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JOBS, TIME'LIMITS ANI? WORK, 

lOBS AND TIME LIMITS 

, 1. 	 EFFE~ DATE AND DEFINmON OF PHASED,-IN GROUP 

Specifications ' 
, 	 . .' 

(a) , 	 The effective date for the legislation would be October 1, 1995. States could petitiori'to delay' ,.w " 

, implementation for. up to one year',after,the 'effective.date (i.e., until, at the latest, October 1, 
1996) for circumstances beyond the control of the S~te N-A agency-(e:g., nomeetirig of 
State legislature that year). States would,be required to have the program implemented , 
statewide (in each political subdivision;o(the State where it is feasible to do so) within tWo 
years of initial implementation. ", 

(b) 	 The phased-in group would be defi~'~' as custodial p~ents,'iDcluding minor custodial parents,,' 
,.:.: ': who were born after 197f (in 1972 or later). ' 

" 	 ,
, (c) 	 States would have the option to define the phased-in group more broadly (e.g., custodial 

parents born after 1969, born after 1971 ~d all first--timeapplicarits), provided the phased-in ' " 
group i~cluded at least the population described in (b). ' " 

(d)' 	 States would be required to apply the new rules, ,including the time limit; 'to all applicants in 
the phased-in group as of,the effective date of the legislation. Recipients (parents) in the 
phased-in group' who were on AFDC prior to the effective date would be subject to the new 
rules,' including the time limit,as of their first redetermination following the effective date. 

\\' 2. PROGRAM INTAKE 

, Current Law 

. The Family Support Act requires ~ State agency to make On initial assessment ofJOBS participants , 
with respect to employf:lbility,' skills, prior work experience and educational, child care and supportive' , 
service needs. ' ' 

" ' 

At ~1Je point of intake, applicants willleam of their specific resPoruibilities and, expectations regarding 
the JOBS program-:;~the tWo-y,ear time limit and its relationship to JOBS participation 'andAFDC.::::.-. 
benefits not conditioned upon work. Each appJicdnJ will now be required to enter into a personal 
responsibility agreement with the Stare agency broadiyoutlining the qbligations ofeach party .. While 
the personal responsibiliiy agreement 'will serve, as ageneral 'accord, the employability plan will De 

,focused on the specific employment-related needs ofeqch applicant: ,. 
.. ' 
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• • 

, Rationale 

States must change the ~ulture of the welfare'system by clumging the expectations ofboth the recipient 
and the State agency. This calls for modifying the mission ofthe welfare system beginning at the ' 
poiiir of intake to stress emplOJ1rf£nt and access to needed services rather than eligibility and benefit 
detenniitation. The mutual o(JUgations ofthe State agency and the participant must be spelled out and 
err/orced. JOBS programs must cOluinue to link clients to services'in the co~unity._ 

Specifications 
'. .;_~,! • < '~" • • "'. ..l!'i14" . " - ' ',.', 

'(a) , 	 All applicants (parents) would be required as part of the application/redetermination p~ocessto 
sign a Personal Resp00Sibility Agreement with thfrState IV-A agency specifying the general 
responsibilities of both the applicant and the State agency (for 'the applicant, following the ' 
employability plan; for the State, making available the services in the plan). Current', ' 
recipients (parents), if ~ey had not previously signed the Agreement, would be required to 
sign the Agreement as part of die redetermination process. The Personal Responsibility : 
Agreement for persons in the"not-phased-in group would Diak,e.no'refere~ce to the tainelimit. 

(b) 	 The Personal Responsibility Agreement w~uid not be a legal, contract. 

(c) 	 The state IY-A agency would be required to, orient each applicant to the AFDC program by 
providing information about the AFDC program, which would'include (among other items) 
the nature and applicability ofthe two-year time limit,the JOBS participation requirement" 
th¢ s'ervices provided under JOBS and the availability of such services to persons not in the 

'. 	phased-in group. Eacb applicant in the phased-in group would be informed of the number of 
months. of cash assistance/JOBS participatioQ fOf'which he or she was eligible (e.g., 24 for 
first-tim,e, app~icants). The orientation information could be provided as part of the eligibility 
determination process or ina subsequent one-On-one or group orientation session, States 
would be required to provide the orientation infonmltion pr~or to or as part pf.the 
development of the employability plan.. The information would be imparted in the recipient's 
primary language pursuant to Federal law and regulation. Child care would be available as 
needed to enable an individual to receive the Qrientation information (as ~nder CPR 255.2).. 	 . ... . . 

(d) 	 The State would have to obtain confirmation iIi writing fr~m each applicant that he or sh~ had 
reCeiVed and, understoOd .die. requisite ~~ientation informat~on., , ' 

:,t, Recipients who were already on assistance as of the effective date of the legislation would be 
provided with the requisite orientation information at the earliest possible date 'but in ,no event 
later than at the development ,or revision of the employability plan (see below) or as part of' ,'" 

the redetermination process, whichever came first. \-':;' ' . 
' 

, ' 

3. EMPLOY ABILITY PLAN 

Current Law, 

.on the basis of the assessment described {lbove, the State agency must develop an· employability plan 
for the participant. The State agencY may'require particip'ants to enter into a fonnal agreement wliich 
specifies tlie participant's obligtitions under., the pr.ogram and the activities and services to be provided . 
by the State agenCy. The employability plan is not considered a contract., ",,' , 



;, . 
VisiOn .. 

The employabil!ty plan will be designed so as to help individuals secure lasting'employment as soo~ 
.' as possible. Employability plans may be for less than 24 months and may include assignment. 

through JOBS: ~o work programs su,ch lis On-the-Job Training., Work Supple~ntation andCWEP . 


. Specifications ' 

(a) 	 The State agency would be required to complete the assessment and employability plan (for 
new recipients) within 90 days from.date of application. ,For recipients on assistance·as of the 
~ffective date, the employability plan would have to be developed (or revised, if su<;h a plan 

"werealteadyin placeYwithin 90 days of the date the recipient became subject to the time limit 
(i.e., within 90 days of the redetermination; see above). , ' , 

( 	 . . . 

. (b) 	 The employability plan .will be developed jointly by the State agency and the recipient. I,n 
designing the employability plan, the agency and the recipient would consider, among other' 
elements~ th~ months of eligibility (for JOBS participationlAFDC benefits not contingent upon 
work; see D~F'NmON OF THE TIME LIMlT below) remaining for that recipient (if that 
recipient were subject to the time limit).. '.' 

(c) 	 An employab'ility plan would be required for allrecipiefits (parents) in the phased-in, gr~up,' 
including those in pre-JOBS status (see below),.and f()r all JOBS participants notin:the ' 
phased-in group (e.~:, volunteers)., ' 

(d) 	 The employability plan for persons required to participate in JOBS would include an expected ' 
, time frame for achieving self-sufficiency and the activities intended to assist the participant in 	 . 
obtaining employment within that time period. The time ;frame would, in the case of ~any 
JOBSP1:lfticipants, be shorter than 24 months. For persons in pre-JOBS status (see below), 
the employability plan would, when appropriate, detail the activities needed to remove the 
obstacles to JOBS participation. '. . 

(e) 	 Amend ,'section 482(b)(1)(A) by adding "literacy" after the word "skills." 

(f) 	 The, State agency wOl,1ld provide that' if the (ecipient and the State agency staff member or 
members responsible for developirig the employability plan cannot.reach agreement on the 
plan, a supervisory level ~taff member or: other State agency· employee trained to mediate 
these disputes will intervene to provi(je furtheradyocacy,counseling or negotiation support. 

• 	 ..! 

(g) 	 , To resolve 'disputes (regardingtlle employability plan) not settled by th~ intervention in (f),a 
\. State may ,elect one or more"of the following processes: . 

;1. 	 'Permit the agency to establish an internal rev~ew \Joard to arbitrate disputes. . 
,This board would have the fin;d say. The Secretary would establish, ' 
regulations, for such bOards. , 

ii. 	 Permit agencies to employ -mediation using trained personnel, rather than 
, arbitration, to:resolve the dispute. 	 HHS wOlJld be respcinsible for providing 
technical ,assistance to States that w'ish to use mediation. 

~iii. 	 Allow the recipient a fair hearing contesting -.yhether the State agency, had 
followed the established process for dev~loping the employability plan. A fair 

, 	 , ' 
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h,earing cOuld be the exclusive remedy or could be allowed in addition to the 
procedure in (i) or (ii)., ' ' , 

, (h) 	 PersonS who refused to sign'or othe~ise agree to the employability plan after the completion 
of the process described above would be subject tosanction. curable by agreeing to the plan. 
In the event of an 'adverse ruling at a fair hearing,conceming,theemployability plan, the 

, individual would not have the right to a second fair hear'ing prior to imposition of the sanction 
for continued refusal to agree to such plan. ' 

4. PRE-JOBS ." .". 

...... Current Law, ' 

Stares must requirenOn~mpt AFDCrecipients to panicipatein the JOBS program to the extent that 
resources are available. Exemptions'under ihecurrent JOBS program ,are for those recipi,ents who' 
are ill, incapacitated, or ofadvanced age,' needed In t!zehome because of the illness or incapacity of 

, anOther familY' member,' the caretaker ofa ,child under age 3 (or,' at StlJle option, under age 1); 
employed 30 or more hours per week; a dependent child under age 16 or, attending an educational 
program full tline,· women in the second and third trimester o/pregrumcy; aNI residing in an area 
where the program is not available. The parent ofa child under age 6 (bUt older tJum the age for an 

" 	exemption) who is personally prdViding care for the child may be required to panicipate only if ' 
panicipation does not exceed 20 hours per week and necessary child care is guaranteed. 'For AFDC
UP families, the exemption due to the age 'of a child nuiy be applied to only one parent, or to neither 
parent ifchild care is guarante~d. " ", ' , 

,Under 1iew provisions, a much greater per~entage ofAFDC redpients will be require4 to panicipate 
.in JOBS. Single, parent and rwo-parentfamilies will be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. 
'The cu"ent exemption policy will be replaced with a policy under,which persollS not yet ready for 
panidpatio,,: in JOBS will be assigned, temporarily in marry cases, to the pre-JOBS phase. Some of 

, the criteria for placement in pre-JOBS status are based on c""ent regulatiOns concerning exemptions,
!Jut in a number. o/instances the definition is, tighteried significantly. ' 

Rationale 

In order to change the 'culture ofwelfare, it is necessary to maxlmize participation in the JOBS, 
,program. It is also critical to ensure that all welfare recipients ,who are able to panicipate in JOBS 
have such services mode available.rothem by the 'States. Elimination ofexe"q,tions sends a message 
that participation in JOBS should be the 'normal course ofevents, and not the exception" The pre
.JOBS policy does, however, give States the flexibility tiJ"considerdifferences in the ability iowork and 
,to panicipate in education and training 'activities in determining whether to require an individual to 
enter the JOBS program. ' ,;,' 

. ,~, 
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. Specifications' 

(a) . Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of ~inoi custodial parents) who were 
, not able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g.,duetocare of. a 
disabled child) could be assigned to the pre-JOBS phase either prior ~ or after entry into the 
JpBS program (or after entry into the WORK program; see WORK specifications below). 
For example, 'if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS program, he 'or she' 
would thenbe placed ,in pre-JOBS status. » 

(b) 	 ,_ The State agency would be required to make an, initi~,qetermination with respect to pre-JOBS 
status prior to or as part ofthe development of the, employability plan, since the'determination 
would in rum affect the content of the "employability plan. A recipient who is required ,to 
participate in JOBS ra~er than ass,igned to pre-JOBS status 'could request a fair'hear:ing 
focusing onwhether the individual ,meets one of the pre-JOBS criteria (see below). 'The time 
frame' for completion 'of the employability plan (see above) would be waived in instances of a, 

. dispute concerning pre-JOBS status. 
. . 	 , , .. - "'.' " 

(c) 	 Persons in the pre-JOBS phase ,~puld ,be exp'ect~ to engage in activities intended to prepare 
them for employment andlor the JOBS program. ,The employability plan for a recipient in 
pre-)OBS starus could detail the steps, such as Iqcating suitable medica. care for adisabled or 
ill adult or arranging for an appropriate day care or school setting {or adisabled child, needed 
to enable the adult t? enter the JOB,S program and lor find emploYqlent. ' 

Recipients not likely to ever' participate in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age) . 
might not be expected to engage in pre-JOBS activities. The employability plan for such 
individuals might include steps intended to, for example, improve the family's health status or 
housing' situation. For individuals who ,were expected to' enter the JOBS· program shortly 
(e.g., mothers of young children), pre-JOBS services could'be,provided, when appropriate, to 
address any outstanding barriers to successful participati,on in JOBS (e.g." an:angi~g for child,
care).. ' 	 . . . 

(d) 	 States' could' provide program services'to individuals in the'pre-JOBS phase, using JOBS, 
funds, but would not be required to do so. Likewise, States could. provide child care or other 
support.ive services to persons in pre-JOBS status but would not be required to do so-there' 
would be no child care guarantee for individuals i,n pre-JOBS. 'Persons in pre-JOBS status 
would not be subject '~o sanction for failure to panicipate in pre-JOBS activities. In other 
words, in order to actually require' an individual to participate in a.p activity,a State would 
have to classify the individual as JOBS-mandatory (except with respect to partiCipation in " 
substance abuse treatment; see SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND ASSIGNMENT:TO PRE-JOBS below). 

(e) 	 Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time limit, Le.,months in which a recipient 
was assigned to pre-JOBS would not count' against the two-year limit on cash benefits. 

(f), 	 The criteria for pre.:JOBS status would be the following: , 

: . (1) 	 Is a parent of a child under. age one, p'rovided the 'child was'not conceived " 
while the parent was on assistance. A parent of a I:;hild conceived while on 
assistance would be placed: in pre-JOBS for a twelve-week period following 
the birth of the child (consistent with the FamiJy and MediCal· Leave Act). ' 

, 

. 

. 
' 

.', . 



(Under current law, a'parent of a child under age tb~ee~ unde~'age of!e at State option; 
is exempted 'from JOBS participation, and no distinction is made according to whether 
or not the parent was on assistance' when the child was conceived) . 

(2) 	 Is ill, when detemiined by the :Sqlte on the basis of medical evidence or 
. another sound basis that the illness or injury is serious enough to temporarily 

prevent' entry into emplbyment or training; 
. ' 

. (3) 	 Is incapacitated, when verified by the' State that a physical or mental 
impainnent, detennined by a licensed physician, psychologist or mental health 
professional, prevents the individii'iil from e~gaging in employment or 
training; 

(4) 	 Is 60 years of ag~ or older; . 

(5) 	 , Is needed· in the hOme because another .member of the household requires the 
individual's presence due to illness or incapacity as detennined by a licensed 
physician, psychologist or mental health professional, and n<? other appropriate 
. member of the household is available to provide the needed care; '~';. , " 

:(6)· Is in the third trimester ofpregnancy; or 
(iJnder current law and regulations, pregnant women 'are exempted from JOBS 
participati<;>n for both the second and third trimesters). . '. 

, " . 
, 	 , 

'(7) 	 l,ives ina .remote area. An individual would be considered remote if a round 
trip of more than' tWo hours by reasonabl yavailable publ ic or private '. 
transportation would be required for a nonnal work or, training day.' If the 
nonnal round-trip commuting time in the area is more than 2 hours, the 
.round-:trip commuting time could not exceed generally accepted standards for 
the area. : '.~". 

(Same as current regulatioflS, CFR 250.30» ,-' , 

''(g) 	 OnJy one parent inan AFDC-UPfamily could be placed in pre:-JOBS uDder fO). 

(h) 	 'Each State would' be pennined to, place in pre-JOBS for good cause, as' detennined by the 

State, a n~mber of persons up to 8: fixed percentage of the total number of perSons in the 

phased-in group, which wquld include,adulnecipients (parents), minor custodial parents and 

persons in the WORK program. These good cause assignments to pre-JOBS would be in 

addition to those meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in (f).. Good . cause could include 

substantial barriers. to employment-for example; a severe learning disability or serious 


, emotional instability. The percentage cap on such good cause placements in pre-JOBS 'would 
, be set, in statute, at 5%' through FY 99 and 10% thereafter. ,A State would be able, in the 

event of extraordinary circumstimces, to apply to the Secretary to increase the percentage cap 
on good cause placements. The Secretary would be required to respond to such requests in a 
timely manner (time frame·to be established by regulation). . . 

, ~ 

(i) 	 1)le Secre'tarywould develop and 'transmit to Congress,. by a specified date, recommendations 
regarding the level of the cap on good cause placements in pr~JOBS; the Secretary .could 

. recommend that the cap be raised, lowered or maintained at ten percent. 



, , 	 ' " 
(j) 	 The State agency would be requir~ to reevaluate the ,status of persons in the pre-JOBS phase 

at such time as the condition is expected to te~mlte (if the condition is expected to be 
temporary) but no less frequently than at each semiannual assessment (see SEMIANNUAL, ' 
AssESSMEtrr ,below) to determine if the individual should remain in pre-JOBS status or should 
enter (or re-enter) the JOBS or \yORK programs. 

(k) 	 R~ipiertts who ,met the 'criteria for placementinthe'pr~JOB~ phase would be permitted'to 

voiunteer for theJOBSprogram;subject to available F'ederal resources (see JOBS ' 


, PARTIC[PATION below). 'Such a'volunteer JOBS'participant would in general be treated as . 
other ~OBS participants except that he or she woulc;l not be subject to san~.tjon or to the time 
limit. These volunteers would be distinct from volunteers. from the not-pqased-in group (see 
JOBS, PARTICIPATION below), who 'co~ld at State-option be'~subjecte9 to the time, limit. 

, . 

(1)' 'A State agency would be required to promptly inform a recipient of any change in his or her . 
status with respect to JOBS participation arid/or the t~me limii(e.g.; movement from the pre-, 
JOBS phaseJnto the JOBS program)~, 

, " 

(m) 	 The c~iteria for placing WORK participants in the p[t'JOBS phase would be identical to U1e 

pre-JOBS criteria for persons w.ho had not yet reached the two-year time limit. Persons who 

were assigned to pre-JOBS after reaching the time limit would be eligible for AFDC benefits. 

'Such individurus would be treated exactly the same as persons assigned to pre-JOBS before 
reaching the time 1imit~ except that ifthe condition necessitating placement in pre-:JOBS 
ended, they would enter or re-enter the WORK program, n..ther than the JOBS program. 
Adult recipients placed from the,WORK program into. pre-JOBS for good cause would count 
against the cap:on the number of good' cause placements inpre-JOBS. 

. , 	 " 

5. ' SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND ASSIONMEtrr TO PRE-JOBS 

Current Law , • 
, , . , 

,Currentlaw does not specijicallymenlion' substance abUse. UnderJOJiSregulations, a recipient' 
Whose only activitj is alcohol or drug treatment would not be ~oUnled toward a State's participation 
rate. Alcohol or drug treatment may, however, be pro"videdas a supportive service using JOBS funds 
should a State choose to do so. Oregon currently ~,a waiver that permits the JOBS program to 
require participation in substance abuse diagnostic,counseHng, and treatment programs ifthey are, 
determined to be necessarylor self-sufficiency. " ' 

1 I -	 '.. 

States will begiVenjlerlbiJiry to require recipients they determine to be unable to engage in 
, el!l[Jloyment or training ,because oja substance abuse problem to participate in substance abuse 
treatment as a pre.;.JOBSactiviry. Sanctions may be imposed jor non-participation in ,substance abuse 
treatment provided that both treatment and supportive services. including child care. are made 
avaiJable. 

Rationale·'" 

States report (on an an'ecdotal basis) substance abuse asa problem they encounter in their JOBS 
populations. 'It is a barrier to self-sufficiency jor a nwiibero/ A..FDC recipients wlui 'will require , 
treatment if they are to successfully participare in e,mployment or training activities. 11 is estinuited 
that approximately 4.5% ojAFDC recipients Julve substance abuse problems sufficiently debilitating to " 
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preclude lmmediaJe participaJion in employment or' training activities; .Nearly ,one-third of the,se have 
pafticipaJed in some fonn ofalcohol or drug treatment in the past year. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 States may require persons found unable to engage in empl9ymen( or training due to 
substance abuse to participate in appropriate substance abuse treatment as a pre-JOBS activity. , .. 

. , 

(b) 	 Sanctions, equivalent to JOBS sanctions, may be levied for non-participation in treatment, 
,provided such. treatment is available at 1)0, cost to the recipient. 

. ",I.", 
~. ;.;..,~"~ 

(c) 	 -Ch'ild care and/oc'other supportiv~ services must be made available to. an individual required 
to participate in substance abuse treatment. ' 

(d) 	 Provisi~nS concerning the semiannual reassessment appiy to.persons in the pre-JOBS'phase 
participating in substiutce abuse treatment as described in this section. 

(e) 	 States may also ;~~ire individuals in JOBS to participate in substance abuse treatment (in 
conjunction with another JOBS activity or activities) as part of the employability pl~. , 

,6. 	 DEFINITION OF THE TIME LIMIT 

Current Law 

Some StaJes (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program' in place as ofSeptember 26, 1988) are 
permitted to place a type oflime limit on participaJion in theAFDC-UP program, restricting , 
eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407(b)). Thirteen suites 

• 	 presently impose tInte limits on AFDC-UP eligibilitY. Under currerit law, however, no other type of 
lime limits may be placed on P!lrticipation in the AFDC program. 

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFl)C Jor many consecUtive years. It 
is ~uch more common/or recipients to,move in and out ofthe welfare system, staying a relatively 
'brief period each lime., TWo out ofevery three persons who enter the' welfare system leave within two 
years and fewer than one in ten spends five consecutive yef!.rs on AFDe., Hcilf of those whO leave' , 
welfare return within tWo years, and three ofevery four relUrrz, aJ some p()int in the future. M.:JSl 
recipients use the AFDC program not as a pennanent alternative to work, but as temporary assistance 
during times ofeconomic dijficulty. ' . 

While persons who ;emtlin on' AFDe for long pe/-Jods aJ a lime represent ~nly a modest percentage of 
all people who ever enter· the system. howeyer. thei repres'enta high proportion of those on welfare at ' 
!lny given lime. Although mtlny face very serious barriers to employment, inclUding physical ' 
disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction ofself-sufficiency. Most long
tenn recipients are not on a traCk toward obt(;lining employment rhQJ:will e~le them to leave AFDC. 

. 
-nu; 

, 

proposal would establish, for adult recipients not placed in pre-JOBS, a cumulative time l~t of, 
two years on the receipt ofAFDC benefits not contingent upon work, with extensions to the time limit 
to be granted under certain circumstances, Months in which an individual wqs placed in pre-JOBS' 
staJUS would not count against the timelinut.' Individuals who have left welfare for extended periods 
oftime would be eligible for a cushion ofa few months ofAFDC benefits .. : .., .. 
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The two-year time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the fQcus of the -welfare system from 

disbursing funds to promoting self-sufficiency thi-ough wOrk. 11iis time limlJ gives both the recipient . 

and the welfare agency a strU(;ture that necessitates steady progress in tlie direction ofemployment 

and economic independence. As discussed in the WORK specifications below, recipients who reach ' 

the two-year time liniit without finding an unsubsidizedjob will be offered-publicly subsidi:t.ed jo.bs to , 

enable them to sUpport tJu:ir families. " ., , ' 
.: 

Specifications 

(a) 	. The time ,limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of AFDC, benefits ,', 
an adult (parent) could receive before being required to participate in the WORK program:'''' 
(see .Teen Parents for treatment of young custodial_parents). In otll~r.words,_the 24 months 
would begin with the initial AFDC payment (or with'the first payment following rooetermina-, 
tion, in the case of persons on AFDC prior to the effective date of the legislation). Months in 
which an individual was receiving assistance but was in 'pre-JOBS rather than in JOBS would 
not Co~nt against the 24-month time iimit (see 'PRE-JOBS above). . .' 

:z:.... (b) The 24~month time clock would not begin to run until"a cust()dial parent's 18th birthday. In 
. ,other words, months of receipt as a .custodial parent bef!lre the age oF1S'would not be 

counted against the time limit. 

(c), 	 A record of the number of months of eligibility remaining would be kept for eacti individual 

subject to the time limit. ,Non-parent Caretaker relatives. would not be subjeCt to the time ' 

limit.' , ' 


(d) 	 The State agency would b~ required to advise each recipient subject to the time limit as to the 

number of months of eligibility remaining for him or' her no less frequently than once every' ' . 

six months (see SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT below). In addition, the State agency would be 

required to contact and schedule a meeting with any recipient who was approaching the 24
month time limit at least 90 days prior to the end of the 24 months (see TRANsmON TO' 

WORKIWORK below). 	 ' , . 

, 7. AFDC-UP FAMILIES AND THE 1)ME' LIMIT 

Specifications 

(a) 	 In an AFDC-UP family, both parents would be subject to the time limit if the principal earner 
were in the phaSed-in gr~)Up(see below). ,A separate record of months of eligibility remaining, ' ,~" 
would be kept for each parent. If one parent in an AFDC-UP' family were 'placed in pre-
JOBS status, that parent would notbe subject to the time limit-months in the pre-JOBS phase 
would not couilt against thatindividual's 24-month limit. 'The other parent, ,however: would 
still be ~ubject to the time limit. Placements of a second parent in pre-JOBS would not count 

'against the cap on ~ood cause assignments to pre-JOBS. ','. "';', 

(b) , 	 If one parent had reach'ed the time limit and the other had not, th~ parent who had reached·the ~ 

time limit would be required to eriter the WORK program. If the parent who, had reached the ' 

limit declined to P!lf1icipate in the WORl(. program, that parent's needs would no, longer be 
considered in calculating the family's grant. His or her inCome and reSources would still be 

taken into account. The family would still be eligible for the remainder of the benefit 

(essentially, the other parent and the children's portion) until the other parent reached the two-

year limit. . ' 	 " . , 

http:subsidi:t.ed
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(c) 	 If a parent in an AFDC-UP family reached the tune limit but declined to' enter the WORK 
program, the needs of that individual would (as above) not be taken intI) account in 
calculating either ,the AFDC benefit or any earnings supplement (if the other parent did enter 
the WORK program; see WORK specifications below). If such 'a parent subsequently reversed 
course and entered the WORK program, he or she would be considered 'part of the assistance 
unit for the purpose of determining 'the supplement and would aI,So be eligibJe for a,WORK 
assignment.' As discussed in the WORK specificationS below, a State would not be required to 
provide WORK assignments to bothparentsinan AFDG·UPfamily., ' ' 

., . '. 	 ,. 

:,~~, (d) 	 Months in which a parent in an AFDC-UP family met the mipJJIlum work standard would not 
count against t1iiltparent's time iioot. Ifthecombin~ hours"()fwork for both parents were 
equal to an average of 30 O,r more per week, neither parent-would'be subj~to the time limit 
(see MINIMUM WORK STANDARD). ' . 

, (e) , If one ~f the tWo parents in an AFDC':'UP family is sanctioped under the WORK program or , 
.under JOBS for refusing to accept aD uDsubsidized job and the other parent is also ' 
noncompliant (sanctioned under the JOBS or WORK program), the, sanctions described below, 

"", . ~ (see SANcno~sfPENALnEs) apply. )fone of the two parents is sanctioned under WORK.but 
(-1'-\ ' th,e other par,eot is participating satisfacfuf,ily. ,in ,JOBS or WORK or is in the pre-JOBS pbase, 
r ",f---- the needs of.the noncompliant parent would riot' be considered in determining either the' . 
L:/ ' " ~FDC benefit or the earningS sup~lement (if the other parent were in the WORK :program)" 

. .,' . 

,(f) With'respect to the phase-in, both parents in an AFDC-UP fainily ~ould be considered 
.subject to, the new rules if the princip~ earner, or, if such a designa!ion were not used in the ' 
'State, the older of the two parents, 'were in the phased'::in group. If the parents in an AFDC
UP family subject to the new rules subsequently separated, both would ·still be subject to the, ' 
new rules. " 

,. 	 ' . .' 

. ' .' . (g) " States which already limited AFDC-UP'eligibility t06 monthsin any 13-month period would 
, . , " not be permitted to appl y the two:-year "time limit or any related provisionsto AFDC.,UP 

,/,.,J'--', ,families. In these States, all AFDC-UPfammes would be treated as 'part of the not~phased-in ' 

II&~~ w,ould remain i~ effect. The JOBS match rate (for all JOBS ,expenditures) for such a State , 
j' , which failed to meet·the AFDC-UP participation standard would be reduced to the higher of " 

,.' FMAP and 60 perce.nt., , ' ' '. " , ..,' " ' , " " 
./ .' '. 	 •• '.' ' ;.' <', ' 

8·' 	 TEEN PARENTS.... ,f . ' .... 

.Vision " 
• r.;'::'; 

Persons under 18 are not ready to be independeru and should generally be in school. Unde'rthe 
proposed law,; minor parerus would not be Ollowed to s~iup independent households. They would 
receive·case malUlgemerit and be expeaed to remain in school. .A teen pareru's rUne clock would iWt 
begin to ro,n uruil he or she turned 18 (and could estab{ish an independeru household), 
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S12ecificatioIlS 

(a) 	 Stateswould be. required to provi4ecase managementservices to all custodial parents under 
20. 	 .., 

. 	 ','!'• 

(b) 	 , All c'ustodial parents under 20 who had not completedh'igh school or the equivalent would be 

required to participate in th'e JOBS pr~gram, with education as the presumed activity< The 

24-month time ,clock, however, wouldnot beginto run until a cust'odiaJ parent tumedl8. In 

other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before th~ age of 18 would not, be 

counted against the time limit. 


(c) 	 . Custodial, parents under 20 who had not completed higb school or the equivalent and ..who had."._ 
a child under oile would be required to participate'in JOBS as ~n as tile child reached 
tWelve weeks of age. States,would be permitted to assign custodial parents under 20 to pre~ 
JOBS status in the event of a serious illness or other condition· which precludes school 
'attendance. ' . 	 '. '. ' 

(d) 	 Custodial parents who were eligible for and receiving services under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act wouldreeeive an automatic extension up to age 22 ifnetidedtO 


" complete high'school. These extensions ,would not be counted against the cap on extensions: 

, , 

9. 	 JOBS SERVICES 

Current Law 

A range ofservices and activities must be offered by States ~er the c~rrent JOBS program. bUt 
States are not required to implemeni JOBS unifonnly in all-pans of the State and JOBS programs vOry , . 

'H1idely among States. The services which must be provided as pari ofa Stare's JOBS program are, the 
, following: edut;ational activities, includi,,"g high school and equivQJent education. basic 0n4 remedial , : " 

education. and education for persons with limited English proficiency; job ski!ls training;job 

readiness aCtivities; job development arid job placement; and supponive services to the ~ent that 

these services ate necessOry for panicipation in JOBS. Supponiveservices include child care, . 

transponation and other work-relatedsupponiVe services. Suites must also offer, in addition to 'the 

aforementioned serVices. at least 2 ofthe following,services: groUp and individual job sear,ch, on-the

job training (OJ1), work supplementation programs and communily Work experience programs.


. '.,' 	 . , 

The definition of satisfactory panicipation In t~JOBS program will be broadened to include . 
additional activities that ate necessOry for individuals to achieve self-sufficiency. States will continue 
to have broad·latitude in determining which,services are provided Under JOBS. Greater emp~is, 
however, would be placed on job search activities~ to promote work and'employment~ 
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, SpecificationS 

Up-Frollt Job Search 

(a) 	 All adult new recipients in the phased.;in,group (and minor parents who had completed high 
school) who were judged job-ready would:be required to, perform job search from the date of 
authorization. States would inClude a definition Of job-ready in the State plan. The definition 
would have to e,xclude personS who met or appeared 'likely to meet one of the criteria for pre

,JOBS. 	 A formal determination of pre-JOBS status. however. would 'not be required at this 
point. .~" 

,'_ • t~,_~' 

(b) 	 states would have the option of requiring all job-ready"n~wreeipien~. mcluding those in"the 
not-phased-in grouP. ,to perform' up-front job search., States would also 'be permitted to 
require job search from the date of application (as under current law, this requirement could 
not be used as a reason for a delay in making the eligibility determination or issuing the 
payme~t). 

(c) 	 The_ pemiissible period of initial job'search would' be extended from 8 weeks to 12. 
, 	 ~~ 

Other Provisions Concerning JOBS Services 

(d) 	 States would b~ required to include job search among th,e JOBS services offered. 

(e) 	 Clarify the rules so as ~ limit job search (as the exclusive activity ,i.e., not in conjunction 
with other services) to 4 months in any 12-roonth period. The,..up-front job search (described 

) 	 .above) and the 45-90 days ~f job search required immediately before the end of the two-year, 
time limit (see ~smON TO WoRKIWORK below) wQuld both be counted against ~e 4
month' IinUt. ' 

,Amend section 482(d)(l)(A) by repl;uiing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic 
Iiteracy level" with "employment-oriented education :toachieve Iiteracy Ievels needed' for 

,economic Self-sufficiency." 

(g) 	 Self-employment programs, incl~ding microenterprise training and activities, would be added 
to the list of optional JOBS activities. ' .. 

(h) 	 Incr~et4e limit on Federal reimbursement for work supplementation program expenditurt;S 
from the current ceiling, which is eSsentially based on a maximum length of participation iD"'a 
work supplementation program of 9 months, to a level based on,a maximum length of 

"'participation of 12 months. 	 ',,~," 

(i) 	 Change the nondisplacement language to permit work supplementation participants to be 
assigned to unfilled vacancies in the private sectOr; provided such placements did not violate 
the other nondisplacement provisio~ in current law. ' .' 

0>. 	 The State plan would be require9 to include.~ description of efforts to be undertaJcen tQ, 

encourage the training and plaeemeilt of.women and girls in nontraditional employment, . • 

including steps to increase the awareness of such training and placement opPortunities. 


. 	 '. ' '0 

(k) 	 States would be encouraged to PlVvide or arrange, for interested JOBS participants; training. 
as child care' providers. ' , 
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(I) 	 Ame~d the.lan~~ge in Social Security Act section 483(a)(1) which requires that there be 
coordination betWeenITPA.JOBS and education programs available in the State to . 
~pecifica1ly require coordination with the Adult EduCation Act apd Carl D. Perkins Vocational 
Educational Act. . 

.(m) Where no appropriate r~view'we~e made (e.g., by an interagency~~d).'the.State cOuncil on 
vocational education and the State advisory Council on adult, education ,would review the State 

. JOBS plan and submit cOmments to the Governor. " 

(n) Alt~rnative Work Experience would be limit~to 90 days within any 12-month period....,""

The State plan would include proCedures'to ensure thal, to the extent possible,. (external) 
. service providers promptly notify the State agency. in the event of noricompliance by a JOBS 
participant, e.g., failure to attend a JOBS activity. ' 

. 10. 	 . MINIMUM WORK STANDARD .. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 The minimum work standard would be an average of 20 hou~~ of (unsubsidized) work per . 
. ;;:i:... week during the month,. with a, State option to increase to an average of 30 hours per week. 

Months iiI which an individual met the minimum work standard would Dot oount againsfthe 
time limit. 'In anAFOC-UP family. if one parent met the minimum work standard, he or she 

,would not be subject to the time limit. Months i~ which the Combined hours of both parents 
equaled or exceeded ~would not count against the: time limit for either parent. 

• 	 (c) .', An individual"who~ad not reached thethne Umit and was meeting the minimum work. 
standard would.be counted as a JOBS participant (see JOBS ;PARTICIPATION below). 

A person who had reached the ti~e limit but was working at least an average of 15 hours per' 
week would be eligible for 'an earnings supplement(see EARNiNGS SUPPLEMENTATION below). 
Such a person would be counted as a, WORK participant (see performance measures . 
specifications). Individuals worki~g between 15' and 20 hours per week could be required to 
.	engage in job search, providing the combined hours of job search and 'unsubsidized work did 
not exceed an average of 35 per week. ' 

. 	 . ~ 

(e) 	 A State would be required to offer a. WORK assignment to"'aoiridividual, working less than 15 
.hou'rsper week In' an' urisub~idized job (provided.the personwere otherwise eligible for the 
WORK program).. The WORK assignment woulq be structured~ 'to the extent possible. not to 

. interfere wi~ the unsubs~dized e~ployrrient. The combined hours of unsubsidized and ' 
subsidized employment would not exceed 35 (except with the agreement of the individual). 

Persons would be required to accept additional hours of unsubsidized work if available, 
provided such work met the relevant standards (e:g~'. health and safety) for unsubsidized 
employment. ,. Individuals would also be pf9hibited from reducing the number of hours, 
worked with the intent of receiving adUitionai benefits. 
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11. " ' 	JOBS PARTIC(PATION 
" 

Current Law 

Under the Family Support Aa of /988. which created the JOBS program, minimum JOBS 
participation standards (the percentage ofthe non-exempt AFDC caseload participating in JOBS at a , 
point in time) were established for fiscal years 1990 through /995. ' States face a reduced Federal 
match rate ifthose standards are not met. In FY /993 States were requiredto ensure that ,at least ' 

" 11 % ofthe non-exempt caseload in the State was pamcipatingin JOBS (in an average month). 1he 
standard increased to,J5% for FY /994 and will rise to 20% for FY 1995; 1here are no standards 
specified for the fiscal years after FY 1995. ltidividualswho are scheduled for an average of20 .•,";, 

':' hourSojJOBSaaivitiesper week and attendfor at least 75% ofthe scheduled hours are 'countable, 

for participation rate purposes. Slates are. reqUired to meet sepllfate.' higher panicipation standards 


'for principal earners in AFDC-UPJamilies. For FY 1994. a number ofAFf)C-UP parents equal to 
40 percent ofall AFDC-UP principal earners are required to participate in-work aaivitiesforat least 
16,hours per week. 1he standard rises to 50 percent for FY 1995. 60 percent/or F:Y 1996 and 75 

, , percent for each of the-Fiscal Years /997 and,1998.' ' 
, , 

To transfonn ihe welfare system from an 'income support system into a work support system. the JOBS 
program must'be expanded ~ig1iificantly. This substantial increaSe in the number ofJOBS 
participants will be phased in, over time. " 

Specifications 

The JOBS program targeting requirements would be eliminated. Similarly, the separate' 
,AFDC-UP participation'standards would be abolished, except in those States which elected to 
limit AFDC-UP eligibility to 6 months ip any 13-month period. ' ' 

(b) 	 Individuals in self-initiat~ education ,and training, activi'ties (includi,ng, but not limited to. 
post-secondary education) would receive child care benefits if and only if such activities were' 
approved 'through the JOBS program. Costs of such education and,training would not be 
reimbursable under JOBS. Child care and supponi~e services expenditures, however, would' , 
be matchable through IV-A and JOBS, respectively. ' 

(c) 	 The definition Qf participa~wn would be altered such that an individual enrolled half-time in a ' 
degree-granting post-secondary educational institution who waS making ,satisfactory academic , 

.;, 

'progress (as defined, by the Higher Education Act) and whose enrollment was consistent with 
an approved employability plan would be considered to be partiCipating satisfactorily in)OBS, 
even if such a person Were scheduled for fewer than io ,hours 'of class per week. ,~ 

(d)' 	 The definition of JOBS participation would be broadened to include working,n jobs that meet, 
the minimum work standard (see above). ' 

(e) 	 The broadened definition of participation would include panj,!:ipation in a structured 
microenterprise program. As above, satisfactory participation in' such a rriieroenterprise 
program would meet the JOBS participation requirement, even if the sched~led hourS per' 
week were fewer than 20. ' 

" 
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JOBS Participati~ri (or the Not-Phased-In Group 

SpecificationS 
, 	 . 

,(t) 	 States would be required to continue providing services to:a person already participating in. 
JOBS as of the effective date, Consistent with the employability plan in place as of that date. 

(g) 	 States would be given substantial flexibility regarding JOBS services for persons not in the 
Federally-defined phased-in group (custodial parents born afteri971), as discussed below: 

,;:.'i"!f. • 	 • , 

A S~te would. be required to serve volunteers ,from the not-phased-in group to 
."., the extent that Federal JOBS funding was available (i.e., the State had not 

. drawn down its full JOBS allotment). States .would have the option of 
. 'subjecting such JOBS volunteers to the time limit. A State would be required 
. to describe in the Stine plan its policy with respect to volunteers.. 

ii. 	 States; cOuld define·the phased,.iri group more broadly,'e.g:, parents born after 
1971 and all new applicants (see EFFEcTIvE DATE AND DEFINmON OF THE . 
PHASED-IN 'GROUP abov~): .In. addition, a State could require recipients who 
were not in its phased-in group to participate in JOBS, but could not apply the 
time'limit to, such JOBS-mandatory personS (as opposed to volunteers above). 

'In other words, a State that defined the phased-in group as parents born after 
1969 could require a person born in 1968 to participate in JOBS, and sanction .. .. such an individual for failure to comply, but that person would not be subject 
to the time limit. .An individual in either the phased-in or the not-phaSed-in ' 
groups who m~ one of the pre-JOBS criteria could.not be required to 
participat~ in JOBS. . .. 

12. " JOBS FUNDING' 

Curre~t Law 

, Under current law, the capped entitlement jbr JOBS is distributed according to the number of adult 
recipients in,a State, relative to the number in all States . .State'expenditures on JOBS are currently 
niolched at three different rates. States receive Federal matchingjunds, up to the State's 1987 WIN 

, allocation. at a~ percent Federal match rate. EIpenditures above the ainountreimbursable at 90 ". 
perc.ent are reimbursed at 50 percent, in the case ofspending on adininistrative,alU/.work-related 
supportive service costs. and d.t the higher 'of 60 percent or FMAP in the case o/the' cost ojfull-time 
JOBS program staff and other program expenditures. (apan from spending on thild care, which does 

. 	not count against the JOBS capped allotment and is matched at..Jhe FMAP},'.The JOBS entitlement 
(Federaljunding) is capped at $1.1 billion/or FY 94, $1.3 billionfor FY 9.5., and $1 blllionforFY 96 
and each subsequentjiscal year. 

Specifications '. . 

, w (a) 	 The capped entitlement for J.OBS would be allocated according to the a~erage' monthly' 
number of adult recipients (which would include WORK participants) in the State relative to 
the number in all States (similar to current law). 

(b) 	 The JOBS capped entitlement (Federal) would be set at _ billion for FY 1996, _ billion for 
FY' 1997 and _ biHi9n for each of the fiscal years 1'998,,1999 and 2000. (!his capped . 
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entitlement includes funding to cover the cpstof JOBS services to participants from both the 
phased-in and not-phased-in groups, an additional amount for services for' noncustodial parents 
and funding to address the cost of providing casemanagemel)t to teen parents., The level of , 

, the JOBS capped entitlement for the fiscal years after 2000 would be set by adjusting for 
'caseload growth, inflation and the, increase i~ the size of the phased-in group':] 

(c) 	 The Federal match rate (for each State) for all 'JOBS expend'itures under the proposed law 
would be s'et at the current law JOBS match rate '(direct program cost) plus ten percentage 
points, i.e., FMAP plusten percentage points, with a 'floor of 70 percent. Spending for 
direct program costs,,: for aqmini~trative costs· and for the costs of transportation and other, 
work-related supportive. services (apart from child care)\i,ou~d' all be matched at the single 
rille. The 'current law hold harmless provision,under whiCh expenditures up to a certain level
are matched 'at 90 percent, would be elim,in~ted. The enhanced match rate would become, 
effective upon statewide implementation of thenewJegislation. Statewide for this purpose 
would 'be defined as a number ,of persons subject to the time,limit that equaled or exceeded 
90% of the Federally..<Jefined phased-in group. 1be numerator for'this calculation would be 
individlJals in"the State's phased-in' group and subject to the time limit; the denominator would_ 
be custq,g i,a1 parents born" after 1971. ....~ 

(d) 	 To qualitY for the enhanced match rate,a State's total spending (State share) for JOBS, 
WORK (matchable from the WORK 'capped entitlement) and for IV-A, Transitional and At- , 
Risk Child Care for a fiscal 'year would have'to equaI or exceed the State's total spending for 
JOBS and for IV-A, TranSitional and At·Risk: Child Care for'Fiscal Year 1994 but could in no 
event be less than the total ofsuchspendingfor Fiscal Yeai 1993. If a State did not meet:this 
standard, its Federal, match rate for JOBS and WORK (WORK openltional costs) for the fiscal 
year in question would be reduced to ~ rate equal to the higher of FMAP and 60 percent «(or ' 
all JOBS spending)' and its Federal match rate for spending on the child care programs for ' 
that fiscal year would be reduc,ed to FMAP. ':, ' 

(e) 	 A State would be . permitted , beginning in Fy 97, to ,reaJlocate an amount up ,tcilO% of its 
combined JOBS and WORK allotments (WORK allotment from the capp'ed entitlement) from 
its JOBS program to its WORK program and vice vers ... The amount transferred could not 

( 	 exceed the allotment for the program from which the tr~fer was m~de. 

EXAMPLE: 
i. State ~th a S5 million JOBS allotment and a S6 millionallotment from , the WORK Capped entitlement (see WORK 

, 	 FUNDING below) can allocate SI.I milliOn .from' JOBS to WORK or vice vel"llll.. Thc:StateTIDds thal spendmg on the 
JOBS program is running higher than expected and .o:'it opts to reallocate S600,OOO from' WORK to JOBS, The State 
can now draw down up to S5.6 million,' nither thanS5 million, in Federal funding for JOBS expenditun:s, On i.he 
other hand, the State can now receive only S5,4 million in, Federal matching funds, at ~ higher rate, for spending on 

WORK costs, 

. (0" If the States did not claim all 'available Federal JOBS and WORK funding (WORK capped 
entitlement) for a fiscal year, a State cOuld draw down Federal funds for JOBS and lor WORK 

, in excess oiits allotments, The additional' Federal funding would be drawn from the ' 
, unobligated balance (JOBS ,and WO~ money not spent by other States). A State wo~ld have " 

". 	 to draw down·jts full a1iocations for'both JOBS and WORK to be able to dr~w down unspent 
funds beyond these hllotments (for spending on either program).J'his would require 
legislative authority to distribute unobligated funds from' one fiscal year during the subsequent 
fiscal year ar:td to distribute uOJiquidated obligations from 'a fiscal year during; not the . 

,succeeding fiscal year, but the one after that (two years afterward), 

,':' 
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EXAMPLE:""" 
During FY 99, eevcn Statca ~on JQBS and WQRK at a level ~ W'OUld draw down Federal fundmg in eXcess of 
their allotmenta. The FY 99 JQBS and WQRK ~otmcnt.a for theeevcn States total SIOO million, but the level of 
State match contributed for'the two programs W'OUld enable the eevcn to draw down SilO million in Federal funds, 
absent the limitations on State allocations, for a difference of SIO million, 'The, total amount of unobligated JQBS ~ 

, WQRK funding for FY 99 (baaed on SI4te8' ,drawing down JQBS,and w'Q~ funding only up to the level ~ftheir 
allotmcntl) is S7 million. Each of the .cvcnStAtca Would roocive 70 CClIl.II for Ui:h dollar ofFederal funding it could 

, potentially have d~wn down beyond the level ~f ill JQBS and WORK alIOtmc:ntB. State A. wlUch would have drawn 
down an additional SI million in Federal funding above ill allocations, in the abscnceof any limitations, would 

, receive S700,OOOin additional Federal funding. If the amount o( unobligated JQBS and WQRK funding exceeded 
SIO million, the IICvcnS14te8 W'OUld receive the full SIO million in additional Federal funding .. 

ifi'1 " 
, 

(g) . If the rate of total unemployment in a State for a fis¢aJ year equaled or exceeded the (total 
, unemployment rate) trigger for 'extended unemployment compenSation (clJrrently,6.5 percent), 

and the State's total unemployment rate for that fiscal year equaled or exceeded 1l0'percent 
of that rate for either (or both) of the two preceding, fiscal years, the ,State match rate for 
JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal year would' be reduced by ten percent 

. (not by ten' percentage points; e.g., ,from 30 percent to 27 percent, not from 30 percent to 20 
percent)., The adjustment to the match rate would becogJe effective only, if the State obligated . 
sufficient funding to dtawdown its full allotments for JqtlS, WORK and At~Risk Child Care, 
at the pre-adjustment match rate. ,The State.could then, as described above, draw dow.n 
unspent JOBSand_.~ORK funds at the higher match rate.' , 

'';;'" 	 ' , 

EXAMPLE: 
State A obtigalcs IUfficient funding to draw down ita full allocations (or JQBS, WQRK and At.~k Child c.are at the 
prc-adjustmcnt match ra.tC.. The State match rate for JQBS ~ WQRK is 25'1, the total Statccontribution to both 
programs is SI million and ill total' Federal allotment (or both programs is S3 million. If the uncniployment'rate in 

'State A (or the flliC&l year exceeded the trigger level (described above), the StAte'match ra.le would be reduced (rom 
25 to 22.5 ~rccnt. State A could then potentially draw down an additional $450,000 (S3.45 milli~n minus S3 
million) in Federal funds. Referring to the example above, the $450,000 W'OUld be placed in the pool with theSIO' 
millio~:~ eevcn aforementioned StAtca could potcntia.I.Iy draw down beyond the level of their all~. If the 
unobligated balance (or the flliC&l year were iufficient, State A W'OUld receive the full $450,000 and the ,eev~ other 
States would ~ive the full SIO million. If Dot, each of the eight Slatc,s woold rciceive a pro-rated amOunt (e.g., 65 
cents on, the dollar), " , 

'. , 

(h) 	 The capped entitlement for' JOBS ,fo~ a fiscal yearwQuld r,ise by, 2~5 per~ent if the average· 
national total unemployment rate for the last two quarters of the previoUs fiscal year or the 
first ,two quarters of that fiscal year equaled 7 percent. For each tenth 'of a percentage point 

"by which the national 'unemployment rate for either of thosetwo-Quarter periods exceeded 7 
percent,th~,:cap would be increased by an~ additional .25:percent. For example, if:the 
unemployment rate, for the last two quarters of the preceding fiscal year, were 8.1 percent, tife 
JOBS cap for the fiscal year would be ,increased by, a tot1I of 5:25 percent (2.5 percent for 
reaching 7 percent plus an additional 2.75 percent for the 1.1 percentage points over 7).' 
Each State's allotment would increase accordingly. q~ 

, In other words, a determination would be made at the b¢ginning and in the middle of the 
Federal fiscal year as to whether the JOBS cap should be increased (Le., whether the 
,unemployment trigger level had been reached). If the cap were increased at the beginning of 
the year, an adjustment would not,also be made at the middle of the year. 

. 	 .~, 

17 


http:potcntia.I.Iy
http:CClIl.II


(i) 	 Funding for teen case 'management (see TEEN PARENTS above) would be provided not as a 
set-aside, but as additional dollars within the JOBS capped entitlement. . 

13. 	 SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT 

,Specifications ; 

, . (a). , The State agency would be requ~red to conduct an assessment (in person) of all JOBS 
participants and all those in the pre-JOBS phase (i.e.• all adult recipients and minor parents in 
the phased-in group ·and all JOB~ participants no!,in the phased-in grou~) on at Ieasta . 
semiannual basis to evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the employability plan., 
This assessment could be i~tegrated with the,annual AFDC eligibility redetermination. 

,Persons in pre-JOBS status found to be ready for participation in employment and training, 
could be assign~ to the JOBS program following the asseSsment. Conversely, persons in,the 
JOBS program discovered to be facing ,very ~erioUs obstacles to participation , could be placed, 
in the pre-JOBS phase. Other revisions to the employability· plan ~~)Uld be made as needed. , 

(b) 	 , The' assessment would entail,an evaluation or'the extent to which the State waS providing the 
services called for in the employability plan. In instances in which the State was found not to' 
be delivering the specified education, training and/or supportive services, the agency would be 
required to take steps to ensure that the services would be delivered from that pOint forward . 

• : . ' . . ,j, 	 . , 

14. 	 TRANsmON TO WoRKIWORK 

; j ~Specifications 

(a) 	 Persons would be required to,engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days' 
(up to 90 days, at State option) before taking,a'WORK assignment. The employability plan 
would be modified accordirigly. In·most cases, the job,search would be performed during the 
45-90 days immediateiy preceding the end of the. time limit. ' 

(b), 	 The State agency wo~ld berequired'to schedule a meeting with any recipient approaChing the 
end of t)1e 24-month'time limit at I~t 90 days in advance of thati~dividual's reaching the 
limit. Th,e State agency would, as part of the 9(Hjay asseSsment, evaluate the recipient's 
progress and employability to determine if an extension were ¥propriateto, for example, 
complete a training program in which the recipient was currently enrolled (see,·EXTENsIONS 

~;;,. 	 below), 'The State agency would be required to inform the r~ipient, both in writing and at 
the face-to-face meeting, of the consequences of reaching the time limit-the need to register 
for the WORK program in order to be eligible for further support, in the form of a WORK 
assignment;, RecipientS would also be apprised of the requirement to engage in job searCh for 
the final 45-90 days and of the State's extensi~n·policy. ' ' 

(c) 	 States would have the option of providing,an additional month of AF:DC benefits to 
individuals who, found employment just as their eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS 
participation endeq. i! necessary to tide them over until th~ first paycheck.' 

. , 



(d) 	 The State agency would'notify the r~ipient, either by phone or in writing, of the purpose and 
, need for the9O-day meeting, and the State agency would be required to make additional 

attempts at notification, if the recipient.failCd to appear~ 

(e) 	 , F<>.r persons re-entering tJteJ9BS progranl (in.cluding those previously aSsigned to pre-JOBS) , 
with,fewer than six months of eligibility rel1laining, the development/revision of the ' " 
employabifity plan could be conSi<iered the 9<ktay meeting, if the requisite information were 
provided at that point.' lothe case 'of an individual re-entefing with fewer than 90 days of 
eligibility, the meeting would be held at the earl~est possible date. , ' ' 

,....""~.. , 

(f) 	 The semiannual assessment could be treated as the 9O-day meeting, provided it fell within the 
, final six months of eligibility. Conversely, the 9O-day assessment 'would meet the 


, ' requirement for an semiannual assessment. 

• 	 ,r 

Worker Support 

(g) 	, ": States would btn~ncouraged to, us~' JOBS or WORK funds (from thecapPe9 WORK , 
allocation; see below), to provide services designed to help persons who~~d left the JOBS or , 
WORK programs for employment keep thos,ejobs. ,"" " , " 

Services could includ~ case management, work-related supportive services; and job search and 
, 	 , , 

, job placement assistance for former recipients wpo had lost their jobs. Case management 
could,~ntail assistance with money management, mediation between employer and,employee 
and aid in applying for advance paymentS of the EITC. Work-related supportive services , 
'could include payments for licensing or ,certification fees,clothing or uniforms, auto repair or 

f
other transportation expenses and emergency child care expenses. /', " " 

15. ,'EXTENSIONS 

Specifications 

(a) 	 States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without 
,having had adequate a~ess 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 State would be required to grant an extension equal to the number of 
months needed to complete the activities in the employability plan (up to a li~it of 24 
months). ,States would be mapdated to take the results o(the semiannual'assessment(s) into 
account in determining ifservices were delivered satisfactorily. If an extension were granted 
on the grounds of inadequate service delivery, the ell1ployability plaQ could be revised, as 
appropriate, at that point. Disagreements about revisions to the plan would be subject to..tJ'te 
same dispute r~lut!on and sarictioning procedures as was the initial' development of the plan. 

(b) 	 If the State agency and the recijiient disagreed with respect to whether services were 
substantially provided and hence"as to whether the recipient was entitled to an extensioI\, the 
State agency would ,be mandated to 'inform the, recipient of her or his right to a fair hearing on 
theissue. All hearings,-would be held prior to'the end of the'illdividual's 24 months of· ' 
eligibility. ' 

(c) " . Ina' fair hearing regarding a recipient's claim ,that he or she was entitled to an' extension due 
to State failure to make available the services in,theemployabilit}'. plan, the State would have 
to show what services were provid~. A recipient would be entitled to an extension if the ' 

19 




'hearing officer found that the recipient waS "unable to complete'the eleme~ts of-the 
employabilitY plan because services, including necessary supportive serVices, were not , 
'available for a signifi~t period of time. If it was determined ~~t adequate servic.es~ere not 
provided, an extension woul~ be granted and the recipient and State:agency would revise the, , 

, employability plan, as app~opriate (see above). ' 

(d) 	 , Persons enrolled in a structured learning program (inch)ding, but not limited to, those created ' 
under the School-to-Work Opportunities 'Act) would be granted an extension up to age 22 for 
completiQn of such a program. A structured learning program would be,defined as' a, program 

"J"" <;that begins",~t the secondary school level and ,conti~ues into a po~ks.econdary program and is 
designed 'to' iead to 'a degree and/or recognized skills certificate. Such extensions would not" 

, count against the cap ,on extensions (see below). "J, 
, 	 ' 

, (e),' 	 States would also be permitted, but not required, to grant extensions of the time limit. under 
the circumstances'listed below, up to 10% of all adults and minor parents required t6 partici
pate in JOBS and subject to the time limit .. Extensions ,due to, State failure to, deliver services, , 
as discussed above, would be counted against the, cap. A State would, however, be required 
to grant an extension if services' were not p~ovided, regardless of whether the State was above 
or below the 10% cap. ",," , 

,:tc, (1) "For completion of a OED program (extension limited to 12 months). ~~: ' 

(2) , 	 For compietion of a ,certificate-granting training program or educational 
activity, including post-secondary education ora structured microenterprise 
program eipected to enhance employability or income. Extensions to 
complete a two or four-year college degree would be Conditioned on 

, simultaneous participation in a work-study program or other part-time work. 
, ' 

The extension is Contingent on the individual's making satisfactory ~cademic 
progress, as defined by the Higher Education Act (extension limited to 24 
months).' 

(3) 	 In cases of persons Who are leanling disabled, illiterate or ,who face language 
barriers or other substantial obstacles to employment. This would include a 
person, with a serious, learning disability whose employability plan to date bas 

,been,deSigned to address that impediment and who consequently has nOl yet ' 
,:: , obtained the job ski'ls training needed to secure'employment (e~tensionnot 

limited in duration). '. ',' " ", ,"" , , , 
- . . 	 , 

The State agency would ,be required to set a duration for ~~h extension granted, sufficient to, 
for example, finish a training program already underway or, in the event of a State failure to 
provide services: to complete the activities in the employability plan~ , 

States would be r~quired to continue providing supportive'services,as needed to persons who 
had received extensions of the time' limit.' 	 , 

,.' 
(g) 	 AState would be permitted, in the event of extraordinary circumstances, to 'apply to the 

Secretary to have its capon extensions raised. The Secretary would be required to make a 
timely response to such requests (see PRE-JOBS ab()ve). '." 
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. ,JuDo 6 

. (It) The Se:cretilry would develop and transmit to Congress (see PRE-JOBS above), by a sp~ified. 
date, recommendations regarding the level of the ecw on extensions; the SeCretary could, as 

.mentioned abOve, recommend that the cap be-raised, lowered 'or maintained at ten percent. 

16. 	 QUALIFYING FOR' ADDiTIONAl. MONTHS OF ELlOiBILITY 

.. '.. SpeyificatioQS 

(a) 	 . Persons who had left AFDC with fewer .than six months of eligibility for AFDC 

, benefits/J OBS participation remaining' would qualify for a limited number of additional 

months of eligibility, to serve as a cusQion. An individual"in this category (fewer than 6 


-. 	months of eligibilitY remaining) would qualifY for one additional month ofeligibility for every 
four months during which the indiv.idual'did not receive AFDCand was not in the WORK 
program, up to aJimi~of six months of eligibility at anytime. . ' 

(b) 	 Persons who. left the WORK program would also be able to qualify for up to 6 months of 

eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS participation, juSt as. described in (a). .' 
. - , 	 : 

(c) 	 Indivi4ual;~~ntering the AFDC program would be subject to the up-front job search 

requirement, as described above under.JOBS SERVICES. 


'," , 

-,' "~ 
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, Current law 

By statute JOBS must be administe;~' by the /v~A ,agency. State /V-A agencies may delegate to or 
contract,(either throughjin:ancial or non-financial agreements) with other entities such 'as JTPA to, ' 
provide a broad range ojJOBS services. ,The /V-A agency must retain overall responsibilityjor the 
program (including program 4esign, policy-:maJdng.. establishing programparticipatton requirements) 
and any actions'that involve individuals (including determination ojexemption statUS, detef7!1lnation oj 
good cause, application oj sanctioizi:~and jair hearings).' , ,", 

HHSIACF nulkesgrtWs to tlU! /V-A ~gency based on the allocationjonnula outlined in the statute and 
holds the IV-A agency accountable jonneeting participation and target,group expenditure 
requirements as well as sUbmitting all necessary.program andjinancial,reports. ' ' 

, 	 , 

Vision 

JOBS ~ WORK would be administered by the /V-A' agency unless ifie Governor de~ignates another 
entity to administerthe programs. If the Governor designates an agency other than the /V-A agency 
,to administer JOBSiwORK, tJiln any 'plan or other document submitted to HHS.to operate the , 
programs would be jointly submitted by the administering entity and the /V-A' agenCy. 

, , 

'Based on the Governor's designation, HHSIACF would make grants to the administering elUity and 
hold that entity resPfJnsible jor submitting program and jinancial rePorts and meeting appropriat.e , ' 
peTjonrlance standards. ' , 

• 	 In a State that elects to operate oTie-stop career centers, JOBS/wORK would be requi~edcomponents 
,oj the one-stop career centers. . 

, 17. OVERALL ADMINlSTRA110N " 

,'Specifications: 

(a) 	 JOBS and WORK must be administered by the same State entity: 

(b) 	 The Governor m~y designate the agency to, administer JOBSfWORlC In the absence of the 
designation of another 'agency, the IV-A agency would administer JOBSIWORK.; 

The Governor ~ould detennine whether'ihe, State had a Btate-wide one-stoP.,gu-eer center, 
system: That determination would be made, at least every two years., If the Governor' 
detennined that the State had such a system, the JOBSfWORK program would participate in ' 
the operation of the one.:stop career cen'ters. The Governor would make one-stop career 
center services availabl.e to the participants, in the JOBSfWORK components:" 

(d) 	 , ,If the Governor designated an entity other than: th~, IV-A agency, then that agency and the IV
A agency would have to enter into a writteri agreement outlining their respective roles in 
carrying out J()BSfWORK. 
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(e) , 	 If the IV-A agency retained administration of JOBS, itwould have'the option of contracting 
with another entity or entities to carry out any and all functions r,elated to JOBS~ORK. All' 
contracts and agreements 'with such entities,would be written. ' ' 

(f) 	 If the Governor designate4 an entity other than the IV-A agency, then th,at agency and ,the IV
A agency would be required to jointly submit, any plan required to. operate JOBSIWORf( to 
the S~retary of HHS. : ," , 

(g) 	 Upon notification by the Governor of the designation of an entity other than the IV-A 'agency 
to administer JOBSIWORK, the Department of IleaJth and Human, Ser:vices, would make all 

,grant awards and hold a,ccountable for all financial and reporting requirem~hts the ,designated 
entity: ' 

18. 	 SPECIFIC REsPONSlBlLmES OF THE IV-A AGENCY 

~pecifications 

'. 
No matter which entity haS ,responsibility for JOBSIWORK, the,IV-A agency,must retain 
responsibility for:"')!" , ' ,,- ' 

(1) , 	 Determining eligibility forAFDC; 

, (2) 	 Tracking and notifying famili~subj~ to the time limitof months left of 
eligibility; " , ' , 

(3) 	 Applying sanctions; 

". (4) , Making supplemental payments to eligible WORK participants and 
, 'determining continuing eligibility for WORK and for AFDC payments; , 

(5) 	 Notifying the JOBSIwORKagency ar least 120 days before an individual's 
two:"year time limit was up SO ,that appropriate steps (e.g., jo~ search) could 
be taken; and ' 

(6) 	 Holding fair hearings regarding time limits and cash benefits. 

19. 	 OrnER AREAS OF REsPi;>NsIl3IUTY, 
" 

, 'SpeCificationS 	 .... '., 

''::,'" . 
(a)' In ~tates where an entity other than the IV-A agency is responsible fodOBSIWORK, we ' 

propose to give States the flexibility to determine-how the following functions are carried out. 
The State plan would,haveto contain specific information detailing how the State intended to 

, , c3rry out the following functionS: ' ' 

'(1) 	 Determining pre-JOBS status; 

(2) 	 Granting extensions to the time limits; and 
" , 

- , 

(3), Providing secondary reviews and,~earings on issues specifiCally related to 
JOBS or WORK ~articipation. ' , 
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.',' .. 

Current Law· . 


.There is mp;esenl under· 1ltle IV Mwork program ojthe type envisio.ned here. .'States are presenlly 
· permitted to operate on-the-job training, work 'suPplemenlarion and community work experience 

programs as pan ojthe JOBS program (section 482(e) and 482(f), Social SecLlrity Act, 45 CFR 
250.61,250.62, 250.63). Regulations, ho-wever, explicitly prohibit States from operating a program 
ojpub}i~ service employmenl under the.JOBS w,wreUa(45 CFR 250.47).. . . 

.- .~'.'" 

...,........ '! 


The focus ojthe transitioncd assistance program will be helping people move from 'welfare to . 
.unsubsidized einploymenl. The two-year time limitjor cash assistance notcontingenlon.work ispart 
ojthis effort. Some reCipients will, ho-wever, reach the two-year time limit without havingjourid a' 
job, despite having participated satisfactorily in the JOQS program. We are committed to providing 

.-- the,m with the opportunitY-to work to help~Upport theirfamilie,s. The design.ojthe WORK program . 
· .WU,l.,be guided by a principle central to the rejonn effort, that persons who work should be no worse 

~ ... "f" . ' 	 . ..,.- _
offthan those who are not working. '. . ........ '.' .... ';;'".' . 


'. 	 The WORK program Would make -WOrk ~sig1iinenls (hereafter WORK assignmenls) in the public, 
private and non-projit sectors available to Persons who 'had reached the time limit. States'would be 
required to create a minimum number ofWORK assignmenls, bur ~Uld otherwise be given' 
considerable flexibility in the 'expenditure oj WORK program fiwis.: For example, Siates wou14 be 
permitted to contract with privOre jinns and not-Jor-projitsto place persons in subsidized or . 
unsubsidized private sectorjobs. ..., 	 . . 

. 	 '. 
• 	 The WORK program would take the fonn ofa Work-Jor-wages structure. Participa1Jls in WORK 

assignmenls would be paid for hoUrs worked; individuals who miss~ work Would not be paid for 
those hours. . 

Definition: The termS "WORK assignments" .arid "WORK positions" are defined as temporary. ' 

· publicly-subsidized jobs in the public; private or· not-for-profit'seCtors.' . 

.'. . 	 . 

20. . 	 EsTABLISHMENT OF A :WORK PROGRAM . 	 . 

;~' ,..Specifications 
, . 

(a) 	 Each State'would be required to operate a WORK progr~ making WORK assignments 
availableto.persons who had reached the 24-month time limit for AFDC'benefits not 
conditioned upon_work. . 
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21. WORK FUNDIN~ 

Specitkations 

(a) .. There would be two WO~ program funding streams: 

'1) A capped ~ntitlement which ,would be distributed to states accordi'ng to the 
, sum of the average monthly number of persons required to participate in JOBS 

. , (and subject to. the time liniit) and the average monthly number of persons in . 
. the WORK program in a State relative to the numbe~" in aJl States. 

":~\.,, '. ,.' . 	 , ,;-:t . 

2)' . An uncapped entitlement to reimburse-States 
. 

for wages 
, 

paidto WORK 
program participants,.whicli would inClude wage'subsidies to private, for
,profit employers. ' 

. The capped entitlem~nt would be for W,oRKoperatibrial costs, which would, include 
expenditures to develop WORK assigDIIlents, placement bonuses to contractors and spending 
on other WORK pr<>grarn services such as'supervisoo job search.' ..' 

.. ". ' .. ~~" 

(b) 	 A State would receive ,matching funds, up to the amount of the capped'allocation, for. 
expenditures for WORK ope,rational costs at the WORK match rate, which would be set-,at the; 
same level as the JbBS match'rate-the current law JOBS match rate plus ten percentage 
points. For expendifureSon wages to WORK participants, including wage subsidies to private 
employers, a State 'would b,e reimbursed at its FMAP. . 

EXAMPLE: 

'. 

.z:;, 

State A's"al.location (annual) from the,'capped WORKentitlementfor FY 99 is 
$1.5 million. 'The State's WORK (and JOBS) match rate is 75 percent and its 

. FMAP is 50 percent. The State spends a total of.$5.2 million on the WORK 
program-Sl.6 million to develop the WORK. aSsignments, make performance
based payments to placement contractors, and provide job search.services and 
$3.6 ,million on wage subsidies to private employers and wages for WORK 
participants 'in the public and not-for-:-profit sectors. State A would be 
reimbursed for the $1.6 million'in spending on operational Costs at the 75 
percent capped allocation match rate, for a total of $1:2 million in reimburse
ment at 'that fat~. For the $3.6 million in expenditures on WORK wages, the 
State would be reimbursed at .the FMAP, for $1;8 million in Federal dollars " 
from the uncapped streaoHlnda total ,of $3 million in Federal.matching funds. 

", J' ,." 	 ,.tv, . : 

.As discussed in JOBS FUNDIf\lG above, the enhanced match rate would become effective upon 
.:.".:..... 	 statewide implementation of the new legislation, provided the":~tate met the maintenance of ' 

effort "equirement concerning its total spending for JOBS, .WORK and for IV-A, Transitional 
and At~Risk Child Care. Prior to statewide implementation, the WORK match rate would be 
set at the higher of FMAP and 60 percent. " 

,~ . 	 . 

(c) 	 The WORK capped entitlement would be set at _ million for FY 1998, _ billion for FY 
1999, ~ billion for FY 2000, ~ j)illiQnfor F.Y 2001 and _ billion f9r FY)OO2. [The 
capped entitlement would cover the operational cOst of providing WORK assignments to all 
persons who had reached the two-year time limit and an additional amount for work 
opportunities for noncustodial parents. The level of the capped entitlement for the fiscal years 
after 2002 would be set by' adjustingJorcaseload growth, inflation and the increaSe in the size 
of th,e phased-in group.] , " 
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(d) 	 As discussed above (s~ JOBS FUNDING), a State ~ould be'permitted,to reallocate up to 10% , 
of the combined total of its JOBS and WORK allotments from'its JOBS program to its WORK 

'program, andvic.e versa. 	 A State would be permitted to reallocate up to, lO%'of its JOBS 
funding for FY 97 (the year prior to,implementation of the WORK program) to cover WORK 
program start-up costs. 

(e) 	 If; as, described in.JOBS FUNDING, the 'States were not able to claim all available Federal 
, JOBS and WORK' funding (WORK capped entitlement) for a fiscal year; a State would be " 

able to draw down Federal funds, for WORK spending on 'operational costs, in excess of~ts ' 
,allotment from the capped entitle~ent. 
. 	 ');~. 

~ ,:··,t. 

. As~discussed in, JOBS ·FUNDING above, if the rate of total unemploymentjn, <!:State Jor a fiscal 
-'year 'equaled or exceeded the (total unemployment rate) trigger for,an extend~ benefit period' , 
" (currently 6.5 percent),and the State's total unemploy'merit rate for that fiscal year equaled or 
exceeded Ito percent of that rate for either (or bOth) of the two precedirig fiscal years, the 
State match rate for JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal year would be 
reduced by ten percent. ' 

, (g) The capped 'entitlement f~r WORK for a fiscal year, would rise by 2.5 percent, if the average 
'nationalt9tal unemployment rate for the last two quarters of the previous fiscitl year or 'the 
, first two quarters of that fiscal year equaled T percent. FO,r each tenth of a percentage point 
by which the national unemployment rate for either ofthose two-qu!JIter periods exceeded 7 
percent, the WORK cap would be increased by an additional .25 percent. (identical to the 
provision concerning lifting the cap on JOBS funding; see JQBS FUNDING) , 

-to, 

22: 	 FLEXIBILITY 

Specifications 

(a) 	 StateswouJd enjoy wide discretion concerning the spendirig of WORK program funds. A 
State could pursue apy of a wide range of strategies to provide work to those who had, 
reached, the two-year time limit, induding: " ' 

• 	' , Offer wage subsidies and other incentives to for-profit, not-for-profit and' 
public employers! ' , 

,: 

• 	 Execute performanee-based.contrac.ts with private firms, n~t-for.-pr~fit or., 
, public organizations loplace WORK participants in unsubsidized jobs; , 

• 	 Make paymen~."Jo not-for-profit employers to defray the, cost of supervising 
WORKp~icipants; , . 

'. Support microenterprise and self-employment efforts; or 

• 	 Make payments to not-for-profit employers and public agencies to employ 
participants in temporary projects designed to address community needs, such 
as projects to enhance neighborhood infrastructure and provide othet~' 
community services, or ,to employ participants as, for example, mentor:s to 
t~n parents on assistance., ", ' '" . 

. ,\ 26 . 

http:performanee-based.contrac.ts


The approaches above would be listed insutute, as, examples, but States would not be," , 
. restricted to these strategies. ' " 

23. 	 LlMrrs ON SUBSIDIES TO EMPLOYERS' I , 

Specifications 

,An individual could hold a particular WORKassignrnent (i.e., the WORK subsidy could be 
paid) for no m<?re than 12 months. Ideally, after the subsidy ended, the employer would 
retail,kthe WORK participant in unsubsidized employment.""" 

, 	 , ~~ , 

~'(b)The Secretary may adopt, as .necessary', regulations to assure ~e appropriate use of. the wage 

subsidy (e.~., to prevent fraud and abuse).' ' 


24. 	 COORDINATION 

. , Specifications-e 

), 

(a) 	 The agency administering the WORK program would be requireifio coordinate delivery of. 

WORK services with the public, private and not-for-profit sectors~ 'inCluding local', ' 

government, large and small businesses, United Ways, voluntary agencies and community- , ' 

based organizations (CBOs). Particular attention should be paid to involving, the breadth of 


, the community iri the development oithe WORK program.in that locality. . .. 

(b) 	 The State would ~~ required to designatein the State plan,or describe a process for 

, desigmlting, bodieS to serve as WORK planning boards for each JTPA Service DeliveryAr~ 

, in the State, (or for such larger or~maller area as the State deems appropriate). The WORK 


" . 	 planning board, which could be either an existing or a new body, would assist the, 

administering' entity in ope~ating the WORK program in that area. 'The State would be 


" 

.,'mandated to involve local elected officials in the d~ignation or establishment of such boards. 

The planning board would work in conjunction with the WORK p(ogram agency to identify 
potential WORK assignments and opportunities for movement into unsubsidized employment, 

, and to develop methods to ensure' compliance with the requirementS relating to nondisplacem..: 
ent and working conditions. WORK planning boards would,have to include union and 
private, public (including u~its of general purpose local government) and not-for-p'rofit 
(including CBOs) sector representation: . . . . .~ 

(c) 	 States would have to establish a process by which WORK pianning bo~ds could submit 

",comments regarding the development of ~e State plan. '~"~' 


(d) 	 The WORK agency would be required to include in the State plan provisions for coordInation 

with the State compreliensive reemployment system (including the emplQyment service) and 

other ,relevant employment and public service 'programs in the public, private and not-for.: 

profit sectors, including efforts supported by the Corporation for' National and Community 

Servl'ce.' ' 

~1:.: 
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25. 	 R.Eri:NTION REcORDS 

Spec~fications 

(a) 	 States would be required to keep a record of the rate at which employers' (public, private and ' 
not-for-profit) retained WORK program p~icipants (after the subsidies ended). Similarly, 
States would be mandated to'monitor the performance of placement fmns. 

26~ . 	 NONDISPLACEMENT 

Specifications 

(a) 	 'The assignment ofa parti~ipantt(j a subsidiied job under .the WORK program would not
.k . 

(1) 	 result in'the displacement of any currentlyemployed worker, including partial 
displacement such, as a reduction in t1'!e hours of non-overtime work, wages or 
employment benefits; , '", ' 

.:. , 

, (2) impair existing contf~cts f~r services or, collective bargaining agreements; 

, (3), ,infringe upon the pro~otiomjJ ~pPortunities of ~y currently employed 
worker; , 

(4) 	 result in the employment of the participant or filling'of a position when 
. ; 	 ,_..-.' '. . " 

(a) 	 , any other person is on layoff, on strike or has been locked out from: 
or has recall r'ights'to, the same or,a substantially equivalent job or 
position with the same employer; or ' . 

(b) 	 , the employer has terminated any regular employee or otherwise 
reduced its work force with the effect of filling the vacancy so created 
with such pa,ticipant; or 

(5) 	 result in filling a vacancy for a position in a State or local government agency 
for which State or local funds have been budgeted and are available, unless 
such agency has been unable to fill such vacancy with a qualified applicant 
through stich agency's regular' employee selection procedure during a period 

,of not less than 60 days. 

(b) 	 A participant would not be assigned to a position with a private, not-for-profit entity to carry 
out activities that are the,same or substantially equiy.alent to activities that have been regularly 
carried out by a State or local government agency iothe same local area, unless such' , , 
placement meets the nondisplacement requirements describ'ed in· th is section of the : ' 
specifiCations. ' . 
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21. ,GRmVANeE, ARBITRATION AND REMEDIES 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Each Stat~ would establish' and maintain grievance procedureS for resolving complaints by 

regular employees or their representatives, alleging violations of the nondisplacement 

provisionS (described above). ' 


(b) 	 ': Hearings ~n any grievan~' filed pursuant to the provision above would be ~nducted within 

30 days ofthe filingoi,such grievance. Except f()r complaints alleging fraud or criminal 

aCtivity, a grievance would be made not later than'one year, after the date of the alleged ' 

occurrence. 


(c) 	 Upon receiving a decision, or if 60 days has elapsed' without a decision being made, a 

grievantmay do either of the following:" . , " " 


..'-/ 
" '(1) file'an appeal as provided for in the State's procedures or in regulations. 

" promulgated by the Secretary, or ' ' " , .-', 
~~f,) .... 

, (2) 	 submit such grievance to binding arbitration in accordance with the provisioDs 
of this sectign. ,~, 

Arbitration 

(d) 	 In accordance with the appeal/arbitration provision above, on the occurrence of an adverse 
grievan~ decision, or 60 days after the filing of. such grievance if no decisionhas been ' 
reached,theparty filing the grievance would be permitted to subPlit such grievance to, binding , 
arbitration before a qualified arbitrator who was jointly selected and ,independent of the ' 
interested parties. ' ' 

(e)' 	 If the parties could not agree on an arbitrator, the Governor would appoint an arbitrator from, 
a list, of qualified arbitrators within 15 days of receiving, a request for such appointment from 
one o.fthe parties to the 'grievance. ' 

(t)' , 	 An arbitration pro~eeding conducted ~ deScri~e(i here would beheld not later than' 45 days' 
after the request for such arbitratio'n, or ifthe arbitrator were appointed by the Governor (as 
describoo above) not later than '30 days after such appointtrient, and a: decision concerning 
such grievance would be made not later than 30 days after the date of such arbitration 
proceeding. ' ' J 

.,.' 

(g) 	 " The Cost of the arbitration proceeding coilducted as described here'would in general be 

divided evenly between the parties to the arbitration. If a grievant prevails in such an 

arbitration proceeding', the party found in violation would pay the total cost of such ' 

proce:eding and the ~ttorney,s fees of the grievant. 


:,;,(h) Suits, to enforce arbitradon awards' un er this section may bebrot,lght in;:,any district court of 
. the United Stltes having juriSdiction over the parties, without regard to the, amount in 
controversies and without regard to the' citizenship of the parties. 
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'Remedi~ 

(i).' Remedies for a grievance filed under this sec~'ion include 

(1) 	 suspension of payments foras,sistance under this title,; , 

(2) 	 the termination ofsuch payments; 

(3) 	 the' prohibition of the plaCement ofa participant; , 

,:r.':' 	 , , ' . . . ' .:;;.;~. 

(4) 	 ,reinstatemtmt ora displaced employee to the Position held .by such employee 
prior to di~placementi"': 

(5) 	 payment of lost wages and benefits of the displaced employee;' 

(6) 	 reestablishment of other relev~t terms, 'c;onditi~ns and privileges of the 
't,'" 

displaced employee; and' 	 , 
..--...~::.. 

(7) 	 such c;quitable relief as is'necessary to correct a violation or to m3.ke a 
, displaced employee whole. 

28. 	 CONSULTATION wrrn LABoR ORGANlZ~TIONS 

Specifications' ' 

, (a) 	 No ,assignment of a participant to a position with an employer shall. be made unless any local 
labor organizationS represent~ng employees of such employer'who ~e engaged in the'same or 
substantially similar work as that Ri"Oposed .lobe carried out by such participant are consulted 
regarding such an assignment. " 

29. 	 'WORK EUGIBILrrY C~A AND REGIsTRATION PRbcESS 

Specifications 
, 	 , , 

(a) 	 Recipients who had reached the tWo.;.year time Iimitfor· AFDC penefits not contingent upon ' 
work and who otherwise met the AFDC eligibility criteria (e.g., income and asset limits) 
would ~~ eligible t9., enter the ·WORK program. ' ' ~,,;. 

(b) 	 Stat~ would be mandated to describe the WORK program, including the terms and conditions 
of participation, to all recipients at least 90 days before they were sl~ted to reach the 2+
month time lunit (seel'RANsmoN TO WoRIYWORK above). Recipients who had reached the' 
24-month time limit would be required to register for the WORK program lilorder to be 
eligible for either a WORK assignment or for AFDC benefits while.awaiting a WORK 
position (see ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTSII~~ AcnV111ES below). 

. " . , 

(c) 	 States would be requ.ired to establish a regi,stration process ,for the WORK program. The 

registration process: would in gelleral include an aSsessment for the purpose of matching the 

participant with a WORK assignment which' the individual has the ability to perform and 

which will assist.him.or her in secur~ng unsubsidized ~inployment. The agency would be 

expected to draw upori.an individual's JOB~=s:ase record inmaking such an assessme~t. 
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'States ~ould be prohibited from denying an eligible individ'~al (as'described above) entry mto 
the, WORK program, provided he or she f~lIowedthe regisq:iltion,procedure. ' 

, (d) , Only one parent in an AFDC-UP family' ",ould 'be required to participate in the WORK 

ptogram.States _would; however, have the option of requiring both parents to participate. 


(e) 	 An individual who bait ~xited the systemafte~ baving reach~ ~etime limit or after bavmg 

entered the WORK program,but had not qualified for any additional mo~ths of AFDC 


, benefits/JOBS participation (see'QUALIFYING FOR ADDmONAL MONTIISOF ELIGIBILITY 
above) would be permitted' to enroll, or ,r~l,lfOl1, in the WORK program., ' . .. 	 .~-, 

,:l\'O, 

"" -- EXAMPLE: ; " 
-:' " ,A WORK program participant' rand. aprivate ICdOr job and leavca the WORK program, but u'liiid off after just one 

month, before qualifying for any months of MDC benerltllJOBS participation (lee above), 1bis penon would be 

eligible for the WORK prognun. , 

(t) 	 , , States would be required. for persons in WORK assignments,.tooonduct a WORK eligibility 
determination (slmilar'to anAFDC eligibiliijdetermination in all respects, except that WORK 
wages would not be'included in countable income; see below) on a semiannual basis. If the ' d.v:. ,. 

circumstances ofan individual ina WORK assignment changed (e.g., increase in earned 
income, marriage) such that the family were no longer eligible J,9r AFDC, the participant 
would be permitted to remain ill the WORK assigninent until the semiannual, redetermination. 
An'individual found to be ineligible fo,r the WORK program as of the redetermination, 
however, would not be permitted to continue in that WORK assignment. Persons found to be 
ineligible for the WORK program would nothave access ~ a'WORK assignment, other 
WORK program services or to the AFDC benefits provided to persons in the WORK program 
who were not In WORK assignments. " ' , 	 ' 

" 	 , 

• 	 (g) WORK wilges would not be included in countable income for purposes of determining WORK 
eligibility. WORK' wages would be included in countable income for purPoses of calculating 
the e3rrungs supplement (see below). ' " 

30. 	 ALLOCATION OF ,WORK ASSIGNMENTSnN'TERIM ACTIVITIES 

Specifications 

(a). The entity administering the WORK program in a locality would be req~i'red to keep an 

updated tally of all ,WORK registrants awaiting WORK aSsignments (as Qpposed, to, for 

example, WORK partiCipants 'who had been referred to a placement contractor). 'WORK 

positions would not be allocated strictly on a 'first-come, first-~erved basis. An individual , 

whose sanction period had just ended'would be placed in a new WORK assignment as rapidly 

as possible. Among 'other WORK participants, persons new to the WQRK program would 


, have priority for WORK assignments over persons who had previously held a WORK posi:. 
tion. ' 

(b) , 	 States would have the option of requiring persons' who were awaiting WORK assignments to 

participate"in other WORK program activities (e.g.; individual or group job search, arranging, 

for childeare,self-initiated activities), and to, establish' mechanisms for monitoring " 

participation in such activities. Persons in this, waiting status could include WORK 

participants' who had completed an initial WORK assignment without finding unsubsidized ' 

employ'Rlent;"participants wboseassignments ended prematurely for reasons other,than the 

participant's misconduct, and individuals, awaiting a hearing concerning misconduct. 
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Individuals who failed to comply with such participation requirements would be subj~ 'to 
sanction as 'described below (see SANCTIONS). ' " 	 ' , 

(c)' States would be required. to provide child c'are and other' s~pportiv'e serviceS as needed to 

,participate in the interim WORK program activities, (described abQve). ' 


(d) 	 The family ~f a person w~o was in the WORK p'rogram~utnot in a WORK assignment.(e.g;; 

awaiting ~ assignment or in an alternate WORK activity) would receive AFDC benefits, 

provided that the individual wereconiplying with any 'applicable requirements (as described 

above). 	 .,:'1"

.i1r'!' 

, (e)... 	 Participants who left a WOIp( assignritent for. good cause (see,SAN~oNS below) .would be 
placed in another WORK 'assignment or enrolled in an interim or alternate WORK program 
activity, (e.g., job search until a WORI\ assignment became available): Such persons 'and 
their families would be eligible for AFDC benefits (as outlined above)...., 	 , 

lnlocaliti~jn ~hichthe WORK program was administered by.. an entity other than the IV-A(~ 
agency, the IV-A agency·v.iould still beresponsible for AFDC benefits to families described 
in lO(d). States ,would not be permitted to. distinguish between such families and other AFDC 
recipients with respect to the determination of eligibility and calculation of benefits~States 
could not apply a stricter standard or provide alower level of benefits to persons on the ' 
waiting list. 

",' 

31. ' 	 HOURS OF WORK ' 

Specifications 

(a) , States would. have the flexibility to determine the number of hours ..for ~ch WORK 

assigtunent. The number ()f hours for a WORK assi8nment could vary depending on the 


. nature of the posit!on,: WORK assignme~ts would have to be for<at least an average:of 15 . 

hours per week during amorithand for no more than an ayerageof 35 hours per week during 
a month.' " 

Each State would.be required, to the extent possible, to set the hours for WORK assignments 
, such that the average wages from a WORK assigriment represented at ,least 75 percent of the 
typiCal AFDC benefit for ,a family 'of three in the 'State. This would be a State plan ' 
requirement. 

, .;:~ 

32. 	 EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION 
, .., 

Specifications" 

(a) 	 In instances in which the family income of an individual who had reached the time limit and 

was working in either a WORK assignmerit or an unsubsi<iiied joh o(at least 15 hours per 

week.were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that size" the individual and hislher 

family would receive 3J) earnings supplement sufficient to I~ve the family no worse off than a 

family of the same size on AFDC (with no earned income); , 


(b) 	 The earnings supplement would be in the form of either 'AFDC ,or' a new program identical to :.,' 

AFDC with respect to. the determination of eligibility and Cal~Uhltio~ o{benefits. The level of 
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the earnings supplement ~()uld not be adjusted up due to failure to work the set number of, 
hours for the WORK assignment. ' . 

(c) 	 The w~rk expense disregard for the purpose of calculating the earnings supplement would be,' 

set at the same level as the standard $120 work expense disregard. States which, opted for 


. more generous earnings disregard policies would be permitted but not required to appiy these 
policies to WORK wages. ' " ", " 

33. 	 TREATMEtrr OF WORK WAGES wirn· REsPECT TO BENEFITS AND TAXES 

S'pecifications 
"" .. -.~-, """_.".\p 	 -". 

. (a) . 	 Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned income with respect to Federal' and 
~~.. . 

,Federal-State assistance programs o~er'lhan AFDC (e.g., foOd stamps, SSI, Medicaid, public' 
'and S~ion 8 housing). ' " " '. 

(b) 

(c) 	 , Persons in WORK assignments wouid be'subject,toFICt{iaxes. States would be required to 

ensure that the corresponding employer contribution for OASDI and,HI waS made,' either by 

the employer or by the entity administering the WORK program (or through. another method). 


(d) 	 Earnings from WORK positions would not be included in ,~djusted Gioss.Income (AGl) and 
would ,not be treat~ as earned 'income for the purpose o(calculating the Earned Income Tax, 
Credit.' " , ' 

(e) 	 The employment of participants under the WORK program would not be subject to the 

provisio~'of any Feder3J or State unemploYlPent compensation law. ' 


, 

(0 
" ' 

. , To the extent that a State ~orkers' Compensation law ~ereapplicable,~orkers' comp'eitsati~n 

in accordance with such law would be availi\blewithrespect to WORK:partic!pants.,To the 

extertt'that such law, were not applicable, WORK participants would be provided with medical 

and accident pro~ection for on-site injury ,at' the ,same level and to'the same extent as that 

required under the relevant State workers" compensation statute. .~~." 
. . ", 

(g) 	 , WORK program funcis would not be available for contributions to a retiremeritplan on behalf 

of any participant. ,,,:' , ' 


, (h) With respect to the distribution of child ,support, WORK program participants would be 
treatedexactJy as individuals who had reached the time limit and were working in unsubsid

, ,; ~ed jobs meeting the minimum work standard. In instances in whieh the WORK program 
, participant were receiving an earnings supplement in add'ition to WORK program' wages, child 

support would be treated just as it would for a fCiIDily receiving AFDC benefits (generally, 'a 
$50 pass-through; with the IV-A agency retaining the remainder to offset the cost of the 
earnings supplement). ' ,,' 	 ' 

, "I 
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SUPPORTIVE SERVICES/WO~R SUPPORT34. 	
" ' 

Specifications 
. . 	 ".. . 

, (a) 	 States would be'required to guarantee child care for any person in a WORK assignnient, as 
with JOBS program participants under curreriilaw (Sectiol.'l 402(g)(1); Social Security Act). ' 
Similarly,' States would be mandated to provide otherwork.,related supportive services as ' 
nOOded for participation in the WORK program (as ,with JOBS p~icipants, Section '402(g)(2), 

, Social Security Act). 
"'" 	 ' ". ,:.;J.'$i~~ ',.. ," •. "" ...,', . '.:..,' :., 

(b) 	 States would be permitted ,to make supportive services av'ailable to, WORK participants who 
. were-engaged in~ approved education and training activities in addition,..to a -w..QRK 'assignnient - , 
or othecWORK program activity. In other words~ a State could, but wo~ld, not be required 

. to. provide child care or other supportive services to enable a WOJU( participant to, for 
example. also take a vocational education course at a community colle~e. 

35. 	 W;';.9~" ANDWORKlNG CONDITIONS 

, Specifications' 

(a) 	 Participants employed undertbe WORK program would be compensated for such employment 

in 'accordance with appropriate law, ,but in no event at a rate less than the highest of

(1) the Federal minimum w.agespecified in section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
. 1938;: . ' , , 

(2) the rate specified by the appropriate State or local minimum wage law; , 
, ~ ,. ~ 	 . 

(3) the rate paid to employees of the same~mployer performing the same type of y.r.ork and 
having similar employment tenure with such employer .. 

(b), 'Except,as otherwise provided in ,these specifications, participants employed undertlle WORK 
program would be provided benefits, working ~nditions and rights at the same level and to 
the same extent as other employees of the same employer performing the same type of work " 

and having similar· employment tenure with such emploY,er. 

·(c).Employers·~ould be expected to provide WQRK participants:heafthinsurance coverage' 

comparable to that provided other employees of.that same employer performing the same type . 

of work (with Medicaid. serving as the secondary'payer):' WORK program funds ~ould be 

available to subsidize the employer share of the cost' of health insurance coveni.ge. "Exceptions 

to this requirement could be m!!4e in cases in which the provision of such coverage would be 

inordinately expellliive or otherwise o,nerous. , ' 


NOTE: Under current law, a Medicaid recipient is required (if cosfeffective) to enroll in a 
health plari offered by an employer, and 'the State is required to use Medicaid funds to cover· 

'"':'" 	 th~ full employee share(e.g.~ premiums, deductibles, copayments) of the cost-.of such health 
care coverage. Cost effective is defined as resulting in a net reduction in Medicaicf . 
expenditures~ , 

(d). . >'Empl9yers would not be required to make contributions to retirement systems o(.,plans On 

behalf of WORK participants. ',. . . 
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(e) 	 All . participants would be entitled to' a miniinu~ number of sick and personal leave <Jays, to' . 
, be established by the Secretary. These would be provided by the employer, if they were 
provided to other. comparable (as described in attached draft) employees (employers may offer' 
more days). The agency admini~teringthe WORK program would be,required to desi~ a 
method of providing the minimum number of sick and personal days to WORK participants 
whose employers did not provide such it minimum number: A perso~ in a WORK assignment 
who becomeS: ill and exhau.sts,.her\his sick leave,or whose child requires extended care, ' 
would be placed in pre-JOBS if s\he meets the' pre-JOBS crite~ia. 

. .'. 	 . 

'. (0 ;,,""/A parent of a child conceived whiletbeparent was in the WORK program (andloron AFD.C) 
. would be placed in pre-JOBS for a twelve-w~k period following the 'birth of the child (or 

such longer period as is consistent widfthe Family and· MedicafLeave Act of 1993), 

(g) 	 HeaJthand safety stanQ~ds established under State and Federal law that are otherwise " 
, "applicable to the working conditions of employees would be equally applicable to the working 

conditions of WORK participants. . .'-. ,H: .. 
,"'" . 

" . . 

36. 	 SANC110NS/PENALTIES (JOBS AND WORK)' 

Current Law (JOBS) 

The sanctionfor tlie first instance offailure to.participate in JOBS as required (or failure to accept a"" 
private sectorjob or other occurrence ofnoncompliance) is the loss ofthe non-complianJ individual's 
share ofthe grant until thefailure to comply ceases. The same sanroon is imposed, butfor a 
minimum of3 months,jor the second failure to. comply and for a minimum of 6 months for all 
subsequent. instances o!non-compliance. 1he.state~ however, cannot sanction an individual for 
refusing to accept an offer ofemployment, ilthaJ elnploymelil would resUlt in a ne.t loss ofincome for' 

• the family. 	 ' 

, For sanctioned AFDC-UP f;",uies, both parents' shares·are deducted from theJamily's grant, unless 

the second parent is pardcipatingin the JpBS program. ' 


1 

Specifications 

JOBS Sanciiom 

(a) . A State's conciliation policy (to resQlve dlsputesconcerhing'iOBS' participation only) cOuld "~ 
take one of the following two forms:' , 

(i) A conciliation process that meets standards established by the Secretary; or 

.(ii) A process whereby recipients are notified, prior. to the issuing of a sanc,tion notice" ' 
that they are in apparent· violation of a program requirement and that they have 10 ' 

, days to contact., the State agency to explain why they were not out of compfiance or to 
, indicate their intent to comply. Upon contact from the recipient, the State agency 

would attempt to resolve the issue and-wouLd have option of not imposing the . 
sanction.. ' 	 . 

(b) 	 Individualssanctioned within the JOBS program would still have access to other available 
services, including JOBS a~tivities~ child care and·Medicaid. Sanctioned months ,would be . 
counted against the 24-month time limit. " 

, 	 ' , 
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The sanction for refusing, without good cause, ~ offer of an unsubsidized job would be 
changed from the current penalty (removal,'of the, adult from ,the grant) to loss of the family's 
entire APDC benefit for' 6 months or 'until the adult accepts a job offer, whichever is shorter. 
The, SecretarY would promulgate regulations co!,!cerning good cause for refusing'a private, 
sector job offer (see SANCTIONS ,below); the definition w~uld encompass the'criteria in current 

, regulations (CFR 250.30). 	 ,,',. 

i~'\) Current law wouid be changed such that for slUlctioned AFDG·UP families, 'the second 
, parent's share of the ,benefit would not also be deducted from the grant, unless,the second, L/ parent were also required to partiCipate it) JOBS and' were similarly non-cOID.pliailt. ' 

, , ..,' 	 _. -''''': 

" 	 . . • ,," ,'J ' 

(e) 	 States'womdbe~requite(J:townducf3n evaluation of any individual who failed 'to cure a',first 
sanction,within 3 months or,received a Second 'sanCtion, in order to determine why the parent 
is not cOmplying with the program requkements.Followingsuch an evaluation; the State' .. 
would, if necessary, provide counseling:or other 'appropriate support services, to help the 
recipient address the causes of tqe, non-compliance.. 

_",t., ' 

Ineligibility for a WORK Assig~m~t 

Persons may be declared ineligible for a WORK assignrrient due to misconduct related to the 
program. Misconduct would include any ofthe following, provided g&d cause does not . 
exist: ',' . . . 

i. Failure to accept an offer of unsubsidized employment; 
, ii. Fa.ilure to accept a WORK ,assignment; , 
iii. 	 Quitting a WORK assignment; , , 
iv. 	 Dismissal from a WORK assigninent; , , , 
v. 	 : Failure to engage in job search or other required WORK activi'ty(see ALUX;ATION OF' 

WORK ASSI<JNMENTslINTERlM ACTIvmESabove).
\' 	 . . , 

. The SeCretary would ,establish,regulations defining good calise for each of the followir1g: 

Refusal to .Accept an Offer of Urisubsidized' Employment or a WORK Assignment ' 
or ,to ParticipateinOther WORK Proiarn Activity. Such 'definition would 

. include th'ereasohS provided in 45 CFR 250.35 for refusal ioparticipate in a ~equired 
JOBS activity or to accept, elpployment. 

ii. 	 Quitting a WORK Assignment or Unsubsidized Job. 
" 
These regulations would 

include the provision that an employee must notify the WORK agency upon quitting a 
WORK assignment.' :"',' ", 

, iii.. Dismissal from a WORK 'Assignment. The regulations would allow a State, subject 
,to the approval of the ~ecretary, to apply in such instances the ,definition of . 
misconduct utilized in itS unemployment insurance program: (A)V-A agency might be 
a1IQwed to'contract with the S~te U hearing system to adjudicate these cases.) ,. , 

(h) 	 ,A WORK participant would be notified of the agency's intent to impose a penalty and would 
have a right to requ~t a heari!'ig prior to the ,impo~iti9n Of the penalty. The Secretary would 
establish regulations for ~e conduct Of suCh hearings, which would include setting time 
frames for' r~ching'decisions(e.g., 30 days from date of request for hearing). A State would. 
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,be permitted to follow thesame procedures it utilizes in bearings regarding claims for~ 
unemplo),ment compensation. 

(i) 	 Recipients awaiting a hearing for ~leged misconduct may be required ~o participate in interim 
WORK program activities. Refusal" pending die hearing, to participate in such WORK' 
program activities on the same grounds (e.g., bedridden due to illness) claimed as cause. for 

. 	 the original 'alleged misconduct would' not constitute a second occurren~e of potential 
misConduct. . ' . 

, ,,~, ...~, 

(j) 	 Penalties impose<hvouldbe 'as follows: ,~"" 

~.. , . iRefusal to Accept an orrer of UnsubSidized:EmP.iOYmenr.:~:::A 'WORl{' participant
V 	 who turns down an offer of an unsu~sidized job without good:<?luse would be 

ineligible for a WORK assignment. ,'and the family ineligible for AFDC benefits~ for a 
period' of 6 months (consis~ent with the JOBS sanction for refusing a job offer). Such 
an indIvidual would b,e eligible for services,' such as job search assistance, during this 
:'period.' 	-.' . '. ,~~ . 

ii. 	 -Quitting, Dismissal from or lefusal to Accept a WORK' Assignment without 
: Good, Cause. A person who ,quit a WORK asSignment without goOd cause. who was 
, fired from a WORK assignment for misconduct related to the job, or who refused to 
, take an assignment without good caus,e would be subject to the penalties described 
, below~ 	 , " ' ' 

,For afirsi occurrenq:' The fam.ily ~ould receive 50% oftheAFDC grant that would 
otherwise be provided (i.e:,if the individual were not sanctioned and were awaitiIig a ' 
WORK assignment) for one month ~r until the individual a~cepts a WORK ' 

,assignment, whichever ,is sooner. 

For a second occurrence: Fifty perCent (50%) redu~i~)D in the f3.nulfs graIlt for 3 
"months. The individual would not be eligible for a WORK asSignment during ~is 
,period-::",thispenalty would not be cur~ble upon acceptance of~, WORK assignment. 

For q. th~rd qccurrence: Elimination of the family's grant for a period of 3 months. 
AS,with a second occurrence~ the indivi4ual would not be eligij:)le f6r,a WORK 
assignment during'this period. . , ' 

. 	 . 
, 	 . 

,For a jounh imd subsequent occurrence: 'Saine as the penalty for a third occurrence, 
,except that the duration would'be6 months. 	 . , 

The State would be-required to make job s~~h aSsistance available to such penalized 
persons (any occurrence,first or subsequent) if requested.' 

,·iii. 	 Refusal to Participate in Job Search or Other Required WORK P.rogram 
Activity. ,An individual who refused to participate in job search (e.g., following a 

, WORK assignment) or other required WORK program activity ...woul~ be subjeCt to 
,·the same penalty as persons who quit or were fired from WORK assignments, with 
each refusalto,be considered one occurrence. If such a refus-a1 constituted the first 

,occurrence, the penalty. as above, would be curable upon engaging in'the required 
activity. 
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iv. 	 . . Quitting 8;n, Unsubsidizec:J Job 'without GoOd Cause. ' Individuals who without good ' 
'cause vQluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met the minimum work standard would 

, . not be eligible to register for the WORK prograrll,for a period of3 months following 
-the quit.. 

'.' . . 
(k) 	 All penalties (any occurrence, ·first or subsequent) would be curable upon acceptance of an 

.unsubsidized Job meeting the minimumworkstaridard: In'other words, a.sanctioned. '.' 
· individu3.t who took an unsubsidized-J0b meeting the minimum work standard. would be . .' 
· treated exactlythe same as an 'unsaiiCttoned indi,vidual with respectto'calculatlDg the eammgs 

supplement.i., If the family'sinoome, net of work expe~es, were"lower than the A~DCgrant 
for, af<Utlily of that size, the family would receive~~ ~ings supplement sufficient to make 
up the difference (see EARNINGS'S'UFFLEMEt-ITATlON above). Such an individual would still 
not, bowever, be eligible for a WOR'K.·assignment during the penalty period (e.g., six months 

.for refusal to take an unsubsidizedjQb: three months for a secQnd occurrence of another tYPe 
of misconduct). . . 	 . ' . .,' .... 

Food stamp and housing law and· regu!atiOOs wotild be .amended. as necessary, to ensure that 
neither food stamps nor bousingassistance \Y.ould rise in response to a JOBS or WORK 
penalty. . 

. . " b 

(m) A pe~nineligible forthe WORK program, and the family, provided they were othe~ise 
qualified, would still be eligible, for other assistance programs, including food stamps, 

· Medicaid and housing assistar,tce. . 

~""" . '~;)'" As.described underAFDC::.UP· FAMILI~ AND THE TIME LIMIT abo~e, if one of the two . 

( '7 \ ...-/. parents in AFDC-UP family is sanctioned under the WORK program or under JOBS for" 
'. _~.-j. ", failure to accept.an unsubsidiied job and ·the other parent' is also noncompliant (sanctioned 

, under the JOBS or WORK program). the sanctions described in this section apply. If one of 
the twoparents is sP sanctiSlDed but the other parent i's participating satisfaetari1y in JOBS or 
WORK or is in the pre:-JOBS phase, the needs of the noncompliance parent would ill;>t be 

. considered in determining either the AFDC benefit or the earnings supplement (if the non
sanctiohed parent ,were in the WORK program). . . 

(0) 	 Th.e State would b~' required, upon.a second penalty.. to conauct an intensive evaluation of the 
participant and,thefaniil y to ascertain. wby the individual is not in co'mpl iance.'and to 
determine the.iappropriate services,ifimy, to address.. the presenting issues.' The evaluation 

;:.wou1dinclude,whenappropriate, a Child Protective SerVices a~use and neglect'investigation. 
· . The WORK administering agency could, as a result of the evatuation, decide, ,for example, 

that the parent sb9U1d be placed 'in pre~JOBS or that he or she sbbuldreeeiveintensive 
cOunseling. . .co<.· 

37. 	 JOB SEARCH" . 

Specifications. 

(a) 	 WORK program particip~ts would ge!,1erally be required to engage' in joo search at the 
conclusion of a WORK assignmenfor-wbile otherwise a~aiting a WORK. assignment or, . 

'. enrollment to a WORK. program activity serving as an alternative to a' WORK assignment (see 
· ALLOCATION OFWORK ASSIGNMEt-ITsJiNTERlr.;t AcnvrnEs). The number ofhours per week 

(up to a maximum of 35) 'and the duration of periods of required jol?search would be set by. 
the State, consistent with regulat~ons to be promulgated by the Secretary: . 
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. (b) . The State Could also' require WORK participants to engage in job search while in a WORK 
assignment, provided that the combined hours of wor,k and job search did not exceed an:., 
average of 35 per week aItd the requirement waS consistent with regulations to. be promulgated, ' 
by the Secretary. The number of hours for job search would' be the expected time to fu!fiIJ', 
the particularjob search require~ent, Le., ifa WORK participant were expected tornake 5 
contacts per week, the number of hours of job search would, be the esti~ated number of hours . 
needed to 'make the contacts. 

38. 	 :"ASSESSING PAR.llCIPAll0NIN WORK BEYOND 2 YEARS 
, . :""" ... 

. .' 

Specifications 

. (a) At the end of the two consec~tive WQRK assignments, participants who have not found ' 
'unsubsidized work would be assessed on an individual basis, with three possible results: 

1) 	 Participants determined to be unable to work or tQ. need additional training'would be 
reassigned to pre-JOBS or JOBS. '''fl

. 	 . , 

2) 	 Those determined to be unable'to find work: in the private sector either because :there 
were no jobs"available to 'match th.eir skills or beCause they were incapable of working 
outside a sheltered environment would be allowed to remain in the WORK program 

: for another assignment. Similar' assessments would be conducted following each. 
subsequent assignment.' ., 

3) 	 At State option, those who were employable and who lived' in an area where there 
were jobs avaiJable to match their, skills could be required 'to 'engage in intensive job 
search supervised by a job developer,_ who would be able to require participants to 

. apply for appropriate job openings fO, determine if they w~re notinwng good faith 
efforts to find jobs. Failure to apply for appropriate job openings, noncooperation 
with the job developer or employer, or refusal to accept a private sector job opening 

, without goOd cause would. resuliin ineligibility for either WORK or AFDC b'enefits 
for,6 months. After ,6 mo~ths of ineligibility, the person would~mmediatelybe given 

.; another individual work assessment ~d could again be deriied eligibility for 
. 'noncooperation or refusal to accept a job: . .' . , . 

(b) 	 The Depatnnents of HHS and Labor will undertake a comprehensive national study at the end':_~ • 
of the second year following implementation of the WORK program to measure the program's 
success in moving people intounsubsidized jobs and to evaluate the skill levels' and barriers to . 

;'';;' work of the persons who have spent tWO years iri the WORK program. '''", 
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ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORnJNIT'Y FOR NONooCUSTODIAL PARENTS 

, Vision" 
, I, , ' " , 

, We need to nu:zke sure tluir all parents lIve up to their responsibUities. When peop!e don 'i pay child, 
support, their children suffer; Just as we expect more of'mothers, 'we cannot letfathersjusl walk,' 

,away. A nuntber ofprograms show considerable promis,e in helping non-c.ustodial parents to . , 
, reconnect with their children and fulfill their responsibility to support them. Some p;ograms help " 
non-custodial parents do more by seeing that they get the'skills' they need to hold. .4o.Wn a job., Other, 
programs give 'non,;cuStodial parents ,the l!1!JX!NUnity 10 meet their chiJdsupport ob/igtitions through
work. ' " , "", ", ' 

, , 
As there is not a long track record ofresearch and ev;Uuation o~ progra'nzs for non-custodial parents, 

,it is envisionetlthat new programs shOuld be modes(andfl~lei growing only as evaluation findings 
,,', , begin to identify the most effective strategies.:, " _~" '".~, " 

1. TRAINING AND EMPLOYMEtfT FOR ,NONooCUSTODlAL , PARENTS 

Current'Law 
. ~t 

Section 482 ofthe Social Set;urity Act (Iitle' (V-F) permits the Secretary to jund d.emonstrationsto 
provide services to non-cuStodial parents; The Secretary 'is limited as to the number ofprojects that 
can bejunded under this provision. Evaluations are required. This provision,"along with section 
1115 ofthe SoCial Security Ad, provide theciuJhority for the Pare.ntiFairShareDemonstrations 
currently underway." ",' 

~, , 

States would be provided with the option ;'ofdevelopi1}g JOBS, and/or wOrk programs for the non
cuStodial parents ofchildren ,who are receiving AFDe or have child support arrearages owed to the 
state from prior periods ofA.FJJC receipt. Siates will be' given the flexibility to develop different. 
models ofnon-custoditu parent programs which could best address,the needso/children and pm-ents 
in their state. Evaluations will be required as appropriate for the options developed, by the States. 

Rationale 

There is evidence that one of the primary reaSons for non-support by some non~usuJdial parents is' 
unemPloyment and underemployment: In a recent, GAO report evidence was presented that about 29 
percent ofnon-custodial fathers under age ~o, mii.nyofwhom were no,;-inarital/athers; had income 
below the poverty level for one or no income at' all. ' It wiltbe difficult for these fathers to contribute 
-much to the financial support oftheir Children without additional basic educiuion, wOrk-readiness and 
job training which wOUld enhance th/!ir earning caPacity aluJ job security. . 

Specific:uions 

(a) A State could spend up to 10 percent' of its JOBS funding and WOR..K funding' (allotment from 
, , 

,the capped entitlement) for training, work: readiness, and work: opponunities for non-custodial 
parents., The S,t;ate woulq have complete f,lexibility as to which ofJhese fundi~g streams . 
would be tapped.' ' ' 

" . 
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i. 	 State option must be specificalJ y approved by the Secretary. ' 
ii. 	 A~ditionally, States may submit an application to the Secretary to conduct a random 

, assignment evaJuation of its non:.custodial program. 
iii. 	 Parenting and peer support services offered in conjunction with other ,employment- , 

related services are eligible for FFP., ' 
iv. 	 A State could, for example, provide services to non-custodial'parents 

through the JOBS program arid a non-custodial parent work program, or through a 
, single program. 

(b) ,A non.:custOdial parent is eligible to p~ici~a!~" (1) if his or her child is receiving AFDC or, 
the custodial parent is in the WORK program at the time of referral or~(2) if he or she is 

,'unemployed and,has outstanding AFDC child support arrears. Paternity; if not aiready estab
lished, must be voluntar~ly acknowledged ,or otherwise established prior to participation in the 
program 'and, if an award has not yet been established; the non-custodial parent must be 
cooperating in the establishment of a child support award. Arrears do not have to have 
accrued in ,order fornon-custbdial parents to be eligible to' participate. For those parents with 
no 'identifiable income, participation could commence, as part of the, establisti~ent or 

';:;/" enforcement process; ;;"j' 

(c) 	 The state must allow a' non-custodial parent to complete the program activity or activities in 
which he is currently enrolled even if tti);: children become ineligible for AFDC. However, if' 
the non-custodial parent voluntarily left 'the program, was placed in ajob, or was terminated 
from the program, he would have to be redetermined as eligible under the criteria in (b) 
above.' 	 . , 

(d) 	 States are not requited to provide all the same lOBS or, WORK services to custodial and non-' 
custodial parents, although they may choose to do so.' P~icipation in the JOBS program is 
not a prerequisite for participation in a non-custodial pa,ent work program. The non-custodial 
parent's participation will not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements or to JOBSrwORK 
Participation by the custodial parent. ' 

(e) 	 Payment of stipends for work will be required. Payment of training stipends,isallo'wed. All 
"stipends are eligible for FFP., , , 

~. ' 	 Stipends 'must ,Qe garnishe9 for payment of current suppOrt.' 
- .. .', 

AtState option, the (cuiTent),child support obligation can be suspended or reduced to 
the minimum while the non-cUsiodial parent was participating in program activities 

, which did not provide a stiperidor wages sufficient to pay the, amount of the current 
~~ 	 ~ 

~ti:t, """'" 
iii. 	 Participation in program activities can be credited against AFDC child' 

, ' 

sup'port arrears owed the State. 

iv. 	 State-wideness requirements witlnot apply. 
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INDiAN TRmEs AND ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS; 

JOBS. DME LIMITs. WORK AND CHILD· CARE 


. " 

Provisions in this section app,ly specifically to Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations. 
, ' , 

JOBS' AND DME LIMITS 

NEW TliIBAL)'OBS I'UNJ)ING FORMULA 

" ' 

, Current' Law 
." " 

". 

'Under current law• ./undingjor Indian tribes who operate a JOBS program is based on the number oj 
adult Tribal members who receive AIDC who reside within the tribe's designated service area: 

, Funding jor Alaska Native orgQJ)izmions ~s based on thf! number ojadult Alaska Natives who ret;,eive 
-_. AIDC who, reside withinthe'bolilidaries ofthe region [heorganu.ation represents. Indians living on 

the same reservation are currently subject to either the X,ibalJOBS program or the State JOBS 
program depending on Tribal affiliation. ,Indians livini7n Alaska who are not'Alaska Natives are 
subject to the State's JOBS program. . ..  . 	 ~ 

, Tribal JOBS grantees currently receive fu~ing based,on a count ojjust under 31l)(}() aduit Tribal 

members who receive AFDC. It is estimDJed that the adult AIDe Populationjor all reservations 

(including those where a Tribal JOBSp'rogrtim does not exist}'is:58.000. ' . 


, " 

• 	 All Native Americans living within the desigl1llled servic;e area ojan Indian tribe ar Alaska Native ',; . 
organization would be subject to the tribal JOBS program regardless oj tribal affiliation. if the tribe 
elects to run a JOBS program. ' 

Rationale 

Progroms operated by the.Department ojLabor'and the·Bureau oj Indian Affairsjor Indians do not 
use Tribal affiliation to est'!!'lish program funding 0;;eligibility. '. . 	 . 

Specifications .,' 	 ." 
"'4'<.-' 

(a) 	 Alllndiaris, living within the designated service area of ail 'Indian tribe o'r ~ithin the 
boundaries 'of the region served by an Alaska Nativeorganizati,Pnwhich is ~ JOBS grantee, 
would be included in determining the amount of the 'grantee's JOBS funds. 

• 	 • • ... """0::;:;,. 

(b) 	 An Indian is one who meets the ,definition of Indian' as given in section' 4(d) of the Indian 

Self-Deten.nination and' Education Assistance Act: 
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2. 	 NEW JOaS ApPLICATION PERIOD' 

Current Law 

Under currerit law, Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations had uniil April 13. 1989 to ,apply 
and until Oerober 1. 1990 robegin operiiting a JOBS program. Indiairtrlbes wlwdid not meet·these 
deadlines are prohibitedjrom submitting applications to operate JOBS programs. 

" Vision 
~. ;~.'t, 

Indian tribes who did not me{!L the application deadline for JOBS would be given. additiorull ' 
. - opportunity to do'so.·' . . , , " " .. 

" Rationale 

The: wiluiow in which Indian tribes had t9 apply Jor JOBS was very limited. Other Federally funded 

formula grimt programs avallable to Indiqn tribes'do not have similar restrictions: 


, , Specifications 

(a) 	 All federally recOgnized Iridian tribes not'operating a JOBS program may submit applications 
and plans to do so. ' 

(b) 	 There would be no new applicati~n deadline. 

(c) 	 New applications/plans would have to be submitted by July 1 of each year, with the effective 
date of approved planS'to be October 1. ' ' 

(d) 	 'An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization who terminates or has its JOBS program 
terminated will be eli,gible to reapply for JOBS afu:r afive year period.. Such Indian tribe or 
Alaska Native organization can reapply by July 1 of the fifth year by submitting an 

, application and pl~, with the effective date of an approved plan to be October 1. (This is to 
prevent a Tribal, grantee from frequently entering and leaving the program.) , , 

, \ 

(e) The current restriction that an Indian tribe must have a reservation to ,be eligible to operate a' 
JOBS program would be reta,ined., ",' 

3., 	 FUNDINOSET-ASIDE FOR TRIBAL JOBS GRANTEES 

Current Law 

Currently, funding for ITidian tribeswlw operate a JOBS program is based on the number ofadult 
',Tribal members wlw receiVe AFDC wIw reside within the tribe's designated service area. Funding for .' 

Alaska Native organizations is ,based on the numb~r ofadz4t Alaska Natives wlw receiveAFDC whp 
reside within ihe boundaries of the region the organization 'represents. Yearly, Tribal grantees 
(includes Alaska Native Organizations) arid the State in which they m:e located must re{Jch an, 
agreement Oil the' number of Tribal members wlw receive AFDC wlw reside.wit~in the grantee's 
designated'service area. Any amount due q grantee by this agreement is deducted jrom the JOBS 
funding allocated to the State. " 
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Althoug/:t in some cases it does not cause problems; States and Indian;tribeslAlaska Native 
organlzations have found it 'difficult to come to agree1f1.!!nt on the number ofaduJi .Tribal members who 
receive AFDC. ' ' 

Vision 

A set-aside of 2% ~Ur oftotal JOBS funds would'be establishe4to distTjbute to Indian tribes and' 
Alaska Native,prgani:t.ationsto pr(JVUle JOBS. ' "; " ' 	 ",.,:, 

• , .~;. ':.~r,~ 

.::.':"1he proposftl percentage set-aside for Tribal,JOBS grantees was determined ~ed on two 
assumpnons. First, that Indian tribes who do not currently operate a JOBS program will be given the. 
opportunityto do so. Se~ond. that all Indians, not just Tribalinembers, wiU determine Tribal ' 

'funding. Using these assumptions, it isestimate4 that almost 2,% (58,000 individuals) of the eligible 
adult AFDC population are Indians living on or near reservations or in areas' served by Alaskti Native . 

& 	 ' ' , 

organizations. -- .. 
.~'... 

Rationale 

Additional funding for the tribal JOBS grantees would 'make up for the lack' ofnuJ!ching funds. States 
spent approximately$i ,395 per JOBS participant from Federal and $tate marc/ii..ng funds in Ff 93. 
Indian tribes spent approximately $935 per JOBS pan,icipant, illlfromfederalfunds as tribes are not 

, required tO,provide marching funds. 

, Establishing a set-aside in lieu o/the current funding formUla, WOuld ,benefit both the Indian tribes, 
Alaska Native organizations and the States. States Would not have 'any vested interest in the number', 
ofadult AIDC recipients who are Indi(lflS residing within a Tribal grantee's desig1Ul{ed service area 
as the numbers would npt ~.an impact. on theStates'JOBSailocations. . 

Funding for Indian tribes in the'ChjJdCare and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) program is a ' 
set-aside ofthe total allocated CCDBG funds. 	 ' 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Allocate a set aside of 2% orthe'total JOBS allocation to Indian tribes and Alaska'Nati~e 
organizatio~. ". ." 

(b) 	 E~ch grantee's share of the set 
" 

~ide would be determined by its percentage share of the 'entire 
~d.ult Indian AFDC population which is living on or near reservations or within t,he . 
boundaries of the region represented by an Alaska Nativ'e organization. ' 

(c) 	 Provide for aperiodic review of the percentage set-aside to ensure that it is based on an 
accurate percentage of adult AFDC recipients who' are Indians living in the designated service 

. area of a grantee. Provide for 'an automatic adjustment of the s~t-aSide based 'on the results ~f . 
this review., " . ' ' . ( 

l ' 

(d) The remainder of the funding issued to an Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization who 
. wishes to terminate or who have their programs terminated after the start of a .fiscal year 
would J:~vert to the State in which the Indian tribe or AI~ka Natiye organization is located. 
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. 	 . 

This is because the State would then be responsible for serving,the A'FOe recipients who had 
been subject to the Tribal program. " 

(e) 	 An lndi~ tribe or Alaslca Native organization would be'permitted to reallocate upto 10% of 
its JOBS allotment to its WORK program~ and vise versa. ' 

4. 	 CARRy-oVER OF FUNDS, 

Current -Law ' 
~,- . _. .,-"" 

,Stales, Indian tr~sand Alaska Nati~ organi1.ations are currently prohibitedfrom carrying over' . 
federal fun4s awarded in one fiscal year to the ~ fiscal year.. All federal funds received ina fiscal 
year must be obligaled by the end ofthe same fiscal year. Indian tribes and Alaska Nalive 
qrgani1.alions have sometimes ha4. to shut down their ,JOBS programS ~ecause new fiscal year funding 
is often nOt received until November.' Unlike Stales which are in a position to' use'their o~ resources 
for operaling JOBS pending the issuance bf grant awards, Indian tribes ang 'Alaska Nalive' 
organizalions do not have this lUXury. StaleS also have the advantage ofthe Cash Management 
Improvement Aa (CMIAj'which does not apply to Indian tribes and Alaska Nalive organi1.ations. 

, CMIA. says that the federal ,government must pay interest to Stales ifStites ate forced"touse Stale' 
fundsfor somethingfor which Federaljunds are normally used. Thus, for example, Stmes,were 
issued a portion oftheir fiscal year 1994 JOBS funds a month before Indian p-ibes and Alaska Native 
organi1.ations were issued any junds.' ' 

. Wuhout timely grant awards and Withoutforwardfunding, Indian tribes"and Alaska Native 
.organi;zalions either ~ to cease the program or Use other limited tribal furids in the interim: 

The JOBS programs operaled by Indian tribes ~ Alaska Native organi1.o.t.ions 'Will not have to cease 
operalion aI the beginning ofa fiscal year due to the non~timely issuance ofnew grant awards~ 

Rationale 

:'The Job Training Partnership Aa program under the Department ofLabor hasauthprity for fOTWard 
"funding. JTPA grantees are pe,rmittedto carry over ,a maximum of20% offunds from one program 

,·'''''year to the next. "' ,'. "'d~ . ' ' 
! 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Indian tribes and Alaslca' Native organizations who operate:10BS programs wo.uld be 
permitted 'to carryover no more than 20% of the funds awarded in one fiscal year into the 
next fiscaJ year. , , " , , 

-, 
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, , 

5.' .' JOBS FUNDS FOR EcONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Current Law 
. 

Under current law, JOBS funds cannot he used to build/improve infrastructure Which is so' badly 
. needed by Indian tribes and in areas served by Alaskii Native organizatioM, JOBS funds cannot be·: 
, combined with economicdevelopmentfunds'to Write proposals, make capital expenditures,' etc. I1utian 
tribes aiui Alaskil Native organizatipns, can apply for granrs from ACF's Administrationfor Native ., 
Americans that ifreceived can he ustd to support these activities., What Indian tribe~ and Alaskil' 
Native..organizations-canand what some do is, to use JOBS fu1uIs to train ,individuals to,. "Wf)rkjn" .~"' 
economic development enterprises. . ..' '. ' 

Allowing tribal JOBS grantees to denOte a pornon oft1u;ir JOBS jundsto economic development 
wouid giVe them addilioruiJ opportunity to help their clients move towards sel.fsufficiency... .~ 

, 	 ',' 

""~ 

Ratiomlle 

WuhoUllhe leveraging ofF,ederal funds for economic development, ;there wjll bdfewer employment 
opportunities for Native Americans. . ",:' 

. Specifications 

(a) 	 Upon approval by the Sec~etaly, Indian tribes and Alaska Native'organizations would be 
permitted to use no more thanS5,OOO or '10%, whichever is less, of their JOBS funds on 
~nomic development.irelated projects. '. 

(b) 	 . AU'ecanomic development related projects that use JOBS funds must involve the training of' 
JOBS participants for related jobs. .. 

6. 	 PRE-JOBS 
. 	 ' 

All provisioos'inthe discussion on pre-JOBS abov'e apply except for the following. 
, 	 . ' ''', 

Specifications ' 

(a) 	 Indian tribes and AI~~ Native organizations who operate a,iOBS prograrp will be . ,./, 

responsible for the determination ~ to whether an AFDC recipient is to be ass,igned to the 

pre-JOBS phase. .,,,,-.. . , 


. ~ ,. 

':.J.~ • 

, :.:' 
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7. . EXTENSIONS 

. . . 

Tribal JOBS granJees will be responsible for granting extensions to time limited AFDC benefits and 
. will not necessarily m: held.tothe same limitation on the granJing ofextensi(}ns as will be the States. 

Rationale 

. Many reservations and areas servedcby AJaskaNative organizationsl'sujferfrom lower literacy rates 
and higher uner,nPloyinenr than most areas ojthe country. 

Specifications . 
. . . . 

(a)--.. · Indian tribes and .AlaSKa Native organizations whooperate"a JOBS program_will be 
responsible for the determination as to' whether extensions to time limited AFDC benefits . 

. shouidbe granted. :;l'f;" 

.: j 

.. 

,.,. 

".~ . 
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WORK 
'" ,', 

'1.· 	 INDIAN TRiBES AND ALASKA NATIVE ORG~IZATIONSTO OPERATE 
THEIR OWN WORK PROGRAMS 

Current Law 

Refer to thisseaion under the. general discussion O~!he WORK program. 
. , 	 ....'" 

.....~...'f}".~~. 

Tribal AFDC recipients would be subjea to the reguirement to participate in JOBS just as t,1!!Y are ' 

now. , They would also be subjea to time limits. 


Indian tribes Qnd Alaska Native organiztlt.tons would.have the option to run JOBS:'., An Indian tribe or 
, 

Alaska Native organization that operates JOBS would be required to operate a WORK program also.,' 

Indian tribes and Alaska Natiwf'organizations are responsible for determinations ofJOBS-Prep stanis 

and extensions; ho~r, there may be additionalixtensio'ns becauSe ofunique tribal circumstances. 

'tribal members subjea to tribal JOBS/wORK programs are exclUded from any State program. ' 


, , .. 
measures. 

. The Tribal woJjK program will have to look different from the State WORK program because ofthe 
proposed funding formula. the portion 'of the WORK funding based on a diversion o/AFDe grants 
would be diffi~ult and complicated to acco"q,lish because. of.the State.'s continued responsibility for, 
AFDCjunds and the needfor extremely close coordination betWeen the State and the Indian tribe 0'" 

Alaska Native organization. 1herefore" it is envi~ioned that the tribal WOl!K program will more ' . 
closely resemble a Community Work Experience"Program'(CWEP)than aworkfor wages mOdei'{i.e., 

,a tribal member would continue to receive"cashassistance•.but wouli:l be required to participate in a· 
WORK aaivity). Indian tribes and Alaskq. ·Native 9rganizations would ,be abieco use WORK 
allocation, to create job opportunities. . , " 

, Rationale , " ' 
, , ,. .\>

Since the'Indian tribes' and'Alaska'Native organ~atioru WoUld have'to bli involved-in"the t;l.eveiopment 

of WORK assignments on the reservation, it jollowsthatthe,:lridiarrtribes and Alaska Native , 

'organizations be given the administration of the WORK progrm:n. -",((eeping·the WORI(program at the. 

tribal 'level will allow for a continuum o/aCtivity. ,It also advances 'tribalself-deterinination and 

provides for a more holistic framework for iutd,ressing the needs of Native Americans. 


, 	 . h;:';;, 

. Specifications 

(a) 	 Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations which 9perare a JOBS program would apply to 

administer a WORK program. Any application, will hav~ to be approved by the Secretary. , 


(b) 	 Indian tribes'and Alaska Native orgarU.z3tions who d~"'not want to operate a WORK program 

could not continue to operate a JOBS program. 
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(c) 	 'Funding for the tribal WORK program would be ,a percentage set-aSide of the total wqRK 

allocation. ' 


(d)' ,An Indian tribe or Alaska Na:ti~e organizatio~ would be perrilittedto reallocate up to iO% of ' 

its JOBS allotment to its, WQR.,K program, ~d vise versa. ' 


(e) 	 An I~dian tribe or Alaska Native organizatio~ would 'not be req~ired to match Federal funds. 
,. 	 . . 

(f) ,The WORK "';;ogram '~et 'forfuin the application of a Indian trIbe or AlaskaNativ~""~" 
· "'-:organizatiog under this parlneed not Dleet any requirement ofthe State'WORK·1program that 

, the SecretarY determineS is inappropriate with respect to atribal WORK program. 
\ 

~) "The Secretary shall develop appropriate data cOllection requirements. 

(h) 	 Appropriate performance measures will be developed. 

~........ , . ! 


,-CHILD CARE 

, 1. 	 ALLOCATE JOBS AND TRANSmONAL cHiLD CARE FUNDS 
TO TRISESANO ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 

. ,!' 

Current'Law 

Under cUrrent law, States are the only entities eligible to administer title /V-A child care funds. 

Panicipants in Tribal JOBS programs ',who need child care have to be rejerred to the State /V-A 

agencies in order t" receive needed child ~are.' " , ' ' ' ..' 


Although data is not collected on the extent that title /V-A child, car¢ is used by Tribal JOBS ., 

panicipants, anecdotal,informaJionjrom Tribal JOBS directors seems 'to indicate that Tribal, JOBS 

, panicipants do not always get their child ~are needs, taken care oj through t~ State. Potential child 
, care providers on reservations are often intimidated,or unable to provide necessary information'to the 

State in order to meet State requirements. 'Indian trlbtis and Alaska Native organizations that receive 
QJiJd Care and Development Block Grant, (CCDBG) funds sometimes use, these fonds to' pay the cost 
ofthe child care to avoid dealing with,the State. By using CCDBG funds to pay jor the child'care 
needed by Tribal JQBS partiCipant~, the Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization cannot use the 
funds to serve the child care needs oJ others who qualify. ' , ',' 

.:.,:g.~, ' 

Indian tribes a1Ul AlaskifWative organizations would not have to rely t}urState /V-A agencies to ' "':ll'~ 
guarantee the child care needed by Tribal JOBS participants and transitional child care. Funding the 
Tribal JOBS grantees to guarantee 'child care makes it easier jor these entities to ensure that Tribal , 
child care needs- are met." Tribes would be provided.,tiuiding jor child care up to an' anWUnl equaJ !o 

. their JOBSIWORK allotment/r.om title /v-Ajunds',o address JOBS and transitional child care needs. 
", i .' '.. . .' .t.! 	 . 

-...... 
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Rationale 

Indian tribes and Alaska Native·organizations who currently rely on the use of CCDBG to provide 
Child care that is the responsibility of the State N-A agency will be able to use CCDBG funds for' 
their intended purpose 'once JOBS and transitioiull child care funds are' available to them. . The 
amount of child care fundi'}g. available to the Indilin tribes and Alaska NatiVe organiZations from title 
N-Afunds for JOBS and transWonaJ child care and CCDBG shou!d. be sufficientto meet the child 
care neiufs without theadditionaJ funding provided by At-Risk Child Care. .Therefore, it i~ not being . 
recommended- to fundlhe Indian tribes and AlaskD Native organiztiiions directly for the At-Risk Child 
Care program at this. time. However,. M:!. o..r..e .tzddingca provision to give the Secretary authonry to 
determine that there is a'need in the.future and to allocate funds for A~-Risk Child Care to tribal 
programs at that time. , . 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Upon an approved application, all Jndian tribes and Alaska-'Native organizatio~. that operate a 
JOBS/wORK program would be allowed to administer title IV-A JOBS and transitional child 
care .funds; . ' 

-. . . 	 . = 
. (b) Tribes that elect to administer title IV-A JOBS and transitional child care funds will receive 

reimbursement from title IV-A funds for the actuai amount spent on child care up to an 
amount equal to their 'combined JOBS and Work allotment. . 

" 	 , . 
(c) 	 Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would not be required to match Federal ,funds~ .. 

(d) 	 The JOBS and transitional child care program set forth in the application of an 'Indiantribe or 
Alaska Native organization 'under this part need. not m~ any requirement of the JOBS and . 
transitional child care programs that the Secretary determines is inappropriate with respeCt to 
such tribal JOBS and transitional child care program. . . 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall develop appropriate data collection requirements. 

(f) 	 Appropriate perforinance measures will be developed. 

(g) . 'Provide for the periodic review of the child care allotment to ensu!.~ that itis sufficient t~ 
..;;~ 

meet the JOBS and transitional needs of tribal grantees, Provide for·.an ~Utomatic adjustment 
in the allotment based on the results Of this review.' ' 

(b) . 	 The Secretary has the authority to, ~nd'uct a~tudy 'oCthe use of JOBS and transitional child' 

care by Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations to deteanirie if child care needs are 

being met. If there are unmet c~ild car~ nee4s, the Secretary has the 'authority to award At

Risk child care funds :to Indian, tribes and Alaska Native organizati0!1S through a set-aside. 


, . , 
" -. 
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MISCELLANEOUS 

1. Technical' Assistance, Demonstrations arid Evaluations 
, , ' 

Current Law 

The three year coniract awardet! in 1990 to provide technic~ assist~'nc~ to'Tri~al JOBS grantees' 

expired last year. Tribal JOBS grantees are not eligible to operale demonstralil?n projects. And 

evaluations of the Tribal JOBS prdgrams have not been dOlJe., ' 

'. . .. 

. ..-:---:'Vi'sion ..... ',"" ...""". 

"To gain more thOrough l!iformationabour' whar1ntikes a successful Trjbal orAllJ!'fa Native JOBS 
program; evaluation is needed jusi ~ it is for Stale programs. 

Rationale ... 
'"l ~. :;..:t:-

Welfare refo;;'; will be a majqrforce in Indian country. Whatever form welfare reform will take, 

Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizaliolzs will need,pngoing technict:zi assistance to u'nderstand 

and implement necessary chan~es to tneir JOBS programs. ' ' ',' , ' 


'Most Tribal (inCluding areas seTV¢ by Alaska,Naliveorganizil!ions) enviroTiments are 'sufficiently 
different from Stale environlnents to WD"ant the involvement ofa cenain number'of lndian tribes or 
Alaska Nalive organizalions in demonstralion projects: 'A demonstration project ~ junher allow an, 

, Indian tribe ,or Alaska Nalive organizalion to design and implement a program tha! tests innovalive 
approaches tha! suits the unique circumstances oftha! l1uIian,tnbe, Alaska Nalive organizal!onor of 
Indian cou,ntry. ' 

Specifications 

(a) .. Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would be eligible to submit applications for 
: demonstration projects related to welfare reform, such as combining JOBS and WORK into a 

block grant. ' 

(b)' Any contract awarded for the provision of technical assistance following the passage of 

, welfare reform legislation must specify th-at Indian tribes andAlaska Native organizations 


receive a fair share of the technicatassistance. ' 


(c) Amend the qualifying"entitiesthat can apply for Job Opportunities for Low,..Income , 
'Individuals (JOLl) demonstraQQn grants (authorized by section'505 of the Family Support 
Act) to include Tribal governmerits and' Alaska Native organizations. 

, .: 

, , 
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. PERFORMANCE 'MEASURES PROPOSAL 


The provisions described in this section initiate a processthaJ will result in the 'development and 
.	implementation ofacomprehensive performance nU?a.surement System 'which'reflects and reinforces the 

emerging ."culture" o/the redesigned we1f.a~e._system. . . 


Current JOBS Law 
..".J-",V:',!. 

Under the SSA section'487 [FSA Section 203(b)] not later than October 1st, 1993, the SeCretary of 
Hea1thand Human Services shall:" '; ...... ..:......... "-- ... :... . 


. (1) in consultation with the Secretary ,of Labor, repr~entativ'es of org~izations representing 
Governors, State and local progr~ administrators, educators~.State job training coordinating 

· 	councils,' community-based organizations, recipients, and other. interested persons, develop . '" 

performance-standards with respect to the programs"eStabliS~~ pursuant tii-this part tDa!: are'based, in 

part, on the results of the studies conducted 'under section 203(c),of such Act, and the initial State .. 

evaluations (if any) performed under seetiori486.of this A~; and ..' . 


. (2) submit hislher reco~endations for performance standards developed under paragraph (I) tn the 

appropriate committees of jurisdiction of Congress. which r~mrne~dations shall be made with 

respect to specific measurements Of outcomes and be based on the degree of sucCess which may be ' 


'reasonably expected of States in helping individuals to increase earnings, achieve self-sufficiency, and 

reduce welfare dependency. arid shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or participation. 

Performance standards developed under this subsection shall be reviewed periodically by the Secretary 

and modified to the extent necessary. ," , 


Current JOBS PrOgram Pertonnance MeasUres 

Participation rate for all AFDC recipients required to participate in JOBS (45 CFR 250.74(b).and 

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


· 'minimum proportion of the AF:DC adult population is participating ata meaningful (significant) level. 

, 	 ' . 

· Participation rate for AFDC-UP r~ipients (45 CFR'250.?4(c) - For Fiscai Year 1994 the required '.participatiol! ,~ate is 40% ..This' is to ensure that a minimum proportion of the AFDC-UP principal 
wage' earnerS or weir spouses engag~ in work activities. . " 	 ," ~;:i . 

· Target group expenditures (4,5 CFR 250.74(a)(I»;- A,t least 55%.of a State's JOBS expenditures must, 
.=~be spent on applicants and recipitints who are lP~mbers of.the State's' target' popUlations as defined' at . 

· 45 CFR~.250.1. This is to ensure that the·hard.to serve are served by requiring that 5S~ of IV-F 
expenditures are spent on the'targ~ ·groups defined in the statute or, if different, approved as a part of 
,the State's JOBS plan. " ..'.' .. 

Current Data Reporting System 
,,,:.!t 

The JOBS Case Sample Reporting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting 
requirements mandated by section 487.of the Social Security Act.· However, the data·necessary·to 

· establish participation rates is collected through bothCSRS'and aggregate hard copy. 'Only data 

necessary to ~tablish the numerator "for overall paitieipati(jnis collected through CSRS. The 

population from which each state must draw its ,samp!e (or in lieu ofdrawing a sample, the State may 


52 

http:the�hard.to
http:seetiori486.of


J .0, 

.\ 	 ". 

submit the entire' population each month) is defined as the number of JOBS, participants that were 
eqgaged in at least one hour of activity in an,approved JOBS program'component during.the sample 
month. In addition to JOBS program data, a Iimi~ed amount of demographic data and child care data 

, iS'also required to be submitted. " ' 

Cu'rrent PC Law 

Under sedion 408 of the Social'Security Act, States are required to operate 'a qual ity control system 
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program. Stat~ operate the system in 
accordance with time schedules, sampling methodologies, and review' procedures ,prescribed by the 

," ".' Secretary. The law defines: what constitutes a payment error; how error ~ateSa.nd disallowances,are 
-chlculated;~the method fonidjusting Statematcbing payments; and the administrative and' judicial ,. "' .... 
'reviews available to states subject to disaJlowances because of error ,rates in excess of the national " 
stand~d (i.e., the riation3J error rate for each year): 

I ~ .' 

, The AFDC-QC system functions primarily as a monitoring/auditing sy~tem. Its primary purpose is to 
,establish the correctness with which-payments are made' toAF:DC cases in each State. The AFDC- ' 
QC sysfe~ 'also obtains the da~.Jl~essaiy to prOduce the publication entitled "Characteristics and. ' 
Financial Circumstances of AFDC Recipien'ts. II The AFDC-QC system is not use<! to meet any of the 
reporting requirements for the AFDC program. Subsequent to the establishment of this system, 

: :;.::,. which is a subsystem of the National Integrated Quality ControI' System (NIQCS), OMBrequired 
additional AFDC data' be collected to replace the biennial survey of AFDC families that had been in 
place through 1979. " ' " . 

One objective oj welfare rejorm' is to transjormthe ,.culture" oj the welfare system; from mz 
• 	 institutional system whose primary mission is t~ ensure thai poor children have a minima/level oj 

economic resources to a $Ystem thai jocuses equal attention 'on the task oj integrating their aduli 
caretakers into the economic and social mainStream ojsociety: We envision an outcome-based ' 
performilnce measurement system thai consists oja .limited set ojbroad measures arid JOCuses State 
effons on the goals ojthe transitional suppon system - helping r,ecipients become self-sufficient, 
reducing dependency; and moving recipients' into work. The system would be ,developed and 
implemented over time, as specified in statute. Inferestedpanieswill be inclUded in the processjor 
determining outcome-based performance measures and standan!s. 

",.~; Until a system incorporating outcome-based standards can fit put i" place. State performance ,will be 
measured against service delivery, measures as specified in statU/e. These service delivery standards , ' 

, ,would be used to monitor program implementation and operations, provide incentives jor timely 
, implementtuion. and ensure thai States were providing services needed to conven welfare into a 
transitional suppon system. The current targeting andJ!anicipation staiuJards would be eliminated , 
(see draft specifications on JOBS, TIME LlMm, AND WORK). The new service delivery measure jor 
JOBS would ensure thai a substantial'ponton ofsuch .cases are being served on an ongoing basis. As 

, soon as WORK program requirements begin to take effect· (i.e., two years after the effective date oj 
the stan'oj the phase-in), States wpuld be ,sub]'ect to a performance staruJard under the WORK 
program. Until automated systems are operationai aiu! reliable, State performance vis-a-vis t~se ' "" 
service delivery measures .would be based on in/ormation gathered thr.ough the modified QC: system. 
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Within a specified time period after enactmeht of this bill, the Secreiary will develop a broader system 
ofstandards which incorporates measures addressing the States' success in nwving clients toward self-· 
SUfficiency aiUJ reducing their average tenUre on welfare. All accompan,ing ·reguUztions to this' " " 
section shall be published within 12 months ofthe enactment ofthis ad, unless an effective date is .. 
otherwise specified.' . '. 

, ,. ., 
RationaJe 

"The starUtards against which systems perfo'nnance are judged must reflect the emerging inlssion or, 
goal Ofthe reformed'-system. The existing Q~ity Conzro/ (QC) system may actually create .', "'.... 
counterproductive incentivesfor states attempting to copewith this emerging institutional enviro~nt. 

....~ -_." .,.... QCJOciisse~ on how well the income support junction is done to the exclusion ofother-systems goals. . 
. This directly shapes the atmosphere of imd feel within welfare, agencies,' how personnel are selected 
aiid trai~d;-how'adminisfrative processesare organized, and the basis for allocating organizational, 
rewards." ' 

.,. 	 .. ...~. 
, It is a sittijJ/e reality that the management and technological 4em.qI'jds which emerge from a system 

.. __ designed to change how people junction are more complex than thoseforan"income support system. 
.-.Strategies that judge perfonnance solely by inputs or effort will no longer be iii~quate. , The new 

, system eVentually must be judged by what, is accomplished rather. than how it is accomplished. 'At the' 
'same time, the challenges oftransformiffg-organizational cultures cannOt be ignored; we must remain 
. cognizant of the implementation and operational challenges all leVels ofgovernment will confront in 
'moving to the new system. ' . - ' , - . , 

In response to the demands imposed by substariJive organizatiorlaJ change,-the "official ", jocus ofthf' 
QC system will be revised to include program outcomes in iJddiJion to payment accuracy. The QC 
system should reflect ,the new mission ()f tilt system without jeopardizing the integrity ofthe program 

• 	 as iJ is currently understood. _This can be achieved through the development ofperformance measures 
'and staiuJards that reflect the degree to' which'the policy is implemented as intended and which' 

,eventually focus on results, while ensuring that the residual income support junctions are adininistered 
competently. ' The 'goal is that payment accuracy and other designated performance standards 'be given 
equal priority by t~ welfare agency~ , , 

Provifions 1 through 3 generally deal with requirements and,proceduresjor establishing perfqnnance' ' 
outcomes;.provisions 4 and 5 deal with developing service delivery measures aruJ,standa;ds to assess 
whether ~he program is being implemented pnd operated as intended; and proVision 6 provides the' 
necessary authority to modify theQC system, to carry, out the monitoring junctions specified- in the Act. 

Specifications 

1. Establishing an Outcome-Based PerfonTIa~ce Standards System 
, "'i2\.., .' .. 

Part 1:' .This provision provides gener~ aUthority to the Secretary ofDHHS to establish an outcome-
r",", based performance standards'system; ';i'r

, 	 
The vision governing welfare reform is consistent with the theme of,"rei"venting government. .. , , 
Ultimately, this means less federal prescription, greater local flexibility and responsibility I and the 
measurement of'success by outcomeS and not .inputs or effon. : ','<>' . 

.:, . 
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Rationale 

These provisions establish and, reinforce the goal tluit Staie pe.rjormance eventually will be judged by 

the results tlu!y achieve and riot the way tlu!y achieVe those results. This means keeping a focus on 

the .goals of refonn; moving clients, toward self-sufficiency Q!Ill independence while ensuring the 


, overall well-being o/children and their families. . 	 ' 

Spedfi cations 

(a) 	 In accOrdance with the effective dates specified; in order.to ~s~s state performance, the 
, Secret3iY'shall enact an outcome-baSed perform~ce standards, system that will measure'the 
extent'lo which the program helps' p~icipants improve their self-sufficiency" their. " 
independence from welfare, their labor market participation, and the ecOnomic weIi-being of 
faniiljes with children. As specified below, the seCretary shall first develop outcome-based 

, , performance measures and then 'shall lake 'steps' to set expected' standards of perfomtance with , " 
t:espect to those measures. , The system will also include performance' standards for ,measuring 
the extent to which individuals are served .by the transitional support'system (Le.; service 
delivery standards). ',:,:::;,~ " " 

(b) 	 , The current quality control system shall be r~vised: to reflect the new perfo~ance standards 

system (see section below on Quality..Control for specifications). ':z-.' 


(c) 	 The Secretary ~h,all publish annually'State,-level d~ta indi~tingState performance under such 

a system. 


(~) Amenq Sec. 487 (b) to read: The Secretary may require States to gather such 'information 

, 'and perform such 'monitoring functions as are :appropriateto assist in the development ofsuch 


a performance measurement system and shall include in regulations provisions establishing 

.~', .uniform reporting requirementS for s~ch information. 

, ' 	 . 

(e) , In'adopting perfonnance s~dards the Secretary shall use appropriate methods for obtaining 

data as necessary. whicn may include access to ealnings recOrds. State employment security 

records. State Unemployment Insurance records. and recOrds collected under, the Federal 


, Insurance Contributions Act (chapter 21 of.thelntemal Revenue Code·of 1986); drawing 
reliable statistical samples and revising QCreviews of AFDC payment and case information; 
and usin~ appropriate safeguar~s to pro!ect the cOnfidential ity Of the information obtained. " 

r 

The'Secretary shall. in consultation withappropriaie,interested parties, revi~w and (llodify. the· 
performance measures and standards, and other components of the performance measures 
system period'ically as appropriate. ' ,'_"" ' 

2. 	 DevelopIng an Outcome-BMed Performance'~easurementSystem 

,. . 
".:l':t~ 

, , 

Part 2: This p'rovision'requires the Secretary to propose a specific set of intennediate outcome 

meilSures and establishes a process and'timetable for doing such. ' ' , ' ' 


',' \, 
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"BefDre DUlcDme-based staniards are establi~hed: aset D/DUlCDme-based meqsures ~l be pur in 
'place. (Nqte: a measure is merely ,an aspect Df the prDgram Dn which data is cDllected; a standar~ is 

a specific level DfperjDrnUmce that is expected Df States Dr agencies ,with respecttD,that measure.) 
These prDvisiDns are viewed as thejirst'steptDwarddevelDping a rrue Dur,cDme-based perjDrmance 

, measurement system'and' recDgnize cDnipleinentary work ti:JJdng place in Dther agencies. " ' 

Rationale 

. RecDgnizing the complexity Dfthis task, thii:legislarlDn incDrporates a prudent strategy ihat moves 
,fDrcefully, yet with reasDnable caUlio,..fJ in the directiDn Dfdevell?ping an DUlcDme-basedperjDrmance 
system. "d>'1 ' 

Specifications 

, (a) 	 By' April 1 ~ 1996, for the purposes of enacting a performance measurement system, the" 
Secretary will devel9P recommendations for specific outCome-based perfonnance measures ' ' 
(with proposed definitions and-data collection ,methodologies) and shall solicit comments from " 
the Congr~s, Secretaries of Labor. Education, and other Departnlerits. representativeS:'of 
organiiiiions representing Governors, State and local program administrators, educator?'~State 
job training coordinating councils, community-based organizations, recipients, arid other 
interested persons (hereinafter referred to as i1i1ei:ested parries). ' 

(b), 	 The recOmmendations shall include the percentage of the caseload who reach the 2-year time
limit and may ,include but shall not be limited ,to measures which examine: 

(i) 	 factors used in section 106 of the Job Training Partnership Act ~d any subsequent 
amendments such as placement and retention in unsubsidizedemployment and a ' 
reduction in welfare dependency; and, . ' 

(ii) 	 other factors as: deemed appropriate ,by ~e Secretary. 

(c) 	 Based on comments from the interested parties, the S~etary wiil finalize the measures by 

October I, 1996, and publish the measures in ~e Federal Register. The outcome 

perfonnance measures'will be implemented by October I, 1997. 


'4., . ' 	 $ 

3. 	 Implementing an Outcome-Based Performance Measurement System 

Pan 3: This prDvisiDn requirej""lhe Secretary to' set standards DfperjDrmance fDr States to' meet with 
'respect to' the measures develDped under priDr prDvisiDnsand sets SDme prDcedural'guidelinesfDr' ' 
senifig thDse standards. ~, ',' 

, Knowing what' we want to' accDmplish is different frDm sening CDncrete expectatiDns fDr States abDUl' 
what they Dught iD accDmplish:~The standards Should be set carefully, with adequate time to' Dbtain 
inpUl/rDm stakeholders andi~ere~ted parries"a'nd to.fiiliy assess the pDtential imp~Cl"Df the. 

, standards. ' 	 " " 

56 ' 




RationaJe 

It is impDnanl to. prDvide sufficient time to. think thrDugh' ail apprDpriare set D/measures with relel1ant" 
panies and to. carefully cDnsider whal kind Df realistic standards might be set with respect to. those ' 

'measures: The legislariDn sets a time period to. cDnsider impDnant measurement issues and ~~ " 
cDn,sequences shouldbe set fDr failure to. meet established standards. ' , 

Specifications 

By April 1, 1999, for the purposes of enacting outcOme-based standards, th~.§ecretary, in 
cOnsultation with interested parties, shall present recommendations for ,performance standards 

--based on the performance measure ipformation,(aS specified, above) and other appropriate 
. 'information.' " ' , . , 

"(b) 	 Based on comments ,from the interested parties,. the Secretary will finaJize the standards that " 
will be published in the Federal Register by October 1 t '1999. ' 

(c) 	 --The Secretary shaJ I amend the regulations for this Act to establish the penalties ,and incentives 
for, the propOsed standards and shall in~plement the additional performance, standards by 
October 1, 2000. ' 

::''1-.. 

4. 	 Service Delivery Standards' ' 

, /, 

Pan 4: This prDvisiDn requires thai cenain standards be set to. determine hDwwell Stares are 
,. ',', implementing key aspects DJ the new System and sets rewards and penalties based Dn thDse standards. ' 

To. ensure thai welfare systems are Dperaring the prDgram as intended,'the new peljDrmance system' 
will prDvide fDr awards and penalties fDr Stare peljDrmance thrDugh adjustments to. the Stare's claims 

,/Drfederal marching funds DnAFDC payments and Dn JOBS service dDllars. ,These measures are 
designed tQ prDvide pDsitive and negarive incentives to. Stares to. serve recipierus under the new' 
transitiDnal system and to. nujnitDr prDgram DperariDns. Stares would be subject to. financial incentives 
fDr a mDnthly pariicipariDn fliJe in JOBS and a panlcipariDn rare in WORK. In additiDn, the caps Dn 

'JOBS extensiDns tind pre-JOBSassignmetus and Stare accuracy in keeping Df the two-year clDCk are' 
. cDnsidered--servict}:delivery standards: ' -;:~ 

, Rationale 

Because majDr changes to the welfare system are being prDpDsed, it is critical thai the went to whiclz 
the intent Df the law is being realIzed. be mOnitDred carefully. Measuring critical aspeCfr DJ the new 
prDgram wiUprDvide necessary feedback upDn which to judge progress tDward changing the "culture" 
Df the welfare system, while the prDposed set Df incentives and penalties 'will keep Stares fDcused Dn 

- the requl,red cltan~es. - " 	 ',: - ' 

' 


;.s••. 

. ';,... 
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. SpecificationS 
. ,. 	 . 

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

purposes 'of accountability and compliance. ' . . 


(b) 	 States. shall be sUbj'ect to service delivery staDduds upon 'the effective d:ate of ,the new JOBS 

program. Statesshall begin'reporting and validating data for service,deliverymeasu~es' no 

later than 12 months foUqwing the publication of th,e JOBSfWORK regulations in a.manner 19" 

be prescribed by the Secret.arj. .'. " . . 	 . 

,iU" . 
-"";, (c) ,The service delivery standards apply only to the,phased-in mandatory'population that is 

. subjecno.'tbe time limif(i,ncluding those addit!onal groups a State can opt-to include in the ~-:-... '--"" '''''''' 
, phase-in group). There, are no performance s~dards for the nonjlhased ..in group. 'The 

service delivery, standards, apply to both AFDC and AFDC-Ucases. There are not separate 
standards for these two groups:' foreach'staridard, only one/rate'will be calculated and it will "," 
. include both AFDC and AFDC-U caseS. ' 

'(d) .. Monthly Participation Rate iii JOBS: Similar,to current law, States are expected to meet a : 

monthly participation:;;;,rate. Using a computation period of ea~h month. in a fiscal year (Le. 


, over a 12 month period),'the S'tate'smonthly participation rate shall be expressed by a ' 

percentage, and calculated as follows: :;<,:. 


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

(ii) 	 The numerator consists of the ave~age monthIY'~~mberof individuals who are 
mandatory for )OBS (i.e., excluding those.in the pre~JOBS status) who participate~in 
an activity, are employed and meet the minimum~ work standard (and remain on aid), 
or are in the sanctioning process ,as defined by JOBS program rules. The definition of 
panicipation for the purposes ofcalculating the monthly participation rate will be 

, determ,ined in regulation~, ! ' ' , 	 ' 

,";": 

" 

(e)' 	 The performance standard for ,the JOBS monthly participation rate is set at 50 percent, with a 

-5/+5 tolerance level, with financial penalties if the standard kno~ met and financial 

incentives if the, standard is exceeded. ,For the proportion of caseload below,the standard 

(45%), a 25 'percent reduction, in the FFPfor theiiAFDG benefits will be-levied for the 

,annual ,period covered by the rate, ,using the average'AFQ~ benefit level paid iQ the State to 

calculate the amount of~e penalty. ' (This penalty, is, not a '25,percentage point reduction. 

Rather, the penalty would reduce the FFP from 50 percent to 37.5 p~r~ntnot from 50 

percent to 25 percent.) There would p~ no. penalties and incentives for those States with 

participation rates between 45 and 55 percent. Penalties will not be assessed' in the first year 

of program operation., . ~., " , 


, ' 
(f) 	 If a State exceeds the JOBS monthly participation rate (55%), the State will be entitled to 


.receive' a financial bonuS (without the requirement of'&J1Y additional nonfederal share). The' 

bonus will 'p,e paid from penalties collected from State"performance on other service delivery,;,~, ' 


, measures and unused JOBS and WORK money. 	'Th~Secretary shall determine the amount of , 
the payments. '" ' " 
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:;., (g) 
" 

" " 

" 

• (h)" 

(i) 

(j) 

,.' 

(k) 

WOkK ~ogram Particlpation Rates: States will !Iso receive fmanCial penalti~Jor, failing'. ' 
. to meet the following participation standard' iIi. the WORK, program. To' ensure that . 
, individuals who reach the time limit areas~ignedtowork slots, States would be expected to 
meet a WORK participation standard. The ~ORK. perfonnance measure would take effect . 

two yearsafter the· effective date of this I~gislation (see JOBS, TIME LIMlTS,AND WOJ5K.· 

seCtion). To. meet this standard, States are required to meet"either: ' " ' ',' 


, 	 . . . . 

(i) 	 Case 1: The numb~r required so th'at 80'percentoft!tose who reached ~e time limit' 

and'are in"the WORK program are assigned·to a WORK'slot or are in other defined 

statyses (asexpl~ined below); Using a'computation period of each month ilia fiscal, 


. year {Le. over a 12 month petiod),:the WORK partiCipation r.ate is expressed as a ,-;I~' 
"perceniageand is calculated follows: (1) Jbe denominator,; consists of-the, average .:", 
monthly number of individualswhorhave reached the time'limit and are in the WORK. 

'program (i.e~, excluding thosein the pre-JOBS status).' (2)'The numerator consists of 
those in the denominator\vho are'assigned ,to aWORK slot; ar~ inthe·sanctioning .' 
pro~ess as defined under'the WORK program rules, 'are.~orking .in an unsubsidized' 

, .' job tllal meets the miniinumwork requirement (and are st!l1el igible_ for the WORK' _"', 
program); or :are participating in a WORK job search,,~ctivitY between WORK 

'assignments (this is only countable for the first three months between WORK 
assignments). ,The exact definition of the rate will be specified in regulation. Or, ' 

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

(iil, ,Case 2:·, The number~equired so that total number of WORK ,slots the Stat~ is . 
required to create: based on their funding allocation, are filled by individual,S assigned 

"to a WORK slot. 'Under. this'option, the number of w.ork slots to be filled will be ' 
'detennined by divid~ng the annual capped WORK allocation byafigure representing 
the cost per work slot, whlithelatter to pe detenniIied, by the Secretiry. , ' 

, I . ~. ' 	 . 

For, the proportion of'caseload b~low the applicable standard, a25 percent- reduciioninthe, ' 
FFP for their' AFDC ,benefits will be levied for the annuaIperiod covered by ,the ra~e~' using , 

, , the average AFDC, benefit level paid in the State to detennine the amount of the penalty. 
Peilaltieswillnotbe assess~ in the first year, of program op~ration. (This penaltY is not a 25 
percentage point reduction. Rather; the penalty would reduce the FFP from 50 percent to 

'. 3,7.5' percent, not from, 50 percent ~o 25 percent.) , ' ' 
. '~', 

States, would be required t6place individualswho have most recently hit the time-limit int~ , 

, WORK slots pri9c't6 other WORK pl;ptidpants (e.g., ili,osewho have already co~pleted a slot 

,and are awaiting re~assig9rrient). ',' ' , , 

'. . ,~ 

Cap on pre:-J6BS:~nd JOBS'Extensions: 'For any cases inpre:JOBS ~bove theeap and' for 
',JOBS",extensiQns,a~ove.the cap, ~ 25 percent reduction in the FFP for:their AFDCb~efits . 

will,be levied, using the ,average AFDC benefit level paid in the State to-determine the, 
,amoUnt of the"Pe,naltY. Penalties would not be ass,essed in the first year of program operation.--:;Z' ' ,. 
The penalties do not apply if the 'State has submitted a proposal,to the SecretarY to raise ,the' 

, cap or the Secretary h~ already granted such a waiver. (This PE?naltYls not a 25 percentage' 

'point-reduction. Rather, ,the petfalty would reduce the FFP, frc,m 50 percentt9 37.S percent~ 


not from 50 percenLto 25 percent.): (see 'also )O~S; DMeJ::IMfI'S, AND WORK section) , , " 
. ' , . '" ' . " . , , , 

,', As appropriate, :the 'Secretary may r~uireStiltes to report other data elements related to the 
provision of 'JOBS ,and 'WORK: services, such asti)eprovisionon t~n case'management . 


.services.~uch additional.reporting requirements will be sp~ified in regulation no later than' 

6 months 'following the enactment qf thisatt. ' ''"''', ' 


" 


".' .. 


:" :. 



'.' 

(m) 	 States are not eligible for increased FFPfor ~yservice delivery measures if the Secretary 
determines: ' 

" (i) 	 the accuracy of a State's time..clock fails the threshold standards for time-clock 
accuracy. as defineq subsequently in regulations; and/or, 

'.' 	 . 

(ii) , 	 other required data on the JOBS' and WORK progt~ repOrted by a State that fails the 
threshold standards for data quality, asgefined:subsequ~ntly in regulations. 

5. 	 ClierirFeedback 
.... "." 

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

Pan 5: This provi#on requires that States establish a process for collecting client feedback on their 
experience in the program as a method for improving program operations. ' 

··4Iv . 	 . '.' . 

There has beenlinle study in the past of clieiu perceptions ofthe services provided through the 
welfare deparime.nt. However, similar to· tfJ·way cusiomers' r,eactions are imPonant to the business 

, community, understandini,and managing ~l,ierit feedback on the services ihey, receive provide 
fmponant informaiion on areas where program perjorintmce could, improved. Additionally, it will be 
imponqnt to establishmechanisms to enSure feedback on' the quality ofservices provided by public, 
nonprofit, and private age~cies. ' ' '.' , 

Rationale 
. '., 

, ' . 

One aspect of reinventing government is to make public systems client- or market-dnven. In a time~ 
• 	 limited cash assistance program, providing participants with quality services and opponunities 

through which to' enhance, their human capital anditnfJroV'e: their chances in the labor market seems 
essential. Obtainingjeedback direCtly from the "customers" is one way ofhelping program managers 
ensure that they provU!e participants what is needed. " , 

Specifications 

(a), 	 Each S~te shaJ I establish :'m~ods for obtaining'," on ~ r:~gular b~is, inform~tion from 
individuals 'and employers who have received' services through the JOBS and/or WORK, 
program regarding the effectiveness and, quality ofsuch services. Such m~ods may i~c1ude 
the use of surveys, interv,iews, and focus'groups. _ ''', ' 

(b) 	 Each State agency shaJl analyze the customer service \nformati~n on a regular basis and 
provide a summary of such information for use in imp~oving the administrati'on of the ' 
programs. , -::.;. ". 

6. 	 Exoanded'MisSion for OualitY Control System' 

Part ,6: This provision provides the Secretary with the authority to review and modify the Quaiity, 
, . Conp-ol 'system as needed 'and setsUR,,§ome pro,cedural guidelines for. !dentifyinfl the needed changes 
"and making those changes. . 
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The joliowini language allows the Secretary to "build on the curreru paymeru accu;acy Qualit)' Control 
system to'a incorporate a broader. system focused on the perfornumce standards established in statute ' . 

. o~ by regulation and to ensure the effic{eru and effective operaiion,oj the JOBSIWORKffune Limitf!d 
. Assistance program. Paymeru accuracy will be retaIned but as one elemeru in a broader perfornumce 

measuremeru role jor the QCsystem. '. 

Rationale 

Operating a performance driven accouruability sYstem require~ resources. Uruil the new sy"stem is 
fully developed, it will be difficult JP, estimate what those resource requiremerus will be..Some of~hose 
resources must come from the existing QC system, necessitating' changes in· that system. ' The 
Secreiary'mustJurvt""authority 10 rTiaJlithose changes in a' way .that, does nptsacrifice theabiUty 10_"77 ,: 

ensure the iruegrity and accUracy of income mairuenance payments.. , . -, . 

Specifications 	 ~. ' ' ': 

(a)' 	 The Secretary shall build ol}:the current. QC system ,to ~tabli~hprocedures for'd~erminiog;' 
with~pect 'to each' State, the extent to which any and all performance standards established 
by statute .01" regulation are being,' met. The Secretary shall modify the scope of the current 
QC system as deemed neCessary to accommodate the review of the additional data: elements 
and new performance measures·and standards and shall report the mOdifications to Congress. 

(b) 	 To this end, the Social S~urity.Act w.i11 be amended to expand the purpose of the:QC system 
to include: improving the accuracy of benefit and wage payments in the AFDC and WORK , 
program, assessing the quality of State-reported data, ensuring the accuracy of State reporting 
of JOBS/wORK data required und~r this act, ensuring that other performance standards are 
met, and fulfilling other appropriate.fun~tions of a performance measiJrement system. 

(c) 	 The Secretary sh~ll deSignate additional data ele~ents to be collected in a QC review sample 
to fulfill the needs of a perfoilnance measures system (pursuant to section 487 as am,ended . 
under this part), shall, amend case sampling plans and data collection procedures as deemed 
necessary to make statistic3Jly vaIid estimates"of program peiformance identified elsewhere in 
this section, and mayre4efine what iscount~.as an erroneous payment intheQC sysiem~ . 
. . . . " 	 , 

(d) 	 States shall conduct periodic, internaJ audit.sof th~ir JOBS and WORK processes to ensure the' 
accuracy of reported data and 'annual audits to establishaccul"acy ,rates. The Federal 
government would specify. the ;inin1mum,.s~ple sizes to achieve 9001' 95 percent confirience' 
at the lower limit (the method generally used:'by OIG). States would also be permitted to use 
current QC resources to CQnduct sp~ial studies to test and improve the current system. . . .' '. . 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall; after consulting with the States and securing input from, knowledgeable 
sources, publish regulations regarding changes in the design and administration of existing QC 
functions as well as enhancements to that system. These proposed changes will be. published 
no later than 12 months after enactment of this BilL 

'",. 

, '~ . 

. . 
, , 
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TECHNICAL AssISTANCE, REsEARCH, ,DEMONSTRATIONS, ,AND 
. . - EVALUATION 

A.·" 	 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH, AND EVALUATlON . 

1. 	 Authority to Tap JOBSIWORK and Child Care Funds For Research. Demonstrations. 
_Evaluation and TechniCal As~istance PUrposes ' - . . . 

f .C;yrrent Law 
. ~.:~~ • . 	 .;t't,r..·

There are avanety ofway;'thal ,twids are set aside for evaluation oversight and technical assistance 
, - suppan to programs. The FainilY Support Act, for-example,. autluinzes specific'OJnOl!JI!sfor- , 

implementation and effectiveness studies of the JOBS Program. Under the Hetid Start Act, 13 perc~nt 
, ofannual appropriations are reserved by' the Secretary for a broad range ofuses· including training, 
'technical assistance and evaluation~ .The Secretary ofHHS,at her diScretion, sets aside 1% ofPublic, 
Health program funding jor evaluation of its progriuns. . .-'" -...... 

'.'.' . 

"	Welfarerefonn seeks nothing less than a change in the "culnire" o/the welfare systein~ This,. '. 
necessitates making iifizjor 'changes in asystem thai has prinUuily be(!n· issuing checks jorthe past twO';:-~ 
decades. Now we will be expecting Statestq change individual behavior arid their own, institutions so 
thai welfare recipients will be moVed into mainstream society. This will not be doneeasi/y., We see a 
mIljor role for evaluation, technical assistance antiinfonnation sharing. , Initialiy,' State~ will require 
considerable assistance as they design and implement the changes required under this legislation.. 
Then, as one State or locality firids ,strategies thai work, .tlwse.lessons ought. to be widely shared with 
others. One ,ofthe eiements critical tp this rejonnefforthas been the lessons learned from the careful 
evaluations done ofearlier programs. Those lessons and the feedback secured duri{lg the 
implementation ofthese refonns will be used in aformative ~enseand'willguide continuing:innovation

" . 
into the future. We propose reserving 2% in FY 1996, FY 1997, arid FY 1998.ofthe total annual ' 
capped entitlement funding for 'rhe Secretary ofHHS to be spent on lOBS and child and 1% in .fiscal . 
years thereafter ofJOBS; child care, and WORK funding for- research, demonstrations, evaluatiqn, 

, andJechnical assistimce, with a Significant QltWunt reserved/or child care. We seek to evaluate 
demOnstrations in a nuinber ofdifferent areas. Please see thi! sections on MAKE WORK PAY, .CHIlD 

'SUPPORT ENFORqMENT, and PREVENT PREGNANCr AND PROMOTE PARENTAL REsPONSl/J.H..lTY. 
'. 

Rationale" ,(;~, 
-, 

,SuffiCient Juiuis slwuld be available to ensure thai the Department(s) can provide adequOte levels of 
"",. 	 technical assistance to States, oversee State implementation ofwelfare reform, and carry out other 

supp,gnive research and training activities. 'lYing funds to a percentage ofthe over(u~program 
dollars ensures thai as the program grows, funds for research, evaluation and technical assistance 
also grow.. 

... .. --. 	 '..... 
Specifications 

. (a) 	 Reserve for the Secretary from amounts authorized for the capped lOBS, WORK and At,.Risk 
Child Care funding, two percent of. JOBS and child care funds in Fiscal Years 1996 ,through 
1998, and one percerit of JOBS, child care, and. WORK for each fiscal year for expenditures 

. research, the provision of technical assistance to the.States and to carry out demonstrations as 
Qescribed below. Technical assistance is defined broadly to .include training, "hands-On" 

" 	 ". - . , 
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'cOnsultatio'o'to States requeSting assiS~ce~ the transferring of "best practiceS~ from one State 
to anolller and so forth. , ', ' 	 , 

(b) 	 To the extent'that these iSsues can be researched in a methOdologically sound way, the 'I 

Secretary of HHS in consultation with the Secretary of Labor anc,tthe Secretary of Education, .. ' 
, shall conduct the following e~aluation studies of time~limited JOBS foll?wedby WORK: 

(i), 	A tw~-phase implementation study that desc~ibes: ' 

How States and localities initially r~wnded to new pOliC;ies, implemented the new' • 
program, the obstaCles and barriers ~ncountered, instittitional'mangements, and . 
recom.mendatio~.; '~'~;~L '" . , '5C;' 

.' How States aDd loCalities subsequently performed as their programs matured including 
program design, services provided, ,operating procedures, funding levels and . 
participation rates and, recommendations. The study ~ilI also consider the effects on 
State and local administration of welfar-e-programs including management systems, 
staffing structure, and "culture." 

. ?:' ' . 

B. 	 DEMONSTRATIONS 

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

Cllrrent Law 

• 	 The Social Security Act authoriusthe Secretary to condilctdemonstrations. Many States operate 
demonstration programs which have strong evaluation componenls which have helped shape public 
policy. 

, 	 .,' 

We propose key demonstrations in six ar~as where additional feedback is required about the cost, 
feasibility" and/or effectiveness is necessary. before ntuioniJ policy is determined. In each area, we 

. propose both a set ofpolicies for immediate implemenlation and a set ofdemonstrations designid to 
explore ideas for stU! bolder iNiovation in.thej'uture. In .. adtlition,.~We woUld encourage States, Indian 
irlbes, and Alaskan Native organizations to develop the,r o~ de~rutrations. In,some cases we 
would provide additional Federal resources. Lessons from past demonstrations have been cenlral to 
both the developmenl o/the Family SuppOrt ACf"and to, this plan. 

'" :!:l!1,Specifications '. 

(a) 	 The Secretary of HHS sh~lI have the authority to approve and conduct the following 

demonstrations, which will be funded but of the 2 percent of JOBS, WORK, and At-Risk 

Child Care .allocated to technical. assistance, research.,~demonstrations, and .evaluation (as. ,,"" 

discussed in detail below): . . 


, 	 ' . 

Demonstr~tion (1) is deslgned to test inpovations that might shorten welfare spells during the . . 
JOBS phase o,tthe reformed system. Demonstration (2) is designed to examine innovations in""" 
the, WORK phase of the reformed program. Demonstration (3)is largely, though not' . 
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, 	 exclu~ively, deSigned t~ assist those who have 'made the transitio'n to non:subsidized work by 
minimizing recidivism back onto welfare. Other demonstrations are outlined in the CHll..D 
SUPPORT ENFORCEMErIT, MAKE WORK PAY, and the PREVErIT TEEN PREGNANCY AND, 
PROMOTE PARErITAL REsPONSIBiLfrY sections. Thus these demonstrations ro,ver the major 
aspects of the reform propOsal. 

,2. Demonstrations to Encourage Placement During Participation in the JOBS Program 

Current Law 
. , ,~'. '.,' ' 	 , .1&" 

There are noprovisions in current law similar'to what is proposed under. this seaidn. 
, '/ . ,', ' 

...>
".'" ,One ofthe~licit gorils'~l~lfare reform is to'transform:the 'tVelfare system-land ~he JOBS program) 

into one which focuses from the· very jirst'day on helping people to get and hold jobs., To achieve ' 
this,· 'tVe will fund demonst~ation progrilins, that focus on 'enhancing job placements. We envision twO ~.; 

,,·strategies, as spf!ci/iMbelow., ' .., ", 	 ~ 

,'. ' 

Rationale " 

A. good JOBS program balances the need to communicate to thOse entering the welfare system that 
AFDC isa temporary support system by moving recipients,quickly into the labor market while 

,remaining sensitive to ,the faa that, all recipients are not competitive in that market, We are changing 
the cultureo/'tVelfare to get out of the busines~ of writing checks and into the business ofhelping, 

'people find and keep jobs. We are cha{lging the incentives in the 'tVelfare system.to emphasize long
term placement in the workforce,' We want to experiment with a liumber ofnew approaches that will 

• 	spur caseworkers, clients, and service providers to help people. get offWeLjare for good.', We need, 
'more infoTmation about how 'to setup rewards ihat will refleCt the new "mission" of the ,'tVelfare', 

systen:. ' .--,. ' 

Specifications 

(a) 	 , Placement Bonuses: No more than five demonStration grants would b~ available for 
programs that use placemeflt bonuses to reward agencies or caseworkers who are particulariy', 

,good at placing JOBSpaiticipants in privat~sec,tor jobs.' '.The emphasis will be on securi~g , 
long-term placements--in th.~:labor~market andon'finding ways to place medium and lo~g-tenn 

.. • . - ,'-r, ~ ,l " 	 " 

recipients. 
'. ' 

(b) -"Chartering Placement Finns: No more than five demonstration grants would' be ava~!~le to' .... "
States to charter private not-for':profit and for-profit organizations to work withJOBS clients" 
to place themin1Jdvate sector jobs. This is.similar to offering contra~'through an RFP, ::z.' 

except that a· charter' is a Iiceilse to, se,rve clientS,that puts the burden on· the organization to 
recruit its clients; Chartered organizations .would be paid a fee· for finding work for an ' 
eligible~JOBS particip3.9t. Charters caIl'Specifyservices that the organization will deliver:' 

,~.: 	 work. preparation, placement serviCes. follow-up, linkages tQ~,9ther agencies. Charters pennit 
the organization to serve eligible WORK participants and'sp'eeify perfonnance standards on 
which they will be paid.. These performance standards would'be based on placement and 
retention J:11easures. 

http:particip3.9t
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(c) 	 , Up to five local demo~tration projects each to testand evaluate the use of placement bonuses 
and chanering placement firms on the placement and retention of JOBS panicipants in jobs 
will be conducted. " . . 

. The Secretary shali evaluate the effectiveness of such programs, preferably uSing a random 
assignment of individuals ~ treatment and control groups or, where that is inappropriate for 
scientific· reasonS, the most rigorous appropriate method. -. . . 

..::....., . 
Section 1115 Waivers" --> _. 

.\ '"'
.• .t~:', 

.Section 1115(c)(3) of ihe So.cial St:curity Act~~;tncis State waivers which can' be granted under t!re . 
- child support program to thOse thot would not increase the Federal cost oj the AFDC program. In all 

other cases, States can 'offset inr;reased costs in one program (such as increased expenditures for 
'JOBSJ.wth ,savings in other areas (such asAFDC and Medicaid).: In child.support, however, savings .~ 

--- generatedjrom non-lV-Aprograms cannot be used to,cover..lV-A costs.resultingjrom.JV:'D waivers. 
·..·The within..AFDCcost neutralityprovisio~for·the child support program discourages $tGtlJs,/rqm.. 

looking at lV-D as part of their total welfare reilnn strategy and greally restricts their abilities to 
. design' and implement child support demonstrations of interest and ~ignificance. 

Specification 

(a) 	 IncreaSe States'~bility to test iMovative IV-D and non-custodial'parent programs. Give them 
the same degree of flexibility to offset AFDC costs resulting from demonstrations involving .. 
child support that now exists in .the other prograrils. In addition, give States the authority to 
value the worth of work activities that' non-custodial fathers. do to· reduce their AFDC debts ... and child support arrearages. , '" 

4. . 	 Demonstration Grants for InnovativePaterriity and Parenting Initiatives 

1his proposal would focuS on helping fathers (primarily poor, young. non-marital fathers) understand 

:and accept their responsibilities to nUrture and'support their children. .. Building on programs which . 

seek io enhance the welFb'eing ·of children, this proposm would facilitate the development ofparenting 


..- , compone.nts aimed specifically at fathers whose,ptirticipation in the lives oftheir children is ,often 

.' ignored or even 'uninte1ilionally disct!uraged.. ""'_ ..1 . 

Rationale, 

. There is considerable eVidence' thot increased poverty is not the only adverse affect on children of . 
fatherless families. Farhers have an important role to play .in fostering self-esteem and self-control in 
children. as, well as increasing and promoting the: career aspirations ofboth sons and daughters. 

.. Some clilllCal researchers' and social commentatol's believe thot much ofthe increase in violent 
.,=, behavio~' t;l111Ong teenage. boys fs at le.p,st in parr due to the lack ofpositive mali! role-models and . , 

supportive fathering in many communities. .But good fathering i~ especially difficult for the many men 
. who themselves belong to a second and third generation of "fatherless· families or whose own role 
,models jorparentingwere abusive or neglectful. , . ."- , ' 
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Specifications 

(a) 	 Demonstra~ion grants will be m~e availabie to States, Indian tribes,' and/or community based . 
. organizations, to develop and implem~nt' non-custodiaJ parent (fathers) components for existing 

programs for liigh risk families (e.g.:HeadStart, Even Start, HeaJthy Start, Family 
Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and .Prevention) t()promote responsible p.arenting. includirig the' 
importance of paternity eStablishment and economic seC.urity for c~i1pren, an.£I th~ 
dev:elopment of par~nting skills~_ 

. ""'.~,.---., - .-... ~~~.-;: .."' ':..::,~:~¥:",_" ". '-' "", - .._.~",- .~,.'~ . 'd~:"'f"-''"'~'-h''_.'''':~~'''_~'''' __ '''~''';'''''' __ ':~"." ;,-. 

(b) . Grants,must last three years...bave an' evaJuationC()rnpone.ri.~~prefetably using a random"· 
assignment ofjndividuaJs oo"treatment 'and control.groups or, where that is inappropiiate~f()r 

sCientific r~Qns,~tl1e' most rigorou~=~proi)fiate method... ".".:.;-. -.. ' ....~~,. 

.,1, 


,,' . ! .. - ~ :.,:., T 

5. Demonstrations to Develop·W~rk;.for-Wages Programs Outside the AFDC System 

'
" ...:.".,»-', .•. ; ...., " ':"':;"~. "",,So ..'" _. ' " .' _w~"': . . , " .. " ,'" ~ .., _. ".~' ",,!. _: ..•.. :::, ..,) ',". '" .- ,,'.1.,,

Stares are encouraged to experiment with approaches to designing and administering tlie WORK I 

program outside ofthe AIDC System. The Secretary may .authorize up I!J 5 demonstration projectsto 
assess the feasibUity and effectiveness of WORK programs"that are administered outside ofthe AIDC . 
system. These demonstrations Will be rigorously evaluated~ 

Rationale. 

It is not clear tlJat the welfare system will, be the most appropriate agency to run an employment based 
system like the WORK program in ,all States. 'Insome·cases, state-level. Labor Department erttities. , 

• 	 non-profit, or proprietary, agencies may have a comparative advantage. Even ifa comparative . 
ativanlagetuies lie with an organization independent ofthe Welfare system, questions remain. For 
.example, it is not apparent that the required ongoing communicDtion between the agencies running the • 

, 	 " , 

WORK program and the agency issuing supplemeTiJaf income suppon checks (and retaining 
responsibUityfor other residual welfarejunc(ions) ctin be maintained. This, and other management 
'uncenainties, must be resolved throughiJemdn,stration programs, . 

Specifications 

(a), 	 Up to 5 loc3.l ;demonstrationprojectsio' t~! the development and implementation of WORK 
programs administratively located oQ.lSide Of the Arne system will. be conducted.' '.' 

(b) 	 The. SecretarY shat! CqUoducta.rigormisevaJuation, preferably using arandom assignment'w' 
treatment and control groups or,where that, is inappropriate for scientific reasons, the most. 
rigorous appropriate method."';' ' 

(c) 	 All individuaJs who exhaust their transitionaJ assistance must be eligible to apply to the .. 
WORK program either-after·their initiaJspell on welfare or if they leave JOBSor, WORK and 

:~ 	 Psubsequently reappJyfor assistance and have no time left. States may not ds.t;1y admission into. 
WORK f~r any reasons other than those discussed under the section on sanction pOlicy. 

; . -	 , , . 

(d) States m!JSt:close'AFDC cases ~hen'recipients reach the time limit WORK programs under 
,,,,,,this subs,ection may only pay participan~ for· performance of some activity. ' 
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. (e). 	 States may develop a system of cOmpensation that mixes wag~ and WORK stipends. S~tes 
must develop a system that ensures that WORK participants who comply fully with the 
program's rules are receiving ine:ome' at least equal to what they would have r~eived on 
AFDC plus .the work disregard. States shall have,flexibility on this criteria in the interest of 
administrative simplicity but the incom~ from full compliance in WORK must exceed income 
on AFDC for a similarly situated, family.. . ' 

. .."(f). . -' States, will be allowed to pay participantS WORK"'stipends when they aren~t in 'a \yORK 
assignment as compensation f~,r_a r~ge of activities to be designated by, the state, .including 
jobsear~h. job, clubs, and interim Community seryiceassignments, . States will ,have .flexibility 
in designing tlle stipend system, but itwill have to b~ a pay.;.for-a~ivjty system. 

(g) 	 States would be allowed to develop a system of wage·supplementation. WO~,stipends could 
be provided to part-timeworkers:eitherin uns,ubsidized jobs or' in the WORK program. ' 
States ~()uld be encouraged to d~velop a simple system of supplements. ..' . 

(h) 	 Eligibility for the"supplement wquld be Contingent on satista,*,ry participation in WORK. 

6. 	 WORK 'Support Agency· Dem~nstrations 

Current Law . 

At Staie opt~on: Federal financial participarion is ~ailable jor JOBS activi(ies 'and services provided 
jor cenain periods to an individUal who hils been aJOBSparticipant but who loses eligibiluy jor 
AFDC. 'These activities and periods are: 1) case management a'¢vities and supportive services jor up 
to 90 days from the date the individual loses .eligibilityjor AFDC; ,and 2) JOBS component activities 

. for the durarionojthi! activitY'iffunds jor the, activi!Y:"are obligated or expended. bejore the individual 
loses eligibility jor AFDC. (45 CFR 250.73) 'In addition, the State agency 'may provide, pay jor, or 
reimburse one-tin2e work-relared expenses whiCh it det!!rminesare necessaryfor an applicant'or ' 
reCipient to accept or maintain employment. (45,a:R 255.2) " ' 

'In order to learn abounheeffects ojwork support strategies, we propose demonstration programs to 
, test different approaches. The goal is to increase employment retention' and reduce welfare recidivism ' 

by helping those individuals who become employed keep theirji],bs and those Who lose their jobs to 
regain employment quickly. Case 11Ul1'#lgers ,will maintain,contact with and offer assistance to current 
or former AFDC recipients who obtain employnient and provide direct assistance to aid them in 

. employment retention or to help find a subsequent job. Payments to heiR meet the costs ojcertain 
, 'employment:'relared needs may also be provided ifdetermined necessary.jorjob acceptance or . 

retention, or reemployment. ' . . 

Stares might establish work support agencies ,with distinctly different responsibilIties thlm lV-A 
agencies and possibly housed separarely from the local lV-A agenCies ~to provide centralized services· 
specijicallyroworkingjamilies. The Work Support ~gencies could be administered,jor extunpleil by 
the Stare employment or labor depanments;by CommUnity Action Agencies. ora One-Stop Shopping 
Center. 

The work support",officesmight provide jood stamps, child c:are, Qdvance EITC payments. andpo$~tPly 
healthiruurance subsidies to eligIble low-income workingfamiUes, orlarlocal discretion) jamilies 
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'suffering a lemporary labor nuirkel disruplion. Empldyment·related service~ such as' career counsel
ing, assislance wilh updating resumes and jilling out job applications Would also be made 'aVailable 
specifically 10 individuals who had left AFDCfor work Ihrough lhe work sup~n office.. Services " 
which might also be included are lime and '!JOlleY management, family issues, worJqjlace rules, 
eSlablishing 'ongoing relationships with employers, ,providing mediation between employer and 
employee, assisling with applicalion for lheEITC, making referrals 10 olher community services; 
providing or arrangingfor supponive services needed/or employme,nt relention,or. re-employmeh/, 
and providing for job referral or placement assislance if inilial jobs are losl. :The supponive services 
which,can be providedJ(J aid job !,~/ention may indud.e: "qccupationaJ license, cenification, orleSI 

. ,- -.-- jees, lool/equiptrl.{!nt expenses, c1olhing; Ufllforms" or safety equipmeTit COSIS, dnVer's.licensefe~i., 
molor vehicle mo.iruenance,repair, insurance or license COSIS, olher traniponation expenses. moving 

'" expenseS (reldied loaccepling employment),einergeney Child'care expenses, heal/~-telated expenses' , .. ,' 
notcovered by Medicaid, ~hon-Ierm,mental heQJlh expenses;, and family counseling. ' ' . , 	 .~ ~ 

" 	 ' 

Rationale 

" A sigiiificant proponion ofnew entrants Will move between SlaleS ofdefJt!ndency and non-dependency. 
Some 70 percent ofnew entrantsexil in two years, about one-holfoflhesefor work: But within jive" 

, years, some 70 percent oflhosewill re,lUrn.. A similar picture isfound/or lhose in lhe secondary 
labor mo.rkel. Job transitions and disruptions are very common, even within brief lime periods., 
Many' of lhese people do no.l hlIvesuffiCient work hislories 10 qualify for beiejils Under llU! 
Unemployment Insurance syslem. 'The primary recourse available upon a job loss is the welfare 

, system. 
. 	 , ' . 

, . Our welfare and JOBS systems are.geated toward graduations,· irealing people and moving lhem on. 
We now assume that even lhose with high levels ofhwnancapual may have to make seven or eight 
reinvestments in training and new skill/technology acquisitions over lhe course ola lifetime. We must 

. 	 begin to work on developing a similar pe;speClive and sUpponive syslems for low-wage Workers 'and 
those who must, on occasion. receiVe income assislance for their families. ' ' , 

The participating State would be responsiblefor the design of the work stippon agency, including lhe 
administralive structur~and lhe menu ofservices,' but would have to receive approvaljrom'the . 
appropriate depanments (in moslcaSes, Agriculture, Heallh and HUman ,Services and Treasury):

Specifications' 

(a) 	 A separate autilority .~pder Title IV ,of tile' Social Security Act would be establishe,d whereby a 
designated number of entities chosen by the Secretary, in' consultation with the Secretary of . 
Labor, Agriculture, and Treasury, would be entitled to demQnstration grants to operate a 
Work Support Agency to support individuals 'who have left AFDC for work. ,"';" 

(b) 	 Up to five demonstration projects will be funded. 

(c)' 	 The activities under tile demonstration would be focused on providing coordinated 
employment-related'services: Grantees would be given great- flexibility to design programs to 
help fonner AFI)Crecipients retaiq employment. . "... ' 

• 	 , .' ! 
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.. INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND ,lNFRAsrRUCI1JRE 

Current Law and BacKground 

In the late 1970s, the Federal gov~rnment decided to improve the administration of ~eJfare programs 
through the use of computerized information systems. The. Congress enacted PL 96-265 and 

'. subsequent legislation to grant incentive funding to encourage the development of automated systems. 

\ 

In 1981, the AFDC prograrnreleased the Family Assistance Management Infonnation System 
(fAMIS);:specifications and :updatedthem in -1983. In 1988, the;'FoodStamp ProgramO:§J~) .released 
similar gujdeIines in regulatio~ and updated the':!l_ in 1992. Incentive funding is also available for 
statewide, ChJld Support Enforcemen~ (CSE). systemS:-c- . .. • .--. . , 

A recent GAO report. indicated. that, in the previous 10 years theFederal government had spent nearly 
$900 million in the development and operation of AFDC and FSP automated systems' alone. In the . 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, the Congress repealed enh8!lced funding for AFDCand 
FSP effective April 1, 1994." ... . 

'An emerging priority of Federal funding agencies has been to encourage States to implement more 
cost~ffective systems which integrate service delivery at the ,local level. ,This has e!!abled many . 
States to begin using Combined application forms for multiple programs (includingA'FDC, FSP, and 
MediCaid) and a combined interview' to determine eligibility for the various programs; Consequently, 
with systems support, a single eligibility worker can process an application for several programs at 
the same time. . . 

. ,'. r 	
:.. 

Another -priority is the development of e'tectronic ti~fer of funds or Electronic Benefit Transfer' 
(EBn technology to deliver benefits. This technology allo~s recipientS to use a debit card, similar to'~l a bank card,. at retail food stores and automated teller machines (ATMs) to access their benefit 
accounts. Plans to expand the use of EBT systems are mentioned in the Vice President's National.. 1Performance Review. . 	 . 

· Und~r .current law and regulations, States ~d the,Federal government have developed elaborate 
computer management information systems for fin~cial 'management and benefit delivery, program 

· operations, and quality control. Some programs, such as Child Support Enforcement, are in the midst 
of laige-scaleJand long-term) computer system change,'while 'o~ers, such as AFDC (with its FAMIS 
systems), ate nearing completion of it development cycle. . 

~. 	 . 
.f~•. 

Both FAMIS and Child Support Enforcement Systems (CSES) have.been funded underan'enhanced 

funding (90 percent) match. Partly.as a result of this incentive fu~ding, many States have integrated, 

automated, income maintenance systems which assist caseworkers in d~termining eligibility, 

maintaining and tracking case status"and reporting management infonnation to the State and Federal 

govenunents., ' 


Other essential welfare progranis, namely JOBS and child care,have limited and fr~gmented 

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

match rate. States report that ailministrative funds have not been available to fully automate and .""~,. 


interface JOBS and Child Care with other programs Within, the State. 

" . . 

·	Many of these systems have serious limitations: I imitedflexibility, lack of interactive' access, limited 
ability to exchange data electronically, etc. Even the-most sophisticated systenis fall short of the.goal.,.., 
of allowing S~te agencies to use technology to: . , . 
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e 	 Elimi~~tethe'need for ~lientsto accessdifferent entry points before they receive services;, 

e 	 Eliminate the need for agency workers (and clients) to encounter and understand a wide 
variety ,of complex rules and procedures; 

e' " Share fully computer data with programs within the State and among S~tes; and 

" , e' 	 "Provide the kind 'of case tracking and management that wiH be,needed for a time.,Umited 
welfare system. ' 

, Vision and'Rationale ' -- .. , ". '"~........ 


Co~puter and inform~tio~ technology solutions will, support welfare reform, by p!oviding,new , 
autOmated screening' and intake p.rocess~, eligibility decision-making tools, and benefit delivery 
techniques.. Application of modem technologies such as ,expert systems, relational databases, voice 
recognition units, and high performance computer .networks, wiII help empower families and 

, individuals seeking assistance. At the same time, these technologies will assist in reducing_,fraud and 
abuse so that Federal and State' oenefits are available to those who are, in need.'. . .,' , 

, State-Level Systems and Nation'aI Clearinghouse 

To achieve this vision, weare proposing an information infrastructure which allows, at the State 
level, the integration and interfacing of m~ltiple systems, 'for example, AFDC, food s~ps, work 
programs, child care, Child Support Enforcement (CSE), and others. The Federal Government, in 
partnership with the States, or groups of ' States in partnership with the Fooeral Government, may 

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

• 	 To support ,the broader information needs, the new information' infrastructure needs to include, on the 
one hand, a national data "Clearinghouse" ~ coordinate data exchange and for other purposes and, on 
the other, enhanced Stat~ and local information processing systems, to improve management and ' 
delivery ofserviceS. ' , 	 ' 

'Enhanced State Systems. At the State arid 10cal,level, the systems infrastructure would include, 
" automated 'subsystems for intake, eligibility determination, assessment, and referral; case management 

and service delivery; and benefit, payment; and reporting. : The infrastructure would consist of new, 
sy~tems components integrated :with existing systenlS or with somewhat enhanced existing systems. 
Variations in'existing automated, systems would~make it unreasonable to try tostandardize these 
systems. Rather, we need linkages that 'allow for the accurate exch,ange of data between 'systems. 

'By linking the various programs and 'systems, States would be able to provide integrated services" and" 
, or benefits to families and individuals "at-risk" of needing financial assisiaQce, those receiving " 

assistance, and those transitioning from public assistance program to self-sufficiency. As part of this, 
automation effort, enhanced'funding will be offered as an incentive for States to develop and ' 
implement statewide, automated, systems for JOBSIWORK management and monitoring, and to enable 
seamless services for child care. (In the cases of JOBSIWORK and child care systems, if a State 
'contracts with an agency to provide these"serVices .. the State may authorize the cOntracted agency to 
.develop the state~ide system subject to the same requirements as the State.) Su~h an automated ' 
,system infrastructure would enable States to provide greater support to families who might otherwise 
dissolve, as well ,as to parents who may , because, of u~et needs; 'be forced to terminate employment 
or~training opportunities. ' 

, I 

'. : 

~.
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,i.e. .6 

. '," ~ 

.'In addition,·as Electronic Betlefit'Transfer (EBTjand Electronic Funds Trarisfer'(EFT) become more 
widespread, they,woilld be used for oth~r programs, such·aschild care reporting and payments, and 
reporting of JOB'S participatipn.. As an.example, a JOBS pa.r;ticipant couldb~.required to self-repOrt 

..either through a.touch-tone phone that connects. to a Voice Recognition Unit (VRUr or through the 

.' u~e of plastiC cru:d iechnolpgy~" 	 . 

.Enhanced Det~tion of Fraud and AbuSe.. For detection and .anatysis of fraud and ~buse,computer 
. matching of records and sharing ofdaiaam.ong State programs and ata-national level would. be 
increased~ For example, ·the child support information needs for establis~,ingan order orin review' 
antf"inodification would be·e.~trem·elyvaluilble for access by the AFDC. agency, after,,·the agency bas 
performed prospective eligibilitY determimi~io.ns,ti4t before benefits are granted. ·In addition, -the 

. NationafClearinghouse'would. be eitremely,helpful toensure"that an'individual does .n()t obtain "-' 

AFDC beyond the time limit j)r fails·to r~rt.employment.. . ., 


.Data and Reporting on Program Operations 'andClients,Current II!~ods for data gathering and . 
reportingrequiremerits pn program operations and 'clients could be reduced.' Many of the current data 
and reporting requirements will.be superseded by new ones,~butinanycase, many current items are 
.of low data qualityor.of little intereSt; Current requirements will be re-examined. 

, 	 .' , . 

National Clearinghouse, . The National Clearinghouse will be a collection'of abbreviated Cru;~. and 
other data that ...points..··:'to where detailed case data resides and'pr.ovides the minimum information for 
implementing key progrlinl features,' Described in 'detall under the Child'SUPIX)rt Enforcement' 
section, this Clearinghouse will not be a Federal daiasystem that 'performs iqdividual case activities. .. 
While information will 'be coming to and from the Clearinghouse, it will' contalil 'limited data - Stat~ 
will retain overal t processing responsi~i1ity. 

The Clearinghouse will maintain at least the following data registries: 

• 	 . The National New Hire Registry will' mail,ltain employment d;Ita for individuals, including 

neW hire information. . '" ,.' ..' " . " ': " . 


• 	 The National'LOCate Registry will enhance ~d subSume the c~ri:entFederal parent Locator 
Service (FPLS) functions. '. ' 

1,-'" ,.' .' 

'. " 
; . 	 , . 

• 	 The ,National Child Suppon Registry will,contain data ''on all non:..cu'stodiat parents who have' 
support orc,iers. ": . . . '. . 

• 'The National TransitiOnal 'Assistance Registry will contain data to. operate a time-limited .. 
assistanc~ program, such as thebegitming : and ending "dates .of welfare receipt, participation.W 

. various work programs, .and the ,name of ~e State providing benefitS,,:,, '., 

. <~., 

.'" .' 
..' . 

. . t 

:; . 	 . '. r < 
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A. 	 NATIONAL TRANSITIONAL AssISfANCE REGISTJiy 

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

(b) 	 The Clearinghouse, described more fully in the sectionc)fi Information Systems for the Child 
SllPport, Enforcement Program, will contain four Registries includ iog the National Transitional 
AssistanCe Registry.. At a minimum~ the'Transitional Assistance Registry will assist States in 

~"'-Ca1culating the remaining months anindividtial may be eligible to rec~!y.~ benefits and reduce 
fraud and abuse. 

(c) 	 'The N~tional Transitional Assistance Registry will be maintained by· obtaining electronically 
from each State IV-A agency :infonnation on individuals r~iving benefits~ . Upon request, the, 

·Clear~nghouse will ~end electronica11y in~ormation to the State agency. . 

(d) 	 .The information to be exchanged is-'aS follo\Vs: 
. , . . 1: .. " . . 	 . 

· (i) 	 Information to be sent to the Clearinghouse includes identification information, such 
as the names and Social Security Numbers of members of the family; the dates an 
individual went on and off assistan'ce; participation infonilation ,for AFDC, JOBS
Prep, JOBS, and WORK; .information on extensions of time-limits and sanctions for 

, non-compliance for these and other prQgrams; as well as 'other information as 
determined necessary by the Secretary. . 

· (ii) . Information to be received from the Cleari,nghouse inCludes whether the applicant bas 
been reported to have received assistance and, if sO,when and in wbich State(s); 

. 'whether the Social Se<::urity Numbers 'supplied are valid; whether the applicant is ' 
contained· iri the New Hire Registry as being recently employed; and other information 
as 'determined by the Secretary. . . 

(0 	 The States involved must take appropdate.actions to resolve the discrepancy in accordance' 
with normal due process requirements;;and must submit corrected. information to the 
Clearinghouse when the discrepancy is resolved. ' 

B. 	 STATE TRANSmONAL ASSISTANCE SUPPORT· INFORMATION SYSTEM 

The State agency, . in order to assist in· the administration of time-limited welfare, will 
. establish and. operatea. st3U!wide,autmqated, Transitional Assistance Support Information 

System. This system. will serve to significantly. improve the effectiveness and efficiency of ' 
State systems information infrastructures for the management, monitoring, and reporting on 
clients as they'work towards independence and self sufficiency ..The State may receive 

.' 
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enhanced funding for these changes tinder specific approaches approved by DHHS and 
described below.. ' , ". 	 ' , 

(b) 	 The minimum capabilities,oCtlle State system include: 

(i) 	 Exchanging information as described above in A(4) in a standard, electronic format 
with the National Clearinghouse;" " 

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

Using the informatioo'receive<f from ~e Clearinghouse'in the':ctetermiiiation 'of 
eligibility and time period for whiCh assistance may be granted;, , ' 

" ," :. 
. 	 . 

(iv) 	 Reporting corrected or uPdat~ inf()rmation to the 'Registry; . and ' 
, , 

(vf 	 Meeting current statutory requirements for security and pri,vacy. 

(c) 	 Alternative Interim Method. The Secretary may approve an alternative interim method if 
the State demons,trates that the aJ~ernative wiH be effective in reporting, receiving, and using 
transitionai assistance information and the State has an approved Advanced Planning 
Document for ~e Automated'Data Processing System that meets requirements in the proposed 
~~' 

(d) , 	 The State may also augment,the minimum system described 'above in specific ways and 

receive enhanced match for developmeilt costs under certain conditions. (The specific 


,J, 	 conditions are described in a later section.) Under this augmented. system; clients will receive 
considerabiy enhanced serVice responsiveness through prescreening to match' available services 
to individuals and determine the required qUalifYing and ve~ificatio~ information needed for 
each service. . 

C . 	 STATE AUTOMATED SYSTEMS 
.", 	 " -'. . 

(a) . As part of"building better automated systems, Stateswill be offered enhanced funding if they , 
take one of two strategies to automation projects. That is, to economically a,td efPciently . 
develop ,and implement automated systems in.support of AFDC, child care, and JOBS/wORK 
programs, the Secretary will, as a condition of enhanced funding, require States to develop 

, and use model systems developed 'in partnership with the Federal Governmentand other States 
. under:.-one of two approaches. ' . " ...,,,,, 

1. 	 Federally Led and Sponsored' Model Systems, in Partnership with State AgencieS 

Under this approach, the Department in partnership with the States will design and develop 
model automated support and case management information systems that assist the States in 
managing, controlling, accOunting,for, and monitoring the factors :of the State plans' fOL . 
AFDC, child care, and JOBSIWORK programs as well as providing security safeguards. 
These model systems are describ~ below: 

(a) 	 Transitional Assistance Support Information System. 'This model system will provide 

statewide, automated, procedures and processes to meet both the minimum requirements


, . 	 -, , ...
'.. 
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described above plus additi~nalfunctions. Th~ additional functions: include'at least:, , , 
performing intake and referral; monitoring and reporting agaiIlSt some performance measures; 
exchanging information on-line with the Clearinghouse; and exchanging data with Q~er ' 
automated case management and information systems. .' ' 

(b) 	 Child Care Case Management'Information System. This model system will provide 
statewide, automated, procedures and pro,cessesto achieve seamleSs child care delivery, 

, including all child care programs of the State. This system will assist the State in 
administration of child care program(s) and to manage the non-s~rvice ,related CCDBG funds .... 

...;", 'The functions' will meet both the minimum ,requirements described above plus additional 
, functions which will include, at'least, the ability to: identify families and children in'neoo ,of 
"chil<f'eare, establish, eligibility for child 'care,"and determine'funding source(s); plan and' ". 

monitor services, determine payments"and update and maintain the family and child care 
eligibility status for child care; maintain and monitor necessary provider information; process 
payments and meet other fiscal needsfor the management of child careprogram(s); produce' 

"'" 	 reports required by Federal and State directives; monitor and, report performanc~ against 
performance standards; and electroni~ly exchange'information with other automated case 
management syste~ and with the'statewide automated transitional,assistance support system. 

(c) 	 IOBSfWORK Case Management Information System. This model system 'Will provide 
statewide, automated, procedures and processes, to control, accountf9r, and moriitor all 
factors of the JOBS and 'WORK prograJl!S and support both management aqd administrative 

, 'activities of the programs. These functions will meet both the minimum requirements 
described above plus additional functions including the capahility'to: assess a participant's 
service n~s; develop an employability plan; arrange, coordinate,' and' manage the services or 
resources 'needed for the plan; track and 'monitor ongoing program participation and 
attendance; exchange information electronically with other prognims; and provide ' 
performance and assessment information to the ,Secretary. 

, 	 " 

2. 	 Muiti'-State Collaborative ,Projects. State Lead with Federal Partnership 

Under this approach, the Department will assist' and supp~rt State Iv-A agencies', or the 
State's designated contracted agency (for child care or JOBS), in multi-state collaborative 
projects for purposes of designing and developing automated system models and in developing 
enhancements to existing systems as ,follows: 

(a), 	 Transitional Assistance Support System~ In addition to meeting the Fede.rally-sponsored 
model system functional specifications described' above, States may, in collaborative efforts, 
augment their systems to include"automation of additional functions as follows: determining 
el igibil ity; improving government assistance standardst"peli'on:ning case niaintenance and ' 
management functions'; 'calculating, managing, and reconciling payments to eligible recipients; 
providing for processes and procedures to detect and prevent fraud and abuse; and 'producing 
reports. 

(b) 	 Child Care and JOBS/wORK Case Manag~ent Inrorm~tion Systems. States may. in 
colla~orative efforts; des,ign; develop; and implement automated information syst~msthat 
meet the model fu~ctional specifications: of Chilo Care' and)OBSIWORK desc'ribed in the 
Federally-sponsored model approach. , .. '. . . 

" 
., 

. 74 




D. 	 FEDERAL'FUNDING FOR NATIONAL TRANSmONAL ASSISTANCEID,!:GISTRY, 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, TRAINING, QEMONSTRATIONS, AND MODEL STATE' 
SYSTEMS TO'~PORT STATE ACTIVITIES .. 

(a) 	 Sfli:f will be needed for the each year after enactment to provide technical assistance, ' ':' 

de~onstrations, and training. $.'@i:I'f' will be needed,for the second yeai after enactment to 

establish 'the National Transitio'o"iJAssistance Registry. $.:@IW wilrbe needed each year after 

that for th,e operation of the Registry. 'Finally, I,t@:::W wiJi"'be'needed for the fivey~s after 

.enactment for development of model systelTisand to foster multi-state colla~rative efforts as 
described above. ...'*"',.... . 

..~""::. 

. (b) 	 Funds'ippropriate(Hor' any'fiscal year will be included-in' the appropriatio~ act for the 'fiscal -'-, 
. year preceding the fiscal year for which, the funds areavaiJable for obligation. Note that, in . 
the first year after enactment, this may require enactment of two separate 'appropriations in the ., 
same year: one for the then current fiscal year and one for tne succeeding fiscal year. . , 

E. 	 FilNDING OF STATE SYSTEMS 

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

(b) 	 Enhanced Match. States are eligible for enhanced match (80 percent FFP) for up to 5 years 
after enactment for costs incurred. in developing and implem'enting automated systems ' 
described above, incl~ding the costs of computer hardware, on the condition that the approach ' 
to 'system design" development! and implementation meets on~ of the following:, " . 

1. 	 'Federally Sponsored Mode,l. ,The State adapts and, implementS a model/prototype 
system developed by the S~retary in accordance with the functional speCification ' 
described in that section, or " 

2. 	 Multi-5ta'te Collaborative Project. The State, through a collaborative multi-state 
consortium,jointly designs, deveiops, and/or implements,a system or subsystems in 
accordance with the functional conditi0,ns and specifications described, in that sectioii: 

(c) 	 Exception for Adaptation or Existing System to Meet· Minimum Requirements. . If a State' 
, 	 '. 

demonstrates to the Secretary thafmodifications to an existing~system meet the minimum· 
requiren:aents of a TranSitional Assistance Support System as described in that section and, 
meet certain additiona.l conditions, the SeCretary may grant an exception to the enhanced . 

'funding requirements. The additional conditions ar'ethat the State requires limited 
enhancements to an existing system and the State demonstrates thiu it would be more oost
effective to proceed independently or with custom ll!odifications. " 

(d) 	 Regular Match, States will' receive 50 percent. FFP for operational. costS and for costs they 
C;'" 	 ,incur if they do not follow the enhanced match provisi'ons described above"and for systems 


features beyond those provided' above. ' 
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, W Alv;ER fROVISIONS ' 

, Current Law 

Section 1115 ofthe Social Security Act provides the, Secretary authority to waive compliance with 
specified requirements ofthe Act that are judged likely to promote the objectives ofthe AFDC, ,chiJd 
support, or Medicaid program. Demonstrations under waiver authority must be cost neutral to the 
federal government and must be rigorously evaluated.' 

VisiOif, 

- The r.w..year time Jimit ispan O/the over alieffort to shift ~ fOc.Us o/the' welfare system/rom 
.disbursing funds to promoting self-sujJiciency.· It is imperative that, we send a clear and consistent 
, message about our expectanons ,of the ~tat.e~ and of welfare reCipients,. .For tliat reason, the numbers 
ofwaivers granted to states to apply time limits other than 24 months will be limited to 5. 

'. 
States'will be, able to conduct demonstrations regarding the WORKprogram.-"However, certain 

'aspects oflhe WORK program'KjII'oot be waivable so that reCipients are afforded some protections 
against financial loss and loss ofMedicaid,aru1 to'ensure that the program does not result in 

. displacement ofother Wo'i!rs. 

Specifications 

", L 	 ' , authority fOr Demonstrati~~ 

(a) 	 Allow the Secretary to authorize no more than five demonstratiOnS with time limits other than 
24 months. These time liInitS can be longer dr ,shorter than' 24 months provided that they are 
consistent with theo~erall goaJs of the JOBS and WORK programs. . 

2. 	 The following aspects of the WORK program cannot be 'waived: 

, , (a) . Each State shall have a WORK program. 

(b) 	 'No person defined :iselig~ble in for the WORK program shall be excluded from the WORK 
program. 

(c) 	 Participant/families in a demonstration program, other ilian those subject to sanctions, shalk;:. 
not be made worse-off than a family of the same siZe;with no income, receiving AFDC bene- ' 
fits.' , 

'1 . 	 . • 

(d) 	 Participants employed under any'demonstratiQn program shall be compensated for such 
employment at a rate no less than the highest-Of: 

• 	 the Fedt;ral mi~imum wage specified in'section 6(11)(1)'of the Fair Labor Standards 
'Act of 1938; .",'. ' '. ' , 

. ' 
• , •...:>-1"'· 

• the rate specified by the approp'riate ~tate or lo~ minim~m wage law; 
, 	 . . 

• ' the rate paid to ef!1ploy~ or trainees of the same employ~r working the s~~ length 
of time and performing the same type,of work.' . , 
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(e). In ilssigning participants in th~ demonstration program to any progr~ activity: 

(f) 

(g) 

. (i). 

(j) 

. 	 , 

• 	 . eaCh' assignment shall take into account the physical capacity, skills, experience, 

health and safety, family reslXlnsibilities, a'ndplace of residence of the participant; 


• 	 no participant shall be required, without his or her conse~t, to travel an unreasonable 
distance from his or her home or remain away from such homeovemight; . 

• , individuals shall not be discrimin~ted against on the basis of race,sex, national origin, 
.---.-.... ~ religion, age, or handicapping condition, and ·all participants will have such rights ·as . ' 

ar~ available under any applicable Federal, State, or 10cal.lawprohibiting . ~ '.. 
... discrimination;' .: ' '''_' '.>-' - --.----, . 

Appropriate workers' Compe~tion and ·ton· claims protection shall be provided to participants 
. on the same basis as they are provided-to other individuals in the State in similar employment, 
(as determined under regulations of the Secretary).' . 

No work assignment' under the program shall'result in:·,' 

• 	 the displacement of any curre~tly employed worker or posi~ion (including partial 
. - . displacement such asa reduction in thehCiurs 9f non~ven:ime wo~k. wages, or 

employment benefits), or result in the impairment of existing contracts for serVices or . 
collective bargaining agreements; 

• the employment or assignment of a participant or the fiilmg of a position when (A) 
. any otb,er individual is on layoff from the same ,or any equivalent position, or'(B) the 

employer has terminated the employment of any regUlar employee or otherwise ' 
reduced its workforce with the effect of filling the vacancy so created with· a ' 

. participant subsidized under the program; or, 	 ' 

• 	 any infringement of the promotional opportunities of any' currently employed . 

individual. '.' 


Funds available to carry out a demonstration program may not be used to assist, promote, or 
deter union organizing. No participant may' be assigned to fill any established unfill~ . 
position vacancy. ... 

, . , 	 . ;1'f~ . . 

The State shall establish and maintain a grievan~ procedu~e for resolving cOmplaints, by 
regular employees or their representatives that the work assignment of an individual under the 

, program violates any of the prohibitions described -in subsection (g). A decision of the State 
under such procedure may be appealed to the Se.cret:arY of Labor for investigation aDd such 
action' as such Secretary may find necessary~ . 

Participants in the program and their families shall be categoricaily eligible for Medi~id. 
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. NON-CmZENSPRoviSIONS . 

A. ELIGIBILITY FOR NON-CmZENS 

i. 	 Apply a Uniform Standard for Determining Alien Eligibility for Non-Citizens Under AFDC, 
. SupplementaJ Security Income", and' M~icaid ' 

Current Law:' 

A~suming'they meet all-other eligibUity requi;~11Ifints, foreign,narioTUils residing in the-UnitedStaies .i,~' 
~t be la.&W1y admitted fOf'permane'nt resid~nce or ·permanenr.1y residing int!zeJ!n.ited ~~ates 

-Uiuier"coliJ; oflaw· (pRUCOL,) to qualify for~errefits ofthe-AFDC, Supplemental Secunty Income 

(SSJ), or Medicaid programs. ,..... ': ", ..: 


'I," 

The term PRUCOL applies to cenain individuqls who ate neither U.S~ citizens nor aliens ld-tifuJly 
admittedfor permanent residence. Aliens who are PRUCOL eruered the United States either lmifully 


. in a status olher than la\iful permanent residence or unlmifully. PRUCOL sta{us is not a spe-cific' 

"'immigration stiJius but raiher indudes many other immigration statuSes. Under the SSJ statute,"" . 


PRUCOL aliens inclU{ie those who, hold parole status . . The AFDC statute defines aliens who have 
been granted parole, refugee, or asylum status as PRUCOL, as well as aliens who had conditiolial 

-entry status prior to April 1, 1980. Thi Medicaid statute uses the term PRUCOL but provides no" , . 
guidimce as to the meaning ofthe term. . . 

. In addition to the revisions in the regulations reflecting the interpretation of section I6I4(aJ(I)(B) of 
. the Social Security Act resultingfrom the ,coun in the Berger andSudomir decisions discussed below, 
PRUCOL status also is defined in AFDC, SSJ cpui Medicaid regulations as including. aliens.' ' 

• wIw have ,been placed under an orderofsuperyisio~ or granted asylum status;.' 

• who entered before Januaiy 1, '972, aruJ continuously resided in the United. States since then; , 

• who have been'granted ",voluntary depanure"or "indefinite volurUary depanure"'stl1lus,' and 

• 	 . who have been g;~nted indefinite stays ofdeponation." 

In the case 01 B.erger v. Secretary. HHS, the U:S" .t::.oun ofAppeals for the 2d Circuit in interpreted 
. PRUCOL for the SSI program to include 15 specific categories o/aliens.and also those aliens wlwm 

the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) knows are in the country-and "does not contemplate 
enforcing" their,'depanure. SSAfollows the-Berger coun's inte.rpretation ofthe phrQ1e. "does not· . 

, contemplate enforcing to include aliens for whom the policy or practice ofthe INS is not to enforce 

their depanure as well as aliens whom it appears the INS is otherwise permitting to reside in the 

United States indefinitely. The Medicaid'regulations include the same Prucol categories as the SSI 

regulations. . 


The Sudomir v.Secretary, HHS decisipn,' which focused on AFDCeligibilityjor asylum applicants, 
,~ less expansive. The. U.S. Coun ofAppeals for the 9th Ci~cuit determined that AFDC eligibility 
would exzendonJy tothose aliens allowed to remain in the United Suites.with a "sense of .
permanence.;' Applicantifor asylum are thus specifically exclUdedfrom receiving AFDC benefits by· 
this decision even though they would not necessarily be disqualified for,SSfdue to the Berger ,

, ,decision. 
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Specifications 

(a) 	 Elimina~eany reference to PRUCOL as an eligibility Category in titles IV, XVI, 'and XIX of 
the Social Seturity Act (the Act). Standardize. the treannent of aliens under these titles by . 
identifying in the statute the specific immigration stanises in which non~itizens must be' , 

'classified by INS in order to qualify to be consider~" forAFDC, 'SSI, or Medicaid eligibHity. 
Specifically, provide that only aliens in the following immigration statuses could qualify

, 	 . 

• 	 lawfully admitted for permanent "residence within the meaning of section 101(a)(20) of the . 

Immigration and Nationality Act (iNA);·' ..~~.' . 


.. ,.~'tJ(4' " ' 

. 	 . 

• 	 ." -residing -iIr·the United states with lawfuFiemI>o'rary' stanis under sectionS 245A and 21 oof-the 
INA (relating to certain· undocumented aliens legalized under the Immigration Reform and 
Control Act 9f 1986); , "--." 

• 	 . ,reSiding in the United States as the" spouse or unmarried child under 21 years. o(age of a 
. Citizen of the United States, or thepar~rit ofsuch citizen if the citizen is over 21 years of age, 
and with respect to whom an applicatiori'" for . adjusnnent to lawful permanent resident is ." 
pending; or. ' 	 . . " 

.' 	r&iding in the United States as a result of theapplicat;on C?f the provisions Iisted"..:Yelow: 

, " 	 ' 

sections 207 of the INA (relating to refugees) or 203(a)(7) of the INA (relating to 
conditional entry status as in effect prior to April I, 1980); 

section 208 of the INA (relating to asylum); 

section 212(d)(5) of the INA (relating to parole status) if the alien has been paroled . 
for an indefinite period; 

section 902 of Public Law 1()()"202 granting extended . voluntary departure as a 
member of a nationality group [NOTE: this provision may be excluded]; and 

" .... 	 ' .', 

s~tion 243(h) of the INA (relating to 'a decision ~f the Attorney G~neraJ to withhold 
deportation). . 

(b)'I; 	 The proposal would continue the eligibility of-those aliens eligible for AFD(:, SSI, or . 
Medicaid on the effectiv~ date of the amendment who began their periods of eligibility before 
enactment for as long as they remain continuously eligible. 

(c) 	 The proposal would alsq allow state and lcicalprograms of assistance to util~e' the same 

criteria for eligibility. 


Rationale 

"",. So~ aliens currently considered PRUCOL did nQt enter the United States as"immigrants under 
prescribed immigration procedures and quotas, but entered illegally. Others entered legally under 
temporary visas but did not depart. The courts have detennined some of these aliens to be eligible for 
benefits· under the definition 'of PRUCOL. even 'though such individuals Iiave not received from INS a " 

. deliberate immigration decision and status for permanent presence in the United.States. . In essence. 
these aliens are similar to illegal aliens except that they have,been caught, which under currem.law 
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can ironically improve an alien's siiuaJion. 7hat is,ifth!!y are caught, INS ~/likely, grant them one 
ofthe "PRUCOL statuses"-such as voluntary departure or suspended deportation-which allows, them 
to be eligible for SSI, AFDC, and/or Medicaid. If they are not caught, they .are, simply undoCUlriented 

, and are not eligible for any' benefits' other than ,emergency medical services. Therefore, it is " 

reasonable to restrict AFDC. SSI, and Medicaid eligibility to specific categories ofmiens .who have 

entered the United States lfn..;tully or whO are likely to obtain permanent resident status. 


, " , .' ' ~ 

, Determining which ali,ens must be consideredf~r eligibility for SOciiil Security Act programs has 
become excessively conjusingdue to judicial actions .. and it is subject to'ongo;ngchdllenge in the 
'couns. Thisconjusion~acte~ed by ,he dijJerent treatment bydijJer.entpr:ograms'of similar, 
iruJividUaIs-wouidbe remedied by establishing i~ statUte auniform definition ofalien eligibility. 1'h!! 
propostil wauld:jjroVide such, a,uniform definition by listingthe-immigrant,statuses and specifical(y--;~'''' 

, citing the provisions ofthe INA under which they are,granted, therel?y eliminating the ongoing 
uncertainty about the precise"scope 'ofthe eligibility conditions, and potential irt~onsistencies regarding 
alien e,igibilify in the three programs. Additionally,' the alien eligibility categories proposed for ' 
,AFDC. SSI, and Medicaid would be consiStent with the proposed categories in the Administration's 

" Health Security Act. ,The Food Stamp program has aVOided similar problems because the categories 
ofalienseligib(e for assistance under the program have been specifically-listed in law: This proposal 
seeks to do the same for AFDC, SSI, and Medicaid., The proposal would save adm,if!,istrative 
-resources and costs. The case developmelu required to determine ifan alien is. considered PRUCOL, 
generally is time-conswning because SSA' and state AFDG and Medicaid agencies must verify thi 
alien 'sstatus with INS. In many cases, an alien's status as PRUCOL must be fe-verified annually. ' 

, )B. ,SPONSO~·TO-ALIEN DEEMING 

Current Law: Under immigration law and policies, most aliens lmifully admitted for pemu;ment " 

,'t:esidenc~ and certain aliens paroled into the ,united States, are required to have ,sponsors. ' 


As a condition ofentry as a laKfu/ permanent resident, almost all iiiiinigrants must 'Satisfy the 
admittingofficerthat they are not likely to become a public charge in the United States. For many 
immigrants, this requirement iImet by having a relatiVe w.ho is'a' U.S. citize~ or legciJ permanent 
resident agree to "sponsor" the immigrant. Sponsors sign affidavits ofsupport or sUnilar agreements 
provided by the Deparrment ofStgle or ihelmmigration and NaturalizatioiJService affirming thatihey , 

, will be responsible for supporting the immigrants and ensuring tliat the immigrants will not become , 

public charges. HOwevttr, these pledges are not enforceable and, by themielves, have no effect on 

whether the immigrants can qualifyjor public'ass..l!!ance. Therejore, the Supplemental Security' 

Income (SSI), Aid to Faniilies with Dependent Children.(AFDC), and.the Food Stamp program apply 

rules that limit sponsors' shifting their responsibilities'to the programs by deeming a portion ofa 

sponsor IS 'income' and resourt;.f!s as being available to'the immigrant/or a particular period of time. 

The affidavit ofsupport informs the, sponsoranii thf immigrant ofthe deeming rld,es that will be 

applied to the immigrant by theSSI, AFDC,and .Food Stamp programs", 


, ',' ' 

Specifically, sections 1614(f)(3), 1621(a), and 415 ofthe Social Security Act provide that in 

,determining SSI andAFDC eligibility 'and benefit amount for an alien, ,his sponSor's (and sponsor's 

'spq~e's) income and resources are deemed ,to the, alien for 3 years after the alie'f~",entry into the 

United States.. Public Law 103-152 eXtends the.period ofsponsor-to-aliendeeming in the SSI 
program from 3 to 5 years illr those applying for benefits beginning./.anuary 1, 1994 and ending 
October 1, l~~ For theSSI program, these deeming provisions do not apply to an alien who 
becof!'!!s blind or disabled after entry .into the U.S, ,The Food Stamp program currentJy provides for a 
three-Year sponsor-to-alien deeming period. Refugees are exempt from the deeming rules'under all . 
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'.' ' 	 , . ( 

three programs. Immigration la~ provides generqlly thfU an alien who·1w.s resided continuously in 

the United States for at least 5 years after being lawfully admitted fat permanent r~sidence may file an 

application for u.s. citizenship.' . .. .' 


\ 

Drafting Specs 


(a) 	 .Make permanent the five year sponsor-to-alien deeming under the SSI program.·.. Extend from 
three 'to,five years sponsor-to-alien deeming under the AFDC and Food,Sw,np programs .. ' .. 

. Forthe period beginning with.six,years after being laWfully admItted for~,permanent residence' .._,,~. .,. .... 

in the U.S. and until.a sponsored immigrant attains.citizenship status,. no.sponsoredimmigrant . 

shall be eligible.forbenefits under Q1e AFDC. SSI~·and'foQdStailJP"programS, unJess the' 

annual income of the immigrant's sponsor is below the most recent measure. of U.S. median . 

family 	inco~e. .... .' .f .••,. 

"Annual income". of the sponsor shall include the most recent measure ofannual 
adjusted gross income·(AGI) ofthe immigrant's sponsor,-'and the AGI of the 
sponsor's spouse and dependent children, 1f any. 

"Median, family income" shall be based on' the most recent Bureau of the Census" . 
measure for U.S. median family income for all families, updated by the' most recent "-,,. 
measure of change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI-U)~ ... , 	 . 

(c) 	 Each year th.e Secretary of HHS shall publish in the F~eral ~egister the median family 

income amount that will be used to d.etermine dleeligibility of sponsoreditnmigrants 'for the '" 

AFDC, SSI, and Food Stamp programs. This measure wilt be based on the most recent 


, income data from the Current Population Survey (CPS), published by the Bureau of the 
~~. .. 	 . 

(d). 'Allow state and local programs of assistance to disqualify from participation in genenil 

assistance any alien'who is disqualified from participation il1 the SSI,' AFDC, and .Food Stamp 

programs due to sponsor-to-alien deeming. . 


(e) 	 Effective with r~pecttO applications filed and reinstatements of eligibility 'following a month . 
. or months of ineligibility onor after October 1st 1994. 

(f) 	 Exemp~I,from sponsor-to-al ien deeming under the Food stamp program' any sponsoroo al ien ' . 

.who becOmes blindor disab.led ~fter entry. into the. U.S; and becomes eligible fot SSI. 


'~ 

(g) 	 Raise the Food Stamp resource limit under sponsor~to-aiien deeming~,to conform with tJie 
general resource limit under Food Stamps. .'. . . 

'(Q) . . Exempt from ;PonSoNo-aiien deeming under SSI, AFDC, and Food Stamps ~y sponsored 

iIiunigrant whose sponsor is receiving AFDCor SSI benefits. . . 


~, .' 	 . 

(i) 	 AU9W the Secretaries-after 'consultation ~d coordination with each other-to alter 'or suspend 
the sp0nSor-to-alien deeming provisions on an individual Case basis wpere it is determined that 
application' of the standard sponsor:-to-alien deeming provisions would tie inequitable under the , 
circumstances. 	 ., . 
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R'ationale 

'. The number oj immigrants entering the U.S. ,has been increasing recently and there has been a rapid 
rise in the number o/immigrants receiving benefits':"'particularly SSt benefiis . . For example. the , 

, number ojimmigrants ~ho received SSI benefits in December 1992 was more than double the number , 
who received benefits in December 1987. A quaner ojall legal pe17rlflnent residents on the SSlrolls 

'in De,cember i992 came onto the rolls withi!a12 months after their 3-year sponsor·to-alien deeming 
,period ended, indicating thiit the deeming provision 'is instrumental in delaying alien, eligibility for 

, "SSI.,. Mai~a,iniRgJunderSS1J.aiId extending .(U!1der AFDcaiuJ, Food.Stalnps) ,lire, deeming perirxrc:to. .,' ",.. ,., ' . 
. . five yeaT:s./or..JqWfuJly admiitedpernuinent,resiiJ.ents/.9,r. whom' an affidavit 0/s~~rt has.been.signed 

:''''' avoids increases in benefit program costs whjch wp¢d otherwise occu~ as a riiulto/lncreasing 
~. :.. -.immigranJ use oj welfare benefiJs~ Requiring a..:sponsor thai is in'~he top /uiijoflheincome 

distribution in t"e U.S. to 'continue to be finanCiQJly r~sponsible jor a sponsored immigrant beyond the . 
__ fi~yeti.r,deeming period ~intains theintegrlty-'.{}/ these· welfare programs which are intended to help 

the poorest ojthepoor."":';;'· 
.' ,.' • . <f{' .. 

For ~/e. und~r the SSI prog~am:.'mmlY'ld~rly immigr~s are sponso;ed'by their children who . 
have signed affidavits 0/ support. It seems equitable ,to require the ·children to continue to support 
their. relatives jor t~ five year deeming period, rather-than allow the parents to obt~in welfare 
entitlement benefits solely on the basis ojage, particularly if. the sponsors are fincindally able'to 

"':". ., continue supporting the' immigraiUs they have sponsored. Sponsors generally have sufficient income ' 
and resources to support their. alien relatives: .Once' the five year period has ended. it is equitable to . 
continue requiring the sponsor in the top hal/oj the income distribution to be financially responsible 
/orChe well..i)eing oj the sponsored immigranJ. Nothing 'in this proposal wou!dprohibit a sponsored ' 


, immigranJ from becoming eligible jor benefits if the sponsor's income and resources. were depleted . 

~, . 

sufficiently to meet eligibility criteria; as is the case with current law. ,Also. refugees would continue 

to be e:xemptfrom sponsor-to-alien deeming. and sponsored immigranJs who become'bUnd or disabled 


• after entry into the U.S. would continue to beeJigible/or benefits. ' Thisproposal merely requires 
, sponsors to continue jor i:z longerperiod ojtinii(o accept financial. responsibility jor those immigrants 
they choos~ io sponsor; Once sponosored immigraiu~ beco~ citizens, 'it is appropriate to di,scontinue 
these eligibility rules. , " 

.. 
" 

, '" 


