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PElU<'ORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL 

CU'WlI JOBS Law 

Under Ibe SSA seclion 487 [FSA Section 203(b)) nOllaler Iban Ocrober 1st, 1993, Ibe Secretary of 
H""'th 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 coof{Hnating 
councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, develop 
performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based, in 
part, on the results of the studies conducted under section 203{c) of such Act, and the initial State 
evaluations (if any) performed under section 486 of this Act; and 

(2) submil hislher reoommendotions for performance standards developnd under paragraph (I) 10 Ibe 
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 succe.'IS which may be 
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to increase earnings, achieve self"1iuffieiency~ and 
reduce welfare dependency. and shall not be measured solely by Jevels of activity or participation. 
Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be reviewed perindically by Ibe Secretary 
and tanditied In Ibe extent necessary. 

~rrent JOBS Program Performance Measures 

Participation rate for an AFDC recipients required to participate in JOBS (45 CPR 25Q,74(b) and 
250.78) - For Fi,"'" Year 1994 the required pardcipalion rate is 15',1;. This is to ensure thai a 
minimum proportion of the AFI)C adult population is partkipadng at a meaningful (significant) level. . 

Participation rate for AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR 250.74(0) - For Fiscal Year 1994lbe required 
participation rate is 40%. This is 10 ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFDC~UP principal 
wage earners or their spouses engage in work activities. 

Target group expenditur"" (45 CFR 250.74(0)(1)) - AI least 55',1; of a State's JOBS expenditures must 
be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State's target populations as defined at 
45 CFR 250,1. This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by requiring that 55% of IV~F 
expenditures are spent on the target groups defined in the statute or~ if different, approved as a part of 
the State's lOBS plan. 

Current Data Reporting System 

The lOBS Case Sample Reponing System (CSRS) was established 10 meet some of the reporting .1,
requirements mandated by section 481 of the Social Security Act. The data necessary to establish .,
performance standards such as participation rates; however. the data necessary to establish the , 
numerator for the overall pard.;ipadon rate is collected by CSRS. The population from which each -, 

state must draw its sampJe (or in lieu of drawing a sample. the State may submit the entire population 
each month) is defined as lb. number of JOBS participants Ibal were engaged in al least one hour of 
activity in an approved lOBS program component during the sample 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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Cumnt OC Law 

Under section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are required to operate a quality control system 
in order to ensure the accuracy o'f 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 
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the administrative and judicial 
reviews available to states subject to disallowances because of error rates in excess of the national 
standard (i,e" the national error rate for each year),, 

The AFDC-QC system functions, primarily as a monitoring/auditing system, Its primary purpose is to 
establish the correctness with whicb 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), OMS required additional AFDC data be collected to replace the bierutial survey of 
AFDC families that had been in place through 1979. The AFDC-QC system also obtains the data 
necessary to pl'Odute the publication entitled "Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC 
Recipients." The AFDCQC system is not used to meet any of the reponing requirements for the 
AFDC prol,'f.m. 

"lire proposed perjonnom:e measurement system wouidconslst ofa limited set ofbroad measures thai 
would reflect the intended outcomes (i.e.• self-sufficiency, client satisfaction, etc.) Of the transitionOJ 
support program, 'l1rese and other measures would be used to morntor the quality ofStale programs, 
to trigger corrective aClUms, such as sanctions and tedmicaI assistance. inCentives as Ilppropriate 
(e,g. changes in FFP), qnd to monitor program implemenuuion. The current targeting and 
partie/pal/on standards are eliminated (see draft specifications on JOBSiTiME-i.JMmIWORK). 

All interested parties will be included in the process for determining petjOf'flUiJ'lt:e measures and 
sttwlards. For example, Stale and local program administrators wUl take part in theirformulation 
and dient feedback measures will be developed in consultation with welfare recipients. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION ISSUES: 

• 	 To what extent should specific requirements (i.e., outwmes suda as economic selr­
sufficiency, reduced weUare receipt, etc) be articulated in the legislative language? 
Should the legislntive language merely specify a process by which to determine 
performance measures? Should a tirne--rrame for the process be specified? 

• 	 ParticipAtion rules - which are n perC()rmance measure - are specified in JOBSffiME­
LIMITS; is this appropriate? Shouldn't this be determined 1\.1 part oC a PM system? 

• 	 In general, how and for what purposes should performance infonnntion be utilized? Are 
there Federal reporting. requirements which we can e1iminnte? Should the legislative 
language specify consequences for failure to meet performance standards? What should 
these consequences be? Should the legislative langunge specify incentives for meeting 
standards? 

, 
• 	 How should the non ..phased-in population be accounted ror under the new performance 

measure system? Would the EA and child care programs be included? 
. ~ 
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1. 	 feri'ormltnte Standards 

I 
(a) 	 In consultation with the Secretaries of other Departments, representatives of organizations 

representing Governors, State and local program administrators, educators. State job training 
coordinating councils, community-based organizations, recipients t 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. provlswn of services and percent of eases that do not reach the time limit. 

(b) 	 To the extent feasible in measuring seJf.-.sufficiency. the Secretary shall adopt the factors used 
in section 106 of the Job Training Partnership Act and any subsequent amendments;. (Note 
these factors include placement in unsubsidized employment; retention for not less than 6 
months in unsubsidized employment; an increase in earnings, including houdy wages; a 
reduction in welfare dependency;' and acquisition of skills)., 

(c) 	 The Secretary sha!J, in ronsultation with appropriate interested parties, review periodically 
and modify the perlbrmance measures and standards as appropriate. 

(d) 	 Amend See. 487 (1)) to rend: The Secretary may require States to gather such information 
and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of a 
perfonnanee measures system and shall include in regulations provisions establishing uniform 
reporting requirements for such information. In adopting performance standards the Secretary 
shal1 use appropriate methods for obtaining data as necessary. which may include access to 
earnings records. State employment security records .. records collected under the Federal 
Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986), statistical 
sampling techniques, and similar records or measures, with appropriate safeguards to protect 
the confidentiality of the information obtained. 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall pubHsh performance measures and standards within one year of enactment 
of this legislation; States sha1l begin reporting and valIdating data 00 earlier than one year 
following the publication of standards establishiXI by the Secretary; no financial incentive 
payments shaU apply during this period but shall commence with the next fiscal year. 

2. 	 Financial Incentives 

(a) 	 A new performance~based incentive payment system would be created centered on desired 
program outcomes. States would be eligible for inc~ntive payments in the following areas: 

(I) 	 Performance in achievement of self-sufficiency~- earning a 1 to 10 percent increase in 
FFP. 

(2) 	 Provision of servl~- earning a 1 to 5 percent increase in FFP for high participation 
rates in JOBS. 

Percent of recipients wno become subject to WORK program requirements- earning a 
I to 5 petrent for low percentage. 
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3. 	 &:!ll1Oian Quality Control S)'SI~ 

OPTION 1: Slrt;lmline !\xI'Ii", OC Sl'!item and Add Aslimm••t o(JOBS/WORK 

Rational!; 

In promoting an outcome based IIJstem. the following language Introduces maximum flexibility In 
amending the QC system. Payment accuracy should be retained but should nor be the focus ofan 
outconze..based syslem; II oughllo be placed in the contex! ojperformance nreasurement In general. 
CUrrent language In seaion 408 Is highly prescriptive; rhe methodology should instead be In 
regulatlofl, 

(a) 	 Amend Section 408 of the Social Security Act to permit the Secretary. in oonsultation with the 
other Federal Departments, representatives of organizations representing Governors. State and 
local program administrators. educators, State job training coordinating councils. community­
based organizations, recipJents, and other interested persons. to redesign the current payment 
accuracy Quality Control system to a broader system focused on self-sufficiency and program 
impl'Ovement. 

\ 

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

(I) 	 Significant Payment A\(!(uC!J~Y Factors, that is, on error prone factors with significant 
dollar effects (e,g.' earned income. filing unitt and deprivation); 

(2) 	 fedormance Measures and Outwmes. that is, on client outcomes including increased 
work, reduced welfare receipt. and reduced dependence on welfare; 

(3) 	 PrOID'am Accountability. that is. on how wen the program is being administered and 
operated in acrotdance with: governing statutes, and regulations, such as, program 
participation levels, delivery of services, and dient feedback; and 

I 
(4) 	 Process Measure Feedb!ck, that is, on infonnation fo!' program assessment, 

evaluation, auditing, and management improvement. 

(c) 	 The following regulations would be revise<!. 

The existing QC system requires an evaiua1ion ofali factors ofeligibility payment. except a few that 
are specifiCally exclnded ity the StaJute, e.g.. monthly reponing. 71Ie new system wouldfoeus on oniy 
error prone faaors with significant do/lar effects (e.g. earned income, filing unit. deprivation. etc.). 
or only on/aeror'S viewed as critical to public conJUknce in the program, 

• 	 Revise the regulations to reduce the verification and documentation required to substantiate a 
review finding. 

The current system requires a detailed description. aNi calculation ofall e"crsJowul in a case 
review. oed that a speclJied amoUnt ofverljlcation be obtoined to substantiate the error finding. 
U/Ukr this opl/on, documentationlverljlcaJioo standards would be relo.red by estublishing new 
minimum standards and the paymem error dererminaJion process will be simplified. 
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• Revise the regulations to change the sampling methodology. 

The current system requires each slate (or jurisdiction) to select a minimum of 300 to 1200 review 
cases each year. The Federal staffexamines a ponion of each state's sample to validate the review 
findings. The precision (co'l/idence level) a/the payment errors is primarily a junction of the sizes of 
lhe State and Federal samples. 1hey have been tested and judged adequate jor holding States 
accountable for prescribed paymenl accuracy standards. Commitment of resources to achieve this 
level ofprecision may not be necessary in an incenJiveltechnica/ assistance response to State 
performance. It should be noted that smaller sample sizes will reduce the amount and degree of 
reliability ojperjonnance data on lhe transitional system. We can study lhe potential impact oj 
various reduced sample size models on the precision ofpayment error estimates and other process 
measures. 

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

States would be required to conduct periodic, inJernaJ audits 0/ their JOBS and WORK. processes to 
ensure the accuracy o/reponed data and annual audits to establish paymem 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 O/G), States would also be pennined to use current QC 
resources to conduct special studies to test and improve the current system. To ensure that State data 
and procedures are reliable, the Federal government would conduct periodic, targeted, and 
unannounced audits for that purpose. 

,,. 
r, 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL 

Current lOBS Law 

Under the SSA section 487 [FSA Section 203(b)J not later than October 1st, 1993, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall: 

(1) in consultation with the Secretary of Labor~ representatives (If organizations representing 
Governors. State and Jocal program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating 
councils, oommunity~based organizations. recipients. and other interested persons, develop 
performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuant to this pan that are based, in 
part, on the results of the studies oonaueted under section 203(c) of such Act, and the initial State 
evaluations (if any) performed under section 486 of this Act; and 

(2) submit hislher recommendations for perfonnanee standards developed under paragraph (I) to the 
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress. which recommendations shall be made with 
respc!.1 to specific mea.<;uremen1.S of outcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be 
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to increase earnings. achieve self-sufficiency, and 
reduce welfare dependency. and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation. 
Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be reviewed periodically by the Secretary 
and modified to the extent necessary. 

Current lOBS Prog(j!m P<rf9(m~nC~ Mwure;; 

Participation rate for all APDC recipients required to participate in JOBS (45 CFR 250.74(b) and 
250,78) ~ For Fiscal Year 1994 the required panicipation rate is 15%, This is to ensure that a 
minimum proportion of the AFDC adult population is participating at a meaningful (significant) level. 

Participation rate tor AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR 250.74(c) For Fiscal Year 1994 the required w 

participation rate is 40%. TIlis L... to ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFDC-UP principal 
wage earners or their spouses engage in work activitie..... 

Target group expenditures (45 CPR 250.74(a)(l) ~ At Ieast 55% of a State's JOBS expenditures must 
be spent on applicants and recipients wbo are members of the State's target populations as defined at 
45 CFR 250.1, Tbis is to ensure that the bard 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 Slate's JOBS plan. ' 

Current Data ReoQrting System 

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was eslabii,he<l to meet some of the reporting 
requirements mandated by section 487 of the Social Security Act. The data necessary to estahlish 
performance standards sucb as participation rates; however ~ the data necessary to establish the 
numerator for the overall participation rate is collected by CSRS. The population from which each 
state must draw its sample (or in lieu of drawing. a sample, the State may submit the entire population 
each month) is defined as the number of JOBS participants that were engaged in at lea,.o:;t one hour of 
activity in an approved JOBS program component during the sample 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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Current OC Law 

Under section 408 of the Social Security Act. States are required to operate a quality control system 
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the APDC program. State..o;; operate the system in 
accordance with time schedules. sampling methodologies. and review procooure prescribed by the 
Secretary, The law defines: what constitutes a payment error; how error rates and disallowances ate 
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the administrative and judicial 
reviews available to states subject to disallowances because of error rates in excess of the national 
standard (I.e., the national error rate for each year). 

The AFDC~QC ;:;yslem functions primarily as 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 r"'luired additional AFDC data be colle<led 10 replace the biennial survey of 
AFDC familles that had been in place through 1979. The AFDC-QC system also obtainslhe data 
necessary to produce the publication entitled "Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC 
Recipienl.S, ~ The AFDC-QC system is not used to meet any of the reporting requirements for the 
AFDC program. 

The proposed pefjormance measurement system would C()NSiSI oja limited set of broad measures thOI 

would reflect the intended outcomes (i.e., self-sufficiency. client Salis/action, etc.) of the transitional 
Jiuppon program. These and other measures would be used to monitor the qualiFy ojState programs. 
to trigger corrective actions. such as sanctions and technical assistance, im:.enlives as appropriate 
(e,g. changes in FFP), and to monltor program implementation, The current targeting and 
participarion stClfuiards are eliminated (see draft specijicaticms on JOBSmME~LiMm/wORK). 

All interested parties will be included jn the process for determining perfontUlnce measures and 
standards. For example, State and local program administraJors will take part in their formulation 
am:! clientfeedlx1ck measures will be developed in consuluuion with welfare recipienrs. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION ISSUES: , 

• 	 To what extent should specific requirement~ (i.e., outwm($ such as economic self~ 
sufficiency, reduced welfare receipt, eh:) be articulated in the 1egislutive language? 
Should the legislative language merely specify a proa'SS by wbich to determine 
performance measufM'.? Should a time-frame for the process be specified? 

• 	 Participation rate'S - which ore a performance meusure - are .specified in JOBSrrIME­
LI."-1I'1'S; is this appropriate?, Shouldn'l this he determined as Part of a PM system? 

• 	 In genera)} how and for what purposes should performance inrormation be utllb.ed? Are 
there Federal reporting requirements which we can eliminate? Should the legislative 
language specify consequences for failure to meet performance standards? What should 
th~ consequences be? Should the legislative language specify incentives for mooting 
standards? 

• 	 How should the non..phascid-in population be accounted (or under the new performance 
measure system? Would the EA and child care programs be included? 
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1. 	 Performance Measures System' 

: , 
(a) 	 The Secretary shall, in consultation with the Secretaries of other Departments, representatives 

of organizations representing Governors, State and local program administrators, educators, 
State job training coordinating'councils, community-based organizations, recipients, and other 
interested persons, establish and direct a system for measuring State performance pursuant to 
the requirementS of this act for the purposes of assessing and monitoring State performance. 

I 
(b) 	 The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interested parties, have the authority to 

modify the performance measures system as appropriate. 

ISSUE: 	 Should specific goals (i.e., outcomes and participation rates) of the system be 
articulated in statute? ' 

, 
(c) 	 Amend Sec. 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may require States to gather such information 

and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of a 
performance measures system and shall include in regulations provisions establishing uniform 
reporting requirements for suc~ information. 

2. 	 Performance Standards 

(a) 	 For the purposes of implementing appropriate actions, the Secretary shall, in consultation with 
the Secretary of Labor, representatives of organizations representing Governors, State and 
local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating councils, community­
based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, establish standards based on the 
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 
he specified in statute? 

(c) 	 The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interested parties, define in regulation the 
consequences of failure or success in meeting such performance standards. , . 

I 
ISSUE: 	 What consequences for achieving or failing to achieve standards should be 

specified in legislation. 

I 
Cd) 	 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. 

I 

3. 	 Revised Quality Control Systehl , 
, 

(a) 	 Amend Section 408 of the Social Security Act to permit the Secretary. in consultation with the 
other Federal Departments, representatives of organizations representing Governors, State and 
10caJ program administrators, ~ucators, 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 
improvement. 
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The existing QC system requires an evaluation ofallJacmrs ofeUgibiJiry and payment. except a lew 
thaI are specifically e.x.cluded by the Statute, e.g" monthly reponing. The new system would/oeus on 
only error pronefaclors with slgnijicaJU dolJar effects (e,g, earned income. filing unit. deprivation, 
etc.), or only on factors viewed as critical to public confidence in the program. 

• 	 Revise the regulations to reduce the verification and documentation required to substantiate a 
review finding. 

The current syswm requires a detailed description and calculation ofall errors found in a case 
review, and that a specified amounJ of verification be obtained 10 ,~uhS/(1JlltaJe tilt! errorJinding. 
Under this option. documentalionlverifitation standards would be relaxed by establishing new 
minimum slatulards and the payment error determination process will /Je Simplified. 

• 	 Revise the regulations to cllange the sampling methodology. 

The currem system requires each stOle (or jurisdiction) to select a minimum of300 to 12{)() review 
cases each year. The Federal1to./f examines a portion ofeach state '$ sample to validate the review 
findings, The precision (confidence level) ofthe payment errors is primarily afimction Qfthe sues of 
lhe Slate and Federal samples. They have been tested and judged adequatejor holding States 
accountable for prescribed paymem accuracy standards. Commitmem of resources to achieve this 
level ofprecision may not be necessary in an incentive/technical assistance response to State 
pciformance. It should he no/ed that smaller sample sizes will reduce Ihe (JI'ftI)lmt and degree of 
reliability ofperformance daw on the transitional system. We can study the potential impact of 
various reduced sample size models on the precision ofpaymem error esJimotes and other process 
measures. 

OPTION 2: QpcratiQnal Design 

States would be required to conduct periodic. internal audits oftheir JOBS and WORK processes to 
ensure the accuracy ofreported data and (umuai audUs to establish payment accuracy rates. The 
Federal gO\'-'ernment would specify the minimum sample shes to achieve ~ or 95 percent confidence at 
the lower limit (the method generally used by OiG). Suues would also be permitted 10 use current QC 
resources to conduct special sludies 10 lest oJUJ improve lhe current system, To ensure thnt S/atf! data 
a'nd procedures are reliable, the Federal gowrnment would condUCt periodic. targeted. and 
unannounced audits jar lfuu purpose. 

4. 	 Incentives vs, Penalties ,, 
• 	 States would be eligihle for peffurmance~based incentive payments for example, a l~tO 

percent increase in FF'P (administrative rusts. or JOBS, Of WORK). 

• 	 Sanctions for unacceptable performance could also be included. if needed to foster appropriate 
behavior. 

• 	 The incentive/sanclion fhrmula would be developed by the Secretary taking into consideration 
and appropriately weighting desired results, including payment accuracy, 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL 


The provisions described in this stction tnitinte a pro<:esS that will ventuafe n the development 
and implemeotntion of a comprehensive performance measurement s tem which renects and 
reinCOl'Ct'S the emerging "culture" or the redesigned welfare system. 

Current JOBS LUI 

Under the SSA section 487 [FSA Section 203(b)] not later than October 1st, 1993. the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall: 

(1) in consultation with the Secretary of Labor, representatives of organizations repre.~nting 
Governors, State and local program administrators, edue.ttors, State job training coordinating 
councils, community-based organizations. recipients, and other interested persons, develop 
performance standatds with respect to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based, in 
part, on the. results of the studies conducted under section 203(c) of such Act, and the initial State 
evaluations (if any) performed under section 4S6 of this Act; and 

(2) submit hisfher recommendations for performance standards developed under paragraph (1) to the 
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with 
respect to specific measurements of outcomes and be based on the degree -of success which may be 
reasonably expected of States in belping individuals to increase"earnings, achieve self-sufficiency. and 
reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation. 
Performance standards developed undel' this subsection sha1l be reviewed periodically by the Secretary 
and modified to the extent nece.."isary. 

Current JOBS PrQgrdm Performance Measures 

Participation rate for all AFDC recipients required to participalc in JOBS (45 CFR 250.74(b) and 
250.78) - For Fiscal Year ~994 the required participation f<lte is 15%. This is to ,ensure that a 
minimum proportion of the AFDC adult population is participating at a meaningfuJ (significant) level. 

Participation rate for AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR 2'sO,74(c) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required 
participation rate is 40%. l1tis is to ensure that a minimum pruportion of the AFDCMUP 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 CFR 250,1. This is to ensure that the hard to serve are served by requiring that 55% of IY-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 RepQrting System ' 

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting 
requJremenls mandated by section 487 of the Social Security Act. However, the data nece.'{sary HI 
estahlish participation rates is collected through hoth CSRS and aggregate bard copy. Only data 
necessary to establish the numerator for overall participation is collected through CSRS. The 
popUlation from which ea(;h 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 participant& tlmt were 
engaged in at least one hour of activity in an approved lOBS program component during the sample , 
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month. In addition to JOBS program data, a limited amount of demographic data and child care data 
is also required to be submitted, 

Current DC Law 

Under section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are required to operate a quality control system 
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program. States operate the system in 
accordance with time schedules, sampling methodologies, and review procedures pre.l>cribed hy the 
Secretary, The Jaw defines: what constitutes a payment error; how error rates and disallowances are 
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the administrative and judicial 
reviews available to States subject to djsallowances because of error rates in excess of the national 
standard (i.e.~ the national error rate for each year). 

The AFDC-QC system functions primarily as a monitoring/auditing system. Its primary purpose is to 
establish the correctness with which payments are made to AFDC cases in each State, The AFDC­
QC system also obtains the data neccssary to produce the publication entitled "Characteristics and 
Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipi~ts," The AFDC-QC system is not used to meet any of the 
reporting requirements for the AFDC program, Subsequent to the establishment of this system, 
which is a subsystem of the National integrated Quality Control System (NIQCS). OMS required 
additional AFDC data be collected to repJace the biennial survey of AFDC families that had been in 
place through 1979, 

One objective a/welfare reform is 10 transform tire ·culture" oflhe 'r\.'t/fare system/from an 
institutional system whose primary mission is to ensure thal poor children have a minimal levei of 
economic resources to a system that focuses equal attention on the lask 0/ integraling their adult 
caretakers into the economic and social mainstream qf j'ociety. We envision an oldcome~hased 
performance measurement system lhat consists Of a limited set ojbroad measures and focuses State 
efforts on the goals ofthe transitional support system - helping recipients become se/fsujficfenJ, 
reducing dependency, and moving recipients intI) work. The system woltld be developed and 
implemented ovt~r time. as specified in statute. Interested parties will he included in the process jor 
dnermining outcome-bosed performance measures and standards. 

Until a system lncorporatinj; Ol11come~based standards can be put in place, State performance will be 
mea:mred against service delivery measures as specified in statute, These service delivery standards 
would be used to monitor program implementation alUJ operatiorlS, provide incentives for timely 
implementation, and ensure that States ,"vere providing services needed to convert weifare into a 
(ransitlonal support system, 1Jle currct1llargeting and partiCipation standards would be eliminated 
(see draft specijIcations on JOBS. TlME LIMITS, AND WORK). The new service delivery measures jor 
JOBS would look over time w see {hal individuals subject to (he time limit are getting served by the 
program and that a substantial portion of such Cases art! being served on an Ollgolng hasj,)', As soon 
as WORK program requirem{!tUs begin to take effect (i.e., two years after the effective date a/the 
start Ofthe phaj'c~in), States W{)lJld be subject to a performance standard utuier the WORK program, 
Umil automaTed systems are operational attd reliable, State performance vis-a~vis these service 
delivery measures would be based on informacion gathered through the modified QC s),srenl, 
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Within a specified time period after enactment ofthis bilI. the Secretary will develop a broader system 
oj standards which incorporates measures addressing the States' success in moving clients (oward self­
sUfficiency and reducing their average tenure on welfare. AJJ QCC()mpanying regulations Ie this 
section sJudJ be published within 6 monJhs ofthe elUJctmeni ofthis act~ unless an effective doie is 
otherwise specified, 

Rationale 

The standards against which systems perjorm.arJ,(,t! afe judged must reflect the emerging mission or 
goal 0/ the reformed system. The e.tisting Quality Comrol(QC) system may actually create 
couruerproductive incentives for States attempting to cope with this emerging institutional 
environment. QCfocusses on how well the income supportjunction is done to the exclusion ofother 
systems goals, This directly shapes the atmosphere of and feel wilhtn welfare agencies; how 
personnel are se/ected and trained, how administrative processes are organized, and the basis for 
allocating organizatlvlUJI rewards, 

11 ij' a simple reality that the managemettl find technological demands which emerge from a system 
designed to clumge how people function are more complex than those for an income suppon system. 
Strategies that judge performance solely by inpUlS Of effort wilt no longer be adequate. The new 
system evelltually must be judged by what is accomplished rather than how it is accomplished. At the 
same lime, the challenges 0/trallS/orming orgalJizational cultures cannot be ignored; we must remain 
cognizant ofthe Implementation and opefatiolUll chal/enges all levels ofgovernment will confrom In 
moving to the lJew sysrem, 

A response to the demands imposed by subsrantive organil.ationai change is 10 alter the "official N 

focus ofthe system from payment accuracy to program OUICOtneS that mote ilfJproprlately reflect the 
new mission ojthe system without jeopardizing the integrity ofthe program as it is currently 
understood, This can be achieved through the developmeru ofpeiformance measures and standards 
that reflect the degree to which the policy is implememed as intended and which evetUually focus on 
results. while ensuring that the resid~ income support junctions are administered competemly. 

Specificatipns 

Provisions 1 through 3 generally deal with rt"quirements and procedures Cor establishing 
performance outcomes; provisions 4 and S deal with developing service delivery measures and 
sbndards to assess whether the program is being implemented and operated as intended; and 
provision 6 provides the nere5SUry uuthority to modify the QC sysiem to cnrry nut the, 
monitoring functions specified in the Act. 

I. Estahlishing an Outcome:Based Performance Standards System 

, ,• 
Part J: 'This provision provides general authority ((j tile Secretary ojDHHS to establish aff oUlcame~ 
based perfilrmance standards system. 

The ~vi.)'ion gowrninx welfare reform is consistent willi the theme oj "reinventing governmem. " 
Ultimamf, thi:;' means less jederal prescription, greater tocal jlafhffity and responsibility. and (h(; 
measurement of success by outcomes and not inputs or effort,, 
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Rationale 

These provisions establish and reinforce the goal that State performance eventually will be judged by 
lhe results they achieve aruI not the way they achieve those results. This means keeping ajoclls on 
the goals oj re/onn; moving clients lO",wti self-sufficiency and iruIepelUlcnce while ensuring the 
overall welI~eiflg ofchildren and their families. 

SpecificatjQn~ 

(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 wlll measure the 
extent to which the program helps participants improve their self~sufficiel1cy, their 
independence from welfare, their labor market particIpation. and the economic well-being of 
families with children, As specified below. the Secraary shall first develop outcome-based 
performance measures and then shall take steps to set expected standards of performance with 
respect to those measures. The system wiU also include penormance standards for measuring 
the extent to which individuals are served by the transitional support system (Le.• service 
delivery stal1dards). 

(b) 	 The current quality control system shan he revised to reflect the new performance standards 
system (see section below on Quality Control/or specifications). 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall publish annually State~Jevel data indicating State performance under such 
a system. 

(d) 	 Amend Sec. 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may require States to gather such information 
and perform such mOl1itoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development 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 appropriate methods for obtaining 
data as necessary. which may include access to earnings records, State employmel1t security 
records, State Unemployment Insurance records, and records collected under the Federal 
Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); drawing 
reliahle statistical samples and revising QC reviews of AFDC payment al1d case information; 
and using appropriate safeguards to protect the confidentiality of the infonnation obtained. 

(t) 	 The SeJ.:retary shall. in consultation with appropriate Interested parties. review and modify the 
performance measures and standards, and other components of the perform:mce m~sures 
system periodically as appropriate. 

2, 	 Developing an Oytcomt{=Based Performance Measyrement SyStem 

Part 2: This provision requires EIU! Secretary 10 propose a specific 8m oj imermedit).f(! oU!come 
measures and t'stablishes a process and timetable jor doing such, 

Be/ore outcome~based standards are,established, a sct oj outcome~based measures will be pur in 
place. (NOIe: a measure is merely an aspect oj the program rJll which tlata is mllected: a standard is 
a jpecific levd oj fJafimnance thaI i.l' expected of StateJ or agelU::ies with respect to that measun!.} 
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I
These provisions arc viewed os the first step tOK-'Grd developing a true outcome~bo.sed petjonnance 
measurement system and recognke complementary work taking place in other agencies. 

Rationale 

Recogniz.ing the complexity ofthis task. this iegis/aIion incorporates a prudent strategy thai moves 
forcefully, yet with reasonable caution in the direction ojdeveloping an outcome-based performance 
system. 

SDecifiCatiQ~ 

(a) 	 By June 1. 1995, for the purposes of enacUng a performance measurement system. the 
Secretary will presoot recommendations on specific outcome-based perfonnance measures 
(with proposed definitions and data collection methodologies) and shall solicit comments fwm 
the Congress, Secretaries of other Departments, representatives of organizations representing 
Governors. State and local program administrators, ooucators, State job training coordinating 
councils, community-based organizations, recipients. and other interested persons (hereinafter 
referred to as interested parlies), 

(b) 	 The recommendations shall include the percentage of the caselwd who reach the 2~year time· 
Jimit and may include but shaU not be limited to measures which examine: , 
(i) 	 factors used in section 106 of the Job Training Partnership Act and any subsequent 

amendmentS such as placement and retention in unsubsidiz.ed employment and a 
reduction in welfare dependency; and, 

(ii) 	 other factors as deem~ appropriate by the Secretary. 

(c) 	 Based on comments from the interested parties, the Secretary will finalize the measures by 
January I, 1996, and publish the measures in the Federal Register. 

3. 	 Implerrwnting an Outcome;~Based Performance Measurement Sys~em 

Pan 3: This provision requires the Secretary 10 set standards 0/performance for StaleS 'to meet with 
respect to the measures developed under prior provisions and sers some procedural guidelines for 
setting those siandards, 

Knowing whal ~ want to accomplish is different from selling concrete expectations for Stdtes about 
what they ought to accomplish, 1h(~ standards should be set carefully, with adequate time to obtain 
input from stakeholders and interested parties and tojuJly assess the polential impact ofthe 
standards. ' 

Rationale 

II is imponant to provide sufficient time to t/rinJ;. through an appropriate sel Of measures with releval/l 
parties and to carefully consider what kind of realislic standards might be set with respect to those 
measures. Ihe legislation sets a time period to consider important measurem~nJ issues and what 
cOllsequences should be set for failure to meet established standardl'. 
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Specifications 

(a) 	 By June I, 1996, for the purposes of enacting outcome-based standards. the Secretary~ in 
consultation with interested parties, sball 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, the Secretary will finalize the standards that 
will be published in the Federal Register by January 1. 1997. 

(c) 	 The Secretary shall amend in regulations the penalties and incemives in accordance with the 
proposed standards as appropriate and shaH implement the additional performance standards 
by lune I, 1997. 

4. 	 Service Delivery Standards 

Part 4: 	 This proltision requires that certain standards he set to delennine how WRli States are 
implementing key aspects ofthe new system and sets rewards and penalties based on those standards. 

To ensure that welfare systems are operating the program as intended, Ihe new petformance systtm 
will provide for awards and penaltiesjor State performance through adjustments iO the State's claims 
for federal matching funds on AFDC payments. These measures are designed tn provide positive and 
negative incentives to States to serve recipients under rhe new transitional syslem and to monitor 
program operalions. .)((l/es would be subject to financial incentives the following areas: a coverage 
rate in JOBS. a mortlhly participation rale in JOBS. and participaIion rate in WORK. In addition, 
the caps on JOBS extensions and pre..JOBS assignments and Slate accuracy in keeping ajthe lWQ~year 
clock are considered service delivery Slandards. 

Rationale 

Because major {·hanges to the K'e/jare system arc being proposed, it is criticai rhaI the extent 10 which 
the intent o/the law is being realized be monitored carejulJ-y, Measuring critical aSpe(1S oflhe new 
program will provide necessary feedback upon which rojudge progress toward changing the "cullure" 
oj the welfare system, while the proposed set 0/incentives and penalties wiIJ keep Stales focused on 
the required changes. 

Soecifications 

(a) 	 Upon enactment of this act, die Secretary shall implement $I!Tvice delivery measures for 
purposes of accountanility and compliance, 

(b) 	 States sball bt;: subject to SerVlci! delivery standards upon the effective dale of the new JOBS 
program. States shall begin reporting and validating data for service delivery measures no 
later than 6 months folluwing Ihe effective date of the new JOBS/WORK provisions in a 
manner to be prescrihed by the Secretary. 

(e) 	 The st;:rvice delivery standard*, apply only to the phasoowin mandatory population that is 
subje..'t to the time limit. There are no performance standards for {he non-phased~in group, 
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(d) 	 Rate of coverage in JOBS: To maximize the number of welfare recipients who become self­
supporting, it is, important for JOBS programs to serve their entire mandatory caseload. To 
measure the extent to which programs work with the entire mandatory case10ad in ways 
deemed appropriate, States are expected to meet a coverage rate, This ra.te specifies the 
extent to which a program involves or covers individuals who ate mandated for the program 
(not including those assigned to pre~jOBS) within a specified period. A program is 
considered to have covered individuals if they participate in activities, are employed, leave 
AFDC. or are sanctioned. The coverage rate is a longitudinal rate that requires tracking a 
previously entered cohort of clients. The State's coverage rate sbaH be expressed by a 
percentage. and calculated as'follows: 

(i) 	 The denominator consists of the JOBS mandatory caseload receiving assistance (i.e., 
excluding those In the pre-JOBS status). 

Oil 	 The numerator consists of those in the denominator who either participate in program 
activities, are employed, leave AFDC. or are sanctioned within a 6 month period. 
The definition ofparticipation for the purposes of calculating the coverage rate will be 
determined in regulation. ' 

(e) 	 The performance standard for the coverage rate is set at 90 percent with a 5 percent tolerance 
level, with financial penalties applied if this standard is not met. For the proportion of 
caseload below the standard. a 25 percent reduction in the FFP for their AFDC benefits will 
be levied, using the average AFDC henefit level paid in the State to determine the amount of 
the penalty. Penalties would not be assessed in the first year of program operation, 

(f) 	 Monthly Participation Rate In JOBS; Similar to current law, States are expected to meet a 
monthly participation rate. Using a computation period of each month in a fiscal year (Le. 
over a 12 month period), the State's monthly participation rate shall be expressed by a 
percentage, and calculated as follows: 

(i) 	 The denominator consists of the average monthly number of individuals who are 
mandatory for JOBS (i.e.> excluding those in the pre-JOBS status) 

(ii) 	 The numerator consists of the average monthly number of individuals who are 
mandatory for JOBS (i.e., excluding those in the pre--JOBS status) who participate in 
an activity or are empJoyed {and remain on aid}. TIle definition of panicipalion for 
the purposes of calculating the monthly participation rate will be determined in 
regulation, 

(g) 	 The performance standard for the monthly panicipation rate is set at 40 percent, with a -51+5 
tolerance level. with financial penalties if the standa~d is not met and financial incentives if 
the standard is exceeded. For the proportion of caseload below the standard (35%). a 25 
pe~cent reduction in the FFP for their AFDC benefits will be levied. using the average AFDC 
benefit level paid in the State to calculate the amount of the penally. For the proportion of 
caseload above the standard (45%). a 25 percent increase in the FFP for their AFD<:benefits 
will be granted using the average AFDe benefit levcl paid in the State lor an ~se io~ 
for JOBS services1, There would he no chang¢ in FFP for those covering 35 to 45%of the 
appJicabJe caseload, Penalties would not be assessed in the first year of program operation. 
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(h) 

(I) 

(j) 

(k) 

(1) 

(01) 

"VORK Program Participation Rates: States will also receive financiaJ penalties for failing 
to meet the following participation standard in the WORK program. To ensure that 
individuals who reach the time limit are assigned tu work slots, States W(iuld be expected to 
meet a WORK participation standard. The WORK performance measure would take effect 
two years after the effective date of this legislation (see JOBS, TIME [,IMITS, AND WORK 
section). To meet this standard, States are required to meet the lower number of: 

l 

(i) 	 Case 1: The number required so that 80 percent of those who reaclled the time limit 
and are in the WORK program are assigned to a WORK slot or are in other defined 
statuses (as expiained:below), A five percentage point tolerance level on this standard 
wiU be allowed. Using a computation period of each month in a fiscal year (i.e. over 
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 
indlviduals who have,reached the time limit and are in the WORK program (Le., 
ex.c!uding those in the pre-JOBS status). (2) The numerator consists of Utose in the 
denominator who are 'assigned to a WORK slot, are in the sanctioning process as. 
detined under the WORK program rules, or are participating in a WORK job search 
activity. The exaL't definition of the rate will be specified in regulation. Or. 

I 
(Ii) 	 Case 2: The number required so that total number of WORK slots the State is 

required to create, based on their funding allocation, are- filled by individuals assigned 
to a WORK slot. A method for calculating the required number of slots to be filled 
based on the funding allocation will be specif,ed in regulations. 

For the proportion of caseload below the applicable standard, a SO p'ercent reduction in the 
FFP for their AFDC benefits :will be levied, using the average AFDC benefit Jevcl paid in the 
State to determine the amount of the penatty. Penalties would WJt be assessed in the first year 
of program operation. ! , 
States would be required W place individuals who have most recently hit the time-limit into 
WORK slots prior to other WPRK participants (e.g .. those who have already completed a slot 
and are awaiting re-assignment). 

i 
States are not eligible for increased FFP for any service delivery measures if the Secretary 
determines: , 
(i) 	 the accuracy of a State's time~d{lck fai!s the threshold standards for time~clock 

accuracy, as defined s~h5equently in regulalions: and/or, 

OJ) 	 data reported by a State fails the threshold standards for data quality, as defined 
subsequently in regulations. 

! 

Cap on pre--JOBS and JOBS Extension,<;; No FFP will he allowed for any cases in pre-JOBS 
above the cap and for JOBS extensions above the cap unless the State has submitted a 
proposal to the Secretary to ra.ise the cap or the Secretary has already granted such a waiver. 
(see also JOBS, TIME LlMfTS, AND WORK section), 
As appropriate, the Secretary may require States to rep,)ft other data clements related to the 
pnwision of JOBS and WORK services, such as the provision on teen case management 
services. Such additional reporting requirements will he specified in rct,rulation no later than 
(} months following the enactm'ent of this act. 
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5. ~Hent feedback 

Part 5: 1his provisIon requires thaI Slates establIsh a process jor collecting client feedback on rheir 
experience in. the program as a method for improving program operations, 

There has been. little study in the past of client perceptions ofthe services provided through the 
welfare department. However, similar to the way customers' reactions are importatU to the business 
cOIMuuliry. understanding and managing cliellljeedback on the services they receive provide 
important information on areas where program performance couid improved, Additionally, it will be 
imporrant to establish mechanisms 10 ensure feedback on. the quality ofservices provided by public, 
nonprofit, atui priYale agencies, 

Rationale 

One aspect of reinventing government is to make public systems client· or mnrket-dr[vcn. In a time· 
limited cash assistance proRrwn. providing panicipallls wilh quo/it}' services and opportunities 
through which /0 enhance their human capital and improve their chances in the labor market seems 
essential, Oblainingjeedback directly from the ~cuslomers" is one »-'tty ofhelping program nUlIulgers 
ensure tluil they provide participants wIuu is needed.' 

SpecificatiQns 

(a) 	 Each State shall establish methods for Obtaining, on a regular basis, information from 
individuals and employers who have received services through the JOBS and/or WORK 
program regarding the effectiveness and quality of such services. Such methods may include 
the use of surveys, interviews, and focus groups. 

(b) 	 Each State agency shall analyze the customer service information on a regular oasis and 
provide a summary of such infonnation accompanied by such analysis to the IJOBS and/or 
WORK boards] for use in improving the administration of the programs, 

6, 	 Expanded Mission for Duality Control System 

, 
Pan 6: 1h1s provision provides the Secretary with the aWhority to review and modify the Quality 
Control system W' needed and sets up some procedural guidelines lor identifYing the needed chonges 
and making those changes, ! 

! 
The jollowifJg language allows the Secretary to redesign the current payment accuracj Quality Controt 
system /0 a broader system focused on the performance slOndards established in statute or !Jy 
regulation 10 ensure the efficient and effeaive operation Oflhe JOBSIWORKfflme Limited Assistance 
program, Payment accuracy will be retained buJ only as one elemem in a broader peiformance 
measurement mit' for Ih(~ QC system. ' 
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Rationale 

Operating a perjbl11UJnce driven accountability system requires resources, UlUiJ the new system is 
111lly developed, il will be difficult to estimate whalthose resource requiremerus will be, Some ofthose 
resources must (:ome from the existing QC system. necessitating changes in that system. The 
Secretary musl have authority to make those changes in a way that does not sacrifice the ability to 
ensure Ihc integrity and accuracy ofincome maintenance payments. 

SpecifiCations 

(a) 	 Amend the Social Security Act to expand the purpose of quality control to improve the 
accumcy of benefit and wage payments in the AFDC and WORK program, to assess the 
quality of State--reported data, to ensure the accuracy of State reporting of JOBSIWORK data 
required under this act, and measure the accuracy with which States calculate client eligibility 
foJ' benefits under a time-limit6d AFDC system, to ensure that other performance standards 
are met, and to fulfill other appropriate functions of a performance measurement sylltem. 

(h) 	 Require the Seeretary to es(ab~ish and operate a quality control system under whkh the 
Secretary shall determine. with respect to each State, the extent to which any and all 
performance standards established by statute or regulation are being met. 

(c) 	 States shall conduct periodic, internal audits of their JOBS and WORK processes to ensure the 
accuracy of reported data and ~nnual 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 
current QC resoun:es to conduct special studies to test and improve the current system. 

(d) 	 The Secretary shall designate additional data elements to be collected in a QC review sample 
to fulfill the needs of a performance 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 perfofI11aJlce identified 
elsewhere in this section. 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall modify the scope of the current QC system a.1\ deemed necessary to 
accommodate the review of the additional data clements and new performance measure.'\, 

(f) 	 The Secretary shall, after consulting with the States and securing input from knowledgeable 
sources. publish regulations regarding changes in the design and administration of existing QC 
functions as well as enhancements to that syslem. These proposed changes will be published 
no later than 12 months after e~actment of this. Bill, 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION, AND DEMONSTRATIONS 


A. TECHNICAL ASSISI'ANCE, RESEARCH, AND EVALUATION 

1. Authority to Tap JOBSIWORK and Child Care Funds For Research. Demonstrations. 
Eva,!yntiQfi i\nd Teehnicm Assistan£~ Purooses 

Current Law 

There aft! a variety of ways that fonds are set aside for evaluation oversight and technical assistance 
support 10 programs. The Family Support Act, for example, authorizes specific amounts for 
implementation tUui effectiveness studies oj the JOBS Program. Under the Head Stan Act, }3 percent 
ofannual appropriatuJtls Ofe reserved by the Secretary for a broad range of uses including training. 
technical assistance and evaluation. 1he Secretary ofHHS, at her discretion. sets aside 1% 0/ Public 
Heailh program funding for evalualion ofits programs, 

Welfare reform seeks nothing less than a change in Ihe "culture" ofthe welfare system. This 
necessitates making major changes in asystem that has primarily been issuing checks for the past two 
decades. Now we will be expecting Slates to change individual behavior aruJ their own institutions 
themselves so thal welfare recipients will be moved into mainstream society. This will nat be dane 
easily. We see a major role for evaluation, technical assistance arui in/ormation sharing. lnit/ally. 
States will require considerable assistance as they design and implement the changes required under 
this legislation. Then, as Olte State Of locality finds strategies liIat work. those lessons ought to be 
widely shared with others. One 0/ the elements critical to this re/om effort has been the lessons 
learned from the careful evaluations done ofeariier programs. 71wse lessons arui the feedback 
secured during the implementation ofthese refonns will be used in a formative sense and will guide 
continuing innovation into the future. We propose reserving 2% oj the total annual capped 
enliliemeru funding/or the Secretary 0/ HHS to be spent on JOBS. WORK and child care for 
research. demonstrations. evaluation, aM technical assistance, wlrh a significant amowtt reserved for 

,child care. We seek to evaluate demonsrrations in a number of d~ffere7lt areas. Please see the 
sections on MAKE WORK PAY. CHlW SUPP()Kl' ENFORCEMENT, and PRE~'ENl' PREGNANCY AND PROMOTE 

PARENTAL RESPONSiBIUTY. 

Ratiqnale 

Sufficient funds should be available to ensure that the Department(s) can provide adequate levels oj 
cethnical assiSlance to States, exercise oversighl over Slale implementation of welfare reform, and 
carry out ()!her supportive research and training activities. Tying fundS to a percemat:e ofthe overall 
program dollars ensures that a!i the prdgram grows. funds fl,r research, evaluation and technical also 
grow, II is often noted thai 10 percent of eifecting substantive change is gelting the law passed, the ] I t 
Olller ~ percem is implemeJUing the law well, Arguably,lhe 1988 Family Support Act suffered/rom 
inadequate allen/ion thaI was provided to helping Stales realize the potential for change built imo lhe 
various provixio(fS oj the Act. 
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~l2edficatiQns 

(a) 	 Reserve to the Secretary from amounts authorized for the capped JOBS, WORK and At~Risk 
Child Care funding, two percent for each fiscai year for expenditures research, the provision 
of technical assistance to the States and for the carrying out demonstrations afi described 
below_ Technical assistance is defined broadly to include training, "hands-on" consultation to 
States requesting assistance, the transferring of "best practices ft from one State to another and 
so forth. 

(h) 	 To the extent that these issues can be researched tn a methodologically sound way. the 
Secretary of HHS in consultation with the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of Education, 
shan conduct the following evaluation studies of time-limited JOBS followed by WORK: 

(i) 	 A Iwo~phase implementation and institutionaJ outcomes study that describes: 

• 	 How States and localities initially responded to new policies, implemented the new 
, program. obstacles and barriers, institutional arrangements, and recommendations~ 

• 	 How States and localities subsequently did as their programs matured including 
program design. services provided, operating procedures, exemplary practices, 
funding levels and participation rates and recommendations. The study will alw 
consider the effects on State and loca! administration of welfare programs including 
management systems, staffing structure. and ·culture.~ 

(ii) 	 An impact evaluation, preferably using a random assignment design or a methodology 
that meets the standards of the scientific community, that examines: 

.. 	 The effectiveness of transitional assistance in a time-limited context tn belping welfare 
recipients achieve self~sufficiency; and me relative effectiveness of various strategies 
used by States and localities on employment rates, reduction of welfare dependency, 
reduction of teen pregnancy. income levels and poverty reduction, family structure. 
cili!d well~heing. and client satisfaction for recipients by major subgroups, 
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B. 	 DIlMONSfRA TlONS 

1. 	 AythQrity to Initiate MajQr DemonstratioQs and PilQt Programs to Improve the Effectiveness 
aDd Efficj~ncy of we RefQrm'ed Wialfare System 

Current Law 

The Social Security Act authorizes the Secretary to conduct demonstrations, Many States operaIe 
demonstration programs which have strong evuJumio/t components which have helped shape public 
policy. I 

We propose key demonstrations in six areas where additional feedback is required about the cost, 
feasibility, and/or effectiveness is necessary before lUUionaJ policy is determined, In each area, we 
propose both a set ofpolicies jor immediate implementation aruJ a set ofdemonstrations designed to 
explore ideasfor still bolder innovation in the future. In addition, tw! would encourage States to 
develop their own demonstrations. and in some cases we would provide additional Federal resources 
jor these. Lessons from past demonstrations have been central to both the development ofthe Family 
Support Act and to this pian. 

Spevifications 
. 

(a) 	 The Secretary of HHS shall have the authority to approve and conduct the following 
demonstratlons (as discussed in detail below): 

Demonstration (1) is designed to test innovations that might shorten welfare spells during the 
lOBS phase Qf the reformed system, Demonstration (2) is designed to examine innovations in 
the WORK pha<;!; of the reformed program. Demonstration (3) is largely, though not 
exdusivcly, designed to assist those who have made the transition to non~subsidized work to 
minimize recidivism back onto welfare. Other demollstrations are outlined in the CHILD 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, MAKE WORK PAY, and the PREvENT TEEN PREGNANCY AND 
PROMOTE PARENTAL- RESPOSSIB1LITV sections. Thus these demonstrations cover the major 
aspects of the reform proposal. 

I 
2. 	 DemonstratiQIlS to Encourage Placement During ParticioatiQn in the lOBS Program 

Current Law 

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

I 
One ofthe explicit goals a/welfare reform is to trans/ann the welfare s),stem (and the JOBS program) 
into one 'rI.>hich focuses from the very first day on helping people to get and hoid jobs. To achieve 
this, IMe will fund demonstration programs that focus on enhancing job placements, We envision two 
strategies, as specified beiow, 
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Rationale 

A good JOBS program balances the need to communicate to those entering the welfare system that 1 
AFDC is a temporary support sysJem by moving redpi<mts quickly into the labor market while 
remaining st!n.silive to the facr tluJJ ail recipients are not competiliW! in thai market, We need more 
inform41ion about how to set up rewards tbaJ will reflect the new "mission It oj the welfare system I 
while remaining cognizant ofthe heterogeneity (differing skills and abilities) 'tj,.;thin the welfare 
population.. I ) 

SpecitkatiQos 

(a) 	 Placement Bonuses: Demonstration grants wuuld he available fur programs: that use 
placement bonuses to rewar~ agencies or caseworkers who are partieuJarly good at placing 
JOBS participants in private sector jobs. One issue is to examine whether this can be J 
successfully acoompJished without prematurely moving clients into the labor market. thus 

fostering temporary placements thal do not deal with longer term dependency patterns. 


(b) 	 Chartering Placement Firms: Demonstration grants would be available to States to charter 
private not~for-prpfit and for~profit o(ganizations to work with JOBS clients to place them in 
private sector jobs. This is similar to offering contracts through an RFP. except that a charter 
is a license to serve clients that puto; the nurden on the organization to recruit its clients. 
Chartered organizations would be paid a fee for finding work for an eligible JOBS participant. 
Charters can specify services that the organization will deliver: work preparation, placement 
services, follow-up. linkages to other agencies. Charters permit the organization to serve' 
eligible WORK participants and specify performance standards on which they will be paid. 
These performance standards would be hased on placement and retention measures. 

(e) 	 Up H@OCal demonstration projects to test and evaluate the u.-;e of placement bonuses and ], I S'" 7 
chartering placement firms on the placement and retention of JOBS participants in j()bs wilt be ""'"i . 

w~u~ 	 ~••,
' 	 f~"')"

(d) 	 The Secretary shall evaluate the effectiveness of such programs, preferably using a random .. rt....-t 
assignment design or a methodology that meets the standards: of lhe scientific community. 

Section 1115 Waivers: 

Current Law 

Section J } JS(c)(3) ofthe Social Security Act restricts State waivers which can be granted under the 
child suppon program to those that would nor increase the Federal cost oj the AFDC program. In all 
other cases, States can offset increoS(!d costs in OIU: program (such as increased expenditure.y jor 
JOBS) with savings in other areas (such as AFDC and Medicaid). "[n child :wpport. however, savings 
generaledjrom tlOn~[V~A programs cannot be used to cover /V-A costS resuJtingjrom IV-D waivers, 
Tile wilhin-AFDC cost neutrality pro~'isi(}ns jnr the child support program discourages States from 
iooking at /V-D as part af their (Owf wdfare rcfimtl strategy and greatly restricts thdr abilities (0 

design dIu) implement child sUpfW.rt demnns/rafion:J of intcrest and significance, 
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Specification 

(aJ Increase States' ability to test innovative IVwD and non-custodIal parent programs, Give them 
the same degree of flexibility to offset AFDC costs resulting from demom;trations involving 
child support that now exists in the other programs, In addition, give States the authority to 
value the worth of work: activities that non..custodiaJ fathers do to reduce their AFDC debts 
and child support arrearages. 

), Demonstration Grants for Innovative ~nitv and Parenting Initiatives 

This proposal would focus on helping/athers (primarily poor, young, non-maritalfathers) understand 
and accept their responsibilities to nurture and support their children. Building Oft programs which 
seek. to enhance lite weilv/Jeillg ojchildrell this proposol would jacUilate the development ofparenting 
components aimed specifically at fathers whose panlciparioll in the lives oftheir children is often 
ignored or even unintentionally discouraged. 

RatiQ{!!ll~ 

There is considerable evidence that increased poverty is not the only adverse affict on children of 
fatherless/amities. Fathers have all important role to play injos1ering self-esteem and self-control in 
children and in increasing and promoting lhe career aspirations ofboth sons and daughters. Some 
clinical researchers and social commentators believe that much ofthe increase in violent behavior 
amon;; teenage boys is at least in pan due to the lack ojpositive male role-models and supportive 
fathering in many convnunifies. But good fathering is especiolly difficult fot the many men who 
themselves belong to a second and third generation of "fatherless" families or whose own role models 
jor parenting l-fere abusive or neglectful., 

Svecifications. 

(a) 	 Demonstrallon grants wlll be made available to States and/or community hased organizations 
to develop and im~lement non..-rustodial parent (fathers) components for existing programs for 
high risk families (e,g. Head, Start. Healthy Start, Family Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and 
Prevention) to promote responsible parenting. including the importance of paternity 
establishment and economic security for children and the development of parenting skills. 

(b) 	 Grants must last three years. bave an evaluation component, preferably using a random 
assignment design or a methodology that meet~ the standards of the scientific community, and 
be replicable in similar programs. 

4. 	 Demon<:.lratiQns to Deyelgp Work~fQr-Wages i.!rQgrams Outs.ide the AfDC System 

States are encouraged to experiment with approaches to deSigning ami adn~stering lhe WORK 
program outside of the AFDC SY$lem. The Secretary may aUfhoriz.e (tP to !JJemonstration projects to 
asscss the feasibility and effectiveness of WORK pr(}grams that ate odmini.\ured outside of rhi; AFDC 
system: These dcmonstraIions will be rigorously evalu(lled. 
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It is Me clear that Ihe "'~lf(lre syslem will be the most appropriale agency to run an employment based 
system like the WORK program ill all States, III snme cases, Slale-Ievel lAbor Department entities, 
nonj)rojit, or proprietary agencies may have a comparative advantage. Even ifa CfJI'I1!'arluive 
advantage does lie with an organiZlllion independent oithe welfare system. questions remain. For 
example, it is nor apparent IhIll the required ongoing communication between the agencies running the 
WORK program and Ihe agency issuing supplemental income support checkS (and retaining 
responsibility for other residual welfare junctions) can bemaill1ained.This. and other management 
uncertainties, must be resolved through demonstration programs.. 
Specifications 

(a) 	 Up to 5 local demonstration projects to test the development and implementation of WORK 
programs administratively located outside of the AFDC sy,<.;tem will be conductoo, 

(b) 	 The Secretary shan conduct a rigorous evaluation, preferably using.a random assignment 
design or a methodology that meets the standards of the scientific community, of each 
demonstration project. 

(c) 	 AU individuaJs who exhaust their transitional assistance must be eligible to apply w the . 
WORK program either after their initial spell on welfare or jf !.hey Jeave JOBS Of WORK and 
subsequently reapply for assistance and have nO' time left States may not deny admission into 
WORK for any reasons other than those discus.';ed under the section on sanction policy. 

(d) 	 States must close AFDC cases when recipients reach the time limit. WORK programs under 
this subsection may only pay participants tor performance of some activity. 

(e) 	 Stales may develop a system of comp!tllsation that mixes wages and WORK stipends. States 
must develop a system that ensures that WORK panicipants who comply fully with the 
program's rules are receiving income at least equal to what they would have received on 
AFDC plus the work disregard, States shall have flexibility on this criteria in the interest of 
administrative simplicity but the income from full compliance in WORK must 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 designated by the state, including 
job search, job clubs. and interim community service assignments:. States will bave flexibility 
in designing me stipend system. but it will have to be a pay-for-activity system. 

(g) 	 States would be allowed to develop a system of wage supplementation in place of the present 
AFDC system, WORK stipends could he provlded to part4:ime workers either in 
unsubsidized jobs or in the WORK program. States would be encourage to develop a simple 
system of supplements. 

(h) Eligihllity for the supplement woalJ he wnling"mt on satisfactory paniciflatiun in WORK. 
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5, WORK..Sypport Agency DemOr1.<;tfa1iQns 

Currenl LilW 

Al State option, Federal jiJumcial partic/pallon is available for JOBS activities and services provided 
for cenain periods to an individual who has been a JOBS participant bur ~ loses eligibUltyjor 
AFDC. These activities and periods are: 1) case management activities aru/ supportive services for up 
to S() days from the date the individual loses eligibility jor AFDC: and 2) JOBS romponellt activities 
for the duratioll of lire activity iffunds for the activity are obligated or expended before the individual 
loses eJigibility for AFDC (45 CFR 250,73) In addition. the State agency may provide, pay jor, or 
reimburse one-time work~related expenses which it determines are necessary for an applicant or 
recipient (0 accept or maintain employment. (45 CFR 255.2) 

In,oroer to leorn about the effects 0/ work suppon stralcgies. we propose demonstration programs to 
test dif{erenc approaches, The goal is to increase employment retention and reduce 'ol.'eljare recidivism 
by helping tlwse individuals whO' become employed keep their jobs and those who lose, their jobs to 
regain employment quickly, Case managers wiLl maintain comart with and offer assistance to current 
or former AFDC recipiems who obtain empioymem and provide direct assistance to aid them in 
employment retention or to help find a subsequent job, Payments to help meet the costs ofcertain 
employment~related needs I1U1Y also be provided ifdetermined necessary for job acceptance or 
retention. or reemployment. 

Stales might establish work support agencies with distinctly dilferem responsibilities than /V-A 
agencies and possibly housed separaiely/rom the local /V-A agencies to provide centralized services 
specifically to working families. The Work Support agencies could be administered.jor example. by 
the State employment or labor departments; by Communi/)' Action Agencies, or a One-Stop Shopping 
Center, 

The work-support offices might provide frxxl stamps, child care, advance ElTC payments. and possibly 
health insurance subsidies to eligible low-income working families. or (at local discretion) families 
SUffering a Jemporary labor markLt disruplion, Employment~related services such as career cOWlsel­
ing. assistance with updaJing resumes andjilling Old job applications would also be made available 
specifically /0 individuals who had left AFDCfor w'Ork through the ",,'Ork support office, Services 
which might also be included are time and molley management. family issues. ttvrkplace rules, 
establishing ongoing relationships with employers. providing mediatiort between employer and 
emploYl~e. assiJting with application/of thc EITC. making referrals to other community services, 
providing or arrangingjor supportive services needed jor employment retention or re-employment. 
and providing for job referral or placement assistance if initial jobs ore lost. The supponive services 
which can be prOVided to aid job retention may include: occupational license, certification, (lr test 
fees. toolletjuipmellt expenses, clothing. uniforms. or sa/cry equipment COSIS, driver's license fees. : 
motor vehicle maintenance. repair. insurance or license costs. other transportation expenses, moving 
fJpenses {related to accepllng employment, emergency chUd care expenses. health~rtlated apenses 
flO! coveted by Medicaid. short-term mental health expenses, and jamily counseling. 
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lWiQnale 
, 

A significant proportion ofnew entrants will move between States ofdependency and non-depetulency, 
Some 70 percent ofnew entrants ali in two years, @Ow one-halfofthese for work, But within five 
years, some 70 percent ofthose will return. It similar picture is found jor thase in the secondary 
labor market, Job transitions and disruptions are very common, even wilhin brief time perIods. 
Many ofthese people do /Wt have sufficient work histories to qualifY for benefits under t~);ystem. 
TIle primary recourse available upon, a job loss is 1M welfare system., 
Our welfare and JOBS systems are geared toward graduations; treating people and moving them on. 
We now assume that even those with 'high levels ofhuman capital may have to make seven or eight 
reinvestments ilt training and new skiliitechnology acquisitions over the course ofa lifetime. We must 
begiJllO work on developing a similar perspective and supportive systems for low-wage workers and 
those who must. on occasion, receive income assistance for their families. 

The participating State would be responsible/or tM design of the work suppon agency. including the 
administrative structure and the menu ojservices, but would have to receive approval from the 
appropriate departments (in most cases Agriculrure, Health llnd Human Services aJUi Treasury). 

SpecificatiQns 

(a) 	 A separate authority under Title IV of the: Social Security Act would be established for 
whereby a designated number: of entities chosen by the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Labor. Agricuhu,re, and Treasury, would be entitled to demonstration grants to 
operate a Work Support Agency to support individuals who have left AFDC for work, 
~ 	 .. 

(h) ~demonstration projec~'will be funded. 

«) 	 The activities under the demo~tration would be focused on providing coordinated 
employrnent~related services. _Grantees would be given great flexlhility to design programs to 
help former AFDC recipients,retain employment.,, 
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INFORMATIO~ SYSTEMSMD INFRASTRUCTURE I 

Current Law and Ba&tground 
, , 

In the late I970s, the Federal goven;ment decided to improve the administration of welfare programs 
through the use of computerized information systems. The Congress enacted PL 96~265 and 
subsequent legislation to grant incentive funding to encourage the development of automated systems. 

In 1981, the AFDC program released the- family ASSistance Management InfQrmation System 
WAMIS) specifications and updated !hem in 1983. In 1988, !he Food Stamp Program (FSP) re1e3Sed 
similar guidelines in regulations and updaled them in 1992, Incentive funding is also available for 
statewide, Child Support Enforcement (CSE) systems. 

A recent GAO report indicated that, in the previous to years the Federal government had spent nearly 
$900 million in the development and operation of AFDC and FSP automated systems ruone, In the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, the Congress repealed enhanced funding for AFDC and 
FSP effective April 1, 1994. 

An emerging priority of Federal funding agencies has been to encourage States to implement more 
cost-effective systems which integrate service delivery at the local level. This has enabled many 
States to begin using combined application forms fur multiple-programs (including AFDC, fSP. and 
Medicaid) and a combined interview to determine eligibility for the various programs. Conseque-ntly. 
with systems support. a single eligibility worker can process an application for several programs at 
the same time. 

, 
Another priority is the development of electronic transfer of funds Or Electronic 8enefit Transfer 
(EBT) technology to deliver ben~fits. This technology allows recipients to use a debit card, similar to 
a bank card. at retail food stores and automated teller machine-'\, (ATMs) to access their benefit 
accounts. Plans to expand the use of EST systems are mentioned in the Vice President's National 
Performance Review, 

Under current law and reguJation5> States and the Federal government have developed elaborate 
computer management information systems for financial management and benefit delivery. program 
operations. and quality controL Some programs, such as Child Support Enforcement. are in the midst 
of large-scale (and long-term) computer system change. while others, such as AFDC (with its FAMlS 
systems). are nearing completion of a development cyde. 

Both FAMIS and Child Support Enforcement Systems (CSES) have been funded under an enhanced 
funding (90 percent) match. Partly as a result of this incentive funding. many States have integrated, 
automated, income maintenance systems which assist caseworkers in determining eligibility. 
maintaining and tracking case status, and reporting management information to the State and Federal 
government>;. 

Other essential welfare programs, namely JOBS and child care, have limited and fragmented 
automated systems. For the most pan, States could fund parts of these sy!items at the 50 percent 
match rati!o States report that admini;;trative funds have not heen available to fully automati! and 
interface JOnS and Child Care with other programs within the State. 

Many of these systems have serious limilations: limited flexibility, lack of interactive access, limited 
ability to exchange d.ttJ electronically, elC. Even the most sophisticated systems fall short of the goal 
of allowing State agencies to use technology to:, 
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• 	 Eliminate the need for cI ients to access different entry points before they receive services; 

• 	 Eliminate the need for agency workers (and clients) to encounter and understand a wide 

variety of complex rules and procedures; 


• 	 Share iully computer data with programs within the State and among States; and 

• 	 Provide the kind of case tracking and management that will be needed for a time-limited 

welfare system. 


Vision and Rationale 

Computer and information techoofogy solutions will support welfare reform by providing new 
automated screening and intake processes~ eJigibility decision-making tools, and benefit delivery 
techniques. Application of modern technologies such as expert systems, relational database"" voice 
recognition units, and high performance computer networks, will help empower families and 
individuals seeking assistance. At the same time, these technologies will assist in reducing fraud and 
abuse so that Federal and State benefits are available to those who are in need, 

Slate:Level Systems and National Clearinghouse 

To achieve !his vision, we are proposing an information infrastructure which allows, at the State 
level, the integration and interfacing of mUltiple systems. for example, AFDC. food stamps, work 
programs, child care, Child Support Enforcement (CSE). and others. The Fooeral 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 of these functions. 

To support !he broader informatIon needs, the new information infrastructure I'leoos to include both a 
national data wclearinghouse" to coordinate data exchange and for other purposes as well as enhanced 
State and local Information proces..~ing systems:, 

Enhanced State S¥stems, At the State and local· level, the systems infrastructure would include 
automated subsystems for intake. eligiblilty determination, assessment, and referral; case management 
and service delivery; and benefit, payment. and reponing" The infra.~tructure would cons.ist of new 
systems components integrated with e~isting systems or with somewhat enhanced existing systems. 
Variations in existing automated systems would make it unreasonable to try to standardize these 
systems. Rather, we need linkages that allow for the accurate excllange of data between systems. 

By linking the various programs and systems. States would be able to provide integrated services andl 
or benefits to families and individuals "at-risk" of needing financial assistance, those .eceivlng 
assistance, and UlOse transitioning from public assistance program to self-sufficiency. As part of this 
-automation effort, enhanced funding wi!( he offered (1.'1. an incentive for States to develop and 
imptement statewide. automated systems for JOBSIWORK management and monitoring, and to enable 
seamless services for child care, ,Such an automated system infrastructure would enable States to 
provide greater support to families wbo might otherwise dissolve, as well as t() parents who may, 
because uf unmet need$~ be forced to terminate employment or tfllining opportunities. 

In addition, a... Electronic Benefit Transfer (EDT) and Electronic Funds Transfer (EFT) become more 
widespread. they would be used for other programs, such as child care reporting and payments. and 
reporting of lOBS participation, As an. example, a lOBS participant could be required to self.report 



I 
either through a touch4one phone that connects to a Voice Recognition Unit (VRU) or through the 
use of plastic card technQlogy. 

Enhanced Dete.;tiQn of Fraud and Abuse. For detection and analysis of fraud and abuse. computer 
matching of records and sharing of data among State. programs and at a national tevel would be 
increased. For example, the child support infonnatiQn needs for establishing an order or in review 
and modification would be extremely valuable for access by the AFDC agency, after the agency has 
performed prospective eligibility determinations, but before benefits ace granted. In addit!on. to 
ensure that an individual does not obtain AFDC beyond the time limit Of fails to report employment, 
the National Clearance would be extremely helpful. 

Data and Reporting on ~rofl;ram Qperatkms and Cl1~~, Current methods for data gathering and 
reporting requirementS on program operations and clientS could be reduced. Many of the current data 
and reporting requirements will be superseded by new ones. but in any case, many current items. are 
of low data quality or of little interest. Current requirements win be re--examined. 

National ClearinghQuse, The National Clearinghouse will be a coIiection (if abbreviated Cll'\e and 
other data that "points" to where detailed case data resides and provides the minimum information for 
implementing key program features. Described in detail under the Child Support Enforcement 
section, this Clearinghouse will not be a Fedeta1 data system that performs individual case activities. 
While infonnation will be coming to and from the Clearinghouse, it will contain severely limited data 
-- States will retain overall processing, responsibility. 

The Clearinghouse will maintain at least the foUowing data registries: 

• 	 The t!.atiQnal New Hire Registt'~ will maintain employment data for individuals, including 
new hire information. 

• 	 The National Locate Reg;,i$try :.viii eohance and subsume the current Federal Parent Locator 
Service (FPLS) functions, 

• 	 The National Child Support Registry will contain data on all non~custodial parent~ who have 
support orders. 

• 	 The ~Ju.kw.al Transitional A~sist;mce Regi£ty will contain data to operate a time-limited 
assistance program. such a'i the beginning and ending dates of welfare receipt, participation in 
various work programs, and the name of the State providjng benefits. 

DETAILED SPEClflCATIQriS 

A. 	 NATIONAL TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE REGISTRY 

(a) 	 As part of the National Clearinghouse, the Secretary of DHHS will establish and operate a 
National Transitional Assistanc~ Registry to assist in operating a national time~limited 
assistance "clock". 

. 
(b) 	 The Clearinghouse. describe(] more fully in the s.oction on Information Systems. for the Chlld 

Support Enforcement Program, will contain four Registries including the National Transitional 
Assistance Registry. At a minimum. the Transitional Assistance Registry will ass!!'! States in 
calculating th~ remaining months an individual may he eligible ttl receive benetits anti reduce 
fraud and abuse. 
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(c) The National Transitional Assistance Registry will be maintained by obtaining electronically 
from each State JV~A agency information on individuals receiving benefits, Upon request. the 
Cleatinghouse will send electronically information to the State agency. 

I 

(d) The infonnation to be exchanged is as follows: 

(i) Ipformation to be sent to the Clearinghouse includes identification information. such 
as the names and Social Security Numbers of members of the family; the dates an 
individual went on and off as~istance; participation information ror AFDC, JOBS· 
Prep. JOBS, and WORK; information on exten.sions of time-limits and sanctions for 
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. 

(li) Information to be recelyed from the CJearinghouse includes whether the applicant has 
been reponed to have received assistance and, if so. wben and in which State(s); 
whether the Social Security Numbers supplied are valid; whether the applicant is 
contained in the New Hire Registry as being recently employed; and other information 
as determined by the Secretary, 

(e) Informntion Discrepancies. tf an jnformation discrepancy exits between the information the 
client presents to the State agency and the information in the Clearinghouse, the Secretary wiJI 
assist in the resolution by verifying that the data contained in the Registry reflects the 
information contained in the State agency records where the individual bad previous 
assistance. correcting the Clearinghouse information if necessary. and reporting the updated 
iufMmation to the requesting ~tate. 

If) The States involved must take appropriate actions to resolve the discrepancy in accordance 
with normal due process requirements and must submit corre\.1oo information to the 
Clearinghouse when the discrepancy is resolved, 

B. TRANSITIONAL ASSISFANCE SUPPORT INFORMATION SVSFEM 

(a) The State agency in order to assist in the administration of time-limited welfare win establish 
and operate a statewide, automated, Transitional Assi5tance Support lnformation System. 
This system will serve to significantly improve the effectiveness and efficiency of State 
systems infonnation infrastructures for the management, monitoring, and reporting on clients 
as they work towards independence and self sufficiency. The State may receive enhanced 
(unding for these changes under spec-itic approaches approved by DHHS. 

(1)) The State may also augment the system in specific ways and receive enhanced match for 
devclopment costs o.nder certain conditions. (rhe specific wnditions are des,crlbed in a later 
section,) Under this augmented system, clients will receive cunsiderahly enhanced service 
responsivenes..o.: through prescreening to determine servke options to people and detennine the 
required qualifying and verifieation infi)rmati~.)n needed fllr eath service option. 



(c) The minimum capahilities of the State system include: 

(i) Ex.changing information as descrihed ahove in A(d) in a standard. electronic format 
with the National Clearinghouse; 

(ij) Querying electronically the National Transitional Assistance Registry in the National 
Clearinghouse before granting assistance; 

(iii) Using the informatiorl. received from the Clearinghouse in the determination of 
eligibility and {tmt! period for which assistance may be granted; 

(iv) Reporting corrected or updated information to the Registry; and 

(v) Meeting current statutory requirements for security and privacy_ 

(d) Alternative Interim Method. The Secretary may approve an alternative interim method if 
the State demonstrates that the alternative will be effective in reporting, receiving. and using 
transitional: assistance information and the State has an approved Advanced Planning 
Document for the Automated Data Prcx:essing System that meets requirements in the proposed 
statute, 

c. b'TATE AUTOMATED SYSTEMS 

(.) As pan of building better auto\natoo systems, States will be offered enhanced funding if they 
take one of two strategies to automation project.'\, 1n other words, to economically and 
efficiently develop and implement automated systems in support of AFDC. child care, and 
JOBSfWORK programs, the Secretary will. as a condition of enhanced funding. require Sta.tes 
to develop and use mode! systems developoo in partnership with the Federal Government and 
other States under one of two approaches. 

L FedwU), Letl and Sponsored Model Systems, in Partnership with State Agencies 

Under this approach, the Department in partnership with the States wIn design and 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, anti JOBSfWORK programs and providing security safeguards. These model 
systems are described helow: . 

(a) illu£ittQllal A::;::;istance Supuort Information Svstem. This model system will provide 
statewide, automated. procedures and processes to meet both the minimum requirements 
described ahove plus additional functions. The additiona1 functions include at least: 
performing intake and referral; monitoring and reponing against some performance measures; 
exchanging information on-Hne ,with the Clearinghouse; and exchanging data with other 
automated case management and information systems, , 

(b) Child Care Ca.<;c Management Informatign System. This model system will provide 
statewide. automated. procedures am.! processes to achieve seamless child care delivery. 
including all child care programs ()f the State. Th,is system will assist the State in administra­
tion of child care program(s) and to manage the non-servk:e related CCDBG funds, The 
functions wHi meet both the requirements described above plus additional functions which will 
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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 services, 
determine payments, and update and maintain the family and child care eligibility status for 
child care; maintain and monitor necessary provider information; process payments and meet 
other fiscal needs for the management of child care program(s); produce reports required by 
Federal and State directives; monitor and report performance against performance standards; 
and electronically exchange information with other automated case management systems and 
with the statewide automated transitional assistance support system. 

(c) 	 ~QRK Ca.<;.e Maowment JnfQrmatiQIl 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 
activities of the programs. These functions will meet both the requirement.tJ: described above 
plus additional functions including the capability w: a,o;se....<:; a participant's service needs: 
deve10p an employability plan; arrange. ooordinate, and manage the services or resources 
needed for the plan; track and monitor ongoing program participation and attendance; 
exchange information electronically with other programs; and provide performance and 
assessment information to the Secretary, 

2, 	 MuUi-Stllte Collaborative PrQie&t<;. State Lead with Federal Partnershin 

Under this approach. the Department will assist and support State IV-A agencies, or the 
State's designated contracted agency (for t.:hild care or JOBS). in multi--state collaborative 
projects for purposes of designing: and developing automated system models and in developing 
enhancements to existing sys~ems as follows: 

(a) 	 . Transitional Assistance Support System, In addition to meeting the Federally sponsored 
model system functional specifications provided for in the first approach> States may. in 
collaborative efforts, provide 'for augmentation of a system to include automation of additional 
functions as follows: determining eligibility; improving government assistance standards:; 
performing case maintenance and management functions; calculating. managing, and 
reconciling payments to eliginle recipients; providing for processes and procedures to detect 
and prevent fraud and abuse; and producing repom. 

(b) 	 Child Care and JOBSIWORK Cuse Management Informailon Sj"Stems. States may, in 
collaborative efforts. design. develop, and implement automated information systems that 
meet the model functional specifications of Child Care and JOBSIWORK described in the 
nwdei approach, 

D. 	 FEDIlR!\L FUNDING FOR,NATIONAL TRANSITIONAL ASSI5'rANCE REGISTRY, 
TECHNICAl; ASSISTANCE, TRAINING, DEMONSTRATIONS, AND MODEL STATE 
SYSTEMS TO SUPPORT STATIl ACTIYITIES 

(0) 	 $ ,441 will be needed for the each year after enactment to provide technical assistance, 
d;;monstrations. and training. $,E will be needed for the second year after enactmenl to 
establi!ih the National Transitional Assistance Registry, ~"~ will be needed each year after 
that for the operation of the Registry. Finally, $~,!I will be needed for the five years after 
enactment for development of mode! system.<.; and to foster multi~state \:ollahorative efforts as 
descrihcd ahove. ' 
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(h) 	 Funds appropriated for any fiscal year will be tncluded in the appropriation act for the fiscal 
year preceding the fiscal year for which the funds are available fur obligation. Note that, in 
the first year after enactment, this may require enactment of two separate appropriations in the 
same year: Olie for the then current fiscal year and onc for the succeeding fiscal year. 

E. 	 FUNDING OF ~'TATE SysTEMS 

(3) 	 Under certain conditions, states may claim Federal Financial Participation (FFP) for the costs 
to establish and operate automated systems described above. Two match rates will be 
available. 

(b) 	 Enhanced Match. States are eligible for enhanced match (00 percent FFP), including the 
costs of computer hardware. for up to 5 years after enactment, for costs incurred in 
developing and implementing automated systems described above. on the condition that the 
apprQach to system design. development, and implementation meets one of the following: 

I. 	 Federally Sponsored Model. The State ada.pts and implements a model/prototype 
system developed by t!:te Secretary in accordance with the functional specification 
described in that section, or 

2, 	 MuUi..Sulte CoJluborative Project. The State. through a collaborative multi-state 
consortium, jointly d~igns, develops, and/or implements, a system or subsystems in 
accordance with the functional conditions and specifications descrihed in that section,' 

(c) 	 Exception for Aduptation or Existing System to Meet Minimum Requirements. If a State 
demonstrate..c;. to the Secretary that modifications to an existing system meet the minimum 
requirements of a Transitional Assistance Support System as described in that section and 
meet certain additional conditions, the Secretary may grant an exception to the enhanced 
funding requirements, The additional conditions are that the State requires limited 
enhancements to an existing system and the State deT1)onstrates: thar it would be more oo5t­
effective to proceed independently or with custom modifications. 

(d) 	 Regular Matcb. States will receive 50 percent FFP for operational costs and for costs they 
incur if they do not follow the enh.anced match provisions described above and for systems 
features beyond those provided above. 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES: 

May 4. 1994 

1. Should we adopt a limited set or results-oriented measures to 
be spelled-out in tbe statute? 

o 	 One broposal is to adopt a combination of outcome measures 
(based in part on JTPA statutory language), service 
delivery, and measures associated with hitting the time­
limit. 

o 	 Should we propose only participation measures in the 
statute, providing for a transition period to develop 
outcome-based performance measures? If so, would we retain 
currant participation measures or impose new ones related to 
levels of coverage or intensity? 

2.. What is an appropriate implementation time sohedure to 
develop the following? ' Should time periods (i.e, effective 
dates) be delineated in statute? 

o 	 Outcome standards-- assuming we should involve stakeholders 
in a consultation process to develop standards~ 

o 	 Systems to report state performance and validate data 

including operation of the national registry to permit 

longitudinal tracking. 


" 0 It\tposition of penalties and incentives. 
\, 

3. What sbould be the bonuses/sanctions given for state 
performanoe\in each of the program oomponents--AFDC, JOBS, and 
WORK? (Note': Consideration should be given to interplay of 
penalties/bonuses includinq those in Child Support that impact 
AFDC). 

AFDC: Continue penalties related to erroneous benefit 
paym:ents~ , 

! JOBS. 	 Qotion 1: 2% +/- on FFP rate for JOBS expenditures for 
each performance standard~ 

Qption 2: Decreased FFP for failure to meet very high 
coverage rates; bonuses for exceeding rates me,asuring 
service intensity. 

WORK, 
~tiQn l. Count as ineligible AFDC payments any 
benefit payments to families not in a WORK slot. 
(Penalty would be applied against AFDC payments for 
exceeding x tolerance level)., 
option 2, 	 Substantially cut (i.a, by 50%) the FFP rate 



•"~. 


for WORK benefit payments to families not in WORK slot. 

S. Can we use incentives to influence states commitment to 
increased funding to JOBS, WORR and Child care? 

Option 1. 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. 



PERFORMANCE MEASURYB PROPOSAL 

Current JOBS Law 

Under the SSA section 481 [fSA Seetinn 203(b)] not later than October 1st, 1993, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Servic", shall: I 

(1) in consultation with the Secretary of Labor. representatives of organizations representing 
Governors, State and local program administrators. educators, State job training coordinating 
councils. oommunity~based orga.ni~atkms. recipients, and other interested persons, develop 
performance standards with respect to the programs established pursuant to this part that are based. in 
part, on the results of the studies wnducted under sectk>n 203(c) of such Act, and the inlHal State 
evaluations (if any) perfonned und.er section 486 of this Act; and 

(2) submit hislber recommendations for performance standards developed under paragraph (l) to the 
appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with 
respect to specific measurements of outcomes and be based on the degree of success which may be 
reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to increase earnings, achieve se1f~sufficiency, and 
reduce welfare dependency, and shaH not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation. 
Performance standards developed under this subsection sball be reviewed periodically by the Secretary 
and modified to the extent necessary. , 

Current JOBS Program Perfonnance Measur~ 

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

Participation rate for APDCvUP recipients (45 CPR 250.74(c) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required 
participation rate is 4{l%. This is'to ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFI>C·~UP principal 
wage earners or their spouses engage in work activities. 

Target group expenditures (45 CPR 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 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 ReDQrling System 

The JOBS Case Sample Rep<>ning System (CSRS) was established 10 meet some of the rep<Jning 
requirements mandated by section 487 of the Socia! Security Act. However. the data necessary to 
establish participation ralt\5 is collected through both CSRS and aggregate hard copy. Only data 
necessary to establish the numerator for overaU participation is coJlected through CSRS. The 
population from which each state1must draw its sample (or in Heu 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 
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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Current OC Law 

Under section 408 of the Social Security Act, States are re<Juiroo 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 trror; bow error rates and disallowances are 
calculated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and tile administrative and judicial 
reviews available to states subject to disallowances because of error rates in excess of the national 
standard (i,e. y the national error r~te for each year) • 

• 
The AFDC-QC system functions primarily as a monitoring/auditing system. Its primary purpose is to 
establish the correctness with which payments are made to AFDC cases in each State. Subsequent [0 

the establishment of this system, which is a subsystem of the NationaI Integrated QUality Control 
System (NIQCS), OMB required additional AFDC data b. collectnd to replace the biennial survey of 
AFDC families that had been in place through 1979. The AFDC-QC system also obtains the data 
necessary to produce the publication entitled ·Characteristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC 
Recipients." The AFDC--QC system is not used to meet any of the reporting requirements for the 
AFDC program. 

We envision all, ourcome..fJased per/ornwnce measurement system that consists ofa limited set ofbroad 
measures and focuses State t'fforti on the goals of the transitional support system - he/ping recipients 
become selj-,rufficient, reducing dependellC'j. and moving recipients into work. 1he system would be 
developed and implemehled over lime, as specified in sCl.lIwe. Until a system incorporating oUlcome­
based standards can be put in place, State performance will be measured against service delivery 
measures as specified in mlllde. Thtse service delivery standards would be. used to monitor program 
Implementation and operatiotfJ. provide incentives for timely implemenlation. and ensure that Slates 
were providing services needed to conven welfare into a transitional support system. 11w currell! 
targeting and participation standards would be eliminated (see draft specifications on JOBSmme~ 
UmitsIWOIIK). 

ltuerested parties will be included in the process for determining perjOrtn(Jllce measures and 
statldards, The new service delivery measures for JOBS would look over time to see Ihal individUl1ls 
subject to the time limit are gelling served by the program and that a substantial portion ofsuch cases 
arc being served on an ongoing basis. For teen parents, a measure would be established 10 examine 
whether they are receiving inJensive case management. As soon as WORK program requirements 
begin to taJa~ effect (I.e.• twO Yt!lfJ'J after the ejfective dole ofthe sIatt of the phase in), Stales 'would 
be subject 10 a service deliwry stfmdard under the WORK program. This standard would be defined 
in term.< 0/a minimum number 0/WOIIK slots that a State would be requlred to fill. dejitt£d as a 
percentage ofthe number ofindIviduals reaching the time limlt. Until automated systems are 
opermionai and reliabie. State performance vis..a~vis lhese service delivery measures would be based 
on irtfomuuion gathered through case~record reviews. 

I 

Over time. the Secretary will develop a broader system ofstandards which incorporates measures 
addressing the States' success in placing recipients in employment and ill 1IU)ving individuals offthe 
welfare r01lx prior to the end ofl~ir time limit. 
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Legislative Snecifications: 

1. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(t) 

2. 

(a) 

(b) 

I 
Outcome:based Performance Standards System 

In accordance with the effective dates specified. in order to assess State performance. the 
Secretary sball enact an outoome-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 shaH first develop 
outoome.based performance measures and then sbalt take steps to establish an outcome~based 
perfonnan« standards. '!be system will also include performance standards for measuring 
the extent to which individuals are served by the transitional support system (Le service 
delivery standards), 

The current quality contro!.system shall be revised to reflect the new performance standards 
system (su ",,,ion on Revised Quality Ccntrol for speciftcatWns). 

The Secretary sball publisb' annually S .....level data indicating performance of such a system. 

Amend Sec. 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may require States to gather such information 
and perform such monitoring functions as are appropriate to assist in the development of such 
a performance measurement system and shall include in regulatiOns provisiOns establishing 
unifonn reporting requirements for such information. 

In adopting performance standards the Secretary sban use appropriate methods for obtaining 
data as n~sary. which may include access to earnings records. Stale employment security 
recc:m:ls, State Unemployment Insurance records, and records collected under the Federal 
Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); drawing 
reliable statistical samples. and revisiog QC reviews of AFDC payment and case information~ 
and using appropriate safeguards [0 protect the confidentiality of the information obtained. 

The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interested parties, review and modify the 
performance measures and standards, and other oomponents of the performance measures 
system periodica1ly as appropriate. 

De¥eIQping an Outcome-based Performance Measurement System 

By March 1, 1995~ for the:purposes of enacting a performance measurement system, the 
Secretary will present reooimnendations on specific outoome-based perfonnance measures: 
(with pr'Op()Sed definitions and data collection methodologies) and shall solicit comments from 
the Congress. Secretaries of other Departments, representatives of organizations representing 
Governors, State and local program administrators. educators, State job training coordinating 
councils, community-based organizations, recipients t and other interested persons (hereinafter 
referred to as itUereslt.d parries). 

The recommendations shall include the percentage of the cascload who r'ea\:h the 2~year time­
limit. The recommendatio~ also may include but shall not be limited to measures which 
examine: 
(i) 	 factors used in section 106 of the Job Training Partnersbip Act and any subsequent 

amendments such as placement and retention in unsubsidized employment and a 
reduction in welfare dependency; and. 

(ii) 	 other factors as appropriate, 
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(c) 	 Based on oorrunellt~ from lhe interested parties. the Secretary win finalize tbe measures by 
October 1. 1995. and pubJ!sh the measures in the Federal Register. 

i 
3. 	 Develooing; and Imalementing Outcome-based Standards 

(a) 	 By Match 1, 1996, for the purposes of enacting outcome·based standards, the Secretary, in 
consultation with interested parties. shall present recommendations for perfurmance s.tandards 
based on the performance measure information (as specified above) and other appropriate 
infonnation. ' 

(b) 	 Based on comments from the interested parties. the Secretary will finalae the standards that 
will be published in the Federal Register by October I, 1996. 

(c) 	 The Secretary shaH amend in regulations the penalties and incentives specified above ill 
accordance with the proposed standards as appropriate and shall implement the performance 
standards by March I, 1997. 

4. 	 Service Detiverx Standards 

.YWm!: 

To ensure that lVelfare"systems are 'refocused 011 self-sufficiency efforts. the new performance system 
will provide for awards and penalties for State performance through adjustme11lS to the State's claims 
jor AFDC payments. These measures are designed to provide incentives to States to serve redpients 
under the new transitional system and to monitor program opertllions. States would be eligible for 
suchjinandal incentives thefollowing areas: coverage rate iniOBS. service ilUellSiry rale in JOBS, 
participation rale in WORK. and receipt of inJensive case 11UVU1gement for teen parents. In addition, 
fhe State's accurt:ue keeping ofthe fwo..year dock is considered a service delivery standard. 

(a) 	 Upon enaetment of this act, the Secretary sbaH implement service delivery measures for 
purposes of accountability and compliance. , 

(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 shaH be 
subject to service delivery standards upon the eff~1:ive date of the new lOBS program, 

(c) 	 Rate or ooverage in JOBS: To maximize the number of welfare recipients who become self­
supporting, it is important for JOBS programs to serve their entire mandatory caseload. To 
measure the extent to which programs work with the entire mandatory caseJoad in ways 
deemed appropriate, States are expected'to meet a ooverage rate. This rate specifies the 
extent to which a program involves or covers individuals who are mandated for the program 
(not including those a~igned to JOnS Prep) within a specified period. A program is 
considered to have covered an individual if they participate in activities. are employed. leave 
AFDC, or are sanctioned. The coverage rate is a longitudinal tate that requires tracking .a 
previously entered cohort of clients. In the calculation of this rate, the denominator consists 
of the JOBS mandatory caseload. The numerator consists of those in the denominator who 
eilher participate tn program activities, ·are employed. leave AFDC. or are sanctioned within a 
specified period, such as (6"'o~!~) months, The definition of participalion will be specified in 
regulation. 
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(d) 	 The perfonnance standard for the coverage rate is set at 22 percent, with a ~ percelll tolerance 
level. If a state does not achieve this rate (within the tolerance level), the FFP for AFDC 
benefits for the proportion of the mandatory JOBS caseload below this rate would be reduced 
by iltorx percentage points. 

"',,' 	 I 

(e) 	 Rate of service intensity in JOBS: 

OPTION I: 	 To ensure that welfare recipients receive services fur as much time as possible when 
their dock: is running. states are expected to meet a service intensity rate. This rate 
specifies the proportion of time individuals participate when their clock is running and 
seeks to minimize the amount of down time where individuals ate not assigned to and 
participating activities. This rate consists of a twOi'm calculation: 

(il 	 For each individual in the JOBS mandatory caseload (or a representative 
sample), a rate is calculated where the length of time the individual~s clock 
was running is the denominator; the length of lime the individual was both 
assigned to and participating in program activities is the numerator, The rate 
would be calculated over a specified period, such as F.BI~ months. (The 
defmition ofpanicip<l.tion will be specified regulation,) 

(ii) 	 From this, the proportion of individuals who were participating ~ pescenl or 
more of the time their clock w,as running is calculated. 

(e-I) 	 The performance standard for the service intemity rate is ~ percent - that is, gg 
percent of the m~datory c:aselood must participate at least :m percent of time their 
clock is running. If a state exceeds this rate,. the f'FP. for AFDC benefits for the 
proponion of the mandatory JOBS caSeload above this rate would be Increased by fll9
! percentage points. 

OPTION 2: 	 Alternatively, to ensure that welfare recipients attend tileir assigned activities for as 
much lime as poSSible, States could be required to meet a different type of service 
intensity rate. This is a measure of the proportion of sclleduled hours individuals 
actually participate in activities, This rate would consist of a two-part calculation: 

, 
(i) 	 FOT each iDdividua1 in the JOBS mandatory caseload (or a representative 

sample) who attended a program activity, a rate is caltulated where the 
number of hours the individual is scltedu1ed for activities is the denominator. 
The number of hours the ioojvidual participated in program activities is the 
numerator; the rate would be calculated over a specified period. such as ~ 
[2 months. 
~ 

(ii) 	 From this, the proportion of individuals who were participating ~~ percent or 
more of the time they were scheduled for activities is calculated. 

(e-2) 	 The performance standard for the service intensity rate is 90 percent - that is. 30 
percent of the caseload must participate for ~ percent of their scheduled hours~-(f a 
state exceeds this rate, the FFP for AFDC benefits for the proportion of the 
mandatory JOBS case10ad above this rate would be increased by ill~ percentage 
points, 
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Recommendation: GiYen flu! lime-limited system. it is a high priority lhal individuals p6I1icipmt! as 
much of (he time as possible when lheir clock is runnmg. Therefore. because Option 2 does /Jot push 
programs IOwards this goal. Oplron J is recommended, To ensW't rhal some minimal level ojservice 
is received when individuals are dssigrwd 10 «Iivilies under this Option. 1, as part of the regulatory 
process. it could be specified thai lor a spell ofparticipatiOn to "count" in the numerator, some 
minimal attendtlttC8 rate should be achieved. 

({) 	 WORK Program Participation Rates: States will also receive financial incentives for 
meeting the following participation standard in the WORK program. To ensure that 
individuals who reach the time limit are assigned to work: slots. States would be expected to 
meet a WORK participation standard. The WORK performance measure would take effect 
two years after the effective start date of the pbase--in. To meet this standard, States are 
required to meet the lower number of '"filled- WORK slots, tither: 

(i) 	 The Dumber required so that m! percent of those wbo reach the time limit are assigned 
to a WORK slot. To calculate this number, on a monthly basis averaged over a 
specified period (such as @.~) months), take 90 percent of the number of clients 
at or beyond the time limit, This is the number of work slots required to be filJed. on 
average. on a monthly basis over a specified time period. such as (!2'fOrt~) months, 
Only individuals who are in the WORK program for two calendar years or less are 
included in the WORK performance measure. Or, 

, 	 . 
(ii) 	 The number the State was required to create. based on their allocation. ~l!!!~!!,,6(jH:qr 

S!l~~~a[ifg:ffl~ful~CV!t!!!~ Only jndividuals who are in the WORK 
program for twO calendar years or less are included in the WORK performance 
measure, 

(g) 	 If a State does not achieve the (ower of these two numbers (within an ~ percent tolerance). the 
FFP lor AFDe benefits for the mandatory WORK caseload would be reduced by ~!hJ!l! 
for the number of the cases that are below this level. 

(11) 	 Teen Parents: Teen parents are included in the calculation of the service delivery 
performance measures for JOBS and WORK described above. In addition. because intensive 
case management services are a key service component for teens, a pedormance measure is 
established in this area as well. The denominator will consist of the JOBS mandatory 
caseload of teen parents (or a representative sample). The numerator will consist of those in 
the denominator who receIve intensive case management services within a specified period, 
such as 6 months, (I'he definition of the receipt of intensive case management services will 
be determined by regu1ation,) 

(i) 	 The p~ormance standard for the ~eipt is intensive case management services is set at ~ 
percent. with a 5 percent tolerance level. If a State does not achieve this rate {within the 
tolerance leVel),"'"the F'FP for AF'De b-enefits for the proportion of the mandatory teen parent_ 
caseload below this rate would be reduced by ~ percentage points, 

(j) 	 Amend requirements for State Plans for JOBS to include a provision that accurate 
measurement of the time~cIock is a State plan requirement.,,, 

I 

I ~ 
.... l' '","f­
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(k) States are not eHgibJe for increased FFP for any service delivery mea.."ures if the Secretary 
determines: 

(i) 	 the accuracy of a State's time-dock fails the threshold standards for time-clock 
accuracy (as defined subsequently in the QC section); andlor, 

(Ii) 	 data reported by a State fails !he threshold standards for data quality (as defined 
subsequently in the QC section). 

5. 	 Expanded Mission for Ouality Control System 

OPTION 1; 	 Retain the current QC system and expand the elements tor an erroneous 
payments .. this is an alternative means to promote state compliatKe with service 
deliver standard."!. 

NOTE: 	 The specifitalionS drafted here reneet this option. How does this provision 
interact with the service delivery provisions specified previously? 

OPTION 2: Retain current QC strudure. add addiliOllllI elements to be collected In the QC 
sample ror the purpose of verifying Stare reported data. 

The following language allows the Secretary to redesign the current payment accuracy QUf.lllty CanIrol 
system to a broader system focused on the requirements 0/an outcome-based peiformance 
measurement system, Payment accuracy should be retained bUl only as one element in a broader 
peiformance rneasuremelll role ofthe QC system. While the basicframe-work of the QC system is 
maintained. the /unaioIU of the QC sample are broadened beyond payment accuracy to include 
assessment ofState reported data, and other junctiolfS as apprcpriaJe (as specified previously). 

(a) 	 Amend Section 408 (a) of the Social Security Act to read: 1n order to improve the accuracy 
Qf payments in the AFDC and WORK program. assess die quality Qf State reported data, 
ensure the accuracy of measuring the number of months of transitional assistance available to 
an eligible family, and to fulfLiI other appropriate functions of a performance measurement 
system, the Se-eretary shall establish and operate a quality control system under which the 
Secretary shan determine, with respect to each State, the amount (if any) of the disallowance 
req'uired to be repaid to the Secretary due to erronoous payments made by the State in 
carrying out the State plan approved under this part. 

NOTE: 	 For drafting purposes? section 408 should be redesignated as approprinte to be 
incorporafed into a performance measures system. 

(b) 	 Amend Section 408(c) to in'elude in the definition of erroneous payments: 
0) 	 recipients who do not meet service delivery standards for JOBS. WORK. and teen 

parents; , 
(ii) 	 recipients receiving AFDC where the State has failed to accurately measure the 

number of months of transitional assistance for which the family is eligible, 
(iii) 	 olhers as necessary for the outcome-based performance standards system 
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(d) 	 In addition to nonnaJ fe-review pro<:e.~es. to ensure that State data and procedures are 
reliable, the Secretary would conduct periodic, tatgeted, and unannounced audits for that 
putpO&e. To1e Secretarylshall establish a standard for the reliability of State data. A State 
failing to meet the minimum threshold would forfeit aU incentives earned in accordance with 
section t and 4 above. ' 

(e} 	 In accordance with the need to ensure the accuracy of maintaining the number of months of 
eligibility for recipients in the trans.itionru assistance program (i,e .• the time-dod:) the 
Secretary shall consider this factor as an item in the QC system, 

'The foUowing regulations would be revised in the QC system: 

• 	 The Secretary shaH designate additional data elements to be collected in a QC review sample 
to fulfill the needs of a performance measures system (pursuant to section 487 as amended 
under this part), 

The existing QC system requires an ,evaluation ofall/actors ofeligibility payment. except afew that 
are specifically excluded by the Statute. e.g.• monthly reponing. The new system wouldjoeus on only 
error prone factors with significant dollar effects (e.g. earned income, filing unit, deprivation. efc.). 
or only on facIOrs viewed as critical /0 public cotifidence in the program. 

• 	 Revise the regulations to reduce the verification and documentation required to substantiate a 
review finding. (is this provision still a wnsideratioo)? . , 

The current system requfres (J detalJed descriplion and calcuJmion ofail errors fotmd in a case 
review. atu1thai a specified anwunl o/verification be obiained (0 subst(JJ1J;ate the e"orfinding. 
Under this option, docwnenlalionlverijication standards would be relaxed by establishing new 
minimum standards and the paymem error dete~mil1iltion process will be simplified. 

• 	 Revise the regulations to change the sampling methodology. 

The curren! system requires each state (or jurisdiction) to select a minimum oj300 to 12(X) reviev.' 
cases each year, The Federal stafft'.X(lIffines a portion ofeach staJe's sample to validdte ehe review 
findings. The precision (confidence level) oj (he paymt!m erro(l' is primarily ajUncrion ofthe sites of 
the StOle and Federal samples. They have been tested and judged adequateJOT holding Slates 
accoumable for prescribed payment accuracy standards, Commitment 0/ reSQurces to ilchieve thiS 
level 0/precision I1Il1Y not be necessary in an incemiveltechnical assistance response to State 
performance. It should be noted that smaller sample sizes will reduce the amount and degree of 
reliability ofperformo.nce date on the transitional system. We can sludy the potential impaCl of 
various reduced sampie size mrxiels on the precision ojpayment error estimates and other process 
measures. (is this /ttm a cousideration?) 

1 
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