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Forewor:d
: !

The Welfare Indicators Act of 1994 requires the Depa:rtment of Health and Human Services to
prepare annual reports to Congress on indicators and predictors of welfare dependence. This first
Annual Report on Welfare Indicators was developed with the advice and recommendations of the
bipartisan Advisory Board on Welfare Indicators and ;the assistance of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, the Social Security Administration and the U.S. Bureau of the Census. This report
marks a significant step toward achieving the stated purpose of the law -- “to provide the public
with generally accepted measures of welfare receipt so that it can track such receipt over time
and determine whether progress is being made in redﬁcing the rate at which and, to the extent
feasible, the degree to which, famllles depend on mcome from welfare programs and the duration
of welfare recelpt ” 3

This report is the dlrect result of the foresight and leadershlp of Senator Daniel Patrlck
Moynihan. He sponsored the Welfare Indicators Act of 1994 to make it clear that reduction in
welfare dependence is a national goal, and that regular measurement and assessment of progress
‘toward that goal is necessary. The act calls for such measurcs just as, for example, the -
Employment Act of 1946 called for regular measures that led to a better understanding of the
critical problem of unemployment in this country. Insintroducing the bill, Senator Moynihan
declared that the policy and responsibility of the Federal Government must be to strengthen
“families and promote their self-sufficiency. This report is a first step in documenting our

progress toward that goal. |

We recognize that it is difficult to develop consensus around a smgle measure of welfare
dependence. Nevertheless, in an effort to be responswe to the intent of the Welfare Indicators
Act, this report proposes for discussion and debate a deﬁmtlon of welfare dependence that was
developed by the Advisory Board

A family is dependent on welfare if more 1hanI 50 percent of its total income in a

one-year period comes from AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps and/or SSI, and this

welfare income is not associated with work activities. Welfare dependence is the

proportion of alt families who are dependent oin welfare.
The Advisory Board’s recommended definition is con51stcnt with the working definition of
“dependence” we adopted in last year’s Jnterim Reporr that incorporated elements of degree and
duration of receipt and behavior of the recipient. It takes a comprehensive view of dependence --
one that considers the range as well as the depth of dependence through indicators that measure =
how much and how long assistance i reccived, as well as whether the assistance supplements or
supplants earnings. The recommended definition would count as work activities only -
unsubsidized and subsidized employment and work réqulred to obtain benefits.
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The proposed definition, unfortunately, cannot be measured precisely at this time with currently
available data. Two data issues present potential problems. First, current data do not distinguish
between cash benefits where work is required and cash benefits that are paid without any work
effort. Thus, while income from private employment can be excluded in calculating welfare
benefits, it is not currently possible to exclude work that is required to obtain benefits. Second,
this report uses data from the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) to obtain
measures of the proposed definition. The SIPP, 11ke all large-scale surveys, has a significant time -
lag. For example, the most recent SIPP data currently available are for 1993. In spite of these
relatively minor measurement problems, however, we believe this proposed definition. of welfare
dependence marks an important development, and we welcome further discussion of it.

In addition to discussing the proposed definition of ;dependence, this report- highlights a few
specific indicators of dependence that were recommended for consideration by the Advisory
Board at their most recent meeting. It also presents, for consideration a broader set of indicators
of welfare recipiency and dependence, as well as a wide-ranging collection of predictors, or risk
- factors associated with welfare receipt. The Adv:sory Board was in agreement that, since the
causes of welfare receipt and dependence are not clearly known, the report should include a
larger set of risk factors associated with welfare receipt. Nonetheless, the report reduces the -
overall number of predictors and sk factors by about_ 20 percent from the number included in
last year’s Interim Report. Indicators of deprivation supplement the dependence indicators to
ensure that dependence measures are not assessed m isolation.

Finally, we would note that the annual Indicators reports should be viewed in the context of the
wide array of research and evaluation efforts suppoi'ted and carried out by this Department, other
Federal agencies, and the broader research community regarding the effects of the PRWORA and
state and local welfare reform efforts on dependency and deprivation. Together, these research
efforts should provide us with a rich-armay of information which no one approach could generate
alone. We hope the Indicators report will focus and enrich these efforts and carry out Senator
Moynihan's vision, by focusing researchers on the critical issue of dependency and shining a
spothght on national trends. L 1

We are grateful to the members of the Advisory Board on Welfare Indlqators for their hard work
and wise counsel on this important and difficult issue. :
|
i
i
Donna E. Sha]a]a

Secretary
-U.S. Department of Health and Human Services -




- . drafting and producing the Interim Report.
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Executive Summary

" The Welfare Indicators Act of 1994 (part of Public Law 103~432) directed the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to study the most useful stat1stlcs for trackmg and predicting
dependence on three means-tested cash and numnonal assistance programs: Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), Food Stamps, and Supplemental Security Income (SSI). It also
required the submission of annual reports on welfare receipt in the United States that track key
indicators and predictors of welfare dependence. An Intertm Report to Congress addressing the
development of welfare indicators and predictors and|assessnng the data needed to report
annually on the indicators and predictors was submltted a year ago. This report is the first of the
annual reports requlred under the law. ,

Barely two months before the Interim Report was due the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) .was signed into law on August 22, 1996,
transforming large parts of the nation’s welfare system In addition to changes with far-reaching
implications for the Food Stamp Program and the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program
for children, PRWORA established block grants for states to provide cash and other benefits to
help needy families support their children while 51multaneously requiring those families to make
venﬁable efforts to leave welfare for work.

The Interim Report ’ " f

The bipartisan Advisory Board on Welfare Indlcatorsiestabllshed by the Welfare Indicators Act
observed that the PRWORA’s Temporary Assistance|for Needy Families (TANF) program
fundamentally changed the meaning of “dependence” by changing the framework for welfare -
policy and by providing states with the flexibility to define caseloads and benefits in extremely
varied ways. In response, the Interimt Report addressed the changing, but still evolving and
uncertain, welfare environment in a number of ways. !

u The Interim Report adopted a working definition of dependence as a continuum,
incorporating elements of the degre¢ of reliance on means-tested benefits, the duration of
receipt, and the behavior of the recipient. The dependence/self-sufficiency continuum
ranges from: i) long-term receipt of income from welfare with no significant labor market
involvement or training; to: ii) participation ili workfare or work-related activities and/or
combining income from public assistance with earnings; to iii) short-term episodes of
receipt of means-tested assistance programs; to iv) long-term independence from receipt
of means-tested assistance programs, :

i
1
1
L To account for the varying degrees of dependence and different dimensions ofa
' dependent family’s condition, the report included an extensive list of indicators from a
wide range of fields in an effort to present an z:lccu.rate picture of the range of both
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dependence and the risk of dependence -~ work and job readiness, poverty and
deprivation, family structure, and parenting, as well as indicators of chlld achievement
and hea.th ;

u The Interim Report suggested that the correlation between welfare caseloads and chan ges
in dependence would likely become less close over time as states implement the wide
range of policy choices permitted under PRWORA. The report recognized that caseload
increases and decreases are the result of some combination of social, economic,
demographic, and policy factors, and as such it noted that dependence is a muliti-
dimensional measure of how much and how long assistance 1s received, as well as
whether the assistance supplements or supplants carnings.

At the time the /nferim Report was prepared the 1mpacts of the PRWORA were still unknown,
although no one doubted that changes in “welfare receipt” (as defined by the Welfare Indicators
Act for purposes of the annual welfare indicators repiorts) would occur. States face a
dramatically different set of choices, rules and incentives under the PRWORA, and while TANF
- caseloads may vary in size as a result of changes in the number of people who are employed,

they could also vary because states choose to serve families with state funds, to provide services
instead of cash, or to expand benefits to working fa:pllles (thus expanding caseloads without-
expanding dependence). Care must be taken not to view welfare caseloads as a proxy for welfare
dependence. The increased number of possible policy variants under the new welfare law
highlights the need to present an accurate and dynamic picture of dependence. |

Plan for the First Annual Report -

This year’s first annual report differs from the Interim Report in several important ways. While
the Jnterim Report provided a wide-ranging list of indicators, this report highlights a few
measures of dependence that were recommended f011' consideration by the Advisory Board.
Although recognizing the difficulties inherent in defining and measuring dependence, the

Advisory Board proposed the following definition that could be tracked over time:

A family is dependent on welfare if more than 50 percent of its total income in a

one-year petiod comes from AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps and/or SSI, and this

welfare income is hot associated with work activities. Welfare dependence is the

proportion of all families who are dependent on welfare.

| ‘

The Advisory Board’s recommended definition wm!ﬂd count as work activities only unsubsidized
and subsidized employment and work required to obtain benefits, This concept and measures of
this definition, as well as a duration of receipt measure, are presented and discussed in Chapter [.
A discussion of measures of deprivation is also included in Chapter I to ensure that dependence
measurcs are not assessed in isolation. l



Chapter II includes indicators of income and food aésismnce program participation and program-
related measures of dependence. These indicators focus on recipients of cash and nutrition
assistance, and reflect both the range and depth of dependence. Data relating recipients’ level of
welfare income, amount of eamnings, duration of receipt, participation in the labor force while
receiving assistance, and multiple program receipt are included, along with information on events
associated with beginning and ending receipt of means-tested assistance, Trend data on these
indicators are prowded where available. i '
Data on risk factors that have been identified as associated with welfare utilization and
dependence are provided in Chapter I1I. While the Advisory Board was in agreement that a
smaller set of dependence indicators should be highlighted, they were also in agreement that,
since the causes of welfare receipt and dependence are not clearly known, the report should
include a larger set of risk factors associated with welfare receipt. Still this report reduces the
overall number of predictors and risk factors by about 20 percent from the number included in
the Interim Report. Most of the deleted indicators are measures of well-being, particularly child
well-being, that are tracked in other publications of the Department of Health and Human
‘Services. The risk factors in Chapter III are loosely‘orgamzcd into three categories: ECOHOITllC
security measures, measures refated to employment and barriers to employment, and measures of
teen behavior, including nonmarital childbearing.
|
Chapter I'V addresses some of the complexmes of data reporting and collectlon under the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Family (TANF) block grants. Since the 1996 welfare law
fundamentally changed the nation’s cash assistance programs, it is important to understand the
policy and program context that may surround changes in welfare dependence over time. It is
crucial to collect a sufficient level of detailed administrative data about the TANF prograxn and
its recipients and benefits to permit tracking trends i m dependence and deprivation over time.
The quality and level of detail of TANF administrative data takes on even greater importance in
the context of this report’s proposed primary indicator of welfare dependence. In addition,
despite the fact that most national survey data are not representative at the state level, they are
critical for capturing indicators of aduit labor force participation, earnings, program participation,
fertility and child well-being, as well as complementmg caseload data for tracking changes in
dependence.

Because welfare programs have changed substantially in the recent past and are continuing to
change rapidly, Appendix A is included to give basic data on each of the three main welfare
programs and their recipients over the past several years. Appendix A briefly describes the three
programs covered by the Welfare Indicators Act and highlights some of the recent legislative
changes that will affect participation and/or expendl;_ures in those programs. It also includes
information on the population and characteristics of individuals and families receiving
AFDC/TANF, Food Stamps and SSI, and national and state data on program participation and:
expenditures trends. o

I
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Other Appendices provide more detailed information on several related subjects. Appendix B
consists of a series of tables on poverty issues. Ap'pendix C includes a comparison between the
indicators and predictors included in this Annual Reporr and those recommended in the Interim
Report. Additional data on nonmarital chlldbearmg is included in Appendix D.
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Table SUM 1 shows the percentages of families who receive any welfare benefits and the
percentage who would be considered welfare dependent under the above definition for the most
recent years for which data are available.’ There is little trend discemnable in these data. While
there have been small year to year changes in both recipiency and dependence, the changes seen
in the data available so far are not large enough to be statistically significant even in a survey as
large as the SIPP.* Overall, between four and five percent of all individuals would be considered
welfare-dependent based on these data. These famlhes represent about one-third of those who
receive any benefits in each year.

Table SUM 1. Percent of the Total Population with More than 50 Percent of Income
from Means-Tested Assistance Programs | ,
1987 © 1990 S 1992 1993
Any Morethan  Any  More than Any  More than Any  More than
Receiptof 30% of Receiptof 50%of Receiptof S50%of - Receiptof  50% of
Assistance Income  Assistance Income - Assistance Income  Assistance Income

Al Persons 14.9 47 141 | 42 169 49 17.0 4.8
Racial Categories | ‘ . ‘
Non-Hispanic White 9.3 2.2 89 | 2l 11.0 24 109 2.3
Non-Hispanic Black 40.9 157 366 | 146 410 159 418 16.3
Hispanic 283 109 295 ! 83 333 105 339 103
Age Categories - i _
Children Age 0 - 5 245 10.0 240 1 103 289 . 122 . 290 11.6
Children Age 6-10 232 . 101 202 ° 8BS 238 .95 24.0 .92
Children Age 11 - 15 19.8 8.0 18.8 6.4 232 7.5 26 73
Women Age 16 - 64 14.4 46 14l : 46 - 170 5.0 17.3 5.0
Men Age 16 - 64 1 20 95 | 1S 118 ° 19 120 21
Adults Age 65 & over 13.6 2.6 12.1 | 1.6 26 . 20 12.2 20

Note: Means-tested assistance includes AFDC, SST and Food Slamps. While only affecting a small number ofcases
general assistance income is included under AFDC.
Source: Unpublished data from the SIPP, 1987, 1990 and 1992 paneis. : . . '

: | :

3 While more recent data from the SIPP have been collected, duc to 2 number-of technical issues, they were
not available for analysis‘ at the time this report was drafted. ?
' |
4 Standard €ITOIS can be calculated usmg the formula published i in the Survey of Income and Program
Participation Users’ Guide, ‘ . :

REE
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Table A-5. Number of AFDC/TANF Recipie
. Various'Population Groups, 1970 - 1997

!

nts, and Recipients as a Perce;nta'ge of
| .

|

AFDC Child

S AFDC
_ AFDC IAFDC ~ * Recipients - AFDC Child " Recipients
Total AFDC AFDC Child  Recipients R!ecipients as a Percent  Recipients asa
Calender  Recipients in Recipients in - as a Percent  asia Percent of Prewransfer as a Percent  Percent'of
Year the States & DC the States & DC  of Total of Poverty Poverty ofTotal Child Children
' * (inthousands)  (inthousands) Population ' Population ? - Population *  Population ' 1n Poverty
]
1970 ......... 8,303 6,104 41, | 327 NA 8.8 58.5
197, 10,043 7,303 49 v 393 NA 10.5 69.2
1972 10,736 7,766 s L 439 NA 12 . - 755
1973........... 10,738 7,763 5.1 ! 46.7 NA 11.3 © 805
1974...0....... 10,621 7,637 5.0 | 454 Na 11.3 75.2
1975 ... < 11,131 7,928 5.2 430 NA 1.8 1.4
1976......... 11,098 7,850 51 . 444 NA 1.8 76.4
1977 oo 10,856 - 7,632 - 4.9 | 439 NA | 11.7 742
1978, 10,387 . 1,270 4.7 424 NA 112 73.2
1979........... 10,140 7,057 4.5 38.9 53,1 11.0 68.0 .
1980........... 10,599 7,295 4.7 | 362 492 114 63.2
1981.......... 10,893 7,397 47 i 342 47.1 11.7 59.2
1982........... . 10,161 6,767 44 . 295 40.6 10.8 49.6
1983........... 10,569 6,967 45 , 299 41.9 1.1 50.1
1984._...... T 10,644 7,017 4.5 i 316 43.6 11.2 523
1985, 10,672 7,073 4.5 323 45.0 11.3 544
1986........... 10,851 7,206 4.5 335 46.6 11.5 56.0
1987........... 10,842 7,240 4.5 , 336 46.7 11.5 55.9
1988.......... 10,728 7,201 4.4 P 338 477 11.4 578"
1989, 10,799 7,286 44 343 476 11.5 57.9
1990........ 11,497 7,781 4.6 } 34.2 47.1 12.1 579"
1991 ... 12,728 8,601 50 [ 356 49.1 13.2 60.0
1992........... 13,571 9,183 5.3 357 50.8 13.9 60.0
1993........... + 14,007 9,439 5.4- 357 48.5 14.1 60.0
1994........ 13,976 9,440 54, 367 ©50.0 13.9 61.7
1995........... 13,240 9,009 5.0 | 363 50.1 13.1 . 614
199........... C 12,150 8,355 4.6 D333 - Na 12.1 . 578
1997 %o . 10,955 7,580 4.1 . NA TNA 10.9 Na

' Population numbers used as dcnominator'a are resident population. See Current Population Reports, Series P25-1106.

* For poverty population data see Current Population Reports, Series P60- 198,

3 The pretransfer poverty population used as denominator is the number of all pcrsons it families wnth related children'under 18 years
of age whose income (cash income plus secial insurance plus Social Sccunry hut befors taxes and means-tested transfers) falls below
the appropriate poverty threshoid. See appendix J, table 20, [992 Green Book, Subsequent years Congressional Budget Office

tabuiations.

* Average for January through June of 1997 ‘
Source: U.S. Department of Healthrand Human Services, Administration for Chidren and Families, Office of Family Assistance and
U.S. Bureau of the Census, “Poverty in the United States: 1996," Current Population Reports, Series P60-198 and earlier years,
(Available onling at http {fwww . census, 0ca'-'fhhe:s/’www/poverly heml). .
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| Table A-9 -Average Monthly AFDC Reclplents by State, Selected Flseal Years

1977 - 1996 |
[In lhousands] :
1977 1981 1985 1989 1993 1994 (995  l99f ——ioemChange
. i . 1989-93 - 1993.96°
. ‘Alsbama 169 171 151 129 (40 132 18 -105 83 247
Alaska 11 16 16 19 36 38 - 37 " 36 873 -0.5
. Artzona 58 62 72 105 197 201 190 172 86.6 -12.8.
Arkansas 95 84 64 70 73 69 63 58 4.4 -20.0 -
California . 1,434 1,523 1,619 1,763 2.,4_6% 2,639 2,680 2,626 L3977 6.6
Colorado 92 82 79 97 123 I ]9" 109 99 266 <201
Connecticut 135 142 122 106 162 166 E71 162 52.1 0.1
Delaware K] - 33 24 19 .28 27 25 23 442 . -15.6
Dist. of Columbia 96 81 58 48 67 4 73 70 39.4° 52
Florida 242 277 271 ‘327 69§ 669 622 561 112.5° -19.3
Georgia - 248 236 239 266 398 393 383 353 49.8 -11.5
Guam 4 6 6 4 5 7 8 8 33.6 - 444
Hawati 56 62 51 43 56 &2 66 67 30.6 19.1
[daho 20 20 17 17 21 23 24 23 266 17
Hlinois 771 709 735 ) 632 68? 712 §96 655 9.0 -4.9
Indiana 165 172 165 147 212 216 189 148 44.0 =303
Towa 95 110 123 98 101 t10 101 89 16 -11.7
Kansas 76 - 4 67 74 88 37 80 68 -19.2, -22.2
Kentucky 202 . 175 160 156 225 208 189 175 444 - 222
Louisiana 218 - 216 230 277 26? 248 251 236 -5.0 -10.3
Maine 60 57 57 5t 67 64 60 56 32.8 -17.2
Maryland 213 221 195 176 221 222 . 223 . 204 256 17
Massachusetts 373 44 215 242 325 307 274 237 34.6 -27.2
Michigan 651 159 691 - 640 688 666 598 527 <75 -23.4
Minnesota 131 149 152 164 191 187 180 171 7.1, -10.6
Mississippi 174 176 155 179 172 159 144 129 40 249
Missouri 265 215 197 203 261 263 254 232 287 - -1L13
Montana 18 20 22 28 35 15 34 31 249 58
Nebraska 34 39 a4 41 18 45 a1 19 - 17.6 ©  -19.7
Nevada 12 14 14 20 35, 38 41 38 749 . 66
New Hampshire 25 .24 4 13 . 29 a0 28 24 1319 -17.9
New Jerscy 449 469 3167 - 298 349 335 316 288 173 - <174
New Mexico 55 56 51 39 - 05 102 104 101 62.6 6.0
New York - 1,247 1,108 1112 979 1,197 1,255 1,256 © 1,184 22.2 -1,1
North Caralina 200 201 166 200 333 333 313 278 67.1 -17.0:
Nerth Dakota 14 13 12 15 19 - 16 14 13 211 276
Ohig 563 390 - 673 629 - 719 6835 612 546 4.2 240
Oklahema g9 91 82 103 138 131, 124 105 © 4.0 -24.1
Oregon 122 92 74 87 118 114 104 87. 34:8 -26.1
Pennsylvania 655 643 561 523 608 620 596 544 6.3 -10.6.
Puerta Rico 188 172 173 185 190 183 168 . 155 26 -185
Rhode Island 53 a5 44 42 62 63 6l . 58 47.3 .54
“South Carolina 140 157 120 107 147 140 129 119 364 -18.7
South Dakota 24 19 16 - 19 20 19 17 16 6.2 -19.0
Tennessee 188 174 155 195 i 300 276 260 59.0 -163
Texas: 315 325 363 540 782 788 750 684 448 -125
Utah . 37 42 38 © 44 53 50 46 “o40- . 206 -23.3
Vermont 22 25 22 20 29 28 27 25 447 -{1.4
Virgin Islands 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 5 . 31.5
Virginia 173 175 154 146 IQ{I 195 184 162 13.4 -16.7
Washingian 143 - 155 178 219 288 292. 286 274 314 -4.8
West Virginia 64 Bl 106 109 e - 114 195 95 - 8.9 -20.1
Wisconsin - - 201 241 288 245 237 226 200 170 -3.3. -28.1
Wyoming 7 T 10 14 lfS 16 15 13 328 - -296
United States 1,130 11,160 10,813 10,934 14, 144 14 226 13,666 12,644 294 7 106

Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Admtmstrauon for Chlldren and Famities, Office of Planmng
Research and Evaiuatlon Time Trends FY 1984-1993, and unpublish :
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Table A-10. AFDC Caseload by State, October 1989 to May 1997 Peak

[In thousands]

Peak Date Peak ' ‘ . Percent Percent
‘Caseload * . Occurred T _ Decline ! Decline
. . Oct‘8%10 Oct ‘89 to © May ‘96 May ‘97. from from
State . May “97 May ‘97 Cascload Caseload May ‘96 Peak
Alabama . 533 Mar-93. ' 4.9 : 343 18.3 ; 34:5°
Alaska 13.4 Apr-94 12.9 12.5 : 3.0 6.4.
Arizona 728 . Dec-93 62.2 - 531 14.6 27.6
Arkansas N 27.1 Mar-92 22.6 20.9 AT 22.9
California ' 9331 - Mar-95 = 899:‘6 g 807.9 10.2 134
Colorado - 437 Dec-93 . '354 29.6 16.4 32.4
Connecticut 61.9 Mar-95 « 57.8 55.5 . 4.0 104
Delaware 11.8° Apr-94 - 10.2 9.6 6.3 19.0
Dist, of Columbia 275 Apr-94 : 259 23.8 7.5 13.3
Florida . 2599 : Nov-92. o 2045 166.0 18.8 36.1
Georgia : 1428 - "Nov-93 - 129 0" 103.4 9.8 276 .
Guam 2.4 © Feb-97 ' -2 .22 - -3 7.1
Hawaii 233 Apr-97 ©22.0 233 . -6.0 0.0 .
[daho - 9.5 Mar-95% - 9.2 7.5 18.6 21.4 -
[llinois 243.1 Aup-94 C479 193.0 14,1 © 206
Indiana 76.1 Sep-93 53:1 442 16.8 119
lowa 407 Apr-94: - ©323 288 10.9. 294
Kangas 30.8 Aug-93 24.8 19.3 222 375
Kentucky 84.0 Mar-93 7.8 635 116 244
Louisiana 94.7 " May-90 69.6 53.4 233 437
Maine 244 Aup-93 209 18.6 . 10.8 237
Maryland 81.8 May-95 72.4 57.5 © 206 29.8 ;
Massachusests 1157 Aug-93-- .. 873 75.2 13.8 35.0
Michigan 233.6 Apr-91 . 1779 ) 147.8 16.5 36.7
Minnzsota 66.2 Jun-92 ‘ 58.6 52.9 9.8 - 20.2
M|551551pp1 . - 618 Nov-01. 46.9 .. 38.1 18.8 384
Missaurt 93.7 Mar-94 . 815 68.8 15.5 26.6
Montana 12.3 Mar-94 - 109 C 81 256 313.7
Nebraska 172 Mar-93 14.2. - 133 5.9 223
Nevada 16.3 Mar-95 « 14.f|1 11.6 197 . 289
Mew Hampshire 11.8 ° Apr-94 2.5 8.1 15.0 314
New Jersey 1326 Nov-92 111.6 98.8. 114 25.5
New Mexico 349 - Nov-94 336 27.0 19.7 - 22.8
New York 463.7 Dec-94w 430.7 3?7 11.8 18.1
North Carolina 134.1 . Mar-94 112.3 972 13.4 27.5
North Dakola 6.6 Apr-93 4.9 4.2 15.5 37.3
Ohio 269.8 Mar-92° | 202.6 184.9 8.7 314
Qklahoma 51.3 Mar-93 37.8 293 - 224 428
Oregon 43,8 Apr-93 . 33.1 237 28.5 " 459
Pennsylvania 212.5 Sep-94x T899 159.1 16.2 ’ 251
Puerto Rico .61.7 lan-92 | 50.6 -47.6 6.0 229
‘Rlwode Island 229 Apt-94 211 19.7 6.6 13.9
"South Carolina’ 54.6 Jan-93 45.5 il3 . o312 42.7
‘South Dakota - 74 Apr-93 6.1 5.1 159 30.6
Tennessee 112.6 Nov-93 97.5 64.7,. _336 42.5
; .
Texas - ’ 289.7 Oct-94~, . 245.8 2104 15.8 274
Utah : 18.7 Mazar-93 146 11.7 19.5 374
Yermont 103 Apr-92 9.1 B3 90 18.9
Virgin Islands ‘ 14 Dec-95 « 4 1.2 9.7 13.6
Virginia : 76.0 Apr-94 64.§ 52.0 197 - 315
Washington 104.8, Feb-95 « 99.7 .93.1 6.6 112!
West Virginia_ 11.9 Apr-93 T 356 3.9 10.6 240
Wisconsin . " 829 - Jan-92 . 56.9 383 30.9 52.6
Wyoming 7.1 o Aug-92 4.7 22 53.3 . 68.8
United States . 5,008  Mar-94 4,519 3,874 143 7 240

I Negative values denate percent increase. ; .
Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human Seivices, Admmlstrallon for Chlldren and Famtlu.b Office of Piu.nmng, Ruscarch -
and Evaluation, Division of Data Collection and Analysis. \
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THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION’S ACTIONS TO REF ORM WELF ARE

‘Under President Clinton’s leadership, America's weifare systqm has changed profoundly. Three out of four
AFDC recipients are now covered by reforms approved by the Clinton Administration. Welfare caseloads
are down, the poverty rate is down, teen pregnancy rates are'down, and Food Stamp rolls are down, while
work and training activitics among recipients are up, and child support collections have reached a record

high, “Bill Clinton can justifiably claim that he has indeed ended we{fare as we knmv it." Douglas J. Besharov, Amencan
Enterprise Institute, Business Week, . May 20, 1996

E

Executive Action On May 4, 1996, Presadent Clinton announced four measures to make responsibility the
law of the land, by ensuring- that teen mothers on welfare stay in school and live at home. These four
executive actions include: requiring all states to submit plans, for requiring teen mothers to stay in school
and prepare for employment; cuttmg through red tape to allow states to pay cash bonuses to teen mothers
who finish high school; requiring all states to have teen mothers who have dropped out of school return to
school and sign personal responsibility plans; and challengmg all states to require minor mothers to live at
home or with a responsible adult. With these actions, we’ re focusing on one of the key components of
welfare reform: parental responsibility. And we're putting young mothers on the right path, toward
employment and self-sufficiency. I_

State Welfare Demonstrations Since taking office, the Cl'mto:n Administration has approved 61 welfare-to-
work programs in 38 states -- more than all previous administrations combined. In an average month, these
welfare demonstrations cover more than 10 million people’ -- approximately 75 percent of all AFDC
recipients. With our support, states are reforming welfare by requiring work, time-limiting assistance,
making work pay, improving child support enforcement, and encouraging parental responsibility. "As senators

dicker over welfare policy .., President Clinton has fostered what amounts to'a guie! revolution ... While Republicans talk wholesale
overhaul, the Clinton Administration lets states cut rolls.” New York Tk'mes 8/13/98.

Self-sufficiency Due in part to the Administration’s emph.a51s on welfare reform and its policies to

strengthen the economy, welfare rolls have decreased by 1.3 ImlllO[l -- almost 10 percent -- since President
~ Clinton took office. Participation in the Food Stamp progra_m has dropped by over one million people --
with a savings of more than $1.3 billion since August 1994. In addition, the number of adult recipients
participating in work and training activities is up dramatically since the President took office. In 1992,
about 510,000 welfare recipients participated in the Job Opp'ortunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS).
According to preliminary data, about 650,000 welfare rempnents participated in JOBS in 1995, an increase
of 28 percent over 1992. o |

Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (H.R. 4605 and S, 2224) and Balanced Budget Plan of 1996 In
1994 and again in 1996, the Clinton Administration proposed sweeping welfare reform plans designed to
promote work, encourage parental respopsibility, and protect children. These plans impose tough time limits
and work requirements, provide more funding for ¢hild care, require teen parents to live at home and stay
in school, and crack down on child support enforceinent. Congress and the National Governors’ Association
have incorporated a nunber of provisions from the Clinton plan into their welfare reform proposals. The

. . | N
President’s 1994 proposul represents "the toughest work reguirements ever attached to welfare, the first serious effort by any

President, Democrat or Republican, to stop the disastrous generational cycle of America’s dole society.” New York Times, 7/31/94.

Record Child Support Enforcement In 1995, the federai-state partnership collected a record $11 billion
from non-custodiai parents, an increase of $3 billion or nearly 40 percent since 1992. In addition, paternity
establishments increased by over 40 percent from 1992 to 1995. President Clinton also signed an executive
order to make sure federal employees pay the support they owe. Under the President’s legislative proposals,
child support collections could increase by an additional $24 billion over the next 10 years. Congress and
the NGA have included zll of the Administration’s provisions for child support enfozc;crmnt in their welfare
reforin bills. -

| W Eui{_ [X



More Than Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clintor Administration

The Clinton Administration has approved 60 demonstrations in 37 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in more than half of the states, more than the
two previous Administrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover over 10 million people, representing over 75 percent of all recipients.
All of the waivers which we bave granted build on many of the central principles. of President Clinton's vision for welfare reform, including:

h

| L PRINCIPLE l DESCRIPTION STATES APPROVED

W
Work | ' Twenty-Nine states are helping people move from | 2@ . Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, Fiorida, Georgia, Hawaii,
' welfare 1o work, from receiving welfare checks Illinois, indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi,
to earning paychecks, by increasing education and! Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, North Dakota,
training opportunities and creating public/private { Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota; Texas,

sector partnerships. Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming
Time Limited Cash Assistance Twenry-Seven stgres are making welfare a 27 - Arizona, Colorado, Conpegticut, Delaware, Fiorida,

g transitional support system, rather than a way of | Georgia, Ulinois, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Maryiand, _
life, by providing opportunity, but demanding Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North
responsibility in return, Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South

. . Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin
Chiid Sﬁppwt Ehforcément Twenty-One_siates are étrengthening child support | 2] - Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Indiapa,
e . : enforcement and sending a clear message that Maryland, Massachuseits, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Tttt T mmmme—eo —oo ) both parents must be responsible for their Moantana, New York, Norih Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,
' children. T T 7 7o — - Oregor, -South-Carolina, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin
Making Work Pay ' Thirty-Four states are providing incentives and | 34 - Arizona, California, Colorado, Comnecticut, Delaware,

encouraging families to work not stay on welfare, | Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Maryland,
so they can achieve and maintain economic self- [ Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana,
sufficiency. : Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,

' . Oklzhoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah,. Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyorming

Parental Responsibility | Thirry-Two states are promoting parental 32 - Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connecticut,
: responsibility by encouraging education, or - | Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Jowa, Louisiana,

limiting benefits for families who have znother Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missour,
child while on AFDC. Montana, Nebraska, New York, North Carolina, North Dako!a,

-Otijo, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas,
[ Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming '
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Total TANF families and recipients

(in thousands)

Aug-96 Dec-98

Familes : 4,415 . i 2,358
' 2,057,000 fewer famities

Racipients 12,244 ! B,275
5,966,000 fewer recipients
Total TANF recipients by State ;
|
1 . . | .
STATE ' Aug-9 o Dec-93
Alabama : 100,662 ! 58,352
Alaska 35,544 , 123,303
Arizona , 169,442 187,909
Arkansas . . 56,343 30,912
Califonia 2,581,848 1,333,820
Calorade _ 95,788 130,283
Connecficut - 169,246 , 69,214
Delaware 23,654 ‘ 18,471
Dist. of Col. 60,202 '48,442
Flarida ' 533,801 171,874
Georgia : 330,302 e 137,241
Guam 8,314 111,003
Hawaii : ) 66,482 ) 42,239
idaha 21,780 2,523
Hlinols 642,644 2BB 809
Indiana 142,604 98,410
lowa - 86,146 51,892
Kansas 63,783 1a7.421%
Kentucky - o 172,193 . 90,806
Louisiana 228,115 95178
Maine 53,873 ‘30,838
Maryland 194,127 - 75,548
Massachusetts 226,030 107,542
Michigan 502,354 218,055
- Minnesota ' 189,744 _ 114,311
Mississippi 123,828 34,412
Missouri : 222,820 126,723
Moniana 29,130 S 14,479
Nebraska 38,592 _ 28,294
Nevada ' 34281 15,117
New Hampshire 22,937 14,287
New Jersey 275,637 139 308
New Mexico 99,6501 :79.071
New York 1,143,962 ‘ 760,931
North Carolina ' 267,326 106,836
North Dakota 13,146 i 7,589

@oos

Dere

CHANGE IN WELFARE CAS!ELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

Percent

{96-99)

~47%

-45%

Parcent

[96-98)

~42%
-34%
-48%
-45%
—45%
-68%
57%
~22%
~30%
-68%
-58%

2%

-36%
88%
-55%
-31%
-40%
~-41%
-47%
-58%
-43%
«E1%
~52%
-57%
-33%
«T2%
~43%
-50%
~27%
-56%
~38%
-49%
=21%
~33%
«B0%
~42%,

u(l"{NL
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‘ ‘ [ Percent
STATE - , Aug-95 " Dec-g9 _ {96.99)
Ohio 549,312 254,440 -54%
Oklahorna 96,201 38,905 : -59%
Oregon 78,419 I58,600 - ‘ ~25%
Pennsylvania ) 531,058 267.891 ~50%
Puerto. Rico 151,023 .' 86,219 -36%
Rhode Island 56,560 : 47,225 A17%
South Carpdlina 114,273 39,188 $6%
South Dakota 15,898 7,005 _ 56%
Tennessee 254,818 163,839 -36%
Texas 645,018 342 810 -47%
Utak - 39,0737 : 26,074 -33%
Vermont 24331 - 16,895 CLA%
Virgin Islands ' 4,898 ' ! 3,370 Y%
Virgiria ‘ ‘ _ 152,845 . : |78,182 A%
Washington 268,927 158,062 : -41%
West Virginia 89,039 ' 28,850 -68%
Wisconsin 148,888 ‘44,600 : ~70%
Wyorming : 11,328 ’ 1,288 _ -B9%
U.S. Total 12,241,489 8,274,555 49%

|
Sourr.é:
4.8, Dept. of Health & Human Services
Adminisiration for Chitdren and Famifies
Aug-00 '

. [door
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Percent of Total U.S. Population, 1960-1999

" Year
1960
1961
1962

1863
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970

197
1972
1973
1974
1975
1876
1977
1978
1979
1980
1881
1982
1983
1984
1985
1886
1987
1288
1989
1990
1691
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

1997
1998
1959
Dec. 1599*

Nata: unioss nofed, casoload humbers are average monthily

- "most recent avatlable

Source: HHS Administration for Childten and Famillas

Recipients

3,005,000
3,354,000
3,676,0C0
3,876,000
4,118,000
4,320,000
4,513,000
5,014,000
5,705,000
6,706,000

8,486,000 .

10,241,000
10,947,000
10,849,000
10,884,000
11,165,185
11,386,371
11,129,702
10,671,812
10,317,962
10,597,445
11,159,847
10,430,960
10,659,365
10,865,604
10,812,625

+ 10,996,506

11,065,027
10,919,696
10,933,980
11,480,382
12,592,268
13,625,342
14,142,710

14,225,591 -

13,652,232
12,648,859
10,836,258
A,770,376
7,202,638
6,274,555

- US. Pop.
180,871,000
183,691,000
186,538,000
189,242,000
191,589,000
194,303,000
196,560,000
fga?1qooo
200,766,000
202,677,000
205,052,000
207,661,000
209,898,000

- 211,909,000
© 213,854,000

215,973,000
218,035,000
220,239,000
222,585,000
225,055,000
227,726,000
229,668,000
232,188,000
234,307,000
236,345,000
238,466,000
240,651,000
242,804,000
245,021,000
247,342,000

249,513,000

252,650,000
izsa41&ooo
268,137,000
(260,372,000

' 263,034,000

265,284,000
267,636,000
270,029,000

272,690,813
! 274,024,000

ilies (TANF)

D‘M £

% of Pop,

1.7%
1.8%
2.0% .
2.0%
2.1%
2.2%
2.3%
2.5%
2.8%
3,3%
4.1%.
4.9%
5.2%
5.2%
5.1%
52%
82% ..
51%
4.8%
4.6%
4.7%
4.9%
4.5%
4.5%
4.6%
4.5%
4.6%
4.6%
4.5%
4 4%
4.6%
5.0%
5.3%
5.5%
5.5%
5.2%
4.8%
4.1%
3.2%
2.6%
2.3%

iZoos
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- PORARY ASSISTANCE FOR MEEDY FAMILIES ‘dfﬂﬂf
’ , ki  TANF wORK PARTICIPATION RATES ‘ S 1y w {
- RE ™
1L 1/ Stats donx not havo any twe-pareni
UNITED STATES tamiias N ks TANF Program.
R
ALABAMA 2  Sots daims waiver inconstttenches
MK?‘:A v exempt ol casat flom panicpacton meuas,
ARIZO v
A om ;g.g g;: < 3 Tha work palitmaton rams SEndang
CALIFORNIA azl “ht bafora the gpplicton ot tha cassoad
CD'—‘;:Q:?:“T Y reduction eradit i 35% for the overa rte
GON 2.
OELAWARE Wh and 50% for e twh=DIrent ra
msT. OF Lol
FLORIDA
GEORGLA -
GUAM .
HAWAN ’ aLy] 7 ‘..'3.1% v
IDAHOD 437 0.0% 4
ILLINGIS 60 4 €1% <
INTHANA T333 0.0% 4
WA, 54.8 drel s
KANSAS 57.3 agw{ v
" IKENTUEKY 38,1 , Saml s
; 0. 7 .
I = o <
MAINE 54.9 LT . '
MARYLAND 1.2 7% : &
. MASSACHUSETTS 278 - DS% v ’
MICHISAN 433 oo%l v v
‘NESQYA 36.9 1% A
SISSIPPI an o0% v ﬁ
N SSOURE 282 24 . ‘
MONTANA 2.2 2.0% v
NEBRASKA a7 1% v
NEVADA 48 14%] v
RSN TrETe
NEW HAMPSHIRE 255 6.0%f
NEW JERSEY 20.3 1.4% N
NEW MEXICD Z1.6 0.0% v
NEW YORK 38,3 saw]| o
NORTH CAROLIHA 18.0 os%| v«
NORTH DAKOTA avny|. 0.8%, v
OHID 5.7 4% '
OKLAHOMA 429 0.0% v
OREGON 96.7 0% v
PEMNSYLYANIA 16.2 0.9% S .
PUERTO RICO - ¥ ¥ S ¥ v | wa
RHODE ISLAND Z8.8 i N R ¢ X "-
SOUTH CAROKINA | a7 87% Ty - etarw| v
SOUTH DAKOTA 46.5 ) 7 5 ‘ Y
TENNESSEE . a1 0.0%) v 44.3 . 2% v
TEXAS i) 0.0% v 1.0 P 482w Vs
Muran ! BT 2.2% N 1y ) | ¥a
VERMONT g L o B ’ KA
VIRGIN ISLANDS 115 19.7% w ; HA
VIRGINIA 41 ookl v 1 NA
PR s R Famizag
WASHINGTON C IS )
WEST VIRGINIA . 258 !
“ISCONSIN agn v
OMING 57.7 7
e
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TANF Work Pertiaipaetion Rates
null Yory 1299

~T
STATE
URITER STATES L
ALARAMA s
ALASKA ’
ARIZONA . o
ARKANSAS 23,7 e BO%| v sl 51.0%
CLLIFORNIA 422 ad%l v 3 ; 85.9% 04
COLORADO 36.4 ooul 9zl | e
CONNECTICUT 40.8 aTAlQ LSl TR Xh
DELAWARE 18.B 24311.,5- oo%f < i ! RA
jolst. oF coL a7 ek s 18.5 | 25.3%
PLORIDA 216 0.0% 4 tli ’ L
GEQRMA . . v )
GUAM 161 J5.% 1wy 00, 0%,
HAWAIL 28 a1 23.1% s 1 ‘ : WA
IDAHO 43.7 ooyl v a0 - C#ER]
{LLINGIS 60.4 L, &81%| v 924, | L 4ER2%)
INDIANA, 339 o0%) < 414 | W% o
IOwWa, 54.8 TRl 7 s585{ B0 v
KANSAS 513 ? 38% v~ 54.5) o0
KENTULKY 38.1 4 s v
LOUISIANA 28.8 o +
MAINE 549 s
MARYLAND 112 v
MADSACHUSETTS 294 s
Jmcmsm , 438 s
NNNESOTS 324 4
| ISSisstpe 27.0 v
N MISEOUR 200 e
MONTANA 82.3 7
NEBRAS KA a7 7 )
NEVADA, 348 v X 3 o
NEW HAMPSHIRE 219 29.9 BO% v “31.8] B0%]
NEW JERSEY 303 7% v 5 : Fa
NEYY MEXICD 278 0.0%, < 2013 . 6a.1%
NEW YORK 36.3 B3%uf sgq| ! 231% Vs
NORTH CAROLINA 15.0 4y 0o%| < - 3034 | 451%
NORTH DAKOTA a7 eewl v M ] A
lowo . 531 s 1am| s Y TRL %
OKLAMOMA 42,8 go{ ¢« {v. |- WA
OREGON 1.7 oa.7[ ¥ aow| o« - 1as|. b6 L1 .17
PeNNsYLVANIG | 1e2] |y AN v 248 AN
. =-1:m . - B . m’ ==. MI !’ i e ..{ = * IE gﬁ'
PUERTOD RICO ©o207 23] « v T WA
REQOE 18LAND 2.8 XY 847 v
SOUTH CARCLINA 32.4 ad4.7 irel o 59,5 7
SOUTH bakoTa 4E.5 o wh{ v v : ®A
TENNESSEE 32.0 411 0.O%| ./ 2s.0]! s
TEXAS 87 2raya 00%| 15.8| %
UTAH 44.0 22%| 7 Vv ‘ NR,
VERMQONT 2! . i/ : BN -] MR
VIRGIN ISLANDS 115 19.7% 1 KA
VIRGINIA < | A
WASHINGTON . ./E ~ "55.3 v
WEST VIRGSINIA s 255
WISCONSIN < 55.5
WYOMING 7
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Total TANF families and recipients

{in thousands)

Families

Regipients

Jan-93

4,883

14 115

Jan-94

5,053

14276

Total TANF recipients by State

STATE

Algbarma
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Cannecticut
Delaware
Dist, of Col.
Florida
Georgia
Guam
Hawail
ldaho
Iinois
Indigna
lowa:
Kansas
Kenlutky
Louisiana
Maine
hiaryland
Magsachugaits
Michigan

. Minnesatr

Mississippl
Missouri
Montanz
Nebraska
Nevada

Naw Hampshire
New Jersoy
New Mexico
New York
Ngrth Caralina
North Dakota
Qhig
Qklahema
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerlo Rigo
Rhode Island
Soulh Carclina
South Dakota
Tenressee
Texas

J2n-93

141,748
34,951
184,119
73,982

2415121

123,308
180,102
27,652
86,860
701,342
402,228
5,087
£4.511
21,116
685,508
209,362
100,943
87,525
227,879
263,338
87436
221,338
332,044
688,355

- 191,526

174,093
255,038
34,848
48,055
34,943
28,972
349,902
94,835
1,178,522
391,623
18,774
720,476
146,454
117.656
§04.701
191,261
61,116
151,026
20,254
320,708
785.271

Jan-84

115086
47,505
202,350
70,563
2,821,282
118,081
164,265
22,286

, 72,330
689,135
398,728
8,651
60,075
23,342
709,959
216,081
110,639
67,433
208,710
252,860
65,008
219,883
311,732
672,760
189,615
164,724
262,073
35,415
46,034
37.908
an,386
334,780
101,676
1,241 639
334,491
16,785
61,088
133,152
118,390
615,581
184 526
62,737
143,883
19,413
302,608
795,248

Jan-95

4963

13,934

Jan-35

DPC

Jan-56

4,528

CHANGE IN TANF CASELOADS

Jan-97

| =ar
H

i

i 4114
1

2,605,000 fower families

121,837

37,264
195,082
65,225
2.692,202
110,742
170,718
26,214
72,330
657,313

. 3BA,913 .

© 7,630
66,207
24,050

710,032

197,225

103,108
81,504

193722

258,180
£0,973

227,887

288,175

612,224

180,490

146,319

256,585
34,313
42,038
41,846
26,671

221,151

105,114

1.266,350

317,836

14,820

629,719 °

127336
107,610
811,215

171,922

62,407
133,567
17,652
261,982
765,480

12877 11,423
7,840,000 fewor ra‘c[plns

1

r
Jan-S6 1 Jan<97

|
108269 | B1,723
ase32 | 36,189
171,617 | 151,526
. 58,223 54,879
2,648,772 12,476.564
99,739 | 87,334
161736 | 155701
23152 | 2314
70082" {67,871
575553 | 478,329
367656 308,825
7,834 7,370
86.690 65,312
23 547 19,812
. 66321z | 601,854
147,083 121,974
81727 | 78275
70758 | 57528
176601 | 162,730
299247 | 206,582
56,318 51,178
207.800 169,723
242,572 214,014
535,704 46221
171.916 160,167
- 433028 | 108,007
238,052 | 208,132
32557 ' - 28,138
30653 | 26,535
angm1 | 28973 °
24519 | 20,827
293,633 | 256,064
102,648 - 68814
1,200,847 | 1,074,128
282085 253,288
13652 | 11,864
552,304 | 516,595
110488 | 87,312
92,182 | 88,819
. 553148 | 484,321
156,805 145748
60,854 54,809
121,708 98,077
16,821 14,591
265,320 186,881
714523 | 626,617

Jan-88

3,305

132

Jan-6a

64,309
31,088
112,209
38,704
2,144,405
§5,352
138 666
18,504
568,128
320,886
220,070
7,461
75,817
4,445
626,651
85,685
69,504
38,462
132,388
118,404
41,2565
430,198
181,729
376,085

141,084 -

86,030
162,950
20,137
38,000
29,262
15,947
217,320
54,759
941 T14
192,172
B,884
356,238
59,630
48 561

" 3ps,107
130,283
54,537
73,179
10,514
139,022

439,824

Jan-99

2734

7,455

Jan-38

48,459
26,883
88,458
29,284

1,845,019
40,709
88304
15,881
52,957

220,218
167,400
8,270
45 582
3,081
384,334
108,089
80,380

33376 .

102,370
115,791
36,612
92,711
131,139
267,749
124,659
42,651
136,782
16,152
35,057
24,753
15,130
184,815
80,828
822,970
145 596
8,250
311,872
61,894
44219
213,821
111,361
50,632
45648
B.759
148.781
325,788

DAL

- Hooa
Percent
Dec-99 (93-99)
I T
2,258 ~52%
6,275 -56%
Pércont
Dec-39 {83-99)
58,352 -£9%
23,303 -33%
87,308 -55%,
30,912 58%
1,323,820 -45%
30,263 75%
69,214 -57%
18,471 33%
48,442 -25%
171,874 -76%
137,241 -656%
11,003 116%
42239 . -23%
2,523 -88%
288,608 -58%
28,410 -53%
51,882 -49%
37.241 - -57%
po,BCA -B0%
95,176 ~£4%
30,838 =55%
. 75,544 -66%
107,542 -88%
" 218,055 -68%
114,311 40%
34,412 ~B0%
128,723 S1%
14,478 ~-5B%
. 28,294 —31%
15,117 -57%
14,287 -51% -
135,308 -50%
78,071 LT
780,931 -35%
106,336 58%
7,580 -60%
254,550 , -B65%
38,995 3%
58,600 -50%
287,891 -56%
96,219 -50%
47225 ~23%
39,188 -74%
7.005 " -B5%
. 163,839 -49%
342,810 56%
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STATE

Utah
Varmont
Virgin lslands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wieconsin
Vwyorming

U.S. Total

Source;

Jan-93

53,172
28,981
3,763
154,212
286,258
119,918
241,098
18,271

14,114,082

U8 Dapt of Hedith & Humanp Secvicos
Agminisiration far Children ang Families

Aug-0

Aan-24

50,667
28,095
3,767
154,959
292,608
115,376
230,621
16,740

14,275,877

Jan-85

47 472
27716
4,345
189,493

* 250,940
107,668
214,404
15,434

13,930,952

DPC

Jan
41,145
25,885

5,075
166,012

276,018

" 98,438

184,209 -

13,531

12,876,661

L

j Jan-91

| 35,493
| 23570
4712
136,053
(283792
i 98,690
- 132,383
© 103922
.

11,423,007

Jan.98

20,868
21013
4129
107,192
228,723
51348
24,630

2,903

3,131,716

. Jan-89

30,276
18,324
3,541
91,544
177811
32,161
47,336
1,888

7,455,297

B aos

Drt-4

. 26,074
16,895
3370
78,182
158,062
26,850
44 600
1,288

6,274,555

<51%
~42%
-10%
-60%
-45%
~T6%
-B2%
-93%

-56%
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“CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

-

Total TANF families and recipients

{in thousands)

Percent
Aug-96 ‘ . Jun-99 ‘ (96.99)
Families - 4415 2,536 . -43%
1,879,000 fewer families
Recipients 12,241 6,889 ) -44%
5,352,000 fewer recipienfs
Total TANF recipients by State
' : . Percent
STATE - Aug-98 © Jun-99 {96-39)
Alabama 100,662 . 45472 -55%
Alaska i 35,544 25,393 -28%
Arizona 169,442 87,894 : -48%
Arkansas 56,343 29,350 S -48%
California = 2,581,948 1,735,103 -33%
Colorado 95,788 ' 35,469 _ -63%
Connecticut ‘ : 159,246 83,458 _ -48%
Delaware 236564 15,599 -34%
Dist. of Col. 69,292 46,840 ’ ) -32%
Florida 533,801 173,341 -68%
Georgia : 330,302 130,210 ' -B1%
Guam 8,314 8,864 _ ‘ 7%
Hawaii : 66,482 44 229 -33%
idaho 21,780 4,365 o 80%
‘Hinois - ‘ 642,644 - 344,320 : . -46%
Indiana ) 1426804 108,986 -24%
fowa 86,146 ' 57,356 -33% ‘
Kansas - 63,783 32,532 o -49% P
Kentucky 172,193 . 93 444 ' -46%
Louisiana 228,115 - 100,577 - -56%
Maine 53,873 35,313 -34%
Marytand - 194,127 - 89,003 -54%
Massachusetts . 226,030 : 123,933 - -45%
Michigan 502,354 244 621 -51%
Minnesota 169,744 : 135,202 ‘ 20%
Missis_s.ippi ) 123,828 33,853 ' ’ -73%
Missouri 222,820 125.981 -43%
Montana : 29,130 14,079 ~52%
Nebraska 38,592 32,228 -16%

* Nevada 34,261 . 18,308 -47%
New Hampshire 22937 : 15,416 -33%
New Jersey . 275,637 159,721 . -42%

_.New Mexico - 99661 77.896 . -22% .
New York 1,143,962 . 795,030 -31% '
Nerth Carolina 267 326 '_ 124,432 -53%

North Dakota 13,146 8,227 -37%
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STATE

Ohio
Oklahama
Oregon
Pennsylvaria
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.5. Total

Source:

Aug-96

549,312

- 96,201

78,419
531,059

161,023
56,560
114,273
15,896
254,818
649,018
39,073

24,331

4,898
152,845
268,927

89,039
148,858
11,398

12,241,489

U. &, Dept. of Health & Hurnan Services
Administration for Chiidren and Families

Aug-99

Jun-99

268,773

50,910
44,565
304,451
103,220
49,897
40293
7,625
147,137
288,525
28,909
17,585
3,531
83733
164,323
31,032
27,140
1,621

6,889,315

Percent

(96-99)

-53%
-47%
-43%
-43%
-32%
-12%
-65%
-52%

-42% -

-56%
-26%
-28%
-28%
-45%,
-39%
-65%
-82%
-86%

-44%



CHANGE IN TANF CASELOADS

Total TANF families and recipients

{in thousands}

- : Percent .
Jan-93 Jan-94 ~an-95 Jan-96 Jan-97 Jan-98 Jun-99 ' {93-99)
Families 4963 _ 5,053 4,963 4628 4114 3,305 ‘2,536 } -49%
' 2,400,000 fewer families | '
Recipients 14,158 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 9,132 6,884 ' ©-B1%
7,226,000 fewer recipients ' . '
Total TANF recipients by State
i ‘ Percent
STATE Jan-93 Jan-94 Jan-95 Jgn-QG Jan-97 Jan-98 Jun-99 {93-99)
Alabama 141,746 135,086 121,837 108,268 91,723 61,809 45472 -68%
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 36,189 31,689 25393 -27%
Arizona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 151,526 113,209 87,894 -55%
Arkansas - 73,982 70,563 . 65325 59,223 54,879 ' 36,704 29,350 -60%
California 2415121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772 2,476,564 2,144,495 1,735103 -28%
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 87,434 55,352 35,469 . -T1%
Connecticut 160,102 164,265 170,719 161,736 155,701 138,666 ~ B3,458 - -48%
Delaware 27652 29286 26,314 23,153 23,141 18,504 15,599 -44%
Dist. of Col. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 - 67,871 56,128 46,840 -29%
Florida ’ 701,842 689,135 657,313 - 575,553 478,329 320,886 173,341 -75%
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,413 367,656 306,625 220,070 130,210 -68%
Guam 5,087 6,651 7.630 _ 7,634 ' 7.370 '?.461 8.864 74%
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,590 © 65,312 75,817 44,229 -19%
\daho 21,116 23,342 24 050 23,547 19812 4,446 4365 -79%
Illinois 685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212 601,854 526,851 344,320 -50%
Indiana 209,882 218,061 197,225 . 147,083 121,974 95,665 108,986 -48%
lowa 100,843 110,639 - 103,108 ' 91,727 78275 - 69,504 57,356 ' -43%
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 38,462 32,532 -63%
Kentucky 227879 208,710 193,722 176,601 162,730 132,388 . 93444 -59%
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 206 582 118,404 100,577 - -82%
Maine 67.836 ' 65,006 60,973 56,319 51,178 41,265 35313 -48%
Maryfand 221,338 219,863 227887 207,800 - 169,723 130,106 89,003 -60%
Massachusetts 332,044 31,732 - 286,175 242 572 214,014 . 181,729 123,933 -63%
Michigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 462,291 376,985 244 621 - 64%
Minnesota 181,526 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 141,064 135,202 -29%
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029 109.097 66,030 33,853 . -81%
Missouri 259,039 - 262,073 259,595 238,052 208.1 32 162,950 125,981 -51%
Montana 34,848 35415 34,313 ° 32,557 28,138 20,137 14,079 | -50%
MNebraska 48,055 46,034 - 42038 38,653 36,535 = 38,090 32228 - -33%
Nevada 34,943 37,908 41,846 40,481 28,973 29,262 ' 18,308 -48%
New Hampshir . 28,972 30,386 28,671 24,519 20,627 15,947 15,416 -47%
New Jersey 349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833 s 256064 - 217,320 " 158,721 -54%
New Mexico 94 836 101 .6'76 105,114 102,648 89,814 64,759 77,896 -18%
New York 1,179,522 1.241,639 1,266,350 = 1,200,847 1,074,189 941,714 795,030 -33%
North Carofina 331633 334,451 317.836 282,086 253286 192,172 124,432 - -62%

North Dakota 18,774 - 16,785 14,920 13,652 - 11,964 8,884 8,227 - -56%



-
STATE

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhede Island
South Carclina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virgin Istands
Virginia
Washington-
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.S. Total

Source:

L.5. Dept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Children and Families

Aug-99

" Jan-93

720,476
146,454
117,656
604,701
191,261
61,116
151,026
20,254
320,709
785,271
53,172
28,961
3,763
104,212
286,258
119,916
241,008
18,271

Jan-95

Jan-94
691,099 629,719
133,152 127,336 -
116,390 107,610
615,581 811,215
184,626 171,932
62,737 62,407
143,883 133,567
19,413 17,652
302,608 281,982
796,348 765,460
50,657 47,472
28,095 27,716
3,767 4,345
194,859 189,493
292 608 290,940
115,376 107 668
230,621 214,404
16,740 15,434
13,930,853

14,114,892 14,275,877

Jan-96.

~ Jan-97

552,304 518,585
110,498 . 87,312
92,182 66,919
553,148 484,321
156,806 145,749
60,654 54,800
121,703 98,077
16,821 14,091
265,320 195,891
714,523 626,617
41,145 35493
25865 23,570
5,075 4712
166,012 136,053
276018 263,792
98,439 98,690
184,209 132,383
13,531 10,322
12,876,661 11,423,007

Jan-98

Jun-99

386,239 258,773
69,630 50,910
48,561 44 565
385,107 304,451
130,283 103,220
54,537 49,897
73,179 40,293
10,514 7,625
139,022 147,137
439,824 288,625
29,868 28,909
21,013 17.585
4,129 3,531
107,192 83,733
228,723 164,323
51,348 31,032
44,630 27,140
2,903 1,621
8,131,716 6,889,315

Percent

' (93-99)

-64%
-65%
-62%
-50%
-46%
-18%
-73%
-62%
-54%
-63%
-46%
-39%

-6%
~57%
-43%
-14%
-89%
-91 D/ﬂ

-51%
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Temporaty Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

Percent of Total U.S. Population, 1960-1999

WL

oez2/002

[lcv%”ko.‘ﬁ :

© Year Recipients U.S. Pop. % of Pop.
1860 3,006,000 180,671,000 1.7%
1981 3,354,000 183,691,000 1.8%
1962 3,676,000 186,538,000 2.0%
1983 3.876,000 189,242,000 2.0%
1964 4,118,000 191,889,000 2.1%
1965 4,329,000 194,303,000 2.2%
1966 4,513,000 196,560,000 2.3%
1967 5,014,000 198,712,000 25% -
1968 5,705,000 200,708,000 “3E%
13259 6,7 202,677,000 "3.3%
1870 8,466,000 205,052,000 4.1%
1971 10,241,000 207,661,000 4.9%
1972 10,947,000 209,896,000 5.2%
1073 10,949,000 211,509,000 5.2,
1974 10,864,000 213,854,000 5.1%
1975 11,165,185 215,973,000 52%
1976 11,386,371 248,035,000 5.2%
1977 11,129,702 220,239,000 5.1%
1978 10,671,812 222,585,000 4.8%
1979 10,317,902 225,055,000 4.6%
1980 10,597,445 227,728,000 4.7%
1981 11,159,847 229,988,000 4.9%
1982 10,430,960 232,188,000 4.5%
1983 10,659,365 234,307,000 4.5%,
1984 10,865,604 236,348,000 4.6%
1985 10,812,625 238,466,000 4.5%
1986 10,696,505 240,651,000 4.6%
1987 11,065,027 242 804,000 4.6%
1584 10,819,696 245,021,000 4.5%
.1989 10,933,980 247,342,000 4.4%
1990 11,460,382 249,913,000 4.6%
1491 12,592,269 252 650,000 5.0%
1992 13,825,342 255,419,000 5.3%
1893 14,142,710 258,137,000 5.5%
1994 14,225,591 260,372,000 ' 5.5%
1905 13,652,232 263,034,000 5.2%
1996 12,648,859 265,284,000 4.8%
1997 10,936,298 267,638,000 4.1%
1998 8,770,376 270,029,000 3.2% .
March 1999* 7,334,876 272,190,000 ZT%'
Note: uniess noted, caseload numbars ame averag monthiy J/
“muost recent available >ZDW$., ey \qw IO’\W?‘ E‘:VL(-Q_ Ifﬂl‘]

_ . . N g0 Yyérrae S2 ‘a“"

Saurce: HHS Administralion for Children and Famifies



THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

7
CENTER ON URBAN AND METROPOLITAN POLICY \}_)Q/ '
1775 MAsSaCRUSETTS AvENUE, N.W. WasaivGron, D.C. 20036-2188 ~
TELEPHONE: 202/797-6139 FAX: 202/797-2965 '\< Ls
- NS

February 26, 1999

Dear Friend,

Enclosed piease find “The State of Welfare Caseloads in America’s Cities: 1999,” the Brookings
Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy’s latest examination of welfare trends in urban areas. Since its
inception, the Brookings Urban Center has been concerned about how the 1996 federal welfare law
would affect cities and urban neighborhoods. This report summarizes what the Center has learned about
caseload declines in urban areas. We expect to produce regular updates as new data becomes avaiiable.

The report confirms that welfare caseloads are rapidly declining in America’s cities. From 1994
to 1998, the county welfare rolls in 30 of the largest American cities declined by 35 percent. However,
welfare caseloads in urban counties are not shrinking as quickly as they are in their respective states,
which leads to an increasing concentration of welfare recipients in urban areas. Between 1994 and 1998,
the counties that contain the thirty largest cities saw their share of the states’ welfare burden rise from 45
to 53 percent. Thus, Baltimore is home to 13 percent of Maryland residents, but 56 percent of Maryland
welfare recipients. Philadelphia is where 12 percent of all Pennsylvanians, but 47 of Pennsylvanians on
welfare, live. Qverall, the 30 urban counties in this study contain 20 percent of the total U.S. population
but nearly 40 percent of the nation’s welfare population. :

The report examines some of the reasons behind the trend toward increasing concentration of
welfare caseloads in urban areas. These 1hclude: regional differences; the effects of concentrated
poverty; and high unemployment rates. Finally, the report includes an outline of federal, state, regional
and local policy implications.

Welfare reform will succeed or fail at the local level. As states continue to hit their time limnits
and remaining caseloads become harder to serve, national and state-level data becomes less and less
useful for agencies and organizations trying to move people from welfare to work. More spatially -
detailed data is needed to inform how and where states choose to spend their welfare funding. We think
that this report contributes to that pool of much-needed data. We hope you find it interesting and useful.

atz o
irector and Senior Fellow

* FOuNDED 1916



¢
fcffar‘e_fq:en:';entm.fed in Big Cities hitp:/fwww. nytimes.com/aponline/a’ AP-Cities-Weifare.htm!
; -'“ L} - ' .

Breaking News "Ehe Netw dork Simes.
mmmm

., When SUN builta
' Java™ technology-enabled intranet for SONY,

February 19, 1999

Welfare Concentrated in Big Cities

APCINDEXES: TOP STORIES | NEWS 1 SPORTS | BUSINESS | TECHNOLOGY | ENTERTAINMENT

Filed at 1:40 a.m. EST
By The Associated Press

WASHINGTON (AP) -- With welifare rolls declining, the nation's
Jargest and oldest urban areas are home to an increasing portion of
the nation's welfare families.
It is an important trend for state officials, after four years of
unprecedented reductions in welfare recipients, as they now focus
on those who remain on the rolls. The cities also also home to a host
of social problems including deep poverty and isolation from
suburban jobs. -

“This is ultimately where welfare reform succeeds or fails at the end
of the day," said Bruce Katz of the Brookings Institution's Center on
Urban and Metropolitan Policy, which released the siudy Thursday.

Welfare caseloads are dropping.insidc and outside of cities, but they .

are dropping most slowly in the nation's largest and oldest urban
areas, particularly in the Northeast, Midwest and South, the sludy

said. '

““Caseload decline does not tell the whole story of welfare reform in
America," the report said. ““The largest American cities are
becommg home to a larger and larger share of the nationat wclfarc
burden.”

Researchers say that has implications for local, state and federal
governments, suggesting they must develop new ways to get people
in cities to jobs in the suburbs and must address the hard-core
problems of deep poverty.

1of3 ' _ 2/19/99 3:46 5
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Between 1994 and 1998, welfare rolls fell 35 percent in the counties

that contain the nation's 30 largest cities. That compares with a 44
percent drop nationwide,

A third of the nation's welfare families lived in-these counties in
1994. That rose to 40 percent by last year; but these counties are
home to just 20 percent of the total population.

Philadelphia, for ex'amp!e, housed 38.5 percént of Pennsylvania's
welfare population in 1994; in 1998, 47 percént of the state's welfare
cases lived there. ' ‘

The study found cities with a growing portion of the welfare
population shared some characteristics: They were likely to be in the
South, Northeast and Midwest; they were likely to have higher
unempioyment rates; and they were more likely to have high rates of
concentrated poverty -- meaning areas where at least 40 percent of
the people are poor.

Concentrated poverty is associated with a host of other problems
that make it tough to get off welfare: illiteracy, drug and alcohol
abuse, school dropouts, teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births.

Some state officials say they are trying to address the problems,
most notably lack of transportation to. get people to suburban jobs.

““There is no countywide transportation system" in the Detroit area,
said Karen Smith, spokeswoman for Michigan's welfare department.
1t is very difficult for people who do not own their own vehicles to
get from where they live to where a job might exist.”

Detroit houses 48 percent of Michigan's welfare families, up from
42 percent in 1994,

In Maryland, 56 percent of welfare families live in Baltimore, up
from 48 percent in 1994,

"‘The jobs are in the outlying counties, and we've got to create some
kind of mechanism to get people out to where the jobs are,” said
Connic Tolbert, a policy specialist for Maryland.

But other states say they are not focusing on the cities in particular
but are trying to serve all people who face unusual barriers to getting
to work. '

" We provide services uniformly across the state,” said Pairicia
Harris-Marehead, spokeswoman for Tennessee's welfare

department.

The study found of the nation’s 30 largest cities: -

20f3 o : o 2109994,
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~-14 saw their caseloads drop more slowly than their state's caseload.
--In six, the declines were about even with the state.

--In nine, welfare rolls fell faster in the city than in the rest of the
state,

Washington, D.C., one of the 30 cities, is not in a state.
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HD STUDY FINDS URBAN AREAS LAG IN TRIMM[NG WELFARE CASES
ILLINOIS AMONG WORST IN STATES FALTERING IN TASK TO CUT LOAD
BY  Merrill Goozner, Washington Bureau.
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LP Welfare caseloads in the nation's major urban counties have not
falten as quickly as their surrounding states, according to a report
released Thursday.

Tight labor markets, while paring welfare rolls, have not drawn
the hardest-to-employ into the workforce, the report suggested.
Unless the trend is reversed, bigger cities will still have large
dependent populations as they approach the aid-cutoff dates mandated
by the federal welfare reform law. ' :

D The report's authors said states must begin adopting more creative
policies for helping the hardest-to-employ to enter the work force.

"The welfare population in many of these cities is
intergenerational, with a whole set of issues that have to be dealt
with," said Bruce Katz, director of the Center on Urban and
Metropolitan Policy of the Brookings Institution, which issued the
report.

The problems facing the hard-to-employ are well known, including a
“lack of basic math and reading skills, poor work habits, little job
_training and inadequate transportation to outer suburbs and other
areas where most new jobs are being created. '

State governments, often using federal grants, have developed
programs to address these problems, but the programs are poorly
coordinated and do not reach the people most in need, Katz said.

In part, that is because federal policies hamstring states’
ability to target their subsidies, he said. "Block grants to states
are being allocated on a per-capita basis and not to places with
concentrated poverty,” Katz said.

Source: Chicago Tribune, February 19, 1999

Copyright © 1998 Dow Jones & Company, Ine. All Rights Reserved. D
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According to the report, welfare caseloads in the 19 states with
the nation's 30 largest urbanized counties fell 43.5 percent, to 2.14
million, from 1994 to 1998. But in the cities themselves, the
decline was 35.3 percent, to 1.1 million.

Over the four-year period, the urbanized counties' share of their .
states’ total welfare caseload rose to 53 percent from 45 percent.

Itlinois ranked near the bottom of the study in terms of overall
caseload reduction, falling 31.7 percent to 169,379 families over the
four-year period. a

By contrast, Wisconsin reduced its welfare caseload by 83.9
percent, Indiana by 45.3 percent, Michigan by 46 percent and Chio by
44.6 percent. , '

Cook County also lagged behind its urban Midwestern counterparts
and cities around the country, The Cook County caseload fell 28.5 .
percent to 113,419 families over the four years, while the caseload
in Wayne County, which includes Detroit, fell 39.1 percent; Milwaukee
County fell 71.6 percent; Marion County, which includes Indianapolis,
fell 50.1 percent, and Cuyahoga County, which includes Cleveland,
fell 31.1 percent.

While Cook County did slightly better than New York City, which
has the largest welfare population in the nation, it did
significantty better than Los Angeles County, where the longer-
lasting effects of the early 1990s recession caused welfare caseloads -
to fall only 18.1 percent between 1994 and 1998. B
The Hlinois welfare reform bill gave welfare recipients on the
rolis as of July 1, 1997--and anyone going on what is now called
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families--five years of eligibility
over their lifetimes.

Mothers on welfare with older children are limited to two years of
lifetime eligibility under the law. ‘ - J

According to B.J. Walker, director of community operations for the

Illinois Department of Human Services, about 600 people have
exhausted their fimitations. :

Source: Chicago Tribune, February 19, 1999

Copyright © 1998 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights Reserved. D . Page 2
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CHANGE IN TANF CASELOADS

Total TANF families and recipients

{in thousands)

. Percent
Jan-93 Jan-94 Jan-95 Jan-96 " Jan-87 Jan-98 Mar-93 " (93-98)
Families 4,963 5,053 4,963 4,628 4,114 3,305 2,668 -46%
' 2,295,000 fewer families
Recipients 14,115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 9,132 7,335 -48%
6,780 fewer recipienis

Total TANF recipients by State
. : Percent
STATE Jan-93 Jan-94 Jan-95 Jan-96 Jan-97 Jan-98 Mar-99 9398}
Alabama 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269 91,723 61,809 46,934 -67%
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35432 36,189 31,689 28,020 ' -20%
Arizona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 151,526 113,209 92 467 ' -52%
Alabama 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 54,879 36,704 29,340 -80%
Caiifornia 2415121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2,648,772 2,476,564 2.144,495 1,818,197 . -25%
Colarado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 87,434 55,352 39,346 -68%
Connecticut 160,102 164,265 170,719 161,736 155,701 138,666 90,799 -43%
Delaware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153 23,141 18,504 16,581 L 40%
Dist, of Col, 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 67.871 56,128 52,140 -21%
Florida 701,842 689,135 657313 575,553 478,329 320886 - 198,101 -T2%
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 306,625 220,070 137,976 -66%
Guam : 5,087 6,651 7,630 7,634 7,370 7,461 8,620 69%
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690 65,312 75,817 45,515 -17%
Ildaho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 19,812 4,446 2,897 -86%
{llinois 685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212 - 601,854 528,851 382,937 - «44%
indiana . 209,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 121,974 95,665 109,675 ~48%
lowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,275 . 69,504 60,151 ‘ -40%
Kansas 87.525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 - 3462, 32,873 -62%
Kentucky 227879 208,710 193,722 176,601 162,730 132,388 99,560 -56%
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 206,582 118,404 111,074 -58%
Maine 67,836 65,006 60,973 - 56,319 51,178 41,265 34,108 ‘ -50%
Maryland 221,338 219,863 227,887 207,800 - 169,723 130,196 89,003 ‘ -60%
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286175 242 572 214,014 181,729 151,592 ‘ -54%
- Michigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 462,291 376,985 263,583 -62%
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 141,064 140,128 -27%
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029 109,097 66,030 38426 -78%
Missouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 208,132 162,950 135,383 -48%
Montana 34,848 35415 . 34,313 32,557 28,138 20,137 15,5C8 -55%
Nebraska 48,055 46,034 42,038 - 38,653 36,535 38,000 34,662 ‘ «28%
Nevada ' 34,943 37,908 41,846 40,491 28,973 29,262 20,283 -42%
New Hampshir 28,972 30,386 28,671 24 519 20,627 15,947 16,090 -44%
New Jersey 349,902 334,780 321,151 293,833 256,064 217,320 175,223 -90%
New Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,414 102,648 89,814 64,759 80,686 -15%
New York 1,179,522 1,241,839 1,266,350 1,200,847 1,074,189 941,714 828,302 -30%
North Caroiina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 253,286 192,172 138,570 -58%

North Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652 11,864 8,884 8,355 -55%



 STATE

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhade Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

US Total

Source:

Jan-93

720,476
146,454
117,656
604,701
191,261
61,116
151,026
20,254
320,709
785,271
53,172
28,961
3,763
194,212
286,258
119,916
241,098
18,271

14,114,952

Jan-94 Jan-95
691,009 629,719
133,152 127,336 .
116,390 107,610
615,581 611,215
184,626 171,932

62,737 62,407
143,883 133,567

19,413 17,652
302,608 281,082
796,348 765,460

50,657 47,472

28,095 27,716

3,767 4,345

194,959 189,493
292,608 290,940
115,376 107,668
230,621 214,404

16,740 15,434

14 275,877 13,930,953

U.8. Dept. of Haalth & Human Services
Administration for Chiidren amd Families

Aug-59

Jan-96 Jan-97
552,304 518,505
110,498 87,312
92,182 66,919
553,148 484,321
156,805 145,749
60,654 54,809
121,703 98,077
16,821 14,091
265,320 195,861
714,523 626,617
41,145 35,403
25,865 23,570
5,075 4,712
166,012 136,053
276,018 263,792
98,439 98,690
184,209 132,383
13,531 10,322
12,876,661 11,423,007

-Jan-98

386,239
69,630
48,561

395,107
130,283
54,537
73,179
10,514
139,022
439,824
29,868
21,013
4,129
107,192
228,723
51,348
44,630
2,903

9,131,716

Mar-99

282,444
56,640
45,450

312,364

107,447
53,859
42 504

8,445
152,695
/313,823
26,428
18,230
3,533
88,910

174,099
44,367
28,863

1,770

7,334,976

Percent

' {93-98)

-61%
-61%
61%
- -4B%
“44%
-12%
-72%
-58%
-52%
-60%
-50%
-37%
6%
-54%
-39%
-63%
-88%
-90%

-48%
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE .ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

Total TANF families and recipients
{in théusands)

Percent

Aug-96 ' Mar-99 {96-98)
Families 4,415 2,668 -40%
) 1,747,000 fower families '
Recipients 12,241 7,335 -40%
4,90€,000 fewer recipients
Total TANF recipients by State
' Percent
STATE Aug-96 Mar-99 (96-38)
~ Alabama 100,662 46,934 -53%
Alaska 35,544 28,020 -21%
Arizona 169,442 92,467 -45%
Alabama 56,343 ' 29,340 ' S -AB%
California - 2,581,948 1,818,197 «30%
Colorado 95,788 39,346 - -59%
Connecticut 159,246 ’ 90,799 -43%
Delaware 23,654 . 16,581 ‘ -30%
Dist. of Col. ’ 69,202 52,140 ° -25%
Florida 533,801 198,101 : ~63%
Georgia 330,302 137,976 -58%
Guam 8,314 8,620 4%
Hawaii 66,482 45,515 -32%
Idaho 21,780 2,897 -87%
lllinois 642,644 382,937 -40%
indiana 142,604 109,675 -23%
lowa : 86,146 60,151 -30%
Kansas 63,783 32,873 -48%
Kentucky 172,193 ) 99,560 —-42%
Louisiana 228,115 111,074 : -51%
Maine 5h3.873 ' 34,108 -37%
Maryland 194,127 - 89,003 - -BAY%
Massachusetts 226,030 © 151,592 -33%
Michigan - 502,354 263,583 _ -48%
Minnesota 169,744 ) 140,128 ~17%
Mississippi 123,828 ' 38,426 -69%
Missouri - 222,820 135,383 -39%
Montana 29,130 15,508 ' -47%
Nebraska ' : 38,502 34,662 ' -10%
Nevada 34,261 20,283 o -M%
New Hampshire ) 22,937 16,090 -30%
New Jersey 1275,637 175,223 - -36%
MNew Mexico 99,661 80,686 -19%
New York 1,143,962 828,302 - ~28%
North Caralina 267,326 138,570 -48%

North Dakota 13,146 8,355 -36%



STATE

Chio
Cklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerlo Rico
Rhade Island
. South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas -
Utah.
Vermaont
Virgin Isiands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin -
Wyaming

U.S. Jotal

Source:

Aug-96

549,312
96,201
78,419

531,059

151,023
56,560

114,273
15,806

254,818

649,018
39,073
24,331

4,898

152,845

268,927
89,039

148,888
11,398

12,241,489

U.8. Dept. of Heafth & Hurnman Services -
Administration for Children and Families

Aug-95

Mar-99

282,444
56,640
45,450

312,364

107,447
53,859
42,504

8,445

152,695

313,823
26,428
18,230

3,533
88,910

174,099
44 367
28,863

1,770

7,334,976

Percent

{96-98)

-49%
-41%
-42%
-41%
-20%

5%
-63%
-47%
-40%
52%
-32%
-25%
-28%
-42%
-35%
-50%
-81%
~84%

-40%
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

Total TANF families and recipients

(tn thousands)
Petcent
Aop 96 Sep oy L06&=3W)
Femilies 4,415 - 2,904 3%
1,511, 000 fawer families
Recipietns 12,201 ) 7,986 -35%
& 255,000 fewer nicipients
Total TANF recipients by State
o Pevveat
STATE Austs Sep 98 9655
Alabarns 100,662 52,076 “AR%
Alaska 35,544 28,121 21%
Arirons 169 442 00, 702 41%
Askansgs 56,343 33,093 ALE
California 2,581,548 1,908,534 26%
Colotado 95,738 46,312 ~52%
CommectictE 158 246 118,066 . -26%
Delawart 25,654 . 14,013 41%
Diet. of Col. _ 69,452 $3,717 2%
Florida 533,501 246,191 -54%
Georgia 330,302 172,065 48%
Guam B34 5,823 -18%
Hawail 66,482 15.6T9 +14%
Idaho 21,780 3,235 854
Minois 642,644 449 466 -30%
Indizna 142 604 116.962 “18%
 Towa 86,146 T 62,836 “2TH
Kansas C6E,TE : 33,447 45%
Kenmucky ' T 172,193 112,676 . -A5%
Louisiana 228,115 121,772 “47%
Maizne 53,873 37.673 -30%
Maryiad 184,127 108,555 4%
Massachueens 225,030 166,179 -25%
‘Michigan, 502,354 308,817 -30%
Mimnestia 169,744 , 141,440 -17%
Mississippd 123,628 45,009 A%
Miysouri 222,820 339,475 ' 37
Momtapa 29,130 19,561 439
Nebraska 38,552 +36,187 5%
Nevada 34,261 . 23,353 2%
New Hunpsbire . 2,957 14,429 3T
New Jogsey 275,637 : 1193 ‘mag
New Mexdeo 99,661 78,176 -2
Now York - 1,143,962 562,162 ' 25%
North Carcling 267326 162,282 -39%
Norch Dakota ) 13,146 - 3,227 3T %
Ohio 545312 319,912 Ao
Oklahoma $6.201 ' 55,044 0%

Ortgon 78,519 44,235 34 %


http:159,7.46

Peassylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Isdand
South Cagolina
Somh Dakots
Temmessee
Texns

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginis
Washington
West Virgiin
Wissomsin
Wyaming

U |S| mTAL

Sowrces

FRUM: ACFAOPS/0ME WwRSH.D.C.

Ang 96

531,058
151,023
56,560
114,273
15,896
254,818
649,018
30,073
24,331
4,898
152,845
268,927
89,039
148,588
11,398

12241 489

INLS. Degx. of Henlth & Flman Services
Admimistrezion for Children and Famrglies

November 1998

ID«2022254828

S 08

345.952
117,649
54.125
52,230
9,120
148,532
346,232
21,992
18,504
4365
94,431
184,584
34,905
4,031
1,821

7,985,719

. Percent

-35%
R

-45%
-54%
~43%
2%
479
-23%
3%
-11%
8%
A%
£1%
1%
B4 %
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CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

P
’

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

(i Thousands)
Jan 93 Jan9s  Jan$S Jan %6 Slan 97
Pamiliss 4,963 5,083 4,963 4,608 4114
2,059,600 fewer families
Reipients - 14,115 14.276 13,931 12,877 11,423
6, 129, 00 fewer recipiants

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State

STATE JJan 93 - Jam 94 SJamds - _Jan 96 _Jam %7
Alsbema 141,746 135,05 121,837 108268 91,723
Alaskn 34,951 37,505 37,264 35432 36.189
Arizong 154,115 2012 350 195,082 171,617 151.526
Aticanisas 73.982 70,563 85,325 50,223 54,879
Californin 2,415,121 2.621,383 2,692,202 2.645.772 2476564
Colorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 57,434
Comnectist 160,102 164265 170,719 161,736 155,701
Delgwart 27,652 20,286 26,314 23.153 23,141
Dist. of CoL 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 67871
Florida 701,842 688,135 657,313 575,553 478,329
GeorEls 402298 396 736 8L 013 367,656 308 525
Guam 5,087 6651 7.630 764 7,370
Haand 54,511 80,975 65207 66,650 65,312
dsho 21,114 23342 24 050 23 547 19812
IDinois 625,508 705,969 710,022 663,212 601,854
{ndiapa 209,882 213,061 1977135 147,083 121,974
Towa 100,943 110,639 142,108 51,727 78275
Kamsas §7,525 87433 81,504 70,758 57.528
Keoamcky 227 879 208,710 193,722 176,601 162,730
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180° 29247 206,582
Magoe 67.836 55,005 60,973 56,319 51,178
Maryland 221 338 219,863 77,887 207,800 169,723
Massachusers 332,044 311,732 286,175 242 572 214,014
Michigan 686,356 672,760 612.224 535,704 452,291
Mingssola 191,526 189,615 180,490 171,716 160,167
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029 109,097
Missoug 256,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 208,132
Montaga 34.84% 35,415 4,313 32,557 28.138
Netraska 48 055 46,034 42,038 38 653 36,535
Nevada 34,943 37,908 41,845 40,491 22 973
New Hampehire 28972 20,385 28,671 24,519 20,627
New Yorsey 349 902 534,750 321,181 293,833 256,064
New Mcxico 4,806 101,676 105,114 102,648 59,814
MNew York S L179.522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847 1,074,135
North Carolina 331633 33,451 217,836 282,086 253,226
North Dakota 13,774 16,785 14,920° 13,652 11.964
Ohig 720,476 651,059 629,719 552,304 518,595
Olclakonea 146,454 132,152 127,346 110,498 B7,312

Oregon 117,656 116,390 167,610 52,182 66,919

idoa4

PAGE e/8

Percent
Sep 58 £93-08)

2,904 L 4L%
7,936 -a5%
Percent

SepoR 193980
52,076 63%
28,121 20%
o002 49%
33,033 -35%
1,908,539 21%
45,112 2%
118,086 -26%
12,013 495
53,727 S18%
246,191 55%
172,065 57%
- 5,873 + 345
75,679 +30F
3285 545
449 466 -34%
116,960 ~aa%h
62,836 ~38%
33,447 | e2%
112,67 -51%
121,772 YA
37,673 4%
108,636 51%
166,179 -50%
308,817 -55%
141,440 -16%
45,009 -74%
135,475 -45%
19,561 449
36,187 25%
23,353 ~33%
14,429 -S0%
182,193 45%
78,176 18
862,162 27%
162282 -5l
8227 -56%
319,912 -$5%
58,044 S0
44,735 £2%
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. Percent.
STATE Jm 93 a4 lan 98 JJan 96 Llan 97 Sep 98 9398
Peansylvania 604,701 515,581 611,215 553,148 484,321 345,952 439
Puerto Rico 191.261 184 626 171,932 156,805 148,749 117,649 38%
Rhods [5land 61,116 62,737 62,407 60.654 54 809 54,125 1%
Souwh Carolina 151,026 143,883 133,567 121,703 98,077 52.280 T 658
South Dakota 20,254 19.413 17652 16,821 14,091 9,120 -55%
Tennessee 320,709 2,608 281,982 265,320 - 195,891 148,532 -54%
Texas 785,271 796,343 765,460 714,523 526,647 6222 . 56%
Urah 52,172 50,657 47,472 41,145 35,453 27,982 47%
Vemmon: 28,961 28,085 27,716 25,865 23,570 ig804 . 5%
Virgin lslands 3,763 3,767 4.345 5,075 4,712 4345 +16%
Virgigia 194,212 194 959 189,493 166,012 136,053 94,431 -S4
Washingron ' 286,258 252,608 290,940 276,018 263,792 184,584 O 35%
West Virginia 119,916 115,376 107,668 98,439 98,690 34,995 NF
Wisconsin 241,08 230,621 214,404 184,209 132,383 34,051 86%
Wyoming 18,271 16.740 15,434 13,531 10,322 1,821 00%
U.5. TOTAL 14,114,992 14,275,877 13,930,953 12,876,861 11,423,007  7,925.77% 435

Sedgree:

V.5, Dept. ofﬂ'\mﬁh & Hioreom Servises
Admiristrarion for Children ayd Fandijes
Novembar 19938
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. TANF-:
July September
Alabama
Alaska 9,487 9,31 28,217 23,634 28,121
Arizona 37,121 37,280 37.08 100,713 100,999 89,792
Arkznsas 13,0539 13,243 13,21 32,584 233,157 33,033
Califorrua 675,660 669,237 656,60 1,978,418 1,952,174 1,908,524
Colorgdo 18,611 17,962 17,12 80,453 49,006 46,312
Connecticut 43,489 42,886 41,274 124.536 122,129 118,088
Delaware 7,302 7,146 6,68 15,791 15,027 14,013
Dist. of Col. 20,083 19,959 19,82 54,858 54,3B6 53.727
Flprida 36,601 96,4494 86,24 242,013 247,803 226,191
Georgia 71,324 71,188 69,424 184,812 175.791 172.065
Guam 1,983 2.080 1,98 6,719 6.969 6,823
Hawati 23,628 23,738 23,67 75,763 76,377 75,679
1daho 1,674 1,691 1,53 3,662 3,604 3,285
lirais 154,272 154,925 162,16 454,146 460,726 449,466
indianz 38,201 38,332 38,594 116,129 115,545 116,962
lows 23,944 23,871 23,16 65,163 65,216 62,826
Kangas 13,094 13,226 13,09 33,617 34,064 33,447
Kentucky 49,408 48,447 47,414 118,366 115,800 112,676
Louisiana 47.838 45,968 45,76( 124,658 122,552 121,772
Maina 14,598 14,481 14,24 38,703 38,374 37.673
Maryland 43,020 43,018 42,134 114,358 111,672 108,636
Massachuseris 62.763 62,227 62,434 166,077 185,587 166,179
Michigan 114,046 110,543 108,234 325,817 315,924 308,817
Minnesota 47,582 47,979 47,03 143,833 145,133 141,440
Missigsippi 19,719 19,657 18,777 48,128 a7,747 45,009
Missouri 55,892 55,409 b5,074 142,314 141,273 139,475
Mantana 7.067 6,902 6,724 20,669 20,118 19,661
Nebraska 12,802 12,152 12,14 36,037 35,877 35,187
Nevada 9,528 2,926 9,12 24 785 24,695 22,353
New Hampshire 6,055, 5,945 5,984 14,726 14,450 14,429
New Jersey 71,1865 69,993 68,66 189,435 186,086 182,193
New Mexico 24,0580 24,661 24,83 75,265 77,623 78,176
New York 324,075 319,747 316,034 885,041 872,130 862,162
nlorth Caroling 73,090 71,297 693 984 170,900 166,129 162,282
North Dakots 3,176 3,145 3,06( 8,561 8,502 8,727
Ohio 127.792 124,350. 123,90 331.678 323,272 319,912
Oklahoma 22,039 22,4112 21,644 58,249 59,045 58,044
Oregon 18,214 17,861 17,72 45 516 44,5680 44,235
Fennsyivania 127,634 126,810 124,86 355,797 352,258 345,952
Puerto Rico 40,377 393,931 39,474 120,685 119,157 117,642
Rhode [sland 19,260 19,216. 19,219 54,187 54,203 54,125
South Carplina 22,220 21,603 20,84 58,301 54,693 §2.280
South Dakota 3.742 3.607 2,434 2,801 8,443 3,120
Tennessee 56,690 57,231 57.13 126,801 148 5629 148,632
Texas 128,563 127,793 126,60 354,556 349,560 346,232
Utah 10,369 10,362 10,464 28,011 28,026 27,992
Verrhont 7.176 7,037 6,80 19,665 19,219 18,804
Virgin Islands 1,237 1,271 1,249 4,362 4,396 4,365
Virginia 40,726 39,745 38,234 98,661 95,639 94,431
Washington 71,367 70,507 68,82 197,207 194,946 184,584
West Virginia 12,130 12,703 12,300 35,830 37.788 34,995
Wisconsin 10,870 10,681 10,24: 35,126 35,502 34,031
Wyaming 955 291 - 8B4 2,095 1,932 1,821
U.S. Towals 2,980,129 2,950,721 A004.104 | 8,230,775 R137.2%0 . 7,985,779
Yo A . 1o £9%,
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Welfare Caseload Analysis

12/17/98

# of recipients
{in_millions)

~Jan 86 12.877
Aug 96 12.202
Oct 96 11,885
Jan 87 11.36
Feb 97 11.262
Mar 97 11.156
April 97 10.969
May 87 10.748
June 97 10.494
July 97 10.258
Aug 97 9.995
Sep 97 9.804
Oct 97 9.668
Nov 97 9.447
Dec 97 9.345
Jan 98 9,132
Feb 98 9.026
Mar 98 B8.91
April 98 8.758
May 98 8.572
June 98 8.38
July 98 8.231
Aug 98 8.137
Sep 98 7.986

Numbers annouynced in 1998 SQU were from Sept 97

1998 avg
(Jan - Sept)

8.5670

# change
from prior mo

-0.098
-0.106
-0.187
-0.221
-0.254
-0.236
-0.263
-0.191
-0.136

0221

-0.102
-0.213
-0.106
-0.118
-0.152
-0.186
-0.192
-0.149
-(0.094
-0.151

% change
from prior mo

-0.9%

-0.9%

-1.7%
-2.0%

 2.4%

-2.2%
-2.6%
-1.9%
-1.4%
-2.3%
-1.1%
-2.3%
-1.2%
-1.3%
-1.7%
-2.1%
2.2%
-1.8%
1.1%
-1.9%

# change
from prior yI

-1.517

-2.207

-2.227

-2.228
-2.236
-2.246
-2.211
-2.176
-2.114
-2.027
-1.858
-1.818

@oo7

% change
from prior

-11.8%

-18.1%

-18.7%

-19.6%
19.9%
20.1%
-20.2%
20.2%
-20.1%
19.8%
-18.6%
-18.5%
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PRES!DENT CLINTON WILL ANNOUNCE RECORD CASELOAD DECLINE
" AND LANDMARK WELFARE REFORM RULES TO PROMOTE WORK
 April 10, 1999

Today, President Clinton will announce that welfare caseloads have fallen by a record 6.5 million people
since he took office, falling by half or more in 29 states and nearly half nationwide. The President will
unveil landmark new welfare regulations which will promote work and help those who have left the rolls
succeed in the workforce and stay off welfare. He will call on Congress to do more to help working
families obtain child care, housing, and transportation and to assist welfare recipients with the greatest
challenges to employment by reauthorizing the Department of Labor’s Welfare-to-Work program.

Welfare Rolls Decline As More Reclplents Go to Work

President Clinton will announce that welfare caseloads are at their lowest level since 1969 and that
welfare rolls have fallen by nearly half since he took office. The number of recipients fell from 14.1

million in January 1993 to 7.6 million in December 1998 -- 342,000 fewer recipients than 3 months

earlier and more than 6.5 million since he took office, a drop of 46 percent. The rolls have declined by

4.6 million people, or 38 percent, since he signed the welfare law in August 1996. Since 1993, welfare

rolls have declined in all states, with 29 states recording declines of half or more. The President will also

announce today that the federal government has hired nearly 12,000 welfare recipients, exceeding the

10,000 goal set two years ago this month. Today’s announcements add to earlier statistics showing that

companies in the Welfare to Work Partnership have hired over 410,000 welfare recipients, the percentage

of welfare recipients working has tripled since 1992, an estimated 1.5 million people who were on

welfare in 1997 were working in 1998, and all states met the first overall work partlc1pat10n rates requ1red '
under the welfare reform law.

Final Welfare Regulations Promote Work and State Innovation '

Six years after he began his efforts to end welfare as we know it, and two and a half years after signing
into law historic welfare reform legislation, today the President will announce landmark regulations
enforcing the law’s strict work requirements. First, these rules will hold states accountable for
measurable results in moving families into work while providing flexibility for states to create innovative
programs that build on the successes of welfare reform. Second, to ensure the millions of people who
have left the welfare rolis succeed in the workforce -- and to keep others from going on welfare in the
first place -- these final welfare regulations will make it easier for states to use TANF funds to provide
supports for working families such as child care, transportation, and job retention services. These
" regulations mark an important milestone in the transformation of our welfare system into one that honors
our values of work, responsibility, and family.

Call on Congress to Do More to Help Working Families and Help Those Still on Rolls
The President will call upon Congress to do more to ensure those still on the welfare rolls go to work by
“urging Congress to reauthorize the Department of Labor’s Welfare-to-Work program to increase the
employment of long-term recipients in high poverty areas and help low-income fathers better support
their children, and to fully fund his welfare to work transportation and housing vouchers proposals. The
President will also call on Congress to take bipartisan action this year to address the critical child care
needs of America’s working families. According to the most recent figures, ten million families are
eligible for federal subsidies, yet only 1.25 miilion received support in 1997. In March, the Senate
voizd by a bipartisan majonty of 57 - 40 to set aside $12 bllllon over 10 years for child care in its
budget resolution.



Welfare-to-Work
Commitments and Hires through March 22, 1999

as Reported by the U.S. Office of Personnel Management

hru Comi
I i W wL?i:”;l"filrl(”::;%‘?/ /
Commodity Futures Trading Commission -- 3 =
Department of Agriculture 375 398 106 %
Department of Commerce 4180 4188 100%
Department of Defense 1600 2107 132%
Department of Education 21 26 124%
Department of Energy 55 70 127%
Department of Health & Human Services 300 310 106 %
Department of Housing & Urban Development 200 134 67%
Department of the Interior 325 216 66 %
Department of Justice 450 254 56%
Department of Labor 120 153 128%
Department of State 220 56 . 25%
Department of Transportation 400 253 63%
Department of the Treasury 405 1514 374%
Department of Veterans Affairs 800 1358 170%
Environmenta! Protection Agency 120 82 . 68%
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission -- 9 -
Executive Office of the President 6 8 133%
Federal Emergency Management Agency 125 60 48%
General Services Administration 121 95 79%
Nationa! Aeronautics & Space Administration 40 24 60%
National Archives & Records Administration - 30 -
National Credit Union  Administration . - 5_ -
National Endowment for the Humanities - 1 -
National Labor Relations Beard - 1 -~
Office of Government Ethics - 1 L~
Office of Personne! Management 25 57 228%
Railroad Retirement Board -~ 1 -
Securities & Exchange Commission 10 12 120%
Small Business Administration 120 61 S1%
Social Security Administration 600 434 72%
U.S. Information Agency 20 27 135%
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission - 1 --

TOTAL




CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELCADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

{in thousands) .

Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 95 Jan 96 Jan 87

Famifies 4,963 5,053 4,963 4628 4114
2,180,000 fewer families
Recipionts 14,115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423
6,502,000 fewer recipients

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State
STATE Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 9§ ‘Jan 95 Jan 97
Alabaina 141,748 135,096 121,837 108,269 91,723
Alaska 34,951 37,505 37,264 35432 36,189
Arizona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 151,526
Arkansas 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 54,879
California 2,415,121 2,621,383 2692202 2,648,772 2,476,564
Colorado 123,308 118,081 . 110,742 - 99,739 87.434
Cennecticut 160,102 . 164,265 170,719 164,736 155,701
Delaware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153 23,141
Dist. of Col, 65,860 72.330 72,330 70,082 67,871
Florida 701,842 689,135 657,313 575553 478,329
Georgia 402,228 396,736 388,913 367,656 306,625
Guam 5,087 6,651 7.630 7.634 7.370
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690 65,312
Idaho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 19,812
Ninois 685,508 709,969 740,032 663,212 601,854
Indiana 200,882 218,061 197 225 147,083 121,974
lowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,275
Kansas B7.525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528
Kentucky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,801 182,730
Louisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 206,582
Maine 67836 65006 60973 56,319 51,178
‘Maryland 221,338 219,863 227,887 207,800 169,723
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 242 572 214,014
Michigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 462,291
Minnesota 191,526 180615 180,490 171,916 160,167
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 145,319 133,029 109,097
Missouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 208,132
Montana . 34,848 35415 34313 32,557 28,138
Nebraska :

Jan 98

3,305

9,132

Jan 98

61,809
31,689

113,209
38,704
2,144 495
55,352
138,666
18,504
56,128
320,886
220,070
7,461
75,817
4,446
526,851
95,665
69,504
38,462
132,388
118,404
41,265
130,196
181,729
376,985
141,064

66,030
162,950
20,137

Dec 98

2,783

7,613

Dec 98

49,461

25,472
96,298

30,606

1,850,898

" 41,674

- 97,800 -

12,316

53,455
227,156
154,900

8,083

45,452
3,128

414,872 -

113,680

59,045

032,436
104,683
128,016
.36,870
.99,852
150,641
279,245
138,030

43,499

. 137,854 |

16,133
34,809

Percent
{93.93)

-44%

-46%

Percent
{93-98)

-65%
-27%
-50%
-59%
-23%
-84%
-39%
-55%.
-19%
B8%
-61%
+59%
-17%
-85%
~40%
-46%
41%
-63%
-54%
-51%
-46%
-55%
-55%
-59%
-28%
-75%
-47%
-54%
-28%



' MORE THAN 6.5 MILLION FEWER
'PECPLE ON WE! FARE SINCE 1993
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MORE THAN 6.5 MILLION FEWER
- PEOPLE ON WELFARE SINCE 1993
29 STATES CUT CASELOAD BY HALF OR MORE
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‘Welfa‘re Reform Q&As
April 10, 1999

What did the President announce today in his radio address?

. The President announced that welfare caseloads have fallen by a record 6.5 million
‘people since he took office, falling by half or more in 29 states and nearly half

nationwide. The President unveiled a landmark new welfare regulation which will help
turn welfare checks into paychecks, holding states accountable for moving welfare
recipients to work and making it easier for states to provide services to keep people in the
workforce and off the welfare rolls. The President announced that the federal
government has hired nearly 12,000 individuals from the welfare rolls, surpassing the
goals set two years ago. And finally, the President challenged the Congress to enact his
proposals to provide child care, housing and transportation for working families and help
welfare recipients with the greatest challenges get jobs by extending the Department of
Labor’s Welfare-to-Work program. :

1

Welfare Regulation

Q:
A

Why is this new regulation significant?

This regulation marks an important milestone in the transformation of our welfare system -
into one that honors our values of work and responsibility. The new regulation holds

-states accountable for strict requirements to move people from the welfare rolls to the

workplace. At the same time, the new regulation makes it easier for states to use their
welfare block grant to pay for child care, transportation, and job retention services to help
people who have left welfare stay off the rolls -- or to help families so they don't have to
go on welfare in the first place. This regulation says loud and clear: people ought to gct
paychecks, not weifare checks. - -

How exactly does the regulation encourage states to assist working families?

The regulation makes changes in the definition of assistance to encourage states to use
TANF funds to provide supports for working families such as child care, transportation,
and job retention services. Under the revised definition, these supports for working
families will not count as assistance and will not be subject to TANF work, time limit,
data reporting and certain other program requirements. This change will make it easier -
for states to use TANF funds to support working families. The regulation also excludes
from the definition of assistance emergency payments for rent or other immediate needs,
to ensure families don’t have to go on welfare to get short-term help. The regulation

would, of course, consider payments for ongoing, basic needs, such as cash assistance, as



assistance subject to time limits and work requirements.

The President said today that the new regulation will make it easier for states to
divert people from the welfare rolls, by providing them emergency payments or
other services to keep them from going on welfare. Isn't the Administration
concerned that such diversion programs will result in fewer individuals obtaining
the Food Stamps and Medicaid to which they are entitled?

During the consideration of welfare reform, the President insisted on maintaining the
federal Food Stamp and Medicaid guarantees and the Administration continues to work '
to ensure that people moving from welfare to work as well as all other low-income
families get the nutritional and medical assistance they need. We believe Food Stamps
and Medicaid are valuable supports for working families. Both USDA and HHS are
taking aggressive steps to ensure that states and communities do not undermine the Food
Stamp and Medicaid entitlement in making implementation decisions on welfare. *“De-
linking" of Medicaid and Food Stamps from cash assistance can create opportunities -~
when families leam that they can receive Medicaid and Food Stamps coverage without
having to receive welfare, they may be less likely to turn to welfare in the first place.

Some states say the data reporting requirements are still too burdensome, How do
you respond?

Data reporting is crucial for the Congress, the Administration and the public to know
what is happening to families on weifare and to hold states accountable for helping
parents move from welfare to work. HHS reviewed and refined the number of data
reporting elements to a reasonable number that provide sufficient mformatlon to learn -
how families are faring and ensure accountablhty of states.

b

s
--What did the President refer to about Senate action on child care?

The President lauded the Senate for coming together on a bipartisan basis to approve an
amendment to the Senate budget resolution that would boost funding for child care

. subsidies for low-income working families. The amendment, which calls for an increase
in the Child Care Block Grant of $5 billion over five years and $12.5 billion over 10
years, would be off-set by a proportionate decrease in any tax cut. These new funds
could provide child care assistance to roughly 850,000 more children over five years,
The President believes that greater investment in child care subsidies is critically
important -- according to the most recent figures, ten million children are eligible for
federal subsidies, yet only 1 25 million received support in 1997,



The President’s budget includes significant new funding for child care; central to his
child care initiative is an expansion of the Child Care Block Grant by $7.5 billion over
five years. The President’s child care initiative also includes: (1) $5.0 billion over five
years in greater child care tax relief, (2) $3 billion over five years in child care quality
improvements, (3) a new tax credit for businesses that provide child care services for their
workers, and (4) new tax relief for parents who chose to stay at home with their young
children. The President hopes that this is the year that Congress addresses the pressmg
child care needs of America’s working fa:mhes

Why is the President proposing more chlld care and Welfare-to-Work (WtW)
money if there’s $3 billion in unspent TANF funds?

First, not all states have unspent TANF funds -- 19 states have obligated al} of their FY
1998 TANTF dollars, including large states such as California, Illinois, Ohio and Texas
and small states such as Connecticut and Delaware. Many states that have TANF
reserves are prudently saving funds for a rainy day. Second, an even more intensive
commitment of welfare to work resources will be necessary in the coming years as the
work requirements increase and those left on the rolls face the most serious barriers to
employment. Third, there is a great need for child care funds -- the Child Care and
Development Block Grant serves only 1.25 million of the estimated 10 million children
eligible for child care assistance under federal law and states have many more applicants
than they can serve.

What is the President’s proposal to extend the Department of Labor’s Welfare-to-
Work (WtW) program?

The President’s budget proposes to $1 billion to extend the WtW grant program through
FY 2000, which will help about 200,000 more long-term welfare recipients and low
income fathers get and keep jobs. WtW funds are targeted to those individuals and
communities who need the most help -- they are focused on the hard-to-employ _
individuals (long-term welfare recipients with low basic skills, substance abuse or a poor
work history) and are distributed based on concentrations of poverty, welfare
dependency, and unemployment. These funds will not only help the hardest-to-employ
get their first job, but will help them keep that job or advance into a better job. The funds
will also.ensure that both parents contribute to their children’s support, by focusing a '
minimum of $150 million on increasing the employment of low-income fathers so they
can pay more child support. Most WtW funds flow directly to local communities--
through business-led workforce boards--and support innovative public-private
partnerships in high poverty urban and rural areas.

What are the President’s welfare to work transportation and housing proposals?



The President’s budget provides $430 million for 75,000 welfare-to-work housing
vouchers, including $144 million in new funds for 25,000 additional vouchers, and
doubles Access to Jobs transportation funding from $75 million to $150 million.

The welfare to work housing vouchers will help families move closer to a job, reduce a
long commute, or secure more stable housing that will help them get or keep a job. The
Jobs Access grants will provide funds for communities to provide transportation so
welfare recipients.and other low income workers can get to work. i

Federal Welfare Hiring-

Q:

What did the President announce about the hiring of welfare recipients in the
federal government?

The President announced that the federal government has hired nearly 12,000 welfare:
recipients since launching its effort two years ago. The figures, compiled by the Office of
Personnel Management, who the federal government has hired 11,958 welfare recipients
since April 1997 when the federal hiring initiative was launched. This reaches our goal --
far ahead of schedule -- of over 10,000 hir¢s by the year 2000. As a part of this effort,
the White House pledged to hire six welfare recipients and has already hired eight.
NOTE: a chart with agency-by-agency hiring numbers has been faxed to the press office.

How was the goal of 10,000 hires set?

The Federal government is approximately 1.5 percent of the nation's workforce. To meet
its portion of the President's challenge to move 2 million people off welfare by the year
2000 -- which amounts to moving about 700,000 adults into the workforce -- the Federal
government ought to hire about 10,000 welfare recipients. Each Cabinet agency |
developed its own goal, the sum of which totaled 10,638.



MORE THAN 6.5 MILLION FEWER
PEOPLE ON WELFARE SINCE 1993
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 Welfare Caseload Analysis ' ‘
01/25/99 :
: # of recipients - # change % change # change % change
(in_millions)  from priormg from priormo  from prioryr  from prior yr
Jan 96 12.877

Aug 96 12.202

- Cct 96 11.895 |

j

Jan 97 : 11.36 _ -1.517 -11.8%
Feb 97 11.262 -0.098 . -0.9%
Mar 97 11.156 -0.106 -0.9%
April 97 10,969 -0.187 -1.7%
May 97 10.748 -0.221 -2.0%
June 97 - 10,494 -0.254 -2.4%
July 87 - 10.258 .«0.236 ~2.2% ‘ :
Aug 97 9.995 -0.263 -2.6% -2.207 -18.1%
Sep 97 ' . 9.804 -0.191 -1.9% o

- Qct 97 9.668 -0.136 -1.4% . -2.227 ' -18.7%
Nov 97 . 9.447 -0.221 -2.3%
Dec 97 8.345 . «0.102 ~1.1% . ‘
Jan 88 . 9.132 -0.213 -2.3% . -2.228 -19.6%
Fel> 88 8.026 ' -0.106 -1.2% C-2.236 -19.9%
Mar 98 8.91 -0.116 -1.3% -2.246 -20.1%
April 98 8.758 .0.152 A.7% - 2.211 -20.2%
May 98 8.572 -0.186 -2.1% -2.176 - -20.2%
June 98 8.38 -0.192 . -2.2% -2.114 -20.1%
July 98 8.231 -0.149 ~1.8% -2.027 -19.8%
Aug 98 8.137 «0.094 -1.1% -1.858 -18.6%

Sep 98 7.855 0.182 2.2% -1.849 -18.9%

Numbers announced in 1998 SQU were from Sept 97

1998 avg 8.567
{Jan - Sept)

- Absolute Drop % _change
Change from Jan - Sept 97 -1.556 . -14%
Change from Jan - Sept 98 -1.177. ~13%
Difference 0379 0.81%
Quarterly changes; :
Oct-Dec97 -0.323 -3.3%
Jan - Mar 98 _ | -0.222 -2.4%
Apr - June 98 -0.378 -4.3%

July - Sept 98 o -0.276 -3.4%



MORE THAN 6 MILLION FEWER
PEOPLE ON WELFARE SINCE 1993
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

Total TANF families and recipients
fin thousands)

Percent
Aug 96 Sep 58 , {96-98)
Families 4,415 2,898 -34%
1,518,000 fewer families
Recipients 12,241 ' 7,955 -35%
4,286,000 fewer recipients

Total TANF recipients by State
. Percent
STATE Aug 98 Sep 98 {86-88)
Alabama 100,662 52,076 -48%
Alaska 35,544 28,121 -21%
Arizona . 169,442 89,792 -41%
Arkansas : 56,343 31,412 -44%
California - 2,581,948 1,908,534 -26%
Colorado ' 95,768 46,312 -52%
Connecticut 159,246 118,066 ' -26%
Delaware 23654 14,013 -41%
'Dist. of Col. 69,292 - 53727 -22%
Florida 533,801 246,191 -54%
Georgia 330,302 172,065 -48%
Guam 8,314 6,823 -18%
Hawaii . " 66,482 45,001 -31%
Idaho . 21,780 3,285 -85%
{llinois ‘ 842 644 449 466 -30%
Indiana 142,604 117,437 - -18%
lowa 86,146 82,836 27%
Kansas 63,783 33,447 -48%
Kentucky 172,193 112,676 -35%
L.ouisiana 228115 121,772 -47%
Maine 53,873 37,673 =30%
Maryland 194,127 108,636 -44%
Massachusetts 228,030 166,179 -26%
Michigan 502,354 308,817 ‘ -38%
‘Minnesota 169 744 141,440 -17%
Mississippi 123,828 45009 -64%
Miss ouri 222,820 139,475 -37%
Montana 29130 19,561 -33%
Nebraska ' 38,592 . 36,187 6%
Nevada : 34,261 23,353 -32%
New Hampshire 22,937 - 14,429 ~-37%
New Jersey 275,637 . 182 193 ~-34%
New Mexico 99,661 . 78,176 -22%
MNew Yark 1,143,662 862, 162 | -25%
North Carolina 267,326 162,282 . -39%
North Dakota 13,146 8,227 -37%
Ohio 549,312 319,912 -42%
Oklahoma 96,201 58,044 ' -40%

Cregaon 78,419 44,235 -44%,



STATE

Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carclina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Us TOTAL

Source.

4.5, Dept. of Health & Humen Services
Administration for Children and Families

January 1393

Aug 86

531,059
151,023
56,560
114,273
15,896
254,818
£49,018
39,073
24,331
4,898
152,845
268,927
89,039

© 148,888
11,398

12,241,489

Sep 98

345,952
117,649
54,125
52,280
9,120

148,532

346,232
27.992
18,804

4,365
94,431

184,584
34,995
34,031

1,821

7,954,855

Percent

[96-98)

-35%
-22%

A%
-54%
4 3%
42%
47%
-28%
-23%
-11%
-3506
-31%
-61%
-77T%
-84%

-35%



CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

(in thousands)

. Percent
- Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 95 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98 (93-98}
b
Farnri!ies 4,963 5,053 4,963 4628 4114 2,896 -42%
2,067,000 fewer families
Reéipients 14,115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 7,955 -44%
| 6,760,000 fewer recipienis
Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State
. ‘ Pergent
STATE Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 95 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98 (93-98}
Alabama 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,269 91,723 52,076 £3%
Alafs.ka 34,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 ¢ 36,189 28121 -20%
Arizona 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 151,526 89,792 ) -49%
Ark:ansas 73,982 70,563 65,325 59,223 54,879 31,412 -58%
California 2,415 121 2,621,383 2,682 202 2,648 772 2,476,564 1,908,534 ' -21%
Coll‘urado 123,308 118,081 110,742 89 739 87,434 46,312 -62%
Connecticut 160,102 164 265 170,719 161,736 155,701 118,066 -26%
Delaware 27,652 29,286 26,314 23,153 23,141 14,013 -49%,
Dist. of Cal. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 67,871 53,727 -18%
Flc:;rida 701,842 689,135 - 657,313 575553 478,329 246 191 -65%
Gelargia 402 228 - 396,736 388,913 367 656 306,625 172,085 -57%
Guam 5087 6,651 7,630 7.634 7.370 6,823 +34%
Hawaii 54,511 60,975 65,207 66,690 65312 46,001 -16%
Idaho . 21,118 23,342 24,050 23,547 19,812 3,285 -84%
!Ilii:'\ois ' 685,508 709,969 710,032 663,212 601 854 449 466 ' -34%
1n9iana 200,882 218,061 197,225 147,083 121,974 117,437 -44%
lowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,275 62,836 T -38%
Kénsas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 33,447 £2%
Kentucky ' 227 879 208710 | 193,722 176,601 162,730 112,676 -51%
Lp'uisiana 263,338 252,860 258,180 239,247 208,582 121,772 -54%
M;aine ‘ 67, 836 65,006 6(19?31 96,319 51,178 37673 -44%
M_?ryland : 221,338 219,863 227 887 207,800 169,723 108,636 ~51%
Mgssachuseﬂs 332,044 311,732 286,175 242 572 214,014 166,179 -50%
Mjchigan 686,356 672,760 612,224 535,704 462,291 308,817 -55%
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 141,440 -26%
M:ississippi 174,093 161,724 146,319 133,029 109,097 45,008 -74%
M‘issouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 208,132 139,475 -46%
Montana 34,848 35,415 34,313 32,557 28,138 19,561 -14%,
Nebraska 48,055 46,034 42,038 38,653 ' 36,535 36,187 -25%
Nevada 34,943 . 37,908 41,848 40,491 28,973 23,353 -33%
r\l:ew Hampshire - 28,972 30,386 28,671 24,519 20,627 14,429 -50%
New Jersey 349,002 334,780 321,151 293,833 256,064 182,193 . —48%
I'Hew Mexico 94 836 101,676 105,114 102,648 89814 78,176 -18%
New York 1,178,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847 1,074 189 862,162 27%
Njiotth Carolina 331,633 334,401 317,836 282 086 253,286 162,282 ' -51%
r\IJorth Dakota 18,774 16,785 14,920 13,652 11,964 . 8,227 -56%
Ohio 720,476 691,099 629719 552,304 518595 319,912 -56%
Qk!ahnma 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 87,312 58,044 - £0%

Oregon 117,656 116,390 107,610 92,182 €6,919 44235 -62%



STATE

Pennsylvania
F‘uer’t;o Rico
Rhode Island
Soutr\ Carclina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin islands
Virgipia
Washington
Wesf Virginia
Wiscansin
Wyohing

U.8.[TOTAL

Source:

LS. Pept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Chitdren and Families

JanqLuy 7999

Jan 93

604,701
191,261
61,116
151,026
20,254
320,709
785,271
53,172
28,961
3,763
194,212
286,258
119,916
241,098
18,271

14,114,992

Jan 94

615,581
184,626
62,737
143,883
19,413
302,608
796,348
50,657
28,095
3,767
194,959
292,608
115,376
230,621
16,740

14,275,877

Jan 85

611,215
171,932
62,407
133,567
17,652
281,982
785,460
47,472
27,716
4,345
189,493
290,940
107,668
214,404
15,434

13,930,953

Jan 96

553,148
156,805
60,654
121,703
16,821
265,320
714,523
41,445
25,865
5,075
166,012
276,018
98,439
184,209
13,531

12,876,661

Jan 87

484,321
145 749
54,809
98,077
14,091
195,891
626,617
35,403
23,570
4,712
136,053
253,792
98,690
132,383
10,322

11,423,007

Sep 98

345,952
117,649
54,125
52,280
9,120
148,532
346,232
27,692
18,804
4,365
94,431
184,584
34,995
34,031
1,821

7,954,955

Percent

- [93-98)

-43%
-38%
“11%
£65%
-55%
-54%
-56%
A47%
-35%
+16%
-91%
-36%
-11%
-86%
-50%

4%



1

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

{(in thousands)

CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Oregbn 42,409 42,695 40,323 35,421

|

|
N

Jan 93 Jan 94 Jan 95 Jan 96 Jan 97 Sep 98
Families 4,963 5,053 - 4,963 4,628 4,114 2,896
g 2,087,000 fewer families :
Recipients 14,113 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 7,955
5,160,000 fower recipients
Total AFDC/TANF families by State
* Jan 93 Jan84  Jan05 Jan 96 Jan 87 Sep 98
Alablama . 51,910 51,181 47,376 43,396 37,972 21,766
Alaska 11,626 12,578 12,518 11,979 12,224 9,312
Arizcna ) 68,982 72,160 71,110 64,442 56,250 '37,082
Arka}nsas 26,897 - 26,398 24,930 23,140 21,549 12,699
California 844 494 902,900 925,585 904,940 839,860 656,608
Colorado 42,445 41,616 38,115 35,661 31,288 17,121
Con'r)eclicut 56,759 58,453 60,927 08,124 56,095 41,274
'Deléi‘nfare : 11,315 11,739 11,306 10,266 10,104 6,711
Dist%“of Col. 24 628 26,624 26,624 25717 24,752 19,822
Florif‘ia 256 145 254,032 241,193 215,512 182,075 96,241
Geor‘gia 142,040 142,459 141,284 - 135,274 115,490 69,489
Guam : 1,406 1,840 2,124 2,097 2,349 1,981
Haw“aii " 17,869 20,104 21,523 22,075 21,468 16,669
ldaho 7,838 8677 9,097 9,211 7,922 1,531
tindis 229,308 238,967 240,013 225,796 206,316 152,165
Indiana 73,115 74,169 68,195 52,254 46 215 38,213
lowa 36,915 39,623 . 37,298 33,559 28,931 23,167
Kansas 29,818 30,247 28,770 25,811 21,732 13,091
Kentucky 83,320 79,437 76,471 72,131 67,679 47 418
Louisl.iana 88,931 88,168 81,587 72,104 60,226 46,760
Mainle 23,903 23,074 22,010 20,472 19,037 14,242
Marylland ' 80,256 78772 81,115 75,573 61,730 42,134
Massachusetts 113,571 112,955 104,956 90,107 80,675 62,436
Michigan 228,377 225671 207,089 180,790 156,077 108,286
Minngsota ' 63,995 63,552 61,373 58,510 54,608 47,037
Mississippi 60,520 57,689 53,104 49,185 40,919 18,772
Miss.:buri 88,744 91,598 91,378 84,634 75,459 55,074
Montana 11,793 12,080 11,732 11,276 9,644 6,724
Neb[l'aska 16,637 16,145 14,968 14,136 13,492 12,147
Neva!da ’ 12,892 14,077 16,039 15,824 11,742 9,122
Newaampshire 10,805 11,427 11,018 9648 8,293 5,968
New gersey 126,179 121,361 120,099 113,398 102,378 68,669
New'_i‘Mexicn 31,103 33,376 34,789 34,368 29984 - 24,833
Newj“(ork 428,191 449,878 451,008 437 694 393,424 316,035
Norlh; Carolina 128,946 131,288 127,069 114,449 103,300 69,958
North Daketa 6,577 5,002 5,374 4,876 4 416 3,060
Ohlol 257,665 251,037 . 232,574 209,830 192,747 123,902
Cklahoma 50,955 47,475 45,636 40,692 32,842 21,644
25874 17,721

Percent

{93-98)

-42%

-44%

Percent

{93-98)

-58%
-20%
47%
-93%
-22%
-50%

T 2%

-41%
-20%
-62%
-51%
+41%

7%
~-80%
-34%
-4B8%
-37%
-26%
-43%
-48%
-40%
-48%
~-45%
-93%
-26%
-69%
-38%
-43%
-27%
-29%
-45%
-46%
-20%
-26%
—46%
-53%
-52%
-58%
-58%



Pennsylvania
Puerﬁto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tenriessee
Texas

Utah:
Vermont
Virgi'n Iskands
Virg.ilnia
Washington
West Virginia
Wis'clonsin
Wyo'ming

LLSITOTAL

Sourc':e:

.5, Dept, of Health & Human Services
Adriihistration for Children and Famiiias

Januvary 1998

Jan 83

204,216
60,950
21,500
54,598

7,262

112,159

278,002
18,606
10,081

1,073
73,446

100,568
41,525
81,291

6,493

4,963,050

Jan 84

208,260
59,425
22,592
53,178

7,027

111,046

285,680
18,063

9,917
1,000
74,717

103,068
40,869
78,507

5,801

5,052,854

Jan 95

208,859
55,802
22,559
50,389

6,482

105,948

279,911
17.195

9,789
1,264
73,920

103,179
39,231
73,062

5.443

4,963,071

Jan 86

192,952
51,370
21,775
46,772

6,189

100,884

265,233
15,072

9,210
1,437
66,244
99,395
36,674
65,386
4,975

4,627,841

Jan 97

170,831
48,359
20,112
37.342

5,324
74,820

228 882

12,864
B,451
1,335

56,018

85,882

36,805

45 586
3,825

4,113,775

Sep 98

124,661
39,378
18,213
20,847

3,496
57,131

126,607

10,465
6,903
1,249

39,239

66,821

12,300

10,247

854

2,886,325

Percent

. {83-88)

-39%
-35%
-12%
£2%
-52%
-489%
-55%
-44%
-32%
+16%
-47%
~34%
-70%
-87%
-87%

42%



year
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972,
1973
1974;
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996,
1997
September 1998*

Note: unless noted, caseload numbers are average monthly

*most recent available

recipients

3,005,000
3,354,000
3,676,000
3,876,000
4,118,000
4,329,000
4,513,000
5.014,000
5,705,000
6,706,000
8,466,000
10,241,000
10,947,000
10,949,000
10,864,000
11,165,185
11,386,371
11,129,702
10,671,812
10,317,902
10,597,445
11,159,847
10,430,960
10,659,365
10,865,604
10,812,625
10,996,505
11,065,027
10,919,696
10,933,980
11,460,382
12,592,269
13,625,342
14,142,710
14,225,591

. 13,652,232

12,648,859
10,936,298
7,954,955

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
* Percent of Total U.S. Population, 1960-1998
Source:- HHS Administration for Children and Families

U.S. pop.

180,671,000
183,691,000
186,538,000
189,242,000
191,889,000
194,303,000
196,560,000

198,712,000

200,706,000
202,677,000
205,052,000
207,661,000
209,896,000
211,909,000
213,854,000
215,973,000

. 218,035,000

220,239,000
222,585,000
225,055,000
227,726,000
229,966,000
232,188,000
234,307,000
236,348,000

238,466,000

240,651,000
242,804,000
245,021,000
247,342,000
249,913,000
252,650,000

. 255,419,000

258,137,000
260,372,000
263,034,000
265,284,000
267,636,000
270,733,000

% qf pop.

1.7%
1.8% -
20%
20%
21%
22% .
23%

~ 2.5%
2.8%
3.3%
4.1%
49%
52%
5.2%
51%
5.2%
52%
5.1%
4.8%
4.6%
4.7%
4.9%
45%
45%
4.6% :
45%
4.6%
4.6%
4.5%
44%
46%
50%
53%
55%
5.5%
52%
47%
4.1%
2.9%



I1I1.

Open Press.

PARTICIPANTS -

Briefing Participants; IR c
Bruce Reed A o e
Cynthia Rice ' - ' - ) .

Doug Sosnik }

Paul Begala - L " .

Joe Lockhart .

Broderick Johnson’

Jeff Shesol

Event Participants:

‘Governor Mel Camahan.(D-MO)
.;Robert J. Higgins, President and Chief Operatmg Ofﬁcer Fleet Financial Group, Inc. -

Carlos Rosas, a 32 year old father from St. Paul, Minnesota, who. enrolled in & fathers™

program employment program in October 1996 when he, was not makmg enough
money to keep up-with his child suppott obligation for his son, Ricardo, who is
now 12 years old. At that time, Ricardo’s mother 'was receiving welfare. Since . , .
joining the program operated by the Ramsey County Child Support office, Carlos
has worked hard to carn a GED, pay full child supporti,',for his son, increase his
eaming power so he will be able to-save money to send Ricardo 1o collége, and
improve his own future. Carlos is currently balancing a full time job as a head

, mamtenancc worker, where he make $8 50 an hour, with finishing his second year

"'at a two- year Electromcs Technology/Computer Sciences program.

PRESS PLAN

SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

You will be announced into the room accompanied by Governor Mel Camahan,

Robert J. Higgins, and Carlos Rosas.
Robert J. Higgins, President and COO, Fleet Bank, will make remarks and

introduce Governor Mel Camahan.
Governor Mel Camahan will make remarks and introduce Carlos Rosas, father.

Carlos Rosas will make remarks and introduce you.
Y ou will make remarks, work a ropeline, and then depart.

REMARKS

"Remarks Provided by Speechwriting.
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Caseloads Continue Their Record Declines: New caseload data show the welfare

rolls have fallen below 8 million for the first time since 1969 and have fallen nearly
2 million since last year’s State of the Union. The welfare rolls have declined by 43

percent since January 1993, when they stood at 14.1 million, and by 35 percent

since their August 1996. The percentage of the U.S. population on welfare is at its
lowest in 30 years -- 2.9 percent (in 1968 it was 2.8%). The number of people on

welfare is at its lowest in 29 years {in 1969 there were 6.7 million people on the

rolls). [Note: we’re counting years through 1998 since that’s when data is from --

we could probably add another year if we wanted to count through 1999 since
that's when we’re releasing the data]

Number of | Decline | Decline| Decline{ President’'s Statements
people on since since since
welfare taking | signing { prior
{millions} office | law Sou .
{#) {#) (#)
(%) {%) (%)
Qath of Office 14.1
{1/93)
Welfare Bill 12.2 1.9 “Today, we are taking an
Signing* (8/96) 14% historic chance to make
welfare what it was meant to
be: a second chance, not a
way of life.” '
1997 State of 11.9 2.2 .3 “Now each and every one of
Union {10/96 data) 16% 2% us has to fulfill our
' responsibility -~ indeed, our
moral obligation -- to. make
sure that people who now
must work, can work. Now .
we must act to meet a hew
goal:- 2 million more people
off the welfare rolls by the
‘ year 2000.”
1998 State of 9.8 4.3 2.4 2.1 “Last year, after a record
Union (9/97 data) 31% 20% 18% four-year decline in welfare
.- rolls, | challenged our nation
‘| 10 move 2 million more
Americans off
welfare by the year 2000. I'm
pleased to report we have also
met ' .
that goal, two full years ahead
of schedule.”
1999 State of 8.0%* 6.1 4.3 1.8 '
Union {9/98 data) 43% 35% 18%

* These are the actual caseload numbers for August 1996, which were not yet available when the

President signed the bill into law. The President’s August 1996 statements were based on May

19986 data.
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CHANGE IN AFDCITANF CASFLOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

(i thousands)
Pescaint
Jan g3 Jan 94 Jan 85 Jan 96 Jap 97 Sep 98 {93-98)
Families 4,983 5,063 4,963 4,625 4,114 2,895 42%
2087,000 fewer familics
Reciplents 14,116 14,276 13,951 12,877 11,423 7,055 44%
5,160,000 fower mcipients :
Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State
Perced
STATE Cdanes Jan 94 Jan 85 Jan96  Jan$§7 Sep 88 (31488}
Alabam=a 141,748 135,098 121,837 108,264 91,723 52,076 53%
Alaska 84,951 37,505 37,264 35,432 36,189 28,121 20%
Arizona 184,119 2012 350 195,082 171,617 151,528 99,792 =49%
Arlansas ‘ 73,082 70,583 65,325 88,223 54 879 31412 £85%%
California 2418121 2,621,383 2692202 2648772 2,476,584 1908534 21%
Calorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,730 87434 46312 -£2%
Connaciicut 160,102 164,285 170,798 161,738 155,701 118,065 -26%
Delaware 27,852 20,286 23,314 23,153 23,141 14,013 -49%
Dist. of Col. 65,880 72,230 72,330 70,032 67,871 53,727 ~18%
Florida 701,842 489,135 857,313 575,853 478,329 246,181 -85%
Georgia 402,228 306,736 388,918 367,668 306,625 172,065 S7%
Gusm 5,087 8,651 7.630 7,634 7,370 8,823 +34%
Hawall 54,511 80,875 65,207 65,690 85,312 48,00 -“18%
itaho 21,116 23,342 24,050 23,547 19,812 3,268 -84%
Ithinais . 685,508 709,989 710,052 653,212 601,854 - 449486 34%
Ihdrana 209,852 218,061 197,225 147,083 121,074 117,437 4454
lowa 100,943 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,275 62,836 3B%
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 33,447 £2%
Kentucky 227 878 208,710 193,722 176,601 162,730 112,676 . -51%
Louisiana 253,538 262,560 258,160 239,247 206,592 121,772 . 54%
Maine 67,836 65,005 60,973 56,319 61,178 87,673 ~449;,
Maryland 21,338 219,863 227 B&Y 207,300 169,723 108,636 -61%
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 242,572 214014 166,179 50%
Michigan 688,356 672,760 512,224 535,704 452,291 308,817 C o -55%
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 141,440 C-26%
Mississippi 174,093 181,724 146,319 133,029 108,087 45 009 T4%
Missour 250,039 262,073 269,595 238,067 208,132 139,475 -46%
Montana 34,848 35,415 34,318 32,557 28,138 19,581 -44%
Nabrasks 48 055 45,034 42,038 28,653 38,535 38,187 25%
Nevada - 34,0843 27,908 41848 40,491 28,973 23,3548 -33%
New Hampshire 28972 anass 28,671 24,519 20,627 14,420 -50%%
New Jeraey 349,802 334,760 321,151 293,833 268,064 182,193 -48%
NMew Mesdeo 94,838 101 676 105,114 102,648 89,814 78,176 -16%
New York 1,178,522 1,241,639 1,266,350 1,200,847 1,074,189 862,162 ~27%
North Carolina 331,632 334,481 317,336 282,086 263,286 162,282 -51%
Narth Dakots 18,774 18,785 14,920 13,452 11,964 8,227 -56%
Ohio 720,475 891,099 629,719 562,304 518,595 319912 -56%
QOitahoma 146,454 153,152 127,336 110,458 87,312 58,044 -60%

Qregon 1 1 7,668 116,880 107,810 92,182 66,919 44,235 o B2%
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Percent
STATE Jan 93 Jan g4 " Jan85 = Jan@6 Jan 87 Sep 88 {93-88)
Pennsylvania 804,701 615,581 611,215 553,143 484,321 345,952 -43%
Puerts Rico 161.261 184,625 171,932 155,605 145,749 117,649 . 38%
Rhede Island 61,118 62,737 62,407 80,654 54 809 - 64,125 © -11%
South Carolina 151,028 143,353 133,587 121.703 98,077 §2,280 BSR4
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17,652 16,821 14,001 8,120 -55%
Tenhessen 320,709 302 608 281,082 265,320 185,891 148,532 G4%
Texas 785,271 795,348 765,460 714,523 625,617 345 232 -56%
Utah 83472 50,657 41472 41,146 35,453 27,992 7%
Vermont 28,961 28,005 27716 25,855 23,570 18,804 . A35%
Virgin lstands 3,753 3,767 4,345 5,078 4712 4 365 +46%
Vitginta . 194,212 194,850 180,493 165,012 136,053 94,431 S1%
Washingion 286,258 292,608 290,840 275,018 263,792 184,584 -36%
West Virginia 119,916 116,376 107,668 98,435 98,680 34 905 -71%
Wigconsln 241,088 230,621 214,404 184,209 132,283 34,031 5%
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15,434 13,531 10,822 1,81 . -00%
U.S. TOTAL 14,114,082 14,275,877 13930,952 1287665671 11,423,007 7.854.955 ~44%
Souroa,

/.S, Dept. af Health & Humen Senvices

Adminfctration for Chikiren and Fatriies

Jantusry 1999



III. - PARTICIPANTS -

Briefing Participants:
Bruce Reed

Cynthia Rice
Doug Sosnik
Paul Begala
Joe Lockhart '
Broderick Johnson P
Jeft Shesol ‘

Event Participanis:
'Governor Mel Camahan (D-MO)

_:Robert J. Higgins, President and Chief Operatmg Ofﬁcer Fleet Financial Group, Inc.

Carlos Rosas, a 32 year old father from St. Paul, Minnesota, who. enrolled in & fathers™
program employment program in October 1996 when he was not makmg enough
money to keep up-with his child suppot obligation for his sen, Ricardo, who is ‘
now 12 years old. At that time, Ricardo’s mother'was receiving welfare.- Since - , .
joining the program operated by the Ramsey County Child Support office, Carlos
has worked hard to earn a GED, pay full child support for his son, increase his
earning power so he will be able to-save money td send Ricardo to collége, and
improve his own future. Carlos is currently balancing a full time job as a head

w mamtenance worker, where he make $8.50 an hour, with. finishing his second year

Cata two-year Electromcs Technology/’Computer Scitncés program.

i

IV. PRESS PLAN
Open Press.
V.  SEQUENCE OF EVENTS

- You will be announced into the room accompanied by Governor Mel Camahan,
Robert J. Higgins, and Carlos Rosas. 7

- Robert J. Higgins, President and COO, Fleet Bank, will make remarks and
introduce Governor Mel Camahan. '

- Govemnor Mel Camahan will make remarks and introduce Carlos Rosas, father.

. Carlos Rosas will make remarks and introduce you.

- You will make remarks, work a ropeline, and then depart.

VI. REMARKS

"Remarks Provided by Speechwriting.
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Caseloads Continue Their Record Declines: New caseload data show the welfare

-rolls have fallen below 8 million for. the first time since 1969 and have fallen nearly
2 million since last year’s State of the Union, The welfare rolls have declined by 43

percent since January 1993, when they stood at 14.1 million, and by 35 percent

since their August 1996. The percentage of the U.S. population on welfare is at its
lowest in 30 years -- 2.9 percent {in 1968 it was 2.8%). The number of people on

welfare is at its lowest in 29 years {in 1969 there were 6.7 million people on the

rolis}. [Note: we're counting years through 1998 since that’s when data is frem --

we could probably add another year if we wanted to count through 1999 since
that’s when we're releasing the data]

Number of | Decline| Decline| Decline| President’s Statements
people on since since | since
welfare taking | signing | prior
(millions} office law Sou
{#) ("} {#
{%) (%) (%)
Qath of Office 14.1
{1/93)
Welfare Bill 12.2 1.9 “Today, we are taking an
Signing* (8/96) 14% historic chance to make
welfare what it was meant to
be: a second chance, not a’
way of life.”
1997 State of 11.9 2.2 3 "Now each and every one of
Union {10/96 data) 16% 2% us has to fulfill our
responsibility -- indeed, our
moral obligation -- to make
sure that people who now
must work, can work, Now
we must act to meet a new
goal:* 2 million more people
off the welfare rolls by the
. year 2000."
1998 State of 9.8 4.3 2.4 2.1 "Last year, after a record
Union (9/87 data) 31% 20% 18% four-year decline in welfare
rofls, | challenged our nation
4 to-move 2 million more
Americans off
welfare by the year 2000. I'm
pleased to report we have also
met
that goal, two full years ahead
of schedule.”
1999 State of 8.0%* 6.1 4.3 1.8 '
Unicn (2/98 data) 43% 35% 18%

* These are the actual caseload numbers for August 1296, which were not yet available when the

President signed the bill into law. The President’s August 1996 statements were based on May

1996 data.
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CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

(i thousands)
. . t
Jan g3 Jan g4 Jan9s Jan 86 Jan 97 Sep 98 {3288}
Farnilies 4,953 5,053 . 4963 4 628 4,114 2,858 4%
2,087,000 fewer families
Reriplents 14,115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 7,955 ~44%
§,160,000 fewer mvipietits

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State

Percent
STATE © Jan 93 Jan 94 Jaw 85 Jan 96 Jan 87 Sep 88 (3358}
Alabarma 141,746 135,098 121,837 108,269 91,723 52,076 53%
Alaska 34 951 37,505 37,264 85,432 35,188 28,121 20%
Areong 194,119 202,350 195,082 171,617 151,524 a9, 792 -49%
Arkansas 73,982 70,563 685,325 59,225 54 879 31412 -5805%
Calffamia 2418,121 2,621,383 2692202 2648,772 2,476,584 1,508,534 -21%
Calorado 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 87,434 43,312 £52%
Connhecticut 160,102 184,265 170,718 161,738 155,701 118,066 -28%
Delawarne 27,652 20,286 26,314 23,153 23,141 14,013 49%
Dist of Col. 63,880 72,330 12,330 70,082 67,871 53727 -18%
Floride 701,842 638,135 B57.,313 575,853 478,329 246,191 -£5%
Georgia 402228 396,736 .388,91% 367,665 306,625 172 056 -57%
Guam 5,087 §,651 7.630 7,634 7,370 8,823 +34%
Hawall 54511 80,875 G5,207 86,690 65,312 438,001 ~18%
(daha 21,116 23,242 24,050 23,547 19,812 3,288 -34%
Hineis : 685,508 709,969 710,052 563,212 001,854 440 4686 349
Indtana 209,882 218,061 167,225 147,083 121,074 117,437 -44%,
lowa 100,543 110,638 103,103 91,727 78,275 62,836 -38%
Kansas 87,525 87,433 81,504 70,758 57,528 33,447 -62%
Kentuoky 227,878 208,710 193722 176,601 162,730 112,676 51%
Louisiana 283,338 262 B6D 258,190 Z39.247 206,582 121,772 54%
Maine 67,838 85,008 60,873 56,319 51,178 37,673 449,
Maryland 221,338 21$.853 227,887 207,300 169,723 108,836 -51%
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 242572 214,014 166,179 -50%
Michigan 688,355 E72,760 612,224 535,704 462,291 308,817 -55%
Minnesota 191,526 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 141 440 -26%
Mississippi 174,003 181,724 146,319 183,029 108,057 45, 009 -74%
Misscuri 250,039 262 073 259,595 238 052 208,132 139,475 45%
Mantana 34,848 35415 34,313 32,657 28,138 19,561 ~44%
Nehraska 48,055 45,034 42,038 38,653 38,535 38,157 “25%
Nevada - 34,943 47,908 41,845 40,491 78,072 23,353 -33%
Mew Harnpshire 28,972 30,386 28,671 24,519 208627 14,429 -50%
New Jarsey 349, 802 234,780 321,151 293,533 268,064 182,193 ~A42%
New Mexico 94,836 101,676 105,114 102,648 83,814 78,176 «15%
New York 1,179,522 1,241,839 1,266,350 1,200,847 1,074,183 852 162 ~27%
North Caraliaa 231,633 334,461 317.836 2A2,086 253,286 182 282 -51%
Narth Dakotg 18,774 16,786 14,920 13,852 11,964 B, 227 -56%
Ohip 720,475 641,099 629,719 562,304 518,595 315,912 -56%
Oklahoma 146,454 133,152 127,38 110,408 87,312 55,044 S0%

Qregon 117,556 115,580 107,810 g2,182 86,919 44,235 £2%



004
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Percent
STATE Jan 93 Jan 84 JanB8s = Jan@6 Jdan 87 Scp og (93.98)
Pennsylvania 804,701 615,581 611,215 553,148 484,321 345,952 43%
Fuerto Rico 181,261 184,628 171,932 155,808 145,749 117,649 -38%
Rhede Island 61,116 62,737 52,407 60,654 64,809 - 54,125 ~11%
South Carelina 151,028 143,853 138,587 121,703 98,077 52,260 B5%
South Daketa 20,254 19,413 17,652 16,821 14,091 2,120 55%
Tennesses 320,709 302,604 281,882 265320 185,891 148,532 $54%
Texas 785,271 796 348 765,460 714 523 626,617 346,232 -56%
Utah 53,172 50,657 47,472 41,145 35,453 27,992 ~47%
Vermont 28,961 28,005 27.716 25,855 23,570 18,804 -35%
Virgin [slands 3,763 3,767 4,345 5,075 4,712 4,365 +16%
Virginia . 194,212 194,350 189,483 165,012 136,053 84,431 1%
Washington 286,258 292,608 290,940 276,018 263.792 184,584 -35%
West, Vinginia 119,916 115,376 107,668 98,439 98,690 34,905 -71%
Wisconsin 241,088 230,621 214,464 184,208 132,383 34,031 -25%
Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15,434 13,531 10,322 1,621 -80%
U.S. TOTAL 14,114,002 14,275 877 13.930,853 12876661 11423007 7.954.955 ~44%
Soume;
(.5, Dept. of Health & Human Services
Administration for Chidren and Famiies

January 1993
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CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

- Cosetom®

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

{in thousands)
. : Percent
Jan 93 Jan %4 fan 93 Jan 9% Jan 7 Jun 28 {93.95)
" Families 4,963 5053 . 4863 4,628 4114 - 3,031 -39%
1,932,000 fewer families ' '
Rexigients 14,113 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 8.380 41%

5,735,000 fewer recipiznts

Total AFDC/TANF recipients by State

Percent
STATE JJan93 Jden% - Jap 95 dan 96 Jan 97 Jun 98 A93-98)
Alebama 141,746 135,096 121,837 108,265 91,723 54,751 S1%
Alaska 34,951 37.505 37,264 35,432 36,189 30,660 -12%
Arizona S 194,119 202.350 195,082 171.617 131.526 100,425 AR%
Arkansas _ 73.932 70,563 65,325 59,7223 54 879 32,073 -5T%
California 2.415.121 2,621,383 2,692,202 2.648,772 2476.564  2.019.707 -16%
Cdlorado . 123,308 118,081 110,742 99,739 87.4%4 54,605 -36%
Contecriqu 160102 164265 170,719 161.736 155,701 108,377 32%
Delaware 27.652 29,286 26,314 23,153 23,141 17,191 S 111
Dist. of Col. 65,860 72330 72.330 . 70,082 67,871 55,7122 . -15%
Flarida 701,842 689,135 ° 657,313 - 575,553 478,329 254,042 4%
Georgia 402,228 396,736 389,913 367.656 " 306,625 180,195 -34%
Guam 5,087 6,651 7.630 763 7.370 6,582 . +29%
Hawasi 54,511 60,975 65207 66,690 . 65312 75.8%9 +39%
1daho 21.116 23342 24,050 23,547 19.812 4,101 B1%
Hlinois 685,508 709,968 710,032 663212 - 601,854 482,650 -30%
Tndizom 209,322 218,061 197.225 147083 121,974 117,237 | -44%
Towa 100,943 . 110,639 103,108 91,727 78,275 65,809 -35%
Kansas 87,525 87.433 81,504 70,758 57,528 33,321 . 62%
Kenwocky 227,879 208,710 193.722 176,601 162,730 119,199 . 48%
Louisiana 263,338 252.860 258,180 239 247 206,582 125.805 T W2%
Maine 67,836 £5.006 §0.973 56.319 31.178 40,055 4%
Maryland 221,338 219,863 777,887 207,800 169,723 120,806 LY A
Massachusens 332,044 311,732 286,175 262572 214,014 165,062 -50%
Michigan 686.356 672.760 612.224 535704 462,201 33484 S1%
Minnesora 191,526 189,615 130,490 171.916 160,167 146,529 3%
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 146.319 133,029 T 109087 31.261 1%
Missouri 259,039 262,073 259,595 238.052 208,132 144,675 44%
Meontana ' 34,848 35.415 34,313 32,557 28,138 21,550 -38%
Nebraska " 48,055 45,034 42,038 38,653 36,535 36.645 24%
" Nevada - 34943 37,908 41,845 40,491 28,973 25.515 27%
New Hampshire 28,972 30,386 28.671 - 24,519 20,627 14.880 -49%
New Jersey 349,902 334,730 321,151 293.533 256,064 202,691 . A2%
New Mexico® .= 4,836 101.676 105,114 102,648 39814 - 72695 23%
New Yark 1.179.522 1,241.639 1,266,350 1.200.847 1.074,189 888,725 25%
North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317.836 282,086 253,286 - 162.149 515
North' Dakota 18,772 16,785 14,920 13,652 11,964 3,446 -55%
Ohio : 720.476 691,099 629,719 552,304 518.595 . 34183 -53%
OKlaboma ' 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 87,312 39,744 -39%

- Oregon 117,655 116.390 107.610 2,182 65,919 43,898 S1%
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Peccent
STATE lan 93 JJan 94 Jan 95 .lan 9% Jan 97 Jun 98 L33-98)
Pennsylvania - 604.701 615,581 611,215 553,148 484,321 360,667 . -40%
Puerto Rico 191,261 184,625 171932 156,805 145,749 122,310 -36%
Rhode Island . 61,116 62,737 62,407 60,634 54,809 53.712 -12%
Sourh Carolins 151,026 143,383 . 133,567 121,703 198,077 39,955 - 0%
South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17.652 16,821 14,091 9.79% 52%
- Tennesser 320.709 302,608 251,982 265,320 195,891 147,171 -54%
Texas 785,271 796,348 765,460 714,523 626617 363,809 - -54%
Uak 53.172 30,657 47472 41,145 35,493 28,320 47%
Vermonr ' 28.961 28,095 27,716 25,865 23.570 19,620 32%
Virgin Islands 3,763 3,767 4,245 5.075 472 4,078 +8%
Virmnia 194 212 194 959 189,453 166,012 136,033 98,400 ) “49%
Washington 286,258 292.608 290,940 276,018 263,792 207,647 271%
Weat Virgicia 119,916 113,376 © 107.668 98,439 93,650 36,958 £5%
Wiscomsin 241.008 230,621 214,404 184,209 132,382 42,671 -82%
Wyoming 18271 . 16,740 15.434 13,531 10322 2,946 849

5. TOTAL 14,114.952 14275 877 13,930,953 12,876,661  11.423,007 §,380.44% 41

Source:

U.$. Dapl. of Health & Humun Services
Adminisirasion for Children and Feovilies
August 1993
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CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

{(in thomsands)
: _ . Percent
Jan 93 Jan 94 _ lan 95 Jlan 36 Jan 97 Jun 98 193.95)
Families 4,963 5.053 4,963 4,628 4114 3.011 39%
1,932, 000 fewer families
Recipients T 1S 14.276 13,931 12.877 11,423 8380 A%
5,735, 060 fawer recipients

Total AFDC/TANF families by State

Alsbama 51,910 51,181 47,376 43.396 37972 22,662 -56%

Alaska 11,626 12,578 12,518 11,979 12,224 10,089 -13%
Arizona 68,982 72,160 71.110 64,442 56,250 37,008 5%
Arkapsas 26,897 26,398 24.930 23,140 21,549 12.965 -52%
Califoraia 844,494 502,500 925,585 904540 839,850 689,440 -18%
Colorado 42,443 1616 39,115 35,661 ' 31.288 19.824 -53%
Conpectcw 56,759 58,453 60,327 58,124 . 56,095 40,990 28%
Delaware - 11,315 11,739 11.306 10,266 10,104 6787 40%
Dist, of Col. 24,628 . 26,624 26,624 25.717 24,752 20,454 -17%
Florida 256,145 | 254032 241,193 215,312 182,073 98,671 H£51%
Georgia 142.040 142,459 141,284 135274 115,490 69,777 -51%
Guat 1.406 1,840 2.124 2.097 2,349 1.947 +38%
Hawait 17,869 20,104 21,523 22,073 21,469 23,570 +32%

© Idaho ' 7.838 8.677 2.097 9,211 7,922 1.832 T
[Lineis ‘ 229,308 (238967 - 240013 275,796 206.316 164,177 28%
Todians 73,115 74,169 68,195 52,234 46,215 18,540 <7%
Iowa 36,515 - 39.623 37,298 ¢ 31,559 28,931 24,219 -34%
Kansas 29,818 10,247 28,770  25.811 21,732 12,584 -56%
Kearucky ' 53,320 79,437 76,471 72:131 67,679 49,630 -40%
Louisiana £9.931 88,168 81,587 72,104 60,226 48,441 -46%
Maine 23.903 23.07¢ 22.010 20,472 19.037 15.226 ~36%
Maryland 80.256 79.772 81,115 13.573 61,730 45,985 43%
Massachusetrs 113,571 112,955 104,956  90.107 80.675 63,501 44%
Michigan 228,377 225,671 207,089 180,790 156,077 115,410 49%
Minnesota 63,595 63,552 61,373 © 53.510 34,608 48,684 24%
Mississippi 60,3520 57,689 53,104 49,185 40,919 20,778 6%
Missouri 88,744 91,598 91,378 84,534 75,459 57,028 6%
Montana 11.793 12,080 .73 11,276 9,644 7.369 38%
Nebrasia 16,637 16,145 14,963 14,136 13.492 13,256 -20%
Nevads 12,892 14,077 16,039 15.824 11,742 9,862 24%
Now Hampshire 10,805 . 11,427 11,018 9,645 8,293 6,123 43%
New ITersey 126,179 121,361 120,099 113,599 102,378 76,789 39%
 New Mexico 31,103 33,376 . 34789 34,368 29.984 22,709 27%
New York 428191 449,978 461,006 437,694 393,424 324,828 24%.
North Carolica 128.946 131288  127.069 114,349 103,300 63,020 47%
North Dakoka 8,577 6.002 5.374 4.976 4416 3,191 -51%
Obio 257665 251,037 232,574 209,830 192,747 131,350 499
Oklzhoma . 30955 47475, 4593 40,692 32,942 22,269 -56%

Oregon ‘ 42,409 42,695 0323 35421 25,574 18382 = -57%

4/9
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Fennsylvama
Pueno Rico
Rhode Tstand
South Carokna
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermon!
Virgin Islands
Virgimia
Washington
West Virgima
Wisconsin
Wyorning

U.S. TOTAL

 Soarce:
U.S. Dept. of Health & Hewman Services
Adwinistration for Children and Families

August 1998

Jan 93

204,216
60,930
21,900
54,599

7.262

11215

279,002
18.606
10.081

1,073
73.446

100,568
41.525
31,29

6,493

4,963,050

SJan 94

208.260
5$9.425
22 3972
53178

1.0Z7

111,946

285.680
18,083

9517
1,090
74,717

103,068
10,869
78,507

5.891

5,052,854

slan 98

208,899
55,902
22.559
50,389

6,482

105.548

279,911
17,195

9,789
1,264
73,920

103.179
39231
73,962

5,443

4,963,071

ID: 2022054928

_Jan %6

192 952
51.370
21,775
46,772

6,139

100,884

265,233
15,072

9210
1,437
66,244
99,395
6,674
65,386
4,975

4,627,941

San 2

170,831
48 359
20,112
37.342

5,324
74.820

78,882

12,864
8.451
1,335

56,018

95,982

36,805 .

45586
3,825

4.113,775

PAGE

Percest

Jun 98 (9549

129,383
40,883
18,992
23,253

3,734

57.059 °

132,549
10.488
7,155
1.174
40,791
74,069
13,374
11,276
1,282

3,031,039 .

b

37%
-33%
-13%
-57%
~A9%
-49%
«52%
4%
~29%
+9%

=78
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CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW

Total TANF families aud recipients

(in thausands)
Ang g Jun 9%
Families _ 4.415 3.031
1,384,600 fewer families
Recipients 12,241 o 8,380
3,361,000 fewer recipients

Total TANF recipients by State

STATE | Aug® - _Jun 98

Alabama 100,662 S 54.751
Alagka 33,504 30,580
ATizona ) 169,442 _ 100,425
Arkapsas 56,343 o 32,073
Califoroja 2.581.948 2,019,702
Colorado - "95,788 34.605
Conrectien 159,246 108.377
Detaware 23,654 17,141
bisi. of Col. ' 69,292 55,722
Florida 533,801 254,042
Georgia - ‘ 330,302 180,195
Guam 8.314 6.582
Hawan ' - 66,482 75,889
1daho ' 21,780 : 4,101
Ilincis - ‘ \ 642 644 482 650
Indiam ' 142,604 117.237
Tows 86,146 65 809
Kansas 63,783 33,321
Kentucky 172,193 119,199
LLouisiana 228.115 125,805
Maine 53,873 . 40,055
Maryland ‘ 194,127 . 120,806
Massachusels 226,030 165,062
Michigan 502,354 334,844
Minnesota 169,744 : 145.529
Mississipp . 123.828 51,261
Missouri 22820 : 144,675
Momana : 29,130 . 21,550
Nebraska , 38,592 : 36,645
Nevada ' 34,261 ' 25,515
New Hampshire ' 22,937 14,880
New Jersey 375,637 202,691
New Mexico ‘ 99,661 72.695
New York 1,143,962 ) 888,725
Norh Carolina 267,326 162,149
North Dakaa 13,146 8486
Ohio | : $49.312 _ 341.839
Oklzhoma ‘ 96,201 59,744

Oregon 78,419 45,898

2%
+14%
-81%
25%
-18%

-48%

T 3%
~45%
-26%
-38%
-Z7%
-33%
-14%

T «59%
-35%
“26%
~5%
-26%
-35%

27%
%
-39%
-35%
-38%
-33%
L A1%

PAGE

6/89
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STATE

Peansylvania
Puerto Rigo
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Tcxas

Utk
Vermont
Virgin isiands
Virpinia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.5. TOTAL

Source:

11:54

FROM:- F\CF/OPS/OI‘:IS WwASH.D.C.

Auz %%
531,059
151,023
55,560

. 114273
15,896
234.818
649,018
39073
24,731
4,898

152.845

268 927
89,039
143.353
11,398

12,241,489

U.S. Depr. of Health & Hm Services
Adminisoarion for Children and Families

August 1998

ID: 2022054928

Lhin 28

360.667
122.310
$3,712
59,955
©,791
147,171
363,809
28,320
19,620
4,078
98,409
207.647
36.938
42,674
2,946

8.380.449

%
A%

-32%

PAGE

778
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April - June 1998

ID-2022854393286

PAGE

i£]

Alabama
Alaska
Anzona
Arkansas
Califomia
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist_ of Cal.

Florida
Geomgia:
Guam
Hawaii
Idaho
llincis
indiana
lowa
Kansas

Kemucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland

~ Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
MNorth Carolina
North Dakota
Chio
Oklahoma
Cregon
Pennsylvania
Pueno Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Scuth Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

U.8. Totals

23,591
10,593
38.194
13318
711,028

44,032
. 7,104
21,067

104,536
74,513
1,094
23,772

- 2023
172,711
39,641

13,602

52,644
48,772
15,572
48,218
65.793
122 878
43,031
22,720
59,860

7,865

. 13,810
10,000
6,367
79,120
22,535
334,476
73,030
3,318

139,984
23712
18,145

133,871
41,801
19,020
25.687

3,863
58,433

141,011
10,791
7.423
1,141
42,375
78.014
15,263
11,475
1,392

3,158,154

21354 -

‘25,680 .

23,187
10.446
37,262
12.854
699.163
20333
42,611
954
20,735

101,571
72,157
1,953
23.709
1.807
171,736

. 38,915
- 24,879
13,231

51,579
48,585
15,385
47 275
64,588
119,218
48,485
22,024
58,073

7,622
13,543
9,954
6,249
75,100
22,740
330,081
70,505
3,219

135,435

23.055
18,748
131,514
41,270
19,048
24,205
3.807
57,456

136,146
8,851
7,246
1.125

41,707

76,567

13,617
11,410
1,339

3,004,375

22 662
10,089
37,008
12,905
683 440
19,824
40,990
8,747
20,454

98,671
69.777
1,047
23,570
1,832
164 177
38540
24.219
12,984

49,630
48,441
15,226
45,985
53,501
115,410
4B.,684
20,778
57,028

7,369
13,266
9,862
6,123
76,738

| 22,709
324,828
68,020
3,191

131,350
22,269
18,362

129,383
40,883
18,992

23253

3,734
57,059

132.549
10,488
7,155

1,174,

40,791
74,969
13,374
11,276

1,282}

3,031,039

57,455
32,450
104,169
33,439
2,087,912
59,141
117,845
18,202
57.632

272,078
193,275
6.821
76,307
4,514
511,507
120,464
70,366

35380

127,210
125,730

41,289
127,879
172,327
357,213
147,223

57,282
153,196

23,025
38,356
26,386
15772
210,545
71,536
906,668

176,526

8,769

366,796
63.618

' 480138
374.415
125,299
53525
87,647

10,125°

151,395
- 388,988

298,165

20,530
4,017
1102625
216,133
42,708
43,491
3,266

8 757,958

56,278
31.832
101,224
31,877
2,052,681
56,085
113,579
17.747
56,548

263,318
186.718
6,561
76,174
4,271
509,787
118,324
67.833
34,179

124,141
125,622

40,691
124,825
168,308
345,459
145,773

34,817
147,624

22,326
37,536
25,991
15,210
207,068
72,374
898,801
169,413
8,503

353,764
61,825
46,923

357,389

123578
53,692
63,002

9,904

148,461

374,947
26,254
20,153

3,879

100,681

212,412

37,730 -

43,321
3.095

54,751
30,660
100,425
32,073
2,019.702
54605
108,377
17,191
55722

254,042
180,195
6,582
75,889
4,101
482,650
117,237
65,809
33,321

119,198
125,805

40,055
120,806
165,062
334 844
146,529

51,261
144,675

21 550
36,645
25515
14.880
202,691
72,695
888,725
162,149
8,486

341,839
59,744
45,808

360,667

122,310
53,712
59,955

9,791

147,171

363,808
28,320
19,620

4,078
98,409

207.647
356,958
42,671

2,946

8,380,449

Prepared by ACFFOPRE/DDCA, August 18 1998

8,571,718

8,8
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Welfare Caseload Analysis We- CMA
9/4/98 _ '
' # ofrecipients  # change % change # change % change
(in millions)  from priormo  from prior mo  from prioryr  from prior yr
Jan 96 12.877
Aug 96 12.202
Oct 96 11.895
Jan 97 . 11.36 _ -1.517 -11.8%
Feb 97 11.262 -0.098 _ -0.9%
Mar 97 11.156 - -0.106 - -0.9%
April-97 10969 - . -0.187 - -1.7%
May 97 10.748 -0.221 -2.0%
June 97 - 10494 -0.254 -2.4%
July 97 ‘ 10.258 -0.236 -2.2% : :
Aug 97 9.995 -0.263 -2.6% -2.207 -18.1%
Sep 97 9.804 -0.191 -1.9%
Oct 97 . 9.668 - -0.136 -1.4% -2.227 -18.7%
Nov 97 ‘9,447 -0.221 -2.3%
Dec 97 9.345 -0.102 -1.1%
Jan 98 9.132 -0.213 -2.3% -2.228 -19.6%
Feb 98 . ‘ 9.026 -0.106 -1.2% -2.236 -19.9%
Mar 98 8.91 -0.116 -1.3% -2.246 -20.1%
April 98 8.758 - -0.152 -1.7% -2.211 -20.2%
May 98 © 8.572 . -0.186 C 21% -2.176 -20.2%
June 98 ° 838 - -0.192 . 2.2% 2114 -20.1%
Absolute % change
Drop Marto June 97 -0.662 -5.93%
Drop Mar to June 98 -0.53 - -5.95%
Difference -20% 0.24%

USA Today used absolute change, which makes no sense when base is faI'Iing.
In fact, rate of change has held steady at nearly 6%, and has actually accelerated

slightly (by one quarter of a percent).
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CASELOADS DOWN 1.9 MILLION
SINCE NEW WELFARE LAW ENACTED

' MONTANA " NORTH DAKOTA -
: “25%, MINNESOTA

: o0
OREGON (-/ ; o 20‘,u
. . . : S
~28% / IDAHO e
\.\ -63% / | SOUTHDAKDTA
—

WYORING a9,

I— -57%
© NEVADA I . NEBRASKA
8% 3%

. COLORADO ; i
11% . [ 237% KANSAS MISSOURI
: -26% -18%

CALIFORNIA "13‘%'

’ ' ] TEMNESSEE GCAROLINA
ARIZONA OKLAHOMA  RRSR e (r:\cr‘\

. 20, 3
qge. - NEwmexco -22% o & NLCAROLINAZ
19% "91% . . -B8% k \‘-\_320’,&_/{

£ ALABAMA, @ROFE \SJ

| -25% \ij%‘(f

-26% and greater decrease

-16% lo -25% decraase

+12%

Footnote: Natlonwide, the numbaer of TANF recipients has falten
from 12.2 millien to 10.3 miilion since August 1996, an
average of 16% pergant as of July 1987,

-1% to - 15% decrease

Increase
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1996 was available. Thus, the pubtic statemen
** ° Dalareleased 1/27/93%.

Dala released 5/27/98.

ok

Q: .

1
[
b

simply being cut off of welfare? Do f.ynu consider this a success?

ts rmade at that time were based on that May 1956 data.

Do you know what happened to all tihose people who left .the rolls? Aren’t some

A: | Not enough time has passed for full scgéﬂc research studies to be completed, but several
. state studies show thal between 50 emc% 60 percent of those who leave the welfare rolls do

Data from several state studies find th

so for work. (Others leave because ofimarriage, their youngest child turning 18, an
increase in ehild support; receipt of S8, increase in earnings by another family member,
or sanctions). Welfare reform is resulting in more recipients going to work: the most
recent data fromn the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey show that work rates -
among welfare recipients increased by!!“ZO percent from 1996 to 1997. HHS estimates that

is means 1.7 million people who were on welfare in 1996 were working in 1997. Many
states are using sanctions to enforce otk rules, and we think that is entirely appropriate.
it after being sanctioned, about half the people go

i to work and approxtmately 40 pércent have an increase in their income. Several states

also found that one-guarter to one-thix
after complying with the requirements,

PRESERWVAT I

3.

oON PHCOTOCORY

20:14 FAX 202 456 5557 DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL G027
 Welfur¢ Caseloads
.

Baseline Recipients Decthe Decline Decline Decline

Recipients | (lnmonth | since | since since since

(Jan. 93) | noted) Jan.93 | Jan. 93 Aug.96 | Aug.96

» (percﬁent) - (millions) (percent) = | (millions)
May 96* 14415 | 12499 o | L6l
| Aug. 96 14.115 12,202 || 1913
Apr. 97 14.115 10.96Y %52% | 3146 1054 1.233
T : ' |
May 97 14.115 10748 | . 34% | 3367 12% 1454
— : ; : : —
Tune 97 14115 | 10494 6% ' 362 14% 1.708
Tuly 97 14115 | 10258 2|7/ 3.857 16% 1,944
Aug, 97 14015 5.085 #9% 4.120Q 18% 2.207
Sep. 97** 14.115 9 804 1% 4311 20% 2.398
' I

Mar, 98*** 14.115 1 §.910 37% 5.205 27% 3.292
* - Note that when the welfure law was sigﬁcd in Llﬂ\ugusat 1996, only caseload data through the month of May

d of those sanctioned return to the rolls, presumably

o

odlts
1%
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| fHESECRETARY OF HEALTH ANG HUMAN SERVICES
) wagLtaTON, D.L. 20201

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

The purpose of this memo is to outline the information we have so far an the bopacts of
changes in welfaze programs. - The information is still quite pmh.mmm'y but some mnf:lusmus
are emerging. Thase tnclude:

o

7The total nunrber of welfare meipieits has fallen below 10 million for ths first

time since 1971. Casoloads have fallen by more than 30 percent since their peak

m 1594,

Many more recipicnts are ncm; ﬁroﬂdng, and the proportion of former recipients at

* work after leaving welfire appears to be somewhat higher than in the past.

States are making very setious ¢ffarts to mave reciplents into work, both by
mandating work programs and ssnctioning those whe do nof comply, and by
increasing the benefits of working through simpler and lug,hcr eanings disregards
and on-poing sapports such as child care.

As we found with AFDC univers, Sates are a.dnptlng cumon approaches but
with many variations in specifics. Several large States are devolvi ng key policy
decizions to the county fevel.

" Therc has been no “eee to the buttom” ip State welfare bepefits; States ace

spending mare per recipient than 1a 1994 across TANT and related proprams, and
State maxumuu benefit ievels are generslly unchanged.

So far there i3 litte avidence of extreme hurdahip amonp thosa who leave weltare
as » result of sanctions, although many do experience fairly large declines in
income. Ovwerall, however, haif or more of former racipients appar 0 increase
their incomes after leaving welfae.

Bven when recii;ienm move 1o werk and improve their incomes, they are stll
likely to have total incomes helow the poverty live.

This memo looks first a1 what the States are doing, in terms of both spending choiecs and
broader pohicy choices.  IL then turns to impacts on recipiesnts, assexsing both resuits from
cvahuations of State waivers sirnilar to current State policies and the very early results from State
surveys of recipients and former recipicnts. Finally, the implications of these findings for
Yederal and State policy choiges are briefly discussed.
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Sg e Reform

Welfare caseloads have declined dramstically sinice their ek at 14.4 inillion recipients
in Mareh 1994, Overall, the nomber of people recetving aid had daclined by more than 30
percent w 9,8 million recipients by September 1997 (the most recent motthly report available).
This decline has continued at ap even more rapid pace since the enactment of welfore reform in |
Avugost 1996, In the first year of welfare reform alone, almost 2 million recipients lefi. the rolls.
As Chart 1 (attashed) shows, thesc declines are spread across almost all of the States.

Changes in State Spending on Weifars Programs.  There has been no “race to the
botiom™ in Statc welfare spending. Begause there are nyw fewer recipicnts, total State spending
co welfare programs hes declined since 1994, On average, however, States ate spending
somewhst more per recipiant than they did in 1934—reported State spending on welfare and
reluted programs is about 18 pereent below the level scen in 1994, while caseloads have declined
by mare than 30 percent. This increased spending has not affected direct payments to recipients,
which remain very cloze 1o the levals scen in both 1994 amd 1996 (abmil $370 per family per
" month on average.) In all, four States bave increased maxirmon benefit levels since the

cnactment of TANE, while five States havc decreased mammum benefits for at feast some
categories of recipients.

States are reporting that they are meeting their Maintenance of Eﬁ‘on (MOE)
requirements under welfare reform. They are required to spend &0 pecoent of previous (gzncmlly
1994) levels, or 75 percent if they meet the minmimurn pardcipation requirements, and 20 States
report axeecding that goal, some by considarablc amounts (see Chart 2), Further, reported ‘
spcading may understate actual amounts spet, since there ate 0o incentives for States 1w report
additional spsnding once their MOE requirements bave been. met, There is fittle in these dats to
suggast declines in spending lovels--rather, States appear to be using &t Imast some of their own

money to provide services such es child care and job training and placement and to increage work
incentives.

Changing Stans Palicias. A focls on work is a majar theme in State welfare policics,

aithough there is considerable variation in plan specifics and in implementation across States. |
The fcllomng ey points emerge from an overview of State policies:

1. Siates sre focusing on encoureping and cequiring work,

o 40 Stales have enacted policics to make work pay, generally by increasing (he
amount of carnings disregarded in calculating welfare benefits. (See Charr 3))
Connecticut, for example, now disregards 2li earnings up to 1he poverty level.
Most Siates have alss simplifiad the trealment o camnings compared tn the AFDC

treatment, with the result that recipients ¢an see mare clearly how even a law-
wage job will make them betier off.
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44 States have rajsed the level of resources and/or the maximum value ofa
vehicle allowed to wellire recipients. (Sec Chart 4.) This wili make it easier for

recipients to get o workmd 1o sccumnulate savipgs that might lead to self-
sufficiency.

Almost all of the States have moved to “Work First” models in their welfare
programs, requiripg recipients o move quickly into available jobs, Virnally
gvery Stmie has institnted “social contmets” ar other personal respansibility
agreements i which recipients commit to specific steps wward self-qufficiency.
States are enforcing these contracts, sanetioning people who fail to slgn or live up
to their agresmaenis.

Family violence i

children arc being aditressed by the States.

o

24 jurisdictions have elected to screen for, provide appropriate services, and waive
requiremonts whare needed o ensure the safety of victims of domestic violence
through the Family Viotence Option (See Chaxt 5.) Additions! States, jocluding
California, are expectad 1w implement this option in the cormng montha.

As indieated in Chart G, most States have chosen to exempt parents of mfants

- under onc year of age from work requirements. 16 Statag bave chosen shostst

exernptions (the law aliows States 1o require parents thh children over 12 weaks
to work.)

. State policigs pegardine time Limity are varied and complen.

Chart 7 shows that eleven States have chosen “intermittcnt” time limits that limit
the total gumths of recipiency allowed within a tonger time period (for example,
Virginia limits TANF mceipt to 24 months in any 60 month period), Nine States
have chosen lifetime Yimits of loss thap five yesrs. Both of these types of ime
limits often allow exeeptions or cxemptions. 27 States have chogen the Federal

- lirait of 60 momths. Four Steres have chosen other options involving supplemants

from State welfare programs for those reaching the F ederal time lignits.
Evaluatinn and survey data find that recipiems are often unclear about the
specifics of time limits (and other reform policies) that 2pply W them, although
they do know that the nature of welfare has changed.

Few recipients have resched State l)ime limits so far.
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4. State plens very considerahly o their specifics apd it their iming.
© A few Sintes arc making choices that appear o have little to do with work, such as
counting the SST income of disabled children and adnjts 1n computing TANF
benefits without taking into account the added costs of disabillty.

o The amournt of time that elapses between the determination of policy choices and
their actual implementation varies greafly across States, usually based on whether,
when and how extegsively they undertook reforms through waivers. Many States
have not completed the process of implementing propased policy changes.

5. Finally, @MM@Q&M@MMW&
couptigs, - ' :

0 Other States | in the process of devolving inchude Maryl&ud, Ohm Flonda,
: Colorado and North Carolina.

o These States are devolving decisions about work activities, post-employment

, supports and, in some cases, sanctions; Colorado and North Camlina are also
passing on degisions about other fctors including eligibility, Benefif levels will
still be determinzd at the State Icvel, although in some cases the State will
maniaie only a floor which the counties can choose to excesd.

Moving recipients and polential recipients imo work has been the focus of most State
policies, and there is some preliminary evidence that employment levels are fising as caseloads
decline. Bvidemoe on the impacts of other aspects of the changes on recipients and would-be
recipients is somewhat more mixed. Are they indecd betier off in economic terms? What has
happened to those who haven't gotten jobs? Tt ig still very early to answer those questions, but
we have some preliminary dam (hat give o few mdma:rlons

Dur preliminary data generally relste to the situations found in spcoxﬁc staes, Thus, this
- report dews upon, prelinunary program svalustian reperts of waiver-based policies from
Michigan, Towa, Wionesols, Delaware, and Florida, and on surveys of welfars resipionts and
people who have loft welfsre rolls in Massachneetts, lowa, Wisconsin, Indians, Maryland, South
Carclina and Tennessee. The early stones emerging from these studies appear to be fairly
consistent across those gtates. Althoupgh we are beginning 1o have soine evaluation ¢vidence on
the impacts of policy changes as opposed to the strong economy, it is very difficult to sort o the
telative importance of policy and economic factors st the Netional level.

Sanctions. States are generatly warking harder to enforce mandsiory work requirements,
and sanctions rose by ahoul 30 percent natiopally betwesn 1994 and the end of 1996. Apecdoml
evidenee implies that these rates are s1il} iacreasing.. In the studies of specific States, sarction

-4 -
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. Tates of a5 high as 50 percent xye seen, with rafes in the 25 percent to 30 perecnt range oot
wousual. Sanctions may result in either e complete or partial loss of benafits. Across Statex we
find that the majority of sanctions oceur becanse recipients fail to show up for initial
appointmenis. Far fewer families have been sanctioned for refissel to comply with work
assigonments. Samcrioned farpilies may include many who &re already workmg or who have goad
job opportuaitics; in Tows, for cxample, families that did not comply with the State’s Fasmily
Iaveytment Plan tended to be more jobrready than the average.

Egiployment. Perhaps partly because of strcter work: policies as well as (he robust
‘economy, more recipients and former recipicnts are pow employed. Evaluations of specific Stave |,
+  progrercs show policy-related incrences in employment in the range of § percept to 1S percentage -
points. Surveys of people who have left welfire imply that S0 perceit to 60 percentare working
in the period following welfere recipiency (with the remainder not employed). This is
cormparable o or shightly higher than the 45 perecat to 30 percent of welfare axiters who worked
after leaving AFDC. Some of this increase i work may result from the strong economy as we.ll
as from policy changes.

b3

Incorges. While there do not appear to be dramatic changes so far in the average ingomes
o welfars reciprents and thase lcaving the welfare rolls, these sverages hide s groal deal of
variation. Awmong those leaving the program, incomes in the follow up period arc very mixed.
Geoerally, abott half of former rocipients saw ineiedases in their incomes, while half experienced
declines. There is some evidenca thut those whe leave the progtam voluptacily are more likely to
have increased incomes, although in hoth Satth Caroling and lowa abuut 40 percent of those
who leR hecanse of sanctions also experienced income incresses,

Thm i8 Hutle evidcnes at this point of extreme hardship even among femilies losing
benetits altogether as a result of sanctions or ime imits. However, events such as homelessness
ot cotry of children into foster care are sometimes hard t6 obsarve in evaluaiions and follow up
studies, which me usuaily nuable to trace some proportion of former recipients. 1n the short run,
many [amilies experiencing larpe income losses appear to rely on help ffom friends and extended

. fagnily, 1t should be noted also that even Ramilies whose incomes rise as a result of higher
earnings and/or changes in State policios typically still do not have sbove-poverty level incomes
while on TANF or in the petiod mmcd.l.ute!y after leaving the program.

Other Benefits. Families who icavc TANF are atten eligible to continuc receiving
bencfits from other sociul support programs such as the Pood Stamp Program, Mexdicaid,
Supplemental Security income (SSI) and houaing programns. Howcever, relatively low take-up
rates far Some of these benefits suggest that many former recipients may be unawaze of their
contigued eligibility for other programs such es Medicaid, or that adrainigtrative barriers may be
preventing sarne oligible families from participating in these programs, In both South Cerolina
and Indiana, for exampie, about half of the adults who ware no longer receiving cash assistance
reporicd that they did not have any health insuranca. - |
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These early resulfs suggast (hat real progress is being made in focusing recipients on work
and in movipg them into employment This is a sigrificant and aitical step oo the path to
refonming walfare. I believe that further steps need o be taken 1o consolidsie and build on this
accomplishment. In particular, we need to ensure thet low~income working families, whether
they are former welfare recipients or not, can continue to work and to eamn enough to raise their
families, weathening unerployment and otver temporary setbacks without rélying on long-teom
welfare reccipt. | In pursuing this goal, wa would be building on the Adurinistration’s many
achicvements for workiag families, including expansion of the BITC, increasing the minimum
wage, expanding health care coverage for shildren, enscting parental leave, and the imraductian - *
of this yesdr's pathbreaking child care njtiaive: And we would also be building oo the
widespread and increasing interest of the States, which are starting 1o grapple with the question
- of what happens after welfare parents take their first jobs.

Both researchers.and practiftomers are telling us thay when such parents move to work,
most are Likely 1o nead continumg suppart in order to keep thelr jobs, support their familres,
improve their incomes over tune, and avoid going back onto the weltare rolis. These supperts
com take meny forms, from the EfTC or increased earnings disregards to services such as child
carv, health care, tansportation and meatoring. Currently, States have resources available o
them through the TANF block grant and their Maintenence of Effort funds, as well as through
other State resources that have heen freed up as a result of declining caseloads. . We can make
pmg!ess on this agendaby chellenging States w make key investments, showeasing effective

practices and encoureging State innovetion ag well as by shaping a Netiopal agmdn to halp kyw-
- Wage workers amd their familics,

A successiul stralcgy to suppott low-moome workers and their families would involve
several conrponents ar both the State apd National [evels, These could include:

1. Raising Jhe mcomss oflow.wage workers. Most welfare recipients moving into their
{irst jobs continne to earn below-poverty lcvel incomes. The major 1993 expansion of
the B{TC dosas a great deal for these families, and it must be protecied. In addition, we
could challenge States to expand State EITCs apd to increase catnings disregards and
other programs for low-wage workars. For example, Wisconsin has used TANF MOE
funds to expand hoth jts EITC and housing subsidies for low-income owners and renters.
At the National level, policies such as a furiher inezease in Lhe minimum wage or fax

incentives for cmploycts to promate jobs and higher wages for low-skilled workers could
be etplcn:ed ‘

2. Providing other job sypports. We must ensure thit other critical job suppiorts, such as
health care, child care, transparialion, and meatoring, »re available for working tamilies
who need them. The Administration’s new child care initiative 18 of conrse critical to this
stratefry, and the newly enscled Child Health Insurance Program should go a Jong wey
toward cnsuring health care coverage for the children of low-wuge workers.. We nead to

-~
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continue outreach efforts 1o make sure that low-incame working families are aware of
their potential cligibility for Medicaid The Vice President’s work on mentoring provides
2 vaiuable example, and States qunst be encouraged to continue to igvess in thess
programs and other sopports.

begmnmg o grapple with mc bcsl way lo pwmote g:mw‘d; in skills and cwnings over time
for former welfare ratipieats. Over the longer term, such growth will be necessary o -
meet bath the needs of families and the needs of the economy as a whole. We shouid be

~ challenging States to put together creative strategies and showcasing thoee that do. These
strategies can ipvolve linkages smong workforce development, higher education, and
welfare systems, as well 2s work with specitic private employérs, At the Wational level,
strategies to increasa educational opportmities for low-income farnilies are a key to
mncreasing gkills and camings over lime.

4, Maintgining the safety pet for workets. If a temporary sctback is not to resuit in a etum
to welfare dapendency, the eafety pet for low-wage workers must be maintained. At the
National level, chapges could be made in the Unemployment Insurdnce program to -
ipcrease the probability that low-wege workers will carp coveruge, as is pow being
discussed within the Administration. At the Siate level, we should showeass States that
are inplcmenting post-cmployment services and other sirategies to addrags the ‘fact that
low-income workers are likely to expesience considersbie job mmover and some periods
of upemployment. We should challenge States to invest in spproaches that combind
relinble ghort-teren asmistance with rapid re-emplovment help.

fn sumynary, we must build upon and continue our efforts on behalf of low income
workers. I look forward to further discussions with you regarding these important 1ssues. Please
Jet roe know if you would like a briefing or further tformuation.

Donna E. Shalala
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Welfare Caseloads and Welfare to Work Housing Vouchers
January 21, 1998
Internal Questions & Answers -

Welfare Caseloads

1. Today The New York Times reported that welfare caseloads have fatlen below 10
million--is this story correct?

Yes, we have more evidence that welfare reform 1s working -- the number of Americans
on welfare has fallen below 10 million people for the first time since February 1971, The new
numbers, from August 1997, show therolls.declined by 2.2 million in the year following the
President's signing of welfare reform into law, for a drop of 4.1 million, or 29 percent, since the
President took office. Since 1993, 49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls -- 22
states by 40 percent or more. This is the largest caseload decline in history: in no other
comparable time period have as many people come off the welfare rolls.

{Note: in addition to these August 1997 numbers, we are holding for release at a later time
September 1997 numbers which were in our weekly memo to the President, which show a 4.3 -
million or 30 percent drop since January 1993.]

2. Even with the good economy, some people are concerned that there won’t be enough
jobs for all the welfare reclplents who need work. Is the President concerned about this
issue?

Right now, the nation’s jobless rate is at its lowest level in a generatién We’ve created
more than 14 million ]obs since this Administration took office -- 370,000 in December alone --
more than enough jobs for all the individuals leaving welfare.

But to make sure there will be enough jobs in every area of the country, the President
fought for and won a $3 billion welfare-to-work fund in the Balanced Budget Act targeted
specifically to high unemployment and high poverty areas where jobs may be scarce. He has
also challenged companies all across the nation to hire welfare recipients -- over 2,500 have
agreed so far -- and have committed the federal government to hire its fair share of workers from
the welfare rolls.

[Note: The economy created 370,000 new jobs in December, about six times the approximately
60,000 adults who leave welfare each month {each aduli leaving welfare typically brings two
children off the rolls, for a monthly decline-of roughly 180,000 people).]



3. The President has said “We know now that welfare reform works.” Can you tell us
why he says so? Although the welfare rolls have gone down, isn't that due to the economy
and harsh new rules like time limits?

. Welfare caseloads are the best measure we have right now of the success of welfare

reform. The President asked the Council of Economic Advisors to lock at the role of the
economy in reducing the welfare rolls, and they attributed about 40 percent of the decline to the
strong economic growth, about one-third to the welfare reform waivers we granted, and the rest
to other factors -- such as our decisions to increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen
child support enforcement, and increase funding for child care.

Not enough time has passed for full scale research studies to be completed to tell us what
recipients are doing once they leave the rolls; but we do know that almost all have left the rolls
voluntarily, since very few time limits of any kind have gone into effect yet. Preliminary studies
show that most people are leaving welfare for work, and [ think even welfare reform critics have
been pleasantly surprised by the progress so far.

We are very happy that the new welfare law is off to such a good start, and we will
continue to work aggressively to move even more people from welfare to work through new
commitments from the private sector and new child care, transportation, and welfare to work
housing voucher proposals.

Welfare to Work Housing Vouchefs

1. What are the new housing vouchers the President is proposing?

The President's budget will provide $283 million for 50,000 new housing vouchers for
welfare recipients who need housing assistance to get or keep a job. Families could use these
housing vouchers to move closer to a new job, to reduce a long commute, or to secure more
stable housing to eliminate emergencies which keep them from getting to work every day on
time. These targeted vouchers will give people on welfare a new tool to make the transition to a
job and succeed in the work place

2. How are you going to pay for these new vouchers?

Next month the President will send to Cohgress the first balanced budget in 30 years.
This proposal, which costs $283 million in the first year, and an estimated $1.3 billion over five -
years, will be paid for through cuts in other areas of the federal budget We believe this is a
sound investment which can be paid for in the context of a.balanced budget.

3. Aren't yon just replacing one form of welfare with another?

No. Families will be eligible for these vouchers only if they are working. This is not a



free ride--while these vouchers will make housing more affordable, most famihes will still have
to spend about 30% of their income for rent.

4, Given the shortage of affordable housing nationwide, why give welfare recipients
special preference for these new vouchers? Will this create an incentive for people to get on
welfare in order to get housing?

We think it makes sense to assist families who are working hard to leave welfare and
make a better life. These vouchers will only be available to those who have are working and for
whom the voucher is critical to that family getting or keeping a job. Besides, with the tough work
requirements and life-time limits on welfare, we don't think people will sign up for welfare just
to get a housing voucher. ; :

While this proposal focuses on those leaving welfare for work, the President's FY 99
budget proposal will also help spur private-sector development of more affordable rental housing -
for all low-income Americans through a 40% increase in the value of the Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit. In addition, the Administration has a long track record of working to make housing
affordable and accessible, including increasing funding for the HOME program by 50%.

5. Is there any evidence that people need this help? How do you know it will make a
difference? :

This proposal will help address the problem that in many regions, jobs are being created
far from where many welfare recipients live. Currently, about two-thirds of new jobs are being
created in the suburbs, but three of four welfare recipients live in rural areas or central cities, To
make this daily commute possible, the President is fighting for a $600 million welfare to work
transportation initiative as part of the reauthorization of ISTEA. But in some cases it makes
more sense for someone to move closer to work, and this new proposal will make that possible.

Because there is a major shortage of affordable housing, many welfare recipients live in
crowded conditions or substandard housing -- problems which make it difficult for them to get to
work on time every day. Overall, about 2 million families with children live in substandard
housing [check], and less then 15 percent of welfare recipients receive any kind of rental
assistance -- even fewer'.receive portable assistance that they can use to rent housing in the
private market,

6. Since demand far exceeds the number of new vouchers, isn't this just a drop in the
bucket? How will you decide who gets them? Will every community in the country get

vouchers?

This proposal will increase the overall supply of portable housing vouchers for families
on welfare by over 10 percent -- a meaningful investment, Currently, 1.4 million households

3
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Internal Questions & Answers -

Welfare Caseloads

1. Today The New York Times reported that welfare caseloads have fallen below 10
million--is this story correct?

Yes, we have more evidence that welfare reform is working -- the number of Americans
on welfare has fallen below 10 million people for the first time since February 1971, The new
numbers, from August 1997, show the rolls.declined by 2.2 million in the year following the
President's signing of welfare reform into law, for a drop of 4.1 million, or 29 percent, since the
President took office. Since 1993, 49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls -- 22
states by 40 percent or more. This is the largest caseload decline in history: in no other
comparable time period have as many people come off the welfare rolls.

[Note: in addition to these August 1997 numbers, we are holding for release at a later time
September 1997 numbers which were in our weekly memo to the President, which show a 4.3
million or 3¢ percent drop since January 1993.] '

2. Even with the good economy, some people are concerned that there won’t be enough
jobs for all the welfare recipients who need work. Is the President concerned about this
issue? '

Right now, the nation’s jobless rate is at its lowest level in a generatioﬁ. We’ve created
more than 14 million jobs since this Administration took office -- 370,000 in December alone --
more than enough jobs for all the individuals leaving welfare.

But to make sure there will be encugh jobs in every area of the country, the President
fought for and won a $3 billion welfare-to-work fund in the Balanced Budget Act targeted
specifically to high unemployment and high poverty areas where jobs may be scarce. He has
also challenged companies all across the nation to hire welfare recipients -- over 2,500 have
agreed so far -- and have committed the federal government to hire its fair share of workers from
the welfare rolis. '

[Note: The economy created 370,000 new jobs in December, about six times the approximately
60,000 adults who leave welfare each month (each adult leaving welfare typically brings two
chiidren off the roll_s, for a monthly decline-of roughly 180,000 people).]



3. The President has said “We know now that welfare reform works.” Can you tell us
why he says so? Although the welfare rolls have gone down, isn't that due to the economy
and harsh new rules like time limits?

Welfare caseloads are the best measure we have right now of the success of welfare
reform. The President asked the Council of Economic Advisors to look at the role of the
economy in reducing the welfare rolls, and they attributed about 40 percent of the decline to the
strong economic growth, about one-third to the welfare reform waivers we granted, and the rest
to other factors -- such as our decisions to increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen
child support enforcement, and increase funding for child care.

Not enough time has passed for full scale research studies to be completed to tell us what
recipients are doing once they leave the rolls, but we do know that almost all have left the rolls
voluntarily, since very few time limits of any kind have gone into effect yet. Preliminary studies
show that most people are leaving welfare for work, and 1 think even welfare reform critics have
been pleasantly surprised by the progress so far.

We are very happy that the new welfare law is off to such a good start, and we will
continue to work aggressively to move even more people from welfare to work through new
commiiments from the private sector and new child care, transportation, and welfare to work
housing voucher proposals.

Welfare to Work Housing Vguchers

1. What are the new housing vouchers the President is proposing?

The President's budget will provide $283 million for 50,000 new housing vouchers for
welfare recipients who need housing assistance to get or keep a job. Families could use these
housing vouchers to move closer to a new job, to reduce a long commute, or to secure more
stable housing to eliminate emergencies which keep them from getting to work every day on
time. These targeted vouchers will give people on welfare a new tool to make the transition to a
job and succeed in the work place.

2. How are you going to pay for these new vouchers?

Next month the President will send to Coﬁgress the first balanced budget in 30 years.
This proposal, which costs $283 million in the first year, and an estiinated $1.3 billion over five-
years, will be paid for through cuts in other areas of the federal budget. We believe thisisa
sound 1nvestment which can be paid for in the context of a balanced budget.

3. Aren't you just replacing one form of welfare with another?

No. Families will be eligible for these vouchers only 1f they are working. Thisisnota
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free ride--while these vouchers will make housing more affordable, most families will still have
to spend about 30% of their income for rent.

4. Given the shortage of affordable housing nationwide, why give welfare recipients
special preference for these new vouchers? Will this create an incentive for people to get on
welfare in order to get housing?

We think it makes sense to assist families who are working hard to leave welfare and
make a better life. These vouchers will.only be available to those who have are working and for
whom the voucher is critical to that family getting or keeping a job. Besides, with the tough work
requirements and life-time limits on welfare, we don't think people will sign up for welfare just
to get a housing voucher. ‘

While this proposal focuses on those leaving welfare for work, the President's FY99
budget proposal will also help spur private-sector development of more affordable rental housing -
for all low-income Americans through a 40% increase in the value of the Low-Income Housing
Tax Credit. In addition, the Administration has a long track record of working to make housing
affordable and accessible, including increasing funding for the HOME program by 50%.

5. Is there any evidence that people need this help? How do you know it will make a
difference? _

This proposal will help address the problem that in many regions, jobs are being created
far from where many welfare recipients live. Currently, about two-thirds of new jobs are being
created in the suburbs, but three of four welfare recipients live in rural areas or central cities. To
make this daily commute possible, the President is fighting for a $600 million welfare to work
transportation initiative as part of the reauthorization of ISTEA. But in some cases it makes
more sense for someone to move closer to work, and this new proposal will make that possible.

Because there is a major shortage of affordable housing, many welfare recipients live in
crowded conditions or substandard housing -- problems which make it difficult for them to get to
work on time every day. Overall, about 2 million families with children live in substandard
housing [check], and less then 15 percent of welfare recipients receive any kind of rental
assistance -- even fewer receive portable assistance that they can use to rent housing in the
private market.

6. Since demand far exceeds the number of new vouchers, isn't this just a drop in the
bucket? How will you decide who gets them? Will every community in the country get
vouchers?

This proposal will increase the overall supply of portable housing vouchers for families
on welfare by over 10 percent -- a meaningful investment. Currently, 1.4 million households



receive portable rental assistance, of which 446,000 are families with children whose primary
source of income is public assistance.

The vouchers will be awarded on a competitive basis to the local housing agencies.
Local applications will be developed in partnership with the state, local or tribal agency
administering Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANE) and the local entity (generally
the Private Industry Council) receiving Welfare-to-Work funds allocated on a formula basis by
the U.S. Department of Labor. HUD, working with HHS and DOL, will review local
applications and select the most promising‘ones based on established criteria.

The proposal builds in considerable flexibility for local agencies to decide how to best
target the vouchers among eligible current or former welfare recipients within their community,
because different approaches will make sense in different places.

7. . Won't this just encourage working people to move out of public housmg, making
. housing projects even worse places to live?

Some families may use these new vouchers to move out of public housing and into a
privately-owned apartment 1f such a move is critical to getting or keeping a job. We believe it is
important to both increase the number of working people in public housing and to provide
opportunities for public housing residents to move to private housing. ‘These vouchers are just
one part of our broader housing strategy, which includes attracting more working people to
public housing and helping more housing residents get jobs.

[Or helping people in public housing go to work (Jobs Plus?), portability, increasing access to
affordable housing, and increasing home ownership....Paul/Jose--piease help here. Is this how
we should talk about our overall strategy? Is the impact on public housing sensitive, i.e. if
working people move out, public housing is left with the toughest folks and those with least
income. - Also, should we address the more general concern in some quarters that housing may
see loss of income due to time limits, etc] :

8. How will these new vouchers work and how is this different from existing housing
programs? :

These new welfare to work housing vouchers would be available to families eligible for
or currently receiving welfare, or who received welfare within the past year, who need the
voucher to get or keep a job, and who meet the criteria for Section 8. The vouchers would be
portable and could be used to rent private housing.

Under existing programs, a family is eligible for Section 8 if its income is below 50
percent of the area median income and 30 percent of its income paid toward rent does not exceed
the fair market rent in the area. Currently, there are about 1.4 million units each of portable
tenant-based Section 8, project-based Section '8, and public housing.



Section 8 tenant-based vouchers are used to rent housing in the private market. Tenants
pay the landlord approximately 30 percent of their income for rent, The public housing authority
uses federal funds to pay the landlord the difference between the "fair market rent” and the
tenant's rental payment, The average fair market rent, which varies widely around the country, is
$592 a month, the average tenant contribution is $215, and the average HUD subsidy is $377.

Section 8 project-based housing subsidies are not portable. They consist of rental units in
buildings owned and operated by private owners (for profit and nonprofit). These subsidies
cover part or all of the units in a particular building. Tenants pay 30 percent of their income to
the project's owner for rent. The remainder is paid by the federal government. These are not
administered by the local housing authority. Owners contract directly with HUD or through an
intermediary state housing finance agency.

Public housing consists of rental units owned and operated by public housing authorities.
Rents are generally set at 30 percent of tenants' income and are paid to the housing authority to
help meet operating and maintenance costs. Federal.subsidies also cover operating costs and are
distributed to housing authorities on a formula basis.
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Number on Welfare Rolls Dips Below 10 Million

) By ROBERT PEAR
WASHINGTON, Jan.. 20 — The

"number of pegpie on Federal welfare.

rolls has dropped betow 10 millian for

the first time in more than 23 vears,”

Clinton Administration officials said
today. ' ‘

Fewer than 4 percent of Ameri-

.cans are now on weifare, the small-
est proportion since 1970, the Gov-
ernment reported, .

The President’s Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers says that mare than
40 percent of the decline is attributa-

- bie to growth of the economy. Mare

than 30 percent results from changes -

'in Federal and state welfare policies
and laws, the council said. The re-
mainder is ascribed to other fdctors,
including more aggressive collection
of child sapport. .

Rahm 1. Emanuel, a senjor adviser
to President Clinton, said today:
“For the first time since 1971, the

number of peopte on welfare is below
10 miilion. This is a milestone that's
based on the reforms that have al-
tered the welfare system to reflect
the priority of work and responsibil-
ity.”

Mr. Emanuel, a strong proponent
of the 1996 welfare law, said: “The
children of these families whose pat-
ents are now working are connected
to the mainstream culture, which is
buili around work. That's a qualita-
tive difference in their lives that can
never be measured.” -

The welfare rolls have been declin-
ing for several years. The number of
people receiving cash assistance has
dropped 28 percent since -President
Clinton took office and is now far
below the peak of 14.4 million re-
corded in March 1994. ' ‘

To the surprise of Federal officials
and members of Congress, the de-
cline has been accelerating. In Janu-

ary 1997, there were 11.4 million peo-
ple on welfare, 2.8 million fewer than
in January 1993. In the next seven
months, from January to August
1987, the rolls declined by about 14
miiiion.

Melissa T. Skolfield, a spokeswom-
an for the Departnient of Health and
Human Services, said tonight: ''In
August 1997, the most recent month
for which we have figures available,
there were 9995000 peaple on wel-
fare. That's a drop of mare than 2.2
million since the welfare iaw was
signed in August 1996. The number is
at its lowest point since February
1971, when it was 9,952,000.”"

Olficials say the decline in welfare
roils results in part from Federal -
waivers allowing. states to experi-
ment with new welfare palicies and
from the 1996 law, which established
stringent work requirements.
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