Coa

A

b):

'DeClSIOIl Points: Issues Arising During Flrst 2 Years J OBS Determmatlons requiring hearmgfdlspute
resolutlon ' : : .

‘Estal:lishing the Rela;ignshin-keciprbcal Responsibility Document

- How can we ensure that the person doing the intake is both clear in laymg out expectations-
while also conveying a sense of the supporuve role that the agency will play"

JOBS Status Determma_tlon {1 OBS-Pre[J) ,
- P]acenlent in JOBS prep is determined by speciﬂed categdries .

- Case workers should be required to inform recxp:ents about JOBS Prep categones and how.

to determine whether s/he quahﬁes o R E— )
Co- Recmnems demed JOBS Prep should be able:to request a heanng

- Remplents in JOBS Prep would not be allowed to challenge determmatnons but could

volunteer for JOBS .

Emnlovab:lit\i’lau Development

-~ The process needs-to accomplish three things; create a realistic plan; give the recipient a

sense of ownership in the plan; and be fair in terms of 'giving recipients the opportunity to
acquire skills that will enable them to obtain reasonably paying jobs cons:stent with' the

_ recipient’s abilities - within a maximum time penod

- The employablllty plans are key, failure to recéive services specxﬁed in the plan wnll

) partlally determine if a recipient receives an extensmn

- The procedures for establlshmg and -revxewmg these plans are critical. These procedures

should stress mutuality, with recipients being given the chance to have a meaningful role in

determining the elements of the plan. The plans should be developed ] intly.

--To ensure that reasonable processes are followed the Department should be requued to .

establish regulations regarding process in the event of disputes betweern: the *"ipient and
agency. Optlons :

' "The agency could be allowed (required) to establish an internal review board to reselve

disputes. (This process would be similar to that developed 'in Florida’s and lowa's § 1115
demonstrations.) This Board would have the final say. The Department’ would estabhsh

' regulatlons for such boards. . - . S

Agencles could be given the option to employ tramed teams to medlate rather than arbltrate
as in option a, the dispute: : g

The ”r_eciplent could be entitled to a fair hearing, ¢ontesting whether the plan meets the general

criteria éstablished by the state for developing employability plans. A fair hearing could be

.the exclusive remedy or could be allowed in addltlon to the procedure in (a) or (b)

- The need for child care, and the approprlate type of ca.re should be part of the
employablhty plan
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employablhty plan and to what degree the State met its obllgatlons

OBS A331gnrnents

- The regulatlons specnfy a number of factors that must be taken into account in makmg a

JOBS assignment. These factors should be included in the employability plan.

Receipt of IOBS Services '

- Rewew should not await a crisis, and fair hearings often mvolve far too ‘much delay This
is an madequate mechanism. to make the system work,

- Regular contact between a caseworker and the recipient, mandatory periodic reviews of the
participant’s progress and up-dating of the employability plan, specified record-keeping

_ ‘requirements on-the agency, and a conciliation process for resolving disputes about the
- adequacy.of performance of both the recipient and the agency are all needed. The following .
N reqmrements mlght be adopted to achieve thlS

" a form could be sent to the _recnplent on a ‘mOnmlyiperiodieé.l basis (e,g., as an attachment to.
- the monthly check) asking if he/she is participating; is getting the necessary services; or if

he/she wants to discuss the plan/services with a caseworker. Workers would contact -

j re(uplents indicating problems

Caseworkers should be required to make monthly (quarterly) entries in the casework file -
indicating what services are being provided to the recipient. This would be based on contact

... .with the actual providers of the services. Copies of notices the recipient of any. failures
should be kept as a regular part of the case record.

- At least, -every 6 months the caseworker and- the recipient must conduct a face to face review

of whether the employability plan is still appropriate, whether the individual is participating,
and whether services are being provided. A revised plan should be deveIOped as needed

_ (followmg the same procedures as the original plan )

'As a last resort, recipients. should be able to request a falr hea.rmg lf they belleve that the

agency is not prov1d1ng agreed upon services.
San g;igns -

- Concnlratlon is requlred Failures in pamcrpataon should be an event that trlggers
exploration of why there is a problem.

_Extensions

- Case workers must make a determmatlon as to whether a recnplent is eliglble for an
extension or not and if not, that a fair hearing process is avallable

- Rec1p1ents who believe they are ent1tled 'to-an extension but are not granted one should be '
entitled to request a fair hearing, The hearing would be based on the elements in the

- Determmatlons that favor the client-should result in a revised employability plan. .
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| TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE o

Current Law’

The AFDC program prowdes cash assistance to hourekolds in which needy children have been depnved :

of parental support (Section 401, Social Security Act), including two-parenst households in which the
principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operanng within broad Federal
guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible for AFDC,

‘the household's gross income canuot exceed 185 perceiit of the State's heed standard (Section 402(a)),

its countable income must be less than the need srandard and the toxal value of its assets must be below
_ tke limit set by the State. .

The cash assistance is prowded to, and accounts for the needs of, the parenr(s) or orher caretaker-
relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States

{those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to
place a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting eligibility for AFDC-UP
to 6 months in any 12-month period (Secrion 407(®) ). Thirteen states presently impose time limits on

AFDC-UP eligibility. - Under current law, however, no other type of time Zumts may be p[aced on .

pamczpauou in the AFDC progmm
VlSlOﬂ .

- Most of the peaple who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years-consecutively. It
is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief
‘period each time. Two our of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within. two years.
and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC, Half of those who' leave welfare,

' however ‘return within two years, and three of every four return at some point in the ﬁtture Most

reczpzents use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternative to work, but as temporary assistance

durmg times of economic dq?icu!zy

R I' thle person.r who remain on AxDC for long perzods at a time represent only a niodest percen:age of all

people who ever enter the system, however they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at any’

given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employment, including physical disabilities,
-others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. -Most long-termy reczpzents

" - arenotona mzck toward obzammg emp!oymeu: that will enable them to leave AFDC

The proposal wauId impose, on adults, a cumulanve time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain

circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would not count against the time hmir
The two-year limit would be renewable—once an individual left we{fare he or she wauld begm 1o earn
back eligibility for assistance.

" The two-year time limit is part of the overalI effort io shift the Jocus of the wtfare system from d:sbursmg

. funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives ‘both recipient and the welfare
- agency a siructure that necessitates steady progress.in the direction of-employment and economic
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independence. As discussed e.’sewhere, recipients who reach the m'o-year time hmit without finding a '
private sector job will be o_ﬁ'ered publicly subsidized work asszgmnenrs to enable rhem 10 support their
famzltes

1, - Deﬁnition'ofTime Limit

@ - The time limit would-be a lumt of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an_

. individual could receive while not deferred from the JOBS program. Months in which. an .. _

~ .- -individual was receiving- assistance but was defecred. from the JOBS progtam (not requu'ed w0
participate) would not count against the 24-month time limit. : :

2.7 applicability of Time Liraits

(@) . The-time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen p:irents, see Tegn Parents below).
- A record of the number of months of cash assistance received would be kept for each individual
subject to the time limit. Caretaker relatives would not be subject to the time limit.

Ina two~parent famﬂy, both pareuts would be sub_;ect to the time lumt provided neither parent
was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as one.
of the two parents had pot reached the time limit for transmonal asmstance :

- EXAMPLE: A smgle father with two children ‘whocame onto, the rolls twelve months ago -
: . marries a woman with no-children and no prior welfare receipt.- Both are
. required to participate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty-

* four months of benefits. The marriage does not go well and they separate after
ten months. The father and his children at this point are eligible for only two
more months of cash assistance. If, on-the other hand, the two had remained
together, the family would have been eligible for fonrteen more rnonths of cash ‘
benefits. _

Under current law, the second parent in a two-parent family is oot exémpted from participatien

in JOBS. If, however, a State chose t¢ defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent - o
would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would then be treated as any other

. deferred recipient—counted toward. the maximum number of adult recipients a State i permitted
to defer (see Deferrals and Extensions below). .In'such an instance, a two-parent family. could
be eligible for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent -

L family. - Again, this would onlv be the case if the second. parent were deferred from the JOBS .

program.

RA'IfIONALE: While the provision described 'above.mi'ght be:inferpretéd to favor two-parent
families over single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two- .
parent.families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have

access to JOBS services (due to deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family i

would constitute, to some extent, a bias against two-parent families. NOTE: If a second-parent .
were officially deferred but nonetheless participated in the J OBS program (i.e., as a volunteer) ‘
that second parent would be subject to the tlme hmlt -

2
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@ . Al teen parents would be requ:red to partlupate in JOBS and would be subject to the 24—-
- month time 11m1t The clock wuuld begin to-run upon receipt of assistance as a custodial

parent.

(b)  Teen ﬁarents who would 0therw1se have reéched the time lumt would receive an automatic

.......

.-l . against the cap on'extensions. Teen parents who received the ditormatic- extension would still -

' be eligible for the standard extensions (see Deferrals and Extensions bélow). .

4S) . Teen parénts who had reached the time limit; e'xtensidl-ls nofwitixstandiﬁé, would be per’mitted

to enroll in job search (and continue recewmg cash benefits) for up to 3 months before
entermg the WORK program - , S e :

4 Defengg and Extensions . D ;-

Deferrals would be for- persous who had not yet reached the 24-rnonth time llm.lt whlle extensions
would be for individuals who had reached the limit.

‘ Deferrals- _

".(a)

- EXAMPLE: .

®)

. Adult recipients could be deferred from participation in the JOBS program either prior

to or after entry into the program. For example, if an individual became seriously ill

time hmlt

_ after entermg the JOBS program, he or she could be deferred at that point. Months in
which 2 recipient was deferred from the JOBS program would not count agamst the

An mdmdual applles for cash assistance in January of 1996 She and -
her caseworker design an employability plan in March of 1996 and
she begins participating in the JOBS program activities in the plan. In

‘September 1996, her father becomes seriously ill and she is needed in
- the home to care.for him. At that point, she is-deferred from JOBS
..participation. Her deferment lasts for eleven months, until August

1997, when her father. recovers' and no longer requires full-time care. -

CAs of August 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash
‘assistance. 'She re-enters the JOBS program and reaches the 24-month
-~ time limit in November 1998. At that point, however, she is only
' four months from completing her Licensed Practical Nurse (LPN)
- training. She is then granted a 4-month extension to finish her LPN
. training. ,

Deferral policy would take the following form: .~ - - BRI

Eo A parent of a-child under one, ﬁfoirided the child was born either prior to or |
' within 10 months of the family’s most recent application for assistance, would

7'3-
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ba deferred from pa.rtIClpathn in the JOBS program A parent of a cluld born "
- more than 10 months after the most recent application for assistance would be
deferred for a 120-day perlod following the birth of the child. '

k'_States would be permitted, in addition, to defer up to 20% of all adult
"recipients under the f0110wmg criteria ot for good cause as detennmed by the
State: . :

i - Il]ness mcludmg mental lllness mcapaaty or advanced age
'(Same as current law) _ |

@ Needed in the home to care for another member of the
householtd who is ill or mcapacnated :
(Same as current law)

Q). Second or third tnmester of pregnancy, and
(Same as current law)

@ lemg-.more than two hours round-trip travel tinmie (by public
“transportation or by car, whichever is applicable) from the
nearest JOBS program site or activity. '

(Same as current law, specifically CFR 250.30.5).

When appropnate those deferred from the I OBS program would be requu:ed to

engage in activities intended to prepare them for the JOBS program. The
employabdlty plan for a deferred recipient-would detail the steps, such as finding =~
permanent housing or obtainmg medlcal care, needed to enable him or her to enter the -
JOBS program. . : -

leplents not likely to ever partlclpate in the JOBS program (e. g those of advauced .

.age) would not be required to engage in pre-JOBS activities, but would have access %
pre-JOBS services. For individuals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any

event (e.g., mothers of young children), pre—J OBS. activities would be mtended to -

- . address barriers, if any, to successful partnc:patmn in JOBS. -

_ The pre-JOBS phase would not be as service-intensive as the JOBS program, States
* would not be required to guarantee child care or provide other supportive services for

persons in the pre-JOBS .phase. Monitoring would be relaxed considerably relative to
JOBS. States would, however, have the option to sanction persons in the pre-J OBS
phase for not followmg through with the steps in the employabnhty plan

 RATIONALE FOR PRE-JOBS © Requiring at least a modest number of

" recipients deferred from JOBS to participate in
"pre-JOBS activities would encourage States to
devote some attention to deferred persons,
Moreover, & pre-JOBS phase might, to some
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extent, assuage concemns ahout the magmtude
of the deferral rates. '

Extensions

L

States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time l'imi_t '
without havmg adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In

. instances in which a State failed to substanually provide the services, including child - -
- care, called for in the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for-an ~- - Lo

extension equal to the number of months needed to complete the actwltles in the
emplnyablhty plm (up to a limit.of 24 months). :

" States would also be permjtted to grant extensmn_s of the time limit under the

circumstances listed below, up to a total of 10% of adult-recipients (persons grarited

*. extensions due to State failure to deliver serv1ces as dlscussed above would be

included under the 10% cap).

() For cornplenon of high school, a GED program or other certificate-granting
' training program or educational activity expected to enhance employability, -
provided the individual is making satisfactory progress toward attammg a
diploma. or completing the program (extension limited to 24 months).

" (2 - For completion of post-secondary- education, provided the individual is .' -
. enrolled in a work-study program or otherwise emiployed at least part-time and .

is making satlsfactory progress towatd attaining a degree (extens:on lu:mted to .
.24 monr.hs) . : : :

3) 'For some persons who are learmng dlsabled ﬂhterate or who face other

! substantial barriers to employment, This would include a seriously learning
disabled person whose employability plan to date has been designed to- .
overcome that obstacle and who consequently bas not yet obtained the job
skills training needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura-
tion).’ These decisions would be made on 2 cas&by-case bams

States would be requlred to' continue prov:dmg supportwe serv:c& as needed to. .
persons who had received extensions of the time limit, :
Pam'rime'Work SRR P } L

Partvtune work (for persons recelvmg cash assistance) would be. tre.ated as dlstlnct from both Ly
partlmpatlon in the JOBS program and deferral from the JOBS program.

~ An individual working an average of 20 or more' hours per week or earning at least $400

during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would not be - -

c0n31dered deferred for purposes of calculatmg the percentage of adu!t recnplents deferred

5
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- States would have the option of requirmg parents of children 6 and over to work at least 25

- hOurs per week in order to be consuiered workmg part-time.

 Months in whlch an 1nd1v1dual worked partwtune as defined here, would not be counted

- against the time limit. . Persons working part-time would be permitted to. volunteer for the =

- JOBS program. Months in which an individual was working part-tune and pamelpatmg in the
JOBS program would be counted against the time limit.

State partlclpauon standards would be expressed as the percentage of. adult recipients who .
were enther in the JOBS program or ‘working part-tune

Earmng Back Eligibility -

: Persons who had left the cash assistance program would eamn back eligibility for months of
© ~cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months

- during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK

- program, The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any tlme could -

never exceed 24.

. EXAMPLE: . An individual applies for assistance for the first time in J anuary 1997, is not

h

‘(é)'.

deferred from the JOBS program and enters a JTPA in-class vocational -
training program in March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and

_ leaves the JOBS program in December of 1997. At that point, she is eligible

* for 13 months of cash assistance. Two years later, she is kaid off from her

job and is unable to find another. She re-applies for assistance in February
2000, 26 months after leaving welfare, At this point, she has earned back 6.5
months of cash assistance (26 total months divided by 4), which, when added
to the original 13 months, gives her 19.5 months of eligibility remaining.

NOTE: A generous eam-—back prowsnon could contrlbute to m1mm1zmg the number of people
re—entermg the WORK program, - :

Persons who left the WORK progr_a_m ‘would also-be able to earn back months of cash

. assistance, just as described above. States would have the option of enrolling WORK

program re-entrants in job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list
for WORK assignments (WORK program re-entrants would be ellglble for cash beneﬁts while

-partmpatmg in job search)

States would be permitted to design altemate methods of a]]owmg persons to earn back

months of asmstance

@

gb Searcthransn;IQn tg Wgrk

Persons. would be requlred to engage in. ]ob search durmg a perlod of not less than 45 days

(up to 90 days, at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. In most cases, the job
"™ search would be performed during the 43-90 days immediately preceding the €iid of the time

e
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limit, An mdmdual who reached the time limit without having ﬁmshed the 45-90 days of job
search would not be ellgxble for a WORK assngnment until the, requu'ed period of _|0b search
was completed

Persons who through no fault of their own did not complete the required period of job search
before reaching the time limit would continue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing
the 45-90 days, Individuals who refused to participate in required job search, either before or .
after reaching the time limit, would not be able to recewe cash benefits while complatmg the '
job search period. .

K States would have the optlon of provndmg additional months of cash assistance to individuals
- who found employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, |f necessary to tide

them over until the first paycheck.

 EXAMPLE: . January-;is the last month in which a recipient is eligible for cash benefits. At

the end of January, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his first
paycheck until the'end of February. The State would have the option of

issuing a benefit check for the month. of February, even though he reached fhe o

time liniit in January

At State gption, persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be ellgzble for
selected 1 OBS services, including case management : : _

States would be required to continue providing transitional Medicaid: beneﬁts as under current’
law; Statés would be relieved of this réquirement only if and when universal health care -

- coverage were guaranteed within the State,

~
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B, IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINST REAM EDUCATION TRAINING AND SELF-
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNIT]ES '

Current law
- Under the Family Support Act, the Governor of each State is required to ensure that program
activities under JOBS are coordinated with JTPA and other relevarit employment, training, and
educational programs avazlable in the State. Appropriate components of the State's plan which relate
to job training and work preparation mist be_consistent with the Govemor s coordination plan Tke
State plan must be revzewed by a coordma:mg council. :

V!s ign
The mission of the JOBS program will not be 1o create a separaie education and raining .sy&tein‘ for

welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information about the broad
array of existing programs in the mainstream system. The JOBS program needs to be redes:gned to.

- permit States to-integrate other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and to

implement “one-stop shopping* educatior and training programs. Under current law, states are

required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies

considerably, Existing barriers are statutory and iraditional; others are regulatory and pofzcy The
_ bamers to better caordmauon need to be examined and addressed '

ISSUES

ISSUE1: * . Should we consider changcs in AFDC pollcy to better accommodate partlupatlon
in other training and education programs through such mechanisms as a more
generous dlsregard policy for stnpends training wagm, etc.

ISSUE2:  What is the authority of the Human Resource: Invastment Councils (HRICs) and
: . how will these bodies interact with the Depar!ment of H.'HS and otheér Federal
agencxe;"

ISSUE 3: . How will such a- board be comprised and selectéd"
. OPTION 1: = The Department of Labor has proposed the creation of a Human Resource Investment
] - Council (HRIC) at the Federal level to be a counterpartof the HRICs established at -
rthe local/State ievel. The purpose of this council could be to act as'a, mechanism (o
integrate the JOBS and JTPA programs and to increase linkages with other related
programs, HRICs could act as an interagency body to consider waiver requests. The
: Department of Labor proposeﬁ that the HRIC would have responsmlllty for:

N developmg an overajl human investment strategy and plan; ‘
- {2) . consider and establish criteria upon which to -evaluate and approve waivers I
+ . from States which facilitate integrated semce dehvery among the principle '
-~ Federal job training programs; .
3 _developmg integrated staff trammg and capac:lty butldmg,

1L



NOTE:

ISSUE:

OPTION 2:

NOTE:

 OPTION 3:

'(10)__” establish objective criteria 10 evaliate and measure mteragency efforts to

(1) articulation of a national workforce preparation and national self~sufﬁéiency' ‘

mﬂ-,rmwm a.:y"

4) setting common deﬁmtrons and admmnstratwe requirements among programs

(5) - setting common outcome mMeasures;

(©) developing common rep()rtmg systems;

M promotmg common eligibility determination; .

(8) . overseeing evaluations; oo :

)] suggesting regulatory and legislative changes to promote joint. program S
operation and facilitate coordination; and o

improve Federal program linkages and coordmatlon '

The Department of Education has r%ponded to this propnsal 'I'hey vrew such a o
council as a positive endeavor, but (1) not as part of welfare reform, and (2) a multi-
agency coordinating council should address not only welfare and welfare recipients,
but’broader national workforce issues. 'I‘hey propose the scope of the councll should

“also mclude

agenda that focuses on improving the access to and the quality of teachmg and
learning in education and training programs;-

- 2) . administrative requirements, performance measures, eligibility reqmrements

sub-contractmg standards and evaluative instruments;

' (3'), design and 1mplementatlon of -inter-agency trouble shootmg teams; and

4) collaboration with the private sector.’

A3 Membership would include Labor, Education, HHS, OMB and Defense.

DOEA further states that on the State level, the vocational educatlonal commumty has ,

“had concerns regarding the State HRle

Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and Educatlon shall plan rmd coordinate education and
training programs to ¢ncourage participation of JOBS participants and simpliﬁ%

- eligibility for such programs. A waiver board shail be assembled to examine -
. eligibility issues and make recommendations to promote expanded partnc:patlon

coordinated programs, and srmpllﬁed and standardlzed ellgrblllty Included in such

" programs shall be:
(1) . .Pell Grant;

2y  I¥TPA;

(3 apprentlceshrp 'programs and '

4) JOBS programs.

Options 3 snd 4 were furnished by DOL nnd involve full mtegratlon of JOBS and

- JTPA.

Full Integration of JOBS-JTPA: Runa. ful[y mtegrated ] OBS and- JTPA program
co-located at the service delivery area with one-stop arrangements for JOBS__
pacticipants and JTPA Title II-A participants. Governors of each State would

désignate whlch agencws were r&sponsﬂale for admlmstratlon (The IV-A agencnes

12
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: would not have automatlc respons1b111ty ). States would have’ ﬂexubnllty 0 1nclude
SR additional secvices for target. populations in addition to basic services. Basnc core
o -services provided would include: .
. (1) . information on career, ]obs educatlon trammg opportumtles and support "
B T services;,

N “'(2)' - eligibility assessment : L . A
o < (3) . testing and assessment; - - . . . =

(4) " counseling;
oo . (8) . job search assistance (group 3nd mdwxdual),*and
R (6) Job placement

- Intgnsive servlces gither- on-sne or brokered would mclude
: (1) . drop-in child care; S _
SRR 2 education; - o e

' " (3). . training;. - pee .
. {4 work e'xpe'rience and -
R ¢) I “supportwe semces

© ‘OPTION 4:. Joint planmng and admnmstrahon between JOBS and JTPA Under this opnon
i« the Governor of each State could require a joint plan-from the two agencies indicating

- how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2. year transitional period and the.

© post-transitional period, Current Iaw spec:t' es _|omt rev:ew of plan; Jomt Slgn-off
would be substituted. - - S

 Drafting Sp ees |

PO COORDINATEﬂl EFFonTs‘- : .
. (a) X ; Department of Edueatlon proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 483(3) which TEQUITEs. _. i
© . that there be coordmatlon between JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State Pﬁ'\w\
¢ to.specifically’ requ1re eaordination thh the Adult Educatlon Act. and Carl D. Perkms :
. Vocatlonal E{lucatlonal Act : '

(b)- - Department of Educatlon proposee “The State I OBS plan must. be conmstent basnc llteracy and
-+ job training goals and objectives of the plans requlred by the Adult Educatlon Act.and the
Carl D. Perkins Vocatlonal Educatlon Act = : - .

s -(o) . Department of Educatlon proposes Requlre emp]oyablllty plan to contam exphcnt . ' _‘ - L"‘i”"
: consnderatlon of basnc llteracy and employment skills o S - A (f‘“-lzg
. (dj - ' Department of Educatlon proposes enhanced case management services be avallable to o | l\l 0

-partlmpants to maxlmlze coordmatlon of semces



C.. CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the following optzonsfor our conszderauon for inclusion as part of the

current round of welfare These options involve the Food Stamp Educanon and Training (E&T) ..

. ‘program, Ce .
OPTION 1: Conl‘ormmg the Food Stamp E&T. pmgram with JOBS

1 - CONFORM NON-COMPLIANCE SANCI‘IONS WITH JOBS NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS -
Currently, the sanction for-non-complmnce with Food Stamp work requirements oﬁects' the entire
household. -Under AFDCJOBS, the sanction affects only the individual rot in comphance

' Reconunendatzon conform :o E &T po!zcy with JOBS sanct:on pohcy

(@) 'Ellmmate the dlStlﬂCthl’l between individual and household mellglblllty arlsmg from non- -
- compllance ‘with work requlrements ' :

_((I:) - Adopt provnsnon of AFDC-IOBS sanctlon perlods for E&T
2.* " 'E&T EXFENSE REIMBURSEMENT

Curremly, the Food Stamp E&T program prowdes payments or reunbursemem.r to md:wduals for
transportation and other expenses (excluding dependent care) relazed to participation in the program.

Participants receive payments Jor actual costs up to $25 per month for expenses deemed necessary for

participation in the E&T program. The Federal government matches up to half of the amount State

agencies spend, up $12.50 of the $25." State may supplement the amount without additional marching

Junds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for
rramponauon and other costs necessary 1o enable individuals to participate in JORS. The Federal
government matches the State agency.costs up to 50%. Staté agencies describe in their State pfans
* the monetary limits to be applied to transportation and other support services.

Reconmzendauon conform E&.T reimbursement pohcy wzzh JOBS pohcy

(a) '. Conform Food Stamp E&T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by
- eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to specnfy monetary llmlts to be
. applied to transportatlon and related expenses :

3. - Foob StAMp E&T DEPENDEN'I‘ CARE EXEMPTIONS -

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State ageuc:es to axempz certain mdtwduals from pamc:pauon
in program activities. Currently, State agencies may exempt from work registration a parent or other -

household member who is responsible for the care of a dependent- child under age'6 or an
" incapacitated person.. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
 under age 6to pamczpare in JOBS. However mandamry md:wdual must be assured by the State

14
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(b)  Eliminate the requlrements governing the de&gnatton of head of househuld for E&T purposes |

vt - A
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‘ a:g'ency that child care will be guaronteed and .,rhat sthe will ﬁor be required to participate more. than

20 hours per week. A parent or relative who is personally providing care for a child under age 3 (or
younger at State option) is automatically exempt from JOBS participation: Conforming Food Stamp .
E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater .
percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work at the time of application Jor beneﬁrs
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Recommendation: confonn E&T exemption pmvzszorzs with JOBS criteria.

4 PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR FOOD STAMP E&T

Carrem!y, the Food Stamp E&T program distributes $75 million as a Federal grant to State agenciés

* for'the administration of their E&T programs. Of this $75.million, 360 million'is distribited .

according to each State’s proportion of work registrants (nonpérformance funding), while the
remaining $15 million is based on State program performance. This oprion would eliminate the 815
“million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T. The USDA would dzsmbwe the entire
375 million based on the nonperformance formula,

Recommendarzon eliminate the $15 million performance Junding categary

ar

: ‘(a) . Ehmmate the $15 million performance fundmg category for Food SLamp-E&T. o

' "‘ OPTION. | Altematlve fundmg streams for. a consolldated model mclude

-

) stmbutlon of Federal funds for E&T will be based accordmg to each State s proportlon of
. work reglstrants

OPTION 2: Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State agenczes stress that serving sumlar populanom" wzth dlﬁ'erent program rules and fundmg

structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability to operate the program -

effectively. - Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in a more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and training programs. While the program would continue to
serve recipients of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the
administrative burden associated with the operarc.. sf 2 separate Federal employmem and training -
programs mwdd be eliminated. -

NOTE . Is thls a potenlnal avenue for moorporatmg the employment & lrammg needs of -

non—custodnal parents?
1. FUNDING

Currently, USDA distributes $75 miltion in a 100% grant to State agencies t0 administer their E&T
programs. States that choose to spend more than their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal match”
Jfor administrative costs. Legislation could conform match rates for E&T services with JOBS match
rates. If transferred to HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financial requzrements for
the 2 pragrams would greatly reduce the admmxstm:we burden Jor State Opemrmg agencies.

b
'

B I



. T e
II-.(i) transferrmg funds from USDA to HHS |
Ggiy USDA fundmg States dlrectly through contracts
i) fundmg approprlated‘_dlrect]y to HHS.
2 - MiNIMUM PARTICIPATION REQI.HREMEN‘IS

dn FY 1990 and FY 1991 States were required to place no fewer :han 50% of their E&Tmandarory
" population into E&Tacrwmes This performance standard was towered to 10% for FY 1992 and
beyoud . : ‘ ,

OP’TION: As a way to ensure continued participation in employment and training activities by
' Food Stamp recipients, HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number .
of NPAs, possibly based on the current 10% required participation rate. The lowered
standard allows for more intensive services. States would specify in their State JOBS
plans how this population would be served and how pamclpatxon requuements woutd .
be met. ' : -

.....

16
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TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE

Current Law

. The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have. been deprived

of parental support (Section 401, Social Security Aci), including two-parent households. in which the
- principal earner is. unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal
guidelines; States-set standards used to determine need and payment: -In order to-be eligible for AFDC,
" the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard (Section 402(a)),

.. ity countable income must be less than zhe need standard, and the total value of its assets must be be!ow

:he limit set by the State.

’Hze cash assistance is prowded 10, and accounts for the needs of, rhe paremﬂv) or.other caretaker-

relative; as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States
(those which did not have an' AFDC-UP program in place as-of September 26, 1988) are permitted to

" place a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting eligibility for AFDC-UP

to 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407(b) ). Thirteen states presently impose time imits on

AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no other type of time !tmas may be placed on .’

pamapanan in rhe AFDC program
Vlsmn |

Masr of the peaple who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many vears cansecunvely It
is much more cormon for recipients to move'in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief
period each time. . Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years
and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave welfare,
however, return within two years, and three of every four return at some point in the future. Most

-recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanem alternative to work, bm‘ as temporary assistance .

durmg times of economic dzﬁicuﬂy

L)

e

"While persons who rémairi on AEDC for long periods ot a time represent only d modest percentageé of all -

people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at any -
given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employment, including physical disabilities,
“others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency.” Most long-term recipients .

f‘ are not on a track toward obtaining gnq;loymem that will enable them to leave AFDC

-

I_ﬁe pro}:bsal' _would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit of two yéb}slon the -reéeiﬁr of cash ©

assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain
circumstances. Monzths in which a recipient was working part-tinie would not count against the time limit.
The two-year limit would be renewable—once an mdzvzdual left we{fare he or she would begin to earn
back eligibility for assistance. :

" The m—year time limit is part of the: overall effort to shift xhe Sfocus of the mlfare system ﬁ'om disbursing

- funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limiz gives both recipient and the welfare .
agency a siructure riwr necessitates steady progress in the direction of empfoymem and EConomic.
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independence. As discussed elsewheré‘ recipients who reach the two-year time limit without finding a
private sector job will be offered pubhciy subs:dxzed mnrk asstgnmeazs o enabie them to support their

Sfamilies. _ o . ‘ e
1. ’ 'Deﬁnition of "'I'ime Limit
-'-*--“(a) .. The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of rnonths of cash assmtance an
... . individual .could receive while not deferred from the JOBS program. Months in which an
o individual was receiving ‘assistance-but was deferred from the JOBS program (not requlred o
o partlc:pate) would not count agamst the 24-month tlrne limit. : . -
_ 2, Agg]lcablligg of Time Llrmts
(a) The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment 6f teen parents see Teen Parents below)

* A record of the number of months of cash assistance received would be kept for each individual

subject to the time limit. Caretaker relatwes would not be subject to the time limit, .

In a two-parent family, both parents would be subject to the time limit, prowded neither parent
was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as one
of the two parents had not reached the tzme fimit for transmonal assmtance

EXAMPLE: - A Smgle father wnth two chlldren who_came onto the rolls twelve months ago
- marries a woman with no children and no prior welfare receipt. Both are
- required to participate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty-
four months of benefits. The marriage does not go well and they separate after -

ten months. The father and his children at this point are eligible for only two

more months of cash.assistance. If, on the other hand, the two had remained

. together, the fanuly would have been ehglble for fourteen more months of cash

beneﬁts ‘ : : o

- Under current law the second parent in a two-parent fa[mly is not exempted from part:mpatlou

in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from-JOBS, the second: parent’

~would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would then be treated ‘as any other

deferred recipient—counted toward the maximum number of adult recipients a State is‘permitted

to defer (see Deferrals and Extensions below). In such an instance, a two-parent family could - - |

be elnglble for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent

fanuly Again, this would onlg be the case if the semnd parent were deferred from the JOB '
program

'RA'I‘IONALE: While.the provision described above‘tni-ght be interpreted to 'favdr twoéparent "

families over single-parent households, . its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one.and two-
parent families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have
access to JOBS services (due to deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family
would constitute, to some extent, a bias against two—parent families, NOTE: If a second parent
were officially deferred but nonetheless participated in the JOBS program (i.e., as a volunteer)
that second parent would be subject to the time hmlt .
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-Teen Parents - _

Al teern parents would be required to participate in JOBS and would be subject to the 24—

month time limit. The clock would begm to run upon recelpt of assmtance asa custodial
parent. : :

Teen parents who would otherwise have-reached the time limit would receive an automatic
extensions-to age 18 (19 if enrolled in high school). These extensions would not be counted .

© .. against the cap on.extensions. Teen parents who received the automatic extension would still .- ...
. be eligible for the standard extensions {see Deferrals and Extensions below).

Teen parents who had reached the time limit, extensions notwithstanding, would be permitted
to enroll in job search (and continue receiving cash beneﬁts) for up to 3.months before -
entermg the WORK program. :

Deferrals and Exre-mlons

Deferrals would be for persons wha had' not yet reached the 24—month time 11m1t .while extensnons ‘
'_would be for md1v1duals who had reached the llmlt : : ;

Def_errals

(8  Adult recipients could be deferred from participation in the JOBS program either prior
to or after entry into the-program. For example, if an individual became- seriously-ill
_Iafter entering the JOBS program, he or she could be deferred at that point.” Months in
- which a recipient was deferred from the JOBS program would not count against the
tune limit. :

: EXAMPLE: An mdmdual applles for cash assistance in January of 1996. She and -
o her caseworker design an employability plan in March of 1996 and
she.begins participating in the JOBS program actlvmes in the plan In
‘September 1996, her father becomes seriously ill and she is needed in
~ the home to care for him. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS.
participation. Her deferment lasts for eleven months, until August
- 1997, when her father recovers and no longer requires full-time care.
- As'of August 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash -
assisiafice, - She re-enters the JOBS program and reaches the 24-month
 time limit in November 1998. At that point, however, she is ‘only
_ four months from completing her Licensed Practical Nurse (LPN')
' trammg She is then granted a 4—m0nth extensnon to finish her LPN .
-~ training. ‘

) . Deferral pollcy would take the followmg form

" A parent of a child under one, provided the chlld was born either prlor to or
within 10 months of the family’s most recent application for assistance, would
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‘be deferred from participation in the JOBS progfam’. A parent of a child born
more than 10 months after the most récent application for assistance would be
deferred for a 120-day period following the birth"of the child.

States would be permitted, in addu;lgg to defer up to 20% of all adult
recipients under the follownng cnterla or for good cause as determmed by the
State: o

{}] Illness, mcludmg mental illness, :ncapa::lty or advanced age
‘(Same as current law). _

@ Needed in the home to care for another member of the
household who is ill or incapacitated;
(Same as current law) o -

€)] Second or t.hlrd trimester of pregnancy, and
" (Same as current law)

4 Living more than two hours round-trip travel time (by public
transportation or by car, whichever is applicable) from the |

_ * nearest JOBS progratn site or activity, : :

(Same as current law, spemﬁcally CFR 250 30.5)

When appmpnate those deferred from the JOBS program would be requlred to
engage in activities intended to prepare them for the JOBS program: The
employability plan for a deferred recipient would detail the steps, such as finding _
permanent housing or obtalnmg medical care, needed to enahle him or her to enter the
JOBS program. :

Recipienté not likely to ever -pafticipate in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced

-ag2} would not be required to. engage in pre-JOBS activities, but would have access to

pre-JOBS services. For individuals whose deferral is expected to end, shortly in any
event (¢.g., mothers of young children), pre-J OBS activities would be intended o
address barriers, if any, to successful part1c1panon in JOBS

The pre-JOBS, phase would not be as service-intensive as the JOBS prbgram States

. would not be required to guarantee child care or provide other supportive services for

persons in the pre-JOBS phase. Monitoring would be relaxed considerably relative to
JOBS. States would, however, have. the optlon to sanction persons in the pre-J OBS
phase for not following through with the steps in the employablhty plan

RATIONALE FOR PRE-J OBS: Requu'mg at least a modest number of -
 recipients deferred from JOBS to participate in

N o - pre-JOBS activities would encourage States to

devote some attention to deferred persons. .
" . Moreover, a pre-JOBS phase might, to some
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 extent, assuage concerns about the magmtude o
of ‘the- deferral rates

S

- States woiild be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit

without having adequate access to the services specrﬁed in‘the employabtltty plan. In

- instances in which a State failed to. substantially - provide the services, mcludmg child
:-".-Tcare called for in the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an.

extension equal to the number of months needed. to complete the actlvltles in the .

' _employabtllty plan {up to a limit of 24 months)

' 'States would also be permltted to grant extensnons of thetime limit under the
' circumstances listed below, up to-a'total of 10% of adult recipients (persons granted
“extensions dué to State failure to deliver services, as dtscussed above, would be
o mcluded under the 10% cap) ;

(1) Por completlon of htgh school a GED program or other certnﬁcate—grautmg .

training program or educational activify expected to enhance employability, |
~ provided the individual is’ makmg satlsfactory progress toward attmnmg a. -
R dtploma or completmg the prograin (extension lumted to 24 months)

B '(2) . IFor completion of postnsecondary education, provnded the individual is

~enrolled in a work-study program or otherwise employed at least part-ttme and
' is making satlsfactory progress ‘toward attatmng a degree (extensnon lmuted to .
24 months) - . ‘ :

: (3): - Faor. s'ome persons who are-leammg 'dltsabled illiterate or who face other

- - .. substantial barriers 10 employment.  This would include a seriously learning ™
_ _dlsabled person whose employability plan to date has been designed to
" "overcome that obstacle and who consequently has not yet obtained the jOb
skills training needed to'secure employment (extension not limited in dura--
_tton) These decnsmns would be made on a case-by-case basrs

- a

States. would be' requlred to continue providing supportlve servnces as needed LY
‘persons who had recetved extensmns of the time limit.
Pat‘t-Time Work.- R ..(i:.

.-J_ 2

'Part-tlme work (for persons recetvmg cash assnstance) would be treated as dlstmct from both

parttcnpatlon m the J OBS program and deferral from the JOBS program

An individual workmg an average of 20 or more hours per week or earnmg at least $400

during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would not be Q L )

consndered deferred for purposes of calculatmg the percentage of adult recipients deferred

. }_.-
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States would have the option of requiring parents of chlldren 6 and over to work at least 25
hours per week in order to be considered workmg part-tlme -

Months in which an individual worked part-time, ds deﬁned here, would not be counted -

- - against the time limit. Persons workmg part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the

JOBS program. Months in which an individual was working part-time and partncnpatmg in t.he
JOBS program would be counted against the time lmut '

State. partu:lpatnon standards would be expressed as the pcrcentage of adult recxplents who

- were either in the JOBS program or working part-time..

Earning Back Ehglbllltv

Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back. eligibility for months of
cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility.for every four months -

" during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK

program. ‘The total months of assnstance for which a person was ellglble at any time could

.,never exceed 24,

EXAMPLE: ‘An individual applies for assistance for the first time.in January 1997, is not
" deferred from the JOBS program and enters a. JTPA’ in-class vocational

training program in March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and -
leaves the JOBS program ‘in December of 1997. At that point, she is eligible
for 13 months of cash-assistance. Two years.later, she is laid off from her
job and is unable to find another, Sho re-applies for assistance in February _
2000, 26 months after leaving welfare. At this point, she has earned back 6.5
months of cash assistance (26 total months divided by 4), which, when added
to the original 13 months, gives her 19.5 months of eligibility remammg '

NOTE: A generous eam~back prov1smn could contrlbute to- nmmmmng the number of people

- re—entermg the WORK program

Persons who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back montbs of cash
assistance, just as described above. States would have the option of enrolling WORK
program re-entrants in job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting st .
for WORK assignments (WORK program re-entrants would be ellglble for cash benefits whlle
partlmpatmg in job search). ' :

States would be permltted to desugn a!ternate methods of allowmg persons to earn back
months of assistance. .

Tob Search/Trangition to Work

" Persons would be required to engage in job seatch doring a period of not less than 45 days

(up to 90 days, at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. In most cases, the job

 search would be performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time

6
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llmrt " An individual who reached the time hmrt without having finished the 4590 days of JOb |
search would not be eligible for a WORK assignment until the required penod of job search
was completed :

Persons who through no fault of their ewn did not complete the required period of job search
before reaching the time limit would continue to be elrglble for cash benefits while finishing
the 45-90 days. Individuals who refused t6 participate in required job search, either before or-

“after reaching the time limit, would not be able to receive cash benefits while completing the.
: jOb search perrod :

States would have the Optron of providing additional mcmths of cash assnstance to individuals
who found employment just as their ehgrblhty for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide
them over untrl the ﬁrst paycheck ‘ -

EXAMPLE: _January is the last month in which a rccrprent is eligrble for cash beaefits. At
- : the end of January, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his ﬁrst
paycheck until the-end of February. The State would have the option of .
issuing a benefit check for the month of February, even though he reached the
time limit in January

© At State opucun persons who had left the JOBS. program for werlc would still be eligible for

selected J OBS services, including case ma.nagement

States would be required to continue providing transrtloeal Medicaid benefits as under curreﬁt
law; Statés would be relieved of this requirement only.if and when universal health care

- coverage were guaranteed within.the State
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A, ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM

J’ke Famu‘y Suppoﬂ Act mandated that upon enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must ke

" an.inirial assessment of applicarzy with respect 1o child care needs, skifly of the.agplicant, prior work,
experience, and employabiity of the applicant, On the basis of this assessment, the State must_
develop an em!oyabzmy plan for the applicans, The Stale may require applicanis to enter into a
fomaf agreement which specifies the particlpan:'s obligations under the program and the activities - -
. .and. services provided by the State. The employability plan:is not considsred. a.condract. . States may .

° .. reguire-some applicants to w:dergo _;ob search activities for 8 weeks: and an: Mdmanal 8 weeks ﬁ)r
AF‘DC recipients. '

Sza:es musr ‘thange the cuIrure af the we!fare system by changmg the expectanans of bath ‘applicants

" and case workers. - This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system &t the poins of the
intake process. 1o swress the shift from eligibiliry and beneﬁr determination to employment and access. tg..

educarton and rraining. The murual obligarions of the Stare ond the participant must be spetled out
and ergforced Additionally, modd programs have demonsirated the benefit of case management

. services. ‘Under current law, case managemens services are not required. ‘Ihe addition of case

© managemens services is an importans siep in.crearing a system which gids participants in attaining
.re!f sufficiency. JOBS programs must connnu.e io be unh.zed as an emuy desxgned to lch cif.ems t0
.Services in rhe commumzy -

IS SUES [
ISSUE 1: To what extent should the Federal government mandate specific orientation |
- policies (either through law or regulations)? Do we want to go lurther than
existing law in prescribing what ml‘ommnon and orientation should be pmwded
to npphcanu I‘or m:s;sl:ance" ‘ ‘ . ot 5‘ﬁrzw .

Drafting Sp_ecs

(@) AJ] applicants, upon enmliment will be required to signa. Social Contract with the State -
specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and the State agency. Note, this .
© pravision may require more spmﬁc drafting instructions mgnrdmg the contents of the P 7\5,
Socml Contrnct. _ o _ '
®) States are requu'ed to make su-..h orieatation and fullow-up services avadable
: Subsequent orientation services will be: prowded to refer, make information available
~ concerning, and to prepare participants to use appropriate services such as Pell Grant,
-+ -apprenticeship program, JTPA and other educational and training services in the commuaity.
cosr - - (Some of this is already described in section 482(c) of the Social -Security Act. .
RURTEE Und'er current Iaw, sra.tes must require nan-enzmpr AFDC recipients te participate in the J'OBS
o program o the exters that resources are available. . Exemprions. under the current JOBS program are
Jfor those applicants and recipients who are ill, incapacitated; or of advanced age; needed in the home
bécause of the illness or incapacity of another family member;-the caretaker of a child under age
3.(or, at State option, age 1), employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age
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16 or attending a ﬁdl nme cducanonal program; women in the second trimester of pregnancy, c_md

" residing in an area where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (but older
than the age for an exemption} who is ' personally providing care for the child may be reqmred 1o
participate enly if participation requirements are Jimited to 20 haurs per week and child care is
guaranteed. For AFDC-UP families, the exemprion relating to the age af e d:dd may on!y apply 0
only one parent, or 10 nefther parent gf child care is guaranteed.

- Under new pram:om, a greater number ofpanic!pam will be JOBS manda:ary Smgle parens ami
' mu-pamnt farmhes will be treated simi!arly under !‘ke new JOBS. system. -

E.{.:n- .

ISSUE 1 “ ‘Stinuld there cnntlnue to: be exemphom from JOBS parhc.ipatlon" or should Al
' | - applicants be earblled in JOBS with appropriate adjustments as fu what - T
© 1. constitutes parhcnpat:onq | o
ISSUFZ B3 there mntinuts to he exemptmm, whm should they be" Hcre are some nptmn.s”

- for- consideratlon Indnrldual is exernpt if the Indlvidual

@) . isil, mcapaﬂtated or of advnnced age; .
)] is the pa.rent or other relative of a child under 1 year of age who is
By persunally providing care for the child.
7 ‘ is in the last trimester of pregnancy

' ,7 - is the c.hild of record, for 12 weeks

This’ bas the followmg affects vts-a-ws currcnt law

- assumes I.hat mkmg care of another member of the huuwhold who is 111 or
incapacitated will now be an eligible activity

- lowers age of youngest child exemption from 3 to 1 with no state option
- = . drops the part-time requirement for parents of children under 6
" 1—~(2  assumes that working part-time will be an eligible activity |
S. * deals with children not as an exemption but by requiring pmlclpatlon only fmm

- _adults and minor case heads
- takes away the exemption for the program not heing avaﬂable

-+ ISSUE 3: “If there are exemptions, what are the state’s !‘GPOMIbIllhES regardmg people who
- . receive them? For example, would exempt applicunis receive as asswsmml or
: emplnynh:ln[y plan?
(a) . States will be requued 1o review aII gxemptions from JOBS as part of the
- redeternination process for transitional assistance. Exampuons only last untit
the next radetermmauon

- ISSUE4:  Are both parents of 8 2 “parent family Jons mm‘ldatory" L

-~ ISSUE §: - Slwuld depandents under 16 be JOBS mnndatory" .
. ’ \
. OPTION: Constder creating a category of people who are "deferred” from JOBS .
' © -participation. This incorporates the APWA notion of pre-JOBS.: This category
could include the following types of people/activities that are not necessarily
" . employment reluted and therefore perhaps best not considered JOBS activities
- Creating deferments lowers the nuinber of people in the JOBS program per s¢
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and fowers the number of .extenSions 0 which could, undef.lhis model, he |
_ considercd (o take place before the two year JOBS clock starts ticking.

{(a)  States are permitted to defer otherwise mandatory JOBS pamicipants who are
. not ready to enter employment related activities because of one or more '
serious barricrs 1o employment. Individuals who are deferred from having to
' .pamclpate in the JOBS program will be required to participate in appropriates
services determined by the State agency in comultatlon vnth the mdwndual
These mclude. :

- . persons With severe substance abuse problems whnch ate a barrler to - WM ",? 7
L employment may be required to enroll in substance abuse programs and .
= -.-.-;;-pamc:pate sausfacmn]y in prescribed. treament' i SR

- persons with severe menta] health- problems may be raqmred o entet

. ._counsellmg and to participate satlsfactonly in pmcr:bed u-eatment »

- persons with severe. lcammg d:sabd:tm may be tequu-ed to enroll in basu: b
skillg tfaimng courses . : , : '

S ‘persons with lack of English language skills may be required to enroll in
"~ English as a second language course or other basic skills training cours&s and
. to Partl(:lpate satmfactonly in those courses.

- _ Should statute specifly others? Should states have discretion? Should . _
L statute limit the number of cases that ean be In déferred stutus? \{ ¢S

() Persons who fail to comply with the terms of their deferment will be required
10 euter the JOBS program (and their two year clock will start). Failure to
comply at this pomt would brmg them under the regular JOBS sanction
process. :
Dratting specs
€)) See Jssue #2 and Lssue #5 -

) Nou:, provide for justul'lable deferment pohcy See opnon
3" Employability Plan - |

ISSUE1 = Should the statute be amended to require that the employablllty plan be_
T “- . developed within 90 days or should the time frame he left to state option? If we
specify a 90 day time frame, this may preclude Staies from: requunng applicants - :
. to undergo job search or other activities 1!' the optlon to reqmre such’ activities is 7 o
 available to Stites. o

. ISSUﬁ 2 _ I there any netd to mmtion In the statute that statw have the aulhorlty o
amend and update the employability plan or is that self-evident? '
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ISSUE3 Should the requirements for what is assessed be amended? Is this just an O“"QU) ﬂ{%lbm\
assessment of emplayability or is it an assessment of family necds? ‘ 1 '
Draftiny Specs
(a) All JOBS participants are requlred in conjunctwu w1th case manage-rs and wnhm 90 days, to
create and sign an employahlhty plan specifying the responsibilities of both the partlclpant and

the State agency.

(5)5;.- Change mrrent SSA languagc that state “may” requrre the participant to eafer into an
~ apreement wlth thc statss agency to follow the en1ployab111ty plan &g developed to must

- A€} - Thé Social Contract am the. Emv!.‘oyﬁ!gl'.tx; pians shall ot be-legal contracts.. .

_4. Ca:;‘;e_ Manag enient : )

| Currently. case. mmmgemm  services are not reqwred by Lcnvfor ARDC paructpan!s State sta_ﬂing R
- - . levels are presensdy set under State or.local jurisdiction's discrerion.  As a result, many pragrwm now._
- -operatc with msu_ﬂicien: levels afstaﬁ' to handle zha gmmng casefoads e e

ISSUE 1 To whai extent shonld the law prescnbe whut case management services shouid
‘ ' look like or at what level they shoeuld be pmvnded" ‘

' f\\% '

i
T

)

=
Al

For example, all apphc:mt.s will he assigned to a case manager or a case

' management teamn (at State opt:on), who shall be responsible for mmatmg
assessiment activitles, articulating all program requirements and options, case”
plan development, defermining eligibility, and ensuring the applicant has access
to and receives all available services ('mcludmg non-JOBS services) which promule
the goals of the case plan.

For example, case managmltuam will he respuns:ble for penodlc review of
_individuals’ progress with regards 1o the case plan. In the event of a luck of
Progress, c4s¢ Managers will assist participant in amending case plun to define
.and implement steps and corredtive actions (o be undertaken. States will have
Mlexibility regarding how to measure and determine progress of individuals, § and
how extensive periodxe review and case plan amendmmts will be.

.. Draftin i : N - N SR - - o

@) ° Regarding opncm of States to p:mnde case managumem services, change language °f statute
, fmm may” to must '

o)y . Move to demn section, States shall have maxlrnum ﬂex'b:hty fo test strategies for assessmant

used by case managers. The Federal Eovernment: will sponsor demonstranon projects o test
. the effectlveness of dlfferent options.

5. OBS Semcg AVQI!Q & 1o Panicnpanr_

A range of services and amvzttcs must be oﬁ’fred by Smres under the current JOBS program, but
- States are nor reguired ta zmplemmt JOBS unifarmly In all paris of the State and JOBS progrwns vary

¥
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. widely among Sza.re.s' The services wfuch must be included are: educariona! activities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic literacy, and English proficiency! jobs skills training; job -
readiness acrivities; job develupment and job placement; and supportive services to the, extent that
these services are necessary for participation.in JOBS. Supportlve services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transporiation and work related expenses. States must also offer o1 - ‘
least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-thejob training (OJT); work e___
supplementation programs (WSP); and community work experience programs (CWEP). There isa .
need to expand the definition and range of services available under JOBS. States would mairsain the .
. ﬂexibmry to derennine rhe mzx of JOBS .semm awdab(e and required for pamc:pams o

"ISSUES - S ‘

o '_' ISSUE l' Are there nther sm'vwﬁ that should be mduded in the statute as mandatnry
' ““JOBS services besides the onics nlready in the Act? For e.mnple. job search. "

. ISSUE 2 Requlre all new JOBS-mandawr}' apphcants l.o engage in qupervtseqﬁjob senrch
_'Emfdl (currentiy. eight conseciitive weeks) to"12 weéeks at State aption. R

T -"_Apphcnnls would be sanctloned for non—parhupat:on ‘Note, do we want to be o \{Efj;
this prwmptwe" IR

ISSUE 3:  Should we remove the :inn-displacem'en“t requirement from werk supplcrnmtatibn o
- ‘under JOBS and/or WORK and make other changes to the statute to give States \f@ ’

more flexibility to promote Iahor force attachment? For example, such
ass:gnment rulm m :

- Elummate requlrement to serve volunteers ﬁrst
-  Give more nexlbli!l}' to rgqulr,e carly and ongoing job searéh!placement CoNES

e .. Minfmize requests for uh—front assessments (i.¢., identily exemptions &
problems-like fuck of ccvs, assessing skills :ind work exparience)

. Give greatcr flexibility to rcqmre job placement pr:or to educatlon for NEY
* thosc without high school (ucept for teen parents) T ‘ :

- Allow wiore flexible CWEP rujes (haurs hased on ave. AFDC + FS
" benefit; self-identified community service; reassessment; hut no mandatory
remlmlanon sl’ter 9 mo) . : \

' A €5

L. Allow States to re:quire Job acceptance even where potential loss in income ‘
: (while allowing continued refusal of jobs where no child/dependent care, 1
'H&S problems, excess distance or overmght travel, inconsistency Wlth : e
physu:al or mental capauty)

- Remove dlsp!acement provnswn to allow WSP plauemenls in unﬁlled |
. ' prwate»swtor vacancm L : )

f
A

{8}  Amend job search rules to accamplish the ﬁ')lioiwing: 3

- mandate provisiois of job search as a JOBS service
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o extand permissible penod of mandated job swch to 12 weeks from 8 upon .
: appllcanon

- - permit more than 4 months of job search per year. Should there I:e 4 lumt" If s, 7 '
what? : . - .

- remove the requuement that jﬂh search after initial period may only be requlrcd in .
~ combination with educatlon and trammg L o . o \/55

6.  JOBS Pagicipaion © . . - 7 e

" Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which established the JOBS program, certain minimum -
o pamczpauan :standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
" face a reduced federal match rate y" those standards are not met. In FY 1993 ar least 11% of the
. non-exempt-caseload in each State must participite in JOBS. Under current law, the standards
iyl imcrease.t0:15% for FY 199¢ and 20% for FY 1995. There (5.4 need lo increase the minimum - -
R .- ..-participation standards.in order. 1o fully implement JOBS and transform the welfare system from an .
‘Income support system into a work suppor: system. The ACF currenr budget proposal for phase-in o
* increase In participation stendards for JOBS from the current level ta 20% of non-exempt caseload in f bof.
FY 1995, 25% for FY 1996, 30%forFl’1997 35%)5:1'!7}’1998 0% FY 1999 45%for FY2000 :

ESSUE

ISSUE 1 : If States can expuand the definition of which services count towards JOBS
participation, how cun the Federa) government measure the Intensity of
participation. This implies that participation levels and mtemlty of participation

~ will be part of & peri‘ormance evaluation scheme.

. For example, modest changes to the parﬁciphﬁon rate calculation may he
- made to make the calculation more equitable among States and to
acwmmodate certain types of meunmgful pnrhupntwn which is currently ‘
- exduded : ‘ T

: ISS[J',E 2: . . Will werequire a speufic number of hours of partmpatmn" ('Note what count.s L
S - as partldpauon is defined in the regulatmns ) )

ISSUE 3:.. Wil the requlred number of hours. per week of paorticipation in acceptable JOBS
. - activities be specified by the Statc or in the case pldl‘l. ‘

ISSUE4:  What shauld we dq with ihe 20 hqur rule?
e Sncs |
: 7

i @ :Broaden the deﬁmuon of IOBS activities to |ncludm\smcﬂs‘@ meatal health | Co N’W“A\
e ,-caunselhng, parenting/life skilis classes, domestic v:olence counseling, and other similar

u,u
 activities-at State option which promote the goals of a pa.tticlpants -case pla.n and are consistent . %,,,4
with the goa]s of the JOBS program. . . T . . !

) Panicipation in any such State sgééifi_od activities would count as participation in the JOBS
- program if such participation is consistent with the goals and needs specified in the case plan. -
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?. o JOBS for Ngnﬁuﬂgﬂ’ ial Parents

| SSQE,

. ‘s:“',"i'"“T"a';gg— mg ]_'een par;n;g

Lon

ISSUE 1:, . . How should non-wstodial pnrmts be included in the JDBS program" Shnnld a 3 .,
' - fixed percentage of JOBS funds be allocated to serve this population? If so, what ., .
. percent? Wil participation by non~custodial parents be counted in determmmg a

.State's mmphance with partu::patwn standards. .

T R T LI L S oo

Under curren.r law, teen pmrem wader 16 years of aga or a::endmg aecondw'y or vocanana! schaal -

- full-time are exempt. While it i nportant to récognize.the different needs and charaacnsncs of the

teen parent population, research and demonstration projects-have shown that specidlized services -

- designed according 1o the needs of teen parenss can help maximize positive:ouscomes with respect w .
~ educational attainment, personal respon.nbdtty job readinesy, child deve!apmem life skills, respanse SR

to incentives, end others. These important lessons must be incorporated into the welfare system in

ISSUES: *

ISSUE 1; . Do we mnndate speua! case mamgement or other serviues for. teen puremso ., '.
~ ISSUE 2: Do we. have separate pamc:pauon reqmrements fnr Teen parcnts"

,'I‘)rat’ting»Spﬁ f-‘-,l" |

(2) State opuun of appropmte actiwty requ Lremeuts for dependent c.hl.ldren who are at-risk of

drop-out or teen-preguancy. (For .-.xample requlre schoo! attendance etc) Note, see the

. prcventlon secunn)

{b) ‘-' At State OpUOl'l Sma; could test the effectwemss of: cre.atmg ] specmhzed currlculum of
- activities via the case plan geared towards the needs of teen. parents. (For example, in the -

_». .,  .case plan,‘activities involving parenting and life skills, family. plannmg, and secondary

' reducation could be raquu'ed beforc attandmg activities oncmed towarr.ls employment.)

~ Sanctions ﬁ:r ru:m pamczpanan under the current JOBS program resu!r ina Ioss in the ponwn oj‘
- bem;ﬁr.\' for the individual not i compliance with required activities urdil the fuilure to comply ceases.

in the event of s'ubsequenr non-compliance,-the sanction is o ‘minimum of 3 months for.the second

. failure 10 comply, and a minimum of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance.[ Additionally. thé _
State cannot require a participant 1o accept employment If the nes result t¢° the family is a decrease in.

cash. mcome] Under these provisions, much of the sanction policy would remain intact but States

- would have Freater flexibility to determine the severity end duration of the sarictions, Although States -
- would astain greater ﬂe.nbzlny and opponum:y to impose siicter sanction, Sra:es are encoumged to

maintain @ balance benvcen can'ot and mck’ proac»‘ws

18 sluss-. o

- arder to beneﬁtfrorn them, To do o, exemptwn.s whtch in effect deny access af 1een paren:s o, .
‘ .needed services mu.rr be madzﬁed "

- @oos
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i

_ Should we allow Slatcé_ to impase greater or@md if so, how? \|-t:’f§

Current law does not allow for a sanction for refusing a job (20+ hours per

- week) if there Is « child under §. D¢ we need 3 clause which limits the sanction | @W’“’ﬁ

for failure to nccept & Job if & child under ___Is present.. We recommend
maintain current liw on this., L o A
: ’ : vaxu‘\_u-\lﬂ’\ . . \'NO \
o ak Pkt “(7\""7 : o ’

~States have the £ o2 ult}%?mem cutrent Iaw sa.nctxons to. expcrunent With increased

_ and/or @ecteasdd poverity, provided that all sanctions are curable and the scvér]ijé of X
"~ the sanctions rerains within spec:ﬁed HHS gmdelmes '''' R o Mlew LL‘,%%H

The Secretary of HHS shall pubhsh tules outhnmg the monetary . lumts and other basic_
paramelars with which States must comply in developmg sancuon pmcesscs

M Allow States the ﬂaxxhﬂity to develop exped:tecl sanctlon proccss and to redes:g'n the sancuon ‘.
‘ process, Por example: _ . L | ‘ Wg '

1.

2.

-a.llow, a minimum initial sanction period

eliminate the conciliation requirement,

(c) Program Ioteractions

1.

During sanction petlnds, assume unsancuoned AFDC bencﬁt when calculatmg beneﬁts e

-for other means-tested programs, _ - S _ /: :

- ‘Sanctioned families will still have complere access to other available services.

Sanatiﬁned months would be comid‘ered months of receipt for cnlciﬂating time-limits.

Income of sanctioned or dlsqua]iﬁed member of unit is wunted in determmmg
oontmumg ehg:b il tty and income disregards.

10.  Phase-in of IQBS

SSUES:

ISSUE 1

v
]

ISSUE 2:

How will States Implement the new syétem?

An option being discussed is the possibility of req'ulﬁng' States to implement 100%

- participation requirements for some portions of the populations as opposed to un

-across-the-board pmenl.age For example, a State eould achieve the required

~ percenlage by either requiring all gew applicants and new cases to enter the new

program, thereby grandfathering out the old system. Alternatively, States could

. -implement 100% participation requ‘remmts on specific geographic zones until the

entire State is evemunlly covered.

. How can we ensure that resources are expended adequately for mp!ementatlon of

the new JOBS program and also ongoing services for current JOBS participants.

b
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' ENHANCED FUNDING FOR JOBS

Under current provisions of Part F aof title IV of the Social Security Act, States receive Federal
mazching funds for JOBS expenditures up to an amount allocated to them under a national capped
entitlement. The cap started a1 5600 million in FY 1989, was 31 billion for FY 1993, rises 1o $1.3
billlon for FY 1995 and goes back down to $1 billion for every fiscal year thereafter. For amounts
spent up 1o their 1987 WIN allotmenss, States receive 90% Federal matching. For amounts above
thar lavel, they receive marching at-the greater of 60% of their FMAP rote—if the expenditures are on
program activities or full-time staff; and 50% if the expend:mres gre on.administrative costs or
support services. Ta receive enhanced marching funds. State must meet certain specified pantdpation
-fevels and expend 55%- of their JOBS’ _ﬁmds on reczpcems who are members of specified target Eroups...

States have béen suffering under fiscal constraints which were unamwgoared ar the rime the Family -
Supporr Act passed, and some have been unable to draw down their full allocation. Resource
constraints have limited the number of individuals served under JOBS and-the JOBS seivices provided
by States. Additional funding is essensial if Stazes are fo Increase their overall levels of participation
.in JOBS. Increasing the Federal match rates alone may not substantially increase program
participasion because some States-have made minimal financial commitments to the program. The
pa:ﬂclparz‘on standards are reinstated and increased in order 1o assure that the additional Federal
ﬁmds result in significant increases in the number of recipients sérved by the program. In order 1o
increase the participation expectations, it is necessary to raise the Federal cap. The new cap is sel
_high enough 1o enable States to achleve these higher e:xpecred levels of participation. - The goal of the
new JOBS program is to create an outcome based incentive system which works for States as well as
parricipants.. In return for enhanced funding, States will be asked to submir JOBS plans which will be.
a means to record and measure pmgrcss in the vnplememanon of the new JOBS pmgram

ISSUE 1: What will the fundmg level be? bJL,,) 7 T ,
. [P oL Mt s

| ISSUE 2: How many spwal set—asmes_ II there be? \ %7“'?"? ,;P S
ISSUE 3: Funding for'TA, noncustodial parents, demos of special models?”
i JOBS Fu'a&ing-t-evels

' (a)' Incr::a.se the JOBScpto$_ bxlhon for FY 1995 and beyond Note, for basnc JOBS only

(). Im:rea.sc or provide additional funding to States for case agement and spectal training.
IR Note, depends on case management preseriptions. L e e NO

‘-'—-—\_ —_ _'_‘.—--"'"

(@) Federal govemment wﬂl encourage Smes to expand publm—prwata initiatives by making the
- costs of such actjvities to States matghable at the rate of other J OBS actmtm .

"

i

(d)  'In the event that states do not claim the full amount of their JOBS entxtiernent other states [ {
* -~ which can provide the state match can claim the unused funds T 93‘790 o

"2." - Enhanced Matching Rates 1o Srare Based on Pc i ' |

Note, the issue of performance standards has not yet been resolved.
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011 °
@ For States whu quahfy for ephanced rates, ralse the Federal match rate for IOBS expendxtures
- by 8% (except for amOunts already matchable at the 20% rate) :

¢1) I As per prowsmns pettammg to Perfnrmance Standards in ordet to qua] lfy for enhanced
' ‘match rates, States: ‘

(1) ~ are requued to equal or exczed prior year's spending,

(2)  performance of prior year must meet or exceed performance standanls

. outlined in the State’s JOBS plan for that year;

(3)  must submit JOBS plan for current year; '

- (#) . with.unemployment rates which exceed a certain target are ellglble
" ().  Jemonstrate via State JOBS plan how funds will be used to enhance ¢ase .
© . management services; and ‘ . P .

(5) Federal pmicipa,tion ‘standards mu'sf be met or exceeded.-

=B IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRA]NmG AND snLr-
© " EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNTTIES

. The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create a separate education ond training system for
© welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information about the broad
array of exisring progrm in the mainstream system. - The JOBS program heeds 1o be redesigned to
permit States 1o integrate other emplayment and rraining programs inlo the JOBS program. and to
' xngpienwm “ong-stop shappmg educanon and training programr

ISSUE 1: What dos It mean to "main-stream” JOBS? Whn
. - - administrates the programs; -
= . whatis.pald for and by which entlﬁe;, S
- what Is coordmnted (whal are vanous Departments requu'ed to do)?

1SSUE 2 What Is the exact fum.tlon ol' the waiver- honrds"
- raftin ech | . ‘
L Techocal Assisance . . ¢

(a)  The Department of HHS shall de.velop guidehnes and ma.nuals dnd other te.chnical asszstance

products to help States develop critetia and standards for staff requirements associated with
' cuse management services. C )

(1) . The Federal government will promote and sponsor educational activities designed (o help State
‘ . staff attain skills and experience ip case management and other rclated administrative
tachmques ; : ) . _
© Tlle Secretary of HHS or a disinteresied contracted party ‘shall conduct stud ies of each State 8"
case managemeat system. The study shall include a review of automated case processing .
_systems and other administrative requirements and: will include recommendations for
“improving ongoing systems. The Department and. each State shall develop standards for each -
State based on performance and program needs. - State standards shall;include suﬁ’iment staff .
to accommodate all cases.

10
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- g;m' m‘ inated Efforts o

.Secret.a:im‘pf HHS, Labor, and Educstion shali plan and cbdrdina:te ,educatiuﬁ.a;i& training
programs to encourage pacticipation of JOBS participants and simplifies eligibiliry for such

_programs. A waiver board shall be assembled to examine eligibility issues and make

recommendations to promote expanded participation, coordinated programs, and simplified
and standardized eligibility. Included in such programs shall be:

() Pell Grant;

@)  ITPA;

3) apprentlceshlp programs; and : ‘

%) TOBS programs, , ' S

“The Secretary shall authorize demonstration projecis to test the effects of different State

policies with regards to allowing activities not directly related to the goal of labor lorce
attachment and referral o other nontcaditional services to be (o not be) considered JOBS

: ACUVI'[!&S

-The Secretary shall promote employment and training approaches which are directly oriented

toward employment through demonstration projects to test the effectiveness of var:ous '
approaches, including greater use of performance based contracting, work-hased. and’
contexmal learning programs, and ptogmms whlch integrate educational and training secvices.

The Secretary shall allow States to utnhze micro-enterprise and other similar selﬁemployment
strategies as 2 JOBS optlon on a demonstrauon basis.

The Secretary shall undertake a‘dp_monstratwn project to test the etfectiveness of contracting

_job placement and other approaches used by America Works to for-profit entities.

Move to demo section, Allow for State demonstrations to test different policies regarding the

requirement that applicants participate immediately in an employment related activity versus
allowing for a grace period before such requirements commenee, or requiring non-
employment oriented activities (family stabilization model), in conjunction with case plans.

Move to demo section. . Allernative models to:be tested incldde wel faré 'divers-i_bn' ﬁlddéls in

which case an altcrnative benefit payment for a specified period of time (3-6 months) may be
an effective means to divert famjlies in crisis from entering the welfare system. If family

subsequently receives AFDC, tuum.h.s of dlternative beneﬁt rccelpt count when calculating a
time limic, .

SR
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: " ' - TIME-LIMITED ASSISTANCE = - o o GKML ,,_,3;(\
Two out of every threé persons who enter the we{fare system leave wzrhm mo years Fewer than one

.in five remains on welfare for more than five consecutive years, For many per.ron.s' who receive
AFDC, the program serves as temparary assistance, suppomng them unﬂl they regam the:r footmg

A .ngmﬁcam‘ number of AFDC recipients, however, remain‘on werfare Jor a prolonged penad While

. Jong-term recipients represent only a modest percentage of all people who enter-the system, they. :
represent a high percentage of those on welfare at any given time. Although many face very serious ="
.. barriers to employment, including physical disabilities,.others.are.able.to-work.but are not-moving in -

" the.direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-term recipients-are not ona rrack toward obrammg
emp!oymem that wztl enable them to leave AFDC ‘ " S e

The two- -year time limit is part of the overalt eﬁon 1o .!‘hlﬁ the: Sfocus of. the welfare system ﬁom
-disbursing funds to-promoting self-sufficiencysthrough work. . This timé limit gives both recipient and

_.--casemrker a-structure that necessitates steady progress in thié’ direction of employment and economic =, " i

Tt

Current Law ar_ad. Dirggﬁoti of Prop_gs:;ﬂ

- The AFDC program provides cash assistance to kouseholds in vhich needy chzldren have been’

depnved of parental support (Section 401, Social Security Act), mcludmg two-parent households in B
which the principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad
Federal guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible
Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed- 185 percent of the State’s need standard

- (Section 402(a)), its countable income must be less than the need smndard and the total value. of its

* assets must be below the limit ser by the State. .

The casiz assistance is provided ra, and accounts for the needs of, the parent(s) or other caretaker
relative, as well as the dependent children (Secnon 402(a) and others, Social Secumy Aci). Some
States (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are
permitted to place a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting
eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6 months in any 12-menth period (Section 407.(b)). Thirteen states =

. presenily impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current | law, however no other type of

um limits may be p!aced on pamc;pauon in rhe AFDC program.

The proposal would i impose a cumldanve time {imit of two years on the. recetpr of AFDC, with
deferrals of and exenqmons to the time fimit to be granted under certain c:rcunwtances

L B Definition of Time Limi
ISSUEI:  Should it be a lifetime limit or a limit on the number of months of receipt over a

s certain period (for example, 24 months over a. GO-month pernod)"

1

(a) - The time ]umt would be a hmxt of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance
~ an individual could récéive unless he or she was deferred from the JOBS program, Months in
which a recipient was deferred from the IOBS program (not required to pamapate) would not -
~+ “count against the 24-month time limit. :

B A
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2.

_T‘he time limit could take etther of the followmg two forms:

gk/l

Months in whmh the State falled to substantla]ly provide or arrange for the services specnﬁed

in the employability plan, including child care, would also not count against the time Iimit,

States would be required to establish a process to reso[ve claims by JOBS participants that

services were not prowded _ _ - Ly

| ot

9
C Car” ‘
1) A llfetlme limit of 24 months (prov:ded the mdmdual was not defelred from JOBS a3l rost.
participation during any of those 24 months), with persons’ able to earn back months
. .for_time spent pot. on ass:stance (see below) e e e ey memaminn -y um‘, AR

R trrirrar i 1 A A r - . N - - - _M — e -

) 'A llmlt of 24 months w:thm a. certam penod For example a person could be’ llmlted | it ,,,m fv

to. 24 months’ of cash assistance wnthm a 60-month period (again, prowded that the e i
mdw:dual was not deferred durmg any of those 24 months) o [ e -

g L o _*u e (5,”}4*51’;";
States-would have the optlon of developmg altemate tn:ne-lumted systems oons:stent with the BN

. goals of -the' tlme-hmated system in the welfare reform bll] Any aIternatwe system would LT
‘have to be approved by HHS before 1mplementatlon . . '

TP T,

App_llcablhg( of Tlme lell§ Mﬂm“ - FTEnsion

ISSUE 1: “Who in the household is subject to the tlme llmlt” ‘Case Heads" Parents only"

(a)

3,

ISSUE L How should teen parents be treated under the time Limit?

@

- Teen Parents

Chlldren"

“The time limit would apply to the case head or, in a two-parent family, both the principal
" earner and the other parent. A caretaker relative-would only be subject to the time limit if the

caretaker relative’s needs were taken into account in determining the cash assistance grant. A
separate.record of duration of cash asmstance recetpt would be kept for each individual subject

. N ) . . “ 3 o~
to the time limit. L _ : Trorce r}m ‘
Dependent children would not be subject to the time limit. A record of duration of ¢ash'
assistance receipt would not be kept for persons in the household who were not the parent(s)
or caretaker relative, - : :

Mmor teen parents, mcludmg those lwmg wument orrelative, would not be deferrod

from participation in the JOBS program.. &_clock hode not'begit to @ MQ _

the teen parent turned 18. - Months of cash assistance received before that date would not be

counted against the time llmlt Teen parents would be eligible for extensions of up 1024 U,S 3 s
months_to_complete high school (see Deferrals and Extensions below). L A
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4, Deferrals and Extensions - _ S

ISSUEE . What is the difference between dcférrals and extensions?

Deferrals would be for reclprents who had not yet reached the time limit for transmonaj asgistance. A
. recipient could be deferred either prior to or after entry into the JOBS program. For example, if an
. individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS program, he or she could be deferred from
JOBS participation and consequently not subject to the time limit, Extensions, on the other hand
would be for persons ‘who had reached thp 24-month time limit. for cash asmsmnce o

e ___EXAMPLE .An individual_applies for- cash -assistance in January of-1996. > Sherand her caseworker ™

—~-~design an employab:hty plan in"March of 1996 and she begins participatiig in #he JOBS program |

o .'_i:_,,‘, “Activities in the plan.: In’ ‘September 1996, her father beconies seriously ill and she is needed in the—~

home to care for him.. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS participation. . Her deferment lasts

~ for eleven months, unitil August 1997, when her father recovers and no longer reqmres full-time care. : 'J

s s LS of August 1997 shie'is eligible-for 16 more months of ¢ask asststance She'| re-énters. the: JOBS

LT vprogram and reach% the:24-month time lifmit.in. Decemmber 1998 At that: peirtt; . however she is oniy R .
P . four. months from completing her. chensed Practical Nurse (LPN) tralmng ~She:is. then granted a4 .

month extension to ﬁmsh her LPN tralnmg

@) Ext_ensrons .

States would be permitted to grant extensions of the time Timit to individuals who had reached

the two-year limit (se¢ discussion above) under the following circumstances:

)

@

®

-The number .of extensions that could be granted 'each- year would be limited fo a fixed percentage (10-

~ For completion of high school, 4. GED program, other training program or
‘educationa] activity expected to enhance employability, provided the individual
" is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a diploma or compleung the

program (extensnon lrmlwd to 24 months}.

For compleuon of post-secundary educanon prov:ded the individual is

earolled in a work-study program or otherwise employed at least part-time and
* is making satlsfactory progress toward attalmng a degree (exten:;lon limited to

24 months)

:For persons who are l‘éamingidis'abled, illitérate or who face other substantial

barriers to employment. . This would-inchide a learning-disabled person whose

. employability plan to date has been designed to overcome that obstacle and
~ who consequently has not yet obtained the job skills t.rammg needed to secure
employment (éxtension not llmlted t4} duratlon) :

30 percent}.of the number of recipients scheduled to reach the two-year time limit during that year,
*.States would be requlred to continue to provide. supportwe serv:ces as needed to: persons who recewe

extensions of the time limit, .

.

an

Vg\,.l;,L as ..



5.

. Earning Back Eligibility

ISSUEL:  Should persons he able to carn back eligibility for assistance?

(a)

®

©

@

- coverage is guaranteed within the State,

(a)

‘.Persons who had left the:cash assistance program would earn back ellglblhty for months of

cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility for every three months
during which ‘the individual did not receive cash assistan The total months of assistance
for which an individual was eligible could never excm@ At State option, months spent
working could be worth: more with respect to earning back eligibility; for example, a month
of cash assiStance for each twg months spent working: A month of work would be défined as

... amonth in which the person was employed.for an. average of at- least 20 hours per-week or -
_ earned at least $400 and was: not on- asmstance o

T v ,_'_,'_‘-,'_",, H R

h Persons who left the WORK program wou d also be able to earn back months of cash

assistance, just as described uader 5.(a).” States might be given the option to treat persons

- -who reached the time limit for a second timi¢ and :re-entered the WORK program differently
. from persons entering the WORK  program-for the first time (i.e., place re-entrants.at the end_h,..".'”-'. -
'--"'.of the wamng llst for WORK 3531gmnents) .

B S e

States would be given the optlon of des:gmng aJternate methods of allowmg persons to earn
back months of assistance, ‘ ‘

o 'Job Search/Transition tg Waork

* Recipients would be required to engage in job seacch during a period of not less than 45 days

(up t0. 90 days, at State option) immediately preceding the end of the time limit. The job
search requlrement does not preclude participation in other JOBS activities. Persons. fallmg to
participate in required job search would be subject to.the same sanction as for non- :
partlmpauon in JOBS. :

States would have the- optlon of providing additional months of cash assistance to recipients

who found employment at the same time as their eligibility for ‘cash assmance ended, to tide
them over until the ﬁrst paycheck (or ﬁrst two paychecks)

~At State option, persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be ellglble for

selected JOBS ; semces 1ncludmg case ma.nagement

'Statﬁ would be requu'ed to continue prowdmg transxtlonal Medicaid benefits as under cui"reht

law; States would be.relieved of this requirement only if and ‘when universal hea]th care -

Phase-ln . S e

States would be required to phase-ln lmplementatlon of the tlme-hmlted System For

example, 'a State could apply the time limit Gnly to first-time new applicants or only to
recipients below A certain age. Alternately, the Stat€ could apply it to the entire caseload in

" selected counties, States would be required. to reach ‘full imiplementation-—all persons not
- deferred from the JOBS program subject. to-the time limit—by a spec1t' ied date ST

-.4“"‘
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-

TIME- LMTING ASSISTANCE

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC Sor many years consecutively. It
is much more common for recipients to move in ahd out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief

. period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years-
and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who Ieave welfare,

however, return within two years, and three af every four return at some point in the ﬁa‘ure Most

" recipients use the AFDC program not-as a’permanent alremauve 10 work buf as temporary assistance
h dunng times of economic dzﬁicully o

- While persons who remain on AFDC for Iong penods at.q:time represent: only a nwdest percenzage of aﬂ
people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a htgh pmpomon af those on welfare at any
given time, Alrhough many fice very senou.s' barriers to engoloynwm including phystca! disabiliries, :
. -others are able to work but are not moving i the direction of self-sufficiency. ‘Most Iang term recipients
. are not on a track toward obtaining employment thatr will enable them to leave AFDC.

on —"

The two-year time limit is part ofthe overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from disbursing

- funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work, This time limit gives both recipient and the welfare

" agency -a siructure thar necessitates sieady progress in ihe direction of employmend and economic
independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limit without finding a.-
private sector job will be oﬁered pubhdy substdzzed work asszgmnemfs to enable them to support thezr

famzhes

Qurren; Law and Direction of Proposal _

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy chzla’ren have been depnved
of parental support (Section 401, Social Security Act), including two-parent households in- which the
principal earner is' unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal
guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible for AFDC,

the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard (Section 402(a)),

its countable income must be less than the need standard, and the total value of its assets must be below
the limit set by the State. . _

The cash’ asszstance is provzded ro and accounts for the needs of, the paren:(s) or orher caretaker.

relative, as well as the dependent children {Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States

(those which did not have: an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to
- place a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting eligibility for AFDC-UP

to.6 months in any 12-month penod (Semon 407(b) ). Thirteen states presently impose time limits on
AFDC-UP eligtbility. -Under current law, however, no other rype of time hmzts may be pldced on

" participation.in the AH)C program

The proposal would impose, on adults, a cumulanve time Imu: of two years-on the receipt of ca.s'h "

assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time. lmur to be_granted under certain
circumnstances. Months in which.a-recipient was working part-time would not count against the time limit.

_ The two-year limit would be enewab‘l?-}oaqe an indiyiduaf left welfare, he or she would begin to earn L
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back et':'g'ibility for assistance.

1

. (a)

®

~ benefits.

Def' nmon of Txme lelt

The time 11m1t would bea hmtt of 24 on the cumulatlve number of months of cash assxstance an
individual ‘could receive within any 120-month perlod Months in- which an individual was -

receiving assistance but was deferred from the J OBS T program (not requtred to pammpate) would ‘ -

ar ot c0unt agalnst the 24- month tlme llmlt - . : g

i

1

The tlme limit would apply only to parents and needy caretaker relatwes (for treatment of teen

parents ‘see Teen Parents below). A record of the number of montlis of €ash assistance récéived .
- would‘be kept for each ‘individual subjéct to the time limit.’ Non-ueedy caretaker relatw& would™ v
. not be subject to. the time limit., , . -

Tmdny

et

In a two-parent famxly, both parents would be sub_lect to the time imut provnded ue:ther pareut
was deferred from JOBS. ‘The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as one
of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transmonal ass:stance c

EXAMPLE: A single father with two chlldren who came onto the rolls twelve months ago
marriés a woman with no chlldren and no prior welfare receipt. Both are required to pammpate
in JOBS. The fa.mﬂy at this point is eligible for twenty-four months of benefits. ‘The marrlage

~ does not go well and they separate after ten months. The father and his children at this point are
‘eligible for only two more months of cash assistance.. If, on the other hand, the two had - -

remained together the- famdy wou!d have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash

1

Under current law, the second parent in a two-parent family is not exempted from participation
in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent

would not be subject to the time limit, The second parent wotld then be treated as any other
deferred recnplent—counted toward the maximum number of adult recipients a State is permitted -
to defer (see Deferrals in JOBS specifications). In such an instance, a two- -parent family could

be ehglble for as many as 48 months of-cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent

- family. Again, this s wou Id iny be the case if the. §econd parent were deferred from the JDBS :
program.

RATIONALE: While the prowisio‘n descrlbed :ibove might be "tn‘terpreted to favor two-pa:eht :
* families-over single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two-
. parent families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have’

access to-JOBS services (due to deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a onie-parent -family
would constitute, to Some extent, a bias against two-parent families. NOTE: If a second parent
wete officially deferred but nonetheless participated in the J OBS program (i.e., as a volunteer)
that- second parent would be subject to the time lnmt

An mdwldual who had reached the time: luxut for cash assnstanco would not be pertnltted o

5

- Applicabilify of Tinie Limit’s om0 -

.
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4, Extens 10ns

' __,l.:,_,persons m the household who were not the parent(s) or. caretaker relatlve IR
) ,;,-M Eni
' -'All teen parents would be requlred to parttcrpate in JOBS and would be subject to the 24+

= -month. time limit. The clock would begin:to run upen receipt of-assistance as-acustodial -
—-.parent. Custodlal parents under 20 could receive cash. beaefits, even if they had. reached the .

‘ DRAFT- For discussion only | 13

“act as a payee for his'or her chlldren In other words, a parent who had received cash

‘benefits for 24 months would riot be able to, rather than enrolling in the WORK program,
continue receiving cash benefits on behalf of his or her children (i.e., with the parent’s needs
no longer taken into account in determining the grant).

e Depen_dent children, other than teen custodial parents, would not be subject to-the time limit.

States would not be required to keep a record of duration of cash assistance receipt for

24-mionth time limit, prowded they were enrolled in high school or 2 GED program. After’
‘attaining a diploma or turning 20, they would still be ellglble for the standard- exension as
described below (see Extensnons below) : ‘ :

Teen parents who reach the time lnmt and are-not-in school would be permitted to enroll in
job search {and continue receiving cash beneﬁts) for up to 3. months before entertng the

-WORK program ‘

EXAMPLE A teen mother beglns receiving beneﬁts as a custodlal parent at age 15, with

high school as her JOBS activity. At age 17, after two years on cash assistance, she leaves
school before attaining her diploma. She participates in job search (unsuccessfully) for 3
months, after which she enrolls in the WORK program. At age 19, she decides to re-epter
high school. By her 20th birthday, she is still six months from completing hkigh school” She

- is granted an extension to get her diploma, At that point, if she were not able to find a
private sectoi jOb she would have to re—enter the WORK program : :

permits any custodial parent under 20 who is in high school or a GED program to receive
-¢cash benefits, This would allow teen parents in the WORK program to go back to hlgh
school or enter a GED program

-

-

As noted in the JOBS specnﬁcatlons extensnons would be for tndwuduals who had reached the 24—

_-month time limit for. cash benefits, while deferrals would.be for persons who had not yet reached the .. -

limit (see Deferrals in the JOB specrﬁcattons for a further dlscussmn of the dlfference between '
o deferrals and extensions). : L Ce e

..-.a)

Extension policy would take oné of two forms, similar- to the two opttons under deferral '
policy.

- RATTONALE Whlle a blt mvolved the above structure, when dlstrlled down to its essentrals,
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OPHON ONE

- As with Option One under Deferrals in the JOB§ specnﬂcanons the ceiteria for e-xtensnons of

the time, limit would not be specified in statute, but would be left to the discretion of States.
The number of persons with extensions at any given time would be limited to a ﬁxed percent-
age of adult rec1p1ents 4-5 % - -

OPTION TWO, o ' o '

. . .-States would be penmtted to,grant extenszons of the time limit under the circumstances:listed. .
below, up 10 the same lmut (4—5% of adult rec1p1ents) as under Optxon One. ~

e .n... e

_(1)- ” For completlon of hlgh school a GED program or other certlﬁcate-grantmg
-+~ training program or educational activity.expected to enhance employability,

dlpl()ma or oo‘mpletmg the program (exteuslon limited to 24 months);

o ')  For completxon of post -secondary oducatlon prov:ded ‘the mdmdual is

=% provided the ifidividual is making Satisfactory progress toward atiammg a~

. enrolled in a work-study program or otherwise employed at-least part-time and. '

is making sansfactory progress toward attaining a degree (extension lumtod to
24 momhs)

- (3) - For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other
- substantial barriers to employment. This would include a senously learning
disabled person whosé employability plan to date has been designed to
overcome that obstacle and who consequently has not yet obtained the job
skills t.rammg needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura-
t1on) These decxslons ‘would be made on a case-by-case basis. -

4) For persons who reached the time hrmt without havmg adequate access to the
services specified in the employability plan. In instances in which a State
failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, called for in
the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal

to the number of months needed to complete -the activities inthe employablllty '

plan (uptoa lxmnt of 24 months}.".

OPTION ONE VERSUS OP‘HON TWO: State flexibility with respect to extension pollcy is
greater under Option Oune. OpthD Two, while permitting considerable State discretion.in
extension policy (see #3 above), provides some direction, in an attefnpt to discourage States

“from, for example, devoting virtually all extensions.to JOBS participants who had proven -

difficult to serve. States ¢ould still do.this under Option Two, but specifying completlon of
high school or other education and training programs as a criteria for extension mlght
encourage States to make some.extensions avallable for these purposes

_ Under elther option, States would be required to continue prowdmg supportlve servnces as

needed to persons who had received extensions of the time lumt

i . : ] ) -

e

-
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o Part-time work {for persons receiving cash as'sistance) would be treated as distinet from both -

o participation in the JOBS'program and deferrai from the JOBS program.’

- An mdmdual workmg an average of 20 or more hours per weelc or earning at least $400

o -—against the tlme llmnt

Eammn Back Ellmbllltv Il o . -

"durlng the month would not be required to paruc:pate in the J(}BS program but would not be

i+ State participation standards: would be expressed as the: percentage of adiilt rec:p:ems who i '
~ -were either in the, JOBS program ot workmg part tlme L e o

. Persons who had left the cash assxstance program would earn back ehglblhty for months of

cash assistance at a rate of one month. of cash assistance eligibility for every four months
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance. Individuals would not begin
- earning back assistance, however, until they had spent at least twelve consecutive months both

- not on cash assistance and not in the WORK program. The total months of assnstance for Lk Jin
. - .

b which a person was el:glble at any tlme could never exceed 24,

EXAMPLE: An mdwxdual applies for assistance for the ﬁrst time in J anuary 1997 is not
deferred.from the JOBS program and enters a JTPA in-class vocational training program in
March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and teaves the JOBS program in Defember
of 1997, . At that point, she is eligible for 13 months of cash assistance.. Two years later, she
- is laid off from her job and is unable to find another. She re-applies for assistance in '
February 2000, 26 months after leaving welfare. At this point, she has earned back 3.5
‘months of cash assistance (26 total months minus the first year, for a net of 14 months, -

- “divided by 4)," which, when added to the original 13 months, gives her 16.5 months of

©

- eligibility remaining.

" NOTE: A generous earn-back provision could eontnbute to mmlmmmg the number of people
re~entermg the WORK program. o o
Persons who le& the WORK program. would also be ablé to earn back months of cash

assistance, just as described above, States would have the option of enrolling WORK
program re-entrants in job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waitmg list

. for WORK assignments (WORK program re-entrants would be ellglble for cash beneﬁts while -
paruc:patmg in job- search) :

" States would be permltted 10 demgn alternate methods of allowmg persons to earn back
months of assistance.

- Months An whlch an- mdmdual worked part—tlme as defined here would not be connted e

”
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"An mdmdua] would not be permitted to enter the WORK program untll he or she had

" DRAFT:For discussion oniy R N ) &
Job Search/Transition to Work o
Recipients would be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45-days

{up to 90 days, at State option) immediately preceding the end of the time limit. The job
search requirement does not prcclude pammpatlon in other JOBS activities.

completed “the required 45-90 days of job search. In other words, a person who reached the

= “~time limit without having participated in”job’ search for the last '45-90 days would notbe
"7 ‘permitted to either take a WORK assignment5r.go on the waiting list. “An individual in this
< <7-category 'would continue to-have dccess to job searth services, eveil after reachmg the time -

‘limit,-and would have to complete the requiredsperiod: of job search to be able to enter the -

o WORK program. White fulﬁllmg this requirement, a- personin this category would not be

Lo

' ehglble for cash. beneﬁts or for a WORK assngnment

‘States would have the optlon of prowdmg addmonal months of cash assnstance to_mdmduals -
- who found employment just as their ellglblllty for cash ass:stance ended if necessary to tide
-them over-until the first paycheck ) . . .

EXAMPLE: J anuary is the last rnonth in which a rec:plent is el:gible for cash beneﬁts At
the end of January, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his first paycheck until the
end of February The State would have the option of issuing.a benefit check for the month of
February, éven though he reached the time limit in January. He could be required to -

" . reimburse the IV-A agency for the benefit check, wa_th,repayment to be stretched out over - _

@

@

_time,

At State option, persons who had left the JOBS p}ografn for work would still be eligible for

selected JOBS services, including case management, for up to 12 months.

‘States would be required to continue provndmg trans:tlonal Medlcaid benef' ts as under current

law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care
coverage were guaranteed within the State. :
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS

1. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

. w e I.‘ -‘i_;l;"l . . ‘ . "._
The anily Sympan Act mandated thar upon eanmem inro the AFDCpragram the Sra:e musrmake - =
" an initial assessment of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior work -
. “experience, and mpfayablhry of the applicant. 'On the basis of this assessment; the State must
develop an employability plan for the applicant. The State-may require pamcipam.s o ener into a Lot
formal agreement which specifies the participant’s: ab!:gatzons under the program and the activitics
and services provided by the Siate. The employability plan is nor considered a comract. States may
" regiiire some applicanis to undergo job search activities for &' weeks and an addumnal & weeks. for
AFDC recfp!ems

Yision

At the polm of the iniake process, applicants will Iearn of their specific responsibiliries and - -
expectarions regarding the JOBS program and rme-limirs. - All Stases and applicants will now be - |
© required 16 enter inio an agreement specifying the responsibilities of each parry. I?us will be P v’ : x‘(h‘“-{ .
accomplished through a social contract and an employability plan. While zhe i1l __N{YMI/
outline a general agreemeny, the emplayability plan will be focussed on the specty employment ot
related needs of the applicans. - Although these are not lega! comracts, these agreemems will serve to
rqﬁ)cm the direction of the we{fare pragram :

Rationale

Stazes muyt change the culture of the welfare system by changing the expecrarions of both applicanzs
“and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the poini of the
tritake process to stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination to employment and access to
education and troining. The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelied ot
and er;forced JOBS programs must continue to be unhzed as an entiry designed 1o link cbems o

services in the community. Ve
: . S — ( ts(\
'(a) All appllcams .upon enmllmem wdl be requlred to sign Soclal Conl 1th the State N
C specifying the mponsibdmes ‘of both the participant and thé‘Stam €y under the revised
=+ . transitional assistance (JOBS) program and under a program of time-ltimited assistance. ‘

()  Upon enroliment, all applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS
' - program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for transxtmna] assmtance A
..~ specifically the amount of time of remaimng eligibility. . C ' Y ;my«\"jﬁk“’ ‘
. . e
. {c}  The Social Contract shall not be a lt:gal contract. ’
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2. - EMPLOYABILITY PLAN |

£ 02/07/94 . 14:00 5202 690 6382 .- DHHS/ASPE/HSP

{(a) Change current $SA language that a State "may” require the participant to enter into an
agreement with the State agency to follow the employablhty plan as developed 10 "must.”

Sy Add language requiring States to complete the assessment and emplnyahlllty plan wiina
s ~ume~frame speclﬁad hy the Secreury ot’ Health and Human Semces e — o

‘ DRAF[‘ For discussion only - February 8.

(¢) ~The employabdzty plan ‘thall speclfy a tlme-frame for a.ChIBVmE self-sufﬁclency (pursuant -~

3 'Drm-:nm.sUmJOBS

the sections regarding time-limited transitional benefits) and the prescribed activities sha]l
reﬂect the needs of the participant to succasqﬁxlly meet this tjme-ﬁ:ame '

gk L. e

ey

States must require non-exempt AFDC recipients 1o panicipﬁre in the JOBS' program to the extent that

resources are available. Exemptions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and

@oo3

[,

recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the itlness or -~ -
. incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under age 3 (or, at State option, age

1); emplayed more than 30 hours per week, a dependans child under age 16 or wtending a full time
educational program; women in the.second and third irimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area
where the program it not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (but nlder than the age for an

' exemption) who is personally providing care foF the child may be reguired to participate only if

participation requirements are limited to 20 howrs per week and child care Is guaranteed. For AFDC-

UP families, the exemprion relaring ro zhc age of a child may only upply io- one parem or io neither

parenr u‘ child care if guaranteed,

NGRS

Under Waﬁ:&aﬁs, a greater number of participants will be JOBS mandatary Smgle-paren: and

' W be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current exempion
IT'A sed on an individual’s characreristics, will be replaced-with-a poltcy which will

. excuse recapmm.s' from participation wha are unable due ta geod cause. .

-d!ow Jor temporary defermm Jrom pam’cxpanan reqmremmr.s for good cause as determined by the

Staze. -

.

EatisLnan_ '

In order to change rhc culture of mlfare lr Is ncces:ary 0 §tress :he importance of ﬂdl partzc:panan "
- in the JOBS program. It is also important to ensure that all welfare recipients who are ableto - - - .

_ participate in JOBS have such services. made available 1o them by the States. Elimination of

exemptions sends a sirong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow nf

events, and not the exception. A limited deferment policy gives the States the ﬁexibi[ity 10 temporanly )

anar,
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(a) ' Adult recnpwuts [sae w balow for treatment of minor mswdul parents) wuld be .
“ deferred from participation in the JOBS program either prior tu or after entry into, the
. .program. For example, if an individual became seriouisly ill after entering the JOBS program,.
o he or she could be deferred 3t that point. Months in which & rec1p|ent was deferred fmm the
1 OBS program- would not count agamst the tlmc lmut N

Ma.mh of 1996 and vhe heg,un parisipating in the JORS program activities mt}u:plm : ln Sq:tl:m'bor 1996, her

*futher becomca scriously ill and sho is needed in the home to care for him.” “Af'that point,.she is deferred from JOBY
. pnnmpalmu ‘Her daferment. lasts for eleven months, until August 1997. .when her father.recdvers and no. longe.r
© . pequires full-time care. As of Auguat 1997, she ia eligible tor 16 more months of cash-amigance. Sho re-culers the
- JOBS program and reaches tho 24-month (ipe. ledt -1 November 1998, AT thar poirg, hawever, she ix only-lour- - -
" months from ca-mplcung her Llcuuod Prncuca! Nume (LPN) mum.ng "She i then ,grnnr.:.d Y 4-mcmﬂ1 cxension te - -
: .ﬁ.msh her LPN tmmng S S . _ _ . mt

Deferral pohcy would take the fnllowmg fogg,_d_f—ﬁ o S MO \

- ' ' : rlc? f?/(m 4

A parent hﬂﬂ/luler voe, pmv;ded the child was bom elther pnor 10 or wzthm et et

( 4&“ mx;tgﬁfhe family’s most recent appiication for assistance, would be deferred s

. from-patticipation'in the JOBS program. A parent of a-child bora more than 10 e

- months after the most recent application for assistance would be deferred for a 120- ' '

“oday penod followmg the birth of the chdd LT Lo S

o "Sl:ar.es wou!d he permmed ) addition n, to def’er up to a ﬁxed petcentdge@@/ e
.. with'the number t0-be set by the Secretary, of all adult recipients under theTollawing 7 © o)
criteria or for good cause as determined by the State (Sce attachment on. participation @“"F’:”/

| .-h'smndards for dlSCIlSSIOII of the numeramr and dcnommator for this calculatnon) -
b ) . . 5 ) . a.‘uaf\(? -
(J) Liness, mcludmg mental xllness mcapacxty or 4dvam,ed Bge; . o ;;ﬂ,,mla
: (Same ‘a8 current law) o T R

[see speclﬁcauons on(substance abuse or dascuss:on of thc approach for. .
persons w:th drug or alcoholpmﬁ]ems] -

NO

a . ,(2) e Needed in the homeé to-¢are for another member of the household who '. T
o is.ill or mcapacttated :

. - .,(Sameascurrent law) LA “-3";_ T L A
e G) : Second or third anater of pregnancy, and o P lg,jirmz )
S S (Sme as cun‘ent law) \\" A - - e n h e e w Cvm e et \.:IM‘? -

@ - meg more than two' hours round-tnp travel time (by public . S
' transportation or by car, whichever i is apphcable) fmm the niearest. .
~ JOBS program site or activity. - ; T
. (Same as- curreut law spe.clﬁcally CFR 250 30 5)
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Rectplents who would othenwse be defen'ad from the JOBS. pmgram would be perm:ued 0
_‘voluntesr for the program;-but such persons would then be subjest to the time limit. CStatm
§ would have the option of giving first wnstderatlon to volunteers but would not be requu'ed to

ng

' services.

202 690 8582

Dependent chlldren, nther than-custodial parents. would. not be required to pdrhupate
in the JOBS program and would sot b included in the denominator for the deferral

calculatwn

approprlate”

I [ made avai

DHHS/ASPE/HSP
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_Should States be requlred to del'er persons meeting the criteria specified above,
© - uniléss such persons volunteer to participate In JOBS (similar to current law)?=Or
" should. the eriteriz above be.considered. guidelines,;with States permitted to '
require some persons: meetmg the mtena above to parhupate in- .TOBS, it

- When appropnm, pemons defgrred from the JOBS program would be re.qmred to engage in
activities intended to prepare them for the JOBS program. The employability plan for 4
- deferred recipient would detai] the steps, such as finding permanent- housmg or obtaining
~ medical care, needed 10 enable him or her to eater the JOBS program. Serviges for dma!gled

B hae

. Rec1p1ents not likely to ever partlmpate in the JOBS program (a g those of advancad age)
. would not be required to engage in pre-JOBS activities, but would have access to pre-JOBS
For individuals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any event {¢.g.,

. February 8

. @oos

+
c ur({.wf
| 6

mothers of young children), pre-JOBS activities would be intended to address barriers, 1f any, . /,,_\‘

to successful participation iz JOBS.

RATIONM.E FOR PREJ OBS: .

Requiring ar least a modest number of recipients (e.g., 10% of thosc clcfcrrad with thc
‘numiber to be determined by the Secretary) deferred from JOBS to participare in pre-JOBS

" The pre-JOBS phase would not be as service—inl:ensive 35 the JOBS program. 'Statm would
not be required to guarantee child care or provide other supportive services for persons in th
-, pre-JOBS phase. Monitoring would be-relaxed considerably relative to JOBS. States would,{
‘however, have the option tv sanction persons in lhe pre-TOBS phase for not followmg through'
- with the steps in the employabthty plan. -

activities would encoarage States to devote some attention to deferred persons. A pre-JOBS -

phase might, to some extent, assuage concerns about tha_magmtude of the deferral rates.

DEFINTTION OF TivE Livre | " |
Cmslee |
The AFDC pmgram provides cash assistance 1o households in wfuch needy children have been

-~ deprived of parental support. (Secrion 401, Social Security Act), including twoiparent househalds'in

w}u:h the prmupal earner is unzmplayed HFDC-UP program, Section 4‘0?9 Operating within broad- o
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Federal guidelines, States set standards used o detemune need and payment. In order o be eliglbie
Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard .
(Secsion 402(a)), its cownable income must be less than :he need standard, and the rotal value of its
assets must be below the Itnur set by the sze a

The cash asslmmce Is praﬁded 10, and accounrs jbr rhe needs of, the parent(s) or o:her caremker

- relative.-as-well-as.the dependent- children: (Section.402(g) and others, Social Security Act).. Some .
" States (those which did not have ar AFDC-UP program-in place as of Seprmber 26, 1988)-are

 ldoos

permitted to placea type 0f time limit on participarion in the AFDC-UP program, restricting .

presently impose time Iwmts on APZJC‘-UP eligibility. Under current law,. houwer rm ather Iype cy*‘

. } nmeluudsmaybeplacedonpanwcpmwutntheAFDCpragrm A

47 . e . C

is much more commaon for-recipients 1o move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relam)ely

Most of the, people who enter-the welfore system do not stay on AFDC for many years consgcutively. It

brief period each time. Two our of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two

years and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC, Half of those who leave
welfare, however, return within two years, and three of every four return at some point in the _ﬁume.

" Mogl recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternative to wark but as tempaorary
assisiance during times of econamlc difficulry. ~ 2

While persons who remain or;'AFDC for--lpng perxbds at a time represén: bnly a;' maodese ﬁercsn:age of o

all people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at

any given rime. Although many face very serious barriers 1o employmeny, including physical

disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most fong-

term recipients are not on a tradc toward- obtmmug employment that will enable them 1o leave APDC

The propomi wmdd mpose, on adults, a cwnu!amre time limit of two years-on the receipt’ of cash -
assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain -
circumstances. Months in which a réciplent was working part-rime would not count against the time

<~ limite The two-year limit would be renewable—once an individual leﬁ we{fare, -he aor she would begin
o :o earn back ehglbdzry Jor am.r:ance

o Ihemvo-yearnmelunu :spanafrhe overaﬂ w‘onra sfuﬁ:kefacm ofrhe we{fare sysremfmm .

duwbursing funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and

- the welfare agency a structure that necessitates steady. progress in the. direction.of employment and

economic independence. As d‘:scussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the nua-year rime Iimir withour

finding a private sector job will bc a,ﬁ‘i:red publicly subsidized work amgmm:m‘s fo cnable themto - . . ...

§ _ Support dmrfamme.r

T

(2) 'I'he time Fimit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance '

an adult could receive before being subject to the work requirement (see Teen Parents for -

-~ treatment of custodlal parents under 20) Months in which an‘individual was receMng
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assistance but was deferred from the JOBS program (not requued to pd.rth..tpate) would not
_count against the 24-momh time limit. :

: (®) - The time limit, as indicated in (8) abovc, would be linked to ] GBS pamcnpa.tmn Recnplcnts S -
; " required 1o participate in JOBS would be subject to the time limit. Conversely. the clock .
' wonld not run for persons dcfcrred from JOBS pamc:paucm

=l R A-H S S ol

5. Armmnn.mr or'rmzmms ; S TR
- (8)- - 'rhe tlme hmu would apply 10 parents (fot treatment of 1een parent.s see ngn Parents helow)
A record of the number of months of cash assistance received would be kept for each
individual subject to the time limit. Caretaker. refatives would not be subject to the time limit.
In a two-parent family, botﬁj:irénts'f\i:buldvhe; sﬁbjec# to the tihle'l_iﬁiit;"p‘i'oyided neither
" parent was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so
tong as ome of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance.
EXAMPLE' v
A aingle father with two ehﬂdmu mmmﬂlcmllltwﬂ% rmm}uugummu a womaa with noch:.idmnmd
no prior welfare rousipt. Buthmmquucd 1o pasticipaze in JOBS. The family ar'this point i eligible for twenty-
. four month of bencfits. The marrings does not go well and they ssparste nfter ten months. The fether and his
) nl’uldrmalllnapau'ltm:hgiblc for only twe morc months of cash aseistance. JAf, o0 tha other hand, the twn lw.l
. romained togethet, the family 'mulﬂ have beon cligihle. for fourteen more months of cash benefits.

‘ Under current law, the second parcnt ina two—parem famﬂy is not exempted from
participation in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS, the
-second parent would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would then be
treated as any other Jeferred cecipient--counted toward the maximum number of adult
recipients a State is permitied to defer (see Deferrals above). In such an instance, a two-
parent family could be eligible for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24

for a single-parent family. in, this would only be the case if the second parent were
deferred from the JOBS program. . ' : o
RATIDNALE B

-While the provision descnhcd abovc mtght be mterpretad 10 favor two-pa:ent fa.m;hes over
single-parent households, its imtent is acmallyto equalize treatment of one and two-parent -

- familjes. Applying the time limit t a parent in 4 two-parent family who did not have access
.. to JOBS services (due to deferral) but not to a deferred parent in 3 one—pnrent famﬂy would
- constitute, to some extent, a-bias against two-parent families.

NOTE: If a second parent who would otherwise be deferred volunteered for the JOBS
pmgram that secuud parent would be subject t0 the time ]lmtt L

6. ~ TemN Pmms | |
. (@) All custodial parents under 20 (hereafter teen parents) would be requlrad to parncnpate in the

.JOBS and would be subject to the 24-month-time limit. The clock would begm to run upon
recelpt of assistance as a custodial parent.

P e TR T



02/07/84 14:03  T202 680 e_ssé. . BHHS/ASPEIHSP “ldoos
. DRAFT: For discussiononly =~ ° February 8
()  Teen parents who would ofhierwise have reh_ched the time limit would receive an automatic.
extensions to age 13 (19 if earolled in high school). These extensions would not be counted
" against the cap on extensions. ‘Teen parents who recsived the altomatic e.xtens;on would saill
be ehglble for the standard extensions (see Extensions ) : :
| '(c) Te.en pa:en’r.s who had reached thc time limit, mtwlmstandmg extensmns would be permltted L
e e ~-to enroll in job gearch (and.continue- rec-ewmg cash, heneﬁts) for up to 3 wmonths before . , il H\T
: entermg the WORK prog-rarr_t_ . S R I T : Ly OM,SM)"{,
SRR U e - P ,@E}&""’ﬁ? S
[s'ee speuﬁmnons on prevmuon for a discussion ol‘ all provusaons in the plan concerning teen \ = -
parents . : -
: o :.er_-..,f-:.‘ o o - . - ) /;;;Ip‘ﬁ m(‘\
1. ' Tn\m'mWORx ' R - ST A
(a). Parr-time work (for persons rewwmg cash benefits) would be treated as dlstmct From both
- pammpanun in the. JOBS program and defercal from the JOBS program 09\)5
okl
b . An individual workmg an average of 20 or more hours per- week@/earmng at least $400
‘ during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would notbe |- W
considered deferred for purposes of calculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred. ”E* M
Wy

States would have the option of requiring parents of children 6 and over.to work at least 30-
hours per week in order to be considered workmg p.ut—tnme ,

| &
(c) Monﬂas i which an individual worked part-time, as defined here would not. be oounted ‘ ’b{[ 'b{ :

against the time limit. Persons working part-time would be patm:ttad to volunteer for the
JOBS program. (Months in which an individual was working pan-tune and partici patmg in the
. IOBS program wou[d be counted apainst the time hmn} ~oO

. 8. JOBS SERWCES Avumnm 10 Pmncmms e ’;/,ﬁaﬁ —H r?\\ e ‘K‘\’
Curr - ' o . /%s\f‘{‘ o_- @ '8 .\»Q .E
ant Law L R ‘ . I*r o\ “‘""\LT ?\“&f‘"’

- A range of servicer am‘ activities must be offered by States Wm’mm .IOBS program bur
States are.nat required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely dmong Steies- The services which must-be included are: educationgl activities, including high..
school and equivalent ‘educarion, basic lteracy, and English proficiency; Jobs skills tralning; job
readiness gcrivities; job development and job placemenr and supportive services to the extent that

uw R

these-services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a

variety of circumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. States must also offer. at
least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the-job tralning (QJT); work
supplementation programs (WSP); and commuinity work experience programs (CWEP)...Therc is a -
‘need 1o expand the definition and range of services available under JOBS. States would maintdin rhe
ﬁenb:hty to determineg the mix of JOBS services available and required for pamczpan:s

Vision ™" o | - e L
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" The definition of satigfactory participation in the JOBS program will be bmadened 1o Include activities
thar are w:portant to helping individuals prepare for work and self-sufficiency. - States will have broad
" latitude in determining which services are prowded Addumnaﬂy }ab search activifies wd! be -
ernpa'mmd fo pmmote \mrk and mploymn:

(a) Amend job search rules o acoompllsh the ﬁ)liowmg

(1) Requu’e States to- mcluﬂ.e ij search among the JOBS services. offered

e (2) - Extend- pelmss:blc penod of mandated job search t'or mdmdual appllcants tn 12 -. ,' o
‘weeks upon apphcauon from 8; , .

- s,
T et

. . I .
(3 Renmve the requirement that job search aftef initial Job-saarl.h period may, only be e
requ:red in eombination with educatmn and trammg, and L

S ) Clarify the rules 50 as to limit job search to 4 months in a,uy 12-month penod Initial

L - job search would be counted against the 4-month limit, but the 45-90 days of job
search required immediately before the end of the Z-yeaf timé limit (see Tramlt:gm 10
Work/WORK) would not.

by Elunmaxe the requuement that States expend 55 petcent of JOBS funds on services to-the .
- larget groups. - :

(@) Change the a.nu-dtsplacement language 10 permit wnrk supplementation pamcnpants to be
N asgigned to e:smbl ished unﬁl]ed vacancies in the private sector. :

(d) . Limit Alternative Work Expenence 0 90 days within any 12-month period (by regulation).

9. JOBS PARTICIPATION

Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which established the JOBS pragram, cersain minimuon
. participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1985 for the AFDC caseload. States
face a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. In EY 1993 at least 11% of the
- non-exemp caseload in each State must participate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% for FY
199 and 20%far FY.1995. There are no standirds specified afier FY 1995. There is @ need to
- extend and increase minimum participation standards beyond 1995 in order $5 unplemem JOBS and ™
" transform the welfare system from an incame suppart system into @ work support system. The ACF
- -currént budget proposal for phase-in increase In parricipation standards for JOBS from the current
- - level to 20% of non-exempt cascload in FY 1995 25% Jor I-YI996 J0% for FY 1997, 35% ﬁ)r FY
1998, 40% FY 1999, 45%jbrFl"2000 , _

Vision
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in order Jor the JOBS program to becom :}w cen:erptece of government assistance, rhe JOBS
program must experience a dramatic expansion of bath services and participants. ' Under the -
provisions of the new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded

- and increased participation rates will be phased-in until States reach a full-participation model,
States will be given _ﬂmbduy in desagmng systems 1o achieve these objecnves 5 T

- Taame o

ISSUE: - o What "djm'rmm“ should be made to,the‘mhﬂurru!e? S e T Tt T

i

e R L T T T Ly T 1 e e s ey kb e

Draftin
"~ fa) Altar the deﬂmnon of part:cxpaubﬁ such that an mdmdual enrol]ed ﬁxl!-ume in an educauonal -
- 77 activity who was making suitable progress would be coiisidered to be participating T e
: satlsfactnrﬂy in YOBS (by regulation). : . | o —

(b} . Broaden the definition of JOBS pamclpauon 0 mclude panimpanon in activities, other than -
the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are cnnmste.nt with the mdmdu.ﬂ s
employabllxty plan (again, by regularion). -

(e} - Permit States to require a pareat of 2 child under 6to pammpate in JOBS for more than 20
hours per wee.k (urohibued under current law)

10, SANCTIONS :
Sancﬁbn.ffar non-participation under the cﬁmgm JOBS progrom resulr- m a loss in the portéoﬁ of ) i
hensfits for the individual not in compllance with reguired activities until the failure to comply ceases.
In the event of subsequent nou-compliance. the sanction-is @ minimum of 3 months for the second

Jailure to comply, and a minimuwm of 6 months for all subm;uem ron-compliance. Addmonal!y, the
Stare cannor reqmm a pamcipam 27 m.wpt e:mplaynwm If the net.result 10 the Jamily is a decrease in

cash income. _
_ For Sancrioned two-parent familfes, both parents’ shares dof the rotaf' _benq‘it are dédncte.d ﬁ'om the.
Jamily’s.grans, unless the second parent is participating satisfactorily in the JOBS program. -

- Vision.. ~ e | -‘ _ __...

Under these provisions, States wauld gain some. flexibiliry regardmg sanction palu'y bur. murh of the
- current sanction policy would remain intact.

ey

(a) ngrnm Tnteractions: i L - o ' o /
l. Durmg sanctlon penods assurme an unsanctioned AF DC benefit when ca.\culatmg / J KT
' benefits for other means-tested programs ) . R f s j

9 S dl

h_“wr}‘ :
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2. Sanctioned families would st.ill have complete au,ess to or.her ava.llable services.

3. Sancuoned mouths would be considered months of receipt for ca!culatmg Ume-hxmts

Ellfnlnate the requu'ement that States establish a concm:mon process for resolutlon of disputes
imvolving JOBS participation. States would still be requued to prowde an opportunity for a

LG RN T e R L T IF T P

“L:ﬁ the pl‘OhlblUDEl -against lmposmg a sancuon on 2 parent ot' a chlld under 6 -for fallure tn g
accept an offer of a 20—p]us hour per week job. ‘
- Chinge the stalute such that for sanctmned two-parent families, t.he second parent’s;share of "
the benefit would‘Sot alzo be deduéted from the grant, unless the second parent were also- -
requnred to participate in JOBS and was smn!arly mnmmplxmt ’ o

Tmsn 10N m WORKJWORK A
Persons would be requu'ed to engage in job search during a permd ot not less than 45 days

-~ {up to 90 days, at Stats option) before taking a WORK assignment. “In most cases, the job.
search would be performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time

" limit. An individual' who reached the time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of jUb

search wouid not he: eliglhle for a WORK asagnment until the requ:red penod of job search
was oompleted _ . :

Persons who thmugh no fault of their own dld not comp]ete the requ:red penod of job search pes’s
before reaching the time limit would continue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing |73 TA%€ ! T
the 45-90 days. Indlviduals who had refused to perform this required job séarch, ejther
before or after reaching the time lnmt would not be ahle o recelve cash beneﬁts while

completing the job search penod = '

States would have the opnon of provldmg additional. mcmths of t.ash assistance to. mdmduals |
who found employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide
them over until the ficst paycheck . _ - T

lsnua:y uﬂro lnstlmmhmwhmhammpwuu eligible fnrmhhmma -*-Atmcznd af.lamuy. hcf'mds ® jobh, He ‘
will not, hawever, reecive his firt paychissk until the end of Februuy. The State would have the sption of i msuulg a
benefit check: for!.hemomh anahnmry~cvm t}mghhf_mndml tha time limit m.lanuuy

At State option, persans who had left the JOBS pmgram for work would stxll be ehgnble: fur:
_ selected TOBS services, .mcludmg case management

States wouid be requnrcd W l-(mtmue pmwdmg transitional Megicaid benefits as under current

law; States would be relleved of this requirement only if and. when umversa] health care

coverage were guara.nteed thhm thc State,

10
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12. ' EXTENSIONS -«
(@)  States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit wmhout
having adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In ifstances in
- which a Stare failed to substantially pravide the semccs, including child care, called for in the
e.mplnyabﬂlty plan, the recipiemt would be eligible for an extension equal to the number of -
azmne - - months.nesded to complete the.activities in the employability. plan_(up lo.a, hmit of 24 SV SN
ouths) [Michael Wald is devclopmg lnngunge for this- pnmsmn] SRR D

R it L MR Tt S

- -v-—-«- T e wnd o .-

 States would also be permmﬂ w gr-mt extensions of the time lumt under tha cnrcumsmncc:s
listed below, up to # fixed percentage (e.g., 10%, see participation standards attachment for
numerator and depominator), to be set by the Secretary;-of adult recipients (persons granted b

. extensions due to State fmlure to dellver smlcas, as d:scussed abave, swould be included ‘
. under the cap). : ‘ :

et

ay Fur ournplehon of 2 GED pmgrarn (extensmn lzmlted t 12 momhs)

(2}  For completion of hlgh school an Enghsh as a  Second Language (ESL) progrum or
other cectificate-granting training program or educational activity, including post-
- secondary education, expected to enhance employability. The extension is contingent
- " on the individual’s making satisfactory progress wward gttaining a: d:ploma or
oompletmg the program (extension [imited to 24 months). ,
@) Fcf __3 persons who are learmng d1sahled {literate or who face other subc.tanual f"gfg(
~ barriers to employmeat. ‘This would include a seriously lcarning disabled pérson - T
whose employability plan to date hus been designed to overcome that obstacle and
- 'who consequently has not yet obtained the job skills training needed tv secure
. employment (exmnsmn not limited in duration). These deqs:ons would be made ou a
case{?y-case basw . ‘

- (b) . B States would be reqmrad te continue pmvldmg supportwe services as needed 0. persons who -
" bad received extensions of the time it ) .

_' 13.  EARNING BACK EUGIBILITY

(@) Persons who had left the cash assistance program would éarn back cligibility for months of & oy
mh assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance ellgibility for every four months
---dunng which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK
. program. The total months of asnstance for whlch a persou was eligible at any time muld i
- never exceed 24 - . mos -

EXAMPLE: - e TR /“'*’l'
An individuul ﬁpphes Tor uasmmme for the firer time'in Ja.mury 1997, i not deforied from the JOBS pmgmm «.nd '

coters a JTPA in-clusa Voeationsl Training progmm in March 1997, She obrtaing a private ssstor position and Jesves

the JOBS program m December of 1997. At that point,-she is eligitle for 13 months of cash assistance, Two ycars ,
Jdarey, the W laid off from hcrjobund wun&blctol"mdumthcr Shcmapplm fnrmurtmmecbmuy 2(03 26

1
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_ass!stance juswsdascnbed above. .
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' mmgﬂqhmmgwelfm A.tdunpnint wmmmssmormummasmfmm
-__,dmdedby4) whmh,wlmnddnd!ad‘uongnml lJmomlu g‘ﬂﬁll‘lﬂrlgiuwd.hufnhgihdnymmng

. NO’['E A generous wn-back" prows:on could conmbute to mmumzmg the number of
_ peopla re—antemg the WORK pmgram iy

L

— ,_._A___ v

States would be permiued Sl.lbj&ﬂ’. to the appmval éf ‘tlie Sectetary of; HHS tn unplcme.nt
' altsmatc aarn—back" strntegles. _
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3. IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, 'rmmmc AND SELF-
~ . EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES -

| Qﬂﬁw
U’ndcr the. Famdy S@por: Act, the Governor qf each Srate is reqai}ed ta ensure thar p(ogram B :
- activities-under-JOBS are-coordinated with JTPA and other.relevant.emplaymens, training,.and ... o - oo
educauonal programs aveilable in the State. Appropriate components of the State’s plan which relate

"to job training and-work preparasion must be:consistent with the Governor’s coordination plan. -The: R
' Sta:e plan must be revfewed by a ooordmanng coum:d -

“¥igion - 7T e SEEE

L Ihe mission of rhe JOBS program w:ll not be tw ueaxe a separa:e educanon and tmmmg sysrcm for
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure thal they have access to and infarmarion abour the broad
array. of existing progroms in the mainstream system.” The JOBS program needs to be, redesigned to
permit States to integrate other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and to
implement “one-stop shopping " education and training programs. Under currens law, states are
required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs.. The quality of those linkages varies o

- considerably. Existing barriers are starutory and tradidongl; others qre regulatory aud pal:cy I?ze o

" barriers to better coordination need to be examined and addram:d . -

| ISSUES

OPTION 2:  Secretaries of H'HS Ldbur, md Education shall plau and coordmatc educanon and
' " training programs to encourage participation of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs, A waiver hoard shall be assembled to examine
eligibility issues and make recommendations to promote expanded participation,
coordinated programs, and simplified and standa:dlzed shglbihty Included in such .

- programs shail be:
Rty Pell Grant;
(@) JTPA,;

& apprenu:shlp programs d.nd
. @ IOBS _programs. ' o ,
: ‘NO‘I'E: Optwm 3 and 4 were turmshed by DOL*and mvnlve full integrauon ot’ JOBS and o
: - JTPA. '

]

OPTION 3. Full mtegratmn of JOBS-JTPA Run a fully mtegtated JOBS and ITPA program
e - co-located at the service delivery area, with one-stop arringements for JOBS
- - participants and JTPA Title II-A participants, Governors.of each State would .
- designate which agencies wers responsihle for administration. (The IV-A agencies
* » ‘would not have automatic responsibility.) States would have flexibility to include
additional services for target populations in addmon to bﬂSlC sm-vmes Basic core
. ‘services prowded would include: ' . -

13
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'(1)_ -* information ou ca:eer, jobs, education trammg oppommues and suppurt ‘. |
- services;, . S
- {2)  eligibility asseSSment, ' - . R
(3)  testing and assessment; o _ S _
(4).. counseling; . ' : ' —
(5)  job search assistance (gruup and mdwidual), and _ . S
- o (B job placement. . e m,_m R ST
eI ~-{:.-:‘lntensxve services elther on-site or brokemd would mc}ude - I
X B o)) drup-muhlldmrq R L o
. .(2) l::ducauun . . . A ST - .'7 . e
“ : (3) trainmg; ; ’ "7":"“-:-‘-7"?'.":.. R LT e Sl
~ (4) o work expmance and - - CoeesEEEL o e
T 5) suppartivegetvices. oc . TR LT T
OPTION 4: ~_Jolnt plonning and adminisiition between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option, .
T - :the Governor of each State could require 4 joint plan from the wo agencies indicating
“how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period and the
post-transitional period. Currcnt law specifies Jomt review of plan joint 51gu-off
: wuuld be substltuted S o
S ‘ —
1 Cmm)mamn EFFORTS
(a) Departiment of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA seétion 433(a) which requires
that there be coordination between JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State -
10 specifically require coordination with dm Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkms
Vocatlonal Educational Act. : ,
®) Department of Eduumon Proposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistent bas1c literacy and
©. job training goals and objectives of the plans reqmreﬂ by the Adult Education Act and the
Carl D, Perkms Vocamna] Eclucatinn Act '
' © Depattment of Educanon proposes: Require employabx]uy plan 0 contam explicit | _ .
' cons:derataun of basic htetar..y and e.mplcymeut skills. : o R
(dy N Departmeut of Educatlon pmposes enhanced case management services bé avadable to

.pamclpants o mnmmlze cmrdmntwn of semc&s

T
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'C.  CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the faﬂaﬁang options for our couszderatzanfar inclusion as part of the
current round of w!fare These aptwn.s‘ iavaf ve z}w Food S:arrgp Educanon and Ti'ammg (E&',O
. progmm - '

e

-OPTION 1:. . Conforming. the Food. Stamp E&T. program with. JOBS....

Cowmm Non-com’umca smcnous wrm JOBS Nonmmu,mcs SANCTIONS

- cheh:?y the sanction:for: :non-~compliance with Food Stamp work requirements offects the entire - ««r .
.. household, Under AFDCJOBS, the sanction affects only ithe: mdmdua! 1ot in compuance T
o IRecomeudatwn conform to E&Tpolz‘é)‘a"mth JOBS sanction policy: S R
(a) : Ehrmnate the distinction betwesn mdmdual and hou:ehald mehg:hlhty arlsmg frnm non-
- compliance with wnrk requirementq _ _ S

)N Ehmmate the requlrements govermng the des:gnatlon of head of bousehold for E&T purposes
(&) - Adopt pfowslon of AFDC-IOBS qanctmn penods for E&T.
-2 EET EXPENSE REIMBUI!‘.SEMENT

Currently, the Food .S'rm'np E&T program pravzdes paymems or reunbursememx fo mdzwdua!sﬁwr
* . mransportation and other expenses (excluding dependernr care) related 1o participarion in the program.
Participants receive payments for actual costs up to $25 per month for expenses deemed necessary for
‘ pamctpm‘mn in the E&T program. The Federal government matches up to half of the amoun: State
agencies spend, up $12.50 of the $25. State may supplement the amounr withour addirional marching
. Junds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement. io participants for -
transportarion and other-costs necessary 1o enable individials 1o panh:zpate in JOBS. The Federal
government matches the State agency costs up to 30%. Stare agencies describe in their Srare plans _
~ the monetary limits to be applied to rransportdtion-and other support services. e e
. Recominendation: cory'orm E&T reimbursement palicy with JOBS policy ' :
@ Conform Food Stamp E&T retmbursement policy to- JGBS relmbursement pohcy by
-, eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State- agenc:es to specify mozetary limits to be -
applled to transportation and related expenses.

3. Foop Stamr E&T. DEPENDENT CARE Exmemnons |

- The Foad Sramp E&T program aliows .S’rate agenaes 0 exempt cerain zndtwduai:ﬁom participasion.
in program actlvities, Currently, State agencies may exempt from work registration & parent or. orher '
household member who is responsible for the care of a dependent child under age 6 or an
= incapacitated person. State agency mdy require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child

.under age 6 to participare in JOBS. However, mandaory individual must be assured by the Staie

.;15 _
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agency thar ck:{d care will be guaranieed and that s/}ze will not be requzrw‘ io pardc@am more than . .
© 20 hours per week. A pareni or relative who is persenally providing care for a child under age 3 (or
younger at State opt:on) is automatically exempt from JOBS participation.. Conforming Food Stamp
- E&T exemprion provisions for dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater
percentage of the Food Stamp populaion to register for work ar the time of application for benzfits,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the emplayable Food Stamp population. .
. Recommendanon corgfom E&T ammptlon pramzons with JOBS criteria, -

" Currently, the Foad Stamp E&Tprogrm dim‘fbutes $75 million us a Federal grant 10 State agenc:es e
~ . for the adminlstrarion of their E&T programs. Of this $73 million, $60 million is dumbured A
according-to.each State’s proporsion of work registrants (nonperformance funding), while the.
-~ remaining "$15 ‘million is based on Stité program performance. *This option would eliminate the $15 -
.. million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T. The' USDA would distribute the entire
- 375 million based on the nonperformunce fuormula. :

] Recammendanan ehrrunate the $15 million performance funding ca:egory

el

'(g) Eliminate the $15 million pcrfonnance fundmg category for Food Stamp E&T

() - Distribution.of Federal funds for E&T wdl be based accordmg to each State’s proportion ot" _
‘work registrants,

OPTION2:  Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State‘agencie; stress that serving similar populations with different program rules and funding
" structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting abilily to operate the program
-effectively, . Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in @ more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and training programs. While the program would continue 'ta_
serve recipients of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the
- administrative burden associated with the operation of 2. separare Fedcml emp!aymem and rrammg
i programs wotdd he eliminated,

. NOTE: | ls this a potential avenue for incorpornnng the unployment & tralmng needs of
non-custodial parents" : S , -

L FUNDING

Currently, USDA dmnbnres 375 miltion in a 100% granr 0 Sm:e agencies to admmzster their E&T
. programs. States thar choose 1o spend more than their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federel match -
~ Jfor administrative costs.  Legislarion could conform match rates for E&T services with JOBS match

rates. If transferred to HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financial requirements for

the 2 programs would gredtly reduce rhe adnum.rtmtzw burden Jor State nperming agenczes :

OPI'ION | . Alternative fund ing streamns for a consolldated mode] mcludc

16
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() transferring funds frcm USDA o HHS; - | o
(i)  USDA funding States directly through contracts:

(l‘il)' : ﬁmdmg appropnated dwectly to HHS

v

S 2 Mumwm PARTICIFATION REQUMMMS

R B S e T
e L.

e ”"-In FY 1990 and FY. 1991 State.r were requzred 10 place np fewer ﬂum 50%0}‘ Ihezr E&.T manda:wy
population into E&T aa‘mtm This pe(formmzre mmdard Was lowered 0 Iﬂ% for FY 1992 and

- beyand

'OP’I'ION ~As a way to ensure cont:nued paniclpauon i employment and - trammg actwlues by
' ' "Foud Stamp recipients, HHS 'would direct State agencies 6 $érve a miniindm number
of NPAs; possibly based on the current 10% reguired participation rate. “The lowered ™"
" standard allows for more intensiye services. States would specify in their State JOBS
plans how this population would be served and how pamcxpannn requirements would -
be met.

17
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" The Secretary shal] authocize demonsu*atmn projects to test the effects of dnfferent State

policies with regards to allowing activities ot du'ecﬂy velated to the goal of lahor force

. ;m:achrnent and referral to other nontradltlona] services to be (or not be) considered’JOBS .

)

©

.

. 4ctwmes

e

toward. cmploymeut through. demonstranun pmJects to test the effectiveness of various .

‘approaches, including greater use of, performance based contracting, Work-based and .
‘ mmextua] learmng 1prugrams, aud pmgtams whlch mtegrate educanonal and- trammg services.

- ntrategles u a IOBS nptlon on a damonstratxon basns ) j

.....

.

The Secretary shall umlertake 2 demonsuauon project fo test the eFFectwaness of contractmg
job placemient’ services w. be evalumed using a random asstgnment methodology.

Move to demo sactnon Allow for Star.e demonstrations to test differem pulluez, regarding the

requirsment that applicants. participate mmedlately in an employment related activity versus

~ allowing for a grace period before such requirements commence, ‘or requiring non-

employment onented activities (family smbihzauon mode!) in conjunction wuh case plans.’

" Mave to demo section, Altarnanvc models to be tested mclude welfare diversion modcls, in

which case an alternative bencfit payment for a specified period of time (3-6 months) may he
an effective means to divert families in crisis from entering the welfare system. If family
subsequently receives AFDC, months of alternanve bcneﬁt recenpt count when ca]culatmg a

time lmut

ot

g

do1g
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JOBSANDTIME LIMITS coneommn,

1. PROGRAM ENﬁOLLMENT

Current Law

xee
-y L
22 o

The Family Support- Act mandated that upon enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must make -
an initial assessment of applicants with respéct to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior work " -
expérience, and employability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the Stdte must

- develop an employability plan for the applicant. -The State may require participants to enter into a

- formal agreement which specifies the participant's obligations under the program and the activities -

“arnd services provided by the State. The employability plan is not considered a.contract, States may

- require some apphcanm to undergo job search acnwnes for 8 weeks and an addmonal 8 weeks for -
AFDC reczpzents -

VlSlon-

At the point of the intake process, applicants will learn of their speciﬁc responsibilities and
expectations regarding the JOBS program and time limits. All States and applicants will now be
- required to enter into an agreement specifying the responsibilities of each party. This will be .

* . accomplished through a mutual responsibility agreement and an employability plan. While the mutual

 responsibility agreement will outline a general agreement, the employability plan will be focussed on
the specific employment-related needs of the appt‘zcant Although these are not legal contracts, these -
agreemem‘s wdl serve to refocus the d:recnon of the we{fare program

Rationale .

States must c}mnge the r:uImre of the we!fare system by changmg the expec:anons of both apphcanrs
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
intake process 1o stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination to employnicni and access to
education and training, The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out
and enforced. JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as an enmy des:gned to link clients to
“”semces in :be commumty :

=(ay Al applicants, upon enrollment Wl" be requu'ed to sign aMutua_l Responmb:hty Agreement)
- with the State specifying the general responsibilities of both the pamcnpant and the State
* agency under the revised transmonai asslstance program

(t) - Upon enrollment, all apphcants must be provnded with mformatmn about the rewsed JOBS
- -, program and the time limit on cash assistance. Each .applicant would be informed of the
- number of months of cash assistance for which he or she was ellglble (e.g., 24 for first-time
appllcants) :

(¢)  The Mutual Responsibility Agreement shall not be a legal contract.
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2, EMPLOYABILITY PLAN

™

(@ - _ Change current Somal Security Act language that a State may require the partlclpant to -
enter mtn an agreement with the State agency to follow the employablhty plan as developed to -
must ) ' - o A

| ()  Add language requmng States to mmplete the assessment and employabllnty plan wnhm a
. period of time (¢.g., 90 days: from date of appllcanon) specxﬁed by the Secretary of Health .
and. Human Services.. . - e

© The employablhty plan shall spemfy a time frarne for achlevmg self—sufﬁcnency and the
- prescribed activities would be des:gned tn enable the partlc:pant to obtain employment within
this time perlod o . sy . .

@ . Amend se,ctlon 482(b)(1)(A) by addmg "llteracy after the word "skills."”
3. JOBS-PREPF

Current Faw

- States must require non-exempt AFDC recipients to participate in the JOBS program to the extent that
resources are available, Exemptions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age, needed in the home. because of the illness or
incapacity of another family member, the caretaker of a child under age 3 (or, at State option, age

1); employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age 16 or attending a Jull time
educational program; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy;.and residing in-an area *
where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (but older than the age for an ..
-exemption) who is persona!!y providing care for the child may be required to participate only if -
participation requirements are limited to 20 hours per week and child care is guaranteed For AFDC-
UP families, the exemption relating to the age of a child may anly apply to one parenr ar fo neither
parenr if child care is guaranteed.

Vision

Under new provisions, a greater number of participants will be JOBS-mandatory. Single-parent and
. two-parent families will be rreated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current exemption

policy, which is based on an-individual’s characteristics, will be replaced with a policy under whzch
- persons not yet ready for pamczpanon in JOBS wzﬂ be asszgned o the JOBS~Prep phase ‘

_ Ratlonaie

In order to change the culture of weifare it zs'necessary 1o stress rhe importance of Sfull pamczpatwu
in-the JOBS program. It is also important to ensure that oll welfare recipients who are able to
pamczpate in JOBS have such services made available to them by the States. Elimination of

, exemptrons sends a strong me.rsage that full pamapanan inJ OBS should be the normal flow of
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events, and not the exception. The JOBS’—Prep polzcy gives: States the abzhty to con.uder dgﬁ"erences in
the ability to work and participate in education and training activities. .

wfart

(a)
®)
©
,ﬁ\\ﬂ'}
U
@
@
¢3]

. program, he or she would then be placed i in JOBS Prep status.. ) ~

Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below. for treatment of minor custodlal parents) who were
not able to work or. participate in education or training activities (e.g., due to care of a

disabled child) could be assigned to the JOBS-Prep phase either prior to or after entry into the .

JOBS program. For example, if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS

ra P B .

Persons in the JOBS-Prep phase would be expected to- engage in activities mtended to prepare

them for employment and/or the JOBS program. The employability plan for a recipient in
JOBS-Prep status would detail the steps, such’as findmg permanent housing or obtalulng

medical care,.needed to enable him or. her to enter the JOBS program. [

Recipients not hkely to ever paltlclpate in the JOBS program (e g., those of advanced age)
would not.be expected to engage in JOBS-Prep activities.  For individuals whose are expected
to enter the JOBS program shortly in any event (e.g., mothers of young children), JOBS»Prep
services could be provnded when appropriate, to address any outstandlng barriers to
successful partlmpatlon in JOBS. :

——_

NI —-

No ﬁmm be set wde for services to persons in JOBS-Pr i&ﬁ?‘ States could

required to do so. Likewise, States would not be requnred to guarantee chlld care or provnde

- other supportive services for persons in JOBS Prep status. Persons in JOBS-Prep status’

_would not be subject to sanction for failure to participate in FOBS-Prep activities. In other’

- words, in order to actual]y require an individual to partlcxpate in an activity, a State_ would

have o make him or her JOBS-mandatory.

States wouid be requnred to mamtam an employablllty plan for persons in J DBS Prep status.

Persons in JOBS Prep would not be subject to ‘the time limit, e.g., months in whlch a.
recipient was assigned to JOBS»Prep would not count agamst the two-year lmnt on cash
benefits. :

- . . .
Fd X . . o o . .

EXAMPLE

ol
l T,k *‘"E»u.\'.ﬁ
L-on. o o‘ r

().\Np?‘l_. e’\-QfJ}

LR i" !

.é\) gi/u,} |

An individual epplies for cash assistance in la.nuaxy of 1996, She and her caseworker deslgn an cmployab:.hty plan in .

March of 1996 and she begins participating in the JOBS program activities in the plan. In September 1996, her +
father bocomes seriously il and she i8 needed in the homne to care for him, At that point, she is placed in the JOBS-

Prep phase. Her father's condition improves and by August 1997 he no longer requires full-time care. As of August

.1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash assistance. She re-enters the JOBS program and reachea-the 24- -
month time Bimit in November 1998, At that point, however, she is only four months from compldmg her Lacemcd
Practical Nurse (LPN') trmmng She ia then granted a 4-month ¢xtension 1o finish her LPN trmmng

: The criteria for JOBS- Prep status would be the followmg

-

{1 A parent of a Chlld under one, provnded the child was' concewed prior to the .
family’s most recent application for assistance, would be assignéd to the
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Current Law e L e

e 1.— e (2) ----- lllness 1ncludmg mental 1llness mcapacnty or advanced age --: T T

a DEFIN’ITION OF TIME LiMIT
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- JOBS_—Pre{} r)hase. A parent of a child conce_ived after th_e-mdst recent I b
application for assistance would be placed in JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week . . ! > Tﬁ -

period following the birth of rhe child {consistent with the Family and Medlcal opian

Leave Act). . = . _ \J(e-

(Under current law, parents of a Chlld under three under one at State-option, are . P

exempted from J OBS participation, and no distinction is made between children
conceived before and children conceived after application for assistance)

-

e aeenmee s e

- {Same as current law) - -
[see specifications on substnnce abuse for dlscussmn of lhe approach for persons
with drug or alcohol problems]
3) Needed in the home to care for another member of the household who is ill or
incapacitated; : - :
.. (Same as cureent law)..

£} Third trimester of pregnancy; and o .
(Under current law, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS pamclpauon for both
the second and third trlmesters) . . )

(&))] L:vmg more than two hours round-trip travel time (by public transportation or
by car, whlchever lS appllcable) from the nearest JOBS program site or
- activity.

(Same as current law, specrﬁcallyr CFR 250 30 S)

States would be permitted, .in addition, to place up 0 5% of all dult recipients (and
parents) in JOBS-Prep for good cause as determmed by the State The percentage woul
specnﬁed in statute,

Recrplents who meet the criteria for placement in the JOBS-Prep phase would be permitted to
volunteer for the JOBS program. . States would have the option to-apply the time limit to such .
persons and would be required to notlfy each volunteer as to whether he or she were subject

to rhe time limit. ' . :

States would be reqmred to pren:-ptlyr inform a. rec1p1ent of  any ‘change in his or her status

with respect to JOBS participation and/or the time limit. (e g., movement from the J OBS-Prep
phase into the JOBS program)

Wit : Lo - . -

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been
deprived of parental support (Section 401, Social Security. Act), including two-parent households HA
which rke pnnczpal earner is unemplayed (AFDC-UP program Section 407). Operarmg within broad L

4..
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FederaI guidelines, States set standards used to derennine ueed and paymem‘ In order to be eltgzbte

Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard

(Secrzon 402(a)), its countable income must be less than rhe need standard, and the total value of its
assets must be below the limit set by the State, ,

, ’Ihe cash assistance is prowded to, and accaunrs for t}w needs of the. parem(s) or other caretaker

relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Secun!:y Act). Some e

.States (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program.in place as of Seprember. 26, 1988).are . "™ . ... ..
~permitted to place a type of time limit on participation-in-the - AFDC-UP program;-restricting

eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6 months in“any12-month period (Section 407(b) ). Thirteen states
presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no other rype of
time {imity may be piaced on pamc:panan in the AFDC progrwn

Vlsmn

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecwzvely It
is much more conunon for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively
brief period each time. Two out of every ‘three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
years and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave
welfare, however, return within two years, and threé of every four return at some point in the future.
Most recipients use the AFDC program not as a pennanem alternative to work, but as temporary
assistance dunng times of economic dgﬁ‘icuity :

While person.r who remain’on AFDC for long penods at a time represem only a modesz percemage of
all people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at
any given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employment, including physical

* disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self- sufficiency. Most long-

term recipients are not on a track mward obraining engm'aymem that will enable rhem to leave AFDC

. The proposal woula' impose, on adulrs a cwnulanve time Iumt of two years on the receipt of cash ..

‘assistance, with déferrals of and extensions t0 the time limit to be granted under certain

circumstances.. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would not count against the time
limit. The twa-year limit would be renewable—once an mdmdual leﬁ we{fare he or she wauld begm
to earn back elrgtbtizzy for assisiance. '

The two-year time limit is part of the overall eﬁ‘orr to shgﬁ the focus of the welfare system from
disbursing funds to promoting self- sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and .
the welfare agency a structure that necessitates steady progress. in the direction of employment and
economic independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limit without
finding a privare sector job will be qﬁ’ered pubkcly subsidized work ass:gnment.f to enable them to
szgvporr their fam:[zes
(a) The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulatlve number of months of cash assistance
an adult could receive before being subJect to the work requirement (see Teen Parents for
treatment of cu‘stodml parents under 19). Months in which an individual was receiving


http:reliltive.ly
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= .. JOBS-Prep would‘constimte to some extent, a bias against- two-par’ent faﬁrilies
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assmtance but was in JOBS- Prep rathier than in JOBS, would not count against the 24-month |
time limit.

(b) - The time limit, as indicated i in (a) above; would genera]ly be linked to JOBS participation.

Recipients required to participate in JOBS would be subject to the time limit. Conversely, the *

 clock would not run for persons assigned to JOBS-Prep. status ,

.-

v ..{c).. .. States: would be requ1red to. update each adult rec:p:ent every. fifonth as.to the number of -
. . -momhs of ellglblllry remammg for him-or-her-— - - : S N

5. APPLICABILITY OF TIME L[MITS '

- (@ ~ -mThe time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teén ‘parents, see Teen Parents below)
- Arecord of the number of months of eligibility for cash assistance remaining would bé kept
- for each individual subject to the time limit, Caretaker relatives would not be subject to the
tlme hmrt

o Ina two-parent family, both parents would be subject to the time limit, prowded ne:ther -

parent was placed in JOBS-Prep status. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits

so long as one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transntlonal assistance.

'EXAMPLE: :
. A single father \mth two children who came onto the rolls twelve months ago marries & woman with no chn]dnen and
. ) pnor welfare rocclpt Both are. mqumed to participate in JOBS. The family at this peint s eligible for twenty-
four months of benefits. mmmagedoesnotgowellandtheyaepantcaftcrtznmonlhs The father and his
children at this point are eligible for only two more months of cash assistance. f, on the other hand, the two had
rcmnmed togdhcr, the famu}y would have been ehgrble for fourtecn mart months of cash benefits, '

Under current law, the seoond parent in‘a two—parent farmly is not exempted from
* participation in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to place the second.parent in JOBS-Prep
status, the second parest would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would
then be counted toward the maximum number of adult recipicats {and minor parents) a State
is permitted fo place in the JOBS-Prep phase. In such an instance, a two-pareiit family could
~ be eligible for as many a5 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent
- family. Again, this would only be the case if the seoond parent were not reguired to
partu:lpage in JQB§ P
i ‘RATIONALE L o ‘
While the provision described above mlght be mterpreted to favor two-parent famﬂ les over
- .single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two-parent

families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have access . -

to JOBS services (due to placement in JOBS-Prep) but not to a single parent assigned to

~ NOTE: If a second parent who would otherwise be placed in JOBS-Prep status volunteered
- for the JOBS program that second parent would’ be subject to-the time limit.

" h

-

':m,/.
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[see Promote Parental Responsibility and Prevent Teen Pregnancy specifications for a' dnscussmn
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"TEEN PARENTS

All custodial-parents under 19 who had not co’inpleted high school or the equivaluni (e.g., a
GED program) would be required to participate in the JOBS program, with education as the -
presumed activity, The 24-month time clock, however, would not'begin 1o run until a.

- custodial parent turned 18. In other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the

age of 18 would not be counted agamst the time limit. - .

o wCustodlal parents under 19 wn.h very young ch1ldren would in general be requ1red o
participate in JOBS, rather than be placed in JOBS-Prep-status. States would be permitted to

assign such parcnts to JOBS-Prep status in exceptional circumstances, for example when the

* parent has a serious illness whxch precludes school attendance

N meteen-year—old custodlal parents would be subject to the same rules with respect to
placement in JOBS-Prep status and to the time limit as- all other adult recipients. . Education ™

‘would, as under current law, be the presumed activity’ for nineteen-year-old custodial parents

who had not completed h:gh school or the equwalem and were reqmred to paruclpate in
JOBS . : :

Individuals who were in special education would receive an automatic extension up to age 21

if needed to complete high school. [more detailed language forthcoming from Department
of Education] These extensions would not be counted against the cap on extensions.

States would be required to provide comprehenswe case management services 1o all custodial
parents under 19 (under 20 if enrolled in high school)

of all provisions in the plan enncemmg teen parents mcludmg further detail on comprehenswe
case management, ] :

7.

Current Law

- JOBS SERV!CES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

A range of services and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, but

States are nor required to imptem'ent JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary

widely among States. The service§ which must be included are: educational activities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic literacy, and Englzsh proﬁc:ency, jobs skills training, job -
" readiness activities, job devefapmenr and job placement; and supportive services to the extent that

these services are necessary for participation in JOBS.. Supportive services include child care under a

variety of circumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. States must also offer at -
least 2 of the following services: group and individiial fob search; on-the-job training (OJT); work

.....

supplementation programs (WSP); and community work experience programs (CWEP). “There is a

‘need to expand the definition and range of services available unider JOBS. States would maintain the |

flexibility to determine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participants.
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. Vision

The deﬁnmon of safzsfacrory pamc:paﬂon in the JOBS program will be broadened to include activities :
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T

that are important to helpmg individuals achieve self-sufficiency. . States will have broad latitude in
determining which services are provided. - Additionally, job search activities wd[ be empha.ﬂzed to
promote work and employment : : :

P
=

Aménd jOb search ru]es to accomphsh the followmg e -._’..:,,: - S LT

e R = e

D Requnre States to- mciude ]Ob search among the JOBS services’ offered

~ (2)  Extend permissible period of initial job search from'S weeks to 12;

®

© _

(D)

©

T

' -Optidn One: R'equlirf_s all persons"to perform job sea_réh from the date of application.

Option Two:  Require all job-ready persons to perform job search from the datéof
C application. States would have to enroll a certam peccentage of .
applicants in _]Ob search. - : ‘ 55,

Option Three: Same as Options Oﬁe or Two except that the job-search requirement
o - would kick in after eligibility determmauou rather than after

o :appllcauon : :
Option Four: Requnre _]()b search to be the ﬁrst actwnty in the employablhty plan.

' Option Five: ‘State dlscretlon :

(3) Remove the requirement’ that job search aﬁer initial job-search period may onlyr be )
- , reqmred in combination with education a.nd trammg, and :

@ f*lanfy the rules 50 as to limit _]Ob search to 4 months in any 12-month perlod Initial -

job search would be counted against the 4-month limit, but the 45-90 days of job
.search required 1mmednately before the end of the 2—year tame limit (see Transition to

Work/WORK) would not.

Ellmlnate the requlrement that States expend 55 percent of JOBS funds on senrlces to the ‘
targat groups : :

Change the a.ntl—dlsplacement language to permlt work supplementation participants to be

" asaugned to established unﬁlled vacanmes in the pnvate sector.’

Limit Alternanve Work Experlence to 90 days wlthm any 12 month period (by regufanon)

Amend section 482(d)(1)(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic
literacy level™ ‘with "employment-oriented educatlon to achieve literacy levels needed for
cconom:c self-sufﬁc:lency :

o
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8. PART-TIME WORK | |
| . [Detailed s‘lﬁeciﬁcations' awaiting ;-esolutigln of _lcey questions]
9, JOBS PARﬁCIPAﬂON ’ , ‘ '- - | . .I’ -

Current Law : ' S s R

.

e

pamczpatwn standards were estabhshed for ﬁscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC case!oad Sta:es
Jace a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 at teast 11% of the’
non-exempt caseload in each State must participate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% Sfor FY
- = 1994 and-20% for FY 1995. There are no standards specified ofter FY 1995-Ihere is a-need to
- extend and increase minimum participation standards beyond 1995 in order t0 implement JOBS and .
transform the welfare system from an zncome Support systém.into.a work support system.

Vlsu)n N
]n order Jor rhe JOBS program to become the centerpiece of government assistance, the JOBS
| program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and participants. Under the
provisions of the new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded
. and increased participation rates will be phased-in until States reach a full-participation model.
. States will be glwzn flexibility in deszgnmg systems 1o aciueve these objecnves .

@ . The FY 1995 pamcnpatlon standard (20 percent) would be extended with respect to persons
not phased-in (there are no participation standards in current law for FY 96 and beyond). 'For 7
example, if the phase-in of the new rules began with adult recipients and minor parents born

" in 1973 or later, States would be required to meet 2 20 percent participation standard
" . (basically, 20% of non~exempt recipients partlapatmg in JOBS) w1th respect to persons born
before 1973. .

. (b Alter the deﬁmtlon of paIUCIpathIl Such that an mdwndual en:olled full—tlme in an educatlonal
activity who was making suitable progress would be considered to be participating :
* satisfactorily in JOBS, even if such a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 hours per
week: of the educatlonal activity (by regulanon) : . '

© Broaden the deﬁmtlon of J OBS partu:lpatlon toinclude part|c1pat10n in activities, other than -
the optional and mandatcry JOBS services, which are conmstent wnth the individual’s
employablllty plan (agam by regulation).

(d) . The broadened definition of pamczpatmn would mclude partnmpatlon in the Smal! ‘Business
Administration Microloan Demonstration program or another. structured self-employment
. program, As above;” satisfactory participation in a structured self-employment program would
" meet the JOBS participation requirement, even'if the scheduled hours of the self~employment
program were fewer than 20 per week , _
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(e) Permit States to requlre a parent of a child under 6 to. partlmpate in IOBS for more than 20

hours per week (prohzbued under current law).’

=

(@)  States wouldsbe required to conduct an assessment of all adult recipients and minor parents,
including both those in the JOBS-Prep phase and those in JOBS, on at least an annual basisto =~ -
evaluate progress toward achlevmg the goals m the employablllry ‘plan. __Thls assessment could ™

: specxﬁcattons) Persons in JOBS-Prep status-found to be ready for parttmpatton in employ- .

ment and training could be assigned-to the JOBS: program following the assessment. S
Conversely, persons in the JOBS program discovered to° be. facmg very serious obstacles to '
partlclpatlon counid be placed in the JOBS—Prep phase ’

(b) - The assessment would entail an evaluation of the exteiit to which the State was prov1dmg the
services called for in the employability plan. In instancés in which the State was found notte - =~
be delivering the specified education, fraining and/or supportive services, the agency would be o :
required to document that failure and establish a plan to ensure that the servxces would be
delivered from that point forward. : . -

1

1i. SANCI‘IONS

Current Law .

The sanction for non-compliance under the current JOBS program is the loss of the non-compliant
individual''s share of the grant, until the failure to comply ceases. In the event of subsequent non-
compliance, the sanction is a minimum of 3 months for the second failure to comply, and a minimum .
of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance. The State, however, cannot sanction an individual for -
refusing to accept an oﬁer of enployment if that employnwnt wout'd result in a net loss of i income to
the family. A

| For sancnoned m'o-parent Sfamilies, both parents’ shares of the total benefit are deducted ﬁom rhe
. Jamily's grant, unless rhe second parent is pamapanng samfactorzly in the JOBS program.

VlSl(m

4

Under rhese prowscon.r States wauId gain Some ﬂexzbtmy regardmg sancnon policy. bw much of the S j’r** e

curren: sanction pohcy would remam intact.

C(a) Program InteractlonS' _ .

b

1L Sa.nctloned famllles would still have access to other avatlable services, mcludlng JOBS o -
activities, child care and Medicaid. ' -

2. San_ctloned month_s would bercounted against the time limit on cash benefits.”

-

- S [
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SN (1) P -,Change the. statute such. that-for-sanctioned two-parent famlhes the.secorid parent’s share.of ..
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() = Eliminate the requlrement that States estabhsh a conciliation process for resolution of disputes / .
involving JOBS participation. States would still be required to prowde an opportumty for a f ‘6])2/5
fair hearmg in such instances. o , /

(cj Llft the prohlbmon'agamst 1mposing a sanction on a parent of a,child under 6 for failure to
accept an offer of a 20-plus hour per week joh :

et _ i . -
™ %

the benefit would not also-be deducted from the grant, unless-the second parent were also - e L

required to pamclpate in JOBS and was similarly non-comphant - ) T

12 Tmsmou TO WORK/WORK

e - o - s - L ]

catd

(a) Persons would be required to. engage in ]Ob search durmg a perlod of not fess than 45 days

T (up to 90 days, at State option) before taking a WORK assignient.. In most cases, the job

" search would be performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding’the énd of the time
limit. An individual who reached the time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of Jjob-
search would not be eligible for a WORK. a351gnment until the requlred penod of job search
was completed.

-(b) Persons who through no fault of their own did not complete the required period of job search
* before reaching the time limit would continue to be-eligible for cash benefits while finishing
the 45-90 days. Individuals who had refused to perform this required job search, either - -
 before or after reaching the time limit, would not be able to receive cash benefits while
compleung the job search perlod

(¢} States would have the option of providing addxtlonal months of cash assistance to mdmduals
‘who found employment just as their eligibility for cash ass1st3nce ended if necessary to tide
them over uatil the first paycheck

EXAMPLE:
January ia the last month in which 2 recipient is eligible for cash bcnef'ts At.the end of January, he finds aJob He .
will not, however, receive his first paycheck until the end of | Februa:y The State would have the option of issuing a

b-cncﬁt chock for the month of Fcbmary. cven though he reached the time limit-in Janua:y

(d) At State opuon persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be ellgnble for
selected IOBS services, mcludmg case management S s N :
(e) States would be requ:ted to continue provndmg transitional Medicaid benefits as under current- |
- law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care
coverage were guaranteed within the State

© 13, ) EXTENS]ONS

b

@) ‘States would be fequired to grant ex,tens_ions to persens who réached the time limit without
7 having had adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In instances in

11
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' developmg language for thls provismn]

Draﬁ jor ducu.mon only - ' .- . March 14

whlch a State failed to substanually provide the services, including ch:ld care, called for in the-

‘employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal to. the number of

months needed to complete the activities in the employability plan (up to a limit of 24 -
months). States would be required to take the results of the annual assessment(s) into account
in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. [Office of the. General Counsel is

1
ke

.:__Persons en:ollod in.a structured leammg ‘program. (mcludmg, but not hmnted to those created .
+~ under-the School- to—Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension-up- 10 age 22 for.
- -completion of such a program. A structured: Iearmng program-would-be defined as a program . -

that begins at the secondary school, level and continnes into a post—secondary program and is =
designed 1o lead 1o a degree andfor recognized slulls certificate, Such extenslons ‘would uot ‘

 count agamsl the cap on extensions (soo below) et Pl

Statos would also be pgrmxtted, but not reoulred to grant extensnons of the time lurut under

the circumstances listed below, up to 10% of ‘either all adult recipients and minor parents, or

of adults and minor parents required to participate in JOBS, Persons granted extensions due -

to State failure to deliver services, as discussed above, would be included under the cap.

{1y - Foi"oompletEOp of a GED program (extension limited to 12 months).

@ For completion of a certiﬁ_cote-éranting training program or educational ‘activity,

including post-secondary edication or a structured ‘microenterprisé program, expected
to’enhance employability or income. The extension is contingent on the individual’s
‘making satisfactory progress toward completmg the program (extenswn limited to 24
. months),
3 . For some persons’ who are learmng dlsablod ﬂllterate or who face other substantlal
' barriers to employment. This would include a serlously learning disabled person
whose employability plan to date has been designed to overcome that obstacle and
who consequently has not yet obtained the job skills trammg needed to secure
employment (extensnon not lm:utod in duratlon)

States would be roqmred to contmue prowdmg supportwe services as neodod to persons who.

" had received extensmns of the time limit.

L@ -

to have 1ts cap on extensmns raised.
EARNING BACK ELIGIBILI'I‘Y

Persons who had left the cash a_ssistance program-would earn back eligibility for'lmonths of
cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash dssistance eligibility for every four months - .

"during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK

program. The totdl months of assistance for whlch a person was eligible at any time could -

- never exceed 24

S 2
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Draft - for discussion only | C 7 Mawh 14

EXAMPLE:

An individual applmﬂ for assistance for the f'm:t time in Janun.ry 1997, is not dcf:’;nud from the JOBS pmgrnm and
enters & JTPA in-class vocational training program in March 1997, She obtains a private sector position and leaves
the JOBS progmm in December of 1997. At that point, she is eligible for 13 months of cash sssistance. Two years

- later, she is laid off from her job and is unable to find ancther. She ro-epplica for assistance in Rebruary. 2000, 26
_~manths after leaving weilfare. . At this point, she has camed back 6. 5 ‘months of cash assistance (26.total monlh.s
" divided by 4), which, when added to the ongmal 13 months, gives her 19.5 mumhs of eligibility. mmmmg

Persons who left the WORK program would also be ablc to eam back months of cash C
“assistance, Just as described i (a), ...; i ' ; e

. --States would have the option of Iumtmg the number of months of cash assrstance an ind 1v1duai

could earn back to 12,

G- S T - . . e

i .- ' e ) -:‘&; N ’ c o
EXAMPLE S o -
A person ¢xits welfare with 3 monthx remaining on his 24- mnth time clock _Five and a half. ycars later, he reappliea

- for assistance. At that point, he would have camed back 16.5 nmmhs of assistance (66 total months divided by 4),

for & total of 19,5 months of eligibility (provided be was not in prison during that period; sec below). If the State
opted ta limit the number of months & person could 2am back to 12, however, he would sccordingly have carned

‘back only 12 months, for a total of 15.5 montlu of eligibility..

Persons w0uld not earn back months of assistance for months spent in prison. States would
have the option of developing procedures to check the criminal history of re-applicants.-

States would, as under current Iaw be able to as.sxgn re-entrants to work activities (e g., .
CWEP, Work Supplementatmn) wuthm the JOBS program when appropriate. - :

13
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A, . ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM e |

i NOTE: . The Depmtmcnt of Education proposes a haavy human capiml investment mudel to c e
S welfare reform. In the memo of Decamber 29, 1993, Education identifles four areas .
“where they feel a commitment to education is RNECessary W ensure that welfare
recipients reccive adequate services. These areas are: (1) various legislative initiatives
from DOEJ should be referenced and reinforeed; (2) education and training must be
© facilitated during the two-year transitional period and appropriate extensions should be
granted for completion of such activities; (3) increased coordination between JOBS
and educstion and training providers should be pmmoted including case management
" services to facilitate such coordination; and (4) provisions that would allow welfare
"7 recipients to work part-time and attend school without reduction in benefits should-be.- -
included in the welfare feform proposal. They have also made some spacxﬁc =
rwommenda:ions mmrpomed e]sewhere in this section. : '

NOTE: " Both the Department of Labor and the Dcpartment of Agriculture have specrﬁc
' prowsals whlch have a]so been mwxpormd elsewhere in this section.

1. PROGRAM Enmu.a.mm'
Current La 7

v Dmedy SupponAamwzdmeddwupanmﬂnmmmﬂwAFDCpmgmm Ihe&atemustmakz
an inirial asséssmenr of applicanis with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior. work
experience, and employability of the applicans. On the basts of this assessment, the State must”
develop an employability plan for the applicant. The S‘tare@wqﬁre applicanss 1w enter into a
Jormal agreement which specifies the participant’s obligations under the program and the activities
and servicés provided by the Stare. The employability plan is not considered a contract. - Svates may
require some applicants to underge job :wa‘: activities for 8 weeks and an addirional 8 wek.sfar

_ AFDC recipiemts. = . %, ‘

Yisign
At the point of the intake process, applicants will learn of thelr specific resporisibilities and
" expecrarions regarding the JOBS program and time-limiss. All Srazes and applicants will now be
required to enter into an agreement specifying the responsibilitiés of each party. This will be
accomplished through a social contract and an employabilisy plan. While the social contrace will ,
outline g general agréemens, the employability plan will be focussed on the ;peczﬁc mtoynem R

"= related needs of the applicanz. Although these are not legal confracrs, the.sa agreenm waI sere fo
.. refocus the d!reman of the welfare pmgmm _— _ : ‘

R |

Fr I

R.mnmlg

T
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Srare.r mu.s'r change !he culture of the w{ﬁ;w system by changing the expectations of both q:phcwus .
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
“intake process to stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination o employment and access to
" education and rraining. The mutual obligations of the Siate and the participant must be spelled out

. =and enforced. JOBS pragrm must continue to be mmud as an entity dmgnad ) link clients to
“services in the _

(a).  All applicants, upan ehrollment, will be requited io sign & Soclal Cottract with the Stats
- specifying. the responsibilities of both the participant and the State ageacy under the revised
_transitional assistance (JOBS) program and under 2 program of time-limited assistance.

-

© " () Upon earollment, all applicants must be provided with isformation sbout the révised JOBS -
i - program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for transitional asslstnnce, _
specifically the amount of time of remaining eligibility. P 14
: 1 ‘ T . ' C&AJ*‘I"@'\ "f QL‘S'{?I m']
{c) The Social Contract shal}'not be a legal @ o S A

2..  EMPLOYABILITY PLAN
Drafting Specs

(2) Change current SSA language that a State "may” ieqmre’the participant to eater into an
agreement with the Stzte ageacy to follow the employability plan as dwalopad 0 “must.”

{b)  Add language requiring States to complete the assessment and employahihty pian vmhrﬁ a
 time-frame specified by t.he Sactetary nf Health md Humzan Services.

(c) The employability plan shall speclfy 3 nme-fmme for achieving salf-suﬂicxency (puxmm to

' the sections regarding time-limited transitional bepefits) and the preseribed activities shall "
*reflect the needs of the participant to suocessfu!]y meet thls ume-fra.me .,

3. DEFERMENTS UNDER JOBS | o
HCuITGIlELﬂﬂ o ) x S . T ':*.

. Stares must require non-exempt AFDC recipienss 1o participate in the JOBS program to the extent that
resources are avallable.  Exemprions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who aré Wi, incapacitated, or of advanced age: needed i the home because of the illness or .
incapacity of another fumily member; the caretaker of a child under age 3;(or, at State‘option, age
'1); employed more than. 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age Iﬁoramndmgaﬁaﬂm E
educational program, women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area
where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (but older than the age for an
exemprion) who is personally providing care for-the child may be required to participate only if
participation requiremenis are limited to 20 hours per week and child care is guaranteed. ' For AFDC-

T
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' Umexst, ﬂwaempuan re!mingmﬂ:aageofadu!dmayanlyapplytaomyaneparw orto.
neu}wr paren.' g" child care is guaramad
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_ Under new pravisfon: a grearer :mmber of pa:ﬁcxpam will be JDBS mmﬂatary Smglc-parw and

~ two-parenit farilies will be treatéd simllarly under the new JOBS system. The curréns exemprion .
policy, which is based on an individual's characteristics; will be replaced with a policy which will .

. .o allow for temporary deﬂmemﬁ'om pamc:patwu qudranem ﬁ:rr gaod cause as daemmed by the ~

State.

- ‘Rstionale :

!

‘ !narder:a dmge:ium&wg m{fare &umm:wramaﬂh:bmamofﬁﬂmapmon

”/ )

ISSUE 1: If States are given n culing, what percent of the caseload should be rxpt" (See

in the JOBS program. It is also important 1o ensure thar all welfare recipienrs who are able to
participats !nJOBShme:uchsmnmdzavaﬂabIﬂammbyﬂw&m Elimination of
exemprions sends a strong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of .
‘events, and not the exception. A limited deferment policy gives the States the flextbility to tengrorardy
excuse reczpiem' ﬂwam panfc!padan wﬁa are lmabfe due m good cause.

‘Option 1) , ,
' ISSUE2: . Should States have the: optwn to mnkc dependenls unde.r 16 be JOB-S mand.ntory
. for some at:ﬂvltlm" " .

NOTE: Deferral policy should be enordmaiad with phase-ln strategy. Gradually

incressing participation rate percentages (if designated for deferral policy) could

be part of a phase-in o;mon GF we use total asdoad as the denominstor).

" Adult rec;pzents could be deferred fmm participation in the JOBS program euhe.r prior © or after
" entry into the program. For example, if an individual became:sexiously ill after eatering fie JOBS
program, he or she could be deferrad st that poimt. Months in which a recipient was defeﬂed from

the JOBS program would not count a.ga.mst the time lumt. .

-

EXAMPLE: An individual applics for cash assistance in January of 1996. Sheand her casmrker .

deslgn an employablhty plan in March of 1996 and she begins participating in the JOBS pmgram
activities in the plan. In September 1996, her father becomes smously il and she is needed in the
home to care for him. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS participation, Her deferment lasts
for eleven months, until Augus: 1997, when her father recovers and no longer requires full-time care.
As of August 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash assistance. She re-enters the JOBS
‘program and reaches the 24-month time limit in November 1998. At that point, however, she is only -

four months from completing her Licensed Pracncal Nurse (LPN) training. She is then pranted a 4-

mouth extension to ﬁmsh ber LPN trammg (see m in TIMB-LIMITING Assnrrmcz

rspecxﬂcanom) ‘ A
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(Du:tmcuon made between child concewed beforc and after application for
assistance, age of child lowered from three 1o one for children conceived
before application, deferral for other births limited to 120-days)

@ Second or third trimester of pregnancy (same as currens law); and

&) Liv'mg more than two hours round-trip trave! time (by public trmportzuon or by car; - -

whichever is applicable) from the nearest JOBS program site or autmty
(same as currenz law, specb‘im!!y CFR 250.30.5)

RATIDNA.LE FOR OPTION TWO (Why 80-90%")

About 20-25% of adult recipients would be deferred undet the criteria llsted here, If States were e
pemmitied to defer an additional 20% of the remaining recipiests, 60-64% of all adult recipients would - - -

- be reqmrad 1) pamcxpa:e in JOBS corparable (o the 60-70% under Opuon One

<ottt

OPTION ONE VERSUS OPTION TWO.

As dnscussed abova the peraenmge of the caseload deferred would be ruughly eqna.l under both

‘options, but Option Two. might auract wider support, given that it avoids using numbm as high as 30

or 40%. This presumes there is some degree of consensus about the appropriateness of the deferml
griteria listed under Option Two.

| OPTION 3: Saine as eithér Option One or ‘Two, except that, when appropriate, those deferred

from the JOBS program would be required to eagage in activities intended to prepare
“them for the JOBS program. . The employability plan for a deferred recipient would

-detail the steps, such as finding permanent housmg or ‘obtaining medjul care, ed

tn enable hlm or her 1o enter the JOBS program. -

Recrp:ents oot hkely to ever pa'uc:pate in the IOBS program (e.g., those of advanced .
age) would not be requirad to engage in pre-JOBS activities, but wonld have access to

&

pre-JOBS services. Far individuals whose deferral is expected to end shondly in any
. eveat (e.g., mothers of young children), pre-JOBS activities wouid be intanded to
© address barners if any, m successful pamc:pmon ko JDBS

L

The pre—JOBS phase would not be as mc&intensive as the JOBS program. Smm

" would ot be required to guarantee child care or provide other supportive services for l
. persons in the pre-JOBS phase. Monitoring would be relaxed considerably ralative tn

JOBS. States would, however, bave the optlon to sanction persons in the pre-JOBS
phase for not follawmg through with the steps in the employabxlny pla.n '

~ States might be requued to graduare d rclztwely modast percentage of persons in the
- prmJOBS phasc into the JOBS program each yeax‘ -

-

RA'I'IONA!.E FOR OPTION THREE:

dicos

MO
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@) States have the option to defer up t0 & maximum of [some’ speulied pe:centage] of the

4. | JOBS SBRVICES Avm..um 10 Pmc:rm's
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'Requiring at least pome mxpwnts deferred from JOBS 0 paticipate in pre-JOBS acﬂviﬂes would

-encourage States o devote some attention 1o deferred persons. Moreover, a pre-JOBS phase nught,
© to some extent, a.ssuage congerns . abom lhe magmmds of the deferral rates. :

weaa

—caseload from JOBS participation for reasons of good canse a8 daemed by the States Such .
good cause reasons may ipclude: ,

" age incapacity, or serious, tllness of the pamcxpant

- if the participant is needed at home to take care of smmsly 1l of disabled
. -._"re]a‘lve ) l- - ‘ . I ‘ .,.,',‘_,,__.‘ ‘..r

- ~such other reasons wh:ch prevent succasﬁxl parucnpation in the-IOBS
' program, :

- NOTE: _AFDC recrp’xents who are deferred from ihé JOBS program wul be expectad to -

‘¢omplete an assessment and ctse plan speclfymg appmpmte actmnes.

.(b)' AFDC recipients who are working a lwt 20 hom a week vnll oot be reqmred 10} pamclpam
in JOBS program ncnvmm _
(©)  States will have the abxlny to apply to the Scm:tmy of HHS to provide defatrals to a larger 7 T
- persentage of the caseload if eircumstances speciﬁc t the State warrant such necd.

d States will ba required to review alt defecments from JOBS 88 past of the redetermination
: process for transitional assittance. Deférments only last untif the nsxt redetsxmnaﬂon

Pl
"Tr

A range of services and activiriey musz be qﬂiered by Stazes mder #w current JOBS progrom, bt e
Srares are not required 1o implement JOBS uniformly tn all parts of the Suze and-JOBS programs vary

widely among States. The services which must be included are: educational activities, including ph

school and equivalens edication, basic lm:racy, and English proficiency; jobs skills training; fob

readlness activities; job developinens and job placement; and supportive services ro the exters that

" these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
© variety of circumstances, and transportation'and work relared expenses.  States mast also offer at

least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the-job training (OJT); work

- supplementation programs (WSF); and community work experience programs (CWEP). There is a
" need 10 expand the definition and range of services avallable under JOBS. States mrddmmmm the

ﬂe.nbduy 10 deremune :he mix af JOBS services avmlnble and rcquzred Jor pamcgoam
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The deﬁnmon of :atufaaory pa.rﬂcipa.tion in the JOBS program wn’! be bmadened 1o Include activities .
that are important 1o helping Individuals achieve self-sufficiency. States will have broad latiude in
determining which services are provided. Addzmna!!y job narch activities will be- arqp)urizedto .

promatemrkandmlaymm L ] e -

" . .- . . Lo

ISSUE 1: Will additional serucufpmgrams be reimbursable under JOBS It 50, which
' - ones?.. '
NOTE: = Through regulation, the Secretary could allow States to offer ad:ht:onnl services

- as appropriate JOBS activities. ' Such services may include such services which
. aid participants in attaining goals speuﬁed in the anployablllty plan See JOBS
mmmahox, which follows., - _ o _ T

. ISSUE2: Shoumcwnpmdutammworkmmmbbe'mnmmmw
' example, to allow State to require recipients to participate in CWEP fora = -
number ol' hours whlch resmtsmahmeﬂuhour raﬁoulmthanminimum wage)?

ISSUE 3: Should States have the optmn of elmunatmg the requirement to serve vohmtem 3
. first? .

ISSUE 4: Assumlng States are not reqmred to offer case mannged umcm, ahall the .
_ Federsl govemment take steps to promote such services? (See OPI'ION which
jfollows) , : :

o l OFTION: Eahanced (automated) CaseMmaganent

The Department shall develop (see 'pm 4 belt:w) and the States can implement enhanced automated
case-management systems to assist in the administration of the new. JOBS program. This enhanced..
case management system shall have certain capabilities in order to appropriataly assist in the
administration and monmoring of a human developmens as opposed t0.an {rcome support system. .
~While income support systems are *Point-In-Time" oriented (sach monthly sccounting period is =
conceptualized as & discrete event) human dweIOpment' $ystems are longitadinal in character. A~
"Point-In-Process” conceptualization is needed where progress through a system can be monitored and
individual and family change daectad "I‘h:s requues a longmxdma] pﬁspenwc Illm:mve
churacteristics are: ~ _ _ o :

' ‘(1) 10 measure (on a micm, or lndivxdu:l and maco, Or aggregam ‘basls the atmbutes of
new emrams,
7 (2) . w0 .measure the proportion of new entrants who actively. participata and the time lapse
- between initial gency contact and the completion of key gate keeping activities (e. g ,
- assessment, orientazion, social contract, mmal activity lnvolvamenl, e1c.); N

r
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| 3) ‘ mbeablctomneve,onarea!bmebssm.mmmformmnoncaseswm—wbn :
activities has @ client completed, the current developmental stage of ﬂ:e cijent, end in
what actmtm a client is schaduled to participate; : . _

[P ' (4) ' ‘,to have some abxhty fo dme whether pro gres.s is being made ‘- |
@ Amend"’b search “ﬂﬁwmmpl!sh thefollowmg C - e
@) mandate that sm Pf"“"ﬂe job saarch as.a JOBS smnce, IR '

7 @ ‘extend permismble penod of mxndated ]ob sem:h ﬁor mdmdual :pplmmx o 12 T
i toweeks from 8 upon: apphmuon . - . - -

3) remove the requuement that job. search after imtxal job-sﬂrch penod mayonly be
Tequired in combination wnh educat:on and training; and

. &) mandamry jOb—‘S&ﬁICh activrtm at the end of the time-limit shall not count against the .
I4-month total job search limit, (Note, see ’Imauurr semnn)

) - Eliminate the reqmrement to serve voluntem ﬁrst
() | Eliminate the targetmg requlrements

{d) Removc the non-dmplacemwt raquuemem to allow work supplementation placemems ln _
- pnva!e sector vacancies, .

S. JOBS PARTICIPATION
_C.I;er
, Under the Famnily Swpan Act of 1988 uiuch mabﬂskzd theJOBS program, certain mtnum B
- pardcipation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
face a reduced federal maich rate if those standards are not met. n FY 1993 ar least 11% of the
non-=xempr caseload in each Siate must participate in JOBS. The standards tncrease to 15% for F¥ - .
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There is a need 10 increase the mintmum participation standards in g
_ order to fully implemers JOBS and transform the welfare System from an income support system intoa |
work support system. The ACF current budget proposal for phase-in increase in participation '
standards for JOBS from the current level to 20% of non-exempit caseload tn FY 1995, 25%forFY
. 1996, 30% for FY 1997, 35%farf'}’1998, 40%!-‘!’1999 45%}?:?}?1’2000 - -

Vigi

.. In order far the JOBS. progrm o become n‘w ceute:;pwce of governmens assistance, the JOBS
- progrm m:urr experience a dramarzc apm.n.an ofhat.h servfce: and pamczpam.r Under the

8
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mpmd

prav:swm af the new rranstrwna! assistance program, JOBS pa:rridpatwn will be grcaﬂy expanded
and increased participation rates will be phased-in until States reach ¢ full-parsicipation madel ‘

g Srare.r will be gmm ﬂmbtmy tn a‘e:tgning Tysiems to adueve the.re abjeam.r

e LS—_SUE R .
ISSUEI o Will the Federal government Spem{y reqmml pnrhupatwn ‘Tevels? Wil[ tiis be'

¥

i?s"

-

part of a plmse-m strntegy" ] SRR

ISSUE 2: If States can expand the deﬁnltlon of wlnch services munt tnwards JOBS
' o -participation, bow can the Fedenl government measure the ln!enslty of

. ‘parﬁﬂmuu"

oor=ere - For-example, modesl changes to- the parhupannn rate ulmlauon ‘may be
o made to.make the calculation more equitahle among States and to
accommodate certain types or meaningful participation whicrare
currmt!y exduded. S

" ISSUE3:  What should we do with the 20 hour rule?

Drafting Spees -

(8)  Broaden the definirion of ] OBS participation o mclude participation in activities (at State

option) whick promote the goals of a pamcipams case plan and are consistent thh the goals
of the J OBS program. S ‘

(b). - Parncxpanun in any such Stm specified activities would courntas parncxpanon in the IﬂBS
program if such panmpanon LS consistent with the goals and needs specified in the case plan.

5 JOBSmnNommunm.Pms _

OPTI_ON: . Stam will have the. option of using 10% of JOBS monies for services to mn-mstndml
o parents. At Stats option, non-custodial parents may be required to participate in
WORK - activities for 2 specified period of time prior o being eligible for JOBS

3

7. TARGETING TEEN PARENTS -

Current law

@mmlawreqmsrhatparemmdcragempamapatemaneducmomlcazvuy, bur only within —

. the context of other JOBS requirements, torgeting guidelines and participation standards.  Curvent .
law, however, also exempts children under 16 who attend school full-time, :

Yigion
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© While it is important o recogn!zz the different needs and a‘mrwenmc:r of the teen parent papular!on .
- reseagrch and demonsirarion projects have shown thar specialized services designed according to the -

needs of teen parents can help maximize pastrive outcomes with respect 1o educarional arsainmeny,

. personal responsibility, job readiness, child developmens, life. skills, response to incentives, and

others. These imporiant lessons must be incorporated inso-the welfare system in order to benefit from
them. To do'so, éxemptions.which in ¢ffect deny access of teen parenss to needed services must be*'
modified. The welfare reform plan-will ensure-tha évery-teenager who is on or applies for welfare -
while pregnant or having had a child enrolls in the JOBS program, finishes their education, and is

o

put on a track to self- .rqﬁ?c!enqv Every taenage-parent fmale or female, case head or not, any age) .~

will be mandated to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or paternily is established.
There will be no exempiions for teen parents. All JOBS rides pertaining to social contracts,

,mlayabmry plans, and participation will apply to teen parents. The premrprian in current law that

the plan should caﬂforrhe comp!enon oﬂugk school or a GED, unless it Is mappropnate will be

-~ malntained.

- Finding. ways o help teenagers who have children while on welfure or then apply for welfare Ls one of
" the top prioriries of this welfare reform inttlative. Helping children undersiand the implications and

resporuzbduw: associcted with.having children is one of the critical goals of our prevention strategy.

. Equally important, however, is assuring that those teenagers wha do have children stay tn school, get .

their educarlon, and go on o work and become self-sufficient. Demonstration programs have shown

. thar services targeted 1o teen pareni$ on wem:re can have an effect on thexr educanan and enqplaymzm
- praspem ' ‘ ‘

o
ISSUE 1: - Do we mnndnte speual Qse managemwt or othu- semoes for feen parents?

. ISSUE2: . Do we have separal.e parhapatmn reqmmnents for teen parmts" For example,

_ will States be reqmred to mke all teen parmts parhupateln JOBS utmues.

Iy

‘ i . I.l e - ’ -_ . ] .. . '\."

service delivery 10 teens mcludmg

- indicating whal other tean parent programs are being provided in the State and how [ {9):1

services will be linked to the teen parent semce network.

e descnbmg how family planmng pa.renung a.nd lifs skills trammg will be.made available w

JOBS teens

- an option to develop LEAP hke mcennvelsanmon pmgram 0 encouragc staying in school
- other behavior

Rt

OPTION: Requu-e that Stntes develop and mclude in ﬂ:e:r State JOBS plans specul srmemas for .
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‘ nn:;ur pa.;i. -5 -
()  State option of appropriate activity raquxremcnu for dependear children who are at-risk of - '
" drop-out or teen-pregnancy. (For example, requice school attendance, etc.)

()~ At State optian, States could test the effemvenm of creating 4 specialized cmnculum of S

| = - “-activities via the case plan geared towards the needs of teen parents. (For example, inthe.. . .
case plan, activities involving parsnting and lifc skills, family planning, and sawndzry ‘ o

e T '-‘Feduc.anon coilld be‘required before m:tendmg activities onented towards’ employment) B

v 3

- s

Sanctions for non-participation under the currers JOBS program result in a loss in the portion of. *
-~ benefits for the individual not in compliance with required activiries until the failure to comply ceases.
In the evert of subsequent nion-compliance, the sanction Is a minimum of 3 months for the second
- Jailure to comply, and a mintmumn of 6 monshs for all subsequent non-compliance.. AddMonally, the -
State cannot reguire apammwacceptmpta;mwng’ﬂunamu&mmfmﬂykadmm in
cash mcome ' . .o

! 'IS'ISII'!

Under these provisions, States would gain some ﬂanbiﬂry ngardmg sanction polu:y bt much of zize ‘
- current sam::ion policy wauld remain intact - _ ‘

‘ D;gmng Specs -
. {8) Make elimihation of the concilistion requirement a State option.
(b) . Prognm Interactions

T During sanction perinds, assume gin unsanctioned AFDC bencﬁt when calmlaﬂng
- benefits for other means-tested programs,

2 Sanctioned familes. will g2l have complets access o other svailable services.
3. . Sanctioned months would be mnslde:ad mom:hs ot‘ rece.lpt for ca]'culatmg nm&-llnuts

d 'Ehmmate separate sancuon pohcms and requ;remems for pareats employed (20+) with a chdd
under 6

9. muss—m orNa:w:Rmnmmﬁ

ISSUE 1: . Does the federal government wish (o pmnwle f "saturatlon type full
| participation:model for JOBS"

11
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ISSUE 2:

_ IS'SUES:--

EXAMPLE:

 OPFION2:

-t

RS OPTION 13

'Ihe sub~popula.t:on could be mmally se.lec:ed amnrding t0.2 opboas “available 1o

© DRAFT + for discurdom wly . - -

If States implement the new provisions oun & partial basis, does this preseut

problems for admnmsh-anun and monltonng"

How can we ensure that resources are expended udequ:tely for huplanenmﬁon of

- the new JOBS program and also ongoing m for current JOBS wﬂumts"

-Implemeatation of the JOBS prov:swns shall-be: accomplished by expanding- the State-

JOBS paruc:paﬁon rate on a gradual basis, wherehy an incrsasing number of
gpplicants/recipients will be served under the new tramsitional assistance provisions. .

- States would be required to implement full participation requirements for some
portions of the populations as opposed 'to an across-the-State percentage. States would |

select a sub-pottion of the AFDC population and would make JOBS available and -

- mandatory for. wery nonexempt pammpant within the" sub—populatlon

States, The firstis geographic considerations (i.e., specified counties of i region

B

within the State). All residents within these areas would be subject to the provigions _ |

of the new transitional assmnu'pmgram. The second option is for States

- implement the new provisions for « designated sub-population statewide. This sub-

population would be designated according to 2 selection criteria approved by the
Departments, such 35 all new applicants or teenage recipients, etc. Altemwvely,
States would have the option to combins these 2 approaches.

If a State chooses to implement the system geographically, States would specify 2
time-frame for when all counties will have the new JOBS program operational, subject
to Federally imposed deadlines. Alternatively, if States targeted new appli

eventually the old system would also be "grand fathered" out of operation. If tsenage -

recipients are targeted the State would still be required to preseat a plan for full )
pbase-m , -

A State aow scrves 13% of the IOBS-mandamry populmon and must $ecve an
additional 2% by next year. Instead of raising the entire the participation lavel by

* increasing the number of JOBS participants statewids, the State selects 3 counties

where all AFDC (JOBS-mandatory) recipients and applicants will receive JOBS

*" services. “The participation in that county will be —100% (excluding all defured‘and

sanctioned clients) while the participation level across the State will become 15%, as
required. An additional State facing the same circumstances chooses to require all

“applicants to participate in JOBS. Among new applicants, the participation level

approaches 100% (agzin, excluding deferments and sanctioned clients), while the -

‘statewide parncnpanon rate (among all IOBS-mandatory lndl\'lduals) ar the requu'ed

nme frame is 15% end’ grow:.ng

States would be required, by a speuﬁed date, to serve all pew apphcams and l‘.een

" parents. States must develop a plan for eventual phase-in of remaining population

which is consistent with the provisions of this Act.

1z
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mtlrr-jr.&un anly
Drafting Specs
@ ;For the phx"poses of impleniénw.ion of the pwvisnon.s of this Act, Ststes will include an
- implementation plan as part of the Stare JOBS plan outlining bow the requirements of this Aét .
shall be implemented in rhe Stz within the required time-frame. .
@ In the' plan, States would bave:the.option o specify en initial sub-poplﬂaﬂon which shall bc e
- 3erved under the expanded JOBS program during the implementation phase. ‘This portion of.

~ the State plan is to be updatad anniially (as required) to reflect’éxpansion of the population
-served under the new JOBS program until full participarion fs achieved throughout the State.

™ ()  Among the initial sub-populations to be served as specified by the Stats plan, 100% of all
| non-exempt recipients (or alternatively, some percentage of the total sub—populmon :
.. -representing the mandatnry caseload) shall be reqmred to participate in IOBS activinm s
proscnbed by the Sta;te : e :

'_Of.*

®). - | States shall be fequi:ed to serve all new applicants and teen pirents by [some specified date].

'

.
S TN

13
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| AP - e |
' B._ IMPROVING ACCESS TO MANSTREAM EDUCATION TR.AINING AND SELF-
EMPLOYMENI‘ OPPORTUNITIES . _
g:g'rfen'j lay_ T R o f"

Under the Family Slwparr Act, the Governor of each State is requlred lo ensure that progrm e

R “. -V acrivides-under JOBS are coardmawd with JTPA and other relevant employmens, training, and -

' educanomt pmgram avatlghle.i in the State. Appropﬂate componam of :he State’ s plan wa‘:wh relate _

State plan must be reviewed by a coordinating coundil,

.The mu‘slon of the JOBS program will not be to create a sepamre education and n-amg system jbr
welfare reciplenss, bia rather 1o ensure that they have access to and informarion about the brocd ™~
array of existing programs in the mainstream.system. The JOBS program needs to be retlesigned to .
permit States to Integraze other employment and training pmgmru into the JOBS program, and to
implemsnr “one-stop shopping * educarion and rraining programs. . Under current law, states are
‘required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies
considerably. Existing barriers are statutory and tradirional; others are regulatory and pol!:.y The

. . barriers 10 bezzer coordma:wn need to bc cram!ned and addramd :

| I | - v

ISSUE 1: Should we consider changes in AFDC poln:y to bmer accommodate participation

B in other training and education programs through such mechaniswmis as a more |
genemus dismgnrd policy for’ sﬂpcnds, tralning wages, :

ISSUE 2:  What Is the suthority of the Homan Resource Investment Couneils (ERICS) and
" how will these hodles lnteract with the Departmalt ol'BHS and other Federal
- agendcs? w _

ISSUE3: L ‘Eowmllsuchaboard becompnsed md selected?

QPTION 1|: 'I'he Depamnent of Labor has pmposed the creanon ofa Human Resource Invesum.nt
S _Councll (HRIC) at the Federal level to be & counterpart of the HRICs established &t
. “the local/State level. The purpose of this council ‘could be 10 act as 3 mechanism W
; integrate the JOBS and JTPA programs and to increase linkages with other related -
: programs. HRICs could act a¢ an interagency body to consider waiver requests, The
Department of Labor proposes that the HRIC would have responsibility for: '

M developmg an overall human mvestmeut strategy and plan; '
(2) consider and estabhsh criteria upon which to evaluits and approve waivers
' from States which facﬂlme integrated secvice delivery among the principle
: Federal job training programs;

3 develcopmg mtegrated staff- u-mmng and capacnty buﬂdmg,

14
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NOTE: -

ISSUE:

" OPTION 2:

Fo.

NOTE: -

OPTION 3:

(6) . developing common reporting systems; R
) (7) 7 promotmg common eligibility. determmaﬂon, \
{8)  overseeing evaluations;

JTPA.

m}w,ﬁzm,@ .

.. (4)  seming comnmn deﬁnmons and. administrative requirements among programs; - -

(5) : senting common outcome measures;

(9  suggesting regulatory and leg:slatwe diangas w0 promote joint program
: operation and facilitate eoordination; and

(10)  establish cbjective criteria to evaluate and measure mteragency cffom to
: improve Federal program lmkages and coordination.. .

~ 'The Department of Education has responded to t.hjs proposal. 'I‘uey viewsucha - -

council as a positive endeavor, but (1) not as part of welfare reform, and (2) 2 multi-

.agency coordinating council should address not only welfare and welfare recipients, -
*but broader national workforce issues. They propose the scope of the oau.ncil should

also mclude.

(1) ‘ amcu!atmn ofa nanonal workforce prepamuon and narlonal self-sufﬁcwncy ,
agends that focuses on improving the access to and the quahty of tea.t:hlng and

: learmnglnaducaﬁonandmmmgpmgmns o .

(2) administrative requirements, perfoma.ncc measures, eligibility requirements,
sub-contracting standards and evaluative instuments;

(3)  desigo and implementation of inter-agency truuble shooung teamas; and

{4 collaboration with the private sector..

(5) " ‘Membership wuuld include Labor, Educanon, HHS OMB, and Defense.

DOEd furthcr states that on the State’ level, the vocauonal educahonal commumjy bas
had concerns regnrdmg the State HRICs. -

| Secretanes of HHS, Labor, and Edumﬂon shall plan and coordinate education and

training programs t0. encOUrage partu:lpanon of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs.. A waiver board shall be assembled to examine
eligibility issues 2nd make recommendations to promois expanded participation,
coordinated programs, and simplified asd st:ndardnzed ehgmihty Included in such
programs shall be: ‘ , .

() Pd“ﬁum

3 JTPA;
(3) - appreaticeship programs; and

4 IOBS programs.

Options 3 and 4 were furnished by DOL and mvolve full mtegrat:on of JOBS and

-

Full Integmtion of JOBS-JYPA: Runa fully mtegrated JOBS and JTFPA program,
co-located at the sefvice delivery area, with one-stop arrangemeants for JOBS

participants and JTPA Title I-A participants. Governors of each State wonld

designate which agencies were responsible for administration. (The IV-A agencies

5
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would not have automatic respons'bxllty 5) Staxes would have flexibility to include
additional servicas for target populations in addmon to basic services. Bas;c core
sérvices provided would include: . ‘ ‘
o (1) informarion on cafeer, jobs, education trauung oppommltm and suppoxt
- services, - .
(2) : ehgihx]ny assmmsut N c -
) ' counseling;- - ' - IR

. () - jobsearch assistance (g'mup and mdmdual), and

(©) job pldcemeut

Intensive services either on-site or brokered would include:
(1) . dropéin child care; |
@ education; -
(3)  traioing; S . .
(4)  work experlence; and L L — -
(5)  supportive services. : o

OPTION 4:  Jolnt planning and administration between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option,

the Governor of each State could requite a joint plan from the two agencles indicating
.- how responsibitities would be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period abd the -
- post-transitional patlod ‘Current law specnﬁes Jomt review of plan _]Omt slgn-off

. would be substituted. -

Draf ling sm ‘

1. COORDINATED EFFORTS: | d

() Department of Education proposes:. Amend the language in SSA section 433(;) which féquues ‘
that thefe be coordination between ITPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State
to specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Ca:l D. Perkms -
Vocational Educational Act. ‘

®)- Depanment of Education proposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistant basic ‘h't'eracy and
job training goals and ohjectlws of the plans required by the Adult Educatlon Act and the
Carl D. Perkins Vocaﬂonal Educatlon Act. A

© Department of Education proposee Reqmre employabdlty plan to contain exphclt
'oons:demnon of ‘basic lxteracy and cmployment slnlls ' S

(d) Department of Educatzon proposes: enhanced case management semces be avm]abla to

pammpants to maximize wordmauon of services.

, .16.
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C-‘. CONSOL]DATWG THE FNS EMPIDYB{ENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

. ENS staff have provided thefollamng oprions jbr our comndemnanfor inclusion as pan' of the
- urrent round of we{ﬂ;re. These Opuous mwlve the Food .S‘ramp Equcation and Trmmng {E&IJ
program.

.- OPTION 1: Conformmg the Food Stamp E&T progra.m thh JOBS.. LT

-1, CONFUI!M NON-C()WUANCE SANCI'IONS “WITH ]OBS NON-COMPLIANCE SANCI'lONS
Cummrly, the sanction for non-cempliance with Food Stamp work m’quemems affects the enrb-e

" household. Under AFDCJOBS, ihe sanction affects only the Individual not in comltance -

N Recanunendaﬂan confonn to E&T policy with JOBS .mno'!on pom_y ’

- {a) Eliminate the distinction between individual and household mehglhxhty ansmgﬁum BOg-
‘ complxance with work requwemems

@) Ellmmate the requxremenrs govemmg the dmlg‘nanon of head of household for E&T purposes.
© Adopt pmv:snon of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T. - -_ )
2 | E&T Exrenst Rn:munsum -
 Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program provides payments or reimbursements 10 mdzvnduals ﬁar
.. transportation and other expenses (excluding dependent care) releted to participation in the p

Participants receive payments for actual costs up to $25 per month for expenses deemed neces ary far
participation in the E&T program. The Federal government masches up to half of the amount State

agencles spend, up $12.50 of the $25. State may supplement the empunt without additional matching |

funds from the Federal government, The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participanis for
 transportarion and other cosis necessary So enable individuals 1o participate in JOBS. The Federal .
. government marches the State agency costs up 1o 50'%. Staze agencies describe in :hezr State plam
the monetary limits to be applied ro transportation and other Support services. -
Recanunendanau. conform E&T rem:bmauem policy with JOBS polu:y

(a) . Cénform Food Stamp B&T relmhursemem pnhcy to JOBS rexmbursemem pohcy by -

eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to specify monetary limits to be
applied to transportation and related expenses, '

17
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 thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

' (a) Hmnaw the 315 m:]hon perfUrmance fundmg category for Food Stamp E&T. #
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3. Fooo S'mm- E&T Darmm CARE Exmrnous

The Food Stamp E&T prugmm allows State agencies to mmpr certain individuals fram panicipaﬂan _
in program acriviries. Currently, State agencies may exempt from work registration a parent or other

household member who is responsible for the care of a dependens child under age 6 or an ... - L
mcapacuaxed person. _State agency mdy require the parent or other caretaker relative of a<child. ... . . .
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individual must be assured by the State-

-agency that child care will be guaranteed and that s/ke will not be reguired to participare more than
- 20 hours per week. A parems or relative who is personally providing care for a child under age 3 (or

younger er State option) is awomaucaHy exempt from JOBS participation. Co;gjbnnfng Food Stamp
E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater
percentage of the Food Stamp popularion to register for work at the time of application for benefits,

Recammendnrwn conform E&T exempnan provisions mth JOBS cﬁmn'a _

-

' 4. B PERF\ORMANCE thnmc FOrR FOOD S'mm- E&T

" Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program duznbms $75 million as a Federal grant to .S'rare agencies
 for the administration of their E&T programs. Of this $75 million, $60 million is distribured

according to each State’s proportion of work reglseranis (norqmj’armamﬁmdmg) while the .
remaining $15 million is based on State program performance. This aprion would eliminate the $15
million performance funding categary for Food Stamp E&T. The USDA would df.m'lbute :hc entire
$75 million based on the nonperformance formula. :
Recommendation: eliminate the $15 million perfommnce Junding carexory

®) Dlsrnbutmn of Federal funds for E&T will be hased according to each State’s proporuon of
work regtstrants

18
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| ohioN 2 Comohdatmg E&T with JOBS .

~ State agenc:es stress that serving s:mz!ar papulaﬂan: with d;ﬂ"eren: progrwn ndes cmd ﬁmdlng

- [@oos

. _structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability 1o aperate the program ‘

o effectively, ' Cofisolidating the E&T program with JOBS would reswlr in a more effective overall

.. serve recipients aof public assistance and those niot recelving publxc assistance (NPA), the
- adminissrative burden associated with the opermon of 2 sepam:e Faderal emplaymem and rrazmng
_ 'progrm'm' wuid be elvmnazed _ :

administration of Federal employmént and :ratn!ng programs, -While the program would continue: tb o

NOTE - Isthisa potentxal avenue for mcorpomting the employment & traimng needs of '

non-cmlodial pnrents*

Cmemly, USDA d:.smbmes 575 million in a 100% gram 10 State agencws o admmirter thelr E&LT

programs. Statés thar choose o spend maore than their 100% gran: can receive a 50% Federal match
" Jor administrative costs. Legislation could conform match rates for E&T setvices with JOBS march

rates. If trangferred ro HHS, consolidating funding structures end Federal financial requirements for

" the 2 program wouid greazly reduce the ad*ldnzm'anm bw'den for Stare aperanng agencies
| OPTION Altematwe fundmg streams for a mnsnhdated model mclude
®  wansfercing funds from USDA 0 HHS; o
| (iij . USDA funding States dr.rectly through comracts o _ AT _ . R
(iii) _ fuudmg apprOpnated dxrectly 10 HHS o o | .I
2 Mmmwrmncmmonmvmmmm - L
Co In FY 1990. mdFYIPE'I State.f were required zoplme noﬁemr than 50% ofzh.ear E&Tmandm‘a(y |

. population into E&T activities. Hn.s' per_tbmance .rmndard was tawsred ra 10% for FY 1992 and
beyord. . S

Coa

'OPTION T "Ash way to ensure coi:tinugd p'articipaﬁcd i ampluymeﬁt andruah:ing acﬁvities by T
- Food Stamp recipients, HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number

- of NPAs, possibly based vg the current 10% required particlpauon rate. The lowered
 standard atlows for more intensive services.: States would specify in their State JOBS

plans how. this populat:on would ba’served and how paxnc:pauun requlrements wou!d L

S bemet.

. '[D. DEMONSTRATIONS spesifications tollow here] -
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Coemow: o 'PARTTIMEWORK_

Therc has been discussion of ﬁndmg a way o provxde income suppozt to people working part time
outside of the AFDC system. Here's an uption for dwwsmun purposes of how such & program muld
. work .

[EoR

Divide AFDC into two programs Transmona} Suppon. and Work Support

e

- - [T . o

‘ Tmns:t:onal Suppoﬂ. \vould be the time hm.lted AFDC program ] OBS par'uc:pauon would be
mandatory for recelpt of TS, although deferrals and extensions would be awu]able as discussed.

) Work Support would be a much sm:pler mcome supplement program:- o '
To be eligible;-applicant would hxve o be working 20 houts a week [Las in low benefit
) © sates), -
- WS nﬂes could be simplified much further than TS ~ namely, it n:ught sense to adopt Food
" Stimp filing unit and rules for WS, and determine WS as a percentage of Food Stamps.
- Asset rules for Work Support would be more liberal, and any asset acowmulatior - o
demonstrations would only be open to those on Work Support.:
- States could bave the option of sefting up the Work Support program as a state EITC (as mors
' states are doing - Cuomo just proposed one for NY) pm\nded advanced payment was made-
. - available regularly and simply. .
- Work Support would not be time lumtad

- Thls proposal could : ‘
. make life easier for the working poor by snmphfymg the:r interaction with a.ssutance _
programs
-, separate two dlstmct misgions ~ transmonal support for non»workets and income suppogt for
- poor workers —~ currently captured in oné program - into two distinct programs .
- permit AFDC workers 10 be trained 1 link clients with Child Support, EITC, Child care, etc.
-~ the role we had once eoncepmahzad for the Work Suppon Agency

CON; Little more than 2 cosmetic.name change a ' . B
~ PRO: Even s cosmetic distinction may be important — otherwise AFDC witl be moving in two
' dnec:tmns. oontractmg because of time Iumts while expzndmg as an moome supplement

‘CON: Complexxty; Counter tn-reinventmg_gqvemment.m create two programa‘,where one exists, ™
“PRO: Clarity; Ope two year program for those who aren’t working but want to; Another simpler,
more supparuve program for those who wurk o
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" participation in the AFDC program:
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TIMZE LIMITING ASSISTANCE

Goor

Most of the peaple who enter the welfare sysrem do not r:ay on AFDC for many years comecunveb: Ir -

is much more common Jor recipients 1o move in and owt of the welfare system, staying a relatively bﬂef
penod gach time.” Two ous of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years

“vand fewer than one in ﬂve spends five consecutive yew-s on AFDC. Hdlf of thoie who leave welfare, - -
" however; return within. two years, and: three of every four return af some point”in the future. Most.. = .-
récipients use the AFDC program not ds a pemanem alternative to work, bur as temporary assxsrance'

dunng times of ecammzc difficulty.

While person.r who remain on AFDC for Iong penads ar & time represent an!y a modest percentage af all
people who ever enter the system, Rowever, they represent g high proportion of those on welfare ot any
given time.. Althaugh many face very-serious barriers to employment, including physical disebilities,
others.are able 10 work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most Iong-tem recipients
are noton a rradc toward obtazmng employment- that will enable Ihem o Ieave AH)C

T

ﬂze zwo-year tmw lumr is pan‘ of the overaﬂ effort.to shgﬁ the focus afrhe welfare System ﬁam dl.sbursmg

. funds 10 promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and the welfare

agency @ structure thas necessiiates steady progress in the direction of employment and economic
mdependence As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limit withour finding a

private sector job will be aﬂ’ered pubhcly subsidized mrk a.ssigmnems to enable them to suppar: their

famihes

Cuyrrent Law and Du n of

The AFDC program provides cash a.s.sz.sxwzce ro households in which needy children have been depnved
of paremeal support (Secrion 401, Sacial-Security. Act), including two-parent househiolds in which the

principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal -

guidelines, States set .\'randards used 1o determine need and payment, In order to be eligible for AFDC,
the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard (Section 402(aj),

irs counrable income must be less than the need standard, and the rotal value of Itz assets must be helow -

the limit set hy the Srate

- The cash as.sasrance is pranded 10, and accounts for the needs aof, :he parent(s} or arher caretaker

relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States
fthose which did nor have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to

- place a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting eligibility for AFDC-UP

to 6 months in any 12-manth period (Section 407(5) ). - Thirteen states presensly impase time limits on

AFDC-UP eligibility: Under curremt law, however, no. other rype af nme Ixmzrs may be placed on .

B

Tme preposal would unpose. on adidis, a. cumulative time Iimlr of wo years on the receipt of ca.r}z
assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain. -~

circumstances.. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would rot count against the time limit,
The m—year limit would be renewable—once an mdzvzdual Ieft welfare, he or she would begin to-earn
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back élz'gibility Jor assistance. - . ' '
' 1. Definition of Time Limit
(@  The time limit would be a }imit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an

2.
@

' '_ would be kept for each individual subject to the time limit. Non-ueedy caretaker relatwas would

(b).

individual c&ﬁ]d receive within any 120-month period.- Months in which an individual. was.
.-receiving assistance but was defarred from the JOBS program (no: reqiiiced to pardcipats) would

‘oot count against the 24~momh tune lnmt

Amlicapmg of TlmQ L;m its

The ume limit would apply only to parents and naedy caretaker relatwes (for treatment of teen.

_parents, see Tee Parents below). - A record of the number of months of cash assistance received.

not be subjec: 0 the nme lumt

ln a two-pa:ent farmly, bor.h parenrs would be. subject to the time limi, prov:ded ne:ther patent
“was deferred from JOBS. ‘The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as ona -

of the two pa:ents had not reached the time !umt for transmona] assistance. -

EXA_MIPLE A single father wrth two children who came omto the rolls twelve months ago
- marries 2 woman with no children and no prior welfare receipt. Both are required to participate
in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty-four months of benefits. The marriage

does not go well and they separate after ten months. The father and his children at this point are |

eligible for only two more months of cash assistance. If, on the other hand, the two had
remained together, the famx]y wnu]d have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash
- benefits.

Under current law, the second parent' in a rwo-parent family is not exempwd from participation

in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent

would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would then be treated as any other - -

deferred recipient--counted toward the maximum mmber of adult recipients 2 State is permitted
to defer (see Deferrals in JOBS specifications). In such an instance, a two-parent family could

be eligible for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed w0 24 for a single-parent -
mt- .

family. Again, this would onl case jf the gecond parent were
program. L o

RATIONALE: While the provision described above might be interpreted to févor_twb—parent

families over single-parent households, its inteat is actually to equalize treatment of one and two-’

parent families. Applying the time litnit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have
access to JOBS services (due to deferral) but ot to a deferred parent in a one~parent family
would constitute, to some extent, a bias against two-parent families. .NOTE: If a second parent

- were officially deferred but nonetheless participated in the JOBS program (i.e., as a volunteer}

- that second parent would be subject to the time lmzut

An individual who had'reachgd the time limit for cash assisumg;é would not be pérmitted to

2 .
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act as a payee for h15 or ber children, In other words, 2 parent who had recewed cash’

" benefits for 24 months would ot be able to, rather than enrolling in the WORK program,
continue receiving cash benefits un behalf of his or her children (i.e., with the parent s needs
no longer taken into-account in dexemnnmg the grant) ‘ ‘

| {c) Dependent. chﬂdren other than teen custochal pareats, would not ‘be subject o the time limit. -
States would not be required to keep a-record of duration of cash: assmmnce receipt for R

persons in the household who were nut the parent(s) or caretaker relatwe ‘

3. T Arents

(@) Adlteen parents would be requltad to p:ut:clpatc in JOBS and would be subject u:ﬂhe 24—

_ month time limit.. The clock would begin ta run ypon receipt of assistance as a custodial -
parent. Custodial parents under 20 could receive cash besefits, even if they bad reached the
24-month-time limit, provided they were enrolled in high school or 2 GED program. After -
stiaining a diploma or tumning 20, they would still be cllg1ble for the standard cxtensmn as -
descnbed below (see Exten.sagg_s helow)

()  Teen parents who reach the time limit and are not ini school would be permitted to enroll in
job search (and continue recewmg cash beneﬁts) for up to 3 months befnre eutcrmg the
WORK program. -

: E_XAMPLE: A teen mother begins receiving benefits as a custodial parent at age 15, with
high school as her JOBS activity, At age 17, after two years on cash assistance, she leaves
school before artaining her diploma. She participates in job search (unsvccessfully) for 3
months, after which she enrolls in the WORK program, At age 19, she decides to re-gater
hlgh schoal. By her 20th birthday, she is still six months from completing high school. She -
is granted an extension to get her diploma. At that point, if she were not ahle to find 2’
prwaze sector job, she would have to re-enter the WORK program. '

RATIONALE .While a bit involved, the above stmcture, when dlsnlled down to its essentials, ~
_permits any custodial parent under 20 who s in high school or 8 GED program to receive
~cash benefits, This would allow teen pa.re.ms in the WORK program to go back'to hngh

school or enter 3 GED program.

o
s ¥

As noted in the JOBS specifications, extensions would be for iﬁdividuals who had reached the 24—~

month time limit for cash beﬂeﬁts while deferrals would be for persons who had not yet reached the .
limit (see Deferrals in the JOBS specifications for a further discussion of the difference bexween ]
deferrals and extensions). .

a), Extenslon policy would take -ane of two forms, sumlar w the two opt:om. under defetral

pohcy



" ol/12/e4

®

- age of adult’ rec:p:em.s (4-5%)

. -OPTION-TWO: -

18:34 - 202 690 6562 - . DHHS/ASPE/ESP .. @010

DRAFT.: Fo;-discusiononly o L 113

OPTION OI\E

As with Option Ope under Deferrals ini the LQ_j specxﬁcaﬂons the criteria for extensions of
the time limit would not be specified in-statute, but would be left to the discretion of States.
The number of persons with extensions at any given time would be 11m1ted to 2 fixed percent-

S

States wiuld be perm:tted to gra.nt extensions of the time limi¢ under the circumstances llsted

: Vhelow, up to the same limit (4—5% of aduit recipients) as under Opnon ‘One.

‘ '(l) For compleuon of high sxhool 2 GED program or other eertlﬂca:e-grantmg
. training program or educational Adivity expected to enhance employab:llty,
provided the individual is making satisfactory progress toward attaining 2~
dxploma or completmg the program (extension limited to 24 mnmhs)

2 For complcnon of post~seconda:y educ.abon provided the individual is
enrolled in 2 work-study program or otherwise employed at least part-time and
is making satisfactory progress toward auammg a depree (extension lmuted to

24 months) L _ ,

. (3)  For some persons who are lea:mng dlsabled ﬁluerate or who face other
- substantial barriers to employment. This wuuld include a seriously leaming
disabled person whose emplayability plan to date has been designed to
avercome that obstacle and who consequently has not yet obtained the job
skillg training needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura-
tion). These decisions would be made on a case-by-case basis. -

*) For persons who reached the time limit without having adequate access to the
- services specified in the employability plan. In instances in which a State
failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, called for in
the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal
to the number of months neaded to complete the uctivities in the emplayability
plan {up to a limit of 24 months). -
OPTION ONE VERSUS OPTION TWO: State flexibility with respect to extension policy is :
greater under Option-One, . Option Two, while permitting considerable State discretion in - .
extension policy (see #3 above), pravides some direction, in an sttempt to discourage Stares
from, for example, devoting virtyally ull extensions to JOBS participants who had proven.
difficult to serve. States could still do this under Option Two, but specifying completion of
high school or other education ind training programs as 4 criteria for extension might '

encourage States. to make some extensions. ava.dable for these purposes

Under eithier option, States would be requu'ed 1] contmue providing supportwa sarwcm as
needed 0 persons who had received ‘extensions of the Lune limit.
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Part-time work (for petsous receiving cash assistance) would be treaied as distinct from bo:h
participation in the JOBS program and deferral from the JOBS program

An individual workmg an average of 20 or more hours per week or carnmg at le&’st $400
..during the. month would pot be required to-participate in the: JOBS program but-woiild not be

gggamm_dgfgrr_ed far pm‘posas of ca.lwlatmg the percentage of ada!t rec:pxeuts defexred

Months in which an mdmdual worked part-ume as daﬁned here would not be counted e

- against the time limit.

_.h.._"‘....

were elther in the JOBS program or workmg pari-time.

o

" Earing Back’ Eligibil; g:

* Persons wha had left the cash sssistance program would earn back eligibili ity for months.of

cash assistance at 2 rate of one month of cash assistance clzglbzlrty for every four months
during which the individual did ot receive cash assistance. Individuals would not begin
earning back assistance; however, until they had spent a1 least twelve consecutive months both -

"not on cash assistance and not in the WORK program. Thc total months of assistance for
which 2 person was el:g:ble at any time could never exceed 24

EXAMPLE; An individual applies for assistance for the first time in Janﬁary 1997, is not

" defecred from the JOBS program and enters 2 JTPA in-class vocational training program in
" March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and leaves the JOBS program in December

of 1997. At that point, she is eligible for 13 months of cash assistance. Two years later, she-
is laid off from her job.and is unable 1o find another. She re-applies for assistance in

- February 2000, 26 months afier leaving welfare. . At this point, she has earned back 3.5 )

months of cash assistance (26 total months minus the first year, for 8 net of 14 months,
divided by 4), which, when added two the ongmnl 13 months gives her 16.5 months Df
eligibility remaining.

NOTE: A generous earn-back provision could contnbute to mnmmzmg the numbe.r of paoplc b |
re-entermg the WORK program. = . o A

. Persons who left thv: WORK program would also be able to earn back moaths of cash

assistance, just as described above. States would have the option of exrolling WORK'
program re-entrants in-job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list
for WORK assignments (WORK program re-eotrants would be eligible for cash benefits while

participating in Job search)

States would be permitted to design aitemaxe methods of 3110wmg persons t eam back

‘ _mom:hs of assistance,
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JQb Searchffransmq_ nto Work

Rec1p1ents wauld be requlred 0 eugage in ]ob search dunng a pe.nod of not less thari 45 days
-(up-10 90 days, at State option) immediately precedmg the end of the time limit. The job
“search requu—ement does not preclude partxc:patlon in other JOBS acmuues - :

oS

An mdwldual would not be. permmed to enter the WORK program untzl he ¢ or shehad
- complsted the required 45-90. days.af.job search. In other words, a person who. reached the . -
~ time limit without having parhclpated in job search for the last 45-90 days would not be - '

perm:ued 1o either-take 3 WORK assignment or go on the waiting list. An individual in thxs_
category ‘would continué to have 4ccess to job search services, even after reaching the time
limit, and would have to complete the requited period of job search.to be able to enter the
WORK program. While fulfilling this requirement, a person | in this category would not be
ehglble for cash benefits or for a WORK assignment.

- States would have the vption of pr’owdmg additional nioﬁtlis‘ of cash. assxsmnc.é to. individuals .
- who found employment just as their el:glbzliry for. cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide
‘ them over unnl the first paycheck . :

EXAMPLE: Janudry is the last momh in whlch a rec:p:eut is elxglble for cash benefits. At

 the end-of ] anuary, he finds a job. . He will not, however, recaive his first.paycheck until the

end of February. The State would have the option of issuing a benefit check for the month of .
February, even though be reached the time limit in January. He could be required to -

~ reimburse the [V-A ageucy for the benefit: check with- repayment to be stretched out over
‘titme.

At State option, persons who had left the JOBS progfim for work would still be eligible.for
selected JOBS services, including case managemem for up to 12 momhs

| Statcs would be reqm.red 1o continue prov:dmg transitional Medlcaxd beneﬁts as under current

_law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care
coverage werg gua.ranmad within the State. - :
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Deferral policy wuuld tzi.ke one of three ﬁorms

OPTION 1:  The criteria for deferral would not be speciﬁed in stazute. States would hnve completc
_ discretion as to whom to defer, up to a fixed percentage of the caseload (30-40%).

' ’Accordm,gly. 60-70% of all adult recipients (iacluding teen parents) would be requlmd
to participate in the JOBS progmn or work pm-ume m ordet t0 be ellgible fot ush
benefits.

h SR e ' . . 517-
RATIONALE FOR QOPTION ONE (Whj' ﬂl—?ﬂ%"] C - ' T

During FY 1992 57% of adult recipients were excmp;ed ﬁom participation in JOBS. Of the

remmaining 43% who were required to pamclpatz slightly under one-fifth (16%) were actually

participating in JOBS at any given time, meaning that only 7% of all adult feipients were actually .
participating in JOBS. To serve that 7%, States speat a total ‘of about $1 billion (Rederal and State), -
These figures unply that if 60% of adult recipients were required to participate, and of those S0%

werc actually participating, the cost would be approximately $4 billion. If 80% were required to

. e T
‘ pa.rtlcipare and 50% were actux.lly putcapmng, the cost would be in the nmghborhood of §5.75 f--'?";::wﬁi, -

Given that more than half @7) of all Stases now exempt at lm't' 60% of adult ir'eciplants, limiﬁng
~ States to deferring 30-40% would represent a serious cbange from current practice. While the
‘ballpark cost figures in-the: precdmg paragraph do not consider factors such as changes in the

caseload or an increase in part-time work, the numbers do suggest that it might be difficult to get the 7 ohson™ *
deferral rate below 3040%, gwen cost consteaints. s oehie A
RS

OPTION 2: A 'number of criteria for defe.rra.l from the JOBS pmgram wou!d be spec:ﬁed in, ﬁg,ac—s
. statute. States would be peemitted, in addition, to defer up to a fixed peccentagfe (10~ 7 ca37

~ 20%) of adult reciplents under other criteria, Eighty-ninety perceat (80-90%) of adult cHILD
" recipients not Jeferred under the Fede:ally specified criteria would be requued 0

o P
either participate in the JOBS program or work pau-t-ume ‘ o /l;’:: .:Ahg’“"(
JOBS exemption critacia would be narrowed to limit specxﬁed defemd criteria t the - |
,followmg (change Jrom current law.in pmmhe:e:) R ST Lor \
o | itd
N0 R l]lness mcludmg menml illness, incapacﬂy or advanced age (Same e custent1aw); ; R PA/ )1§71
v)) Needed in the home to care for another membe: of the household whao is 111 o e CL& -4
. incapacitated (same as cwrenz Iaw), . : : {7 s LTS T
3) i) , Paront or needy carecaker relative of a chifd under ouc who was born either ' :
' before or within 10 months of the family’s- mOst recent applicarjon for -
assistance; or . . S
i) Within a- 120-day penod fullowmg the birth of 3 child bom 10 or more NS
months after the mast recent apphcanon for assv.smnce S grtekill?

. - A—E‘L c[( fﬂ uniu X /9/»; c:«,o (\l‘o'}{\LA of,? io 2&2
- CLH"M <—l Plv) ‘%M {...Q“*dﬂu s‘wa
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Meeting: Thuraday, January 27

' © 7:30 am ~ 9:30 am:
ACP heruspace Building’

, Gth Fluor Audxtarlum

Addressees _

Mary Jo Bane, ACF .~ 17401-2337 . . ° T . FaX 401-4678

. .Bruce Reed. .. 456-6515 - . . - FAX 456-7028/7739

-~ Kathi Way 1. 456-7777 "+ ' FAX 456- 7028/7739
Isacc Shapiro, DOL - 219-8271: - -~ | FAX 219-7971

- Larry Katz, DOL- T °219-5108 - " FRX 219-7659

Doug Ross, DOL - 219-6050 . . - FAX 219-6827 "
Dolores Battle, DOL  219-6236 o - FAX 219~5183 - .
Roxie Micholsen, DOL . 219-766% *. - = . 'FAX. 219-219-5455"
Bo Cutter, Treasury 622-2010 . .. - FAX'622-1294
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A ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM S

. NOTE: o ‘l‘he Department of Educanon propose.s a heavy human capital investraent mo-:le.l to

- welfare reform...[n the memo of December 29, 1993,.Education identifies four areas ..

where they feel a commitment to education is necessary to ensure that.welfare

recipients receive adequatz services. These arcas-are; (1) various legislative jnitiatives -

from DOEd'should be referenced and reinforced; (2) education and training must be
facilitated during the two-year transitional period and appropriate extensions should be
" granted for completion of such activities; (3) increased coordination between JOBS
and education and training providers should be pmmoted including case management
services to facilitate such coordination; and (4) provisions that would allow welfare
recipients to work part-time and attend school without reduction in benefits should be
included in the welfare reform proposal. ~They have also made sowme spccnﬁc
recommendations mcorporated elsewhere in this sectlon

r
s

-' . NOTE: Both the Department of Labor and the Department of Agrxculture have spaclﬁc

proposals which have also been mcorporated elsewhere in this section.
1. PROGRAM Eunou.mwr co
Q];rrgn; Law

The Family Supparf Act mnda:ea‘ tha: wpon enro!lment m:o the AFDC program, the State must mab:
an initial assessment of applicanis with respect 1o child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior mrk
experience, and emp!ayabzhty of the applicant. .On the basis of this assessment, the State must -
develop an engaloyabduy plan for the applicant. The State may require pm:czpants to ender into a
formal agreement which specifies the participant's obligations under the program ard the acrivities
‘and services provided by the State. The employability plan is not considered a controct. States may
require some applicants o underga Job search ac:mnes for 8 weekf and an additional 8 weeks for
y AFDC reczplenrs .

 vis -

Ar the point of the intake-process, applicants Will learn of their specific responsibilities and
expectationy regarding the JOBS program and time-limits. All States and applicants will now be
required 1o enter inlo an agreemens 3pecifying the responsibilities of each party. This will be
accomplished through a social contracs and an employability plon.  While the social consracs will
outline a gencral agrecment, the employability plan will be focussed on the specific employment

reluted needs of the upplicant. Although these are not IegaI conrraces, these agreements will serve o
. .‘refacm rhe dzrecrzan of the we{fare pragram - ) s

Ratlgnal | o _, -

Wit

doo2 .
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' States must change the culture af the welfare .s)-.stm by duzugmg the e.xpectarzom of both appzxcan:s
and case workers, This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the ™
" intake process to siress the shift from eligibility and benefir determinasion to employment and access to

educarion and tralning. - The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled owt . PR

and enforced. JOBS programs must continue 10 be mﬂtzed as an entity dengned o link clients to . ,
services in the cammwmy e me e S p—

i

g Draﬁmg 59;55 L e 'A L T R p—
. (8) All applicants, upon enrollment, wdl be requu'ed to sign a Social Conttact with the Stare
- . specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and the State agency under the revised
transitional assistancs (JOBS) program and under a program of time-limited assistance.
®) | Upmi enroflment, all applicants must be provided iﬁltﬁ information about the revised JOBS
- program and informed of their status tegardmg eligibility for transitional assistance,
specifically the- amount of time of remaining eligibility. ‘
(c) The Sucla} Contract shail not be 2 legal contract.
2. . EWLOYA.B[III'Y PLAN
Draftiog Specs -

@ Change current SSA language that a State "may" require the participant to enter into an
agreement with the State agency to follow rhe employabi]ity plan as developed to "must.”

(b))  Add language requiring States to complete the assessment and employability plan wnthm a
nme—frame specified by the Sccretary of Health and Human Services.

(€0  The employability plan shall specify a the-frame for ach:evmg self-sufﬁcuency (pursuaot to
“the sections regarding time-limited transitional benefits) and the prescribed activities sha]l o
reﬂect the needs of the partlcipant t successfully meet this time-frame. - S

3. ’Dr:rmm*s UNDER JOBS | |
gagrrgn;ngJ .. ' | _ - : e N v

States must reguire non-exempt AFDC reczp:en.rs to pamc:pate in the JOBS program to the exfent that
resources are available. . Exemptions under the cwrrent JOBS program are Jor those applicants and
recipients who are fll, incaparizated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the lllness or
incapacity of another family member; the careraker of a child under age 3 {or, at State option, age
1); employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age 16 or aztending-a full time
educational program; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area
where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (but older than the age for an
exemprion) who is personally providing care for the child may be required to parilcipase only if
participation requirements are limited to 20 hours.per week and child care is guaranteed. For AFDC-

"
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Ur famdms thc exemprion mlaring to the age of a child may anly apply to ane parem, or ro netrher
parem if child care is guarameed

: xsio

. Under new provisions, a greater number of pamczpcmts will be JOBS mandarory Smgle-pmn! and ..

wo-parent fwmhes will be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. . THé current exemption

"= -~ "policy, whick is based on an individual's characteristics, will be replaced witk a-policy which will

allow for temporary dafermem ﬁam parrldpa:lan reqmremen:s Jor good cause as determmcd by the

Stare' -
Rationale

I order to change the culmre of w{fare, it is necessary to stress the unpoﬂance of full pamapanon
in the JOBS program. It is also :mportant to ensure thar all welfare recipients who are able to -
participaze in JOBS have such services made avallable 10 them by the States. Elimination of
exemptions sends a strong message thar full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of
evenrs, and not the exception. ' A limited deferment policy gives the States the Slexibility to temporardy
excuse recipients from pamapmiou who are unable due tov good cause.

ISSUE 1: If States are given a pementage of population as a mlmg, what pen:ent of the
S - mselond should be exempt? (See Option 1) .

ISSUE 2: Shuuld States have the option to make dependents under 16 be JOBS mandatory -

: ror sone acuhues" oL

NOTE: Deferral policy shonld be coordinated wlth phase-in strategy. - Grédoally :
increasing participation rate percentages. (f designated for deferral policy) could
be part of a,phase—in option (if we use total caseload as the denominator). .

See‘ TIME-LIMIT sectic;ns fpr lc?gislatlti;fe' sﬁeciﬁcations
4. JOBS SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS
éurreﬁt Layg o | |

A range of services and acnwnes must be o_ﬂiered by States under Ihe current JOBS program, bt
~ States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
- widely among States. The services which must be included-dre: educerional activities, including high -

_school and equivalent education, basic liseracy, and English proficiency; ;obs skills training; job
readiness activities; job development ard job placement; and supportive services 10 the extent that
these services are necessary for participarion in JOBS. - Supportive services include. child care under @
variety of circumstances, and transportarion and work related expenses, States must also offer at

i L

oo
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least 2 af the following services: group and md!wdual Job search; n~rhe )ob rra!njng (T}, wark
supplemenzation programs (WSP); and community work experience programs (CWEP), Thereisa
need to expand the definition and range of services available under JOBS, States would malntaln zhe
ﬂe:nbduy 10 determine the mix of JOBS services avallable and reqmred for pam«::pants '

Vigi

TR e e . - . . " -
c o - . " 2 yag-
& P : ‘ e

The deﬁnmon of saa.q’aaory pamczpauon in the JOBS pmgmm M.H be broadenad o mclude acrmnes
that are important to helping individuals prepare for work and self-sufficiency. States will have broad
latitiude in determining which services are provided. Addmanally Job search ac:m.rues w:H bc '
amphastzed t0 promote work and wrp.'oymen:

ISSUES.

- —YISSUE 1:

NOTE:

ISSUE 2:

 ISSUE 3:

ISSUE &4:

OPTION: .

-

Will addltionul servwes!pmgrams be reimhursable under JOBS id so, whlch
unes" _ :

Thmugh regulatlon, the’ Swetary could allow States to offer ndditmnal ser?ices

as appropriate JOBS activities, Such services may include such services which

atd participants in attaining goals specified in the employabll:ty plan. See JOBS
PARTICIPATION, which tollows. '

Should CWEP and Altu-nnhve Work experlmw rules be more ﬂble (Fnr . o
_example, to allow State to require recipients to participatc in CWEP for a L e
number of hours whlch results in a beneﬁtlhmlr ration less th:m minimum wage)"

Should States have the option of eliminating the requnn:mmt to serve voluntesrs Disabled Qx'
first? Advecates for persons with disabilities are concerned that ellminatmg thna :
requirement may result in less services for this population.

Assuming States are not required to offer case managed services, shall the

Federal government take steps to promote such semm" (Sf.:e OPTION which

. follows) i,

Enhanmd (automated} Ca.se Mnnagement

LooSwmE

The. Departmeut shall develop (see part 4 below) and the States can implement enhanced sutornatad _
case-managmncnt systems to assist in the administration of the new JOBS program. This enhanced
case management system shall have cartain capabilities in order to appropriately assist in the “
. atministration and monitoring of 4 Auman dewelopmen: es opposed to an income supporr system.
“While income support systems are *Point-In-Time" oriented (each monthly accounting period is
conceptualmed as a discrete event) human development systems are Iongitudmal in character. A - b
"Point-In-Process”™ ¢onceptualization is needed where progress through a system can he monitored-and 3‘*/ o
individual and family change detacted Ttus rcquu'cs a longm:dmal perspectwe Illustratwe -

‘ chamctenstncs are: :

oy
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@
“betwean initial agency contact and the completion of key gate keeping adivities (e g,
. ssessment, orientation, soc:al contract, initial acnvxty_,mvolveme.nt etc.);

¢

@

Drafti_n s

(@ - Amend job search rules to accomplist the following: "

[0

@

.3

4
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10 measure (on a micro, or mdw:dual and macto ot aggregate basns the attr'hutes of
new entrants; .

to measare the pmpomou of new entrants who actwely participate and the time. lapse

-

to be able to retrieve, on a real time hasns micro mformatmn on case status:--whatw et
activities has a client cnmpleted the current developmental stage of the client, and in

"what actw:tus. a client is scheduled to pamcupate,

o ha've some ability to detmé wpether progtess is being made.

mandate that States prbvide job éearchras' a JOBS service; _

~ extend permissible period of mandated jOb search for indmdual apphcants to 12
 weeks upon apphcanon from 8 ' ‘.

remove the re.quuement that jOb sea.rch afcer mttml job-swch period may only be

requlred in comhinanon wnth education and tnumng, and

_ mandatory job-gearch activities at the end of the time-limit shall not count agamst the

4-month total job search limit. {(Note, sce TIME-LIMH‘ sect!on)

® Eliminate the requu'ement t serve volunteers first.

{c) Eliminate the targeting requiremeats. -

()] Remtwe the non-d:splacemcnt wqulrement to allow work supplementatlon placements in
private seetor vacancles . o - T S 7/55
5.7 JOBS PARTICIPATION SRR e _,
Current Law '

 Under the Famtfy .S'uppan Ac of 1988 w}uch esrabfuhad the JOBS pragmm certain minimum
participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
 face ¢ reduced federol match rate if those standards are not met. In FY. 1993-at least 11% of the
- non-exempr caseload in gach State must participate in JOBS. The ‘standards increase 1o 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no standards specified after FY 1995. There Is a need to
- extend and increase mintmum participation standards beyond 1995 in order-to-implement JOBS and
1ransform the welfare system from an income support system into @ work support. system. The ACF -

5
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' 'currem budget proposal for phase-m increase in part!czmtwn standords for JOBS from the current

level to 20% of non-exempt caseload in FY 1995, 25% for FY 1996, 30% ﬁJrFY1997 35% for FY _"

1998, 40% FY1999 45%]%1'1-'72(170

] Vigig' n'

In order for the JOBS program 0 became the cemerpzece of govemmen: assistance, the JOB.S' 7 :
program must experiénce a dramatic expansion of boik services and participants: Under the = "
provisions of the new fransitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded

" and increased participation rates will be phased-in uniil States reach a full-participation model

Sta:e: will be given ﬂmbxmy in des:grung Systems to ach:eve r.he.re objea!ves

ISSUE

ISSUE 1777 ~“Will the Federal government speufy requlred pa.rtldpatmn levels?. Will lhlS be

part ofa phase—m strategy?
ISSUE 2: . If Siates can expand the deﬁmnon of wiuch services count towards JORS
.. participation, how can the Federal government measure, the intensity of S

p&rtlupatmn"

. For cxmnple, modest dmnges to the parnupation rate calculation may be
made to make the caleulation more equitnble among States and to
accommodate certain types of meanmgful partlupauon wh;ch are
currently exciuded. .

- ISSUE 3: What should we do with the 20 huur_ rule?

(@)  Broaden the definition of JOBS pamcqiatmu t include participation in activities (at State

option) which promote the goals of a part:clpants case’ pla.n ‘and are consistent with the goals
of the JOBS program, #

®) -Pammpanon in any such Sta:e-speclﬁed activities would count as pmiélpazlon m the JOBS - .
- program if such participation is consistent with the goals and- neede spac:ﬁed in the case plan e

6. - _ JOBS FOR Non-cusmum. Pmm

' Curfent Law

Section 482 of the Social Security Act (Title IV-F} permits the Secretary to fund demonstrasions to
provide services to non-custodial parents. The Secretary is limited as to the extent of the program
that can be funded under this provision. Evaluarions are required. (Ihis, along with section 1115 of

© the Social Securtty Act is the authanty ﬁor the Parenr.r Fair Share Denwmrranam currmr!y underway. -

e ot
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. Amends title IV-F af the Social .S'ecuruy Act ond PL 9}509 (OBRA '86). States would have
' considerable flexibility in the design of their non-custodial parents JOBS program JOBS ond WORK -
. ﬁma'mg couid be cambmed or pragmms coufd be run separalely | (, e u‘ﬂ “P; }ufw}u:p»h

v . 3,‘;-_ . - .
o

(3 At State option upto 10 percent of JOBS program fundmg eould be u.sed for educauon and '7:2’A:-6
training programs for noncustodial parents. JOBS and WORK programs could be operated as- wor™
_a combined or as separate prograins. States would have to agree 111} evaiuahon and reporting /M7 mE
‘ requlremems as determined by the Secretary i S . ,@"_PRW

by - Parucnpatmn by non-custodtal parems wuld be mandatory or voluntary at State optwn The : - - -
vt pon-custodial parents” children would have to be receiving AFDC or WORK services atthe ... .
time of referral. Non-custodial parents could continue participating in the program even if the f
their children becamé ineligible for AFDC, However, if the non-custodial parent voluntarily [~ -
left the program, was placed in a job, or'was terminated from the program, he could not be 7 7 -
readmitted unle.ss his chx]d(rcn) was once agam re.hant on AFDC (or sumlar) benefits.

() ' The noncustodial parent’s partnc:palmn would not be llnked to Selfvsufﬁmency requlremenis J,,aﬂ,/r')
. of JOBSNVORK parttclpauon by the custodml parent. . : . '

, (d) Parentmg and peer suppnrt would be ellgible for FFP
g (e) | Payment of training stipends w0uld be allnwai and such paymems would be ehg:ble for FFP

RGA State-wndeness reqmtcmeuts would not apply. -States would not have to provide the same
JOBS scrvices to custodial and non-custodial parents .

7. TARGETING TEEN Pmmm

‘C_ugﬂLM_ oL e . -

G:rrent Icrw requires. that parem inder age 20 pamegpare in an cducanonaf activity, bt an.ly within
the context of other JOBS requirements, targeting guidelines and participation s:audards Current -~
law, however, also exempts children under 1 6 wio a:rend school ﬁdl~fune

Visign

. While it is important to recogmze the d;g'erenz needs and characreristics of the feen parens population,
research and demonstration projects have shown that specialized services designed according to.the
needs of teen parents can help maximize positive outcomes with respect to educational attainment,
personal responsibility, job readiness, child development, I ife skrlls, response fo incenrives, and- .
others. These importans lessons must be incorporated into the welfare system in order 10 benefit from

~ them. To do so, c::empnoaf wl:ich in @za deny aceess_of teen parenrs to needed services must be

E
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modified. The velfare reform plan will ensure that every teenager who is on or applles for welfare
while pregnant or having hed a child enrolls in the JOBS program, finishes their education, and Is
pit on a rrack 1o self- :uﬁcwncy Every teenage parem (male or female, case head or not, any age)

- -~ will be mandared 1o participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or paternity is e:smbhshed
There will be no exemprions for teen parents. All JOBS ndes pertaining fo social contracts, _
emplayabzidy plans. and participation will apply to teen parents. -The preswnprion in currenr law that . -
;he plon should call _far the wmplenou of iugh schwt or g GED unless it is mapproprzate wzil be
maimained.” o ‘ , :

! i na] - ) ‘.‘_.f“ . P | IA 'l . ' | ”')W‘ . e N o |
Finding ways to help teenagers who have children-while on welfare or then_apply for welfare.is one of
the top priorities of this welfare reformi initiative. Helping children understand the implications and

“responsibilitier associated with having children s one of the critical goals of our prevension strategy.
Equally important, however, is assuring thar those regnagery who do have children stay in school, ger-
‘ the:r educmon, and go on to work end become .se{f—su_ﬂicwm Demonstration programs have shown
pmspecrs
ISSUES

ISSUE 1: " Dowe mandate, speual case mnnngement or other services for feen parenfs"

ISSUE 2: Do we have separate pariicipation requirements for teen parcnts? For e:.amp]e,
wiil States be required to make all teen parents participate in JOBS acfivitics,,

ing Spees

OPTION: Require tha[ Srates devclop and include i in their State J DBS plans special strateg-es for .
"  sepvice delwery 10 12208 mciudmg

© - “indicating what other tean parent programs are bezng provided in the State and how J OBS
services will be linked to the tean parent sewu:c nctwork =, -

- describing how family planning, parenung and life slu]ls trzmmg will be made available to
JOBS teens . .

- an option to develop LEAP-hke mcemwelsanmon program to encourage staying in school, :
other behd\uor . _

@) State option of approprlate activity requlremcnts for dependent chnldrcn who are at-risk of |
drop-out or teen—pregnancy (For example requ:re sclmol attendance etc ) '

. (b_) At Stntc optlon States could test the of'fecﬂveness of creatlng a specialized curriculum of
N actwiu&s via the case p!an geared towards the needs of teen parents (For example, in the
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case plan, acuﬂnes mvoivmg parentmg and life skills, family planning, and secondary
education. could be required before attending activities oriented towards employment.)

8. - SANCTIONS

PR

o *Sancﬁi?h}ﬁ?:ﬁonlpaniclﬁéﬁoﬁ under the currént JOBSprbgm re.sulr'in a loss in the portion of -~ .
benefits for the individual not in compliance with reguired activirles uriil the failure to comply ceases.
\ In the event of s'ubsequent non-compliance; the sanction is a minimum of 3 months for the second =

failure to comply, énd @ minimum of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance, “Additionally, the’

cash mcome

.7 State cannot require @ participens 16 accep: em,ploymn: if the net result to zhe Jamily 1s a decrease in

3
Under these prcmszaus States would gam soni¢ _ﬁexzbdlry regardmg sanction pallcy but muck of the

| cuarent sanction pahcy would remain inmct
" Drafii ing Specs

@) Make ellmmat:on of the concnilatlon re.qulremenl: a State option, - . ' _ ﬁ (/JA

(®) Program Interacnons

1. Durmg sanction periods, assume an unsanctioned AFDC beneﬁt when caiculatmg |
benefits for other means-tested programs. '

2. Sanctioned families will st have complete access to other available services.

3. Sanétinned ménﬂzs would be cunsidefed ﬂbﬁthﬁ of receipt for caléulating- time-}imits.

Ad) - Eliminate separate saucuon pohc:es and reqmrements for parems employed (20+) with a duld

under 6.

ISSUE 1:  Does the federal government wish to promote a saturatmn type ful]-
Lo - parhupation model for JOBS"

ISSUE 2:° If States |mplement the ncw pronswns oha partnal basns, daes th:s present
' problems I'or ndmmistratmn and momtnrmg :

@ato
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mrr.-ﬁr Hmwssion only

. How.can we ensure that resources are expended. adequately for implementation of

Phnse-m requlranenls shuuld he consisteut mth deferral pnl:cy

Implementatlon of the IOBS pmv:snons shall be acc.ornphshed by expanding the Sute

Bor1

~ the new JOBS program nnd also ongomg services for current JOBS parhc:panls" L

JOBS participation rate on 3 gradual basis, whereby an incressing number of -

"7 "dpplicante/recipicnts will- be served under the-pew transitional assistance PTOVNO“S
~ States would be required to unplement full participation réquirements for some .

"« - portions of the populations ag-opposed to an across-the-State percentage. States would

select a sub-portion of the AFDXC population and would make JOBS available and

.. Wwandatory for every nonexempt participant w:thln the eub-papuianon

The sub-population could be initially” selected accordmg to 2 options availahle to

- States. The first is geographic cousiderations (i.e., specified counties or a reg:on

within the State). All residents within these areas would be subject to the pmv:srons
“of the new.transitional ass:_stance program. The second option is for States to -

. -implement the new provisions for a designated sub-population stitewide. This subv
" population would be designated according to a selection criteria approved by the

_ - Departments, such as all new applicants or teepage recipnems etc. Alternatwe!y,
- States would have the option to combine these 2 approaches.

EXAMPLE: |

OPTION 2;

Draftin

If a State chooses 0 implement the system geographncally, States would Speﬂfy 3
* time-frame for when all counties will have the new JOBS program operational, subject -
to Federally imposed deadlines. Alternatively, if States targeted new applicants,

eventually the old system would also be “grand fathered" out of operation. If teenage

recipients are targeted, the Stzte would still be required to present a plan for full

N phase-m

‘A State now.serv'es 13% of the JOBS-mandatory population and must serve an |
- additional 2% by next year, Instead of raising the entire the participation level by

. increasing the number 'of JOBS participants statewide, the Statz selects 3 counties

‘where all AFDC (]OBS»mandatory) recipients and applicants will receive, JOBS
services. The participation in that county will be ~100% (excluding all deferred and

_sanctioned clients) while the participation level across the State will become 15%, as
required. _An additiopa! State facing the same circumstances chooses to require all

* applicants to participate in JOBS. Among new applicants, the participation level

approaches 100% (again, excludmg deferments and sanctioned recipients), while the -
statewide parucxpatlon rate (among afl ¥ OBS-mandatnry indmduals) at the reqmred
time frame i 15% and growing. : :

Staws would be required, bya speclﬁed date, to serve all new appl:canr.s and teen
‘parents. States must develop a plan for eventual phase-in of rernalmng population
: whtc.h is consistent with the pmvismns of this Act.

i,

10
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(a For the purposes of mplcmentataon of the pmvismns of thls Act, States will include an
implementation plan as part of the State 10BS plan gutlining how the requirements of this Act ™
shall ‘be u'nplcmented in the State wztbm the required nme—frame

) ln the plan, States would bave the optlon to specify an injtial sub-populatlon whlch shall be
. ~served under the expanded JOBS program during the implementation phase. This portion of
the State plan is to be updated anmually (as cequired) to reflect expansion of the population .
* served under the new JOBS program unnl full pal'l'lt:lpdtlﬂﬂ is. achmved throughout thB State. e
- ()  Among the initial sub-populations to be served a_.s specified by the State plan, 100% of all
: non-exempt recipients (or alternatively, some percentage of the total sub-papulation:

representing the mandatory caseload) shall be requnra,l 1o pamc:pate in JOBS activities as
proscrlbed by the State. .

. -or-
.

" (b) - States shall be required to serve all-new applicants and téen parents by {some specified date].

o

B
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B,  IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF.
EMPLOYMENT OPPORYUNITIES e -

Under the Famﬂy Support Act, the Govemar of each Sra:e is required o enstire that pmgra.m L

: activities under JOBS are coordinated Vith JTPA and other relevans employment, iraining, and | e
"= educational programs available in the State. - Appropriate components of the State’s plan Which relote -
" 1o job training and work preparation must be consistent with the Gavérnor s caardmanan plan. The - -

- State plan must be reviewed by a coam‘manng caum:u' S S : ‘ -

-Vmg ~
- The mzsslan of the JOBS program wd[ not be to create a separaze educazton and training system for

welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access 10 and information abows the broad
array of existing programs in the mainstream system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned fo S

" permit States to integrate other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and to -
implement “one-stop shopping * education and training programs. Under currens law, states are -
required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages + varles

. tonsiderably, Existing barriers are statwory and rraditional; others are regulatory and pohcy Ihe
barriers to berrer coordmmton need to be examined and addressed

ISSUES

ISSUE 1: " Should we mnsidcr changes in AFDC policy to beiter dc,commod'ﬁte purticipation -
: in other training and education programs through such mechanisms as a more
generous disregard policy for stipcnds training wages, etc.

ISSUE'zz " What is the authority of the Hutmun Resoume Investmment Cuunuls (HRICs) and
how will these bodies interact with the Departmmt of HHS and other Federal
agencies? , .

ISSUE 3: - "'How wlll sm:h a board be comprisad and se[ucted"

OPTION 1: - The Dcpamnent of Labor has proposed the creation of a Human Resource lnvestmenz
' _. ---Council (HRIC) at the Federal level 10 be a counterpart of the HRICs established at . .
the local/State level. The purpose of this council could be to act as 2 mechanism to
" integrate the JOBS and JTPA programs and to increasc linkages with other related
programs. HRICs could act as an interagency body to consider waiver requests. Thc
Department of Labor propo.ses that the HRIC would have respomnbuhty for:

R developmg an overall human investment strategy and plan, _
(@) consider and establish criteria upon which 1o evaluate and approve waivers
" from States which facilitate integrated service delivery anong the pfmcnpie
.+ .. Federal job training programs; _
3y - devclopmg mtegrated staff training and c.apacnty hm!dmg, -

e

12
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NOTE:

QPTION 3:

' mur-ﬁ.am;-.-aay

4 selxmg common definitions and admmmtra:we requlrements among programs;
@) setung common outcome measures;

(©) develuptng common reporting systems;

(7). promoting common eligibility determination; . * - oL
(8)  overseeing evaluations; '

(9  suggesting regulatory and legnlatwe changﬁ to promole Jomt pmgram ;

operation and facilitate coordination; and

- '(‘10) establish objective critéfia to evaluate and measure wteragcncy efforts: 10.

v unprove Federal program lmkagm and coordination.

The Depanment of Educanon has responded to this proposal. They view such a -

council as a positive endeavor, but (1) not as pact of welfare reform, and (2) & multi-. -
_ agency coordinating council should address not only welfare and “welfare recipients,
- “but broader national workforcc issues. Thay propose the scope of the couneil should

a.lso mclude : . _ -

{H articulation of a nauonal workforce preparanon and national.self-sufficiency
" agenda that focuses an improving the access to and the quality of teaching and
- learning in education and training programs;
(2)  esdministrative requirements, performance meastres, ehgiblhty re.qmremenl:s,
- sub-contracting standards and evaluative instruments;

3 design and implementation of inter-agency trouble shooting teams; and

4) collaboration with the private sector. :
&) Membershlp would mclude Labor, Education, HHS OMB, and Defense. ..

DOEd further states lhat on the State levet‘ the vocational educatlonal comuTunity has o

had concerns regarding the Stare HRICs

Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and Education shail plan and coordinate education and-
training programs tc encourape participation of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs. A waiver board shall be assembled to examine
eligibility issues and make recommendations to promote expa.nded participation, -

. coordinated programs, and snmphﬁed dIld standa:dtmd ehg*:buluy Included in such

programg shall be: -
1y Pell Grant
) ITPA;

(3) . apprenticeship pmgrams, and
(4)  JOBS programs.

- Opuons 3and d were: l‘urmshed by I)OL nnd mvolve full mtegratlon of JOBS and

JTFA. -

t
]

Full lntegraiion of JOBS-JTPA: Run & fully integrated YOBS and JTPA prog'ram.
co-located at the service delivery area, with one—Stop arvangements for JOBS

"~ participants and JTPA Title II-A participants. Governors of each State would.
. desxgnaxe Whld’l ageucles were rcspons:ble for admmlstranon (The TV-A agenc:es
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would ot have automatic responsibility.) . States would have flexibility to include
additional services for target populations in addmou to basic semces Basic core
services provided would include:

. (1) . information on career, Jobs edu::atmn training opportumtle.s and suppart

| services;
" (2 eligibility assessment; - S
()  testing and assesgment; ...

" -n(d) counseling; . ‘ o T e
(5} " job search assistance (gmup and lndnvndual), : SR

Intensive services gither on-site or. broketed would mclude
(1) ' drop-in child care; ' _
@)  education; T L.
. (3) . training; S .
4 work experienca and o _
* supportive serv:ces Ce T

OPTION 4: Jomt plannmg and administration between JOBS and JTPA: Under this optlon. ’

" the Governor of each State could require 2 joint plan‘from the two sgencies indicating
how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2 year teansitional period and the
post-transitional period. Current law speclﬁcs ]mnt review of plan; jomt sign-off
_wonld be substitutes. :

- Drafting .Spﬂ ;

1.

(2)

®.
©

@

'Carl D Perkins Vocanonal Educatlon Act,

" COORDINATED E¥FORTS
'~ Department of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 483(a) which requires
that there be coondination between JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State

- to specifically require coordination with the Adult Educanon Act and Carl D. Perkins
+ Vocational Educational Act. " . :

' Depanment of Education praposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistent basnc lxteracy and

job training goals and objectives of the plans required by the Adult Education Act and the

St

- Department of. Educauon proposes: Reqwe employab:iny plan to contam exphctt

conslderatlon of baslc l:teraCy and employment skills.

Department of Educatlon proposes:. enhanced case management services be avaﬂable to

parucxpants to maximize caordmat:on of scmccs :
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| Co CONSOLIIDATING TI-IE F’NS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS scaff have prrmded the ﬁ:liowmg options for our canstderanan Sor inclusion as part. o rhe
current round of welfare. ' These- opnans involve the Food Stwnp Education and Training. (E&T) -
progras

omcm 1: Cnnformlng theFood Stamp E&T program with JOBS e _} R

1. Conmm Non-commlcz SANCTIONS wm{ JOBS NOH-COMPUANCE smcnous e .

‘ Olrrenrly the .ranctzan far noa—compﬂa:nce with Food Sramp work requirements aﬁ'ects the entire .
household. Undér AFDC-JOBS, the sanction gffects only the individual not in comphance. e
Recommendarion: conform t0 E&T pohcy wuh JOBS: sancrion pohcy

| (a) Eliminrare the distinction between individual and household mehglblllty ansmg from non- - ’\)D _
" compliance with work reqlilrements - & /

) - Ellmmate the _raqutremen;s goveming the designatioﬁ of head of household for'E&T purposes. . -
©  Adopt proﬁsion' of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for B&T.
'2, ' E&T Exrmss Rmmunsmmr

&:rremfy the Fooa’ Starmip E&T progrm prowdes paymens or retmbursemeun to mdmduals ﬁ:ar
- transportarion and other expenses {excluding dependent care) related to participation in the program.
Parricipants receive payments for actual costs up to 325 per month for expenses deemed necessary for
participation in the E&T program. The Federal government matches up 1o half of the amount State
agencies spend, up 312.50 of the $25. State may supplemens the amounr withow additional matching -
 funds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for
fransportation and other costs necessary o enable Individuals to participate in JOBS. The Federal
government marchey the Stote agency costs wp o 50%. - State agencies descnbe in their State plans- -
the monetary limits io be applied ro transportation and other support services. ,
- Recommendation: conform E&T reunbmemenr policy with JOBS palmy .
- (a) Conform Food Stamp E&T teunbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement pohcy by. -
- eliminaring the $25 maximum aud allowing State agencies to spec:fy monetary lumts tobe
‘applied to transporlauon and related expenses. : '

3. FOOD S'I'AMF E&T DEPENDBNT CARE EXEMPTIONS

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State Jagencies to exempt certain individuals ﬁom pamapaan
in program activities, Currently, State agencies may exempt from work registration a parent or other
household member who is responsibie for the care of a dependent child under age 6 or an .
incapacirated person. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
under age G to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individual must be assured by the State
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agency rha: chﬂd care will bc guamnrccd and that sﬂm wﬂl not be reqzdred 1o parﬂczpa.re nwore n‘wn o
20 hours per week, A parent or relative who Is personally providing care for a child under age 3 (or —

. younger at State nprion) i automatically exemprt from JOBS pmncrpmion. ‘Conforming Food Stamp’

o T

.

. “4 Pmmmncn FUNDING mn an Srm E&T

. . E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater

percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work ot the time of app!zcahon for beneﬁts,
thereby reaching a greater proportion af the employable Food Sramp popufaaon L o
Recommendalwn co:gfonn E&T r_xempnon prammns with JOBS cntena e

Curremly, the Food Sramp E&T progmm da.smbum $75 mrllwn a.a Federal grant:io Sta.re agencies
Jor the administration of their E&T progrems.  Of this $75 million, 360 million is distribured
according to each State’s pmpartion of work registrants (nonperformance funding), while the -

- remgining $15 million is based on State program performance. - This option would eliminate the $15.

‘million performance funding casegory for Food Stamp E&T. I?xe USDA would dzsmbure rhe entire
875 milliori based on the nonperformance formula. -~ -

Recammenda:tan eIumnate the 515 mdhon pe:fannaﬁce ﬁmdmg ca:egary

'(a} | ) Elmnatc the $15 mﬂllon perfOrma.ncc fundmg category for Food St.amp E&T - S w]nfl/‘ '

(E)- ‘ Dlstnbutlon of Federal ﬁmds fnr E&T wﬂl be based accordmg to each State s propomon of
' ‘work reglstrauts . . S .

OPTION 2 Consolldatmg E&T WIth JOBS

' Stare agcndes smzss that .remng sumflar populanon.c with dzﬁ‘eren: pmgram mles and furding .

structurcs increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability 10 operate the program |
effectively. - Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result In a more effective overall _
‘administration of Federal employment and trdining programs. While the program would continue w.
serve recipients of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the ~ '
adminisgrative burden associated with the operation of 2 separare Federal emplaymem and !ralmng '
pmgram.r would be eliminated. s .

r

,' NOTE:"  Is th:s a pﬂtentwl avenue for mcorporatmg thc employment & trammg needs of -

-

non-custodnal parents? -

A

Curren,ely, USDA dtmbutes 37’5 million in a I 00% gram‘ 10, Smre agencxes to adm!nisrer rhezr E&T ‘.
. pragrams. States that choose 1o spend more thai their 100% grant.can receive ¢ 50% Federal ma:ch :
- for admmlsrrame com Leguimion couid cor;farm matck rares for E &T services thh .IOBS match

......

. the 2 pragrams would grca:fy reduce the admmistranw burdeu fm’ Smte apermmg agenc!e.r S

‘ . OP‘I'ION : Alternative t'undmg streams for a cunsohdatecl modcl lnclude
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(3 fundmg appmprlated directly to HHS

@o1s

b jura-mw ) | ”
[0 | ‘tra,usfeﬂlng funds from USDAto HHS | . R - ‘ | ; _‘ -
i) USDA fun;h_ng States directly thmugh -contragts

2. Mmmmu FARTICIFATION Rmmmmms LT L e

- InFY 1990 and FY 1991 Siates were mquuad ro;a!aoe no ﬁ:mr thar 50% of their I:‘&T maudatory

population into E&T activities. - This performance standard-was lawered 10 10% ﬁ:r FY 1992 and -

Cbeyord,

- .OPTION: Asa way to ensure- contmued pa:uclpanon in employmem zmd tralmng actmtues by

of NPAs, possibly based on the current 10% required partICIpatlon rate. The lowered -
standard alfows for more intensive services. States would specify i their State JOBS -
plans how thns populat:on w-auld be ﬂerved and how parhcrpauon reqmremcnts would |
be ‘met, R :

Lo e
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