaluate demonstrations in a number ofdifferent areas.· P{ease,see'the 

, sections on MAKE WORK PAY. CHIlL> SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, and PREVENT ,PREGNANCY AND PROM01E 


PARENTAL RESPONSIBlLl1Y. 


Rationale 

Sufficient funds should he available to ensure that 'the Depanment(s) can provide adequate levels of. .. ' ' 
technical assistance to States, exercise oversight over State implementation of welfare refonn, and 
carry out other supportive research dnd training activities. Tying funds to apercentage of the overall . 
program dollars ensures that as the program grows. funds for· research, evaluation and technical also 
grow. It is often noted that 10 percent of effe.cting. substantive change is getting the law passed, the J II 
other 90 percent is implementing the law·well. Arguably, the 1988 Family Support Act sufferedfrom . . ... 
inadequate attention that was provided to helping States realize the potential for change built into the. . 
various provisions of the Act. ",. " ~ 

',", 
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Specifications, 
,~' ' . 

(a) 	 Reserve to the Secretary from 'amounts authorized for the capped JOBS, WORK and At-Risk 
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: Technical assistance is defined broadly to include training; ,"han~s"Pn" consultation to 

: 	 1 '~ • 
States requesting assistance, the transferring of "best practices," from one State to another '.i'nd ' 
so forth. ' . . 

""'-""""".'. , ­

(b) 	 To the exterit that these issues can be rese~ched in,a methodologieally sound way, the 
Secretary of HHS in consultation with the Secretary of Labor ,and the Secretary of· Education, 
shalt conduct the following evaluation studies. of time-limited JOBS followed,by WORK: . 

. (i) . ,A iwo~phase implementation and institutional outcomes study-that describes:-', ." 
". '. "" .. : '~ .. 


.. .' 


;,_!,.', 'H',How States and localities,initially-responded tcrnew:'policies,implementedilie new 
, ",program; obst~cles and barr-iets, institutional arrangementS, and recommendations; 

. . . \ 

,:.' ' ""How States 'andlocalitiek subseque~'tIY'did as their programs matured' inciuding,~""."" .. 
•program ,design, services provided, operating proceduresj exemplary pr~ctices; , 
funding'levels and participation rates and recommendations. The stUdy ~ill aho 
consider the effects on ,State, and local administration of welfar~ programs including 
management systems, staffing structure,and "culture," ' 

. . 	 1 I 

(ii) 	 An impact evaluation,.preferably using a random as:signment design or a methodology 
that, meets thestand,ards of the scienti.ficcor:nmunity , that' examines: ' 

• 	 the 'effectiveness of transitional ,1:lSsisiance in a time-limited context in helping welfare, 
". ;. 

recipients achieve self-sufficiency, and the relative effectiveness 'of various strategies 
used by ,States and localities on employment rates, r'eduction of wel~aredependency, . 
~eduction of teen pregnancy, incon:te levels and poverty ,teduction,'family structure, 
child well-being, and client satisfaction for recipients by major 'subgroups; 

" 

.' 
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B. 	 DEMONSTRATIONS 

L . 'Authority to Initiate Major Demonstrations and Pilot Programs to Improve the Effectiveness 
and Efficiency of the Reformed Welfare System . , 

Current Law 

'The Social Security Act attthorizes the Secretary to co!l4uct demonstrations. Many States operate 
. demonstration programs whichhavestrong.evaluation components whichhtive helped shape public 
policy.. ' 

, , 

We propose 'key demonstrations in six areas..whereadditionalfeedback is. required about the cost, 
feasibility, and/or effectiveness is.necessary before'national policy is determiq.ed. "In each area, we . 
propose both a set,o/policies jor:iinmediateimplementation and' a setoJdemonstrations designed'to" ": 
.explore icieas for.stillbolder ilmovation in. the future. ~ In 'addition, we' would encourage States to . 

. , " .. , develop their own demonstrations,'andin sQmeca~eswe woul4 provide additiondl Federal resources 
for these. Lessons from past demonstrations have been ci.mt'ral"to·bdththe development of the Family 
Support Adand to this plan." ..' ," 

, " Specifications 

,.. ' ' 

(a) 	 .." The Secr~tariof HHS shall ,pave the authority to approve and conduct the following 

demonstrations (as discussed in detail below): ' ,
. ~ 	 .. . ~; , 

Demonstr!ltion (1) is designed to test innovations that might shorten welfare spells during the 
JOBS phase of the reforined 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 assistthose who have made,thetrarisitionto non-subsidized work to 
minimize recidivis'm ,back onto welfare. 'Other demonstrations are outlined in the CHILD , 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT,MAKE WOR.II;.PAY, arid the PREVENT TEEN'PREGNANCY AND' 
PROMOTE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY sections. Thus these demonstrations cover the major" 
aspects of the reform proposal. 	 ' , 

~, 

2. ,Demonstrations to Encourage Placement During Particip~tion in the JOBS Program: 
-r 

Current Law" , . 

, There are no provisions in, current law similar to what is pr()posed ~nder this section. 

, Vision 

One ofthe 'explicit goals of welfare reform is to transform,the, welfare system (and the JOBS program) 

into one which focuses from, the very first day' on helping people ,to 'get and hold jobs. To achieve 


,. . this, we 'will fund demonstration p'rogrf!"ls that focus on enhancing job placements. We envision two . 

strategies, as spedfiedbe/ow.· ' 
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" 	 "" 

Rationale 

. A gO;~ JOBS program balahceithe need to'~ommunicate to those entering the ~elfare '~s~~~' that 1 

AFDC is a temporary support system by moving recipients quickly into the labor market while I 

rerp.aining sensitive to the fact that all'recipienrs are not competitive in that market. We need mote !' 

infomiation about how to set up rewards that will reflect the new "mission" ofthe welfare system I 

wh,iie ~e.~tainingcognizant ofthe heterogen.eity (differing skills and abilities) within 'the welfare j 


" populatIOn.·: . 

;, ',.N""",,,,,, 	 • 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Placement BonuseS: Demonstratiorl;grants' would be available forp~ograins that use 

, placell},ent..b?nus,es. ~o f:ward agenc~es or case~orke~s WhO. are. particularlyg?Od. at pl~cing '".,' -1.. . 


.,' JOBS,.partlclpantsm,pnvatesector Jobs. One Issue IS to exam me wh~thef..thls canbe~-,p'l' .f"""",c :l~ '. : 
-:: succ~sfully accomplis?ed with?~t prematurely m~ving clients into the labor"market,thils' ' ,- cAp~~~ 

" .--.fostermg temporary. placements that do not deal With lon~er term dependency p~tterns';- J',., , '.. , ,.... ' 
. 	 ' \ . . ~ . . 

, (b).,' , .- CharteringPlacemept Firms:. Demonstration grants would ·be· available·to States to charter 

: private not:'for~profit and.{o[,,,profitorganizations to ~ork with JOBS dientsto pl~ce them in':" 


,'. 	private, sector jobs. This is similar .to 'offering 'contracts through anRFP, except that a charter ~ 


is a license to serve clients that. puts the burden 'on the organization to recruit its clients. ' ; 

Chartertxlorgariizations would be paid a fee for findingwprk for <ineligible"JOBS participant: 


, : Charters can specify'services tliat the organization will deliver: work preparation, placement 

" - services, follow-up. linkages to other ag~ncies·.- Charters permit the organization to serve ' 


, eligible WORKpartieipantS ~d specify perfo(mance standards on which they willbe,paid . 

. , 'These perfor.mance standards woulq be based on ,placement and retentiori me<l$ures. . 


(c) Up >t<@ocal demonstr~tion projects to test and eval~atethe use of placement bonuses and ,l,;r ) 7 
chartering plaC~inent firms on the placement and retention of JOBS participants in jobs will be I.~ . 

conducted~, .. ' '. "',. '. , '. ", . , _) (~iJ :t;!.,~) 

(d) 	 The Secretary shaH eval~ate the effectiv~nessof such progr~ms, preferablyusing a random ' ~~~) / 

, .assignment design or a methodology that meets the standards of the scientific cqmmunity. ,'.' / 


• • ." '1 	 ','. 

,Section 1115 Waivers 

Current Law 

Section 1115(c)(3) o/the 'Social security Act restricts State waivers which can be grantedurider the 

child support program to those that would not increase the Federal ,cost ojthe A,FDC progr.am. In all . ' 

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

JOBS) with savings in other areas (suc~ as AFDC; all(l Medicaid). In child support, hqwever" savings ,.:',' 


, generated from non::..IV-A programs cannot'be used to cover IV-A costs resulting from IV-D wciiliers: . 
The within-AFDC cost neutr~litY provisions/or the child support program discourages States from 
looking' at IV-D. as part oftheir total welfare reform strategy and greatly restricts: their abilities to 
design and implement child support demonstrations of interest and significance,,: .. 

.+ 

" 

58 
" . 

http:progr.am


, I, 

<, 

, May 20 W"lfare R,,(onn Specili.:ati~ 

Specification 

(a) 	 , Increase States' ability to test innovative IV-D and nori-custodialparent programs.' Give 'them 
the same degree of flexibility to offset AFDC CostS resulting from demonstrations involving 

, child suppor:t that now exists in the oilier programs.' In addition, give States the authority tQ 
value the worth' of work activitieS that non-custodial fathers do to reduce their AFDC debts 
and child support arrearages. " " ' 

3. ' Demonstration Grants for Innovative Paternity and Parenting Initiatives' 

.,Vision· " 
,! 

This proposal would focus on helping fathers (pr~l1larily poor, youllg. hon~marital fathers) understand 
'and ac:cepttheir responsibilities to nurture and support their childr;en.. 'Building-on progtamswhich 

seek to enhance .the well-being of children this proposal would facilitate the t!evelopment ofparenting 

components aimed specifically at fathers;wh'ose participation in the 'li~es of their children is often 

ignored or even unint~ntionaL.ly discouraged. " 


•• 'j_." 

,Rationale 
",' 

There is considerable evidence that in:creased poverty is not the o~ly tidv(ii-}eaffect on children of ' 

fatherlessfdmUies. Fathers have an importani role to play in fostering self-esteem arld self~control in 

children and. in increasing and promoting/he_career aspirations ofboth sons and daughters. Some 

clinical researchers and,social commentators believe that much of the increase· in violent behavior 


, among teenage boys is at least in part 'due to the 'lack ofpositive male roie'-models and supportive 

fatherirtg in many communities. But goodfa,hering is especially difficultforthe many men who' 

themseives belong to a second and thfrd generation of "fatherless" families or whose own role models 

for parenting were abusive 'or neglecrjul. ." . 


specifications,' , 

(a) 	 , Demonstration grants will be ~ade available to Sta~es.,nd/or community based organizations 

to develop and irilpiement 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 responsiblepareriting, incl,uding the importance of paternity 

'est,ablishment and economic security for children and the development of parenting skills .. 


'.' j" _:. -	 ' • • " , - t ~ • 

(b) 	 Grants must last three years, have ,an' evaluation component, ,preferably using a ra~dom 
assignment design or a methodology that mee~ the standards of the scientific community, 'and, 

" " be replicable in similar programs. " 

4. "Demoristrations to Develop Work:"for-Wag~, Frograms Outside the, AF.D¢ System 

Vision.~ , 

States are encouraged to experiment withupproaches to designing and,admi!!:.lsfering the, WORK . " ''I 
·.program outside·of the AFDC system. The Secretary' may authorize up to 5 gemonstration projects to .'~ ~ 

, assess the feasibility and ,effectiveness of WORKprograms that are damin'islered outside of the AFDC 
"system. These demonstrations will be rigorously evaluated, ' 

59 	 ,', 

http:unint~ntionaL.ly


MayW 

Rationale 

It is not clear that the' welfare system' will be the most appropriate age~cy to run an empl~yment based 
system like the WORK program in all States., In some cases, stlfle.,.level Lab.or Department entities, 
non-profit, or proprietary agencies may have a comparative advantage. Even ifa comparative 
advantage does lie with an organization independent oj the welfare system, questions remain. For 
exainp/e,' it is. not apparent that the required ongoing ,communication between the agencies running the ". 
,'-	 . 

WORK program and the agency issuing supple,!,:ental'income support checks (and retaining : 

responsibility Jor other residual welfare junctions) can be maintained. This, and other management 

'uncertainties, must be'resoLVed through demonstration programs: 


Specifications ," J 

(a) 	 Up to '5 locai 'demonstration projects to' testthe developmentanif implementation of WORK,' 

, programs administratively located 'outsideof the AFDC system will ,be conducted, 


(b) 	 Th<?:Secretary shall cond~ct a, rigorous evaluation, preferably using, arandorri assigruiient' 
cl~sign or, a methodology that .meets.the standards of the,scientific,cominunity,of each: . 

. demonstration project. .. . "" ",., , _":,C;''C " ',', 

(c) 	 ,All individuals who exh~ust their traKs'ttional assistance mustbe eligible to app'y tothe ' 

WORK program either after their initial spell on ,welfare or if they leave' JOBS or WORK and 

subsequently reapply for assistance and have no't!me' left .. States may not deny admission into 


. WORK for any reasons other than those discussed un~er thesection"on sanction polic,;y, 

(d) 	 States mu~t close AFDC cases wh~n recipients ,reach the time limit, W(j~K programs under 

, this subse~tio~ may only pay participants for performance of some activity. ',', 


. '. 	 ,4 

(e) 	 States may develop a system of compensation that mixes wages and WORK stipends, States 

must develop a system that ensures that WORK partiCipants, whocoinply fully with the 

program's rules are receiving income at feast' equ;:ll to what they would have received on 

AFDC plus the work disregard. Suites shall have flexibility on this criteria in .the interest of , 


. administrative simplicity but the income froin full,compliance in WORK mu~t exceed income 
on AFDC for a similarly situated family. . 

" (f) , States will be allowed to pay participants WORK stipends when they are not in a,WORK ' 
assignment as compensation for a range of activitieS to be designatedti-y the state, including' 
job search, job clubs, and'interim community service assignments. States will have flexibility 

'in designing the st,ipend system~ but it will have to bea pay-for~activitYsystem. 

(g) 	 States ,would be allowed,to develop a system of wage supplementation in place of the present 

AFDC system: WORK 'stipends could be provided to part-time, workers either in 

unsubsidizedjobsor in the WORK program. ,States would be encourage to develop a simple 

. system of supplements .. 

(11) 	 Eligibility 'for the supplement would 'be contingent on 
.'
satisfactory participation in WORK. . 

. " 
", 
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5.' WORK Support Agency Demonstrations ' 

, " 

Current Law 

At State option, Federal financial participation is availabie for JOBS activities and services provided" 

for certain periods to an individual who has been a JOBS participant bu/who loses eligibility jor 

,AfDC. These activities and periods are: 1) case management activities and supportive services for up 

to 90'days from ,the date the individual loses eligibilitY for AFDC; and.2) JOBS component activities 


" for the_duratio.n of.the activity, ifJUndsfor the activity are obligated or expended before the individual' 

loses eligibility for MDC;. (45 CFR 250.73) In addition, the State ageiu:y maj provide, pay for, or 

reimburse one;;time:.work..:related expenses whiCh 'it determiiies are necessary for an' aPPlicdrii7fr' " 

recipient to acceptor maintain employment. (45 CFR 255.2/ " " 


,.' 	 " .... , ",. 

Vision, '":..,,"' ""', 

·lnorder.to learn about the effects ofwork support -strategies;' we" propose demonstration programs to 

test different approaches. The' 'goal "is to increase emplOYment retention and reduce welfare'recidivi~m 


,.' 	 by' h.elping those individuals who become employed, keep theirjobs and those who lose, their jobs to. 
',' 	.regainemploymen{quickly;,,,,,Case managers will maintain (iintact with,and offer 'assistance to cur~e1u " ·"'"O.~l' 

or fOmzer AFDCrecipie;lIs who obtain employment ,and provide direci assistance to aid them in" .". ­
employment re'tentionor to help findasubsequt!nt job. Payments to helpmeet.the costs ofceHain 
employment-related ,needs may ,also be provided ifdetermined necessary forjob acceptance or 
retention, or reemployment. " , 

. ", 

" " 	States might establish work support agenci~s with distinctly different r,esponsibilitiesthan IV-A, 

agencies and possibly housed separately from the" local IV-A agencies to provide cen(ralized services 

specifically to working families. The Work Support'agencies could be administered, for example, by 

the State employment or labor deparfments,· by Community Action Agencies, or a 'One-Siop Shopping

Center. . , 	 ' 

,The.work" support offices might provide food stamps, child care, (J{ivance EITCpayments, and possibly 

health insurance subsidies to eligible low-income working families, or (at local ,discretion) families 

suffering a temporary labor market disruption. Employment~re.lated services such as career counsel­

ing, assi~tance with updating resumes and fillfng out job applications would also be inOde available 

specifically to individ'ualswho had left 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 f2mployifs, providing mediatjon between 'employer an.(i­

employeei assisting with ,applicationJor the EITC; making referrals to other community se",ices, 

providing or arranging for supportive services needed for employment retention'or re-employment, . 

and providing for: job referral or placement assistance if initial jobs ate 10si.The supportive services 

which can be provided to aid job retention may include: occupational' license, cer:tification, or test ' 

fees, tool/equipmentexpimses, clothing,uni/orms. or safety equipment costs, driver's license fees, . 


, motor vehicle maintenance, repair, .insurance or license costs, other transportation expenses, moving 

expenses (related to accepting employment, emergency child care expenses, health-related expenses ' 


n?t co~ered by Medicaid, shon-term mental health expenses, and jal1)ily counseling; , , 
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Rationale: 
.'
" 

A significant proportion of~~w entrants.willmove between States ofdependency and non-<ieperidency.' 
Some 70 percent of new entrants 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 foufut for those in the secondary 
labor m,.arket~ JObtra.nsitions and disruptions, are very comm,on, even within brief.time pe~~s. .. 
Many of these people do not have sufficient work histories to qualify for bell;f!jits u.nder th&.stem. 
The prImary recourse awiilable upon a job loss is.the welfare sys!em. , ' " ' ',," ' , 

Our welfare and JOBS systems are geared toward graduations; treaiitig people and moving them on.­
.-We now assUme that even those with highlevf!ls ofhuman capital'may'have to make seven or e{ght ' 
reinvestments in training and new skill/technology acquisitions over the course ofa lifetime. We must 
.begin to work on developing asimilar perspective and,supponiv..e systems for low-wage,workers and 
those who must, on occasion, ,re.ceive'Yncome assistance for.. their families. ' " 

.." ..The partiCipating State,:'wbuld be.respdtisiblefor-thedesign.~f th;work SUppoTt~ge,;cy, rncluding· the 
" ,administrative structure and the menu ofservicesi but would have:-to receive approval from the " 


'appropriate departments (inmost cases Agriculture, 1{e(llth and HUn,lan Service~,a1u:tTreasury). 
. ~ " .. . ~ ',' , ,. .,,' .. - -- . .' ;:,:,..: ....:.,.', ~;:. ~ 

, Specifications 

(a) 	 A separate authority under Title IY of th~ So~ial Security Act would be established for, 
whereby a designated l)U1uber of ent,itles, chosen by the Secretary, in consultation with the' 
Secretary of Labor, Agriculture, 'and' Treasury, would be entitled to demonstration grants to', , ' 
qperat'~ a' Wo~k Support Agency to support individuals who have left AFDC for work.', 

(b) ... 8~emonstraiion projects will b~fundoo. 
(c) , The activities "under the'demonstration would' be focltsedon providing coordinated 

, empl0y.ment":related services. Grantees woulp'be given great flexibil ity to design programs to, 
help form~r AFDC recipients retain employment. . 

1,,' 

'., .' , 

'_t' ., 

i!, ..." 

, , 
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({vwl)'
INFORMATION SYSTEMS~ INFRASTRUCTURE I ~ DETtellcrJ 

Current Law and Background 

In the late 1970s; the'Federal government decided to improve the administ~ationof.welfare programs, 

through the use ,of computerized information systems. 'The Congress enacted PL 96-265 and 

subsequent legisla~ion to grant incentive funding to encourage the development of automated systems.', 


In 1981, the AFDC progrl®,releasedthe Family Assistance Management Information System 

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

similar guidelines in regul3tionsandupdated them in 1992. Incentive funding is also available for 

statewide" Child Support Enforcement (CSE) systems. 


J 	 •• '". 

A re~ent GAO:r~port indicated'.that,'i~ the previous'tO'years the Federal government hap spent nearly 
'" 	 ,$900 million in the development and operation of AFDCarid FSP automated system~ aI9n~. ,In 'tIle 

001ilib4S J3'udgetReconciliation Act of 1993, theCong~ess repealed 'enhanced funding:forcAFPC. an,d:' ,­, FSP effeCtiv~'Apfil 1, 1994. ,,' ' 

....' .'.',' 


, An el11erg~ng priority of Federal funding' agencies has been to encourage States to impiement more' 

cost-effective systems which integrate service delivery at'tl,le local level. This has enabled many ,-- , 


'.1""[',' 

'States to begin usingcombinedapplTcation forms, for nlurtipleprograms (including AFDC, FSP, and 

Medicaid) and a combined interview to determine eligibility for the various programs. Consequently,' 

with systems support, a'single eligibility worker, can process an application for several programs at 

th~ same time. , ' 


~nother 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 teller machines, (ATMs) to ,access their benefit 

accounts. Plans to expand the ~se of EBT systems are mentioned in the Vice President's National 

Performance Review., , " , 


Undercurrent law and regulations, States and the Federal. government have developed elaborate' 

computer management information systems for financial management and benefit delivery, 'program 

operations, ,and quality control. Someprograrris, such as Child Support Enforcement, are in the midst 

of large-scale,(and long-term) computer system change, whiie 'others, such as AFDC (with itsFAMIS 


•. ,systems), are nearing completio,n of a development cycle. 

Both FAMIS and Child 'Support Enforcement Systems (CSES) have been funded under an enhanced 

funding (90 percent) match. Partly as a result of ¢is incentiverunding, many States have integrated, ' 

automated, income maintenance systems which assist caseworkers in determining eJigibil ity, 


, maintaining and, rracJdng case status, and reporting management information to the State and Federal' 

governments. ' ' " " " ' 


"Othe;e$sential welfare programs, namely JOBS and child care, have limited, and fragme~ted 

automated. systems. For the most part, States could fund parts of these systems at the 50 percent ' 

match rate. States report that administrative funds have not been available to fully' automate and 

interface J.oBS and Child Care with other programs within the State. 


,Ma~y of these' ~ystems have serious limitations: Iimited flexibility , lack-of interactive access, Ii111 ited 

ability to exchange data electronically;~etc.' Even the.most sophisticat~, systems fall short of the goal 

'of allowing ,State-agencies to use technology to: . . . 
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• 	 Eliminate theneedfo( ,Clients to access different entry .pointsbefore they receive services; 
• • 	 • • , • • '. I, '~" • 

• 	 Eliminate the need for agency workers (and clients) to,encounterand understaild awide,' 

,variety of complex rules and procedures; . 


• 	 Share fully computer data with prograrnsJwithin the State and among States; and 
. ' . 	 . 

• , Provide the kind of case tracking and management that ,will be needed fo'r a time-limited l-· 
, . ·~.~elfare system. :,; 	 """ ," , 

. ,~~,~.,... -,~ . 

Vision and Rationale' 

Computer andjnformation technology 'solutions will support ~~~Ifar,e, reform by Prpv.idil1g:new 

" . a':1t9.~ated screening andintake processes, eligibility decisi~n"'making tools, andben~fit delivery" 


• ,d tec~f!iq~es..Application ofmodern technologies such as expert 'systems,relational:databases;, voice 
" , ·,rt?c;ogniti9n.~'nits; an~high ,Performance con:tputer networks; will help empower 'families and, . ,"""',, 

inqividualsseeking assistance. At the same time, these technologies will assist in reducing fraud and " , 
abuse so that Federal and State b~l1~fits are ,available tQ th.ose who· (!.fe, jn need. ' 

":.:,,"';~!- ' 

State-Level Systems and National Clearinghouse, 

. . . 	 ' ." '.' 

, To achieve this vision, we are proposing an information infrastructure which allows, at the State 

le~el; the integration and interfacing of multiple systems, for example, AFDC, {oo'd stamps, work, 

programs, child care, Child, Support gnforcement (CSE); and others.' The Federal Government; in ' 

partnership with the States, or groups of States in partnership with the Federal Government, may' 

develop model systems that perform these functions or subsets or'these functions, ' 


,To s'~pport the broader information needs, the new information infrastru~ture, needs to inClude both a 

national data "clearinghouse':' tocoo~dinate data exchange and for other purposes as well as enhanced 


" State' and local information processing system~. 


Enh~nced State Systems: 'At the State and I~cal level, the systems' infrastructure would include 

automated subsystems for intake, eligibility determination, assessment, and referral; case management 

and service delivery; and benefit, payment, and reporting. The infrast~ucture wouid consist of new 

systems components integrated with existing~ystems or, with somewhat enhanced l!xisting systems. 

Variations in exi~ting automated systems,would make it unreasonable to try to sta~dardize these ' 

systems., Rather, ,we need linkages thafallow for the accurate exchange of data'between systems, 


, ,By' Iinking the various programs and systems, States would be able to provide integrated services andl 

or benefits to families and individullis "at-risk~' of needing financial assistance, those.receiving , 

'assist~nce, and tho~e transitioning from public assistance program' to self-sufficiency. ,As part of this 

automation effort, enhan'ced funding will be offered as an incentive for StateS to develop, and 

imp'lement statewide, automated systems for JOBSIWQRK management:and monitoring, and to enable, 

seamless services for child care. Such an automated system infrastructure would enable Sfates to 


, provide great~r support to families who might otherwise dissolve, as well as t9. ,partwi who may, 

because of unmet needs, be forced to terminate employment or training opportunities, 


In addition, as Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) and Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) become mote 

Widespread, they would be used for oth'er programs, such as child care reporting and,payments, and ... 

reporting of JOBS participation. _As an example, a JOBS participant could be required .~o self-report 


. . ' <'. ,~' . ' ' ' , ' • ' 
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either through 'a touch-tone 'phone that connects to a Voice Recognition Unit,(VRU) or through the 

, ,use of plastic 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 anational level would be ' 

increased. For example, the 'child support information needs for establishing an order or in reyiew 

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

performed prospective el igibility determinations, but before' benefits are granted. ,In add ition, to ' 

ensure that an individual does riot obtain AFDC.beyond' the tiine I imit or fails tp, report employment, 

the National Clearance' would be extremely helpful., .' 


Data' and Reporting on Program Operations and Clients. Current methods for data gathering and 

reporting, requirements pn .p'~ogr3!!l operations, and, cJ iel1tsC()\Jld' tie reduced,. 'Many of the current data 

and reporting requirements' will be superseded by new 'ones, but in any case, many current items are . 

oflow data qual ity, or.of little' interest. Current reql1 irem~~~ wi~fbe. re-exaITlin~. . .. 


.;"; '~I ... ,_~. __ .,-.••. , 	 .;' "'>""t":;"~",·::,":"'_': 

N~tio~ai Clearinghouse. , ,.The National Cl~inghouse will be-a collection ofabbreviit~ ~ase':ind , 

""" 	
other d~!<.l that "pqipts': to'whe~edetaile4,c;as~ data-residesand provides the minimum information for : . ­
implementing key program features. Described in detail. under the Child;Support Enforcement ' 
section; this Clearinghouse ~iII'not,bea, Federal data, system'thaqierforms individual case activitieS'. 
While information will be coming to and from' the Clearirighouse, it will contai~'severely limited data' 
-- States wiJI retain over-all proceSsing responsibility_ 

'The Clea~irighouS!! will maintain-at le~t the following data registries: 

• 	 The' National New Hir~ Regi'stry will maintain' employment data for individuals, incl'uding 

new hire information.' ,',: ' , 


• 	 ,The Nationall:.ocate Registry will enhance and subsume the current Federal Parent Locator 

Servi'ce (FPLS) functions. ' " ' ." , 


, ,.' 

• 	 The National Ch'i1d Support Registry will contai~ data,on all n~n-c\lstodial parents who have 

.... sup~ot} orders. 


• 	 The National Transitional Assistance Registry will contain data to operat~ a time·limited 

assistance program, such as the beginriing and ending dates of welfare receipt, participation in 

various work programs, and the name of the State providing ben~fits.:' 


• 	 •• ' ',' • j , 

DETAILED SPECIFICATIONS 

A. 	 NATIONAL TRANSITIQNAL ASSISTANCE REGISTRY ­

.(a) , As part of the National Clearinglio~se,- the, Secretary of DHHS will establish and operate a " 

: National Transitional Assistance Registry to assis'f in operating anational time·limited 

assist.tnce "c\Qc,k". ' 


(b) 	 The Clearingh9use~ described,more fully in the'sectionon hlformation Systems for the Child 

Support Enforcement Program,wili'contain four Registries including the National Transitional 

Assistance Registry. At a' minimum, the Transitionill Assistance Registry will assist States in 


, calculating the remaining mo~ths ,an i'ndividual may be eligible to' receive benefits and, reduce 
fraud and abuse. ' '. . ' 

. \. 
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(c) 	 ~h~ National Transitional Assistimce RegIstry will be maintained by obtaining electronically , 

'from each State IV~A agency information on individuaJ~ receiving benefits.' Upon request, the 

Clearinghouse will send electronically information to the State agency. 


, (d) The information to be exchanged is as follows:' 

(i) 	'. Information to be s'ent to ,the Clearinghouse iQc!udes identificatioq i~forll)ation,. such 
" as the names and SocialSecuf'ity ,Numbers of members of the fa,inily; the ~i<ites an " " '" 
; indivi~~al wen:ron and Off. assis~~e; participati?~ infor~mitio.n for AFDC, J.OBS- ,."".9{Vl b:A:-r V 

Prep, JOBS, and WORK; mfo~matlon on extensions of time-limits and sanctIOns for ')Ob~t~\ 
non-compliance for"these and other programs;. as well as other information as " ,,' ' " 
determined necessary by the Secretary. Some of this information may not be 

'maintained in:the,Registry., 	 ,," _.• _ ' 
.." '_ .i: • ',_,: .' :'. • -.;~",,:,.", •. ' , 

",' ,,,.: ,,(Ii) . Infor.mation to be receiv'~ from the Clearinghouse includes, whether the applicant has 
"been'repoftoo:to,haveroc,eived assist~ce,~d;, i( so, when and ',inwhici'i Sfate(s); , 

whether the Social Security Numbers supplied are vai id; whether the applicapt is,' 
contained 'in'the NewHire'Registry as being recently employed; and oth~rin(ormation 
as determined by the Sec.!~tary. ,r 

(e)' 	 Information Discrepimcies. If an information discrepancy 'exits between the information 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 ili,e Registry reflects the ' 

information contained in the State agency records where the individual ha,d'previous ' 

assistance, correcting the Clearinghouse information if necessary, and reporting the u.poate4 

information to the requesting State. ' .. ' 


(f) 	 The States involved must take appropriate actions to resolve the discrepancy in accordance 

with normal due proces's requirements and must submit corrected.'information to the 

Clearinghouse when the discrepancy is resolved. 
. 	 ' " 

B. 	 . TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE SUPPORT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

(a) 	 The'Stateagency in, order to assist in the administration of time-limited welfare will establish 

~d operate a statewide, automated, Transitional Assistance SupportInformation System. 

Th is, system wiII serve to' significantly improve the effectiveness and effidency of State 

systems information infrastructures for the management; monitoring, and reporting on clients 

as they work towards, in'dependence and self sufficiency.·, The State may receive enhanced' 


" funding for these changes under specific approaches app~oved by DHHS., ' 

(b) 	 , The 'State may also augment the system in specific ways and receive enhanced match for 

development costs under certain conditions. (The specific conditions are described in a later 


T ••• , •••• '. 	 I • " .,.. ••. , ' , '. 

sectfon.) Under this augmented system, clients will receive c(,>nsiderably enhanced service " 
responsiveness through prescreening to determine service options to people arid .determine the .' 
required'q~aJifying 'and verification informationne&led for eacq service option. .. ,',. 	 . ,. , 
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(c) 	 ,The minimum capabilities of the State system include:­
. 	 , I 

(i) , 	 E;xchanging'iriformation as descri~ed above in A(d) iri. a standard, ele~tronic format 
with the National Clearinghouse; 

(ii) 	 . Querying electroniqJly the National Transitional Assistance ,Registry in the National 
Clearinghouse 'before granting assistance; 

, , 	 '. 

(Iii) 	 Using the information received from theClearinghouse,in ..the'determination of , 
eligibility and ,time period for which assistance maybe granted; 

,(iv) Reporting corrected or updated information to the Re~istry; and 
" ' :.­ f: .. - .~ 

: ,(v) Meeting current statutory require~ents,for security and. privacy:' 
" 

(d)"' :,-Altei-nati"ve Irttetim"Method.:Th~Secretary ,mayappro~e an,iJt~~m~ti:~~"'i~t~rim method 'if, ' 
.. --:-~' . the"State 'demonstr~teS that -the alternative will be effect_ive in reporting, -receiving, an~f using 

trimsitioilal'assistance information and the State has' an approved Advanced Planning , .. '. 
,Do,cumentfor the Automated Data Processing System that meets requirements int11e;p'foposed 

", . ,-:- statute;, ' - " ,,- - , ," . .., .' , 

C. 'STATE AUTOMATED SYSTEMS 

: (a) 	 As part of building better automated systems', States willbeofferedenhance(j' funding if they 
take oneof two strategies to automation projects. In other wo~ds, to econo~ically and 
e~ciently develop and implement automated systems in support of AFDC, child care, and 
JOBSfWORK program~, the Secretary will, as a condition of enhanced funding, require States 

'" 	 to develop and use model systems developed in partnership with the Federal Government and, . 
other States under one of two approaches. 

1.'" 	 'Federally Led and Sponsored Modei Systems. in Partnership wi'th State Agencies ' 

Under this approach, the Department in 'partnership with the States will design ~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 JOBStWORK programs and providing security safeguards, These model 
systems are described below: ' '. , 

(a) 	 Transitional' Assistance Support Informatiori SyStem. This model syste~ willprovid~' 
statewide; automated, procedures and processes to meet both the minimum requirements 
described above plus additional functions. The additional functions include at I,east: 
performin'g intake and referral; monitoring and reporting against some performance measures~ 
exchanging information on-line with the Clearinghouse; and exchanging data with other 

, automated case management and information systems', . 	 ' 
, ~ 	 " 

(b)' '. 	 Child Care Case Management Information System. This model system will provide 
statewide, automated, procedures and processes, to achieve seamless child care delivery, ~ . 
including all child care programs of the State. This syste,m will assist the State in administra­
tion of child care pwgram(s) and to .manage the non-service related CCDBGfunds, The , . 

. functionswill meet' both the requirements de~cribed ,above plus additional functions which,will 
.' " 	 '-.' I '. 
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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 service~, 

· determine payments, and update and maintain the family and child~are eligibility status for 
child care; maintain and monitor necessary provider information;process payments and meet 
other fiscal needs for the management of child care pr9gram(s); produce reports required by , 
Federal ¥td State direCtives; monitor and' report performance against performance s~andards; 
and electronically .~xchfU1ge information with oilier automated case management systems and 
with thesta,tew~~e automated tra!lsltio!lala~sistance support ~ystem.. ' 

(c) ... JOBSfWORK Case Management Information System. This model system will provide 
statewide, automated, procedures and processes to control, account for, and monitor all 
factors of the JOBS and WORK programs and support both management and administrative 
,act!vJtJesQ.f..th~. pJ;'Ogram.s., :1b~eJul1,c;tions will meet both the reql!irements described above, 
plus ~dditional functi<;>ns'including the capability .to:.. assess a participant's service nee'ds; 
develop ail employability plan; arrange,cOordinate, and manage the services or resources 

.' neede¢ for -~eplai1; :t'rack~«(rrionltorongoing program participation-and attendance;':" . 
.exchange'informati()n electronically willi cith'er programs; and' p~ovide perforrri~ce· and 

'. assessment information to 'the Secretary', ...," . :" .... .,' ,.... '.' 
. . . ." 	 - . , 

2. '. 	 Multi-State CollabO'rative Projects, State Lead 'with-Fede'raIParinership' 

U'rider this approac,h, the Department will assist and stipport State IV-A agencies, or the 
. 'State's designatedco'ntracted agency (for child care or JOBS),' in multi-state cQllaborative , 
.. projects for purPoses of designing and developing automated system mo~els and in dev~loping 

enhancements to existing systems as follows: . 	 . . . 

(a). · Transitional Assistance Support System. In addition to meeting the Federally sponsored ­
model system functional specifications provided for in the first appro'ach, Sta~es may, in 
collaborative efforts,' provide for augmentation of a system to include automation o(additionaL 
functions as follows: determining eligibility; improving government ass'istancestandards; ,­
performing' case maintenance and' management functions; calculating, managing, and ' 
reconciling payments to eligible 'recipients; providing, for processes arid procedures to detect 
and prevent fraud· and abuse; and producing reports.' .' 

(b) 	 Child Care and JOBS/wORK Case Management Information Systems. States may, in 
, collaborative efforts, design, develop, and 'implement automated inf<?,.rmation systems 'that 
· meet the model functional specifications ofChild Care and JOBSfWORKdescribedinthe 
model approach. 	 ' 

D. 	 FEDERAL FUNDING FOR NATIQNAL'TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE REGISTRY, 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, TRAINING, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND MODEL STATE 
SYSTEMS'TO SUPPORT STATE ACTIVIJ'IES'" . . 

(a) 	 $:),:: will be needed for the each year after enactment to :provid~Jechnital assistance, 
de~onstrations, and training .. $},:::::: will be needed for the second y~ar after enactment to . 
establish 'the NationaI.Transiti~~aIAssistance Registry. $.';':) will be ne~eqeach year after 
that for the operation of the Registry.' Finally, $<:' will be needed for:the five· years after 
enactment for development of model systems and to foster multi-state c611aborativeefforts as 
'described above. 

,'. 
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(b) 	 Funds appropriated' for any fiscal Iyear wili be included in the appropriation act for the fiscal 
year preceding the fiscal year for which the funds are available for obligation ..Note that, in 
the first year after enac~ment, this may require enactment of tw~ separate appropriations in the ' 
same year: on~ for the then current fiscal year and one for the succeeding fiscal year. . 

FUNDING OF STATE SYSTEMS 

{at . Under certain conditions, StateS may claim Federal Financial.Particfpation(F.EP)for thecos~ 
"'-"'to establish and operate automated systems described above. Two match rates will be . 

available.- ., . 

. ! (b) Enhanced Match: States are eligible for. enhanced match (80p~rcen~ .,FFP), }'1cl.udin.g the 
"~ . ...... . co"stS ofComputer ha,rdware, for' up to 5years after enactment, for _costs ,Incurred i'n ..,., 


, ,', .dev~loping and implementing automated systems described' abov.e, on the condition. that the, 

'-','approach to system desigri,deVelopment: and implemenfutidh -meets. ori~' oftl1e:rollo\\ifiig:' . 


1. 	 Federally. Sponsored Model. The State adapts and implements ";i 'model/prototype 
, 	 .system.<.J.f.?-veIoped by the Secret<l!"y in accor9ance with the functional specifitatioil- ' 

.. 'de~cribed in. that sectioll;-or . 
, 

" '. 
2. 	 Multi-State Collaborative ProjeCt. The State, through a collaborative multi-state 

consortium, jointIydesigns,develops~ and/or implements, ~ system or subsystems in 
accordance with the functiQpal conditions and specificatiQns described in that section. ' 

. (c) Exception for Adal1tation of Existing System. to Meet Minimum Requirements~ If a State 
. demonstrates to the Secretary that modifications to an existing system meet·'the miniplUm 
requiremerits of a Transitional Assistance Support System as described in ·that section and 

. meet certain additional condit,ions, the Secretary niaygrant an' exception to the enhanced 
funding requirements. The .additional conditions ~e that the State requires limited . 
enhancements to an existing system and the State demonstrates that.it would be more cost­

'. ~ffective to proceed independently or with custOf!1 modifications. 

(<1) 	 Regular Match: States will receive 50 percent FFP for operational costs and for costs they 
incur if they do not follow the enhanced match provisions described above and for systems 
features beyond those.provided above. 

, -' 



PERFORMANCE MEASURES:' 

May 	 4, 1994 , " 

1. Should we 'adopt a limited set of results-oriented measures to 

bespel~ed-out in the statute? 


o 	 One proposal is-to adopt a combination of outcome measures 

, (based in part on JTPA .statutory language)., ,serVice 

delivery, and measures associ~ted with hitting the time- , ' 

'limit.' 
I 

~ 	 , . 

o 	 Should we propose 'only pa,rticipation measures, in the 
_~st~ttite, pro~iding for a transition period tod~velop, -' 
"-outcome-based performance measures? If so, 'would, 'we, retain 
-~uirent participati;~'~e~sures or impose h~~,ones 'related ,to 

levels 'of coverage or' int~nsity? __ 0 ' " 	 ",'"".'," 	 , 

'. . 

2. 	 'What is ··an appropriat~iDiplementation time sche'dul-e' ·to' 
,-,;;". 	 develop the f,ollowing? S~ould time periods (io e /"'effective 

,dates) be delineated~~n st'tute? 
. , " 	 - ., 

, , 

,0 	 Outcome standards-- ,assuming we should involve stakeholders 

in a ~onsultatioh pr6ce~s tb .d~velop standards. ' 
- , , 

, " , 

o 	 Systems :to report State performance and varidate data, 

including operation of the national registry to permit 

longitudinai~tracking. ' 
 " I 

' ... 
J 

o 	 Imposition, of'penalt{es and i~centives. 

3. What should be the' bonuses/sanctions given for state 

performance in' each of the program components--AFDC, JOBS" and 

WORK? (Note: Consideration should be given to interplay of 

penalties/bonuses including those ,in Child Support that impact

AFDC) ." ' , 


'AFDC: 	 continue penalties related to eFroneousbenefit 

payments.' ' 


JOBS: ·Option 1: 2% +/- on FFP rate for JOBS expenditure;:;, for 
each performance standard. 

option 2: Decrea~ed FFP for failure :to'meet very high 
coverage rates; bonuses for e~ceeding 

'I 

rate~ measuring, 
: ,service intens'ity ., 

.r t, 

WORK: " , 
option 1. Count, as ineligible AFDC payments any' 

benefit payments to families not in a WORK,. slot. 
(Penalty would be applied again'st AFDC payments for 
exceeding x tolerance level) . 

'Option 	2. Substantially cut (i.e, by 50%) the FFP rate 



,·for WORK benefit payments to 'families 'not in WORK slot. ·,­

5. Can we use incentives to influence states co'mmitment to 
increasedfundinq to JOBS, WOR,K and Child:care? 

. . , .'.' 

option L· Increase FFP if state spends its, entire 
allocation for all programs. 

. . .­

Option '2 . ',Reallocate unused Federal' JOBS/WORK dollars.. to.;... ".._.,:-" 
states with additional draw down funds . 

. ,', .... 

.' , 

,., 
", 

, " 

;; 

,I, 
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PERFORMANCE M~ASuiu:s PROr.oSAL 

. ,. PWf, ~iwt&'Current JOBS Law' 

Under the SSA section 487 [FSA Secti~n'203(b)]' not' later than October.lst, 1993, the'Becretary of . 
He3ItQ and Human Services shall: '" ! " 

(1) in consultation with the Secretary of Labor, rePr~entatives bf org~izations representing 
Governors~ State and local program administrators, educators, State job training :coordinating 
councils; cOmmunity-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons~ develop' .' .. :' . 
performance standaras with 'r~pectto the programS established pursuant to this part that are based, Tri' "',', 
part, on the results of th~ ~tudies conducted under section 203( c) of such Act, and the initial State 
evaluations (if any) performed under section 486 oflhis Act; arid: . ­
, , . .' . '."" 

(2) submit his/her recommendations for performance standards developed under paragraph (0 to the 

appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall. be made with '." 


- respect to specific measurements of outcomes and, be based on tile 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 m~ured solely by hivels' of activity or particip~tion.. 
Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be reviewed periodically by the,Secretary 

, .and modified to the 'extent, necessary" ' .' .. ' ... ' . "W' ;", 

Current JOBS Program Perfo~ance Measures 
" 

Participationfllte for all AFDC recipients reQuired toparticipate.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 ata,meaningful (~ignificant) level. 

partiCipation rate for AFDC':'UP recipientS (45CFR 25Q.74(c) -' For Fiscal ,Year 1994 the required. 

participation rate is 40%. This is to ensure that a minimum proport,ion of the AFDC-UP principal 

wage earners or their spouses engage in work activities. 


Target group expenditures (45 CFR 250. 74(a)(1» - At least 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 CFR250.1. , This is to ensure that the hard to setv~are served by"tequiring that?5% ofIV-F . 

expenqitures are spenton the target groups defined in the statute or, if different, approved as apart of 

,th~State's JOBS plan.'" " . 


" . 

Current Data Reporting System 

The JOBS Case Sample.l~eporting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting 
. requirements mandated by. secdon 487 of the Social Security' Act. ' 'However, the data necessary to 
, establish participation rates isoollected through bothCSRS"aild aggregate hardcopy: Only data 
necessary to establish the n~meratOr for overall participation is collected through CSRS. ,The . 
population from which each state.must draw its ,sample (or in Iiellof drawing a sample, the State may 
.submit the eil~u;e, population each' month) is defintXtas the number of JOBS 'partlcipants that. ~ere " 
engaged in at least one 'hour of activity in an approved JOBS program comporien(duringthesample . , 
month. In addition to JOBS program data, a limited amount of demographic data and child care data ' 
is also :required to be submitted. .,. 

'.' , 
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,I'" '" 

Current'QC'La~" 
', .. 

, '.' 
Under, section 408 of the Social Security Act,' States are required .to operate a. quality control system ' 
in order to ensure the accuracy of paYmentsin.the AFDC program. States operate the system in 

. acCordance with 'time scht!dules,sampling m~ckiologies>.and review procedure prescribed by the" 
, ',Secretary. :JOe law defineS: what cOnstitiItesa payment error; how error rates, and disallowances are ' 

, chlculated; th~ method for adjusting State matchihgpayments; and theadmiriistrativeand judici31 ' 
•. reviews available to states subject to disaIlowancesbeciuJse of eqor rates: in exceSs of the national, ' 

standard (i.~.,,thenational e~rc;>rrate for each y~). ': ,~,', . " ,'''.' . , '-,. 

".' 
,.-.....: "'/fhe'AFDC.:QC system functions primarily.as a monitoring/auditing s~~~~m;:: "Its'prim'aryp'~rp6se is to 


establish the'correc41eSs with which paymentS are ma:deto AFDC cases in ',each State. , Subsequent to 

the establishment of,this'system, which is a subsystem of'the National'rntegrated Quality Control 


,System (NIQCS), OMB required additional AFDC data be cOllected to replace the, biennial' surVey of 
, " AFDC families that pad been in place through 1979,. The 'AFDC-QC"system also,obtains tbedata' " 

, 	 neCeSsary to produce th'e pubqcation entitled "Characteristicsaod FiliancialCircumstances ofAFDC 
Recipients; "The AFDC-QC system'is 1,10t used to'meet any of the reporting requirements for the 
AFDC program.: ' " 

.', ,',, ~. ,I 	 .t­

, ". 
" ". ' 

":'!~: 

We envision an,outco~-based peljormiince measurement system thiu consists ~ja'limite4 set oj broad 
,', ~asures and focuses State efforts oirthi! goals oj the transitional support system - helpingrecipieflis .", 

,become selJ-~uffi,i:ient.reducing depeiulency" and.moving recipients into work., The system wO,UJd 'be 
,developed and implemented over time, 'D.! specified in statute., Until. a· system' intorporating outcome- , 
liased siaiulardS'can be put in place; Siate peljormance will be measured against seryice, delivery '.' 
'measures as specified in statute. ''These' service delivery standards woidd be used 'to monitorprogram 
implementation qnd operations, provi(1e, incentives jor timely implemeiitation;.and ensure that States 
were providing services needed to convert welfare into a ·transitional supp0i.! system. ',The clirrent. . 
targeting and participation standards Would be eliminated '(see 'draft specijicatio,Qs o~ JOBSmme~ , 

, Limits/wORK).'", ,', '., 	 . ',;.;" 

"iriterested parties ~will' be'includefl in' the prOcess jo;'d~iermining performa~ce. m£tJ.fures aiul 
:standards: , 17u!: .lzeW' service deliverymeasU/;e$.!or JOBS w,ould .look oVer time to' see that' iiuiivid1!£!ls 

, subject to the tunelimiuire getting served by the program ,and tlUu,a substantia/. portion oj such cases 
, are being served on an ongoing basiS. For teen p(J.rents,o measure wOuld 'be established to examine ' 

.;vhether they are receiving inte~ivecase management. ;As soon as 'WORK program requireme'nts, 
begin to,take effeCt (i.e., twO years after tlie effective,date oj-the start ojthep!W.se fn), States would 

,be subject to a service delivery standard~un4er the WORK program. , This standard would be defined' 
in terms 'oj a minimum nwnber oj WORK slots that a' State would be required [0 fill, defined fls' a, ,,' 
percentage .oj the number oj individuO!.s reqching tlJ.e time lim~t Uiuilautolrulted systems are " ....' 

, operational and 'reliable, suite peljorinance vis-a-vis these service delivery measures would b,e based 
on inj0rm.J1lion'g,athered through case~fecord reviews. '. 

'"';'Over time, the Secretary will develop a broader systemoj~tandaras which inco~oraie;measures' 
;, addressing ilie States' ,successOin placing recipient's in employment and in 'moving individuals off the 

!' wt;/fare. rol/sprior to thi: end g!theirtime limit. ,,' ';.' ' _, . 

, ' , 

',. .', . 
" 	 , 

'.,' 
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Legislative Specifications: 


1.' Outcome':'based Performance Standards System 

, 	 , 

(a) 	 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 toestab!ish an outcOme-based 
performance standards. The system "will also include performance standards for measuring 
the extent to whIch individual-s are-served by the transitional support system (i.e_ service 
delivery standards). _ 

(b) 	 The current quality control system shall be revised to reflect the 'new performance standards 
system (see section on 'Revised QuaJity Corltrol/or'specijications): 

(c) ,,- --The Secretary shall publish annually State-level data indicating perlorm~ce ofsuch a system. 

(d) 	 -Amend S~; 487 (b) to read:' The Secretary 'may require States to gath-er, su-ch informati~m-" -­
and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of such­
a performance measurem~nt system and shall include in regulations pfoyisions establishing' 
uniform reporting requirements for such' i~formation. -: - ' -' , " 

. " 	 ," 

(e) 	 lil adopting performance standards the Secretary shall use appropriate methods for obtaini'ng' 
data as necessary, which may iDclude access to earnings records, State employment security 
records, State Unemployment Insurance records, and records collected unde.r the Federal, '" 
lilsurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the In~emal Reyenue 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 obtained, 

(f) 	 The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interested parties, review and modify the 
performance measures and standards, and other components ofthe :periormance measures ' 
system periodically as appropriate: " 

2. " 	 Develop'ing an Outcome-based Performance Measurement System''-, 

(a) ~ 	 By March 1, 1995, for the purposes of enacting a performance measurement system, the 
, -'Secretary' wil.! present recommendations on specific outcome::'based performance measures - -, ' 

(with proposed defuiitions, and data collection methodologies) and s~all solicit comments from 
the Congress, Secretaries of other ,Departments, representatives of organizations ~epresenting 
Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, State job tfaining coordinating, 
councils, cominunity-based organizations, recipientS, and other ,iQterested persons (hereinafter 
referred to as interested parties). ' , 

, 	 ' 

(b) 	 , The recommendations sh'alCinclude the percentage pf the caseload who reach the 2-year time~ , 
limit. The recommendations also may include but shall 'not be limited to measures which 
examine: 

, (i) 	 factors 'used in seCtion 106 of the Job Training Partnership,'Actand any subsequent, 
amendments such as placement and retention in unsubsidiz~ employment and a 

,reduction in welfare dependency; 'and, 
(ii) 	 other factors as appropriate. 

3 
" 



, . 

(c) Based on cQmments from the in;erested parties, the Secreta~y wili finalize the measures by 

Oct()ber 	1, i995, and ,publish the measures in the Federal Register.' 
, , 	 ' 

3. 	 Developing and Implementing Outcome-based Standards, 

. (a) 	 By ~arch 1, 1996, for thepurPost?S of enacti~g outcome~based standards, th~ Sec'retary, in' 
consultation with intereSted parties, shall present recomInendatio~ for performance standards 
based on the performance measure information (as speCified above) and other appropriate 
information. ' 	 .. ' 

(b) 	 'B'ased on Comments from the interested ,parties; the Secretary' will finalize the standards that 

wi1l be publ ished ill the Federal Register by October. 1 , 1996. _. . 


, (c) , . The Secretary shall ,amend in regulatipnsthe penalti~ and incentive£ specified above in ' .. 
'accordancewith the proposed standards as approprl"ate and shall' implement the performance 
'standards by March I" 1997, 

..4 	 Service'Delivery Standards 
" 

Vision: 

To ensure that .,..,tdjar;e·system;'are refocused onself-sufficieney effort;, the ~perf~nizance syste!Jl' 
will provide/or awards and penalties for StOteperformance through adjustments to the State's claims 
for AFDC payments. These .measures are desigried to provide incentives to States to serve recipients 
Ulider the 'new trllllsitionlU sYstem and to monitor program operat,ions. States wotild be eligible for . 
such financial incentives the/ollowing areas: coverage rate in JOBS, service i~ensity rate in JOBS, 
participation rate in WORK, and receipt ofiniensive case management for teen parents. In addition, 
the State.'~ accurat.e keeping o/the two-year ,'cl,ock is considered a service'delivery stafuJard. . 

, . • • • . ' ,t.\ 	 • 

(a) 	 Upon enactment of this act, the Secretary shall implement serv.ice delivery measures for 

purposes of accountability and complianc.e,., ' 


'.' 

(b) 	 , 'States shall begin reporting and validating data for service 'delivery measures no later that than 

6 months following the effective date of the new JOBSIWORK provisions. States shall be 

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


, '. 

(c) 	 Rate of ,cov,erage in JOBS: To maXimiZe the number ,of weli~erecipients who become self-, 
. supporting, it is important for JOBS programs to serVe their entire mandatorycaseload. To 
measure the extent to which programs work with the entire mandatory caseload in ways 
deem¢ '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 JOBS Prep) within a specified period. A program is . 

.... considered to ha,:,e covered an individual if,they participate in activiti,es; ar~·employed, leave' 

. AFDC,.or,are sanctioned; The coverage rate,is a longitudinal, rate that 'requires tracking a ' 

'previously entered cohort of Clients. In the calculation of this rate, the denominator consistS 
of the JOBS mandatory ~eload. The numerator consists of those in,thedenominator who' 
{!ither participate in program activities; :are employed, leave AFDC, or ~e sanctioned within a 
specified period, such as C6!:,Qt:'!!Jg) months. The definition of participation will be specified' in 

. 1 

w. regulation. """"""", ." 	 • , 

,
", ' .. ,< ", 



, (d) 	 The periormance standard for the coverage rate is set at 9Q percent, with a $ percent tolerance 
level. If a state does not achieve this rate (within the tolerance ievel), the FFP for AFDC 
benefits for the proportion of the mandatory JOBS caseload below this rate would be reduced ' 
by *:J'ft:l* percentage pointS. " ' 

Rate or service intensity in JOBS: " 

OPTION 1: 	 To ~~ure 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 proportion of time individuaIs partiCipate when their clock is rurining and . 

seeks to minimize the amount of down time wh~reihdividuaJs are not assig'nedto and . 

participating activities. This rate conSists of a two-part calculation: 


(i) For each individual in the JOBS mandatorycaseload (or a representative 
,sample), a rate' is calculated where the 'Ierigth of timethe....individual's clock 
waS'running is the denominator; the length of time the individual was both 
assigned to and participating in program activities is the numerator. The rate 
would be calculated over a specified pefio« 'such as §Iima~ months. (The 
definition of p(lrticipaiion will be specified'iegulatiori':y""···;·······, .. 

(ii)""'" Fr~m this, the proportion of individuals:Who ~ere,participating $QpercentOf"" . 
, more of the time their clock was runniDg is calculated. : -, ..... -"'l~l.-Ac..~eM 

~ 
(e-l) 	 The performance standard for the service intensity rate is $.Qpercent - that is, $.;0 

. percent of the m:mdatory caseload must participate at least'$g percent of time their ' 
clock is running. If a' state exceeds this rate, the FFP. for AFDC .benefits for the 
proportion of the mandatory JOBS caseload above thIs rate would be increased by '#:W:! percentage points. ' ." 	 . ", ..... 

OPTION 2: 	 Alternatively, to enSure that welfare recipients attend their assigned activities for as ' ' . 	 .
I 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 iil activities. This rate would conSistof a .two-part calculation: 

- , ' 	 , 

(i) 	 For each ·iridividual in'the JOBS' mandatory caseload (or a representative 
sample) who attended a ,program activity, a rate is calculated ~here the' 
number of hours the individual is scheduled ,for activities is the denominator. 
The number of hours the individual participated in program activities is the 
numerator; the rate would be .calculated over a specified period, such as mQr
12 months. 	 . -- .. 
::::::::::: . 

. (ii) .. From this, the proportion of individuals who were p'articipating SO percent or 
more of the timethey were scheduled for a:ctiviti~ is calcul<.l~ed:·"·· ' 

(e-2) 	 The' performance standard for the servi~e intensity rate is P::Q perce~t -- that is;?Q 

percent' of the caseload must partfcipate for $.Q percent of i:h~ir scheduled hours~'lf a 

state exceoos this rate, the FFp for AFDC b'enefits for the. proportion 'of the . 

mandatory 'JOBS caseloadabove this rate would be increased by ~:lQI~ percentage

points. , . ', " ' ...•......-........ , 


,', . 



Recommendat.ion: .Given .the time-limited system, it is a high priority that individuals participate as ' 
much of the time as possible when their clock is running. 'There/ore,because Option 2does not push 
programs towards this goal, Option 1 is. recommended. To ensure that some minimal level of service 
is received when individuals are assigned to' activities under this Option 1, as part ofthe regulatory 

.' . I' 

process, it'could bi! specified that for a' spell ofparticipation to ~COUnl· in the numerator, som,e 
minimGlattendance rate should be achieved . 

(t) 	 .WORK Program Participation Rates: States will also receive fimmcial incentives for· 
meeting the following participation standard in !he WORK program. To ensure that 
individuals who reach the time limit are assigned tcfwork slots, States would, be.expected to 
meet a WORK partlcipation·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 ' 
••• I requ~red to meet the lower number of "filled" WORK slats, ather: ' ' . 

(0.. -	 The ~umber requir~ .So that 00 per~nt of those who reach the tim~ limit are assigned 
to' a WORI(" slot. ',To calculate"'this'ritifuber, on a monthly basis a~~raged over a 

. specified period (such as (t~tgH:gf) months), take' 90 percent of the num~er of clients 
'atior beyond the time limiC"Thls':is the nu~ber Of work slots required to be filled, on 
. average, ori a monthly basis over a specified time period, such as (l68Jf:t~I)·months .. 

Only individuals who are in 'the WORK program for tWo calendar years'oc"less are ." ..... //:J.
includ.ed..in the WPRK performance llleclsure: Or, . ',.,",'" 	 ( 

·(ii).. 	 The n~mber the St3tew~ req~iredtocr"eate; baSed on:'meirallocation~~imm!gg;:t9~ 
~aHi1!lifia:lmm~:~~~!I~:m:l~i:fi§tiii!i Only individuals who are ,in the WORK 
program for two calendar y~s or less are included in the WORK performance 
measure. 

, " 	 • 1 

(g) . If,a State does not 'achieve the lower of these two numbers (within an,~ percent tolerance), the 
FFP for AFDC benefitS for the mandatory WORK caseload would be reduced by 9.1~lmif!! 
for the number of the;~asesthat are below this level. . . ..........,.......... 

(h) 	 . Teen Parents: Teen parents are included In th~ calculation of the service delivery 
performance measures for JOBS and WORK described above.' In addition, because intensive 
ease management services are a key service,·component for teens, a performance measure is 
e<:itablished if! this area as well. The denominator will consist of th.e JOBS mandatory 
~eload of teen parents· (o~ a representativesarriple). The numeratQr will consist of those in 
the denominator who reeeivei9tensive case management services within a specified period, 
such Ci$,6 months. (The definitiQn of the receipt of intensive ~e management services. will 
be determined by regUlation.)" . '.' 	 . . . '. 

" 	 . 

,(i) 	 The performance s~dard for the receipt is' intensiv~ case managen),~nt services' is, set at ~$. . / . 
percent, with a ~ percent tolerance level. If a"State'does ncirachieve 'this rate (within the" . 

. toleranceh!vel);"the FFP for AFDC benefits for the proportion of the mandatory teen parent : {.fill? 
, caseldad below this rate would' be reduced by 11;ljl percentage points. . 	 "j. ..... . 

."""lI... 

'G)Amend requirements for State Plans for JOBS to include a provision that accurate' 
. measurement of the time~clock is a State.plan requirement. 

,': ' 
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(k) States are no.t eligible fo.r increased FFP fo.rany service deiivery measures if the Secretary 
determines:' . ' '. . 

(i) 'tlte accuracy of a State's tim~-clo.ck fails the threSho,ld,standards fo.r time-c1o.ck 

·accuracy (as defined subsequently in the QC. section);' aild/o.r', ' ,. " " 


(ii) data repo.rtedby a State fails the thresho.ld standards fo.r data, quality (as defined 

'subsequently in theQC sectio.n). . . , ,,.. ' ',' ' 

', ' 

5.. , " Expanded Missio.n fo.r Quality Control System 

OP1JQN .1: Retain the, current QC system arid exparid the elemertts for an er'rO_Ile9U5._.:.,-. ,.' 
'-- "::', .. ' payments ,:"this is an altern,ative means to promote state co.mpliance with service 

deliver standards. . 

NOTE: The specifications drafted· here reflect this option.- How does this provision' 
',0,1 ..;_ interact with the servieedelivery.,provisionsspeafled· previoUSly?' '.' " 

. 	 . , .~ 

OPTiON 2: Retain current QC structure; add addition'alel~ents lobe coJlected.in the QC ,.-. ' ~ 

sample J9f tlie, purpose of verifying State reported data~, ' 
,., -.. 	 ­

- ' 

The following langua'ge allows the Secretary to redesign the current payment accuracy QUality <::antrol 

System 'to a broader sYstem focuSed on the requirements ofan outcome~based performance ." 

measurement system: ,Payment accuracysiwuld be retained bUt only as one eie~nt in a broader 

jJerformanc~ measurement role of the QC system. While' the.pasicjrame-work ofthe QC system is 


." 	 maintained, the. functions of the QC sample are broadened beyond payme.nt accuracy to include 
assessment ofState reponed data, and other functions as appropriate (as specified previously). ' 

• 	 • , .j, ' 

(a) 	 Amend. Sectio.n 408 (a) o.f the So.cial Security Act to. read:. In o.rder to, impro.ve the accuracy 
o.f payments in the AFD€ and WORK pro.gram, assess the qualitY o.f State repo.rted data, 
ensure the' accu~acyo.f measuring the, number o.f mo.nths o.f transitio.nal assistance available to. ' 
an eligible family,' and to. fulftll o.ther' appro.priate functio.ns o.f a ,perfo.rn1anc~ measurement 
sys'tem, the Se.cretary 'shall establi~h and 'o.perate a quality contro.l system under which the , 
Secretary shall determine, witI:-, reSpect to. each State, the amo.unt (if any) o.f the disallo.wance 
required to. be repaid to. the Secr~tary due to erro.neous payments mad~, ,by the State, in 

'carrying o.ut the State plan appro.ved under this part. ' 

For drafting purposes, section 408 slio~ld be'rectesignated"~'app;opriate to be' 
incorporated into a perfo~mance measures system. ' 

(b) 	 '. Amend Sectio.n :1-08(c) to. include in the definition o.f erroneous payme~ts:, ' " " , 
'(i)'. recipiehts who. do. no.t meet service delivery standards fo.r JOBS, WORK, and teen 

, . "'._". . 	 ' , 
par~nts;· 

recipients receiving AFDC where the 'State haS failed to. accur.ately measure the 
number ~(mo.nths o.f transitio.nal assistance fo.r which the family is eligible: 

(iii) 	 o.thers as necessary fo.r the o.utco.me-based performance standards system 
, . 	 ,', " , . '," , 

.... r " 

7" 
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(c) 

I • L, 

(d) " In addition to normal re-review processes, to ensure that State ,data and procedures are 
',reliable, the Secretary would conduct periodic, targeted, and unannounced audits for that' 
purpose. Tile Secretary. shall establis~_ a standard for the r,eliabilitY of State dalfl. A State 

, _,I,. failing to meet the minimum threshold wouldf()rfeit all incentives earned in'accordance with,', ' 
section 1 and 4 above. "'.,-..~"...- " " , 

~.. .,' 

, In accordance with the need to ensure the accuracy of maintaining the number of months of 
eligibility for recipients in the tranSitional assistance program (i.e.; the tim~:-clock)the" 
Secretary shall consider this factor as a.n item inth~ QC system::,' ',' 

The folloWing regulations would be revised in theQC sj~tein:
1 .' ' -' • ~--' 

'. The Secretary -shall designate additional da~efements to be collected in a QC review sample 
'to fulfiJI the needs of a performance measures system (pursuant"to section 487 as amended 

. _u~der..this part). " , " 

The existing QC system requires an evaluation ojail faCtors oj eligibility payment, eXcept afew theu 
are specifically excluded by the'Statute, e.g. ," monthly reponing. The new system would jocus on only , 
en:orprone jactors, with significant dollar effects (e.'g. earned income, filing unit, deprivation, etc.), 
or only on jactors viewed as critical to public 'co.nfidence in the program. ' 

,- , 

• Revise the regulations to:roouce theverifica,tion and documentation requirep to substantiate a 
review finding. (is this provision still a coQsid~ation)7 " ' ' 

The, current,system requires a detailed description' aiul cciJ~ulation ojall errors jound in a case 
'review, and that a specified amount ofverification be obtained to substantiate t!te' errorfinding. 

Under 'this option, documentation/verificationstandards would be relaxed by establishing new, 

minimum standards and the payment error determination process ":ilI be simplified. ' 


• Revise the regulati~ns to chaIlgethe sampling m~thodology. 

The curreiu system requ/~es each state (or jurisdiction) to select a minimum ~oj300 to 12(XXre~iew ; 
cases each year. The Federal staffexamines a ponion o/each state's sample to validate the review 

'findings. The precision (confidence level) oj thJ; payment errors is primarily a jUnction oj the sizes oj 
the State and Federal samples. They' have been tested and judged adequate for holding States 
accountable jor prescribed payment accuracy standards. Commitment oj resources to achieve.. this 
level ojprecisiOn may not be necessary in an incentive/technical assistance response to State ' 
peiformance. It should be noted that smaller sample sizes will reduce the ainount and degree oj 

, , reliability ofpeiformance data on the transitional System. We can study the potentiOl impact oj 
various reduced sample size models on the precision ojpayment error estimates aM other process 
lneasures.(is this still a cOnSi~eration?) , 

", " 
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