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INTRODUCTION 

On August 22, 1996, President Clinton signed the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996, which replaced the old welfare system with a new program, 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), designed to focus on work and responsibility' 
and to provide states with flexibility to create the best approaches for their individual , 
circumstances. Overall, between August 1996 and March 1998 there has been a 27 percent 
decrease in the number offamilies and recipients on the rolls. The percent of the US population 
receiving assistance in March 1998' is the lowest since 1969. This report compiles early data 
about welfare caseloads, family employment and earnings, and state policy choices, to give a 
preliminary picture of these first two years of welfare reform. 

While we will know much more over the coming months 'and years, the early information 
presented in this report suggests that:, 

We have made dramatic progress as a nation on the critical goal of moving families from welfare 
to work. 

Whether it's the employers who have joined the President's Welfare to Work Partnership, the 
state and local workers who help families find jobs and training, the bus drivers, child care 
providers, and volunteeTmentors who provide day-to-day support to families, or families on 
welfare themselves, individuals have come together to achieve the goal ofmoving ,families from 
welfare to work. '. 

There is evidence that the Federal government is also doing its share. Under the Clinton 
Administration, the Federal workforce is the smallest it has been in thirty years. Yet; this 
Administration believes that the Federal government, as the nation's largest employer, must lead 
by example. The President asked the Vice President to oversee the Federal government's hiring 
initiative in which Federal agencies have committed to directly hire at least 10,000 welfare 
recipients between 1997 and 2000. Already, Federal agencies have hired over 5,700 welfare 
recipients, or 54 percent of this goal. As a part of this effort, HHS has already hired 250 people, 
or 83 percent of its goal. 

This report brings together a substantial body of national and state evidence suggesting that there 
has been early progress on that critical goal and in particular that employment among parents who 
have received welfare and whQ are at risk of receiving ~elfare has increased dramatically. ' For 
example: 

. , 

Early nationaIdata show th'lieswho received'welfiire· in 1996 -- '1.7 'inillion 
people -~ were working in ¥ It' .997. In:1992,before President Clinton began welfare, 
reform through waivers, on:l ' 1 in 5 amities who received'welfare the previous year 
moved to work so quickly. 

The national data also show sharp increases in the proportion of single mothers with low 
incomes -- the most at risk ofwelfare receipt and the most likely to be affected by welfare . 
reform -- who are employed, compared to married mothers, who are less likely to be 
affected by welfare reform. In 1992, the proportion of low-income single mothers with 
children under 6 who were employed was 35%, about the same as the proportion for low
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income married mothers, By 1997, the proportion for single mothers had risen to more 
than 50%, while the proportion for married mothers had increased only to 40%, 

Evaluations of specific state programs suggest very significant increases inthe 
employment ofwelfare recipients as a'result of state welfare reforms, For example, a 
recent study of Oregon showed dramatic increases in the employment and earnings of 
welfare recipients by 11 percent over two years, as a result of state policies that focused 
on work combine~.with training and child care supports, 

Next year, there will be important new informati'on on employment, as states submit reports on 

the number ofwelfare recipients in each state who got jobs this year, how long they held those 

jobs, and how much their earnings changed over time, States will be submitting these reports in 

ord~r to apply for the High Performance Bonus, a provision of the statute which allocates $1 

billion dollars over five years in prize money to the best-performing states. ' 


. , 

We have dramatically increased child support collections and made major progress towards our 
goal that every child will have the financial and emotional support of both parents, 

In 1997, the state and federal child support enforcement program collected a record $13.4 
, ,billion for children,an increase of 68% from 1992. Even better news.for the future, a 

record 1.3 million paternities were established in 1997, two and a halftimes the 1992 
figure of 510,000 and the first time that the number of paternities established was greater 
than the number of out-of-wedlock births. That means that fathers are choosing to take 
responsibility for their children, the foundation for later emotional and financial. support, 

In most states, state policy and spe'nding choices have reflected a focus on work rather than a race 
to the bottom, 

Most states have changed their policies to support workingfamilies. For example, forty
two states have changed the way they count income under TANF, most of them to enable 
working recipients to keep more of their check. Thirty-eight states changed their policies 
about how much recipients can have in a savings account, in order to help families save 
and move to self-sufficiency. Forty-seven states have given recipients more flexibility to 
h.ave a car and still be eligible for. assistance. 

Most states (33 according to. this report) have maintained their benefit levels: ,according 
" to the state plans, nine states have increased while eight have decreased their benefit 

, levels. ' " . 
, , 

,The next steps on welfare ref~rm are. to invest in all fainilies, including those who havethe hardest 
. time finding employment. and to ensure that families have the supports they need -- such as 

affordable, Quality child care -- to hold onto a job. reach self-sufficiency, and avoid the need'to 
return to welfare: 

The report includes early information that suggests that the job ofwelfare reform is not yet done 
and that everyone -- states, employers, local communities, families; the faith and nonprofit 
communities -- must continue thdr commitment. For example, early information suggests that as 
caseloads drop, the proportion of long-stay families on state welfare caseloads is increasing. 

, State welfare evaluations show that while some state welfare policies have strong effects on the 
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employmentof families with more barriers to employment, others mostly have effects on those 

who are the easiest to employ. We must ensure investments that will enable all families to mov'e 

to work and self-sufficiency. 


In 1997, the President issued a challenge to the Governors, saying, "We have continuing 

responsibility because it's still a national priority ..... We ought to take a look at how we're doing -

our successes, our shortcomings and our continuing challenges -- in four areas: jobs, child care, 

transportation and child support." This remains critical today: we must continue to invest in 

families to build on our progress to date and ensure welfare reform that works over the long haul. 

We 'must invest in all families, not just those who have the easiest time moving into the work 

force. And, we must invest in the critical supports that families ,need to hold onto that first job 

and succeed at work -- supports such as child care, transportation, child support and ongoing 

training and mentoring., 


Below are more extensive highlights describing the information available to date . 
.' 

EMPLOYMENT OF NEEDY FAMILIES 

A substantial body ofevidence suggests employment among the parents at risk ofwelfare 

recipiency is increasing dramatically. Between 1992 and 1996, the proportion of previous year 


, AFDC recipients employed the following March increased from 19 percent to 25 percent, and 
jumped dramatic8.Ily to almost 32 percent in: 1997. This percentage increase means that 1.7 
million people were working in 1997 who had received AFDC in 1996. Although the strong 
economy is undoubtedly a major factor in this increase, there is also evidence that welfare reform 
efforts - - starting with the waivers the Administration granted to 43 states even before the 
enactment of the 1996 law - • are playing an important role. 

The proportion oflow income (under 200% ofpoverty) employed single mothers caring for 

children under 18 has increased significantly. Employment among this population has 

increased from 44 percent in 1992 to 54 percent in 1997. The average annual increases in 1996 

and 1997 were over twice as large as in the previous three years. 


Low income single mothers, the population ofparents mos~ likely to be affected by welfare 

policy, increased their employment'substantially compared to comparable married mothers. 

In 1992 the proportion ofall low income mothers with children under 6 that were employed was 

35 percent for both single andinarried mothers. By1997, the proportion for single mothers had 

risen to 50 percent. While ~mploymfmt for all women with children has increased, this trend has 

been sharperfor single women. 'By 1997, the pf.oportion ofemployment oflow income'single 

mothers with young children increaSed at a rate 3 'times faster than for low income, married 


, mothers.,·15 percent versus 5, percent. ' 

, To date, evaluations ofspecific state programs suggest that increased employment ofwelfare I /' 
recipients is a result ofimplementation ofwelfare policy change. The increases in employment 
are frequently in the range of 8 to 15 percentage points. These state specific studies are 
important because they isolate the effects of state policies from external factors such as the ' 
economy. Although they are not nationally representative, the approaches being evaluated are 
quite typical of state TANF policies. Recently. several promising HHS stu'dies have been 
released, including a Manpower Demonstration Research' Corporation study of the Portland, 
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Oregon JOBS program and Urban Institute study of five states' implementation of work first 
programs. These studies confirm the view that states are moving individuals into better than 
minimum wage jobs, however, they were released too recently to include in the report. They, and 
other studies, will be included in subsequent reports. 

The proportion ofpeople working in the period following welfare receipt higher than in the 
past Approximately 50 to 60 percent of individuals leaving the welfare rolls are working in the 
period following welfare receipt. This is comparable to or slightly higher than the 45 to 50 
percent of those who left welfare who were working after leaving AFPC based on point in time 
studies. These studies are suggestive but do not rigorously isolate the extent to which this 
increase in work results from the strong economy in contrast to policy changes. 

TRENDS IN CASELOADS AND EXPENDITURES 

There have been dramatic declines in welfare caseloads. Overall, between August 1996 and 
March 1998 there has been a 27 percent decrease in the number of families and recipients on the 
rolls . .The percent ofthe U.S. population receiving assistance in March 1998 is the lowest since 
1969. As Tables 1:1 and 1:2 show, these declines are spread across almost all of the states. 

, "Date Estimated U.S. AFDC/I'ANF Percent of U.S. 
Population . Recipients Population 

199-! 260,660,000 14,225,591 55 
1995 263,034,000 13,652,232 5.2 
1996 265,284,000 12,648,859 4.7 
1997 267,636,000 10,936,298 4.1 
March 1998 269,239,000 8,910,115 3.3 

Early data tells us that although .states are reducing spending on welfare programs in the 
aggregate, some' states are actually spending more perfamily given the reduction in caseloads . 
. Thirteen states spent more per family in 1997 than in 1994, recognizing that a work-based system 
can require up-front investments. States are using these extra dollars in a variety of ways 
includinginvesting in child care, up-front ~iversion, rainy day funds, cash and work-based 
assistance and on state earned income tax credits. In FY 1997, almost half of the states reported 

.spending more than they are required to spend of their own funds. Specifically, 22 states, or 
" 43%, reported spending above the required maintenance ofeffort level. Five states reported 
expenditures which were more than 125% of the maXimum required: Alaska, Arkansas, , 
Delaware: Missouri, and South .Dakota. '. " 

CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS 

The nation's child support.program has made dramatic improvements in critical areas. In 
1997, the state and federal child support enforcement program collected a record $13.4 billion for 
children, an increase of 68% from 1992, when $8 billion was collected. Not only are collections 
up, but the number offamilies that are actually receiving child support has also increased. In 1997, 
the number of child support cases with collections rose to 4.2 million, an increase of 48% from 
2.8 million in 1992. 
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There has been a substantial increase in the number ofpaternities established The state and 
federal child support enforcement programs established a record 1.3 million paternities in 1997, 
two and a halftimes the 1992 figure of510,000. Much of this success is due to the in-hospital 
voluntary paternity establishment program begun in 1994 which encourages fathers to 
acknowledge paternity at the time of the child's birth. For the first time, we have established 
paternities equal to the number of out-of-wedlock births. 

·OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS 

The birth rate for unmarried women aged 15-44 years decreased slightly between 1995 and 
1996. This rate decreased from 45.1 births per 1,000 women in 1995 to 44.8 in 1996. One of the 
goals of the PRWORA legislation is to prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock . 
pregnancies. The Administration for Children and Families issued proposed regulations 
implementing section 403(a)(2) of the Social Security Act which establishes a bonus to reward 
decreases in out-of-wedlock births on March 2, 1998, and expects to release final regulations this 
fall. 

Data show that teenage birth rates (under 20 years) have declined Nationally, the birth rate for 
teenagers continued to decline in 1996, and has now fallen by 12 percent to 54.4 births per 1,000 
women aged 15-19 years, compared with 62.1 in 1'991. Teenage birth rates by state vary 
substantially, from 28.6 (New Hampshire) to 102.1 (District ofColumbia). 

CHILD POVERTY 

According to the official poverty measure, child poverty has declined since 1993 but remained 
constant between 1995 and 1996. Approximately 20.5 percent ofall children were poor in 1996. 

The EITC (Earned Income Tax Credit) lifts one out ofseven children out ofpoverty. The decline 
in child poverty since 1993 is much sharper using a more inclusive measure of income which includes 
the EITC rather than the official measure. Since 1993, the maximum size ofthe EITC has increased by 
140 percent for a family with two children. Children moved out ofpoverty by the EITC constitute 
14.5 percent ofthe children who would have been poor in the absence ofgovernment programs. 
Using a more inclusive measure ofincome that includes FICA employee payroll and income taxes, 
the EITC and in-kind benefits, including Food Stamps and Housing Assistance, the child poverty. 
rate for 1996 was 16.1 percent. 

DEMOGRAPHIC.AND FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES RECEIVING 
ASSISTANCE. . '. . . 

~~ '. . /,' . 

Long term recipients are an incre'asing percentage ofstate ctis~/oa~.·Since FY 1994,ther~ has 
been a small but .steady decline in the percentage of the caseload who have been on assistance for 
one year or less (36% to 33%) and a corresponding increase in the percentage of the' case load on 
assistance five years or more (19% to 24%'). -
Earned income has increased among welfare recipients. The average earnings'per family on 
welfare has increased by 7 percent, from $466 in FY1996 to $500 in FY1997. The percentage of 

, --, 
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families with earned income has' increased steadily from 9 percent" in FY'1994 to 13 percent in 

FY1997. 


The average monthly TANF payment has decreased slightly. Monthly TANFpayments 

averaged $362 per family in FY 1997, compared to $370 in FY.1996.· . 


Child only cases accountedfi 23 percent ofthe T ANFcas~load. .While this is a dramatic 

increase from 10 percent in 198;th end seems to be sloWing. The 1997 figure is only one 

percentage point above the 1996 figure of 22 percent and the absolute number of child only cases 

actually declined from 1996 to .. 1997. 


The average size of TANFfamilies has remained constant The TANF families averaged 2 

reCipient children, which is consistent with the data· from recent years. Three. in every four 


. families had only one or two· children. Seventy. percent of families had only one adult recipient, . 

and 7 percent included two or more adult recipients. qv~. _';'''*'\~ \M.l'

~'l/"IJ - J.,...l~ ~ . 
STATE POLICY CHOICES 1 ") .. - 'k(>wo-t 

Most states'have changed the way they count income under T ANFto enable working recipients to 

keep more oftheir check. Forty-two states have enacted policies to chlmge the way income is 

counted in determining eligibility and benefits.. Most of these have, increased ~heir earnings disregards. 


Most states have maintained their benefit leve1s. According to state TANF plans, nine states have J' 
increased while eight have decreased their benefit levels.-
States policies increasingly support working families. Thirty-eight states raised their general ' 

resource limits in order to promote accumulation ofassets to achieve self-sufficiency, and 47 states· 

have raised their automobile resource limits, To help families transition offassis:tance, 29 states 

indicate they are extending child care benefits for more than 12 months, and 12 states provide 

transitional medical assistance for more than 12 months. . 


States are beginning tofocus more attention on the hard-to-serve and fragile families. For 

example, 26 jurisdictions have elected the Family Violence Option to ensure that victims ofdomestic 

violence receive appropriate protections and services, and most states exempt parents of infants from 

work requirements. ' 


. States are beginning to .turn·their welfare o/ficesintoemployment offices and are taking a variety 
o/steps to reinforce the work message.' 'Almost all states have adopted a "Work First" model for 
setting individual expectations and responsibility "and for structuriIigemployment and training serviceS. 
This' approach "emphasiZes early ·entryintb the' job market. Thirty-two states expect parents to 
p~icipate in work within six months (compared to the statutory Standard of24 months). 

DATA AVAILABILITY 

The first annual report to Congress on the T ANF program provides the most current data 

available and attempts to set the groundwork for subsequent reports which will contain a greater 

amount of information. Not all states were required by the statute to. report data under new 

TANF reporting requirements for any part ofFY1997, and among those that 'Were, no state had 
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to report for more than the last quarter of the fiscal year. Furthermore, states are in the process 
of fully implementing their new data reporting systems. 
. . . 

As might be expected, converting from the old AFDC system to the new T ANF system has 
proven to be very challenging for states and.HHS, and all parties have been working diligently to 
update the data reporting system. However, some data, including information on participation 
rates in the last quarter of FY 1997, that will be included in future years, are not yet available. 

. . . 

In many areas where HHS is dependent on non-TANF reporting systems to provide data, e.g., 
measurement of child poverty and out-of wedlock births, data also are not yet available for 
periods after the implementation ofTANF.. 

Where there is no post-T ANF implementation data to report to Congress, earlier data from the 
AFDCProgram has been provided. This will serve as a valuable baseline for subsequent reports. 
In addition, other important information regarding T ANF has been included although it is not 
required to be in the report by the statute. As data become available throughout the year it will be 
made public. 

OTHER REPORTS 

The Bureau of the Census will continue to collect data on the SurveY'ofIncome and Program 
Participation. This data will enable interested persons to continue to evaluate the effects of the 
TANF program on recipients of as~istance and other low income families. The Bureau of the 
Census will pay particular .attention to the issues ofout-of-wedlock birth, welfare dependency, the 
beginning and end of welfare spells, and the causes of repeat welfare spells.

. , , 

This is one of several reports which have been mandated in PRWORA in order to monitor the 
well being of children and families on public assistance, and to gauge the success in moving 
families to self-sufficiency.HHSwill also be issuing other reports in the future including an 
annual ranking of states and a review of the most and least successful work programs, and an 
annual ranking of states and reviewofissues relating to out-of-wedlock births. Furthermore, 
HHS will report beginning 3 years after the date ofenactment ofPRWORA on the circumstances . 
of certain children and families. This report will provide information on individuals who were 
children in families that have become ineligible for assistance by reason ofhaving reached a time 
limit, children born after such date ofenactment who have not attained 20 years of age, and . 
individuals who becamC? parents before attaining 20 years of age. 
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Table 3:2: 


Employment Status of Single Mothers and Previous Year AFDC Recipients 


Category 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

All previous -year AFDC 
recipients: employed 

18..8 21.0 21.9 22.6 24.6 31.5. 

Single Mothers Under 200% of . 
Poverty with Kids under 18: 
employed 

44.1 46.0 46.1 

I 

48.2 51.1 54.4 

Single Mother Under 2000/0 of 
Poverty with kids under 6: 
employed 

34.8 39.1 39.4 42.6 44.4 50.4 

Married Mothers Under 200% of 
Poverty with kids under 18: 
employed' 

41.0 . 41.8 43.7 44.2 . 44.4 44.6 . 

Married Mothers Under 200% of 
Poverty with kids under6: 
employed 

35.3. 36.0 38.47 39.1 39.0 39.7 



, ,~ , , 
,_ ,t 

I. TRENDS IN'CASELOAI)S AN"D"EXPENDITURES' 
" ' 

,,' 	 Caseload Data 

Welf~r~ caselo~ds hav~ declined dramatically since their peak at '14,4 miilion recipients' in M~~ch 
.. ' 1994. This declinehas"continued at an everi more rapid pace'since the enactment of welfare 

reform itt August 1996. Over~lI, between )anuary of 1993 and M,arch of 1998 there' has b~en a , 
37% decline '5:2 million fewer recipients on welfare. The percent of the U.S. populati9n'receiving 
assistance in ¥atch 1998, is the lowest:s~nce 1969." AS Chart 1:J shows, these declines, are spread 
across almost all of the states. Tables '1: 1"and 1:2 provide information on state by state weifare' .' 
caseloads since':1993 for qoth recipients a~d families. ,,' ' 

Even before 'the PeisonalResponsibilityAct became law, many states:were wellon their way to, 
, , ' changing their welfare progr,ams to jobs programs,and had declining caseloads. By granting 

Federal waivers, the Clinton Administration allowed 43 states - - more than all previous 
Administrations combined - - to require work" time Iimite9 assistance, make work pay, improve 
child support enfqrcement, and encourage parental responsibility. The vast majority of states 

, have cnosen to continue. orbuild on their welfare demonstration projects approved by t~e Clinton 
Administration. ' , , 

Expenditure Data 
. ,.1 I, ' 

. . . . 

There,areseveral generill,ponsiderations to keep in'mind when'reviewingthis'expenditure data.' 
." 	 '. t' 

• 	 To develop acomp'let'e ~iCture ofwelfare' progra~:~xp(mditures for FY1997;the states' 
expellditures under the i\FDC and JOBS programs must be added to the TANF expellditures. 
The states' final expenditure reports for AFDC, and JOBS are riot due until August i998~ so ' 
curren~ly only preli~nary estimates are,available for AFDC and JOBS. 

• 	 Since 'states could'cho~seto begin their'TANF programs on or before July 1, 1997,the'data 
,displayed on the att~ched ,charts represent the oper#tion of a TAN!' p,rowam for only pa,rt of , 
FY,1997 for most, states. Table 1:6 Combined Expenditures of State Funds in FY 1997 also 
shQws the ac~ual TANF.implementatior,i date for,each state. " " '. ' , 

\'. 

, 	 , , 

,,' , .' States are providing data for t~e first time on anew reporting form which may increase the' 
,,' likelihood,th~t there are &ome differfmces orinconsistencies or'interpretation as to what ' 
, , should be reported in any given element of the repprt.,' Additional guidance Will be available. in ' 

, the final, TANF regulations 'expected to be published by the ~nd of the ,fiscal year . 
. " '. , ' . .,~, ' " . , . 

• 	 States may carry T ANF funds' fo~ard for lise iri,future years. Thus, TANF funds not:· 
expended in fY 1997 may be· spent in future years. These carry-forward reserves, often called 
"rainy day;' funds, will be 'available for future welfare to work efforts. ' , ' ' 

, Under the bl~ck grant, the Federal dOllars"States received~ not 'decline~th~he caseload. Early 
, 'data telI us that although states lire redu6i'ng the overall ,spending on 'programs for this population, 

, ir,i the aggregate as caseloads decline, most states are not reducing their spending per case, and a' , 
few are actually increasing ~helr own investments. ,Sta~es are uS,ing these extra d611ats in,a variety', ' , ,', ' 
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of ways including investing in child care, up. front diversion, rainy day funds, cash and work based 
assistance, and on state,earned income tax credit (EITe) provisions. ' 

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

,J'ANFFinanciaIReports for FY 97 

States ar~ required by statute (Social Security Ac;t, title iV-A, section 411) to 'report on 
Temporary Assistanctrto Needy Families ffANF) program expenditure data. States are also 
required (Social ,Security Act, title IV-A, section 409) to maintain the expenditure of state funds 

" at certain historic levels. The Administration for' Children and ,Families has received FY 1997 
financi~l reports from aliSO states and the District of Columbia. The data received, from state~ is .' , 
summarizedon~the attached Tables.' Table 1 ) shows ho~,the sfates exp~ndedFedera'lfunds in 

. TANF,:while Table~ 1 :4'8nd 1 :5 show how they used state fulJds.:Table'I:6 combines the state' 
, , expenditures as shown on Tables 1:4 and 1:5 to detemilne the total amounts states' expended in 

their maintenance ofeffort (MOE) spending.' .. 

"'Highljghts of Fiscal Data . 
, ,', . -, ,," '. '. ,:,' ,,'j" ,'. ',' I J • , ,.'. .' '. 'j 

Overall Spending,on "VI.Mare Programs "As the number ofwelfare recipients .has' declined, so, 
'has state spending, although the amount of the decline varies considerably acroSs 'states. Ovenin;, 
the number ofpeopleteceivirigaid declined by 35 percent to 9.4 million recipients between Mar~h 
1994 and December 1997 (the most recent monthly report available). Reported state spending on 
welfare and related programs is about 18% below the level seen in 1994. 'In comparison to 1994, 
spending levels, on ~verage states are spending somewhat less p,~t r~cipient on cash assistance, 
but somewnat ,more in' overall spending per recipient.' , 

.' 

Cash and Work-Based Assistance IIi FY1997 states report $13.9 billion in spending ~nca:sh 
assistance and work-based assistance. '$7.7 billion of the funds expended were Federaffunds and 
$6.2, billion' were state funds, The Federai funds expended inthis way'are 57% of the total $13.4 
billion in Federal TANFfunds awarded to the states last year" The remaining Federal funds were 

, ' " either, expended in one of the following categori,es or remain un~xpended, ' 
" , , ," . 

Tra~sferri~~Funds oufofTANF· Sectio~'404 of title rV-A, ofthe SocialS~Jrity Actgives' 
states the authority to transfer portions of their TANF grant to either the Child Care and,' 
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) or to the' Social Services Block' <J:rant (SSBG) .. Eleven 
states reported transferring funds out of the TANF program in amounts ranging from 2.2% of 
available Federal funds (in CT) to 30% (in MA). Approximately $180 million, or 1.3% percent of 

'theTANF funds awarded, was transferred to CCDBO, while $304 million or 2.3% was 

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


Work Activities In FY 1997 states reported spending a total,rif $404 miilion of F~deral T ANF 

funds and $261 million in state funds on' work activities, such as employment trruning and job .

search. ' Although the total expenditures on work activities may appearr~latively low, it'is 

impor:tant to note that FY .1997 was a transition year artd states were still operating their JOBS 

program (the welfare to workprogram that preceded T ANF) for aportion of the year. 

Consequently, stat~s were spending JOBS~nds. on similar a¢tiVities':duririgthis period. In fact, " . 


, ,~-

.. California, the state with the largest TA:NF'gr~nt, used JOBS ~ndsexclusively and; therefore? ' 
reported no expenditures on work activities in T ANF. Overal1lhe states have reported spending 

'$203 million to date on the JOBS program in FY 1997. They have until 8/21198 to claim the 
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" ,,', 
, ), 

" ' "',' ,,' 
" , 

Federal shate'ofJOBS program expenditu~es; so the claimed JOBS ~xpendituresforFY 1997,' 
could ,increase. By combining ~he expenditure of $404 million Federal T ANF fUnds expended o~ 

;', work activities With the, $293 million ofFederal funds expendeq in,the JOBS program, we krio", 
that states sp~ntat.Ieast $607 million in Fed~ral futlds inFY 1997,0~ workactiVities. ' . 

" i· " ' 
, 1 

Si,nce this is the first report on TANF expenditures, it is possible that the reported' expenditures on 
work activities do not reflect actual total expenditures on workactjvities, but instead represent , 
some difference in the' way states understood and applied the definitions of certain elements in the 
fiscal reporting form. For: example, some work activities expenditures could be included inthe ' . 
reported expendituresfor "Cash andWorkBased Assistance." States had to obligat~ JOBS ' 

, funds before the implementation date of their T ANF program, while unobligated T ANF funds can 
be camed over into future fiscal years. Therefore, it is po~sible that some states were 
concentrating on using or liquidating this prior funding stream before accessing new T ANF funds, 
Declining caseloads and the rapid entry of many welfare r~cipients into the work force may' , ," 

, , decrease the extent of state spending' 6n work ,activities during the current period. ' 
, ",' 

'I,Jse of TANFFunds for'Chiid C~re chiid c~e is a vital suppor,t fo~ families moving from 
welfare to, work. The primary Federal and stat,~ funding for child 'care, services is through the Child 
Care DevelopmeptBlock Grant (CCDBG). Suites reportFY199TCCpBG spending separately. 

, Sta~es may also transfer-Federal TANF furidsto:;CCDBG,to increase chllcl,careresources. In, 
, additiotl,states are pemiitted to use T ANF 'funds to pro~dechild care services directly; without 
"transferring funds to CGDBG~ In FY .1997 states reported spetld~ng a total of $748 rrullion' of 
state TANF MOE funds and $,n million OfFederal TANF funds on ~hild care. (NOTE: State 
funds spent on child' care for T ANF-eligible families may co.untas MOE for poth TANF and, ' 
CCDBG.), . ' '" " ' 

.,'. 

Also, beginning in FY 1997, states received mandatory and matching grants under the new Child 
Care Development .ijlockGrant program. States have reported obligating over 99% of these 
child care grant funds. . , ",' , " " , 

, Administrative Costs All States show administrative costs within the 15% limit set by statute. 
The total administrative co~ts shown in column 8 of Table 1:3 is 8.5% of the total' expenditures 
reported in ,columri 11 .. Computer systems costs are, excluded by,law from the 15% limit. Nine 
States did not break out their computer systems costs from their administrative costs" however all 
nine still reported total administrative costs under l5%", ' 

"Maint'enance of Effort, (MOE) Spending. The welfare reform statute requires States to spend, 
, State funds to'meet maintenance of effort requirements which were tied to an historical spending 

level and can vary depending on whether. the state achieves a required work participation rate. In 
, FY"1997,almost nalfofthestatesreportedsp~ndingmore than they were required to spend., ',', 

, " Specifically, 22 states,.or.43%,reported state spending above the maximum level. Five states ,ti. 

reported expenditure~ at or above 125% ofthemwmum req!lired MOE level: 'Alaska, " , ,··1/
" Arkans,as, Dela~are, Missouri and SouthDa~ota. (See Taple 1:6.) ~ince sta.tes ate not req'uired . 
to report any experiditure of state funds in excess of the MOE requirements,' the' reported ampunts 

, represent the minimum that .'states spent in meeting' MOE requirements. The nationai 'total ,of state' 
MOE expendittir~s is ~8.8I billion .which is $450 milliOIU1l0re than the amount states w6uld b~ 
required to spend on MOE if all states met their ,work p~ic~pation targets: Since it is liKely that 
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some states will 'not me~t their work PartiCip~tion ta;get an conse~uently will have a higher MOE 
requirement, it appears that overall states are spending at a level that ~eets the MOE requirement 

, . . 	 ' , ' 
," 	 . 

"" ,Expenditures in Sep~rat~ State Programs ",sixteen state~sho\v that they expended s6me stat~ 
'funds in a separate state program. (See Table 1:5). UnderTANF states ~avetheoption to , 

,< : , '9perate a separate state prqgram serving TANF-eligible illdividuals ~~ funded With, state T ~ 
.MOE funds. These expenditures must'meet the statutory requirements for "qualified ,state 
expenditures", including the requirement that they are made on behalfof "eligible families,,',; but ,are 

.' not subj ect to requirements which apply to the T ANF program~ Because the statutory language 
for Contingency-Fund MOE is different, states cannot count expenditures under separate state, 

, programs for the purpose ofmeeting the Continge~cy Fund MOE.. ' 
, 	 , 'j ,'I 

,', ,., 

".,' Expenditur~s on separate stateprograms'Tange from 0.2% (in Tennessee)to 52% (in Hawaii) of , 
'" :the totai st~te funds expended on TANF inFY1997.. Fifty-four percent of the total separate 

, ,state program expenditures were spent on child care, with the majonty of the remaining funds 
", spent on cash and work-based.assistance. Other examples of separate state program expenditures 

, include'benefits toqualifiedaliens,berie~ts to minor parents not ina qualified 'living arrangement, 
~nd emergency assistance. ' "'" '' , , 

Transitional Services' In FY1997,'five states spent a total of $289,000 ofFederal TANF funds 
on transitional services for'families who no longer receive TANF because they, are employed. 

,	F:our ~tates spent a to~al of $9.2 mlllion ofstate MOE funds on transitional services." ·It is " "" 
impQrt,ant to not~that child care proyided to those whohave left'welfare for work and tran~itional 
Medi«;:aid, two impor:tant transitional services, are not included ,here as they are paid through other' 

,,' funding streams. States are providirig transp'ortatiori, counseling s~rvices, arid'vocational ' 
education with these doilars, " ",' " '," ,,' " ~" \. ", " 

" 	 ' ,~. 1" " 

,'" 

, Qther Expendi~ures inFY 1997;' s~~tes'spent a total of$915 miliion ofFeder~i TANF funds,' 
'" 	 and $877 million in state MOE funds on "Other Expenditures" not reported under ,any other 

category. ~tates were required to submit descriptions of the serVices included in this line item, ' 
The descriptions show that the states' gther e?Cpenditures include: Electronic Benefit'Transf~r'-: " 
develc)pment; fraud programs, quality control, emergency assessments, school readiness, teen :' 

,,' 	 pregnancy prevention, payments for TANF fa~ilies in'shelters, Emergency Assistance, outreach 
advertisiIig"and • expanding ,state earned income tcvc credit (EITC) provisions. , ' ' , ' 

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

The totalunobligated,balanceoffederal'funds is $1.2 billion, which is 9% of the $13.4 billion 
awarded to the states. Theseilpbbligated b~lances are F ederalfunds which remain available to the, ' 
states indefinitely. SinceTANF is a:,program covered by the Cash Manag~inentImprovement', 
Act, any uno~ligated reseryes,remain in the Federa:I treasl.;lry until the states ~ave an immediate 
need to drawthe funds to make a TANFexpenditure~ , 
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Appendices: . 

Chart 1:1 ,'. Recipi~~t Count 'Down '3.3 ~illjon S'in~e Ena:~tment of New Welfare L~~ 
Chart 1:2 . State'TANF:MOE:Esd~ate~ Expenf:liture~ of State Funds inFY 1997 
Table 1:1 State by State Welfare c;aseloads Since 1993 (ReCipients)". ' 
Table 1:2 State. by State Welfare Ca'seloads Since 1993 '(Families) ",. 
T;tble 1:3 Federal Awards, Transf~rs and Expenditures in FY 1997 
Table 1:4 . State TANFMaiiltenance ofEfTort, Expenditures of State Funds in FY 1997 
Table.1:,5 State TANF Maintenance of EfTort, Expenditures of-Separate State ",' ..", 

P~og~ariis'in IT 1997" ," "~I' 'I" 

.Tabl~ 1:6 Combined Expenditures o(StateFlmdsjnFY 1997 . 
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, H. 'PARTICIPATION RATES 

PRWORA provided for a transition period forstates.to·i~plemerit ~heir new T~Fp~ograf!1s. 
Although all states were, required' to implemept TANF by, July 1, 'i 997, thy participation rate and 
data repqt1irig requirements ,under TANF are based on the effectlve date of a' state's' " 
implementation ofT-ANF, States' that implemented TANF, by January 1; 1997'becaine sUbjec't to 
the participation rate standards and were requifed'to begin ,reporting infomi~tion on the TANF 

, "prognull 'with the July-September; 1997 quarter. All other states became subject to participation 
rates imd were required to begin reporting T ANF inform(ition,sixmqnths aftyr impleptentation ~f 

:, TANF. Under section 116,ofPRWQRA, all ,states we,re required to continue to meet th~' ' 
reporting requirements under part A and Fof title IV of the Social Secut:ity A9t until July 1,' 1997 
pr until the:TANF,r~poitingrequirements were':effective as provided for under'ihe'Balanced 
Budget Re~onciliation Ac(6f 1997.' ",~"" " , 

" The, t ANFprogram is not like tneJOBS 
'" 

prog~~~ und~r which ~tat~~ reported :participatiqn rate':, 
information in anaggregate format. TANF requires that states"report indiyiduallevel'data, on 

, either a population or',sample basis.. Basep upon these data, HHS calculates participation rates. ' 
,ThiI:ty nine states were required to repoI1 4ata for one or mor~ months of the July-Septe~ber, 
,1997 quarterly ~eport. ,Stateswere,requir~~'to report,this inforrilationby December'31, ,1997,

, '.' 

While we have been working Closely with states to assist them in implementing this nbvreporting 
system, 'sigruficant data transmission, data format and data quality. problems have occurred which 
prevent uS,from having complete and reliable TANF participatkm rate data for iJ1c1~sion in this 

',' r~porl., We,will provide this information as soap as reliable daiids available" ' " ' 
, , . 	 ," \ 

• '11 	 :" ,-j , 

, As ,indicated above, stateswer~required" i6 'c~rt~'inue to~ep6ri AFDC' ~d lOBS program data 
through Jut,le, 1997 irres'pective of whether they had implemented T~. ' TheJOBS 'data,'" 

'potentiallyprovides important participation nite information on stateTAt:W programs. However, 
, "only 27 states reported theJOBS data for the first three quarters ofFY 1997. See table 2: 1 " ,,'," 

, ':'AF-DCrrANF: Toi~ Families and Unemploy~d,ParentFamili'es, percent ,change from 1995 - ' 
1996, Tab,le 2:2 provides FYI996 JOBS data, as well as the FY 1997JOB8 data,thal are 

, ,,', avallable,from tne·27 states Teportiiig. .This report does not provide a substantial discussion on' 
JOBS participation rates due'to issues With the data which make data comparability difficult. 
Ple~~~ see footnotes ~n Table, 2:2 fo~ ~ more compl~teexphipaiion.' , , 

'., . . ,"'," " ., ,I ,"', ~ " , • \ I ' , 

",' • '-.j , \, ",' " " ,', 	 . , . 

Caution should be used in dr~wing 'conclusions about whether a state migli~ meet the work 
participation'n~quirerrieJ1ts under T ANF .from the JOBS, participation data,Thereare' three Hlctors' 


, ,that inake such a comp¢son diffi~ult. The, first is what constitutes a countabl~ activity under, the ' 

participation r~t~.; For,example, under ,the TANF program there is a 30% limitation of individuals 

who can bephiced in vocational educatioll, while in 1,OBS program there was. no such limit: ' ,. 


, (JOBS a~dTANF.actiVities are.described in Chart 2:1} The. second difference whichshould be 
noted 'is that JOBS rilandatorypopulation,wa.sa subset of the AF:bC caseioad, while the entire 
TANF, caseload {with few eJtceptions) is included'iri the pariicipati6nrat~s. The third factor , 

", 	relatesta the difference in the required.participation rates, Target rates,imder T~ have 
increased for the respective populations. Under rANF"the required pa~icipl!).tion ratesfor FY 
1997 are 25% for all families aJ1d 7.5% .for two-parent families. The 'two~parent rate i~cludes 
m3:ny'f~milies notpreVioll~ly:include4intheAFDt Unemployed P~~mfprogram.' However, the 
TANF statute provides for Ii reduction inth~se targets' ifa state achieved a caseload reduction . 
between the FY 1995 base' year and subsequent years. The caseload reduction percentage is " 
subtracted from the target p,articipation rate and this,then becomes the new target ,participation' .' '," 
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rate.Caseload,reductidrtsat~ributed,t9Federal reg~irements or .stat~,chariges in eligibility rules, 
are not counted. 

A.ppendices: 
" 

Chart 2:1 
Table 2:1 

" ' Table 2:2 

.' 

" ~ . 
", 

, ",' 

, " 
'. ,
." 

, 

' 

, TANF/JOBS' Activities, ' 
. . " . 

AFDCffANF: Total Families 'and Unemployed Parent~amilies,.Percent 


Change from IT 1996 to Fv1997 , " , :',.' 

.:rOB~ Parti~ipation,Rates, FY 1996 -:.19.97 
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, m. EMPLOYMENT-OF NEEDY FAMILIES (lNCLUDING·TRENDSl. 
",,
"~, 	 " 

Increasi'ng~mployment is a central goalofwelfaie reform. There:is now a:substa~tialbody of 
evidence shoWing increased employment..amqngwelfare recipients, as well as increased, 
emplpyment among low income women with children.' Although the strong eco,IlOmy is 
undoubtedly a major factor in this increase, there also is evidence that state welfare reform efforts, 
are playing a role. ~one ofthe multiple sources of information thllt support this conclusion i~', 
definitiv~, but they all 'point in the same direction. In this section,' we Will discuss the available 
evidence for increased employment from, varipus data sOl,lr'ces, , . ' ' 

') .' " ',. \. ,'jCURRENT POPULA nON SURVEY, 
~ 	 ,". 

, TQe Current Populatio~ SUrV~y(CPS),whichis the basis for calculatioI.l of unemployment rates, 

is a natiomillyrepresentativedata base: I;ach March the CPS colle~s information about: income 

and program participatioll in the. prec~dingcalendar' year in addition to 'employmetl~ and earnings 

data reflecting the month or week of the survey. AS a result, we know whether adults who· 

reported receiving A,fDC at some point"duringthe preceding· calendar year. were employed the 

following March, Altho",gh'itis not known whether former~year recipients were still receiving 

AFDC as of the March' survey, a time~series analysis can beconstnicted of the proportion of : 

adults who were recipients of AFDC in a'given year thatwer~ working in the subs~quent ye~r. 


, Doing so 'reveals Ii dear pattern of increased subsequent employment among AFDC 'recipients:' . 
with a particularly dnimatic increase between 1996 anq, 1997. Thus, between 1992 and 1996, the. 


'proportion of previous year AFDC recipients employed in March increased from 19 percent to 25 " 

percent, and jumped to a1most 32 'perc~nt in 1997 (See table '1:;2)... ' , " .:" . "'" .'." . 


• ;;, " .' ~, , 'J • 

, A second analysis conducted using CPS data examines the propo"rtion of single mothers'caring for 
" children under I8'whose income was under 200% ofp~ve~Y.the previous year' and were ' 
. employed the following March.. Again, the data indicate a very ~ignificant increase from 44 

percent in·, 1992 to" 54percent in 1997. Although this time series does not show the sharp , ", 

increas~ between 1996. and 1997, the average annual·increases in 1996 and 1997 are over twice as 

large as in the previous three years: Th~ findings are even more dramatic when one examines 


. , 'single mothers with younger child~en (those under 6). 'Herethe increase in the proportion " 
• working·rose from 35% {slightly over Lin 3) in 1992 to 50 percent (l'in 2) by 1997. Although it ' 


is uridoubtedly true that the strong economy has played an important role in these increases, other' 

evidence suggests that w~lfare',reform has also played an important role. "For example, the ' 


, 	proportion of all low income mothers with children unqer 6 was 35 percent for both single and " " " .. 
, married mothers in 1992., Ho~ever~ for married mothers: the 5 percentage point increase iil(. , ., " 

" :employmen: by 19?7 was on1y~ne~third of~he.I5 Pe[c~poi~tincrease for single mothers2.. I ,'.~ , 

the population of parents plosthkely ~o be affected by welfare pohcy (see table 3.2); .. 

STAri:WELFAREREFO~WAIVERE~A~UA~O~S'" ';....;':' 
. . ,j , ,.'. " .' ' , . '" 

. A ~econd imp~~ant source ofinrormati~n are the evaluations of state welfare r~form efforts that' 
. began a~ waiver demonstrations. The'~e experimental evaluations provide the earliest rigorous 


information on the actuideffects of state policies' on employment. . whereas the strength of the 

CPS is its nationally representative n{lture,' the strength 6f the state evaluations. is their ability to: . 


" isolate the effects of state policies from the effects of the economy and other external factors. To, 

date, evaluations of specific state programs at the upper range suggest policy~related increases in 
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employment Of 8 to 15 per¢entage points. Fo;'ex~ple, l~ Florida~s f~ progr~ in the eighth 
. quarter after program entry. adults in the experimental group were' employed at a rate about 8 . . 
. percentage points higher than individuals in the control group. In the fourth qum:ter, after entering 
Delaware's ABC welfare reform progr~, particip~ts' employment w~s about 11 percentage . 

. . 'points higher than a,randomly assigned,group of recipients who were not in the progr~. In 
" 	Minnesota's .:M:F'IP program, employment rates for long term recipients increased by 15 

percentage points in the si',rth quarter after progr~entry. Although these studies are not· 
nationally representative, for th~, most part they represent policies that are quite typical of state. 
TANF p<?licies.,· " 	 . . '. . . . 

... ''. ADDIUONAL STATE' STUDIES 	 , ,,,,' 

"A flnal important soprce of information are state-specific shIdies that have been conducted of 
recipients exiting from welfare. ,Surveys of people who have left: wel(are typically find that '50 to. 

" 60 percent ate working In the period following welfare receipt (with the remainder not employed). 
This is comparable to or slightly higher than the 45 to 50 percent ofwelfare exiters who were 
working after leaving AFDC (point in time studies) .. Lik~ the, CPS analysis above, these studies 
are suggestive but do not rigorously isolate the extent to which this.increase in work results from 
the stropg economy in' contrast to polley changes. Early national data show' that 1 in 3 families 
who received welfare in 1996 -- 1.7 miIIionpeople -::: were working in March 1997. 

, 	 ., " 

While each of the above sources ofinfo~ation ha~ limi~ations;.the fact that they aU poi~t 'in the 
same direction suggests,that the g()al of increased support for children thfough employment is 
occurring and at a dramatic rate: , .. " . ',' 

I "'. • 

There' has been a'strong i~te~esiin the role' ofsanctions. States are generally working harder to 
". ',.' 'erlforce mandatory work requirements, and sanctions have risen by about 30 percenthationally " 

since 1994. Inthe studies of specific states sanction rates of as high as 50 percent are seen, with' 
ratesiri the 25'percent to 30 percent range not unusual. Sanctions may result in either a ~omplete 
or partial loss of benefits. Across states we find that the majority of sanctions occur because " . 
recipi'ents fail to show up for initial appointments. Far fewer families have been sanctioned for "'. , 

. refusal to comply with work assignments. Sanctioned fwlies may include many who are already 
working or who hav:e good job opportunities; in Iowa, for example, families that did not comply 
~ith the state's Faffiily Investment Plantended··tb be more job-ready than the average. 

, AttaClnnent' 3: 1 pr~vides"summaries ofresearch plans for state waiver and other ev:ahiations along 
, with studies'of current recipients and those who have left·the .welfare rolls in a number' of states: 
. ,Appendices provide information/preliminary results from the (ollowing studies: summary tablebf 

Recent Research on Welfare Leavers (Table'3: 1 )Maryland ~ s Life After Welfare: A Second , 
Interim Report (Attachment ,3 :2)GAO Study o'n States' Early Experiences with Benefit,' . , 
Termination (Attachment 3:3)lowa,.'sLirruted Benefit Plan (Attachment 3:4)A:Comparison'of . 
Characteristics and Outcomes for Current and Former T ANF Recipients I in Indiana (Attachment 
3-: 5)SouthCarolina' s Survey ofFwly Indepertdence Progr~ Leavers ,(Attachment 3:6) . 
Delaware's'A Better ChariceProgr~(Attachment 3:7)Mirmesota's Family Investment Program 
(Attachment 3:8);,,. ','.' ",: ' 	 . 

High Performance Bonus Section 403(a)(4) ofthe Act' provides for $1 billion ~ver fi~e years to 
reward states that are high performers in achieving the objectives QftheAct--the ' 

'.. . '. ' ." . ", " ~ , '. . . .' , ;" 
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, nHigh Perfonnance Bonus (HPB)".' Pursu~t to therequi~ementofthe PRWORA, fillS ", ':,' 
• consultedexten'sively With the National Governors AssoCiation (NGA:) arid the Ameridm Public, " 

Welfare Association (t\PWA) on the specifiC, measures for ~he High Perfonnance Bonus: HHS 
also ,consulted witht~e ,N~tionalConferenc,e of State Legislatures (NCSL). Hils has now issued , 
guidance for how th~ states will compete for the HPB for the first' year of the boims, FY 1998. · In .,.', 

, ,our extensivecotlsultations, :weexplo.red ~ range Qf measures including family fonnation and' , 
stabiiity, and child well-being. We moved ahead with respect to work; because'we believed it was 
vital for. states t() have guidance with respect to how FY 1998 perfonnance would be measured. 

" 	 We did not include a.ny measures regarding family fonnation an~, stability in,the guidance. because , 
we'had difficulty identifying 'any that would provide effective incentives to states to design ' . 
policies to achieve the objectives ofTANF and for which a reliable:data'source existed orcoulci: ' 
be quickly developed. We'will qmtinue, however, to explore such measures for the High 

,I' " . Perfonnance Bon\ls in future years and will seek advice on.this matter throughth~ Notice of 
,Proposed Rulemaking process. Measures for the first year ofthe'HPB include job entry, job 

, retention ami earnings gain. As'these data become available, we Will r,eport them in future annual 
" reports; since they, will'represent'a vit~l source for examining how employment and earnings for 

needy families change over time, a~ well as how individual states are' doing. 
,','

"',, 

I 'Appendice.s: 
'" .. 	 " ' 

" . 	 , it" 

Table 3:1', 
',. 

,Summary of Recent Research on Welfare'Leaven " 
Table 3:2 Entj))oyment Status of Single Mothers a'lld Previous Year AFDC ' 

Recipi~nts ' ' , ' 
Attachment3:! Anticipated Deliverables from Welf~re Reform Rese~rch Projects " " " ' 
Attachment 3:2 'MarYl~nd's Life After Welf~re: A Second Interim Report , 

" . ,Attachment 3:3' .' GAO Study on States~ Early Exper.iences with Benefit Terminat~~n 
, Attachment 3:4 Iowa's Limited Benefit Plan ' ' , ' , .. 
,Attachment 3:5' A Comparison of Charact~ristics and Outcomes for Current and 

Former TANF Recipients in Indiana ", ,. " ,',',' 
Attachment 3:6 , South Carolina's Survey'ofFamilyInd~pendence Program Leavers 
Atta~hm~nt 3:7 ' 'Delaware,'s A Better'Chance Program , ' 

, Attachment 3:8 ' ,Minnesota's Family Investment Program 
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",''IV. CHILD SUPPORT COLLECRONS 

The goal of the nation's child supporierrl-orct:rrtent prog~amis to ensure'that children are" , , 
, financially supported by both their parents~' J;>RWORA provides strong measures for ensuring 
that children receive this support" ,',' ,',' " .' ' ", , ' ':' 

ln1997, the number'ofchild support'~ases ~th collections ros~'t04,2 miili~n', an inc.~~ase of 
,48% from 2.8 million in 1992,' As Graph 4:1 shows, in fiscal,year 1996,$12 billion was collected 
in child suppo!:t. In 1997, t~e state'and fede~alchild support enforcement program collect~d 'a 
record $13.4 billion for children, an,increaseof68% from 1992, when $'8 billion was:collected, 

, 
" The Administr~t~o~'s gl';lalis'to 'increase coll~ctions to $20 billion 'a year by the ,year: 2000. ' , 

,. " \ . . " . • , " "< ,I' , , 

, , . ' , ., " t. " ", "I' ,'t' , ,'," _ '.> • ¥ ,,' 

, The Office pfChild SupportEnforce~~nt established ~hecQrd l.~millio~ paternities in 1997, two' 
, 'arid a halftimes ,the 19~2 figu.re of~tb;o'oo,' M...l'ch ofthis success is <;hie to the in-hospitaJ ' 
, voluntary,patemity.':establish.Inent'ptogram begun.in 1994:which encouflige~ fathers't9.", "" 
, acknowiedge, paternity 'atthe'time'Ofth~ chi~d's birth. This includes': over 359,000pate~~ies:, " 
, estab,lished' in-ho'Spitai which was a Clint(~m Ad~nistration initiative whicQ ,pre-dated, passage, of ' 
: PRWORA. ',: ' .. ," ",' " 

" , ',' 

A key to impr~~e~ents in the nation's child support enforcement progni~' is'th~' use~fmodem , 
, automat,ed technology, ,'The neW National Directory ofNew Hires had located one million' , 

delinquent parents since it~ October 1, 1997 launch. The directory, proposed by 'the President in 
,199.4 and enacted 'as part of the 1996welfare reform law, helps track parents across, state lines 
and withhold their wages by enabling child' support officials to match records of deJinquent ' . 

, parents 'wiih wage records from throughout', the nation. Approximately 'one-third ofall child 
support cases'involve parents living'in different~tates, 

, 

" Graph 4:2,pr~0des informatiOI1on AFDCChild'Support Collections from FY 199f-
, 

FY, 1996;' 
and Table 4:2, gives data on the average 'child, support caseload by AFDCIFC, N:on-AFDC, arid' ., , . 
AFDCIFC Arrear~ Only, FY1992 - FY 1996. ,:' ' ".',:" ~,,', '..:, : ' ',.' . 
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,"Graph 4:1 '.' Total Child Supporl Collectio~s " 
Graph 4:2 " AFDC Collections'" '. ," 


, Graph 4:3 Non-AFDC'C.ollections··· , 

,Table 4:1' . Financial Overview ro~ Five Consecutive Fiscal Years ' 

Tabl~4:2 Statistical Overvie~ for Five.Consecutive Fiscal Years 


. Table 4:3 'Financial Pr~gr,am Status~ FY1996 ' ' 
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V. OUT-OF-WEDLOCK PREGNANCIES AND BIRTHS .... 
",' , , ' 

Oneofthe.goals~fthe P~WORA legislation is to prevent a~d'reduce'theincidence ofout-of-: 
, ,wedlock pregnancies', , The A~mirust~~tio,n.forChil<!ren aridFa~li~s issued proposed regulations, , 

implementing 'section 403(a)(2) of the Social Security Actwipch establishes a bonus:to 'reward ' 
decreases in out-of-:wedlock births on March 2, 1998, and expects to release final regulations this ' 
fall. T~e 'bonu's will be aWarde~ to those eligiQle's~ates 'and Territories that' experience the largest' " 
'decreases'in their out-of-w~dlock'birth ratio (where ratiorefers to the ratio of out-of-wedlock 
births ,to total births) and ~ave an abortiqn rate less than in 1995. Up to fivestatesarid three " 

, Territori~s may be eligible t()'Share',$~Ob nullion in each offiscalyears 1999 through 2002. Data, 
presented below highlight'the status of o~t-of-:w~dlock births 'arid teen births 'in the United States.' 

r·' . 

Preliminary data indicate that the birth rate for 'unmarried ~omen aged Is-44 year~decr~ased ' 
from 4S, 1 births per 1,000' women In '1995 ~o 44.8 in' 1996; However, because of the growth in ' 
the number ofu~arried women.in this· age ,category, the actual number of out-of~wedlock births 
increased 'by about one percent over this' period from 1,2S3,976 births to 'l';260,306' births. Over, 
the sam~ period, the proportion ofall births t~~twere out-:of':w~dlockincreased slightly from 32.2 
'to '32.4, because of a lower birthrat~ for marriedwom,en.' " , '",,: ' 

" , 't' 

Approximately SOO,OOO teenagers give birth each'year. Nationally, ~he birth rate for teen'agers ,', 
c~>ntinued, to 'decline in: 1996,~nd has now fallen by 12perctmt ,to S4.4 births per' 1 ;000 women 

,aged IS-19 years, cOI:npared with 62.1 iIi t991, T~enage birthr~tesby state vary substantially, 
from 28.6{NewHampshire) to 102.1 (District'ofColumbia);:the highest,rat~ reported was) 16,8 

',;', 

(Guam). ' Birth 'rates, fCir teenage subgroups IS-17 and 18.-19 years vary ,substantially by state. 
, \.! ,. 

, , 

During the 1991-96 period, teenage birth rates fell in, all states 'and the District of Columbia and ' 

the Virgin lslands. Decli,nes ranged from 6 to '2'9 perC,ent and were statistically'significant i'n ali ,but'" " 

three states, Between 1991 and 1996, rates fell by 16.0 percent or more in 13 states; declines'in" 

four of these states exceeaed20.O' percent. Eleven states registered declines of 13,0' tolS,9 

percent, and 12~tatesaridtheDistriciofC'olumbia registered declines ~r 10,0 to 12.4 percent." 


, Declines ofS,5to, 9.9 percentwer~,found f9rll states., 
, " 

"', ",',;1: . 

There'has be~n' sU,ccess in lowering 'the birth rate for both,youngarid older~eens, with rates f~r. 
,those '1S-17 years ofage down 13. percent between 1991, and 1996 and the rate for those 18 and 
19 down 9 pe~ceriti :Bet\.ye¢Il' 1991·and.1996, teen birthrates dedinedfor whit~, black, Arnericat;1' 
Indian; ,Asian or PaCific Islander, and Hispanic women ages IS-19. The rate for black teens -- ' 
until recently the highest -- e,,\periencecI the largest decline, down 21 p'ercent from 1991 ~o 1996 

, to reach the lowest rate ,ever reported for blacks:, " ,.., ' ", ' , 

.' T~ese recent declines reverse the 24,p'ercent rise.in teenage bi,rth,rate p-o,m 1986to 1991 .. Despite, 
, the'recent declines however, the rate fC?r .1996 is still higher ,than it was during the early to"mid· " 
.198O"s (50'·53 per 1,0'00') when the rate was at its lowest point. 'The' teenage birth rate was 
substa'ntiallyhigh~r inthe 19SO"sand'early 196O"sthan it is now, Most teenagers giving,birth 
prior to 1980 we~e m~rried, whereas most t~eI1agers giVi~g birth recently are unmamed. In 1996, 
,the percent- unmarried teenage mothers age IS-17 was 84 percent. It is important to note, 
however, that while mo~t teenage 1?irths are rlon-:-maritaJ,:the majority ofbirths,to.unmamed' '" 
women' are:not teenagers. ' , ' , ", . 
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Table 5:1' . The Number; rate and pe~ceilt of births to unmarried. women: United 'States, 
1980 and 1985-95 ' 

Table 5:2 ',State by State data 'on the percent ofbirths to unmarried women from'1992 
" to 1996, the number of births, to unmarried women, 1995, the percent ,of 
"births to unma'fried woman'in 1996, and the birth rate'per.l,OOO,unmarried· 
" wo~en ages: 15';..' 44 years for 1990 ' 
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'.' ',', VI. CHrLDPOvERTY: 
I ".-- ". 	 ' ,". I', " 

The child poverty rate, as measured'bythe Census Bureau's official poyerty measure, declined 
from 1993 to 1995 and remained unchanged for 1996; holding at 20.5%. ' ' 

, . ,1. .' '1 ¥!' ~' 	 , 

, The official 'poverty measure :is',based on adefinition ofinco~e that includes cash income rec~ived 
'by the 'individual or family. Near cash and, non-cash transfers are not iricluded in the illcome 
definition nor are subtractions or additions to income made through the tax system. To determine' 
an individual's or fanlily's poverty. status the total cashincome is compared to a standard ofbasic , 

, needs, the poverty threshold. 'The poverty thre~hold varies by the size of the family. ~nI996, t~e 
" "poverty threshpld fora faritily offour w~s $15,911: " ' .. ' 

•TheCenslls Bureau alsoproduces a series of additional measures ofpoverty. , These additional 
measures use the same poverty thresholds but expand the income definition to include near cash 
transfers (e.g: food stamp and housing) and the impacts of taxes, including'the payroll taX and the 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). Table 6.1, presents the poverty rates. ' , , 

This more inclusive measure of income resuhs infewer children living in' families with income: :, 
below the poverty threshold. When taking into account this ne~definition; poverty is decreased ' .. 
to 16,1%. TheEITC alone lifts one ofeve,ry seven poor chi,ldren out pfpoverty.' , " 

" '. ',' 	 '\ 

:Child p.overtYrates vary widetyfor different d~mographic groups: In particular, there are' , 
significant differences in child poverty rates by marital status and'race. Achild living in a single 
parent family is 'five times mpre likely to be poor, than a child living in a two parent famiiy., In ' 

, married, two ,parent families about one in ten children are poor (10.1%), whereas half the children' 
living in a ~ingle parent family are poor. ,Th~ poverty rate for children living in an African ' 

, American or Hispanic family is about two and one-halftimes higher then children living'in a white,' , 
,non-Hispanic famjJy. While the poverty rate forwhite, non-Hispanic children is 16:3%, the 
poverty rate for African American or Hispani(; children isAO% or about two 'of every five 
children. -	 

:' 	 '.' 

,': 	 Pursuant to 'section 413(i) of~he Ac:t, H;HSvAn issue a notice ofpropos~d rule makin~ describing' the 
methodology that each State shan Lise for'determining the child poverty rate in the state: ',Ifa state' 
experiences an-increase in its,child poverty rate ()f5 percentpf more as a result of its Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, then the state must subnlit and implement a 
-corrective action plan. irns expects to issue a proposed rule this year, 

,', 

Appendices: . ", 

Table 6:1 - PovertyRates for All Children For Selected Years, 1979 -1996 
". 
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,: 	 VII; DEMOGRAPmC AND FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMn.mS ' 
RECEIVING ASSISTANCE· " ." 

The'data soiJrce describ~d earli~r with respeci to participation rates is the'same' o~e that provides 
infonmition on the demographic'and financial characteristics 6ffamilies applying for, receiving, 
arid exiting from assistance, and are not yet available. The data provided is for the'first nine' ' 
months ofFY 1.997 (October 1996 - June 1997) when all states were required to continue 
reportirigAFDC da~a irrespective of their TANF implementa~ion status. These data wen~ :,,' 
reported only for families receiving assistance. 'All states except Alaska reported thedata.'" 

,Because most states were under TANF for this period, this report uses the term "T ANF", :aIthough 
" 	 " , for some months "AYDe" would b,e m~re',accurate;',' ,', 	 " , ' 

The information des~ribing the characteristics of TANF families has beep c¢ntral t6 an' , 
understanding 'of how ihe population served byAFDC has changed over time. For example, key' , 
trends such as the decline in family size and' the: increasing proportion of children served in the. 
program who were born out-of-wedlock have becmidentified through thisdatasource~ Thus, the 

'. statutory requirement· placed in TANF for states to report such information will be vital toa ' 
, continued understanding of the popul~tion served by TANF and how it changes over time.. Some 

, ' 'key characteristics ofTANF fainilies at the outset of the, program are described , along with how 
" th~y compare.' ,,' ' . " ' " .' , 

" ,, 

"I"CHA~CTEI.USrtCS OF TANF FAMILIES FORrnKFIRSTNINE MONTHS'OF , 
FISCAL YEAR 1997 " 

.... 'Length of Time' on' Assistance 
" " . ". 

, ", 	 The median length of time on assistance was 2 years since the most recent opening ofthe case. 
One in three families had been o'n the, rolls for one year or less, ,'arid one in four had been,qn the' 
roll~ for five years or more. Since FY 1994 there has been a small but steady decline ill the 
percentage ofthecaseload on ,assistance in their,current spell for one yearor less (36% to 33%) 

. and a corresponding increase in the percentage ,of the caseload on assistance fiv~ y~arsor more, 
(19% to 24%). This suggests the long term recipients are an increasing percentage of state 
c'aseloads. More than 40 percent ofthe families are known to nave been on the rolls' sometime. 
prior, to the most recent opening. . ' • " ' , . . ' 

, "'~ ,Payment Level~ 	 , 
",' , 

, For almost~llfamilies, the amount of the TANF 'payment depe~ds upon the family' size"th~' 
payment standard in effect and other available income, The monthly TANF payment: amount 

, 	 , 

averaged $362 per family in FY 1997~ (defined as total caseloads divided by total expenditures). ' 
Earned income has 'significantly increased among welfare recipients. The average earnings per. ' 
family on welfare 4as increased by 7 percent, from S466in FY 1996 to $500 in FY 1997.>rhe' '" 
percentage offamilies with earned income has increased steadily from 9 percent in FY 1994 to ,13 ' 
percent in FY 1997:" Fifteen percent' of the TANF' families had unearned income such as child 
support. This percentage has riot changed in the last 3 years~hdwever, the average in6nthly , 
amount"ofunearned income has increased to $267 in 199,7 from $221,i!11996 and $190 in 1995. " 

Family Composition and Demographics of Caseload 



• . . t • 

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

Child dnlY ~~sesaccounted for 23 percent of the TANF caseloaCi'. Thi~ is a dramatic increase, 
,from 10 percent,in 198,8., The:1997 figure is only one perce,ntage point above the 1996 'figure ,of 
22 'percent arid the'absol~te number of child oruy cases actually 'declined from '1996 to 1997. T~e .',' 
annual rate of increase arid the absolute number of such'families declined somewhat, suggesting :, 
that th~ trend'since 1988 (when the percentage ofchlld-Qnly cases was justuncler ten percent) 
might be slowing, ,Iri 60 p~rcent ofthe child-only'cases, the 'parent(s) resided in the household' 
and 33 percent of these parents were receiving SSI:~enefits.' , , 

The aver~ge',number6f'~'ers~nsin"TANF f~~ilies remained at 2:8persb~sin FY 199~ .. A, ,\ ' 	

majority ,of TANF families coritinued to live alone. One half of TANF families lived with no other, , 
persons inthe'~ousehold. Of those families not living alone, three out offour contained one or ' 
two non-recipient persons. , i\bout 82 percent of all non-recipients were related to the youngest, 
child in the JANF fC!-mily; '20 percent.were grandparents, 13 percent were siblings, 22 percent ' 

,'. were parents or step-parentsarici 26 perc;::ent wer~otherrC!latives: , "", " " 
.t',' .", '"., , • 

The TANF families. averaged 2 re9ipient children, which is consistent with the, data from recent, '. 
years. Three in every four faniilies hacl only one ,or two children: 'Seventy percent offanlilies had 
only one adult recipient (single family head ofhousehold), and 7percent included two or more '. 

,,' . '"adult recipients." ' , I '., • ,: " 	 " , " 

There was little, chan' e in the'racial com osition of TANF families Three of five TANF families 
, ,."." ," were members ofminority races or'ethnic groups. Black families comprised 37 percent ofTANF " 

, families, white families pompris~d 36 percent of the families and Hispanic famil~es comprised 23 
':, ,percent'ofTANF fariljm~s,. ' .. 

, " ' 

The average age of TANF children averaged aDout 7.7 years. The average age ofTANF children 
, has slightly increased every year.from 7:4 in FY 1994.," About 5.4 percent o.ftherecipient· ' 
,': children were under 1 year of age.' One fifth of the recipientchildren were under 3 years of age, 

, while 42 percent of these' children were under Qyears ofage. Approximately 10: percent of the: 
'childrenwereJ5'y~arsbfageorolder.,; ,,' " ", .: " " , 
'\ ., ,I:; , 	 ,I",' 

Nearly aU ofthe TANFadult recipients were the parents of the recipient c;::hildren. Ninety-seven, 

percent of the adult recipients were"haturalor' adoptiv~ parents. Less than 2 percent 'were' , 


, grandparents.' Most T ANF 'adults, were women. Womencompri'sed 83 percerit ofTANF adults. ' 


There wer~ 201,000 TANF teenag'e"mothersin FY 1997:' This represents 5 percent of the female' 
child recipients on TANF. Oft~e TANF teenage mothers, 19 percent were under 18 years of age, 
31 percent were, t'8 years, o.ld ~nd 50 percent were 19 years old. The number o.f teen mothers 
under 'IS years o.fage 'decliried from 23% iriFY 1994 . ,(Historical data suggest that teen mothers 
17 and' under Who gave birth outside pf marriage are more likely' to. go on welfare and spend 

. " ~', ", Jongero.nassistange)" 	 , . ;" .,'" ". 
, :,; '. 

Most TANF adults were U;S. citizen~. Non;'citizens residing legally in this country were 11 
percent o.f TANF adults. :,. , 	 ," ,,',. ': 

, ' " , 	 • > , 

, .', . 

" One in five families had some co.untable assets with th~'average ~al~e ~f$489. ,The average 
monthly cash income of all TANF ho.useholds was $594 in '1997: ' "," , 

. ,', 

',; 
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" .. . Table 7:2:A:verage Monthly Income of TANF Households By Number 'of 'Persons in the' , 
Household, October 1996- June 1997. . .... ' . 

Table 7:3 TANF ¥.a~i1i~s By Receipt of Non-TANF Income, October 19.~6,~ June'1997 
, Table 7:4 '. TANF Families with Earn~d Income By Type of Income, October 1996

June 1997 " .. .. ' . 

. Table 7:5'" 'TANRFamilies 'With Unearned Income By Type of Income, October,1996
, I,. 	 ' , 

.. Junel99",:." "/' .,'•.,.": '. ',' ' .. \. .:",.:, '.' :.' 
. Table 7:6 Percent pisfribution' ~'TANF Families by Numbet:' of.Members i,n the 

Assistan~e Unit, October 1,96 -Jl,lne 1997 . ' . 
··Table 7:7 Pe.rcent Distribution of TANF Adults in the Assistance Unit By their 
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'. Table 7:10 · :Percent Distribution.ofTANFFamilies with No.Adu~t Recipients By N~mber 
of Recipient Children, October 1996 - June 1997 

Table 7:11 Percent. Distribution of ,TANF Families with One Adult Recipient By 
" ' , 

" 
:. 

' . 
' 

,.Numberof,Jlecipient Children, October 1996 -. June 1997·, .• , :: 
'. . Table. 7:.12 . tAN~ ,Families By Rac~ of Natural Or Adoptiv~ Parent~ 'QCtober i996 .:-' June.

.' .' .> '."., " 	 . " . .' ,.. • ' . 
." 1997 , . . , ' '- .' .' . .; "" 	 ,'~,' . , , 	 "'" ' " 1'",' 

Table 7:1'3 PerceritDistril?utiori of j'ANF Recipien't Children By Age, October 1996 
· JUDe 1997 .'.' . .' .... ..' . '. . ,'.' . 
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, " . Table 7:14 	 TANF MotherS JUnder 20) Of Youngest Child in Family By Age, Qctober 
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vm. CHARACTERISTICS OF EACH STATE PROGRAM FUNDED UNDER TANF 


Work First Strategies 

Almost all of the states have moved to "Work First" models in their welfare programs, requiring 
r~cipients to move quickly into available jobs. '. Nearly every state has instituted "social contracts" 
or other personal responsibility agreements in which recipients agree to specific steps toward self
sufficiency. States are enforcing these agreements, sanctioning people who fail to sign or live up 
to their agreements. States include sanctions that can remove .the entire fa.mily from assistance . 

. where a parent refuses to cooperate with work requirements. ' 

Forty-two states have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing the amount of 
·earnings disregarded in calculating welfare benefits. For example, Connecticut now disregards all 
earnings up to the poverty level. Most states have also simplified the treatment of earnings 
compared to the AFDC treatment. In conjunction with this process, 43 states have raised the 
level of resources and/or the maximum value ofa vehicle allowed to welfare recipients. This will 

, make it easier for recipients to get to work and to accumulate savings that might lead to self
sufficiency. 

,Time Limits 
, '.. . . 

Families who have received assistance for five cumulative years (or less at state option) will be 

ineligible for cash aid under PRWORA. States will be permitted to exempt up to 20 percent of 

their caseload from the time limit, and states will have the option to provide cash and non-cash 

, assistance and vouchers to famili~s that reach the time limit using Social Services 

Block Grant or state funds. 


The most striking features of state policies regarding time limits is their variety and complexity. 
Many states have chosen intermittent time limits that limit the consecutive months of recipiency 
allowed within a longer time period (for example, Virginia limits TANF receipt to 24 months in 
any 60 month period). Nine states have chosen time limitsofless than five years, but often with 

'exceptions or exemptions. Twenty~seven states have chosen the Federal limit of60 months. Four 
states have chosen other opiions involving supplements from state welfare programs for those 
reaching the Federal time limits. 

Devolution 

Several states, including the'two with the largest caseloads, New York and California, are 
. devolving key policy and program decisioris to counties. States in the process of devolving 
include California, Maryland, Ohio, Florida, New York, Colorado', and North Carolina. All of 
these states are devolving decisions about work activities and sanctions. Colorado and North 
Carolina are also passing on decisions about other factors including eligibility. Benefit levels will 
still be determined at the state level, although in some cases the state will mandate only a basic 
package which the, counties carl choose to exceed, ' 
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Waivers 

ACF has provided funding for 23 projects in 18 states which continue or modify evaluations of 
welfare reform initiatives begun under section 1115 waivers. 

Following enactment ofPRWORA, most states developed state plans designed to operate in 
parallel with reforms initiated under waivers, with little or no modification. In fact; in many cases, 
the question whether states are continuing or terminating waivers is moot, since many individual 
waiver policies, especially those related to eligibility, are consistent With PRWORA and the 
flexibility it provides states in designing their T ANF programs. 

Section 415 al~ows states to' delay implementation of certain T ANF provisions, particularly work 
requirements and time limits, to the extent they are inconsistent with PRWORA requirements, 
However, for a number of reasons, we cannot fully document the extent to which states plan to 
continue inconsistent waiv~r policies. TANF state plans are not sufficiently detailed to provide 
this information. This lack of detail reflects a variety of factors: limited Federal authority to 
require plan information, the fact that state T ANF planning was in it~ early stages and state 
program designs were still under development, and uncertainty about the implications of specific 
policy choices under the new TANF penalty provisions. Thus, while some states provided 
information that gives us a clear picture of the waiver policies they are continuing, many plan 
references to waiver continuations are ambiguous. Some states have indicated that they are 
deferring decisions as to what waiver policies they will continue or terminate until final TANF 
regulations are published. 

In the absence of final rules, we cannot fully determine what inconsistency claims states will 

ultimately make. when PWRORA was enacted, 42 states had section t' 115 'waivers. 
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IX. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF STATE PROGRAMS 

CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE PROGRAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

Under the new law, states are required to submit a stflte plan to the Secretary that outlines how. 
the state intends to conduct a progr~ in all political subdivisions in the'state (not necessarily in a 
unifonnmanner) that provides cash aid to needy families with (or expecting) children and 
provides parents with job preparation, work, and support services. States are allowed to 
detennine what benefit levels to set and'what categories of families are eligible. With few 
exceptions, states have the flexibility to design and operate a program to better match needs of 
their residents and to help families gain and maintain self-sufficiency. ' 

The following infonnation is based primarily on T ANF state plans, augmented by infonnation 
contained in state policy manuals. We have sought to describe and organize the multitude of 
policy ~hoices into some'common themes: (1) requiring work; (2) making work pay; (3) time 
limiting assistance; (4) encouraging personal responsibility; and (5) other key provisions. ' 
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REQUIRING WORK 

Time Frame For Work 

TANF Provision: Under TANF, parents or caretakers receiving assi~tance are required to 
<engage in work (as defined by the state) when determined ready or within 24 months. States may 
impose work requirements sooner. 

«Within 24 Months (16) 
Alaska 
Colorado 
Dist. Of Col. 
Hawaii 
IIlinqis 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New York 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
South Carolina 
West Virginia 

< < 

Within 6 Months (32) 

Alabama Nebraska 

Arkansas New Hampshire 

Connecticut· New Mexico 

Delaware North Carolina 

Florida Oklahoma 

Georgia Oregon 

Idaho Pennsylvania 

IndianaRhode Island 

Iowa South Dakota 


<Kansas Tennessee 
Kentucky Texas 

< Massachusetts Utah 
<Maryland Virginia 
Montana Washington 

Michigan Wisconsin 

Minnesota <Wyoming < 


< . Other (3) 
Arizona l 

California2 

Vermone 

JOBS Requirement: Under JOBS, about half of AFDC adults were exempt from participation 
requirements. 

1 Individually determined based on individual responsibility plan. 

2 After 18 months of assistance reCipients must participate in work. Can be extended to 24 months at County option. 

35ingle parents are required to engage in work after 30 months and 2-parent households after 15 months. 
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Age of Youngest Child Exemption From Work Requirement 

T ANF Provision: States hf:lve the option to exempt single parents with children up to 1 year of 
.. age from work requirements, 'and to disregard them from the calculation of the w()rk participation 

rates for a cumulative lifetime total <;If 12 months. ' 

. Age of Youngest Child 
Number of States Exemption from Work ~equirement 

6 Over 1 year of age 
24 Up to 1 year of age 
15 6 months of age or younger 

2 County option . 
4 No automatic exemptions provided 

.Age of Youngest Child 

Exemption from Work Requirement 


• • , '1,." HAWA.lI .' ,

. 0 over~~ge·12rnci~ths· ;.:_;'6 months or you~ge~ . r·~:&;¥,~fid;nc,.itut~~tic exemptions, . 
.. 

_.up to 12 months old 0 county option. 

.JOBS Requirement: Parents and caretaker relatives who were providing care to a child under 
, age 3 (or as low as age 1 at state option) were exemptfrom participation in JOBS. Parents and 

caretaker relatives who pro'vided care to a child under age 6 could not be required to participate if 
child care was not guaranteed by the state;' .. 

4/24/98 



Community Service Requirement 

TANF Provision: States must require a parent or caretaker who has received assistance for 2 
months and is not engaged in work, to participate in community service employment, unless the 
state executive officer of the state opts out of this requirement. . 

• 	 Michigan, New Mexico, South Dakota, and Wisconsin elected to require participation in 
community service for recipients aft~r 2 months ofbenefit rec.eipt. However, almost all 
states allow participation in community service as a regular work activity. 

AFDC Requirement: None. 
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MAKING WORK PAY 

Treatment of Earnings 

TANF Provision: PRWORA does not specify how earnings should be treated in determining 
families' eligibility for T ANF. States have the flexibility to determine the income eligibility rules 
that best meet their resident's needs. . 

• 	 Fony-two states made changes to the income eligibility rules under T ANF. Generally, 
these states sil:nplified and expanded the treatment ofearnings compared to the AFDC 
treatment. 

• 	 Nine states maintained the income eligi~ility test that existed under the fonner AFDC 
program. 

Changes to Earnings Disregards 


50 percent or g~t8r of .. for 
stull·tlme, minimum wage JobIII LeSs than 50 percent of eamings disregarded 
for a full·time, minimum wage jobo Same as under former AFDC 

~1 
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AFDC Requirement: A family that enters employment was eligible to receive: 
• 	 $90 work expense disregard; . 
• 	 first 12 months: $30 work incentive disregard; 
• 	 first 4 months: disregard of one-third ofgross income after the $90 and $30 disregards are 

allowed; . . .. 
• 	 and dependent care expenses, subj~ct to limit of$200 per child under age 2, and $175 per 

child age 2 and over. 

Resource Level . 

TANF Provision: PRWORA does not specify the total resource level that states are to use to .. 
determine eligibility for families. States have the fleXibility to set the resource level to determine 
eligibility that best meets the needs of their residents. 

. 	 - . . .. 

• 	 Thirty-eight states made changes to the total resource level used to determine eligibility 
for families. The higher limits for families range from $1,500 to an ·unlimited amount.· 

• 	 Thirteen states maintained the same level as under. the former AFDC program. 

AFDC Requirement: Families with countable assets above the $1,000 were ineligible for 
assistance. This limit had· not been increased since 1981. . . 

. Individual Development Accounts 

TANF Provision: Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) may be established by or on behalf 
of a T ANF applicant or recipient. IDAs are restricted savings accounts that allow. recipient's to 
accumulate savings to be used for post-secondary educational expenses, first home p~rchase, or 
business capitalization. An individual may only contribute to an IDA such amounts as are derived 
from earned income. Funds in an IDA are not considered as a resource and any interest earned 
will not be considered incoine in determining TANF eligibility. . . 

• 	 T~enty-seve~ states allow TANF funds to be placed in·IDAs. The limits for such 

res~ricted accounts range from $1,000 to an unlimited amount. 


AFDC Requirement: .None. Families withcount~ble assets above'$I,OOO were ineligible for. 

assistance. 
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Resource Level's and Individual Development Accounts 



4 Available only to subsidized work component participants. 
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Vehicle Asset Level 

TANF Provision: PRWORA does not specify the vehicle asset level that states are to us~ under 
T ANF. States have the.flexibility to set the vehicle asset limit at the level that bestmeets their 
residents' needs. 

• 	 F:orty-seven states increased the vehicle asset level under TANF. Of these, twenty-four 
states have chosen to simply disregard the value ofone automobile for a family. Other 
increases in the vehicle asset level range from a value of $4,500 up to $10,000. 

• 	 The.District ofColumbi,a, Mississippi, and North Dakota maintained the same vehicle 
asset level as under the fonner,AFDC program. 

• 	 Only Indiana lowered the vehicle asset level. 

AFDC Requirement: The first $1,500 in equity value was excluded. For example, if a family 
had $4,500 in equity in an automobile, $3,000 was counted and the family would have been 
ineligible for assistance, because of the $1,000 resource limitation. 

" 

( 
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Vehicle Asset Level 

!'> 	 Represents the value of at least one car. Some States exclude cars for each licensed.driver. 
There is no limit when the car is used to transport disabled family member. 

37 
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Transitional Medicaid Assistance 

T ANF Provision: Families losing T ANF benefits due to increased earnings from work will 
receive j year of Transiiionai Medicaid Assistance (TMA). Families that lose T ANF benefits due 
to collection of child or spousal support will receive TMA for 4 months. These policies are the 
same as under the former AFDC program. However, several states have elected to provide TMA 
for longer than the required 12 and 4 months periods 

, 	 I 

• 	 Twelve states provide TMA for more than 12 mon~hs ranging from 18 months to 
unlimited months as long as income is below a specified leveL 

Transitional Medicaid Assistance 

• Beyond 12 months ,III ~P to 12 months 
4/23/98 

AFDC Requirement: Same as under TANF. 
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Transitional Child Care 

T ANF Provision: The new law replaces the entitlement with a consolidated funding stream and 
additional resources for famili~s moving off of welfare (see AFDC requirement below) and folds 
funding into a new block grant, the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG). 

• 	 Tw~nty-nine states extend transitional child care for longer than 12 months for families 
moving off of welfare. 

Transitional Child Care 


• Beyond 12 months III Up to 12 months 
4/8/98 . 

AFDC Requirement: The state agency had to guarantee.childcareto the extent it was' 
necessary for an individual's employment in any case where a. falniIy'ceased' to receive assistance 
as ,a result of increased hours of, or increased inco'mefrom.employment, or as a result of the loss 
ofearnings disregards. This assistance was available .for a period of 12 months; the family had to 
contribute to the cost ofcare in accordance with a slirling scale based on ability to pay, established 
by the state and approved by the Secretary. Under AFDC, the state agency also had to guarantee 
child care to welfare recipients to the extent that such care was necessary for employment or 
participation ,in an education or training activity. AFDC applicants and recipients were allowed to 
disregard their child care costs. up to disregard limits of$175 for a child age 2 to age 13, and $200 
for a child' under age 2. 
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Upfront Diversion Assistance 

TANF Provision: There isno$pecific provision in PRWORA.The law allows states to provide 
upfront diversion assistance. As such, several states now offer upfront diversion assistance to 
families as an alternative to on-going T ANF assistance. Generally, these payments are intended to 
provide short-teon financial assistance to meet critical needs in order to secure or retain 
employment., Typically, states provide several months of benefits in one lump sum or, in a few 
states, a flat amount. By accepting the upfront diversion payment, the family generally agrees not 

, to 're-apply for cash assistance for a specified period of time, e.g., receipt of a diversion payment 
equal to 3 months ofbenefits results in family agreeing to not reapply for benefits 3 months. 

• Twenty-five states have opted to offer upfront diversion assistance' 

'. ' 

AFDC Requirement: None. Upfront diversion was not permitted underAFDC rules. 
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TIME LIMITING ASSISTANCE 

Time Limits 

TANF Provision: states can not use Federal funds for any part of a grant to provide assistance 
to a family that includes an adult who has received assistance for 60 months (whether or not 
consecutive). States have the option to setlower time limits on the receipt ofTANF benefits. 

. State Time Limit 
(27 states) Alabama, Alaska, Colorado, 
Dist. of CoL, Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, 
Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri1 

, 

Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New 
Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, 
Vermont, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, 
Wyoming 

60 months 

,

(8 states) Louisiana, Nebraska, Nevada, North 
Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Virginia 

intermittent, e.g., 24 out of 60 months; lifetime of 
60 months 

(8 states) Arkansas,Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida.... Georgia, Idaho, Ohio, Utah· 

less than 60 months lifetime' 

(2 states) Arizona, Indiana (1) 24 out of60 months; lifetime of 60 for adults 
only; (2) 60 months lifetime 

California 

. 

For applicants: 18 months but can be extended to 
24 months ifextension will lead to employment or 
60 months if no job available and adults participate 
in community service 

For recipients: 24 months but can be extended to 60 
months ifno job available and adults participate in 
community service 

i 

ll1inois (1) No limit if family has earned income and work 
20 hours per week 
.(2) 24 months for families with nor child under age 
13 and has no earnings 
(3) 60.months for all other families 

Iowa individualized; lifetime of60 
Massachusetts 24 out of60months; no lifetime limit . 
.Michigan no time limit; will use state funds after .60 months 
Texas 12,'24; and 36 in6nths lifetime for adults only, time 

period depends.on employability ofhead of 
household 

AFDC Requirement: None. AFDe benefits were a non·time limited entitlement. 

7 Under waiver, will deny benefits if family reapplies after completing an individual responsibility plan and had 
received ben,efits for 3.6 months. 
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Exemptions to the Time Limit 

TANF Provision: States are allowed to exempt up to 20 percent of their c'aseload from the 60 
month time limit" States have the flexibility to determine the criteria by which families are 
excluded from being subject to the time limit, except all states are, required under PR WORA to 
exempt: families not containing an adult receiving assistance; months of assistance received by an 
adult as a minor child; not the head ofhousehold or mamed to the head of the household;, and any 
month in which the family lived on an Indiari'reservation or Alaskan Native village with an 
unemployment rate above 50 percent. ' ' 

• 	 Most states exemption policies fall into the,following categories: 

Age 'of parent or caretaker; , 

Mentally or physically disabled parent or caretaker; 

Caring for a disabled dependent; 

Victim of domestic violence; 

Actively seeking employment, and 

High unemployment. 


AFDC Requirement: None. 

Extensions to the Time Limit 

TANF Provision: There is no provision in PRWORA for extensions'to the time limit., 

• 	 Some states allow non-exempt fainilies that have reached the time limit to continue 
receiving assistance for an extended period of time. The length of time for extensions 
range from 3 months to 60 months. The most common reasons for' extensions are: 

To allow individuals to finish a training progra.rn; or 
The famlly is unable to find work and is making a good faith effort to find 
employment, 

AFDC Requirement:, None. 
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ENCOURAGING PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY. 

Individual Responsibility Plan 

TANF'Provision: States are required to make an initial assessment of the skills, prior wo'rk 
experience, and employability 'of each recipient .18 years or older or has no high school or GED, 
The state, in consultation with the individual, may develop an individual responsibility plan. 

• 	 Every state requires T ANF applicants and recipients to complete an Individual 
Responsibility Plan (IRP). Most IRPs include provisions to require immunization, school 
attendance, and cooperation with child support enforcement. Refusal to sign an IRP 
generally results in ineligibility. Sanctions for non-cooperation with plan activities after 
signing the plan result in immediate termination or benefit reduction, or initially benefit 
reduction with continued non-cooperation leading to termination. 

In 32 states, the maximum sanction can r~sult in loss ofentire grant for refusal 'to sign the 
IRP or for non-cooperation after signing. 

In 14 states, the maximum sanction for non-cooperation with plan activities can result in 
. reducing the families benefit. 

In 4 states, the sanction was not specified. 

Maximum Penalty fornol Com plying. 
an Individual Responsibility Plan 

.. Loss of entire grant .. Loss of part of the grant CJ Not specified 
4/8/98 

AFDC Requirement: States were required to develop an employment plan for non-exempt' 
JOBS participants. Refusal to cooperate with the employment plan could result in a reduction of 

, benefits equal to the non-complying individual's needs being removed from the grant. 
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Maximum Sanctions For Not Complying With Work Requirements 

TANF Provision: If an individual in a family receiving assistance refuses to engage in requ.ired 
work, the state has the option to either reduce or terminate the amount of assistance payable to 
the family, subject to good cause. 

Maximum Sanctions for Not Complying 

With Work Requirements 


B Protective payee for children under 12 years of age. 

9 Protective payee for remaining grant 

10 -rhird party payment for remaining grant. 

11 May be allowed to participate in community service. 

12Vendor paid for remaining grant. 
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AFDC Requirement: An individual who was not exempt from JOBS participation was subject 
to a financial penalty or sanction if she refused without good cause to participate in JOBS 
activities specified in her employment plan. The sanction was to remove the non-exempt person 
from the grant. In the first instance, the sanction continued until the person agreed to participate; 
in the second instance, the sanction lasted 3 months, or until the person agreed to participate, 
whichever was later; and for the third and subsequent instances, the sanction lasted for a minimum 
of6 months, or until the person agrees to participate, whichever is later. 

13Payment to third party for children. 
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Strengthening Child Support 

Sanctions for Non-Cooperation With Child Support Requirements 

TANF Provision: Title III ofPRWORA estab.1ishes stricter child support enforcement policies. 
States must operate a child support enforcement program meeting gerieral requirements in order 
to be eligible for the Family Assistance Program. Recipients must assign rights to child support 
and cooperate with paternity establishment efforts. States have the option to either deny cash 
assistance or reduce assistance by at least 25 percent to those individuals who fail to cooperate 
with paternity establishment or obtain,child support. 

• 	 Thirty-six states elected to terminate cash assistance to families for failure to cooperate with 
child support requirements. In most states, cash will be restored upon cooperation with 
requirements. 

Maximum Sanction for Non-Compliance 

with Child Support Requirements 


• Terminate Cash:Assistance " .'Reduce Cash Assistance 
. . , , .... "', .. 

AFDC Requirement: States were required to establish paternity and enforce child support 
orders for AFDC recipients. ' 
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$50 Pass-Through 

TANF Provision: PRWORA repeals the child support $50 pass-through, but states have the 
option ofcontinuing it at their expense. 

• 	 As ofNovember 1, 1997,21 states'have elected to continue the child support pass-through-
some on a temporary basis. Kansas is continuing but at a reduced amount of $40, and Nevada 
has raised the pass-through to $75. The remaining 30 stat~s have elected to discontinue the 
p~ss-through, 

14Continuing temporarily. 

15 Discontinued for new TANF recipients after 7-1-97. Continued for those receiving TANF prior to 7-1-97. 
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AFDC Requirement: States were required to disregard the first $50 in a child support payments 
collected by the state and pass that amount through to the family. 

16 State provides a $50 incentive payment to TANF recipients who receive child support payment. 
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OTHER KEY PROVISIONS 

Different Treatment for Families From Other States 

. T ANF Provision: States are allowed to treat families moving into the state from another state 
differently than state residents with respect to eligibility rules and benefit levels. 

• . Twelve states have chosen to provide benefits to families. moving from other states based 
on the maXimum aid payment they received in the state from which they moved. 

• North Carolina allows counties to. set out-of-state farriiIy eligibility . 

. • Florida and North Dakota will also use the former state's time limit, if shorter than their 
previous time.limit. 

Different Treatment For 

Families From Other States 


• Smaller grant Shorter time limits 

Dcountyoption··
I ·California. Washington. aoo PCMSyl vainia arc awaitin~ 4/24/98 

outcome of la'WSUitS. 

: AFDC Requirement: None. Different treatment based on state of prior residence was not 
permitted under AFDC. 



, Immigrant Benefits ' 

,TANF P~ovision: States are'given the option whether or not to provide assistance under TANF 
to "qualified aliens. ,,17 States may not deny assistance to refugees, who have been in the U.S, for 
less than five years, to asylees and aliens whose deportation is withheld under Section 243(h) of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Act for 5 years from the date such status was received, to 
legal pennanent residents who have earned 40 qualifying quarters of coverage, or to aliens who 
have served.in the anned forces (and their spouses and unmarried dependent children). . 

Under Section 403 ofPRWORA, Federal TANF funds may not be used to provide assistance to" 
an alien entering the United States on or after the date of enactment (August 22, 1996) for a 
period of five years beginning with the date of the alien's entry into the country as a qualified 
alien, with exceptions for refugees, asylees, immigrants whose deportation is withheld, and 
veterans and their families, 

• Forty-eight states have elected to continue to provide benefits to qualified aliens. 

• Alabama, Mississippi,and South Carolina are not providing benefits. 

AFDC'Requirement: Aliens who were pennanently residing under color of law were eligible for 
AFDC benefits. ' 

The definition of"qualified ,alien" includes seven categories of aliens, including immigrants legally admitted as 
permanent residents, refugees and asylees. Aliens who are not qualified aliens are banned from receiving federal 
public benefits, with certain limited exceptions. State or local public benefits are not available, with certain limited 
exceptions, to aliens who are not one (If the following: qualified aliens, non-immigrants, or aliens paroled into the ' 
U.S. for less than one year. The State can enact a law after August 22, 1996 which affirmatively provides a benefit 
to an alien who is not lawfully present in ~e U.S. ' 

Sl 
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Family Violence Option 

TANF Provision: States have the flexibility to give special treatment to the victims of domestic 
violence. States have the option to certify that they will assist victims ofdomestic violence by: 
Screening for them when they apply for TANF; referring these clients to counseling and 
supportive services; and waiving time.limits, residency requirements, child suppo~ cooperation 
requirements, and family cap provisions. 

• Twenty-six states' have certified they will assist victims ofdomestic vio lence. 

• Three states are developing screening and counseling standards 

States Selecting 

Family Violence Option 


Twenty-six States elected to screen. for, 
~AWAIIprovide appropriate services,. and waive 

. requirements where needed to ensure •.Optional Certification 
safety. . D .Developing Standards 

AFDC Requirement: None. 
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Family Cap 

TANF Provision: None. States have the flexibility not to increase cash assistance after the hirth 
of additional children while the family is on T ANF. .. 

• 	 Nineteen states have elected not to increase cash assistance after the birth of additional 
child while the .family is on T ANF .. 

• 	 Connecticut and Florida provide a partial increase in benefits after the birth ofadditional 
child(ren) while the family is on T ANF. 

• 	 Maryland provides the increase to a third party, and Oklahoma provides an increase in the 
form of vouchers. . . 

. Family Cap Provision 

. 0 Increase in vouchers .•.No increase • 	 Partial increase 
or to third party 

3/26198· 

AFDC Requirement: None. AFDe benefits were based on family size~ regar:dless of when the 
children were born. 
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Chart 1:1 

RECIPIENT COUNT DOWN 3.3 MILUON 

. SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEWVVELFARE LAW 


(August 1996-March 1998) 


• +\:JIA. tII>' 

-26% and greater decrease -1% to -15% decrease 
~===l 

-16% to -25% decrease Increase or no change (NC) 



Chart 1:2 
TANFPROGRAM 


EXPENDITURE OF STATE FUNDS IN FY 1997 AS % OF MOE 
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Table 1: 1 Siale lTy Stale CaseJoad.s Since 1993 (Recipients) 

CHANGE IN AFDC/TANFCASELOADS 

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients 
(in thousands) 

Percent 

.JaIill ~ ..Jan...2S ..J.aD...2D. ~ Mar..2.8 J.2J:.2Hl 

Families 4.963 5.053 4.963 4.628 4.114 3•."'')4 -35.0'k 

1,739,000 fewer families 

Recipients 14.115 14.276 13.931 12.877 11.423 8.910 -36.9~ 

5,205,000 fewer recipients 

Total AFDC/T ANF recipients by State 

Percent 
STATE ~ ~ ..Jan...2S ..Jan.26 ~ Mar..2.8 J.2J:.2Hl 

Alabama 141.746 135.096 121,837 108.269 91.723 58.964 -58.4% 

Alaska 34.951 37.505 37.264 35.432 36.189 32.665 -6.5% 

Arizona 194.119 202.350 195.082 171.617 151.526 107.860 -44.4% 

Arkansas 73.982 70.563 65,325 59,223 54.879 34.901 -52.8% 

California 2.415.121 2.621.383 2.692.202 2.648.772 2.476.564 2.102.704 -12.9% 
Colorado 123.308 118.081 110.742 99.739 87.434 53,682 -56.5% 
ConnecticUl 160.102 164.265 170.719 161.736 155.701 132.437 -17.3% 
Delaware 27.652 29.286 26.314 23.153 23.141 17.810 -35.6% 
Disl. of Col.. 65.860 72.330 72.330 70.082 67.871 53.850 -18.2% 
Florida 701.842 689.135 657:313 575.553 478.329 290.977 -58.5% 
Georgia 402.228 396.736 388.913 367.656 306.625 209.613 -47.9% 

Guam 5.087 6.651 7.630 7,634 7.370 6.933 36.3% 
Hawaii 54.511 60.975 65.207 66.690 65.312 75.368 38.3% 
ldabo 21.116 23.342 24.050 23.547 . 19.812 4.460 -78.9% 
Illinois 685.508 709.969 710.032 663.212 . 601,854 531.623 -22.4% 
Indiana 209.882 218.061 197.225' 147.083 121.974 92.551 -55.9% 
Iowa 100.943 110.639 103.108 . 91.727 78,275 67.189 -33.4% 
Kansas 87,525 87.433 81.504 70,758 57.528 35.659 -59.3% 
Kentucky 227.879 208.710 193.722 176.601 162.730 129.770 -43.1 % 
Louisiana 263.338 252.860 258.180 239,247 206.582 124.031 -52.9% 
Maine 67.836 65.006 . 60.973 56.319 51.178 41.860 -38.3% 
Maryland 221.338 .. 219.863 227.887 207,800 169.723 125.337 -43.4% 
Massacbusetts 332.044 311.732 286.175 242.572 214.014 176.412 -46.9% 
Michigan 686.356 672.760 612.224 535.704 462.291 . 370.715 -46.0% 
Minnesota 191.526 . 189.615 180,490 171.916 160.167 146.257 -23.6% 
Mississippi 174.093 161.724 146.319 133.029 109.097 61.045 -64.9% 
Missouri . 259.039 262.073 259.595 238,052 208,132 158,492 -38.8% 
Montana 34.848 35.415 34.313 32.557 28.138 19.913 -42.9% 
Nebraska 48.055 46.034 42.038 38.653 36.535 38,523 -19.8% 
Nevada 34.943 37.908 41.846 40.491 28.973 27,374 -21.7% 

http:J.aD...2D


New Hampshire 28.972 30.386 28.671 " 2~.519 20.627 15.513 -46.5 'A 

New Jersey 349.902 334.780 321.151 293.833 256.064 207.678 -406<;; 

New Mexico 94:836 101.676 105.114 102.648 89.814 69.275 -:27.0 <;; 

New York 1.179.522 1.241.639 1.266.350 1.200.847 1.074.189 922.675 -21.8 <;; 

North Carolina ' 331.633 334.451 317.836 282.086 ' 253.286 184.382 -44.4% 

North Dakota 18.774 16.785 14.920 13.652 11.964 8.733 -53,5<;; 

Ohio 720.476 691.099 , 629.719 552.304 518.595 372.241 -48,3~ 

Oklahoma 146.454 133.152 127.336 110.498 87.312 66.451 -54.6~ 

Oregon 117.656 116.390 107.610 92.182 66.919 . 48.663 -58:6% 

Pennsylvania 604.701 615.581 611.215 553.148 484.321 ' 382.901 -36.7% 

Puerto Rico 191.261 184.626 171.932 156.805 145.749 127.144 -33.5% 

Rhode Island 61.116 62.737 62,407 60.654 54.809 54,425 -10.9% 

South Carolina 151.026 143.883 133.567 121.703 98.077 71.382 ~52.7% 

Soutb Dakota 20.254 19,413 17.652 16.821 14.091 10.187 -49.7% 

. Tennessee 320.709 302.608 281.982 265.320 195.891 154.428 -51.8% 

Texas 785.271 796.348 765.460 714.523 626.617 408.776 -47.9% 

Utah 53.172 ' 50.657 47.472 41.145 ' 35.493 29.698 -44.1 % 
Vermont 28.961 28.095 27.716 -25.865 23.570 20.718 -28.5% 
Virgin Islands 3.763 3.767 4.345 5.075 4.712. 4.057 7.8% 

Virginia 194.212 194.959 189,493 166.012 136.053 104.338 -46.3% 
Washington 286.258 292.608 290.940 276.018 263.792 221.274 . -22.7% 
West Virginia 119.916 115.376 107.668 98,439 98.690 45.255 -62.3% 

.. 
Wisconsin 241.098 . 230.621 ' '214.404 184.209 132.383 47.444 -80.3% 
Wyoming 18.271 16.740 15.434 13.531 10.322 2.974 -83.7% 

, ' 

. U.S. TOTAL 14.114.992 14.275.877 13.930.953 12.876.661 11,423.007 8.909.587 "36.9% 

Souru: 

U.S. [)ept. ofHealth 4t Human Services 


AdministraIionfor Children and Families 


June 1998 






New Jersey 126.179 121.361 120.099 113;399 1O:!.378 85.061 -3~.6r;; 

New Mex.ico 31.103 33.376 34.789 34.368 :!9.984 :!2.024 -29.~<;; 

New York 428.191 449.978 461.006 437.694 393.424 340.573 -20.5'7f 

Nonh Carolina 128.946 131.288 127.069 114.449 103.300 74.599 -41.1 ~ 

Nonh DakOl.a 6.577 6.002 5.374 4.976 4.416 3.320 -49.5'1< 

Ohio 257.665 251.037 232.574 209.830 192.747 141.750 -45.0c;( 

Oklahoma . 50.955 47.475 45.936 40.692 32.942 24.704 -51.5% 

Oregon 42.409 42.695 40.323 35,421 25.874 19.300 -54.5 'X 

. Pennsylvania 204.216 208.260 208.899 192.952 '170.831 136.669 -33.1 % 

Pueno Rico 60.950 59.425 55.902 51.370 48.359 42.369 -30.5% 

Rhode Island 21.900 22.592 22.559 21.775 .20.112 19.257 -12.1 % 

South Carolina 54.599 53.178 50.389 46.772 37.342 26.903 -50.7'1< 
South DakOLa 7.262 7.027 6.482 6.189 5,324 3.881 -46.6C;( 

Tennessee 112.159 .111.946 105.948 100.884 74.820 59.424 -47.0% 
Texas 279.002' 285.680 279.911 265,233 228.882 147.620 -47.1 'k 

ULah 18.606 18.063 17.195 15.072 12.864 10.927 -41.3'k 

Vermont . 10.081 9.917 9,789 .9,210 8.451 7,487 -25.7% 

Virgin Islands 1,073 1.090 1.264 1.437 1.335 1.153 7.5% 
Virginia 73.446 74.717 73,920 66,244 56,018 43.065 -41.4% 
.Washington. 100.568 103.068 103.179 99.395 95,982 7~.964 -20.5% 
West Virginia 41.525 40.869 39.231 36,674 36,805 16.135 -61.1 % 
Wisconsin 81.291 78.507 73.962 65.386 45,586 12.843 -84.2% 
Wyoming 6.493 5.891 5,443 4,975 3,825 1,320 -79.7% 

U.S. TOTAL 4.963,050 5,052.854 4,963,071 4,627,941 4,113,775 3.223,869 -35.0% 

Source: 

U.S. Dept. of Health &: Human Services 

AdministraIionfor Children and Families 

JUlie 1998 



. TABLE .1:3 DATA AS OF. February 27. 1998 

_.__ .___. _ _ _____.. _._._ .________!.e.!l!f'()!'!f.y.AS:;~$~~Ce to Ne~l'£~!!1JliesJ.!Al':!fl ~rC!!!!~!" _____ 
. FEDERAL AWARDS. TRANSFERS AND EXPENDITURES FY-1997 

Q.a~~~.rtedj>~. ~ . _...:..=-_. - '.\ - T!_---'----..,------.-----,,_-rl·rl---·-T----
m Column A OI'J FO!rn_J 
ACF.'96 line Uems: 1 1 2 3 . 4 -5-- ----,-

TOTAL TRANSFERRED TRANSFERRED AVAILABLE FOR '. CASH AND WORK WORK 
AWARDED 11 TO CCDF TO SSBG TANF BASED ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES 

109 
TRANSITIONAL IUNLlQUIt;lA.!..E..!'.!yn",tsLlu" I IOU 

SERVICES OBLIGATIONS BALANCE 

7 
. ciii'LD 

CARE 

11' ----;2 -1-"13
-==-+-~ 

------. JI 1 ______ 
~.ba~_ 8~~~ __ 81.313.()().1 3~,499,408. 4.245.726 • 8.979.199 - - 1I.376.~1-------' 
~Ias~a 18.759.063..... .-. 18.759.063 11.027,089 1,056,756 . 21M7~ _~~.870 1.?28.134 _ 
Arllona 222.419.998 222.419,998 . 145,656.733 • • 12,341,817 561.836 .. 30.196,321 
~;kansO$ .' 19.936.461 19 936:46t --===-~:!£4jI4'- -- 1,872.805 .__.' --= r----oc 55i,~8. --m:528 - 1.52O'~~r---= -
c:'lIIornla_____ 3.147.715.829 r--- 3,147,715.829 2.074.980.903 - .•__- _t---_91.~,~1!. • ..1Q,860.Q71 ' 198,023.108 
Colorado 45.627,939 . 45,627.939 17,306,270 253.62, • 1.194"~r---469.882 • 4.703,006 
Connecticut 266.788.107 5,966.288 260,821,819 219.926.488 - • 19,605,760 - • 7759.652 
O.lawa,.  . 14,564.516 . 14,564.516 7.480:507 . 4.616,223 • 984.966" 1,765.526 • -~:' 
~i$irlct OIColumbla ---61.048.69i .----:=___ 61.048,692 ~,~~?:f49 ~- 2.228~78j • 3.463.793 ~. 389.459 • .. 35,4~ 
Florid, 562.340.120 562.340,120 256.310.420 30,631,5H - 16,019.945 . ' 76,035 .50,472.137 
G~la , 254.339.628 254,339.628 15~,Q?6.121 10,020,561 10.560.633 2,173.359 25~ __ 
H~ 28.631,202 . 28,631,202 ____~.4n,672 1,187,566 • 1,739.537 917.869 • , 25,32 
Idaho 10.600.557 10,600.557 390.525 10,387 • 288,584 37.285 • 1,678.293 
lIilnol. 134.()().1.829 134,004,829 122.077.008 208,411 • 11,505.755 ~j.65s -
Indiana 206.799,109 206,799109 57.491.025 '5,654,598 10446.501 3.893.212 1.395477 --
iOw.· 105.169.272 4546,031 100,623,241 65.037.676 6,144.890 6.588.768 57.686 • • 77,62 
Kans.. • 101,931.061 101,931,061 43.794.079 1,379.331 4.222,961 21,569.773 
R!nluc~y: 170.006.206 7.040.032' 3.675.544 159,290,629 115.487.348 2.644.256 18,765.284 692.354 137,M! , _ 

-~ 

louisiana 139.757,495 . 139.757495 32.096.444 12.818.437 - 20.306.925 •• 65.22 
Mai;;. 72.476.874  3,229.010 2.212.878 67.034.986 55.362.313 4.899,998 5,674.572 118,030 I I;';C= -.
/.iaryland 183.017.827 183,017.827 76.677:~~ . 12,429,929 43 195 10.691.641 4.132.942 15,261 I,OH.'" I 
M.ssochu.."s 459.371,116 109.058.553 29.646.924 320,665,639 212.340.814 19.737,153 44,960.185 2,995.184 . ~~.~= 

77.792,085~iit1i9.an··_ 775.352,858 26 212,117 76.810.640· 672.330, 101 435~415:' 40,172,312 11537068 47.340.038 12,954,1531 1 ~~.O~ 
Mlnnesola 111.835.618 111.835,618 41.141.292 93,704 5,882,977 861,984 
~iS51$Slppl 86,767578 - 86,767.578 45.~~ 5.363,829 6,478 - 6.016.372 • 113,459 8 43~ 
Missouri 167.838.524' 187.838.524 58.951.977 21,833,886 25,618.732 6,694,660 21,88' 

..---- --1 __ ~855,661 
~'~I 10,783,054 

53,057,973 

t="=t= 11,2&4,994 _______. ___._20,289,316 
~~ ___ - 3,966,709 

Monl.na 34.035.612 34.035,612 16.641.692 2.430,269 • 1.849.498 423,287 • 1,425 
Neb'as~. 49.340.853 49,340.653 20.322.000 1.952.496 4,748.937 2.028,104 
N••ada 34.008.078 34,008,078 19.618.431 594.684 • __ 3,577.366 2,345.917 • -
'!~.. HampshIre 38.521.261 38,521.261 25.028.575 1,243,509 • 4,660.941 2,309 139 • ~,..J6, 
Ne.. Je",.1' 293.107.925 293,107.925 135,381,731 3255.704 • 4,799.970 1,684 198 • ' • 
ijew M.klco 31,991.934 31991934 23.329.417 66.829 1.828.358 93.296 6,494,425 31812,325 . 179,609 • t 

New Yor~ 1.982.294.198 168 400,000 1,813.694.198 1,327,422.040 57,933,404 • 229,579.231 5.178.953 - 110000.000 1,730 113 628 83 780,570 
N~!:,~~!ollna 225,973.410 225,973410 127.325,159 • - 12,509 090· 52802390 192 636,639 .~~771 
North Da~ola . 11.066 221 11.066,221 3.450.413 87,535 .. 370.276 153976, 4062,200 __'03,815 6,900 206 
Ohio 727,968,260 727,968.260 367.487,193 2,103,141 • 23.342,616 • - 61,854 190 454 788,340 273.788 340 
mlahoma 148,013,556 5.200.000 142.813,558 59.990.302 10709 174 '. 2.534,125 492,604 - 12539,088 86.265,293 . '. 56,548,265. 
O,090n 167.808.448 167,808,448 118.347.073 5,905.338 13.581.195 350 144 188.492 138 372,842 29,435,606 
P~~anla 418.343.381 416,343,381 229.421.794 732,475·· 41.034.676 2.447.353 ... 19.926,376 293,562.674 : ~,970,269-. 75.810,438' 
Rhod.lsland 46.025.651 46025.651 31.804,331 899,199 3,675.027 485,428 36,863.985 __._______9.16IL~. 

SOUlh Carolina 93.872.849 93.672.849 45,205,110 9.247.860 • . 5.940.803 2.659.626 • 13.376.357 76429,756 f---...1r,443.~. 
Soul" Dakola 18.759,543' 18,159.543 6.175.286 654.559 • 2,122,850 125,622 • 2.722,358 11 800.~~ ____~~~. 
!!~e - 191.523,791 - 12.673.948 178,849.849 10~~ 19.173.331 10,195.726 2,750.487 8.226,394_ 143.406.446 .___.JlJQ1731 28,735,672 
rn.s 431.610.973 431.610973 ' 221.754.008 27,406,126 • !1,614.398 4.944.855 • 75,832.098 ~7.551.~~ .. ___84.059,~8! .._.________ 
Ulah 16.829.219 76829 219 59.872,044 3.824,244 495620 39.561 64.231,469 . 12.597.750 
".,mont 47.353.181 3500000 1.700.000 42.153181 30,732:585 147,164 483.039 4.882.614 273.643 36 519,045 -- .---. 5.634,i56 
'!'isl~. 114,733.567 8,385,000 11,473,357 94.875,210 _~,~~~!~75 12.267,339 219.925 14,231.262 I, III,135 23.854 411 82700:5021 1-:..... g 17i,~:: :____..:.~~ ........... 
w.shlnglon 289,298.269 289.298.269 19?J11.142 2,452.303 • 10.670.174 833,599_ 60 777 15.603,000. ~~~,~ ____g~.7,?"7~ _ ,,---
W"I VIrgInia 82,155.212 82,155.212. _____4_1.~.?Q,544 2.311,244 • 5.509.675 1,735,368 - 1.92O.?~<1 ._:_~.147,~ 
Wisconsin " 318.159.462 316,159,462 90.045.752 52,681.463 1.193.863 27.253.203 6.594.659 • 7,834.494 185,603.454 
Wyomlng._ 19.215.579 19,215.~79 r-----' ;)46.859',--. 75,055 1."<:439 470,463________ f----~:::.~=. _ 3,~~,8.!~ 

1· 29.008.152 
F1~i.556.005 

Tol.1 $13,360,423,923 1 $175,298,6&0 '" ........ .... --~~/.o:u.231.5i8$304,431,662 I $12,88O,69.,v". 1404,035,542 1$13,483,588 S838.833,933I SfOO,3S9,021 I 1289,386 ·1--'8Si.m:i_6~ rH.ii3,~1!_~_~.I1 ii;T'i~.oi8.0T2 li!:2S4.i3i.i29 

'gENERAL NOTES: II r . ____ ~________._. 
THE DATA IS DERIVED FROM THE FIRST CUMULATIVE FY·I997 TANF FINANCIAL REPORT. ALL DATA IS PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE THIS TABLE WILL BE UPDATED AS CLARIFICATIONS, REVISIONS AND NEW REPORTS ARE RECEIVED 

!~iS I~.. ~e shows Inf2,matlon ,,~aclly J,"ported by St~s In column 1on Ihe qUarterl) +ANf ,!,eport (Form nl, ACf·1961, Tltl fi~t time sl'les we~e reQUlr.Jd 10 submit T~NF fin~ncla~~~Ori this fo~-k-11~~~1~-~=-l 
T~I. A shows how States used Federal funds. Tables Band C show ho~u$ed their own funds in tit!. TANF program. I I f----l-------'=- ______ . 
FOOTNOTE: _:t= C 
~i Fed~';fic-sc--a""'l--y-e-a-rl:-'99=7:"',-"",,-:":'jc'7h'"'begc--a-n..Jon-';-:0I=1196=-,wa-s--.la"'I,-a-nsn""'·,!onc--ye-a-r-c''"OL,-:"im-~-:I-em-~-n,::-;n-,:;-h-e'-!T:.-,A;-:N"'F;:-p-'og-.-,--a-~-._-:s"'_~-aL:-""..J_i...we-,--e-n-O:-I--req-u_-:-ir.J~':.'Clo"7'im-p""'lC'em-e"n"'t:;;TA=N;:;:~:--u-n-:-li:;-' :::7/7:L""f9"7!--.--:.O;:-..!!.""'I:-'1.-;.1-::;6-;Sl;:::a-t:'.e-~-~-~-_--,a'C~ed-:.. ".3JANI:: prog,.~!orjhe~ti;;; year Therelor; the lotal 

a,!",unl~ Federal funds .a'Mirded 10 Slales for fiscal year 1997 was less !han the fun annua.1 TANE..~.!I.~atl~.~.s!~.'-~.5 billion~a, Ihat S~tes will receive i~!~.~1 Y~~.!~!I. t!>!.0.'!ll~1QQ~ ____::1____., _. _.L __ ._. _ .. I L . 
. - ...~""u ~~~-~-"'~ ,.. __ , ..,.,,, " "'''' c",..,.. 0"''''. "Fr:,.,,,,n~ OF (;UMULATlV!' ~O!-'''')t:! q!.!~Fl].!'R fY·1997 TANF GRANT AWARDS NEW ME)(ICO, IDAHO AND TEXAS REPORTED ADIFFERENT AMOUNT ON LINE I{A) OF 1HE ACF.l95 



DATA AS OF: TABLE 1:4 
February 21, 1996 

STATE TANF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 
EXPENDiTURES OF STATE FUNDS IN FY·1997 

Data reported by Stales 11 
in Column Bon TOTAL 
ACF·196 Line Items: 5 6 7 8 8(al 9 10 STATE 

CASH AND WORK WORK CHILO ADMINISTRATION SYSTEMS TRANSITIONAL OTHER TANF 
BASED ASSISTANCE ACTIVITI~~~ CARE SERVICES EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES 

Alabama 17 166,850' __ 1,!75,713 --'4,600,957 5,629,531 29775051 
Alaska 21462,392 _~~504, .170,871 369,864 993,273 23700,904 
Arizona' 49625410 12,328,503 1 110,216 26,411,691 89,475820 
Arkansas 3750,608 1,481,368 1,061,407. 551,966 232,526 1,362435 8440314 
California 2027,650,655 92,946,000 86,663,974 20 676,205 239,463150 2467,399,984 

" ---
Colorado 7015,391 102,841 8,985,899 543,686 469,883 2,147,013 19264713 
Connecticut 101000,707. - 511,906 62,060,835 29,347,368 2462,445 259,866 195649127 
Delaware 7,480,507 2169,760 7535,079 111,938 1 218,071 18,515355 
District of Columbia 30,350,815 1,712,277 10,000,000 3,463,794 389,460 500,000 46,416346 
Florida 272324,692 2,794,151 33415,872 12,302796 71 164,645 392002156 
Georgia 78172,618 5,476,843 ,53,798,830 3,414,374 2,172,607 8,134854 12,637,342 163,8074681 
HawaII 7758,306 791,710 856 997 27985 9,434,998 
Idaho 1672 833 44,494 293,955 368316 159710 1.108,354 3647662 
11IInol5 58,689125 14,902,368 1,818,078 23,331 75,432,902 
Indiana 68,280034. 13,254,763 15,357,049 10374863 3597816 1395477 112,260,002 
iowa . 22,382,383 16604,532 330295 7,415,221 235058 46,967489.
Kansas, 37,619,151 3270,484 3300011 27691882 71881528 
Kentucky 50114,470 1539,096 

-
,18,967,664 692,360 71313,590 

LouisIana 43,019,344 (379 6,061681 2157419 51238,065 
Maine 34364521 1,749,818 3186,710 375,436 39676485'1 
Maryland 97 760 101 8,910,237 . --21,418,919 10,269,429 4,135423 1017593 143,511 702': 
Massachusetts 276733889 1,852,223 43,588,799 3207828 4764,739 330147478 ' 
Michigan 291,254,645 32,187,938 74,129738 41 307719 6082,716 41529222 486491978 
Minnesota 36186,193 2,982418 1,647,265 6648172 861984 48326032 .. 
Mississippi 15069669 1,715,431 6,387495 23112 595 
Missouri 121,141155 11307654 1,012512 4155775 137617,096, 
Montana 6276913 132,840 1,309922 1545712 432,284 1425872 111235431 
Nebraska 16174267 2,403,776 709170 4748937 2,028104 26064254 
Nevada 11,591,478 594,682 647,084 1,816952 2,010056 958694 4876431 22495377 
New HampShire 18,634,948 930,318 4,582,606 3,675730 1835792 2595682 32255076 
New Jersey . 155863713 15856,221 23434,183 6372,547 201526664 
New Mexico 8862270 . 51,931 550,272 79,894 442414 9986781 
New York 868 323,100 45,333,554 69,193603 199577 733 5178,952 239,048589 1 426655,531 
North Carolina 73,343,196 10,291097 47923413 131557706 
North Dakota 1,815733 9,725 359595 153975 2,339,028 
Ohio 329580198 8,912,399 45,628354 22407206 34430,270 440958 427 
Oklahoma 35154,333 6342,808 10,630,233 1477 639 280163 7365130 61,250,306 
Oregon 77 843,034 4,361,891 9,745578 261323 43015 92,254,841 
Pennsylvania 161 941,129 519,567 27,083,175 37,149704 2447353 23091,042 252,231,970 
Rhode Island 18,777 942 605,680 3,334,726 3,675,027 485,428 1,255,336 28,134139 
South Carolina· 18,979,342 3,882,710 2,239,877 3,960,535 1 773,083 6,917571 39753,11( 
South Dakota 6,957,380 653,805 553087 1,461580 118,019 9,743,871 
Tennessee . 26,874,462 14,193,249 5,505,984 5316,206 36,440639 88,330j540 
Texas 132,709,140 19,828,873 34,681,426 15,105,210 3897128 46491059 252,712,836 
Utah 16,495.786 4,474,900 3,824,244 495620 25,290.~~ 
Vermont 22,544,285 48,816 3,185,540' 1,494,222 90 770 27,363,§~~ 

~inia 44,743,699 11,267,336 107783 9,927,516 1111,135 23,853 411 c-~:?.~81.~~ 
Washlng!on 173,686,640 1 765,430 26,253,723 754,064 60,934 12,662,691" 215,183,482 
West Virginia 20426471 1,101,600' 4,266824 1 735,368 915,233 28,445,496 
Wisconsin 105,528,307- 22,139,581 16,477,623 10,581,903 349,118 3,504,895 __15~,581 ,427 
Wyoming 4,802,266 1,353,144 678,942 159,304 6,993,656 

State Total 6,135,978,496 260,862,815 637,495,523 718,579,944 87,648,595 9,178,335 914,237,117 " 8,763,~eO,(l?5 

GENERAL NOTES: ------. 
This table showS information eJ(act~ as reported ~ Slates in column B on the suarter~ TANF report IForm no. ACF,1961. The first time States were....':..~ t~=~~...., 
T, ~,,:: r,"M~i~' ,.~.~ rm .",~ f"rm _5 11114197. There are blank d.~ta r:'e,!,en.!s..!n_c_~,:'.m,!~~lhr.o~g~~for ~~es_~~:eJin~~~~~aJ ~~~;b~'!m~ Y:;I;.~!lT . ,., ,. 



DATA AS OF: 
February 27. 1998 

TABLE 1:5 

_________________u_n ~TAT~~f!I:_~~INTENANCE OF EFFORT (MOE) 
EXPEN[~!':!!!'3_I:_O~TATE FUNDS IN SEPARATE.STATE PROGRAMS IN FY 1997 

Data reported by States -_._----- ,-_. c-- ---
in Column C on Form 
ACF-I96 Line Items:· 5 Ei---- 7 8 8(a) 9 . 10 11 

CASH AND WORK - WORK ___ CHI~~ ADMINISTRATION SYSTEMS TRANSITIONAL OTHER TOTAL 
BASED ASSISTANC ACTIVITIE~_ CARE SERVICES EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES 

Alabama -6.896.417 • 6.896.417 
Alaska -
Arizona 10.065.324 1.821.710 11.8/37.034 
Arkansas -
California --
Colorado 45,687 406.927 6,541,639 6.994.253 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 7.571;410 1,002,019 8,573.429 
Georgia 
HawaII 10.060,193 10.060.193.--
Idaho -.
illinois 8,398,118 25.000;000 421.891 7.834 33.827.903 
Indiana 1,265.176 1,265,176 
Iowa 7.829.957 4,950.959 12,780.916 
Kansas 
Kentucky -
Louisiana 
Maine' 2,212.878 2,212,878 
Maryland -
Massachusetts 44.918.343 44.918,343. ; 
Michigan 13,277,398 13,277.398 
Minnesota -

•MississIppi 
Missouri 
Montana -
Nebraska 
Nevada -. 
New Hampshire -
New Jersey 
New Mexico -
New York -
North Carolina -
North Dakota -
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon -
Pennsylvania -
Rhode Island ' . 626.239 628.239 
South Carolina -----
South Dakota 
Tennessee 250.167 25O.16J 
Texas . 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 3.721,849 14.076,986 -rf,198:835 
Washington -
West Virginia -
Wisconsin 10,647,305 10.647.305 
Wyoming 1.553.781 1,553.181 

State Total 53,972.187 - 110,747,735 421,891 ?~ 18.422,620 163.572,261 

- - --- - ~-- . -- .... 
GENERAL NOTES: 

This table shows information exactly as reported by ~ates in column C on the Qua!1erly TAI\jF report (Form no. ACF-I96). The firsllime Stales wererequ;;edlO submrt --__. 
TANF financial data on this form was 11/14197. This table shows how StatE!S us~their ~ fu~ds in separate StJi't~e!:.ograms_ £.u.!!d3.1!.~p.<3!.ate St!!~e TANi p~.!.a.":!__.. _u_ .... "~.~,...~.~~ 

'"" .... "" ,. i c·~, .... C' .. .,.... .... "'i:J,UD ~lIhmittc>orl r~O()rt~ tn n::!te twelve have reoorted the e:'tpenditure of funds 



Data as 01: February 27, 1998TABLE 1:6 

STATE T~NF MAINTENANiJOF EFFORT 
-- --

- >--_._..---- ----., 
EXPENDITURES OF STATE FUNDS IN FY-1997 

Data reported by Sta 11 12 
in Columns B & C on TOTAL SEPARATE COMBINED I COMBINED 

ACF·l96 line Items: ,-~~~I
STATE PROGRAM STATE EXPENDITURE TANF NO, OF DAYS 

- TANF • TOTiii---- EXPENDiTURES STATe ____ ~- AS%OF IMPLEMENTATION IN FY.1997 PRORATED MOE----------
EXPENOiTUReS -EXPENQ!TiiRE.~= jC;;i: 1,; 1:.01, 121 MOE - DATE UNDERTANF - - - AT1~ 

Alabama 29,775,051 6,896,417 '36,671,468 ALABAMA 80% 11/15196 320 45,839,335 
Alaska 23,100,904 23,700,904 ALASKA 144% ---7/1197 92 16,44B,223 
Arizona 89,475,820 11,887,034 ~~~ ARIZONA 80% 10/1196 .' 365 126,703,568 
Arkansas 8,440,314 ~: 8,440,314 ARKANSAS 121% 711197 92 7,003,410 
California 2,467,399,984 2,467,399,984 CALIFORNIA 80% 11/26196 309 3,084,249,980 
Colorado 19,264,713 6;994,253 26,258.966 COLORADO 94% 711197 92 27.850,675 
Connecticut 195.649.127 195,649.127. CONNECTICUT 80% 1011196 365 244,561,409 
Delaware 18,515,355 · 18,515,355 DELAWARE 114% 3110197 205 16,303.449 
District ot Columbl 46,416,346 46,416,346 DISTRICT OF C . . 84% 3/1197 214 55,072,422 
Florida 392,002,156 8,573,429 _.. 400,575.585 FLORIDA 81% 10/1196 365 494,558,734 
Georgia 163.807,468 163,807.468 GEORGIA 95% 1/1197 273 172.893,545 
Hawaii 9.434.998 " 10.060.193 19.495.191 HAWAII 79% 7/1197 92 24,527.109 
Idaho 3,647.662 · 3,647.662 IDAHO 79% 711197 92 4.597,053 
iillnols 75,432,902 33.827.903 109,260.805 ILLINOIS' 76% 711197 92 144.182,239 
indiana 112.260,002 1,265.176 113,525.178 INDIANA" 75% 10/1196 365 151.366,637 
Iowa 46,967,489 12.780,916 59,748,405 IOWA 97% 1/1197 273 61.793.509 
Kansas 71.881,528 71,881.528 KANSAS" 87% 10/1196 365 82,332.751 
Kentucky 71,313,590 71,313,590 KENTUCKY 83% 10/16196 348 85,704,593 
Louisiana 51.238,065 · 51.238.065 LOUISIANA 93% 111197 273 55,263.305 
Maine 39,676.485 2.212.876 41,889,363 MAINE 91% 1111196 334 46.092,044 1 

Maryland 143.511,702 143,511,702 MARYLAND 75% 12/9196 296 191.346.936 i 

Massachusetts 330,147,478 44,918,343 375.065,821 MASSACI-IUSETT 78% 9130196 365 478,596.697 
Michigan 488.491.976 13.277,398 499.769,376 MICHIGAN" 80% 9/30196 365 624,691.167 
Minnesota 48,326,032 · 48,326.032 MINNESOTA 80% 711197 92 60,407.540 
Mississippi 23,172,595 23,172.595 MISSiSSIPPI 80% 10/1196 365 28.965,744 
Missouri 137,617,096 137.617.096 MISSOURI 103% 12/1/96 304 133,394,395 
Montana 11,123.543 11,123,543 MONTANA 80% 2/1197 242 13,869,732 
Nebraska 26.064.254 26,064,254 NEBRASKA 61% 12/1196 304 32.172,899 
Nevada 22.495.377 22.495,377 NEVADA 80% 1213196 302 28.1 i9.222 
New HampShire 32,255.076 32.255.076 NEW HAMPSHIR 75% 1011196 365 42,620.131 
New Jersey 201,526.664 201,526.664 NEW JERSEY 75% 2/1197 242 268,702,219 
New Mexico 9,986,761 · 9.986.781 NEW MEXICO" 79% 711/97 92 12.586,081 
New York 1.426,655.531 1,426,655,531 NEW YORK 75% 1212196 303 1.893,592,594 
North Carolina 131.557.706 131,557,706 NORTH CAROLIN 86% 111191 273 153,753,364 
North Dakota 2.339,028, · 2,339.028 NORTH DAKOTA 77% 711197 92 3,047,968 
Ohio " 440.958.427 440.958,427 OHIO 85% . 1011196 365 520.734.467 
Oklahoma 61.250,306 · 61,250.306 OKLAHOMA 75% 1011196 365 81.667,075 
Oregon 92,254,841 · 92,254,841 OREGON 75% 1011196 365 122,921.435 
Pennsylvania 252.231.970 - 252.231,970 PENNSYLVANIA 80% 313197 212 315,289.962 
Rhode Island 26,134,139. 626,239 28,762,378 RHODE ISLAND 85% 511197 153 33,739,390 
South Carolina 39.753.118 · 39,753,116' SOUTH CAROLIN 86% 10/12196 354 ___4~~2'~~ 
South Oakota 9,743,871 .. 9.143,87' SOUTH DAKOTA 100% 1211196 304 9.743,671 
Tennessee 88,330,540 250.167 

- ._._
88,580,707 TENNESSEE" 80% 10/1196 365 -1i0.413,171 

Texas 252.712.836 
---_. 

252.712,836 TEXAS 89% 11/5196 330 284.161144 
Utah 25,290,550 25.290.550 UTAH" 75% 1011196 . 365 ."n}20,733 

Vermont 27,363,633 27.363,633 VERMONT 80% 9120196 365 34)04:541 
Virginia 67.181.733 17.798,835 84,980,568 IifIRGINIA 75% 2/1197 242 113,307:;m 
Washington 215,183.482 215.183.482 WASHINGTON 82% 1/10/97 264 

!-- f--.1§~.~!1~ 
West Virginia 28.445.496 28.445,496 WEST VIRGINIA 91% 1111197 263--- 31,416,888 
Wisconsin 158,581.427 10,647.305 169,228.732 WISCONSIN 75% 9/30196 365 225.6iU81 
Wyoming 6.993.656 1,553.78!: 8,547.437 WYOMING" 60% --TIiI97 - -- --213- -"-'0,636.106 

f- --_.--,---, 

State Total 8.763,980,825 183.572,267 - 8,947,553,092 
f-.--. 1-----._--_. .. -' 1--' .... ,-,



· Chart 2:1 
JOBS Activities 

A range of activities were offered by each State under the JOBS program. The four mandatory 
services a. State had to offer were: (l) educational activities, including high school or equivalent 
education, basic and remedial education, and education for individuals with limited English 
proficiency; (2)job skills training; (3) job readiness activities; and (4) job development and job 
placement. 

Additionally, States had to offer two of the following four optional activities: (1) job search; (2) 
on-the-job training; (3) work supplementation; and (4) community work experience. In "'UI,JII~I""I 

States could offer postsecondary education to JOBS participants. 

T ANF Work Participation Activities 

Work activities are tightly defined to focus on actual work inthe private or public sector plus, 
a limited degree, education. vocational education training, and job search. The law defines 12 
work activities: unsubsidized employment; subsidized private sector employment; subsidized 
public sector employment; work experience; on-the-job training; job search and job readiness 
assistance, community service programs; vocational educational training, for a maximum of 12 
months; job. skills training directly related to employment; education directly related to 
employment (high school dropouts only); satisfactory attendance at secondary school or in a 
course of study leading to an equivalency certificate (high school dropouts only) or the 
of child care services to an individual who is participating in a community service program. 

A recipient generally must engage in one of the first eight activities or the twelfth activity above 
for an average of 20 hours weekly in order to count toward fulfilling a State' s participation rate. 



Table 2:' 


AFDCfTANF: Total Families and Unemployed Parent Families 

Percent Change tram FY '995,to FY 1996 


, Total Families 
~ veraoe Monrhlv Nvmber Percent 

Unemploved Parent Families 
Avel7!!Le Monrhlv NvmlJer Percent 

'Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizon'a 
'Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 

, 

FY 1995 

46.030 
12.426 
69.609 
24.296 

919.471 
38.557 

FY 1996 

' 42.393 
12.253 
63.404 
22.747 

895.960 
35.447 

Change, 

·7.9% 
·1.4% 
·8.9% 
·6.4% 
·2.6% 
·8.1% 

FY 1995 
. 
137 

1.893 
1.166 

279 
164.268 

750 

FY 1996 

83 
1.810 
1.251 

240 
161.782 

444 

Change 

·39.2% 
.4,4°", 
7.2% 

-13.8% 
-1.5% 

·40.8% 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam ,
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 

60.985 
10.775 
26.789 

230.807 
139.135 

2.099 

21.674 
9.071 

236.205 
65.618 
36.483 
28;232 

58.117 
10.388 
25.721 

211.975 
130.387 

2.137 

21.960 
9.008 

224.148 
52.873 
32.785 
25.148 

-4.7% 
·3.6% 
·4.0% 
·8.2% 
-6.3% 
1.8% 

1.3% 
·0.7% 
-5.1% 

-19.4% 
-10.1% 
-10.9% 

3.027 
78 

198 
3.624 

562 
189 

1.484 
620 

11.252 
' 2.217 
3.434 
1.667 

3.253 
115 
145 

2.640 
325 
189 

1.614 
293 

9.840 
1.333 
3.122 
1.151 

7.4% 
,47.0% 
·26.8% 
·27.1% 
-42.1 % 

·0.4% 

8.8% 
·52.7% 
·12.5% 
-39.9% 

·9.1% 
-31.0% 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 

,Michigan' 

,75.384 
79.825 
21.694 
80.383 

100.852 
201.696 

71.827 
70.581 
20.461 
74.106 
88.365 

178.002 

-4.7% 
-11.6% 

-5.7% 
·7.8% 

-12.4% 
-1 1.7~ 

4.019 
706 

.1.904 
678 

3.433 
23.088 

.3.046 
217 

1.650 
460 

2.647 
19.700 

-24.2% 
-69.3% 
·13.3% 
·32.1% 
·22.9% 
-14.7% 

Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri' 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

61.339 
52.528 
89.299 
11.508 
14.828 
15.708 

58.250 
47.954 
82,717 
10.836 
14.16~ 

14.827 

-5.0% 
-8.7% 
-7.4% 
·5.8% 
-4.5% 
·5:6% 

4.789 
42 

2.365 
977 
747 
393 

3'.948 
33 

: 1 i 105 
934 
644 
279 

·17.6% 
·21.0% 
·53.3% 

-4.4% 
·13.8% 
·29.2% 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New MeXICO 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

10.800 
118,883 

34.444 
456.929 
125.503' 
' ,5.215' 

9.538 
111.983 
33.852 

431.717 
113.127 

4.892 

·11.7% 
-5.8% 
-1.7% 
·5.5% 
-9.9% 
-6.2% 

278 
3.547 
1.430 

20.032, 
2.696 

136' 

130 
2.865 
1.191 

17.566 
' ,2.190 

73 

-53.10/0 
·19.2% 
-16.7% 
·12.3% 
·18.8% 
-46.1% 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 

228.171 
44.790 
39.264 

204.771 
54.799 
'22,194 

206.722 
38.809 
33.444 

190.329 
50.888 
21.226 

·9.4% 
·13.4% 
-14.8% 

-7.1% 
-7.1% 
-4.4% 

16.551 
421 

3.040 
8.263 

0 
618 

12.053 
261 

2.181 
6.402 

0 
485 

·27.2% 
·38:1% 
·2S:2% 
·22.5% 

·21.5% 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 

48.981 
6.286 

104.009 
273.000 

16.648 
9,648 

45.770 
5;995 

99.096 
254.953 

14.767 
9.058 

'6.6% 
-4.6% 
-4.7% 
-6.6% 

-11.3% 
·6.1% 

363 
22 

1.959 
6.820 

88 
1.399 

181 
35 

1.392 
5.934 

101 
1.257 

·50.1% 
60.0% 

·29.0% 
·13.0% 
14.6% 

·10.2% 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

1.308 
72,147 

101 ;949 
38.404 
72.366 

5;200 

1.399 
64.937 
98.933 
36.562 
60.058 

4.732 

6.9% 
·10.0% 

·3.0% 
-4.8% 

·17.0% 
·9.0% 

0 
439 

15.523 
5.350 
5.667 

67 

0 
516 

14.123 
4.447 
3.676 

53 

17.6% 
·9.0% 

-16.9% 
·35.1 % 
·20.1% 

U.S. Totals 4.879.013 4.551.731 ·6.7% 334.694 301.407 ·9.9% 

Pr~D/I,~d by ACFIOPRElDDCA.· 4124198 



TABLE 2:2 

JOBS PARTZCZPATZON RATES 


Overall AFDC Recipients and AFDC Unemployed Parents 

Fiscal Years 1996 

ACF-103 

,AFDC' 

and 1997 

AFDC-UP 

Alabama C/ 
Alaska 
Arizona C/ 
Arkansas B/ 
California ci 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 
FloridaC/ 

Georgia A/
Guam C/ . 
Hawaii 
Idaho B/ 
Illinois C/ 
Indiana C/ 
Iowa C/ 
Kansas B/ 
Kentucky A/ 
Louisiana,C/ 

Maine A/ 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota c/ .' 
Mississippi C/ 


,Missouri C/ 

Montana A/ 

Nebraska C/ 

Nevada A/ 


New Hampshire, 

New JerseY'A/ 

New Mexico D/ 

New York,' C/ 

North Carolina C/ 

North Dakota C/

Ohio C/ . 

Oklahoma C/ 

Oregon C/ 

,Pennsylvania A/ 


'Puerto Rico 'PI 

1996 

56.1 
NA 
49.4 
20.1 
27.1 
22.2 
NA 
14.4 
NA 
81. 8 

,40.8 
20 .. 0 
21.1 
53.0 
29.4 
22.5' 
37.5 
33.'0 
31.8 . 
33.5 

35.4 
, 26.1' 

33.5 
29.5 
25.3' 
24.6 
37.7 
30.2 
73.2 

• 29.6 

68.1 
26.7, 
36.4 
,27.7 
NA 
52.2 
42 .. 9 
29.6, 
76.4 
32.8 

27.4 

1997 

45.2 
NA 
57.9 
20.7 
22.0' 
NA 
Nl» 
NA 
NA 
62.7 

51.4 
14.8 
NA 
'42.3 
37.7 
26.0 
64.4 
29.7 
32.7 

"28,7 

32.1 
NA 
NA 
NA 
26.9 
27.2 
51.9 
31.4 
68.9 
55.8 

NA 
31.8 

, 40.2 
33.1 
NA 
59.1 
43.6 
35;8 
91.2 
29.3 

29.5 

1996 

35.9 
48.3 
55.4 
29.3 
39.0 
61.1 
84.6 
21.4 
NA 

100.0 

71.4 
16.9 

8.1 
61.7 

,67.8 
34.9 
75.1 
60.1 
90.0 
77.8 

'74.7 
34.6 
65.3 
51. 5 
38.4 
11.6 
67.2 
65.5 
51. 9 
6,7.8 

58.6 
66.7 
67.8 
54.2 
18.0 
75.6 
48.0 
24,.6 
35.2 
72.5 

NR 

1997 

32.9 
NA 
73.9 
24.7 
'26.0 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
59.0 

80.5' 
13.5 
NA 
52.1 
76.6 
53.2 
77.8 
63.8 

, 94.6 
53.8 

69.1 
NA 
NA 
NA 

.44.1 
13.1 
68.3 
52.0 
53.4 

, 10'9.7 

NA 
87.6 
70.8 
59.7 
24.8 
76.4 
48.6 
28.0 
41.5 
78.3 

NR 



,"'. 


Rhode Island B/ 22.5 25.7 
South Carolina A/' 24.2 22.4 
South Dakota B/ 76.9 79.1 
Tennessee 

'Texas C/ 
c/ 36.2 

28.7 
51.4 

' 24.8 
Utah t/ 
Vermont C/ 

55.2 
22.0 

61. 0 
21.1 

, Virgin Islands D/ 
Virginia C/ 

14.8 
34.8 

25.3 
50.6 ' 

Washington 65.8 NA 
West Virginia' B/ 26.1 23.8 
Wisconsin ' 60.6 NA 
Wyoming A/ 68.4 80.1 

A/ - First quarter of 1997. 

69.6 69.9 
39.3 29.~ 

,83.0 88.3 
60.4 88.7 
41.2 24.6 
87.1 81.2 
60.6 63.2 
NR NR 
23.7 25.4 

49.7 NA 
25.8, 23.0 
76.9 NA 
81. 7 61.1 

B/ - First and second quarters of 1997. 

C/ - First, second, and third quarters of 1997. 

D/ Fiscal year 1997. , ' 

NA - Data is not available. 

NR - State does not report data. 


Notes to the 1997 participation rates. 


1. 12 States ,did not" submit any tables .' 

2. 3 States submitted data for the fiscal year., 

3. 24 States submitted 9 months of data. 

4. 6 St'ates submitted 6 months of data. 

5. 9 States submitted 3 months of data. 

6. The data comes from the ACF':'103 reports. 



Table 3: I 

SUMMARY or RECENT RESEARCII ON WELFARE LEAVERS 1 


Study GAO 1996 Iowa 1993-5 Indiana 1997 
" 

Maryland 1998 South Carolina 1997 

Population 
Covered 

Sanctioned Cases Sanctioned Cases AII recipients All Closed Ca·ses All Closed Cases 

. Desc riptioil Waivers in MA, lA, WI Waivers: . se I f-se lected Sample of recipients in 
1st yr.ofTANF (1593 
cases) 

5 % Sample of Leavers 
during 1st yr. 

Sample of Leavers during 
1st yr. (411 cases) 

Reason for All cases studied were· All cases studied were' N/A (only 53% closed) 32% Work or Income 56% Work or Income 
Closure: 'closed due to sanctions closed due to sanctions 

. 

32 % Procedural Closures I 

7 % Explicit SanctiOll'i for 
llon-cOlllpliance 
30% other 

29% Sanctions 
15% other 

Reasons for 
Sanctions; 

44 % procedural 
47 % non-work 
compliance 

89% procedural 
3 % non-work compliance 

N/A 6 % nOli-work compliance 
< 1% non-CSE 
compliance' 

N/A 
i 

i 

% working 23-32% ~ 53% have worked since 64 % working 51 % working first quarter 59% working 
after leaving (varies) termination of henefits. (18 mos. later) after closure (about 6 0105. later) 
(and time) 

Olher Benefits: 
Medicaid 
Food Stamps 

53-58% 
25-60% 

(2-6 mos.) 

.. 

approx. 2/3 53% 
38% 

42 % working all three· 
quarters after closure 

N/A ' 75% 
66% 

I 

! 

Income after 
leaving welfare 

N/A 40% had increase 
50% had decline 

leavers 3X more likely 
than recipients to be 
> $Iooo/mo 

For those working, first 
quarter earnings averaged 
$2384/mo 

55% of ailleavers said 
income was up; 38 % of 
sanctioned up 

! 

Recidivism 

-----.--.... -

Approximately 1/3 
returned (2-8 mos after 
closure) 

--.... 

N/A 

---.... - 

N/A 

- ..... 

19 % returned within 
3 months 

------_.__ ... - - 

N/A 

-_.... - ....--.--....  --... - ...... -

This summary does not include recently reported surveys from Idaho, Kentucky, Tennessee or New Mexico. Til 
each of these surveys the response rates- were very low and no attempts were made to rei'lr::h people not. fOIITlr} 

--',' •. ___ 1_1- __ ., "''',..,,",0,... l;<!t-prl whpn they left welfare. 



Attachment 3:1 

Anticipated Deliverables from Welfat:e Reform Research Projects 


January 1998 . 

None 

. February 1998 
, 

National Evaluation of Welfare· to Work Strategies - Report on two-year findings on the 
labor force attachment and human capital·development programs in three sites 

Wisconsin Two-Tier Demonstration - Final Repon 

March 1998 

Florida Family Transition Program Evaluation - Report on implementation and i~terim 
.impacts 

April 1998 

Monitoring the Impact of Welfare Reform on American Indian Families with Children 
(Washingtpn University) - Preliminary (Baseline) report on American Indian families 
receiving pUbhc welfare, nationally with focus on Arizona 

May 1998 

Analyses of Employment and Wage Patt~rns Am·ong AFDC Recipients - Final report of 
analyses of NLSY data 

.New Jersey Family Development Program Demonstration - Final Report 

June 1998 

Los Angeles Jobs-FirstGAIN (MDRC) ~ First Year Impact Paper and Final Report 

The Iowa Family Investment Program -·Interim Impact, Process and Cost-Benefit 

Reports· . 


Vermont Family Independence Program Evaluation - interim impact analysis 


Virginia Independence Program (VIP) _. Two Year Impact Report . 




National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Srrategies - Report on two-year impacts for 
families with young children in three sites ' 

National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Srrategies - Report on two-year impacts for all 
seven project sites 

Post-Employment Services Demonstration Evaluation - Final report of guidelines based 
on four state experiences with job_retention srrategies 

Examinatioll of State Welfare Diversion Programs '- Interim Report on 50 state survey of 
programs and policies to divert families from welfare roles ' 

July 1998 

Parents' Fair Share implementation and interim impact report 

:Virginia Independ,ence Program (VIP) - Final Implementation Study Report 

August 1998 

None 

S~ptember 1998 

Monitoring the impact of welfare reform on Indian families with children (Washington 
University) - Short-term report on'outcomes (overall and by reservation) as well as 
progress in the implementation of welfare reform on Indian reservations in Arizona. 

National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Srrategies - Papers'on implementation and two
year participation and cost findings for Detroit, Columbus, and Oklahoma City. 

Home Visiting Services Demonstration - Final report of process and implementation 
analysis summarizing lessons learned from 3 sites (University of Pennsylvania). 

October 1998 

The North Dakota Trainipg, Education, Employment, and Management (TEEM) - Early 
Implementation Report 

Welfare Policy Typology Project - Final report summarizing key recommendations for a 
data base of post-PRWORA policies and their classifications, including TANF and 
federally-funded child care plans 

Children's HospitaL Denver, CO - Panner and Father Involvement in the Lives of First 
Time, Low-income Mothers - First Report of Findings 



Children's Hospital, Denver CO - Analyses of five-year follow-up of Memphis study of 
nurse home visitation to low-income mothers and their children 

Post-Employment Services Demonstration - Final impact and process analyses' from four
state study of job retention services to employed welfare recipients 

November 1998 

Home Visiting Services Demonstration - Final report including impact analysis 
(University of Pennsylvania) 

December 1998 

Arizona EMPOWER - Process Study Interim Report; Impact Study Interim Report 

Maryland Department of Human Resources - Implementation study of county variance in 
caseworker/client assessment - interim report 

Examination of State Welfare Diversion Programs - Final report on state programs and 
policies to divert applicants from welfare rolls and the implications for Medicaid 
eligibility and application 

· Evaluation of Job Retention Programs - Process evaluation report describing the 
experiences of the organizations and of participants in job retention services provided by 
community based organizations in Pittsburgh, PA 

· National Evaluation of Welfare to -Work Strategies - Paper on three-year impacts in all 
seven project sites 

January 1999 

Texas Track 1 Final Process Study Report 

February 1999 

·None· 

Marcb 1999 

. Connecticut Jobs First :- Interim Process Study and Interim Impact Study 

·Illinois Youth Employment and Training Initiative - Interim Impact Report 



April 1999 

None 

May 1999 

Florida Family Transition Program Evaluation - Update on impacts and implementation 
(Release). 

June 1999· 

None 

July 1999, . 

None 

August 1999 

Children's Hospital. Denver, CO - Panner and Father InvcHvement in the Lives of First 
Time. Low-income Mothers - Second Report of Findings. 



Attachment 3:2 

. Maryland's Ufe After Wel/are:A Second Interim Report 


As part of itS welfare reform efforts, the state of Maryland has contracted the University of 
Maryland School of Social Work to follow individuals who leave the Temporary Cash 
Assistance (rCA) program: The report examines a random sample of 5 % of all recipients who 
left the rolls during the first year of welfare reform (Octobe.r 1996 - September 1997). The final 
report will track these families for at least two years after they leave the rolls. This interim report 
follows them for 1 to 3 quarters, depending on when they left the roles.· , 

The study uses administrative d~ta systems to trace families' employment and earnings, as well 
as their use of child welfare, child support and TCA services and programs. 'In summer 1998, the 
investigators will conduct interviews with a smaller sample of clients to record qualitative 
information such as attitudes, behavior and the welfare-leaving process. 

Unfortunately, the study only looks ~t leavers - it doesn't attempt to compare them to those who 
remain on the caseload in order to get a better picture of why families leave. Findings of the 
interim report include: ' ' 

Baseline Characteristics of Leavers 

The typical family is composed of a 30 year old female (96%), African-American (67%), 
single-parent (84%), and her one child (48%). 

69% had been receiving welfare continuously for two years or less, and 46% for one year 
or less .. On average, recipients had. receive a total of 46 months of welfare as an adult, 
with half having received at least 32 months, and 10% having 5 years or more of welfare 
history. 

Sanctions 

Only 7 % of cases were closed due to full-famjJy sal1ctions. 6.4 % for non-compliance, 
with work, and 0.6% for non-compliance with child-support enforcement. 

Employment Outcomes 

The study examines Unemployment Insurance data to determine the employment status of 
participants . 

51 % of allieavers worked in the first quarter after 'exit, earning an average of $2384 in 
the quarter. 58 % worked at some point in the three quarters following exit. with 42 % of 
those who exited in the first quarter of welfare reform employed in all three quarters. 

For those with prior work experience, the outcomes are better. 68 % of adult leavers had 
at least some UI covered employment in the seven to eight quarters before their exit. Of 
these, 65 % of these worked in the first quarter after exit. w,ith similar percentages 
working in the second and third quarters. 



The types of employmenffound are mostly in low-wage service sector positions. 35 % 
found wholesale and retail jobs -.: 'mostly at supermarkets. eating and drinking places.' and 
department stores; 19 % work in personal services, such as temp agencies and 
hotels/motels; and 24 % work in organizational servicesC 1/3 of these in health services. 

Recidivism 

i9% of families returned to welfare within three months. Those who left for work or . 
increased eQrnings were the least likely to return,while those who were sanctioned were 
the most likely, with 35 % of sanctioned families returning. 

On average, those who returned to welfare had slightly younger children, were somewhat 
less likely to have worked before their exit quarter (63 % vs. 70%), and were much less 
likely to have worked during the quarter in which they left (38% vs. 55%).. 

Child Welfare' 

Few children entered the child welfare and foster care system following their families exit from 
welfare. 

Of 3,467 children in October 1996 through August 1997 exiting sample families, 92 
(2.7%) had been in foster care at some point before their families exited welfare. ;'" 

. After exiting welfare, 15 children (0.4 %) from 11 families had at least one foster care 
placement. Seven of the 15 have a pre-exit history of abuse/neglect investigations and 
two children had experienced a pre-exit foster care placement. 



Attachment 3:3 

GAO Study on States' Ear]y Experiences with Benerrt Termination 

In May 1997, the General Accounting Office released a report, prepared at Senator 
Moynihan's request, on states' early experiences with benefit tenninations under welfare 
reform. Among the findings of this report are: . 

• 	 Most of the 33 states that received waiver authority to impose full-family sanctions 
did so rarely or not at all. Through December 1~96, 14 states had not terminated any 
families' benefits, and 7 had tenmnatcd benefits to less than 100 cases. The three 
stateS with the most terminations - Iowa, Massachusetts, and Wisconsin - accounted 
for about 72 percent of all the terminations nationwide through December 1996. 

• 	 Almost all terminations were due to failure to meet initial enrollment- requirements or 
failure to comply with work requirements.. A small· number were due to child support 

. enforcement requirements or teen parent requirements. 	 Time limits have not been in 
effect in any state for long enough for a significant number of recipients to have 
reached the termination point. 

• 	 Through December 19~6, 44 percent of all terminations were due to failure to attend 
the initial required meeting. As welfare reform is fully implemented and new 
applicants are immediately confronted with these requirements as conditions of 
eligibility, many will never come on the welfare rolls in the flfSt place rather than 

. appearing as benefit terminations. 	 Such "divened" applicants will be very difficult to 
track. 

• 	 GAO was n6t able· to give more than a preliminary answer to the question of what 
happened to families whose cases were closed. Most families' total incomes declined, 
but there was little evidence of extreme economic distress. However, state officials· 
who attempted to follow upon families whose benefits were terminated were unable 
to locate as many as half of the families. . 

• 
In the three states studied, there were large declines in the frac:tion of cases receiving food 
stamps and Medicaid benefits after. termination. This is in spite of the fact that the waiver 
terms stated thai eligibility for these benefits was to be unaffected. It appears that the states 
required families to take specific steps in order to continue to receive benefits. 

• 	 In the three states with the most terminations, about one-third of families whose cases 
were closed for noncompliance subsequently had their cases re-opened. This data was 
collected. between two and eight ~onths after case closure, so it is quite preliminary. 

• 	 In order. to monitor compliance and issue sanctions, the states must track hours of 
panicipation closely. In the early stages of implementation, this led to large numbers 
of incorrectly imposed .sanctions. For example: in Milwaulkee County, of the 5,182 
sanction~ issued through August 20, 1996, 44 percent were later reversed because 



recipients had met program requirements or inaccurate data had been corrected. 



Attachment 3:4 


A Study orlowa'sLimitedBenerrt Plan 


In May 1997, Mathematica Policy Research Inc. (MPR) issued a descriptive study of Iowa's 
Limited Benefit Plan (LBP). 'Their study focusses on the shon-term outcomes assocIated 
With sanctions imposed under this program. 

The Demonstration. Beginning October I, 1993, low.;, implemented a comprehe~sive 
package of welfare reforms as part of their waiver. These reforms replaced the AFDC 
program with FIP, the Family Investment Program. Under this new program families were 
required to sign and follow a Family Investment Agreement (FlA), which outlined the steps 
,they would take toward self sufficiency. including activities such as training and job search. 
Those families which did not sign or complete the requirements of their FIA were sanctioned 
and assigned to an alternative assistance program called the Limited Benefit Plan (LBP). . 

, This was a 12 month program during which benefits were paid for six months and then 
terminated- for six months. During the first six months families received three months of full 
,benefits followed by three months of reduced benefits. During this time, families could 
avoid further sanctions and return to full FIP benefits by either appealing their assignment to 
the LBP, or .by signing their FIA and complying with FIP requirements. If they did not 
return to the FIP program during this period, their benefits were terminated for six months 
as mentioned above. Following the six months of benefit termination, a recipient co:uld 
reapply for full benefit status. but again had to comply with the FIP requirements. In 
February 1996, this program was redesigned such that benefits under the LBP are 
immediately reduced, but this study focusses on the program p'rior to this change. 

The EVaJuation Findines. In their study. Mathematica uses administrative and, survey data to 
, lookal the characteristics of recipients who enter the LBPand how these recipients cope 

after losing benefits. Their results wilJ. likely be viewed with great interest because this is 
one of the few studies that looks iri'detail at the consequences of completely terminating 
benefIts. However, there are several limitations of this study that should be kept in mind. 
This was a descriptive study which had a relatively small sample of recipients and had no 
control group. While the findings give an important early indication of how some -families 
cope with work requirements and sanctions, the results cannot be used to measure program 
impacts. " . 

it is also important to point out that the families interviewed in this study were subject to 
sanction provisions and are no! representative offamilies that will be affected by time limits 
under the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(PRWORA). Only those families who did not comply with FIP were subject to the 
sanctions. Many of these families tended to be more job ready and only in need of 
temporary assistance. 'Furthermore, their benefits were terminated for only 6 months. Time 
limits under the PRWORA, on the other hand, will affect all nonexempt-cases and will be' ' 
permanent. 

Finaliy. it should be noted that MPR's study looks only at outcomes in the shon- term. In 
this evaluation, families are followed for only nine months after losing benefits. The long



term effects of the LBP program are unknown. Among the findings MPR repons are .the 
following: " 

• 	 "Over one-fifth of cases on the LBP failed to make the required FlA appointments 
because they did not understand the requirements of the program. ." 

• 	 Slightly more than half of all cases sanctioned under the LBP returned to the regular 
FIP program before their benefits were completely terminated, either through 
appealing their assignment to the LBP or by signing and following the Family 
Investment Agreement. " 

• 	 Those who remained on the LBP throughout the sanction period appear to have been 
less disadvantaged than those who returned to fulfFIP benefits. Only 20% of those 
who remained on the LBP reapplied for FIP benefits after their six month ineligibility 
"period ended. They also tended to be older, have fewe~ children, have older. children. 
and have more education compared to those who returned to full FIP benefits. 
although these differences were not great. 

• 	 The effects of losing cash assistance varied widely among families. Fully 40% of all " 
families losing cash assistance experienced an increase. in income, averaging an extra " 
$496 per month .. For these families. the emphasis on self-sufficiency was beneficial. 
However•. nearly half of all families experienced a decrease in income. averaging a 
loss of $384 per montl1. These families were not able to achieve self sufficiency. 

• 	 Government programs other than FIP were imponant sources of suppon once cash 
assistance had been terminated. About two--thirds of these families continued to 
receive Food Stamps and Medicaid. andthe value of food stamp benefits generally 
increased moderately. 

• 	 Families who lost cash assistance also turned to families, friends and neighbors for 
suppon. but did not appear to rely much on assistance offered by the private. 
nonprofit sector. While many sanctioned recipients gained financial.assistance or help 
with child care from family or friends. they commented that this source of suppon 
was temporary and were .concerned about where they would tum for help once family 
and friends were no longer able to help them. " 

• 	 The MPR study did riot find evidence of extreme economic distress as the result of 
benefit termination. for example periods of homelessness or separation of children 
from parents; However. these benefit terminations were temporary. and the study 

""only followed the recipients during the shon-term. Longer term consequences of 
permanent benefit terminations could be more severe. 



Attachment 3:5 

A Comparison of Characteristics and Outc.omes for 

Current and Former T ANF Recipients in Indiana 


In September, Abt Associates released a repon on Indiana's welfare reform evaluation. This 
repon, Who is On and Who is Off? compare~ characteristics and outcomes for current and 
former T ANF recipients for nearly 1,600 families who received AFDC 'during the first year 
of Indiana's welfare reform program. The interviews were conducted early in 1997 at which 
time 47% of the respondents reponed receiving cash assistance and 53% reponed they were 
not receiving cash assistance. . 

The study provides some useful information about characteristics of families 12 - 18 months 
after they first enrolled in the Indiana. Impacts program. 

Among'the findings of this repon are: 

• 	 Compared with reSpondents who had left welfare, those still on the rolls were less 
likely to have a high schooi diploma or three or more years of work experience. 

• 	 Respondents still receiving welfare reponed more employment barriers at baseline, 
especially health problems. disabilities, transponation, and other family problems. 

• . Familles still on welfare were more likely be living in public housing. 

• Nearly two-thirds of former recipients were working atthe time of the survey, as / opposed to only} in 6 recipients. Former recipients were much more likely to hold a 
full-time job offering health benefits and had substantially greater hourly earnings than 

,their working counterpans still on AFDC. 

• 	 Former recipients were more likely to be livingwith a spouse than current recipients. 
However, a substantial minority -- one-founh-- of former recipients reponed that 
they were neither living with a spouse nor working. 

• 	 Families still on T ANF at the, time of the survey reponed greater use of other means
tested assistance programs than former recipients. Current and former recipients were' 
equally likely to have receIved food. shelter, transponation and other assistance from 
community-based organizations. 

• 	 Former recipients reponed substantially higher household income than current 
recipients. However, many still had fairly low incomes and nearly half reponed that 
they did not heave health insurance. More than one-third did not have health 
insurance for one 'of their children. 



Attachment 3:6 


South Carolina's Survey of Family Independence Program Leavers 


South Carolina's Dcpanment of Social ServiceS conducted a survey of households that left 
the Family Independence Program (Fl, their T ANF program) during the first three. months of 
the program, between October and December 1996. 6377 households did not return to FI ' 
and had at least one adult who was required to work or was voluntarily seeking work. A 
sample of 532 'was randomly selected from this group and 4 n (77 % ) responded. 

Surveys were conducted from June through August 1997. mostly through phone interviews. 
but 21 % in person. 4% of the sample refused to partiCipate and 19% could not be contacted. 
Respondents tended to have been on welfare longer and to receive post-Fl food stamps longer 
than non-respondents. Substantially more respondents voluntarily closed ~eir cases, while 
non-respondents were more likely to have closure reasons of residency and inability'to be, 
located. 

Some of the key findings are described' below. Note that this survey only shows the status of 
former recipients a relatively short period after they left welfare, and the long-tenn impacts 
are still unknown. The program effects are also likely to be different after a lo~ger period of ' 
implementation. 

• 	 Participants were asked to give their reasons for leaving Fl. Of ,the reasons they gave 
(which could be more than one category), ~e two largest were due to employment or 
earnings - "Got a job" and "Earned too much money". Those who "Simply did not 
want to be on FI" was the third largest reason,with smaller yet still substantial 
numbers of individuals who, had conflicts with various requirements. For the latter, 
the survey does not indicate whether recipients or administrators initiated closure. 
(Note that the reasons given in participants' responses do not necessarily correspond 
to administrative records.) 

• 	 S,9% of those 'surveyed were emQloy-ed at the time of the interview, with an average 
work week of 34 hours and an average wage of $6.34. 77% of those worked more 
than 30 hours per week. and 20% worked '15-29 hours. 21 % of respondents had 
worked at some time after case closure but were not employed at interview time. 

'. 	 49% of parents with preschoolers used child care, while 21 % of families with older 
children did so. Of those who used child care, just over half relied on family and . 
friends. Cost for the latter averaged about 530 a week, while child care, centers cost 

, approximately 540 per week. 69% of individuals indicated they never had problems 
obtaining child care; about the same number (11 %) had trouble after welfare as had 
before, and 8 % had experienced difficulty both before and after welfar~. 

• 	 84 % of survey respondents indiCated that they had some sort of medical insurance 

coverage for at least some household. members" ,81 %of children had coverage, while 

only 47% of adults did. Although the difference was not statistically significant, 16% 

Indicated that there was. some time after welfare when they could not afford medical 




care for an individual in their home. while only 6~ indicated such an unmet need 
during welfare. . 

• 	 The same was true for other ·unmet needs - differences in the numbers of those with 
such needs during welfare and after were not statistically significant. In addition to 
medical Care, the largest differences were in the areas of buying food and paying rent. 

• 	 Many persons rely on non-FI assistance once they leave. 75% of households receive 
Medicaid, 66 % food suimps, 50 % school lunch aid, and 42 % child suppon. 21 % did 
not know households with workers were still eligible· for food stamps and children' s 

... 	 Medicaid. Only 40% were aware of transitional Medicaid for adults, and 49% of 
child care assisran'"Ce, althougn the numbers were higher for employed respondents 

~ (70% and 60%). ~ 



Attachment 3:7 

THE ABC EVALUATION: , 

Tbe Early Economic'lmpacts of Delaware's a Better Cbance 'Welfare Reform Program 


BACKGROUND' 

Delaware implemented its A Better Chance program (ABC), operated under an AFDC waiver, 

in October 1995. ABC included family time limits, a family'cap, a "work first" strategy & 


, personal responsibility contracts. The clients under ABC were subject to more generous income 
disregards but also to more stringent work arid family responsibility requirements and 
sanctioning. ABC recipients had a time limit of two years, after which families could receive' 
assistance for an additional two years contingent on the hours worked (in a subsidized 
community service job or an unsubsidized job). ' 

On behalf of the Delaware Department of Human Service, Abt Associates conducted an 
evaluation of the ABC program and its economic impacts on families after 18 months of 
operation.' The study utilized administrative records and survey data. A total of 4,083 clients 
were randomly assigned to a treatment group (subject to ABC rules) and a control group (subject 
to baSic AFDC rules). By the end of the study periQd, some recipients were close to the end of 
initial time limit. Abt also examined recipients' understanding of program rules. This report is 
limited to the short term economic impacts. Abt Associates will be releasing reports on longer 
term impacts, a process evaluation and a child outcome indicator study of the ABC program. 

The evaluators caution readers on the applicability of these findings to other states and broader 
welfare reform rules. It was subject to the specific socioeconomic and policy environment of the 
State of Delaware. The program was subject to start-up hurdles which may have influenced the 
results for this cohort. For example, during the first 'observation year only one quarter of the 
treatment group actually participated in work and education activities. 

FINDINGS 

Positive Impact on Employment and Wages ' 

The employment rate was eleven perc;entage points higher for the treatment group 'after 
one year of follow-up, 

Average quarterly earnings were $167 higher for the ABC particip,ants over the same 
time. ' 

Limited Effect on Welfare Receipt 

There was no significant effect on the rate of welfare re~eipt. 



However, when the recipients who are only eligible .due to "fill-the gap" assistance (the 
more generous income disregard), the welfare receipt for the treatment group is nine 
percentage points below the "controL 

Average welfare payments were $67 lower for the treatment group. 

No impact on Average Household Incomes 

While wages from working increased, there was no difference in average househ~ld 
income for treatment and control groups. 

The evaluators state, "this finding suggests that in" the aggregate income gains through 
earnings were offset by reductions in welfare and food stamp benefits." (Pg. 42) 

No Impact for Short and Long term recipients 

.	When subgroups were analyzed the impacts were only notable for those who had beel,1 on 
assistance for one to two of the following five years. 

For those having received assistance for more than two out of the following five years, 
ABC. had no impact. 

For those having received assistance for less than one out of the following five years, 
ABC had no impact. 

Other subgroup analysis revealed that negative impacts on,welfare receipt (Le. lower rates 
of welfare receipt) were strongest for those recipients aged 25 to 34 and those without 

. young children. 

Increased Rate of Sanctioning 

Over 50% of the recipients subject to ABC rules received one or more sanction during the 
time period studied. . . 

Sanctions were more,Hkely to be i,mposed for non-compliance with work than family' 
responsibility requirements. 	 " 

Only one quarter of those sanctioned in December 1996 had their sanctions resolved by 
June 1997. Another quarter stayed in sanctioned status and the remaining half were no 
longer on ass istance. 



· Somewbat Limited Understanding of Program Rules 

ABC recipients exhibhed understanding of the· broad rules but many lacked 
understanding of the details. For example, 84 % of the treatment group knew that their 
assistance was subject to a time limit but only 27% knew it was a 24 month time limit. 

A majority of recipients understood family responsibility and family cap rules. while only 
a third were aware that they could keep more of their earnings from work. 

Most control group members understood that they were not subject to ABC's policies, 
although only 79% stated that they were subject to less than three out of five items on an 
ABC policy index. ' 



Attachment 3:8 


Minnesota Family Investment Program 

I8-Month Impact Findings 


The Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) is a welfare reform demonstration designed 
to increase work and reduce poverty among welfare recipients through a combination of financial 
incentives to encourage work and mandatory employment and training services for long-term 
recipients.· 

MFIP was implemented by the Minnesota Depanment of Human Services in seven counties 
beginning in April 1994 under waiver authority. Under MFIP, recipients continued to receive 
some benefits until their income is 40 percent above .the poverty line. Single parents who have 

. received welfare for 24 out of 36 months and who ar.e working fewer than 30 hours per week 
were mandated to participate in employment and training services. 

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) is conducting a random 
assignment evaluation of the MFIP programs, and is issuing an interim report based on lS
months of follow-up this month. These rwdings indicate that, for single parents who are 
long-term recipients in urban areas, the demonstration is having its desired effects: 
increasing employment and earnings, and decreasing poverty. At the end of the IS-month 
follow-up period, MFIP resulted in a 39 percent increase in employment. The program also 
resulted in a16 percent reduction in poverty. These impacts are at the upper end of impacts that 
have been achieved for long-.term recipients in welfare-to-work programs. 

Minnesota is one of the few states to emphasize reducing poverty asa major goal of welfare 
reform rather than concentrating on reducing welfare receipt. In fact, while increasing work and 
reducing poverty, over the period of the study, the rwancial incentives in MFIP also increased 
both the amount and duration of AFDC receipt, particularly for new applicants. The 
Minnesota Department of Human Services is willing to bear these short-term costs, because they 
believe they are an investment in the long-term well-being of children and families. The final 
MFIPreport, due in 1999, will examine the ,program's longer-term impacts, including child 
outcomes as well as financial· measures. 

The increased duration of AFDC receipt' does raise some concerns in the context of the time 
limits that are now being imposed under TANF. However, it,is possible that MFIP will put' 
recipients on a more stable path towards self-sufficiency, so that inthe long run they are less 
likely to return towelfare~ . 'Minnesota is continulngMFIP ullder. rANF, but pas made some 
program modificationS in order. to reducethifadver~e effeci~., (R~ipientS are'ilow:onlyeligible 
until their income is 20 percent above the federal poverty level.) . " 

The combination of the financial incentives and mandatory services was necessary in order 
to achieve the program's effects; financial incentives alone resulted in higher welfare payments 
to those who would have worked anyway, without increaSing employment. MDRC believes this 
is the primary reason why the program had less of an impact on new applicants (who were not 



, subject to' the mandatory services) than on long-term recipients,. (Minnesota has since made 

services mandatory after six months of receipt.) , 


In addition to increasing recipients' income and reducing poverty. the fmancial incentives 

belped, tbe welfare office switcb to a more employment:"focused program. Cas~workers 


". could honestly tell recipients that they would be better off if they worked than if they did not. 

MFIP was less successfuJ for single parents in rural 'counties. While it increased in'come and 
reduced poveny, it did not succeed in increasing earnings. 'Employment rose initially. bur was 
not sustained. MORC notes that long-term recipients in rural counties are somewhat more likely 
than those in urban areas to find employrnent on their own. In addition, the economy was 
somewhat weaker in the rural areas during the time of the demonstration. 
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Graph 4:1 Total'Child Support Collections 
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Total collections increased continuously betWeen fiscal year 1992 and fiscal year 1996. Preliminary total collections 
for fiscal year 1996 were up 51 percent over the $8.0 billion collected in fiscal year 1992. as shown in Figure 2. Over 
that five year period. AFDC collectionS increased from $2.3 billion in fiscal year 1992 to $2.9 billion in fiscal year 
1996 and non-AFDC collections increased from $5.7 billion to $9.2 billion. 



Graph 4:2 AFDC Collections 
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IPreliminary AFDe collections amounted to $2.9 billion in fiscal year 19%. 
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Graph 4:3 Non-AFDC Collections 
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Non-AFDC distributed collections are child support payments made on behalf 
of and distributed to families who have appJied for Child Support Enforcement 
serVices. Iil FY 1996. non-AFDC collections rose to $9.2 billion, an increase 
of 62% since FY 1991. 



Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Table 4:1 FINANCIAL OVERVIEW FOR FIVE CONSECUTIVE FISCAL YEARS 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

TOTAL COLLECTIONS ($000) $7,964,141 $8,907,150 $9,850,159 $10,827,167 $12,019,346 

AFDC/FC COLLECTIONS 2,258,825 2,416,395 2,549,723 2,689,392 2.855,081 

State Share 786,934 647,272 890,717 938,865 1,013,696 

Federal Share 737,943 n6,600 762,341 821,551 888,314 

Payments to AFDC Families 434,582 445,765 457,125 ' 474,428 480,334 

Incentive Payments (estimated) 299,366 339,217 407,242 399,919 .409,144 

Medical Support Payments 0 7,541 32,299 54,629 63,570 

NON·AFDC COLLECTIONS 5,705,316 6,490,755 7,300,436 . 8.137.n5 9.16:4,265 

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE $1,994,691 $2,241,094 $2,556,372 $3,012,385 $3,054,821 

EXPENDITURES ($000) 

State Share 651,807 724,480 815,716 917,285 1,015.252 

. Federal Share 1,342,884 ' 1,516,614 1,740,655 2,095,100 2,039,569 

TOTAL PROGRAM SAVINGS ($170,448), ($278,005) ($496,072) ($852,050) ($743,668) 
(SOOO) 

State Share 	 434,492 462,010 482,243 421,500 407,588 

Federal Share 	 (604,940) (740,015) (978,314) (1,273,549) (1,151,265) 

TOTAL FEES AND COSTS $29,187 $31,260 $33,248 $33,004 $37,065 
RECOVERED ' 

FOR'NON-AFDC CASES (SOOO) 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS RATIOS' 

.' 
T otalfT 0181 3.99 ,3.97 3.85 ,3.59 3.93 

AFDClTotal 1.13 1.08 1.00 0.89 0.93 

Non~AFDClTotal . . 2.86 . 2.90 2.86 2.70 3.00 

SOURCE: 	 Financial data as reported by the StaleS. 
NOTE: 	 Data for fiscal year 1996 are preliminary. The cost.effectiveness ratio is lotal collections per dollar oftotal administrative 

expenditures. not the cost-effectiveness ratio us.:d to calculate incentives. Medical support paymenL~ became a reporting requirement 
in fiscal year 1994., 

http:8.137.n5


Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Table 4:2 STATISTICAL OVERVI~W 

TOTAL CASELOAD 

AFDC/FC Caseload 


Non-AFDC Caseload 


AFDC Arrears Only Caseload 


AFDC and AFDC Arrears Only Caseload 


TOTAL CASES FOR WHICH 

A COLLECTION WAS MADE 


AFDC Cases 


Non-AFDC Cases 


AFDC Arrears Only 


TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF CASES 

WITH COLLECTIONS 


AFDC Cases 


Non-AFDC Cases 


AFDC Arrears Only 


TOTAL LOCATIONS MADE 

TOTAL PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED & 

ACKNOWLEDGED 


T~aIIV-D Paternities Established 


In-hospital Paternities Acknowledged 


TOTAL SUPPORT ORDERS ESTABLISHED 

. TOTAL SUPPORT ORDERS ENFORCED 
OR MODIFIED 

PERCENTAGE OF A~DC PAYMENTS 

RECOVERED 


FOR FIVE CONSECUTIVE FISCAL YEARS 


1992 1993 19904 1996 1996 

15,157,966 17,124,529 18,609,805 19,162,137 19.318.341 

6,752,458 7,471,702 7.985,983 7,879,725 7,379,958 

6,440,712 7,486,902 8,189.569 8.783;238 9,347.147 

1,964,796 . 2,165,925 2,434,253 2,499.174 2,591.236 

8,717,254 9,1?37,627 10,420,236 10.378.899 9,971,194 

2,840.660 3,126,129 3,403,287 3.727,516 3,953.623 

836,581 879.256 . 926,214 975,607 939,809 

1,749,006 1,957,666 2,168,630 2,408,411 2.612,235 

255,073 289,207 308,443 343,498 401,579 

18.7 	 18.3 18.3 19.5 20.5 

12.4 	 11.8 11.6 12.4 12.7 

27.2 	 26.1 26.5 27.4 27.9 

13 13.4 12.7 13.7 15.5 

3,151,513 	 3,m,336 '4,204,004 4,949,912 5,769.391 

511,862 554,289 656.459 930,817 1,002,489 

511,862 554,289 592,048 659,373 717,120 

N/A N/A 84,411 271,444 285.369 

879,422 1.026,224 1,024,675 1.051,336 1.083,390 

4,357,912 5,369,816 5.805,452 6,546,411.' ·7,904.425 

11.4 12 12.5 13.6 15.5 

SOllRCE:' 	 Stallstical data as report<:d by the Stale~ . 
NOTE: 	 Some States voluntarily report in-hospital infonnalio~ 10 OCSE. In-hospital nllmbers includ.: an unknown number of 

acknowledgments for children in the IV-D caseload. 
Data for fiscal year 1996 are preliminary. 



Office of Child Support Enforcement 

Table 4:3 Financial Program Status, FY 1996 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
GUAM 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSEITS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI' 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE· 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
PUERTO RICO 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA· 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS· 
UTAH 
VERMONT' 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

.	WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISC0!:'JSIN 
WYOMING 

$157,887,352 
57,708,433 

113,037,187 
79,432,115 

. . 1,034,409,497 
108,259,298 
125,234,393 
35,394,565 
27,79(253 

411,799,338 
268,598,844 

,6,735,959 
52,181,666 
44,002,878 

249,833,907 
196,934,750 
151.907,365 
107,578,660 
144,901,347 
143.644,070 
62.584.791 

287,923,031 
247.947.706 
949,136,462 
318,n2,591 

84,550,818 
279,224,537 
29,356.214 
95,372,725 
56,619,584 
46,242,206 

500,157,136 
30,113,556 

701,884,763 
261,672,261 
, 28,469,636 
981,342,401 
73,454,649 

178.428,037 
958.280.996 
126,710,913 

35,523,703 
118,146,76:4 

28,018,035 
159,804.123 

.. 538,252,631 
.·n,599,875 

25,370.357 
. '.' 5,438,272 . 

'.257;179.7,42 
407,002,297 

84,232,843 
440,238,715 

25.020,548 

$23,484,137 $134,423,215 
18,463,644 39.244.789 
23,764,282 89.272,905 
19,745,866 59,686,249 

496,185,073 536.224.424 
35,571,783 72,687,515 
54.323,421 70,910,972 
8,314,sn 27,079,988 
6,031,851 21,759,402 

80,684,875 331,114,463 
102,398,769 166,200,075 

2,002,885 4,733,074 
12,240,646 . 39,941,020 
11,108,690 32.894,188 
72,390,757 1n,443,150 
44,993,946 151.940,804 
40,100,353 111,807,012 
28,n9,197 78.799,463 
39,444,824 . 105,456,523 
31,228,218 . 112,415,852 
29,541,972 33.042,819 
46,708,666 241,214,365 
71,420,983 176,526,723 

171 ,533,683 m,602,n9 . 
64,872,162 253,900,429 


, 24,449,591 60,101,227 

66,610,378 212,614,159 


8,169.685 21,186,529 
12,436,843 82,935,882 
8,440,978 48,178,606 

10,532,199 37,710.007 
90,643,644 409,513.492 

6,253,337 23,860,219 
205,854,982 496.029,781 
75,017,327 186,654,934 

6,108.239 22,361,397 
124,813,644 , 856.528,757' 
24,345,461 49,109,188 
31,152.281 147,275,756 

136,684,604 819,596.392 
2,820,745 123.890,168 

18,350,721 ·17,172,982 . 
. 29.613,884 88;532,880 

6,617,117 . 21,'400,918 
34,739,726 125,064.397 

102,751,871 . 435,500,760 
-21,554,691 56,045,184 , 

8,912.065 16,456,292 ' 
, 483.710 . 4,954,562 

• 46.351.409. 210;828,333 
112.818.722 . '294,183,575 

15.306,988 68,925,855 
80,986,104 359,252,611 

4,944.951 20,075,597 

$48,314,430 
17,439,481 
46,909,409 
28,669,013 

437,991,309 
38,360,n8 
43,026,514 
14,168,049 
11,695,667 

131,363,259 
68,505,123 

2,624,147 
23,906,881 
18,927,515 

,103,803,283 
30,090,599 
29,047,536 
18,488,890 
42,209,598 
34,494,694 
15,434,783 
66,016,760 
61,285,948 

143,131,952 
73,194,757 
29,463,095 
74,419,072 
12,120,126 
30,179,125 
22,346,469 
14.091,399 

110,734,793 
21,129,015 

174,183,475 
89,146,608 
6,563,449 

161,617,961 
24,039,938 
31,874,444 

123,808,099 
28,568,951 

8,251,404 
35,099.671 
. 4,nO,083 
39,342,313 

144,983,605 
29,170.011 
p,7oo;576 
.2,418,139 

61,507,137 . 
, 115.321,550 

23.357,563 
74,058.311 

8,454,697 

SOURCE: 

NOTE:: Data for fiscal year 1996 are preliminary. 


datil as reponed by the Slate •. 



Table 5:1 

Number, Rate, and Percentage of Births to Unmarried Women: 

United States, 1980 and 1985 - 96. 


Year Number Rate l Percene 
1996 1.260.306 44.8 32.4 

1995 1.253.976 45.1 32.2 

1994 1.289.592 46.9 32.6 

·1993 1.240.172 45.3 31.0 

1992 1.224.876 45.2 30.1 

1991 1.213.769 45.2 29.5 

1990 1.165.384 43.8 28.0 

1989 1,094.169 41.6 27.1 

1988 1.005.299 38.5 25.7 

1987 933.013 36.0 24.5 

: 1986 878.477 34.2 23.4 

1985 828,174 32.8 22.0 

1980 665.747 29.4 18.4 

Notes: 1 Binhs to unmarried women per 1,000 ulIDlarried women ages 15-44 years. 
2 Percent of all births to· ulUllarried Wllmen. 



Number and percent of births to unmarried women: United Siaies and each State, t996, and percent of births 10 unmarried women: Tahle 5:2 

United Slates and each Slate, 1992·95; and Birth rale for unmarried women: United Slates and each state. 1990 


IBy place 01 residence. Rales are births to unmarried women per 1.000 unmarried women aged 15·44 years in each slale) 


Perceni of all births 10 . . 
unmarried women. 1996 Birth rale per 1.000 unmarried women aged 15·44 years Number Percenl of all births to unmarried women 

1996 

State 1996 1996 . 1995 1994 1993 1992 
 Rank Slate 1990Stale 1990Rank Siale Perce"1 

frank ott1er/ ,.rpha",,'ic.1 on:IfJrJ 
United Siaies 438United Siales 438United Stal.es (2) 32.4United States '1.260.306 32.4 322 326 31:0 30. I 

1 New Hampshire 255 

Alaska 3. I 10 31.0 29.9 293 28.0 21.4 
Alabama' 45.6I Ulah 16.2Alabama 20.366 33.1 345 345 33.5 326 

2 Vermont 264 
3 North Oakola 293 

Alaska 56.12 tdaho 21.3 
Arizona 51.5 .. Massachusetts 293 

3 New Hampshire 23.4Arizona 29.24~ 38.8 38.2 383 31.9 36.2 
Arkansas 502 

5 Utah 297 
4 Minnesola 248Arkansas 12.335. 33.9 32.9 32.6 317 310 

California 56.4 
6 Minnesota 303 

5 Nebraska 24.8'Catnornia 169.313 .31.4 321 35.7 35.3 34.3 
Colorado 31.1 


Connecticul 13.940 31.3 30'6 30.5 29.8 .2B7 

8 Cotorado 248Colorado 13.863 24.8 24.9 25.0 248 23.8 

7 Colorado 31 I7 North Oakota 251 IConneclicul 35.0 
8 Iowa' 31 3 
9 Texas 31 .. 

Oelaware 4158 Massachusetts 25.5Oelaware 3.603 355 34.9 34·1 338 326 
Oisl. of Columbia 64.4 

10 Idaho 31 .. 
9 Iowa 26.3Oisl. of Columbia 5.547 86.1 65.8 68.6 67.8 66.9 

florida 488 
11 Maine 315 

10 Vermonl 26.4Florida 68.077 359 35.8 35.7 350 34.2 
Georgia 50.2 

12 Nebraska 332 
11 Kansas 26.9Georgia 39.928 35.0 35.2 355 ,35.8 350 

Hawaii 42.5 


Idaho 3,989 21:3 '19.9 18.7 18.1 18.3 

12 Wyoming 270Hawaii 5.589 30.3 ··29.2 28.3 27.2 262 

13 Rhode Island 333 
14 Wisconsin 339 

Idaho 31.413 Washington 27.3 
lUinois 47.6 

15 New Jersey 339 
14 Wisconsin 274Illinois 61.743 33.7 33.8 34.3 34.1 334 

Indiana 38.5 
16 Wyoming' 34 1 

15 Montana 27.9Indiana 27.002 32.3 31.9 315 30.6 29.5 
Iowa 313 

. Kansas 9.847 26.9 25.9 260 25.9 24.3 
16 New Jersey 28.0Iowa 9.760 26.3 25.2 24,8 246 235. 

17 West Virginia 342 

Kenlucky 15.693 296 285 27.6 27.2 26.3 
Kansas 36317 Maine 28.7 

. 18 Conneclicut 350 

Louisiana 28.320 43.4 424. 42.6 42.0 40.2 
Kentucky 35.818 Virginia 2B.8 

19 Kentucky 358louisiana 56.719 South Oakota 295 
20 Kansas 363 

Maryland 23.977 . 33.5 33.3 33.7 32.5 305 
Maine 31.520 Oregon 297Maine 3,959 26.7 278 26.2 27.0 25.3 

21 Washington 366 
22 Michigan 37 1 

Maryland 41.821 Kentucky 29.8 
Massachusetts 29.3 


Michigan '45.052 33.6 343 35.0 260 268 

22 Hawaii 30.3Massachusetts 20.458 .25.5 25.6 26.8 284 259 

23 Montana 379 

Minnesola 15.798 24.8 23.9 24.0 23.4 230 
Michigan 37123 . Texas 30.4 

24 Virginia 383 

Mississippi 18.463. 45.0 45.3 454 44.4 42.9 
Minnesota 30.324 Oklahoma 30.9 

25 Oregon 385 

Missouri 24.483 . 332 32.1 325 32.4 31.5 
Mississippi 62025 Alaska 31.0 

26 Indiana 385 

Monlana 3.026 27.9 26.5 25.5 27.3 26.4 
Missouri 43.626 Connedic:ut 31.3 

27 Pennsylvania 38.6 

Nebraska 5.765 24.8 243 248 23.5 22.6 
Monlana 37927 Wissl Virginia 31.3 

28 Soulh Dakota 398Nebraska 33.228 California 31.4 
29 Ohio 408 
30 Oktahoma 412 

Nevada 43.729 North Carolina 32.0Nevada 11.145 42.7 42.0 350 34.0 33.3 
,'22.2 New Hampshire 255 


New Jersey. 31,959 28.0 27.8 28.1 27.1 26.4 

30 Pennsylvania 32.3New Hampshire 3.400 23.4 221 206 19.2 

31 Delaware 415 
New Mexico 11.470 42.1 42.6 41.1 41.4 39.5 

New Jersey 33931 Indiana 32.3 
32 Maryland 418 

New York 104.416 39.8 37.9 37.6 312 34.8 
New Mexico 59832 Ohio 33.1 

33 Hawaii 425 
North Carolina 33.419 32.0 31.4 . 31.9 32.1 31.3 

New York 44.533 Missouri 33.2 
34 'Minouri 436 

North Dakota 2.099 25.1 23.5 . 23.0 230 22.6 
North' Carolina 44.534 Rhode Island 33.3 

35 Nevada 437 
Ohio 50.285 33.1 33.0 329 33.0 31.6 

North Oakota 29335 Tennessee 33.4 
36 North Carolina 445 

Oklahoma 14.287 30.9 30.5 298 29.1 284 
Ohio 40.838 Maryland 33.5 

31 New YOlk 445 
Oregon 12.959 29:7 28.9 28.7 28.2 270 

Oklahoma 41.237 Alabama .337 
38 Tennessee .44 8 

Pennsylvania 47.976 32.3 32.4 32.8 32.2 31.6 
Oregon 38538 Illinois 33.7 

39 Alabama 456 
Rhode Island 4.206 33.3 31.1 321 31.7 29.6 

Pennsylvania 38639 Michigan 33.8 
40 Illinois 476 

South Carolina 19.075 373 37.4. 36.8 36.0 35.5 
Rhode Island 33340 Arkansas 33.9 

41 Florida 488 
Soulh Oakola 3.091 29.5 280 . 277 27.7 26.6 

Soulh Carolina 50641 Georgia 350 
42 ArUnsas 502 

Tennessee 24.645 33.4 331 33.4 33.B 32.7 
Soulh Oakota 39842 Oelaware 35.5 
Tennenee 448 43 Georgia 502 

Texas 100,573 .304 30.0 289 17.0 17.5 
43 Florida 35.9 

Texas 314 44 South Carolina 506 
Utah 6.609 16.2 15.7 157 15.5 15.1 

44 South Carolina 37.3 
Ulah 291 45 Caldornia 564 

Vermonl 1.786 26.4 24.9 25.3 . 24.2 23.4 
45 Arilona 388 

Vermonl 264 46 lOUIsiana 56 1 
Virginia 26.634 28.8 29.3 29.2. 29.0 283 

46 New.York 39.6 
Virginia 383 47 Alaska 561 

Washinglon 21.281 27.3 26.7 26.0 26.3 25.3 
47 New Mexico' 42.1 

Washington 366 48 Arilona 515 
Wesl Virginia 6.504 31.3 30.5 30.2 290 27.7. 

48 Nevada 421 
Wesl Virginia . 342 49 New Mexico 596 

Wisconsin 18.413 '27.4 27.4 27.2 27.1 26.1 
49 Louisiana 43.4 

Wisconsin 339 50 Mississippi 620 
Wyoming 1.697 27.0 28.4 275 25.8 24.0 

SO Mississippi 450 
51 Ois\. 01 Columbia 66.1 lWyoming ,34 1 51' Oisl 01 Columh;a 1;44 

Puerto Rico 27.688 44.2 42.7 41.9 40.4 39.3 Puerto Rico 442 
Virgin Islands 1.224 64.3 62.5 66.7 67.1 63.2 Virgin Islands 643 
Guam 2.068 48.5 48.4 48.6 44.8 41.3 Guam 48.5 I 

NOTE In 1990. lor 44 Siales and Ihe Oislricl of Columh.a m""lal ,t~ft" 
., ••• : ........ _"' ....;.r...... f.· 'rtr ~ ~t;!ltf!!, mother is reported on the birth certificale In srI! State" mo1"!'!1 ~ rn~(fl;~1 

' __ ._"s ' ...... _ ........... t inf",mqtinn on th~ tmth r;".(ttfrr~ffl! 



Table 6:1 

Poverty Rates For An Children For Selected Years, 1979 - 19961 

.. 
I 

I Poverty Rate 1979 1983 1989 1993 1994 1995 1996 

Official Measure 16.4 22.3· 20.1 22.7 i21.8 i 20.8 I 20.5 I 

Comprehensive 13.6 21.3 18.0 20.0 18.0 16.2 16.1 
Measure 

I 

., I. 

1Notes: Data from U.S. Bureau of the Census: 



TABLE 7:1 

PER'CENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF MONTHS SINCE MOST RECENT OPENING 
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

.. -- ..--~.- .. --.--.-.-- .. --.--.-----.-.------- ..----.--~-.~-.----------.-~--.~---------.- .. --.------.--.-----.-.-------.-~.-. 
NUMBER OF MONTHS SINCE LAST OPENING 

-_ .. _--------_._-------------------_ ... --------------- --------~-.----.----------.--.--.--.-.-----
TOTAL. 1- 7- 13· 19· 25- 37· 49· 61- 121- 181- OVER 

STATE FAMILIES O! 6 12 18 24 36 48 60 120 180 240 ' 240 k 
.. __ ... - .. __ ........... _ ................ 


U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 2.0% 18.8% '12.3% 9.4% 6.5% . '11.3% 8.9% 7.1% 17.4% 4.3% 1.3X O.SX 

ALABAMA 36,728 2.0 22.7 15.6 9~2 6.3 10.2 6.7 6.1 14.3 4.2 2.1 0.5 
ALASKA bl 12,312 
ARIZONA 56,020 5.3 32.2 20.5 8.1 7.0 . 7.3 5.7 4.8 8.8 0.1 -0- 0.1 
ARKANSAS 21,405 . 0.2 . 30.0 19.6 10.8 . 7.4 8.8 4.4 3.5 10.6 3.0 1.6 0.2 
CALIFORNIA 832,009 0.7 12.4 10.3 10.2 5.0 12.9 11.5 6.1 23.9 5.4 1.5 0.3 
COLORADO 31,182 3.6 39.2 10.1 9.7 4.9 8.8 5.8 3.8 10.4 2.4 0.4 0.4 
CONNECT ICUT. 56,051 -D, 16.4 14.5 10.0 6.4 .10.0 6.4 9.1 19.1 4.5 1.8 1.8 
DELA~ARE 9,900 4.4 24.1 19,2 8.9 6.9 7.9 6.4 4.4 13.3 4.4 ..o· ·0· 
DIST. OF COL. 24,508 0.8 12.0 12.0 9.5 6.0 11.2 8.3 10.6 22.8 4.1 0.8 0.6 
FLORIDA 179,170 5.7 25.7 12.2 10.4 6.7 10.1 6.4 12.1 9.0 0.8 0.3 0.3 

GEORGIA 111,924 2.3 19.0 11.7 9.2 8.0 10.5 8.4 6:2 17.6 6.0 0.7 0~2 
GUAM 2,279 2.4 22.0 13.1 10.6 9.8 13.1 12.2 5.3 10.2 0.8 ·0· 0.4 
HA~AII 22,487 1.4 20.3 10.7 9.9 6.9 12.7 7.7 7.1 23.0 0.3 -0· -Q. 
IDAHO 7,710 1.8 26.3 17.5 22.8 5.3 17.5 1.8 1.8 5.3 -D· ·0· ·0· 
ILLINOIS 202,290 1.6 12.6 11.0 8.1 6.0 11.6 8.5 7.5 20.4 7.2 2.8 1.7 
INDIANA 45,813 5.3 26.0 11.8 9.5 . 5.3 13.6 17.6 3.2 4.9 2.0 0.6 0.2 
I~A 29,365 2.7 26.3 14.1 8.6 5.7 9.7 6.5 6.3 14.5 4.0 0.8 0.6 
KANSAS. 21,066 5.5 35.9 12.4 8.1 6.2 7.2 6.2 5.2 10.5 2.6 0.2 -0· 
KENTUCKY . 66,623 1.8 14.8 '12.0 9.1 6.1 13.3 7.0 6.3 19.8 6.3 2.7 0.7 
LOUISIANA 58,665 1.1 14.5 9.0 7.3 8.5 17.5 10.9 7.3. 15.9 5.9 1.6 0.6 

MAINE 18,961 0.6 . 18.1 12.9 9.4 6.1 11.3 8.7 7.8 17.2 5.8 1.3 0.3 

. MARYLAND 60,950 2.5 22.1 14.2 11.2 6.8 11.5 8.1 4.6 13.2 3.8 1.3 0.6 


MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 1.6 18.4 12.8 10.5 7.4. 10.5 7.3 8.6 17.3 4.6 0.8 0.1 

MICHIGAN 154,816 3.3 13.1 11. 1 7.3 4.8 8.5 8.6 7.1 21.2 . 9.1 4.2 1.7 

MINNESOTA 54,276 3.3 17.7 14.1 8.3 6.9 9.9 9.1 5.0 21.3 3.0 1.1 0.3 

MISSISSIPPI 40,646 1.7 15.2 13.1 7.6 8.7 9.9 6.6 7.4 19.6 6.4 2.2 1.6 

MISSOURI 73,635 3.1 19.4 11.4 8.3 7.0 11.0 9.5 5.7 18.6 4.0 1.2 0.8 

MONTANA' 9,442 4.6 26.6 15.4 12.0 8.9 8.9 8.1 5.8 8.9 0.4 -0- -0' 

NEBRASKA· 13,481 3.7 25.2 14.1 12.3 5.5 17.8 3.1 4.3 8.6 4.3 1.2 '0
NEVADA 12,120 3.5 . ~5.6 15.1 12.3 10.1 12.9 6.9 3.5 7.9 0.9. 0.9 0.3 


NE~ HAMPSHIRE 8,280 3.6 22.9 11.2 . 9.0 9.4 13.0 10.8 6.3 10.8 1.3 1.3 -0' 
NE~ JERSEY 102,034 1.1 12.8 10.8 9.2 7.2 12.7 8.7 5.9 19.8 7.3 2.8 1.7 
NE~ MEXICO 29,256 3.6 31.2 15.3 12.7 7.1 11.2 5.7 4.1 8.1 1.0 ·0· -O

j 	 NE~ YORK 391,000 1.0 16.6 11.7 7.3 7.2 10.9 10.8 8.0 21.9 4.4 -0' 0.2 
NORTH CAROLI NA 101,783 0.2 23.8 13.5 12.1 7.7 8.9 8.6 5.1 14.7 3.2 1.3 0.7 
NORTH DAKOTA 4,331 8.3 34.5 14.6 5.8 8.7 7.3 6.3 1.0' 7.3 6.3 ·0· -0· 
OHIO 191,437 3.4 25.6 13.5 9.3 6.6 9.5 6.7 7.9 11.2 4.0 1.5 0.7. 
OKLAHOMA 31,750 2.7 26.2 14.4 12.0 9.5 11.1 6.8 6.0 7.0 2.9 0.6 0.8 
OREGON 25,310 1.9 26.6 15.5 8.8 6.5 13.0 8.8 2.9 11.7 2.9, 1.0 0.4 
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 0.2 15.1 12.0 8.5 6.0 11.7 8.0 7.6 20.8 4.9 3.7 1.5 

PUERTO RICO 48,143 1.5 10.4 10.1 8.0 6.5 10.5 11.2 11.5 25.4 4.0 0.8 0.2 
RHOOE ISLAND 19,903 1.4 11.8 8.3 7.7 9.9 9.1 7.2 8.3 29.2 4.7 2.2 0.3 
SOUTH CAROLI NA . 35,895 2.6 19.2 13.2 8.6 6.8 10.0 7.7 7.0 24.1 0.8 0.2 -0' 
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 2.4 26.1 15.2 11.4 9.0 10.0 4.7 7.1 11.4 ·1.9 0.5 0.5 
TENNESSEE 73,763 2.4 21.2 11.1 1L2 7.0 10.1 11.6 24.6 0.5 -0' -0- -0
TEXAS 222,162 . 2.9 28.9 16.2 10.7 7.3 11.2 6.1 5.6 8.7. 1.8 0.3 0.1 
UTAH 12,613 3~8 32.6 16.3 8.9 8.0 12.1 6.4 4.2 7.3 .i.0- 0.3 -D, 
VERMONT 8,401 7.2 29.0. 9.2 6.8 5.8 10.6 8.7 5.3 12.6 2.9 1.0 1.0 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,298 ,0- . 8.2' . 14.3' 12.2 4.1 28.6 4.1 4.1 16.3 4.1 4.1 -0
VIRGINIA 55,260 3.5 22.2 16.3 8.1 7.2 13.9 6.8 3.3 15.3 2.8 0,7 -0

~ASHINGTON . 94,619 2.4 19.8 14.1 11.1 . 7.7 12.8 9.4 .6.7 12.8 2.6 0.5 -0
~ESTVIRGINIA '34,747, 2.6 22.5 11.7 10.7 .' 7.4 '10.1 7.2 5.0 16.1 4.8 1.4 0.4 
~ISCONSIN 44,345 5.3 . .19.5 12.8 9.3 7.1 9.5 10.7 7.0 14.0 3.8 0.9 0.1 
WYOMING 3,084 1.8 39.8 19.9 .10.6 5.8 . 9.3 3.5 0.9 8.0 0.4 -0- -0"..•..•..... _-_ .. _- .. -.- ........ -.--.- ..-.--.-. __ ........_._._--_ ...._... -------------_.__ ._ .._----------_._.------_ ..._---

' 	 'NOTE: •-D,! =ZERO.' !! '=MONTH OF REVIEW •. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 



TABLE 7:2 

AVERAGE MONTHLY INCOME OF TANF HOUSEHOLDS 
BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN THE HOUSEHOLD 

OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

* ______ ~k_. _____ ~ __ ···_·_· ____ . ____ . __ ·· ___ •__________ -- .. ---.--.-- .• -.-.-.----------~-.-----------.-.--.--.-
NUMBER OF PERSONS! 

ALL -------------- .. ----------------_.-.-._---_ .... -.----.-.-_. __ ._ .. _-
. STATE 

... _---_ .... _... _

HOUSE' 
HOLDS ONE TIJO THREE FOUR 

FIVE 
OR MORE 

U.S: TOTAL $594.47 $247.53 '$394.47 $524.26 $627.29 $845.90 

ALABAMA 370.39 · ilA). 288.98 325.15 366.74 ' 496.64 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALI FORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAIIARE 

383.1 1 
418.09 
938.75 
444.67 
742.82 
499.• 93 

.G).
.ilA).

.G)

.G)
.ilA).

.G). 

301.62 
263.38 
678.46 

·306.70 
. 554.02 

347.27 

344.54 
356.43 
m.46 
455.81 
726.27 
428.67 

389.24 
478.37 
856.29 
521.52

.G). 
600.93 

428.27 , 
547.08 

1,136.86 
664.42 

.ji)' 

933.11 
DIS!. OF 
FLORIDA 

COL. 421.10 
458.22 

.ji). 

.G). 
347.67 
302.59 

373.52 
398.29 

445.52 
446.28 

529.35 
683.37 

GEORGIA. 
GUAM 

333.03 
552.09 

•ilA).
.G). 

250.14 
380.79 

339.27 
465.96 

407.43 
560.81 

483.21 
666.66 

HAllA II 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOIiA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 

724.99 
436.33 
523.59 
577.25 
585.05 
457.64 
578.42 

.ji). 

•ilA).
-G). 

-ilA). 
· .G).

.'G).
.ilA). 

529.68
.G). 

327.22 
313.91 
440.70 
354.36 
366.58 

708.13
.G). 

478.22 
494.16 
585.43 
426.45 
562.71 

815.85
.G). 

580.25 
665.80 
684.44 
478.24 
650.54 

1,117.29 
-ji)' 

759.87 
809.04 
774.05 
616.32 
810.95 

LOUISIANA 402.71 -G)' 236.41 303.07 428.07 695.73 

MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 

665.69 
348.00 
643.27 

-G). 
'iii'
•iii· 

495.33 
258.81 
534.05 

686.55 
364.49 
623.64 

765.87 
433.75 
733.13 

867.85 
526.81 
854.56 

MICHIGAN 670.58 ·iii· '485.67' 604.40 . 739.01 924.53 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 

616.44 
360.60 ' 
424.96 
457.02 

-ii!'
.ilA). 
-ilA). 

'ii!' 

478.58 
219.05 
283.56 
354.85 

555.30 
316.40 
409.55 
433.91 

631.06 
370.31 
508.83 
507.10 

902.00 
513.42. 
603.43 
653.83 

NEBRASKA 515.03 -iii' 369.57 444.67 567.59 745.39 
NEVADA , 402.91 'ii!' 352.77 405.79 445.56 640.12 

NEil HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 

570.61 
'410.87 

-iiiiil'
.ilA). 

494.50 
323.31 

556.51 
418.27 

-iii' 
501.55 

-iii· 
600.37 

NEil MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROL! NA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON. 

433.27 
618.01 . 
327.15 
500.22 
671.86 
394.70 
542.71 

-ii!' 
-ii!', 

-Oliii' 
-ilA). 
. iii' 

·G)iii
'ii!

345.30 
496.17 
273.69 
355.34 
444.89 
315.84 
472.18 

425.22 
' 574.54 
343.21 
462.27 
589.57 
359.51 
482.62 

475.89 
694.80 
367.38 
584.81 
716.04 
414.92 

. 583.81 

657.93 
807.16 
411.39 
775.84 

1,048.62
595.15 
667.08 

PENNSYLVANIA 476.87 'ii! 334.62 441.59 543.84 701.69 

PUERTO RICO 118.72 -G). 81.04 107.19 127.94 . 165.77 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLI NA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH' 
VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

621.18 
439.55 
443.40 
516.86 
305.38 
558.03 
687.30 
285.65 
.460.89 

-iii
.ilA). 
-ilA).

.G). 
-ilA).

.G). 
-G).

.ilA). 
-ilA)' . 

491.90 
332.48 
368.26 
378.77 
191.04 
419.16 
573.21 

'01' 
311.08 

579.62 
392.29 
403.38 
468.24 
263.41 
552.32 
680.51

.•G). 
382.63 

696.69 
394.84 
437.86 
562.06 
332.61 
659.48 
784.47 

-iii' 
550.65 

860.59 
585.00 
577.44 
806.42 
373.83 
821.80 

-iii' 
'iii' 

603.31 

, WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 

635.09 
417.73' 

'01" . 
-01' 

520.63 
316.85 

585.79" 
359.16 

728.36 
460.53 

822.79 
686.93 

WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

698.91 
437.36 

'01'
.ilA). 

·503.55 
354.10 

605.34' 
.408.85 

752.50 
457.52 

971.52 
584.27 ----.... --------------------------------------~.------ --_._-----------_.-------------------------------------

NOTE: '·O·'=ZERO. "ilA),'=NO SAMPLE CASES. "G)"=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES~ 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 
'!'=INCLUDES PERSONS Nor IN AFDC ASSISTANCE UNIT •. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 



TABLE 7:3 

TANF FAMILIES BY RECEIPT OF NON-TANF INCCtlE 
OCTOBER 1996 . JUNE 1997 

-... ~-.-'.-.--.~--~-.---~.-.-------------'-------------.-.~-'.-.-.-.~-.. ------------~-:-.---.~ .. --~.--.-.--~ -----------_.-
IlITH INCCtlE IlITH EARNED INCCtlE lliTH UNEARNED INCCtlE _______ ._. __ ._4_._---_.--------------- -------.-.--------- _.~ 

TOTAL· MONTHLY MONTHLY MONTHLY 
STATE FAMILIES FAMI LIES AVERAGE FAMI LIES AVERAGE FAMILIES AVERAGE 

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


U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 1,027,053 $413.91 525,140 $500.42 614,079 S266.54 

ALABAMA 36 728 4,010 213.92 866 -Q. 3,190 . 208.09 
ALASKA bl 12:312 
ARIZONA 56,020 7,752 257.87 4,885 326.88 3.062 131.30 
ARKANSAS 21,405 3.748 In.46 1,036 -ii). 3,009 155.80 

,CAll FORNIA 832,009 332,584 612.36 201,965 583.55 189,891 451.86 
COLORADO 31,182 6,194 188.8B 1,656 '379.64 4,675 115.78 
CONNECTICUT 56,051 16,486 410.98 7,493 525.24 12.589' 225.55 
DELAIIARE 9,900 2,829 305.02 927 -Ol' 2,097 . 184.49 
D1ST. OF COL. 24,508 1,525 490.63 305 -Ol- 1,322 325.92 
FLORIDA 179,.170 35,278 243.58 14,167 '388.71 23,334 132.27 

GEORGIA 111,924 25,305 206.76 8,638 367.56 18,370 111.99 
GUAM 2,279 549 434.36 9 -Ol' 540 439.26 
KAllAl! 22,487: 4,561 504.57 3,783 549.35 955 233.70 

. IDAHO 7,710 1,623 -ii)- 676 -Ol- 947 -Ol-
ILLl NOI'S 202,290 49,462 487.47 29,824 556.22 22,386 336.04 
INDIANA 45,813 7,319 235.46 2,169 -Ol- 5,151 201.88 
lOIlA 29,365 11,561 433.65 8,593 526.56 3,957 123.44 
KANSAS 21,066 3,596 245.08 1,998 313.71 1,852 137.43 
KENTUCKY 66,623 20,975 182.n 6,187. 374.28 ,16,373 92.72 
LOUISIANA 58,665 4,604 132.10 1,118 -Ol- 3,486 113.28 

MAINE 18,961 14,543 .293.97 1,964 362.06 13,929 255.89 
MARYLAND 60,950 16,507 106.94 2,257 2B5.50 15,096 74.24 
MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 23,183 296.76 9,855 460.86 ' 14,924 156.66 
MICHIGAN 154,816 63,934 375 .51 41,566 429.03 30,294 203.83 
MINNESOTA 54,276 19,192 239.45 7,946 353.15 13,194 135.59 
MISSISSIPPI 40,646 9,ns 179.47 2',672 32.3.50 7,735 115.03 
MISSOURI 73,635' 9,364 248.24 3,820 369.43 5.993 152.36 
MONTANA 9,442 ,3,646 259.n 1,568 . 355.00 2,588 150.87 
NEBRASKA 13,481 3,887 276.n 1,654 -Ol' 2,647 105.47 
NEVADA 12,120 2,676 ' 269.13 918 -Ol· 1,988 87.81 

NEil HAMPSHIRE 8,280 1,671 278.98 631 -Ol- ' 1,225 151. 70 
NEil JERSEY 102,034 12,740 247.08 5,443 360.2.3 7,991 148.52 
NEil MEXICO 29,256 4,784 259.48 2,921 303.64 1,964 180.51 
NEil YORK 391,000 68,887 366.01 34,444 . 534.57 41,460 164.03 
NORTH CAROLINA 101,7B3 23,655 . 299.08 11,259 424.04 14,329 160.54 
NORTH DAKOTA 4,331 862 282.51 610 308.52 294 -Ol· 
OHIO 191,437 63,106 336.90 31,308 538.70 37,179 .118.20 
OKLAHOMA 31,750, 2,528 327.95 . 1,418 -ii)- 1,171 -Ol'
OREGON 25,310 7,017 266.88, 3,097 378.95 4,355 160.49 
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 18,951 334.29 13,134 383.96 6,380. 202.53 

PUERTO RICO 48,143 2,098 94.38 ' 3n -Ol- 1,721 80.50 
RHOOE ISLAND 19,903 5,922 307.56 1,B09 393.58. 4,606 240.81
SOUTH CAROLINA' ,,' 35,895 8,569 358.50 4,453 447.70 4,790 225.10 .. SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 1,547 207.08 449 .Q . 1,272 134.43 
TENNESSEE 73,763 .18,566 413.37 11,479 509.43 8,285 220.51 
TEXAS 222,162 22,740 144.43 6,700 210.67 16,040 116.76 
UTAH 12,613 3,949 ,416.76 2,942 482.08 1,410 161.43 
VERMONT 8,401 3,369 314.01 1,989 420.71 . 1,867 ' ..118.43 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,298 -0- -Ol' -0- -Ol- -0- -Ol

, VIRGINIA 55,260 10,113 344.01 4,455 434.89 6,140 251.10 

IlASHINGTON 94,619 19,640 327.65 5,859 398.19 14,974 273.93 . 
IlEST VIRGINIA 34,147 5,453 172.44 909 -Ol- 4,614 ,151.61
IlISCONSIN 44,345 ' 13,430 8,366 413.58 6,206 144.89 
IlYCtlING· 3,084 191 , ~~~:~~ 573 410.86 .. 2.32 -il

, ~ '.--.-------_.- .. ----------.---_ .... -.---- .. - ....... - .. --_ ........ ----... -.~-.--.- ......-.-,-- ..----....----------.---. ..--.-.------_.

NOTE: '·O·'=ZERO. '-il-'cLESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. 'b/'=SAMPLENOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE' February 18,' 1998 



TABLE 7:4 

TANF FAMILIES WITH EARNED INCOME BY TYPE OF INCOME 
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

------ .. ;.--.--------.-- .. -------~- .. --------.--......-.--.--.-- .. ~~.-.---------------.-----.---.~ ... ~ 
TYPE OF EARNINGS 

------~-- .. -.. -.-.- ....----.-----.-------- ..-.-----.-- ------.-.-.

.. 

ALL EARNINGS WAGES· OTHER 

TOTAL 
------------.-._--

FAMI- MONTHLY 
----.-.------._---

FAMI- MONTHLY 
.----------------. 

FAMI' MONTHLY 
STATE FAMILIES LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE 

------_._------
U.S. TOTAL 

........................ 

4,058,131 525,140- . $500.42 499,607 
w _._ ... _ .. 

$513.50 27,635 $225.76 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALI FORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DIS1. OF COL. 
flORIDA 

36,n8
12,312 
56,020
21,405

832,009 
31,182
56,051
9,900

24,508
179,170 

866 

4,885
1,036

201,965 
1,656
7,493

927 
305 

14,167 

224.16 

326.88 
189.67 
583.55 
379.64 
525.24 
513.58 

1,040.83 
388.71 

820 

3,n8 
888 

190,989 
1,421 
7,493

927 
305 

12,500 

.G)

393.83 
-ii)

603'.08 
-ii). 

525.24 
-ii)
-ii). 

419.67 

46 

1,107
148 

10,976 
245 
-0
-0

. -0
1,667 

-ii). 

-ii)
-ii). 
-ii). 
.ii)

-GlOl
'GlOl
-GlOl

-G). 

GEORGIA 
GUAM 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA. 
KANSAS' 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA' 

111,924 
2,279

22,487 
7 710 

202:290 
45,813 
29,365 
21,066
66,623 
58,665 

8,638
9 

3,783 
676 

29,824
2,169 
8,593 
1,998
6,187
1,118 

367.56 
150.00 
549.35 
506.00 
556.22 
315.21 
526.56 
313.71 
374.28 
190.76 

8,638 
9 

3,465
676 

29,510
1,626 
7,n8 
1,925
4,678 

987 

367.56 
-ii)

5n.21 
-ii)

559.48 
-ii)

542.02 
320.00 
426.68' 

-G)

·0
-0
318 
-0
314 
633 
927 

73 
1,584 

132 

'GlOl' 
-GlOl' 

.ii). 
-GlOl' 

-ii)
-ii)
-ii)
-ii)~ 
-ii)
-G). 

MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 

18,961
60,950 
79,686

' 154,816 
54,276
40,646 
73,635
9,442

13,481 . 
12,120 

1,964
2,257 
9,855 

41,566
7,946
2,672 
3,820
1,568
1,654

918 

362.06 
285.50 
460.86 
429.03 
353.15 
323_50 
369.43 

.355.00 
481.65 
594.71 

1,473
2,257 
9,574 

39,981
7,797
2,602
3,446 
1,422
1,489

879 

-ii)
285.50 

. 461.67 
435.39 
359.92 
329.54 
386.74 
367.28 

-ii)
-ii)

552 
-0
375 

1,937
150 
70 

375 
146 
165 
38 

-G)
-GlOl

-ii)
-ii)
-ii)
-ii)
-ii)
~ii)-
-ii)
-ii)

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY' 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK, 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 

8,280 
102,034
29,256 

391,000 
101,783 

4,331
191,437 
31,750

.25,310 
167,933 

631 
5,443
2,921 

34,444 
11,259 

610 
31,308

1,418 
3,097

13,134 

444.00 
360.23 
303.64 
534.57 
424.04 
308.52 
538.70 
422.26 
378.95 
383.96 

594 
5,443
2,870 

34,444 
11,259 

589 
30,493

1,418 
3,049 

12,5n 

-ii)
360.23 
302.25 
522.78 
424_04 
315.25 
544.35 

-G)
383.25 
395.70. 

37 
-0' 
50 

1,276
-0

21 
815 
-0
48 

563 

':ii)
~G)jj)-

-G)
-G)

-GlOl
-G)
-ii)

-GlOl
-ii)
-ii). 

·PUERTO RICO 
RHOOE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

48,143 
19,903
35,895
5,264 

73,763
222,162
12,613
8,401
1,298

55,260 

377 
1,809
4,453 
. 449 
11,479
6,700.
2,942 . 
1,989 
'. -0
4,455 

157.86 
393.58 
447.70 
332.39 
509.43 
210.67 
482.08 

_420.71 
-GlOl

434_89 

323. 
1,700 
4,318

399 
11,479 
5,893
2,780
1,664 

-0' 
4,}14 

-ii)
413.84 
451.14 

-ii)
509.43 
226.42 . 
488.86 
4n.95 

-G)jj)
437.71 

54 
110 
135 
50 

-0
807 
201 
365 
-0
241 

-ii). 
-ii). 
-ii)
-ii), 

-G)jj)
'-ii)
-G). 
-ii)

-GlOl~ 
-G)

WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

94,619
34,747
44,345 

. 3,084 

. 5,859 
909 

8,366 
573 

·398.19 
264.62 
413.58 
410;86 

. 5,534
-769 

7,976
,546 

400.49 
-G)

422.39 
412.35 

326 
140 
390 

27 

-ii)
-ii). 
-ii)
-ii)

.---- ... ~-.-.-- .. -~-.-.-------~--.-.. --~--------- .. -----------------.-~------------------.---~-------..
NOTE: '·O·'=ZERO. '·a·'clESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. '·G)jj)-'=NO·SAMPLE CASES. 
'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 
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TABLE 7:5 

TANF FAMILIES WITH UNEARNED INCOME BY TYPE OF, INCOME 
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

._._---_ ... -------,------._---------------_ .. --------- -.------.---~-----.-----------.----.-----*--.------~- . .... --------
TYPE OF INCOME 

----.----.-------------.-----------.- ... -----.~---.-.-,--------------.- .. --.-- .. ---.--~ 
ALL UNEARNED 

INCOME CHILD SUPPORT SOC IAL SECUR ITY CONTRIBUTIO~----_._ .. - .. --- .. _- ----------_ .. -. '--------.---------- ------------------
TOTAL FAMI- MONTHLY FAMl- MONTHLY FAMI- MONTHLY FAMI- MO~ 

STATE FAMILIES LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE LIES AVE -_ ............... 

, ' 

U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 623,313 5266.54 171,587 $47.20 102,603 5223.70 84,096 

ALABAMA 36,728 3,190 208.09, 1,321 45.86 729 -ill- 273
ALASKA bl 12,312
ARIZONA 56,020 3,062 131.30 1,042 -a- 847 -a- 456 
ARKANSAS 21,405 3,009 155.80 641 , -iIl- 986 -a- 49 
CALI FORNIA 832,009 189,891 451.86 '36,222 48.42 20,855 '-ill- 30,734
COlORADO 31,182 4,675 115.78 2,117 -ill- 892 -ill- 941 
CONNECTICUT 56,051 ' 12,589 225.55 3,897 -ill- 1,499 -a- 300 
DELAWARE 9,900 2,097 184.49 975 -OJ-, 293 -ii)- 98 
DIST. OF COL. 24,508 1,322 325.92 -0- -iilG). 203 -a- 254 
FLORIDA 179,170 , 23,334, 132.27 1,389 -iIl- 4,722 -a- 9,167 

GEORGIA 111,924 18,370 111.99 9,246 48.99 3,650 179.10 4,501
GUAM 2,279 540 439.26 28 ~a- -0- -iilG)- 56
HAWAII 22,487 955 233.70 106 -a- 1n -ill- 318
IDAHO 7,710 947 -a- 271 -a- 135 -a- -0
ILLINOIS 202,290 ' 22,386 336.04 964 -a- 5,373 , 219.53 6,337
INDIANA 45,813 5,151 201.88 1,355 -ii)- 1,175 -a- 633
IOWA 29,365 3,957 123.44' 2,596 49.74 433 -a· 309
KANSAS 21,066 1,852 137.43 , 400 -a- 726 -iI)- 363
KENTUCKY 66,623 16,373 92.72 11 ,016 44.75 4,074 165.48 528
LOUISIANA 58,665 3,486 113.28 789 -a- 1,052 -a- 855 

MAINE 18,961 13,929 255.89 1,350 -ii)- 736 -ii)- -0
MARYLAND , 60,950 15,096 74.24 -0- -iilG)- 1,058 -a- 71
MASSACHUSETTS ' "19,686 14,924 156.66 4,181 48.18 3,379 232.58 845
MICHIGAN 154,816 30,294 203.83 4,755 46.14 3,523 -a- 1,585
MINNESOTA 54,276, ' 13,194, 135.59 3,148 48.32 1,199 -a- 8,246
MISSISSIPPI 40,646 7,735 115.03 3,938 47.00 1,547 -iI)- 844
MISSOURI 73,635 5,993 152.36 1,123 -a- 2,247 109.n 300
MONTANA 9,442 2,588 150.81 255 -ii)- 255 -a- -0
NEBRASKA 13,481 2,647 105.47 1,902 -a- 579 -a- 83
NEVADA 12,120 1,988 87.81 382 -a- 153 -a- 115 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 8,280 1,225 151. 70 149 -a- 334 -a- 557
NEW JERSEY 102,034 7,991 , 148.52 341 -a- 2,085 -ii)- ,579
NEW MEXICO 29,256 1,964 180.51 151 -ii)- 957 -ii)- 252
NEW YORK 391,000 41',460 164.03 22,325 43.66 8,930 -ill- 1,216
NORTH CAROLINA 101,183 14,329 160.54 1,051 46.48 2,047 -ill- 3,861
NORTH DAKOTA 4,331 294 -0)- 42 -a- 126 -ii)- 21
OHIO 191,437 37,179 118.20 13;534 49.16 6,359 144.00 163
OKLAHOMA 31,750 1,111 -0)- -0- -a- 432 -a- 370
OREGON 25,310 4,355 160.49 2,129 47.66 n4 -a- 145
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 6,380 202.53 938 -a- 3,002 -a- -0

PUERTO. RICO 48,143' 1,721 ,80.50 323 -a- 269 -0)- 807
RHODE ISLAND '19,903 4,606 240.81 1,311 47.32 8n -ii)- -0
SOUTH CAROLINA 35,895 4,790 225.10 ' 135 -a- 1,012 ' -a- 2,294
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 1,272 134.43 125 -a- 150 -a- 150
TENNESSEE 73,763 8,285 220.51 1,298 -a- '4,392 266.68 599
TEXAS 222,162 16,040 116.76 6,545 49.15 3,345 -0)- 2,1nUTAH' 12,613 1,4fO ' 161.43 645 ' -a- 443 -G). 40
VERMONT 8,401 1,861 118.43 933 -a- 406 -a- -0
VIRGIN ISLANDS . 1,298' -0- -iilG)- -0- -iilG)- -0- -iilG)- ~o-
VIRGINIA 55,260 ,6,140 251.10 3,010 50.00 482 -0)- 1,084 
WASHINGTON 94,619 14,914 273.93 8,681 43.66 1,302 -a- 326
\JEST 'VIRGINIA' 34,141 4,614 151.61, 1,608 "a- 699 -G). 210
WISCONSIN 44,345 6,206 144.89 ' 2,963 45.89 1,573 201 ~14 868
\JYOMING 3,084 232 -iI). 68 -G)- 109 -0)- 55 ----------.-------- ... -..._------'_ ..._-_ ...-_._-._--- ......_---._._-------------_.---------._--- .._-------------------
NOTE: '-O-'=ZERO. l·iI)-'=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. '-iilG)"=NO SAMPLE CASES. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 



TABLE 7:5 

TANF FAMILIES WITH UNEARNED INCOME BY TYPE OF INCOME (CONTINUED)'
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

--.-----.-- .. -------.- .. --------~-!-- .. ----.-----.--.- -- ...... _-------------_.----------------------.--_._ .. -. -----~-.---~ 
TYPE OF INCOME 

-.---------------~----~--.-----.- .. -.----~--------.--- ... ---.-------.----.-------~----

-- .._---- .. -----_._-._-.----------_._.- .. ----_ .._---.---_._---------._._--- .. -._-------------------------_ .. ---------

ALL UNEARNED' UNEMPLOYMENT 
INCOME S.S.I."* __ COMPENSATION_______ ._~w. ____ • OTHER 

TOTAL 
.._--------------.

FAMI - MONTHLY 
--------._--------

FAHI- MONTHLY FAMl- MONTHLY 
................ - ... - ...... 

FAMI- 140 
STATE 

---------------* 
FAMI LIES ........ __ ..... -. LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE LIES AV 

U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 623,313 S266.54 52,639 S501.25 28,540 S306.81 260,240 $3 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 

. COLORADO 
, CONNECT! CUT 

DELAWARE 
D1ST. OF COL.
FLORIDA 

36,728 
12,312
56,020
21,405 

832,009
31,182
56,051
9,900 

24,508
179,170 

3,190 . 

3,062 
3,009

189,891 
4,675

12,589
2,097 
1,322 

23,334 

208.09 

131.30 
155.80 
451.86 
115.78 
225.55 
184.49 
325.92 
132.27 

957 

391 
148 

3,293
' 372 

899 
195 
712 

1,944 

-I)

-I)
-I)
-1)
-I)
~I)-

-I)
-jj)
-jj)

-0

-0
-0

19,757
-0
-0
146 
-d
-0

-1)1)

-1)1)
-1)1)

-I)
- 1)1)
-1)1) 

-I)
- 1)1)
-1)1)

319 

586 
1,233

121,838
471 

6,894
829 
153 

8,333 

2 
~ 

GEORGIA 
GUAM 
HAWAII . 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 

111,924
2,279 ' 

22,487 
. 7,710 
202,290.
45,813 
29,365
21,066 
66,623
58,665 

18,370 
540 
955 
947 

22,386 
5,15.1
3,957
1,852 

16,373
3,486 

111.99 
439.26 
233.70 

-jj). 
336.04 
201.88 
123.44 
137.43 
92.72 

113.28 

365 
-0
-0' 
271 

10,845
181 
371 
182 
226 
460 

-I)
-1)1)
-1)1)

-I)
514.87 

-I)
-81
-jj)
-I)
.1). 

122 
-0
212 
~O-

482 
-0
62 
73 

302 
66 

-jj)
-I)I)~ 

-I)
-81
-I). 

~I)I)-

-jj)
-81
-I). 
-jj)

1,460 
456 
212 
541 

1,133 
2,078 

371 
182 
830 
329 

MAINE 
.MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 

18,961
60,950 
79,686

154,816
54,276 ' 
40,646 
73,635
9,442

13,481
12,120 

13,929 
. 15 j 096 

14,924 
30,294
13,194 
7,735 
5,993
2,588
2,647
1,988 

255.89 
'74.24 
156.66 
203.83 
135.59 
115.03 
152.36 
150.87 
105.47 
87.81 

245 
71 

1,408 
5,988
1,499 

633 
1,049

219 
83 

'0

-81' 
-81' 
-81' 

518.38 
-I)
-81
-81
-/il
-/il

-1)1). , 

61 
71 

188 
1,057

300 
70 

-0
36 
83 

-0

-I)
'81
-I)
-81
-81
-I)

-1)1)

-81
-81

-1)1)

12,886
14,179 
4,787 

15,499
2,549
1,547

899 . 
2,078

165 
1,529 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEI.I JERSEY 
NEI.I MEXICO 
NEI.I YORK 
NORT H CAROLI NA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 

, PENNSYLVANIA 

8,280
102,034 
29,256

391,000 
101,783 ' 

4,331
191,437 
31,750 
25,310

167,933 

1,225
7,991 
1,964

4.1,460 
14,329

294 
37, '79 

1,171 
4,355
6,380 

151. 70 
148.52 
'80.51 
164.03 
160.54 

-I)
"8.20 

-I)
160.49 
202.53 

74 
811 
403 

3,189.
1,365 . 

-0' . 
3,587 

185 
194 
938 

-81
-/il
-/il
-I)- ' 
-81
-/il
-81
-/il
-/il
-I)

-0
-0
-0

',914
227 

21 
489 
-0
242 
563 

-1)1)
-1)1)
-1)1)

-/il
-81
-/il
-81
-/il
-/il
.1)

223 
4,401 

252 
6,378 

227 
105 

16,959 
370 

1,549.
938 

PUERTO RICO 
RHOOE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

48,143
19,903
35,895 
5,264 

73,763
222,162
12,613
8,401 
1,298

55,260 

1,721 
' 4,606
. 4,790 

1,272
8,285 

, ,16,040 
.'~410 

. ,1 867 
" ' -0

6,.140 

80.50 
240.81 
225.10 
134.43 
220.51 
116.76 
161.43 
118.43 

-1)1)

251.,10: 

·0· 
603 
810 
-0
200 

1',874
201 

4.1 
-0

1,.926 

-1)1)

-81
-/il

~I)I)-
,/il
-/il
-/il
-/il. 

-1)1)
-/il

-0
55 

202 
-0
299 
214 

81 
122 

,-0
-0

-1)1)

-81
-I)

-1)1)
-/il
-/il
-/il
-jj)

: -1)1)
-1)1)

430 
2,029

540 
898 

1,797 
3,033

201 
649 
-0
361 

WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
\/YOMING 

94,619 
34,747
44,345
3,084 

.14,974 ' 
4,614
6 206 . 

'Z32 

273.93 
151 _67 
144.89 

-81

' 2; 170 
559 
502 
-0

-/il
-81
01)
-/il

543 
. 280 

201 
-0

./il
-81

.-/il~ 
-/il'

3,147
1,748 
. 378 

27 

NOTE: . ' -0-' =ZERO. '-Q-'=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. '-/ilIil-'=NO SAMPLE CASES. I·"'=INCLUDES WORKER'S COMPENSATION. 
'b/' =SAMPlE N~T REPORTED.' 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 113 



TABLE 7:6 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNIT 
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 , . 

___ ••• ___ ••••••• ______ ._ •• ______ ••••• _. ___________ • __ •• ~_. ___ •• _. ______ ._. __ • ____ • ____________ •• ___.-w •• _-- ___ • _____ • __ • 

NUMBER Of PERSONS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNIT (FAMILY) 
-.----~- ..-~----.-- .. ----------.-------------.--------~--.-----~--.----.------.

TOTAL 7 OR 
STATE FAMILIES AVE. ONE TIJCi THREE FCXJR fiVE SIX MORE .. ----- ...... ........
-----.-._------

U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 2.8 13.4~ 35.0~ 26.5" 14.5~ 6.6X 2.6" 1.4:: 

ALABAMA 36,728 2.4 24.9 33.6 22.8 ' 12.5 4.6 0.9 0.6 
ALASKA bl 12,312 
ARIZONA 56,020 2.7 18.6 33.0 23.4 14.0 7.4 2.2 1.4 
ARKANSAS 21,405 2.5 14.7' 42.2 27.9 9.4 4.1 1.4 0.2 
CALIFORNIA 832,009 3.1 10.8 29.7 26.5 17.7 9.1 4.1 2.1 
COLORADO 31,182 2.7 11.7 39.2. 23.7 19.7 3.6 .0.9 1.2 
CONNECTICUT 56,051 2.8 10.0 36.4 29.1 14.5 4.5 ,4.5 0.9 
DELAWARE 9,900 2.6 21.7 29.1 24.1' 18.2 4.4 1.5 1.0 
DIST. OF COl. 24 508 2.6 15',8 38.4 24.3 13.3 5.2 2.3 0.8 
FLORIDA 179; 170 2.6 16.1 36.3 28.7 12,2 5.0 ~.4 0.3 

GEORGIA 111,924 2.6 17.2 37.5 23.9 12.8 5.5 2.1 1.0 
GUAM 2,279 3.6 6.1 25.3 26.5 17.1 10.6 6.5 7.8 
HAWAII 22,487 3.1 8.0 32.1 29.4 16.2 7.7 ~.8 2.8 
IDAHO 7,710 2.9 B.8 35.1 31.6 15.8 3.5 5.3 -0
ILLINOIS 202,290 2.9 10.5 . 35.5 24.7 18.0 ,7.0 3.1 1.2 
INDIANA 45,813 2.5 17.9 39.3 24.7 10.3 6.3 D.6 1.0 
IO'oIA 29,365 2.7 12.4 36.8 30.1 13.9 5.3 1.1 0.4 
KANSAS 21,066 2.6 18.6 33.8 25.3 13.6 5.0 2.8 0.9 
KENTUCKY 66,623 2.4 20.0 42.2 23.6 8.6 3.6 1.4 0.6 
LOUISIANA 58,665 2.7 15.6 33.5 29.1 13.0 5.5 2.1 1.1 

. MAINE 18,961 2.8 7.8 42.4 28.8 13.6 4.5 2.3 0.6 
MARYLAND 60,950 2.7 . 13.9 35.4 26.9 15.6 . 6.0 1.2 1.0 
MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 2.6 15.9 37.2 26.4 13.8 4.5 1.2 1.1 
MICHIGAN 154,816 2.9 9.4 37.9 26.5 12.5 7.8 3.8 2.0 
MINNESOTA 54,276 3.0 8.3 ' 36.7 28.2 13.5 6.9 2.5 3.9,
MISSISSIPPI 40,646 2.7 18.2 34.4 22.5 13.3 7.3 2.2 2~1 
MISSOURI 73,635 2.7 14.4 38.6 25.0 13.5 5.7 1.8 0.9 
MONTANA 9,442 2.9 9.3 35.1 26.3 20.1 5.8 1.5 1.9 
NEBRASKA 13,481 2.8 12.3 33.7 32.5 12.3. 5.5 1.8 1.8 
NEVADA 12,120 2.3 28.7 33.4 23.0 9.5 3.5 1.3 0.6 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 8,280 2.5 13.5 45.7 28.7 7.6 3.1 0.9 0.4
NEW' JERSEY . 102,034 2.5 12.7 45.5 26.3 9.8 4.7 0.8 0.2 
NEW MEXICO 29,256 2.8 11.9 32.9 32.0 13.9 6.7 2.1 0.5 
NEW YORK 391,000 2.8 12.7 34.6 28.9 13.1 6.9 2.3 1.6 
NORTH CAROLINA' 101,783 2.5 19.2 40.6 24.1 10.3 3..9 1.6 0.3 
NORTH DAKOTA 4,331 2.8 7.3 44.7 24.8 14.6 4.9 2.4 1.5 
OHIO 191,437 2.7 15.3 37.8 24.9 13.3 6.0 1.4 1.3 
OKLAHOMA 31,750 2.7 15.3 .35.5 . 26.8 14.0 7.0 1.0 0.4 
OREGON 25,310 2.6 18.4 39.0 22.9 11.1 5.4 1.9 1.3 
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 2.9 10.4 35.2 26.5 16.1 6.9 2.6 2.3 

. PUERTO R I CO 48,143 3.0 6.9 34.5 28.3 17.5 , 7.0 , 4.0 1.7
RHODE ISLAND 19,903 2.9 10.2. 36.1 28.4 14.9 . 6.6 1.4 ,2.5
SOUTH CAROLINA 35,895 2.6 19.2 35.3 24.1 14.7 3.4 2.4 0.9 
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 2.7 16.6 38.9 21.8 13.3 3.8 3.3 2.4 
TENNESSEE 73,763 . 2.5 18.1 35.3 29.4 11.0 4.1 1.5 0.7
TEXAS 222,162 2.8 12.8 32.8 28.2 15..4 7.0 3.0 0.8
UTAH 12,613 2.8 13.1 37.4 21.7 16.0 7.7 2.6 1.6 
VERMONT 8,401 . 2.7 10.1 37.2 32.9 14.0 4.8 1.0 -0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1 298 3.8 2.0 22.4 30.6 18.4 10.2 6.1 10.2
VIRGINIA 55;260 2.4 21.8 36.4 26.6 10.0 3.5 1.1 0.7 

WASHINGTON 94,619 2.7 15;4 38.6, 23.7. 13.8 ,5.2 1.5 1.8 
WEST VIRGINIA 34,747 2.6 17.5 34.2 25.8 16.3 4.0 1.8 0.4 
WISCONSIN 44,345 2.8 '14.3 34.9 23.5 15~6 6.3 3.2 2.3 

, WYOMING___ ._w ________________ ,3,084_________________ . _____ •. ______ 15.5 . ____ •____ . 18.6 __ •__ 16.B•• 5.8 ~ _______ 0.4• 2.7 ____ 40.7 ________ •• _____________ 2.2~ _. _______ ._ 
NOTE: I·O·'=ZERO. 'AVE.'=AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNIT., 'b/'=SAMPLE'NOT REPORTED. 

. " . , 

EXCLUDES CHILDREN RECEIVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME; 

PREPARED BY OHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 



TABLE 7:7, 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULTS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNIT 
BY r'HEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE YOONGEST CHILO IN THE TANF UNIT 

OCTOBER 1996 • JUNE 1997 

-.--~.. ----.-.-- ... -----.-.-.---*--.--.-.------*-----. -_._---------,-----------------._ .. -----_._------------------_.
RELATIONSHIP 

--------------------.----------_._-- .._-.-._---------------------_ ... _-----_ .. _---_. 
NATURAL/

TOTAL ADOPTIVE STEP, GRAND' SIB· OTHER NON· UN' 
STATE ADULTS PARENTS PARENT PARENT LING RELATIVE RELATIVE KNQ\,j/.j 

.................. - -_ ........... ... - .. - ..... -- ....... - .........
.-.-------.----~ 
U.S. TOTAL 3,431,731 96.6~ 0.3~ 1.6~ 0.1X 0.4X 0.2~ 0.8X 

ALABAMA 21,007 96.7 -0' 1.7 -0- 0•.9. -0- 0.7 
ALASKA b/
ARIZONA 39,409 97_2 -0' 2.0 -0- 0.5 0.2 0.2 
ARKANSAS 15,832 97.2 0.3 1.9 -0' 0_6 -0· -0· 
CAll FORNIA 757,370 98.6 0.4 0.6 ~O- 0.1 -0- 0.3_.COLORADO 25,537 96.6 -0- 2.4 -0- -0- 1.0 
CONNECTICUT 54,523 90.7 0.9 3.7 -0- 2.8' -0- 1.9 
DELAWARE 7,657 96.8 -O~ 1.9 -0- 1.3 -0- -0' 
DIST. OF COL. 20,135 97.7 -0- 1.0 -0- -0- -0- 1.3 
FLORIDA 131/947 97.3 -0- 1.9 0.2 0.4 -0- 0.2 

GEORGIA 78,955 98.2 -0- 1.2 -0- 0.2 0.2 0.3 
GUAM 2,251 97.9 -0- 1.7 -0- -0- -0- 0.4 
HAWAII 23,229 96.7 1.1 1.4 -0- 0.3 0.5 0.2 
IDAHO 6 763 94.0 -0- 4.0 -a- -a- , -0- 2.0 
ILLINOIS 173;949 97.5 0.6 1.7 -a· . 0.2 '0- -0
INDIANA 33,253 98.4 -0- 1.1 -0- 0.5 -0- -0
IOWA 26,645 98.4 0.5 0.7 -0- 0.2 -0- 0.2 
KANSAS 16,816 97.6 1.5 0.6 -0- 0.2 ·0- -0
KENTUCKY 49,194 97.9 -0- 1.5 -a· 0.6 -0- -0' 
LOUISIANA 38,145 98.6 0.5 0_7 -0- 0.2 -0- -0

MAINE 19,391 97.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 -0- -0- 1.6 
MARYLAND 48,958 95.4 -0- 2.6 0.1 0.7 0.1 1.0 
MASSACHUSETTS 66,358 98.3 0.1 0.6 -0- 0.3 0.1 0.6 
MICHIGAN 144,m 97.8 -0- 1.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
MINNESOTA 52,627 98.0 0.9 0.3 -a- -a- 0.9 -0
MISSISSIPPI 26,793 97.6 -0- 1.8 -0- 0.3 0.3 -0
MISSOURI 57,605 98.6 -0- 0.8 -0- 0.5 -0' 0.1 
MONTANA 9,551 92.7 0.8 3.8 -0- 0.4 1.1 1.1 
NEBRASKA 12,075 97.9· -0- 0.7 -a· 1.4 -0- -0' 
NEVADA 6,729 98.9 0.6 . 0.6 -0- -0- -0- -0

NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,092 99.5 -0- -0- -0- 0.5 -0- -a-
NEW JERSEY 83,388 97.5 0.3 1.3 -0- 0.7 0.1 0.1 
NEW MEXICO 24,372 97_3 .0.2 1.9 -0- 0.2 0.2 0.2 
NEW YORK 374,416 88;9 0.2 3.1 0.9 1.2 1.0 4.8 
NORTH CAROL! NA n,673 98.1 0.1 0.7 -0- 0.1 -0- 0.9 
NORTH DAKOTA .. 3,805 98.3 ' -0- 1.7 -0- -0- -0- ·0· 
OHIO 160,944 97.3 0.1 2.3 -0- -0- -0- 0.3 
OKLAHOMA 22,749 97:8 0.3 1.4 0.3 -0- -0- 0.3 
OREGON 19,261 97.5 0.5 1.8 0.3 -0- -0- ·0· 
PENNSYLVANIA 149,732 94.9 1.0 2.9 -0- 0.4 O. , 0.8 

PUERTO RICO 46,207 96.6 -0' 2.2 -0· 0.9 "0' 0.2 
RHODE ISLAND 17,545 97.5 0.3 0.6 -0- 0.3 0_3 0.9 
SOUTH CAROLINA 24,762 97.8 0.3 1.4 -0' 0.5 -0- -0' 

. SOUTH DAKOTA" 3,393 97.1 -0' 0.7 0.7 '.5 -0' -0
TENNESSEE 55,098 96.0 0.5 2.7 -0- -0- 0.7 -0
TEXAS ,n,'94 97.8 0.4 1.7 -0- 0.2 -0' -0
UTAH '1,001 97. , -0- 1.5 -0· 0.7 -0- 0.7 
VERMONT 8,726 98.6 0.,9 -0' -a- -a- ' -0- 0.5 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,219 '00.0 -0· -0- -0- -0- -0- -0
VIRGINIA 39,127 97_2 -0· 0.9 -0- 0.6 -0- 1.2 

WASHINGTON 88,434 98.3 0.5 0_6 0.2 -0- 0.1 0.2 
WEST VIRGINIA 32,020 ,96.5 0.9 ' 1.3 0~2 -0· 0.2 0.9 
WISCONSIN '33,679 96.9 -0- 2.5 -0- 0.4 -0' 0.1 
WYOMING 2,415 97.7· ·0· 2.3 -0' -0- -0' -0
-----.---.-*-~-------.-----.-.-----------~-.----- ... ---.--.----------~-- .. ------------------.---.-.-- ...----.~.--------~-NOTE: '-O·'=ZERO. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED. BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 



---

TABLE 7:8 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS NOT IN THE TANF UNIT 
BY THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE YOUNGEST CHILD IN THE TANF UNIT 

OCTOBER 1996 • JUNE 1997 

-----~---.- .. .. -.----.-~-.--.-.-.----.-.--.-.-.--- ....-.. ~--.------------ .. --.--------------.--.-.------- _.-._----
RELATIONSHIP 

--------------_._---------.--_._----------------------_ ......... _-------_ .. - .. -- .. -.-_. 

NATURAL/

TOTAL ADOPTIVE STEP' GRAND" SIB· OTHER NON' S.S.1. 
STATE PERSONS PARENTS PARENT PARENT LING RELATIVE RELATIVE CHILD' 

... __ ...... - ........... --_ ... . ................... - ......... -.. -... ..... - ....... _.. .. .. - .... - ..... 

U.S. TOTAL 3,726,196 20.n 1.3~ 20.1X 13.0X 26.3X 13.3~ 5.3:' 

ALABAMA 48,485 23.5 1.5 23.2 11.9 29.9 4.9 5.1 
ALASKA b/
ARIZONA 96,472, 14.7 1.3 21.2 14.9 31.2 15.0 1.8 
ARKANSAS ' 29,346 16.1 1.2 21.0 11.3 32.1 7.4 10.9 
CALIFORNIA 1,242,525 20.1 0.9 16.6 11.8 26.9 21.3 2.3 
COLORADO 15,582 32.8 3.9 12.9 15.2 22.4 8.8 4.0 
CONNECTI CUT ': 23,950 10.6 ·0· 23.4 27.7 12.8 14.9 10.6 
DELAWARE 5,413 25.2 2.7 20.7 10.8 27.9 3.6 9.0 
DIST. Of COL. 26,135 8.8 1.0 24.3 14.4 41.4 6.4 3.7 
FLO~IDA 203,615 13.4 1.6 26.5 12.7 31.2 10.4 4.2 

GEORGIA 52,921 35.4 0.9 23.7 21.8 14.0 1.1 3.0 
GUAM 2,781 9.7 0.7 15.4 9.4 62.5 2.3 -0
HAWAII 3,6n 39.4 '0- 37.5 9.6 12.5 -o- LD 
IDAHO 3,787 35.7 10.7 14.3. 10.7, 3.6 17.9 7.1 
ILLINOIS 140,281 20.1 0.8 19.3 13.3 27.4 7.5 11.7 
INDIANA 58,192 17.5 1.2 25.8 7.9 31.4 11.6 4.5 
IOWA 17,743 20.9 ' 1.7 16.4 15.3 29.3 9.1 7.• 3 
KANSAS 19,432 ' 22.2 0.6, 25.6 7.7 25.2 14.6 4.1 

, KENTUCKY 71,301 29.2 3.3 20.4 9.2 19.8 7.2 10.9 
LOUISIANA 53,272 31.7 1.2 9.6 13.6 27.5 2.1 14.2 

MAINE 9,450 22.7 3.9 20.8 18.2 12.3 16.9 5.2 
MARYLAND 16,013 35.2 0.4 41.9 2.2 10.6 0.4 9.3 
MASSACHUSETT S 45,240 29.7 1.0 18.9 16.4 15.4 8.9 9.8 
MICHIGAN 101,626 21.8 1.2 18.7 7.6 25.6 10.4 14.6 
MINNESOTA 21,740 25.5 2.8 11.0 14.5 14.5 23.4 8.3 
MISSISSIPPI 46,764 22.3 0.2 23.0 11.0 32.8 3.8 7.1 
MISSOURI 53,934 21.0 2.6 21.8 14.4 25.1 6.5 8.5 
MONTANA 3,245 31.5 2.2 18.0 23.6 10.1 7.9 6.7 
NEBRASKA " ,496 18.7 -0- ' 20.9 8.6 32.4 14.4 5.0 
NEVADA 6,538 53.2 1.8 22.2 2.9 11.1 ·0· 8.8 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,191 27.1 "0- 23.7 6.8 22.0 6.8 13.6 
NEW JERSEY 49,569 24.8 1.4 18.5 33.9 9.6 3.0 8.9 
NEW MEXICO 9,567 56.8 0.5 15.8 8.4 3.7 ' 11.1 3.7 
NEW YORK 240,468 30.2 ' 0.5 15.9 15.9 17.0 11.7 8.8 
NORTH CAROLINA 64,936 8.9, 0.9 46.8 4.7 25.6 7.2 6.0 
NORTH DAKOTA ,. 2,460' 23.1 1.7 3.4 32.5 15.4 17.1 6.8
OHIO 160,455 20.1 1.6, 20.6 11.3 27.9 9.3 9.0 
OKLAHOMA 19,543 28.1 4.4 28.7 8.8 21.1 4.1 4.7 
OREGON 23,761 22.0 0.4 27.5 12;8 22." 13.4 1.4 
PENNSYLVANIA 82,184 23.3 0.5 21:5 11.2 21.9 10.3 11.4 

PUERTO RICO 29,424 10.4 7.5 17.2 36.2 25.0 3.7 -0'
RHODE ISLAND 9,760 28.7 0.6 15.7 27.0 15.2 11.8 1.1 
SOUTH CAROLI NA 47,230' 12.1 1.6 29.4 7.4 38.0 4.7 6.7
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,164 25.1 1.9 22.7 13.5 22.2 6.8 7.7 
TENNESSEE 60,088 18.1 3.5 24.8 12.6 31.6 4.7 4.8
TEXAS 281,644 15.2 1.6 22.6 14.2 34.0 11.0 1.5
UTAH 4,312 33.6 1.9 23.4 24.3 12.1 4;7 -0·
VERMONT 2,719 ,35.8 1.5 13.4 23.9 7.5 14.9 3.0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 503 ' ·0· 5.3 36.8 21.1 31.6 5.3 ·0·
VIRGINIA 68,864 11.7 1.2 23.4 12.4 37.2 10.5 3.5 

WASHINGTON 68,469 21.2 0.3 22.3 10.5 23.3 1.7.4 ,4.9

WEST VIRGINIA 23,211 37.3 3.6 14.2 16.0 14.5 5.7 8.7 

WISCONSIN 36,015 . 27.8 1.2 1a.4 12.4 19.5 6.2 14.5


,WYOMING 2,702 23.7 4.0 13.1 17.2 25.8 14.6 1.5 
. .---- ... -.... _... _- .... _----_._--------.-- .. -- .. --- ... ----------------------------_._---------._-------------.----------------
NOTE: '·O·':;ZERO. '!':;RELATIONSHIP UNKNOWN. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 



TABLE 7:9 


PERCENT DISTliIBUTIOII OF'TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 

OCTOBER 1996 • JUNE 1997 


...... __ .. _._ ... -.------------------ .... ---_ .. ----_._-- .. _- .._-------------._._--_ .._-------------------_ ... _- ... -.----.---~-
UNBORN NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN! 

.......... - .................... 
 -...------.---- .. ---.--.-.---.------.-.~--------.----- -------------_ ..
AND 

OTHER 
TOTAL CHILD· S OR UN' 

STATE FAMILIES ONLY REN AVE. ONE TWO THREE FOUR MORE I:NO~ 
----- .. - .. -._---- -_ ............. 
U.S.' TOTAL 4,058,131 0.5); 0.8); 2.0 4,2.2); 30.5); 1S.5); 6.5); 3.5); 1.: 

ALABAMA 36,n8 '0- -0- 1.9 45.0 30.6 15.0 6.2 1.9 1.;
ALASKA bl 12,312 
ARIZONA 56,020 0.3 -0- 2.0 ' 42.7 ' 27.7 16.0 8.1 4.1 1.[
ARKANSAS 21,405 -0' -0· 1.8 46.3 32.7 13.1 4.4 1.6 1.1 
CALI FORNIA 832,009 0.1 2.5 2.2 36.5 31.0 18.3 9.0 4.6 0.
COLORADO 31,182 0.6 0.8 1.9 44.7 27.5 20.1 4.5' 2.1 ' 0.• 
CONNECTICUT 56,051 ·0· -0- 1.9 46.4 27.3 12.7 10.9 0.9 1.: 
DELAliARE 9,900 0.5 -0- 1.9 41.9 31.0 17.,7 " 3.9 2.5 2. 
DIST. OF COL. 24,508 0.8 ·0· 1.9 48.1 27.2 13.9 5.4 3.1 1.' 
FLORIDA 179,170 0.3 -0' 1.9 42.9 32.6 15.2 5.1 2.2 1. 

GEORGIA 111,924 -0- 0.3 1.9 46.7 28.5 14.6 6.5 3.4 O. 
GUAM 2,279 0.4 -0' 2.7 27.8 28.6 19.2 10.6 12.2 1. 
HAliAl1 22,487 '-0- -0- 2.1 39.5 34.1 14.6 6.3 5.0 O. 
IDAHO 7,710 -0' 1.8 2.0 42.1 29.8 21.1 1.8 5.3 -0 
ILLINOIS 202,290 1.0 -0' 2.1 39.9 ' 27.6 19.3 6.6 4.7 1. 
INDIANA 45,813 ·0· -0- 1.9 48.1 29.0 12.0 6.7 2.2 2. 
10liA 29,365 ·0- -0- 1.8 46.9 30.5 15.8 3.2 1.7 1. 
KANSAS 21,066 2.1 0:2 1.9 44.8 28.3 15.0 5.2 3.3 1. 
KENTUCKY 66,623 ·0· -0- 1.7 53.0 30.4 9.3 3.7 1.8 1. 
LOUISIANA 58,665 0.1 -0' 2.1 36.5 32.5 18.2 6.8 4.0 1. 

MAINE 18,961 1.0 -0' 1.8 45.6 33.3 12.6 4.2 1.0 2,
MARYLAND 60,950 0.8 0.1 2.0 41.2 31.6 16.8 6.1 2.3 ,. 
MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 1.4 0.1 1.8 46.8 27.9 15.1 4.9 ' 2.0 1. 
MICHIGAN 154,816 1.1 -0' 2.0 42.3 29.6 13.9 7.7 4.4 0, 
MINNESOTA 54,276 t.l 0.8 2.1 42.3 29.8 14.9 5.2 6.1 0 
MISSISSIPPI 40,646 -0' -0' ' 2.1 38.8 31.3 15.4 8.0 4.8 1 
MISSOURI 73,635 -0' 0.2 1.9, 44.4 30.6 14.4 6.6 2.4 1,
MONTANA 9,442 0.4 0.4 2.0 42.9 29.3 ' 18.9 4.2 2.7 1 
NEBRASKA 13,481 0.6 4.9 1.9 41.1 35.0 12.3 6.1 3.1 1 
NEVADA 12,120 1.3 -0- 1.8 51.1 24.6 15.5 4.1 2.5 0 

NEIi HAMPSHIRE 8,280 ·0· ~O- 1.6 54.3 ' 30.5 9.0 2.7 1.3 2 
NEil JERSEY 102,034 '0- -0' 1.7 49.9 30.9 10.8 4.8 1.2 2 
NEil MEXICO 29,256 0.3 0.5 2.0 39.8 34.4 15 ;1 7.6 2.2 0 
NEil YORK 391,000 0.8 1.1 ,1.9 41.8 33.4 11.6 5.9 3.3 3
NORTH CAROLINA 101,783 -0- 0.1 1.7 52.8 29.4 ,10.9 3.5 2.0 1
NORTH DAKOTA 4,331 -0' -0' 1.9 48.5 27.2 , 14.6 5.8 3.9
OHIO 191,437 1.4 1.5 1.9 45.9 28;4 14.4 5.4 2.7 1 
OKLAHOMA 31,750 -0· -0' 2.0 41.7 32.2 16.7 7.0 1.9 (. 

OREGON 25,310 0.4 0.2 1.8 49.3 29.3 12.2 5.5 2.7 (' 
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 0.6 0.1 2.1 38.9 30.4 16.5 6.7 4.8 

PUERTO RICO 48,143 -0- -0- " 2.1 39.8 31.1 17.5 7.3 4.4 

RHODE ISLAND 19,903 -0- 0.3 2.0 41.6 30.9 16.5 ,'6.1 3.9 

SOUTH CAROLINA 35,895 -0' 0.2, 1.9 4S.L 28.9 15.8 6.0 2.8

SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 -0- -0' 2.1 45.5 25.6 17.5 4.3 6.6 

TENNESSEE 73,763 0.8 -0- 1.8 45.1 31.7 14.9 3.5 2.4 

TEXAS 222,162 -0- '0- 2.0 39.3 31.3 18.6 7.0 3.4 

UTAH 12,613 1.6 2.9 2.0 44;7 23.6 18.8 6.1 4.2
VERMONT 8,401 1.0 -0· 1.6 56.0 28.0 11.6 1.4 -0'• VIRGIN ISLANDS ' 1,298 -0· ~O- 2.9 22.4 30.6 20.4 10.2 16.3 
VIRGINIA 55,260 -0' 0.2 1 • .7 49.5 32.9 11. 1 4.1 ,1.3 

IIASHINGTON 94,619 1.1 0:6 ,1.8 49.2 28.9 13.4 3.2 2.5 

IIEST VIRGINIA 34,747 -0' -0- 1.7 49.3 31.4 11.7 3.6 1.6 

lilSCONSIN 44,345 1.1 2.7 2.1 39.1 28.2 18.4 7.0 5.3 

liYOMING 3,084 -0- 0.9 1.9 49.1 27.0 15.0 6.2 2.7 
..--.- ... ~--.-.-.----.-.--- ..-----.-.-.----.....-.---- -._._-----------_._-.---------------.---.------------------------
NOTE: I-O·'=ZERO. '!'=EXClUDES UNBORN. 'AVE.'=AVERAGE NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN. 'b/':SAMPlE NOT REPORTED. 
EXCLUDES CHILDREN RECEIVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME. ' 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1~ 



TABLE 7: 10 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH NO ADULT RECIPIENTS BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
OCTOBER .1996 - JUNE 1997 

-.~.- .. -- .... --.-~.---- ....--- ..-...--.--------------- --------_.-.----- .. _..._--.----- ... ----_ .. _----------_ ..... ----_._----- .. 
UNBORN-_ ... __ ..... _.......... - ... 


AND . NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN! 
OTHER -----------.-_._--- ....... _---_._----------_ ...... _- .......................... - ... _. 


TOTAL CHILD- 5 OR l 
STATE FAMILIES ONLY REN AVE. ONE TWO THREE' FOUR . HORE KNC--_ ......... ------_. ......... - ............. .. -- _... 


U.S. TOTAL 918,~3 -O-X 0.2X 1.8 52.0X 28_9% 11. 7X 4.6X 2.8X -r 

ALABAMA 16,268 -0' -0' 1.7 53.8 28.6 11.5 5.0 1.1 . [ 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA 18,369 -0- -0- 1.8 52.5 25.2 13.1 5.3 3.9 .[ 

ARKANSAS 6,017 -0· . -0- 1.8 46.7 32.0 17.2 2.5 1.6 ·f 
CALIFORNIA 190,989 -0- 0.6 2.0 45.4 31.0 12.1 6.3 5.2 -I 
COLORADO 6,273 -0- -0- 1.8 52.6 27.0 12.0 6.1 2.3 -1 

CONNECTICUT 6,625 'G)- 'G)' -G). -G). -G). -G)- -G)- -ii). .; 
DELAWARE 2,585 -0- -0- 1.3 71.7 24.5 1.9 1.9 -0
DIST. OF COL. 4.780 -0- '0- 1.5 69.1 20.2 6.4 3.2 1.1 -, 
FLORIDA '.50,556. -0- -0- r.8 50.0 29.1 ,4.3 4.4 2.2 

GEORGIA 33,699 -0- -0- 1.7 56.0 26.4 10.5 4.7 2.5 

GUAM 270 -0' -0- 2.3 37.9 24.1 17.2 10.3 10.3

HAWAII . 2,970 -0- -0- 1_7 57.1 23.8 . 13.1 3.6 2.4 

IDAHO 1,217 -G)- -iii- -iii- -iii- -iii- -iil- -iii- -G)
ILLINOIS 37,371 .-0- -D, 2.0 45.9 29.1 14.9 5.3 4.8 

INDIANA 13,193 -0- . -D, 1.8 55.5 ' 25.3 11.6 4.8 2.7
IOWA 5,811 -0- -0- 1.8 · 53.2 23.4 14.9 4.3 4.3
KANSAS 5,557 -0- -0' 1.8 57.5 22.2 13.1 3.9 3.3
KENTUCKY 20,145 -0- -0- 1.5 60_3 . 30.3 6.4 1.5 .' 1.5 
LOUISIANA . 21,111 -0- -0- 2.1 38.0 30.2 21.5 6.2 . 4.0 

MAINE 1,534 -0- -0- 1.4 60.0 40.0 "0- -0- -0
MARYLAND 12;910 -0- -0- 1.6 57.4 29.5 9.3 2.7 1.1 


. MASSACHUSETTS 16,425 -0- 0.6 1.6 61.1 22.9 12.6 3.4 -0
MICHIGAN 23,073 -0- -0- 1.8 49.6 33.6 11.5 2.3 3.1

MINNESOTA 6,147 -0- -0- 1.6 58.5 29.3 7.3 2.4 2.4

MISSISSIPPI 14,064 -0' -0· 1.8 47.5 35.0 11.0 3.5 3.0

MISSOURI 17,678 ·0- -0- 1.7 53.8 31.8 9.3 4.2 0_8 


. MONTANA 1,167 -0- -0- 1.5 62.5 21.9 15.6 -0- -0
NEBRASKA 2,233 '0- -0- 1.7 59.3 22_2 11.1 7.4 -0
NEVAI)A ·5,467 -0- -0- L7 58.7 19.6 16.1 3.5 2.1 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,337 -0- -0- 1.4 69.4 19.4 11.1 -0' -0'

NEW JERSEY 21,194 -0- -0- L8 49.7 33.3 11.5 3.3 2.2

NEW MEXICO 6,143 -0- 0.8 1.8 52.5 26.2 13.9 4.9 2.5

NEW YORK 72,on -0- -0- 1.8 · 49.6 32.7 8.8 7.1 1.8

NORTH CAROLI NA 27,066 -0' -0- 1.4 67.2 24.8 5.5 1.7 0.8

NORTH DAKOTA 568 -0- -0- 1.7 55.6 29.6 7.4 7.4 -0
OHIO 43,212 -0- 0.4 1.7 55.5 26.4 10.6 5.3 2.3

OKLAHOMA ' 9,309 -0- -0- 1.8 51.0 29.8 . 12.6 3.3 3.3

OREGON 7,259 -0- -0- 1.5 60.7 . 29.3 8.0 1.3 0.7

PENNSYLVANIA 26,456 -0- -.0- 1.8 51.1 31.2 9.2 . 5.0 3.5 

PUERTO RICO 6,294 -0- -0- 1.7 53.0 29.1 12.0 5.1 0.9

RHODe ISLAND 3,125 -0' -0- 1.7 . 57.9 26.3 12.3 1.8 1.8

SOUTH CAROLINA 11,605 -0- -0- . 1.8 55.2 25.6 11.6 6.4 1.2

SOUTH DAKOTA 1,921 -0- -0- 2.1 44.2 26.0 15.6 6.5 7.8

TENNESSEE 19;763 -0- -0- 1.6 59.1 24.2 14_6 . 0.5 1.5

TeXAS 56,169 -0- . -0' 1.8 49.5 28.3 15.5 4.4 2.3

UTAH 2,1.76 -D- .3.7 L6 63.0 20.4 13_0 1.9 1.9

VERMONT 812 -;- -iii' -G)- -lil- -lil- -lil' -lil' -G).

VIRGIN ISLANDS ·79 -8\. -G). -G). -G)- -lil· -G)- -G)- .-G)- . 

VIRGINIA 17,sn -0- -0- 1.5 65.1 25.3 7.5 2.1 -0
WASHINGTON 18,663 -0- 0.6 1.4 64.5 28.5 5.8 ,0.6 0.6
WEST- VIRGINIA ' 7,830 -0- -0- 1.5 67.9 21.4 8.9 -0- 1.B

WISCONSIN 12,260 -o~ < -0- 1.9 44.4 33.1 14.9 4.3 3.3

WYOMING 832 ~o· 1.6 1.7 · 57.4 ______________ .... _ _ __ .. __ ._. ___ .. ____ . ____ . 29.5 ,4.9________ . __ ._. 1.6______ ... ... .... w_._ .. _. _____________________ ._ .. 6.6 _____________ .. 
NOTE: . '-O·'=ZERO. '·G)-'=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 
I ! ' =EXCLUOES UNBORN.' 'AVE.'=AVERAGE NUMBER OF RECIPIENT C.HILOREN. 
EXCLUDES CHILDREN REC~IVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME. 

PREPARED BY OHHS/ACF/OPRE February lB, l' 



. TABLE 7:11 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILlESWlTH ONE ADULT RECIPIENT BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 . .' , . 

• _________ • ___ ._. __ w ______ • ____________ • ___ ~_. ______________ ~___ • __ • _______ •• ______ • __________ •• ___ • ____ •• _.---.--~---.-. 

UNBORN 
.......... - ..... -_ .. _- .... 


AND NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN! 
OTHER ~.- .. ------- .. ---.------ .. -----.-.- .. -------*---.-----.--.---~--------.<

TOTAL CHILD- 5 OR 
STATE .fAMILIES ONLY REN AVE. ONE TWO THREE FOUR MORE I(t ...... _..... -"" ... ........... ------------._-

U.S. TOTAL 2,827,225 0.7'X LOX 2.0 40.6X 31.n 16.2X 6.5X 3.3X 

ALABAMA 19,913 -0- .0- 2.0 38.4 32_0 17.8 7.1 2.5 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA 35,892 0_5 -0" 2.1 .38.7 28.7 17.4 9.3 3.8 
ARKANSAS 14,944 .0- -0- 1.8 47.2 32.7 1'_2 5.0 1.7 
CALI FORNIA 524,670 0.2 3.3 2.1 35.6 31.8 19.7 8.6 3.8'. COLORADO 24,282 0.7 1.1 2.0 43.3 26.8 22.2 4.1 2.0 
CONNECT/.CUT 44,841 -0- -0- 108 45.5 31.8 .13.6 5.7 1.1 
DELAWARE 6,974 0.7 -0' 2.1 32.2 32.9 23.1 4.9 2.8 
DIST. Of COL. 19,322 . L1 -0- 1.9 43.7 28.9 15.5 5.8 3.2 
FLORIDA 125,280 0.4 -0- 1.9 40.1 34.1 15.1 5.5 2.2 

GEORGIA n,495 -0- 0.5 2.0 42.7 . 29.5 16.3 7.2 3.8 
GUAM 1,m 0.5 -0- 2.6 28.8 30.4 17.8 8.9 12.0 
HAWAII 15,840 -0- -0- 2.0 41.1 35.3 13.4 5.6 4.0 
IDAHO 6,222 -0- 2.2 2.0 39.1 32.6 19.6 2.2 6.5 
ILLINOIS 155,889 1.3 ' -0- 2.1 39.1 26.8 20.1 6.9 4.6 
INOIANA 31,988 -0- -0- 1.9 45.8 30.2 11.9 7.6 1.7 
IOWA 20,463 -0- -0' 1.8 46.2 32.9 14.5 2.7 0.9 
KANSAS 14,201 3.1 0.3 1.9 41.4 29.9 . 15.3 4.9 3.3 
KENTUCKY 43,761 -0- -0- 1.7 50.3 30.3 10.5 4.1 1.9 
LOUISIANA 36,962 0.2 -0- 2.1 35.9 33.6 16.4 7.1 3.9 

MAINE 15,463 1.2 -0- 1.7 47.6 32.9 12.7 2.8 0.4
MARYLAND 47,123 1.0 0.1 2.0 37.4 32.0 18.7 . 7.0 2.5 
MASSACHUSETTS 60,163 1.9 -0- 1.9 43.1 29.3 15.9 5.3 2.0 
MICHIGAN 118,710 1.5 -0· 2.0 42.9 .29.8 13.5 7.6 3.7 
MINNESOTA 43,631 1.4 0.7 2.0 . 41.9 31.6 14.8 5.5 4.1 
MISSISSIPPI .26,371 -0- -D, 2.3 34.4 28.8 17.9 10.4 5.9
MISSOORI 54,309 '0- 0.3 2.0 41.9 30.2 16.0 7.0 2.8
MONTANA 6,999 0.5 0.5 1.9 43.2 ·28.6 19.8 4.7 1.0
NEBRASKA 10,421 0.8 4.8 1.9 38.9 38.1 11.9 5.6 2.4
NEVADA 6,576 2.3 -0- 1.9 45.3 29.1 14.5 4.1 2.9 

NEil HAMPSHIRE 6,795 -0' -0- 1.7 51.9 32.2 8.2 3.3 1.6
NEil JERSEY 78,292 -0- -0· 1.7 . 50.3 29.9 10.5 . 5.2 1.0
NEil MEXICO 21,854 0.5 0.2 2.0 36.6 37.1 15.7 . 7.6 1.8
NEil YORK 266,620 , 1.2 1.4 1.9 41.1 34.0 11.2 5.3 3.1
NORTH CAROLINA 71,760 -0- ,0.2 1.8 48.2 30.7· 12.4 4.3 2.5
NORTH DAKOTA 3,n1 -0- -0- 1.9 47.5 27.1 15.8 5.6 4.0
OHIO 135,506 1.9 ' '1.8 1.9 44.4 29.0 14.4 5.5 2.6
OKLAHOMA 22,133 -0- -D, 2.0 38.4 33.1 18.1 8.4 1.4 
OREGON 16,841 0.6 0.3 1.9 46.0 29.0 . 13.8 6.9 2.9
PENNSYLVANIA 133,221 0.7 0.1 2.1 37.7 30.4 17.6 6.9 .4.4 

PUERTO RICO 37,492 ,-0' -0- 2.1 39.5 31.6 18.2 6.6 4.2

RHOOE ISLAND 16,010 -0- 0.3 2.0 39.7 32.2 17.1 7.2 2.4 


. SOOTH CAROLINA 23,818 -0- 0.3 2.0 . 40.8 30.3 18.1 5.1 3.7

SOUTH DAKOTA 3,293 "0" -0· 2.0 47.0 25.8 17.4 3.0 6.1

TENNESSEE 52,902 1.1 . -0- 1.9 40.0 34.7 14.7 4_5 2.8

TEXAS 154,792 -0- . -0- 2.1 36.7 33.1 18.9 7.2. 3_6

UTAH 9,913 2.0 . 2.8 2.1 42.7 24.4 19.1 6.9 4.1

VERMONT 6,453 1.3.' -0- 1.6 54_ 1 29.6 ·11.3 1.3 -D,

VIRGIN ISLANDS 1;219 -0- '. -0- 3.0 21.7 30.4 19.6 . 10.9 17.4 

VIRGINIA 36,238 .0- 0.3 1.8 43.2 ' 36.2 12.6 4.7 1.7 


WASHINGTON 63,477 1.7 0.3 1.7 49.2 28.4 14.0 3.2 1.2
WEST VIRGINIA .21,813 -0- -0- 1.8 46.5 30.1 13.8 4.5 ' 1.6 

. WISCONSIN 30,492 1.6 3~7 2.2 37.5 26.8 20.0 7.7 . 5.3
WYOMING 2;088 -0- 0.7 1.9 4B.4 24.2 1B.3 6.5 2.6 --_ .. --------------------------- .. -- ... - ....... _.. _-------_.-..----.---.-~------.---.-.---.--.----.--.---...--.---.----..----~ 

NOTE: '-0- '=ZERO. "'=EXCLUDES UNBORN. 'AVE.'=AVERAGE NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 
EXCLUDES CHILDREN RECEIVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 1B, 



. TABLE 7:12 

TANF FAMILIES BY RACE OF NATURAL OR ADOPTIVE PARENT 
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

-----.--.----- .. ---------------.--.-----.---.---~~-------.---------------*--~------.-----.--:---.---------.---.~.-.-----
RACE OF PARENT! 

----------------------------.-.--------.. ---.-.----~-- --------.- .. ---------_ ...
TOTAL NATIVE UN

STATE FAMILIES WHITE BLACK HISPANIC ASIAN AMERICAN KNO.. 
- .. -.---_ ... ------ .... ............... '"
-------------_ .. 

U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 34.5X 37.3X 22.5X 3.3X 1.3X 1.1 

ALABAMA 36,728 24.8 74.6 0.1 0.4 -0- 0.1 
ALASKA bl 12,312 
ARIZONA 56,020 33.0 9.5 38.8 0.8 17.3 O.~ 
ARKANSAS 21,405 43.1 55.1 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.5 
CALIFORNIA 832,009. 26.1 19.8 44.1 8.8 0.3 O.S 
COLORADO 31,182 34.3 19.0 42.2 1.6 2.1 O.E 
CONNECTICUT 56,051 33.6 32.7 . 33.6 -0- -0- -0
DELAWARE 9,900 33.0 63.1 3.9 -0- '0- -D
O1ST. OF COL. 24,508 . 1.0 96.9 1.9 0.2 -0- -D, 
FLORIDA 179,170 32.2 48.5 18.8 0.5 -0- -0

GEORGIA 111,924 22.7 74.3 2.4 0.4 0.1 -0 
GUAM 2,279 0:8 0.8 ·0· 98.0 -0- o,f 

HAWAII 22,487 16.2 1.9 0.8 73.1 -0- 8.1 
IDAHO 7,710 91.2 -0- 8.8 -0' -0' -0
ILLINOIS 202,290 26.9 62.1 10.0 1.0 -0- -0· 
INDIANA 45,813 54.6 39.6 3.9 0.4 -0- 1.i 
IOWA 29,365 82.1 · 13.3 2.5 1.1 0.6 0.
KANSAS 21,066 66.0 25.0 6.2 2.1 0.7 -0' 
KENTUCKY 66,623 78.1 21.3 0.3 0.2 '0- -0· 
LOUISIANA 58,665 15.2 83.5 0.3 0.6, 0.3 -0 

MAINE 18,961 95.8 1.3 0.3 0.6 1.0 1.! 
MARYLAND 60,950 20.9 75.8 0.3 0.6 O. , 2.: 
MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 44.4 16.8 31.4 5.1 '0.4 1.'
MICHIGAN 154,816 40.4 53.0 3.9 1.0 0.7 1.' 
MINNESOTA 54,276 53.9 25.1 5.2 7.7 7.7 O. 
MISSISSIPPI 40,646 15.2 84.3 ~o- 0.2 0.2 0.: 
MISSOURI 73,635 48.7 49.3 1. 1 . 0.4 0.1 0.:
MONTANA 9,442 61.4 1.2 2.3 0.8 34.4 -0
NEBRASKA 13,481 56.4 · 25.8 9.8 3.1 4.9 -0 
NEVADA 12,120 53.3 29.0 14.8 0.9 1.9 -0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 8,280 78.0 0.9 2.7 ~o- -0' 18. 
NEW JERSEY 102,034 20.7 52.8 25.1 1.5 '0- -0 
NEW MEXICO 29,256 22.5 7.4 56.8 0.3 . 12.4 O.
NEW YORK 391,000 23.0 · 33.3 37.5 0.7 ·0- S.
NORTH CAROLINA 101,783 29.3 64.0 1.8 1.2 3.2 O. 
NORTH DAKOTA 4,331 47.6 0.5 . 1.0 -O- SLO -(\
OHIO 191,437 54.9 41.0 3.2 0.3 0.1 O. 
OKLAHOMA 31,750 52.0 31.7 2.7 0.4 13.2 -r 
OREGON 25,310 75.5 8.4 8.8 4.4 2.1 O. 
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 40.9 45.7 10.9 2.0 0.3 O. 

PUERTO RICO '48,143 -0' -0- 100.0 -0- -0- -c·
RHODE ISLAND 19,903 47.1 18.7 24.8 8.5 0.3 O. 
SOUT H CAROLI NA 35,895 20.3 79.1' 0.6 -0' -0- -c 
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 30.3 0.9 1.4 0.5 66.4 0,
TENNESSEE 73,763 45.7 53.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 -(

'TEXAS 222,162 19.4 31.0 '48.4 1.1 0.2 -(
UTAH 12,613 75.7 3.2 13.7 '1.0 6.1 O.
VERMONT 8,401 98.1 -O- LD -0- -0' 1. 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1 298 2.0 63.3 30.6 -0- ,'0- 4. 
VIRGINIA 55;260 34.0 61.9 1.7 1:5 0.9 -r 

WASHINGTON 94,619 69.2 11.2 10.1 5.2 3.7 O.
WEST VIRGINIA 34,747 91.3 6.8 -0' -0- -0- 1
IUSCONSIN 44,345 28.4 51.1 6.3 4.5 2.4 7 
WYOMING 3,084 70.8 1.8 9.3 1.8 16.4 -( 
___ .... __ .. _______,.. _________ J_ .. ____ • ____________ ... _____ • _____ • __ • ________ • ___ • ________ •• _______________________________ • 

. NOTE: "O-'=ZERO: ~b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED • '!'=RACE OF PARENTS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNIT. 
IF RACE IS UNKNOIoIN OR PARENT(S) ARE NOT IN THE ASSISTANCE ~NIT, RACE OF YOONGEST CHILO IS USED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 199; 



TABLE 7:13 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN-BY AGE 
OCTOBER 1996 • JUNE 1997 

-.- ..------.-.---- ..--- .. ---~'.-------.-.-.------ .. --- --_ .... ------- .. -.- .... -._---------_ ..... ----------.- ... - .----~.-
YEARS OF AGE OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 

._ .. _--------------------------- ... -.--------- .... - .......... _...... -_.*_ ... _-- .. 

TOTAL' UNDER 

STATE CHI LDRE.N AVE. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
........... -_ ..
... w ........ _ ............... ., 


U.S. TOTAL 7,920,340 7.7 5.4x 7.5% 7.2% 7.5% 7.3% 7.4% 7.2% 6.5% 5.~ 5.6% 

ALABAMA 68,443 7.5 4.6 9.6 7.8 7.9 7.0 7.1 7. , 7.3 5.9 5.1 
ALASKA b/
ARIZONA . 112,300 7.6 5.0 8.4 6.8 6.7 6.6 8.4 8.4 6.3 6.3 6.1 
ARKANSAS 37,927 7.6 5.3 6.9 8.3 7.4 7.3 7.8 8.2 6.0 6.0 5.. 7 
CALifORNIA 1,794,636 7.6 5.4 6.7 6.5 7.8 7.6 7.5 .8.2 7.5 5.7 5.7 
COLORADO 59,424 7.7 4.6 9.0 5.6 8.3 7.8 7.8 7.6 6.3 5.2 5.2 
CONNECTICUT 104,969 8.2 6.3 5.3 6.3 6.8 . 5.8 8.3 . 5.8 4.4 5.8 5.8 
DELAWARE 18,483 7.8 5.5 6.9 6.9 6.6 9.5 5.8 7.1 5.8 8.4 3.4 
OIST. OF COL. 44,745 7.0 4.2 9.5 8.4 9.2 8.6 8.1 8.1 9.5 4.5 4.4 
FLORIDA 332,228 7.7 6.1 7.9 6.7 7.4 6.4 8.5 6.4 6.2 6.2 5.1 

GEORGIA 215,697 8.0 4.7 6.6 6.1 7.6 7.2 6.0 7.7 7.5 6.0 6.0 
GUAM 5,944 6.7 6.4 10.3 8:0 8.6 7.5 7.4 5.5 6.7 5.0 . 5.0 
HAWAII 46,247 7.7 5.9 8.2 7.2 6.3 7.7 6.0 7.3 6.2 5.8 5.5 
IDAHO 15,285 7.5 3.5 9.7 7.1 7.1 8.8 8.0 10.6 5.3 4.4 5.3 
ILLINOIS 413,705 7.5 6.8 7.6 8.6 7.5 7.5 7.5 6.9 6.3 5.0 5.3 
INDIANA 83,222 7.4 0.5 10.2 8.5 8.9 8.5 7.3 6.1 5.3 5.2 5.6 
IOWA 52"n 7.4 6.5 8.6 8.3 7.6 7.6 6.4 8.4 5.1 6.0 6.0 
KANSAS 38,899 7.1 8.1 9.9 8.4 8.2 7.2 6.0 6.2 4.9 5.5 5.8 
KENTUCKY 110,837 7.8 6.3 6.9 7.8 7.2 7.8 6.9 6.2 6.9 4.9 5.4 
LOUISIANA 120,553 7.6 6.8 7.7 7.7 8.0 7.3 7.0 6.3 5.1 6.3 5.3 

MAINE 32,768 7.9 5.4 6.4 . 7.5 7.3 8.1 6.0 5.8 8.6 6.0 5.6 
MARYLAND 117,103 7.7 6.2 7.8. 7.4 7.5 7.3 6.7 6.6 7.0 5.5 6.0 
MASSACHUSETTS 142,196 7.8 3.4 9.0 6.9 7.1 8.4 7.3 7.6 5.6 7.2 4.8 
MICHIGAN 307,342 7.6 -0' 12.0 7.4 7.7 8.4 7.9 7.3 6.4 5.0 5.0 
MINNESOTA 111,101 7.4 .4.7 6.6 8.9 8.6- 7.4 7.7 7.6 6.5 6.2 4.3 
MISSISSIPPI 84,738 7.4 5.4 8.4 8.7 8.5 7.6 8.1 6.1 6.6 4.2 5.1 
MISSOURI 139,030 7.3 7.9 8.3 7.6 7.7 8.1 7.6 6.7 5.6 6.0 4.7 
MONTANA 18,082 _ 8.1 7.1 7.1 5.8 5.6 6.9 7.5 6.5 5.6 4.6 6.7 
NEBRASKA 25,639 6.7 8.4 11.3 10.0 8.4 5.8 7.7 7.1 5.5 4.8 4.S 
NEVADA 21,372 7.2 8.8 6.6 8.9 6.4 8.4 8.2 5.2 6.4 6.8 5.0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 13,330 7.4 5.6 7.5 9.5 6.7 8.1 6.4 9.5 8; 1 5.3 4.7 
NEW JERSEY 173,145 8.4 3.5 5.6 5.9 6.4 6.6 7.6 8.1 6.6 6.5 7.4 
NEW MEXICO 57,354 7.9 6.1 7.6 8.0 7.2 6.8 7.8 6.1 5.6 5.1 5.6 
NEW YORK 723,318 8.2 4.2 6.4 8.1 6.9 7.8 7.4 6.5 6.5 5.7 6.0 
NORTH CAROL! NA 171,951 7.2 7.1 8.7 8.8 7.9 7.5 8.3 7.2 5.6 6.3 4.6 
NORTH DAKOTA 8,242 7.4 6.6 10.5 7.7 6.4 7.9 7.9 6.1 4.3 3.8 6.6 
OHIO 350,914 .7.6 6.9 8.8 6.9 7.7 7.3 7.3 6.3 5.5 5.4 5.2 
OKLAHOMA 61,959 7.9 6.8 6.6 7.0 6.0 7.4 6.5 6.2 7.3 5.0 6.2 
OREGON 46,023 7.8 7.7 6.9 7.2 7.4 6.0 5.8 7.8 6.5 5.7 5.0 
PENNSYL VAN I A 342,433 7.6 5.8 7.2 7.5 7.9 7.0 7.• 5 8.1 7.2 5.7 4.9 

PUERTO RICO 99,782 9.6 0.7 4.3 4.2 4.7 5.8 5.7 7.5 6.0 6.5 7.0 
RHODE ISLAND . 39,861 7.4 3.4 11.1 6.7 7.3 6.7 7.4 9.8 5.2 6.6 5.0 
SOUTH CAROLINA 68,281 7.9 4.5 7.0 5.5 6.9 7.6 8.7 8.6 7.2 6.0 5.7 
SOUTH DAKOTA 10,852 7.7 5.3 8.3 6.0 8.7 6.7 5.5 7.6 6.2 6.2 3.9 
TENNESSEE 132,953 7.8 6.3 6.5 6.7 8.7 6.7 7.8 6.5 6.2 6.2 5.1 
TEXAS 451,575 7.6 7.6 7.5 7.9 7.1 6,7. 6.3 6.6 6.1 5.7 6.0 
UTAH 24,742 7.5 -4.2 7.8 9.1 8.1 8.3 7.0 5.0 8.0 7.2 5.7 
VERMONT 12,825 7.8 . 3.5 11. 1 9.8 6.6 6.3 5.7 4.7 3.8 8.2 5.4 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 3,762 7.9 2.1 7.0 7.0 6.3 8.5 9.9 1.4 9.2 3.5 7.7 
VIRGINIA 95,351 7.6 . 5.3 7.8 7.3 9.1 7.1 8.1 7.1 6.1 5.6 5.8 

WASHINGTON 165,149 7.7 5.7 7.3 6.9 7.2 7.4 - 7.6 6.0 5.8 - 5.8 5.8 
WEST VIRGINIA· 59,147 7.8 6.4 8.3 7.1 7.2 7.1 7.0 6.4 6.4 5.6 5.3 
WISCONSIN 92,682 7.5 8.1 8.6 6.9 7.7 6.2 6.6 6.8 5.5 5.5 4.9 
WYOMING 5,759 7.5 6.6 8.8 7. , 5.0 7.3 8.5 6.2 7.3 6.9 4.7. .-- ... ----------- .. ------.------ .. _-------------- ... -.. --.-_.-----------.- .. --- ... ---------.---.-----~.- .... -.---------- ------
NOTE: '·O"=ZERO. ' AVE. ' =AVERAGE -~GE. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February'8, 1998 



TABLE 7:13 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY AGE (CONTINUED)
'OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 

-.--.-~-.----.-- .. ------.--.--------.-------.-------~.-.--.----------.~-----.----.---.--------~------------
••• 

RECIPIEN.T 
•___________ * __ 

YEARS 
________________ 

OF AGE OF 
•• ______ 

CHILDREN 
___ • ___ ,_____ ... ____________ ... __ ._6 ___ . 

TOTAL UN' 
STATE CHILDREN 10 11 12 13 14 ' 15 16 17 18 KNOWN 

............. - ................ ..... - ..... ---
U.S. TOTAL 7,920,340 4.9X 4.9X .'4.4" 3.9X 3.9X 3~6X 3.2" 2.9X 0.8" 0.2" 

ALABAMA 68,443 4.7 4.5 ' 4.4 4.3 3:9 4.0 2.3 2.6 0.1 -0
ALASKA b/
ARIZONA 112,300 5.9 5.0 3.9 3.9 3.3 3.5 2.3 2.9 0.3 ·0
ARKANSAS 37,927 4.4 5.6 3.4 4.6 4.2 2.5 4.0 2.5 "0- '0
CALIFORNIA 1,794,636 4.8 5.5 4_ 1 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.1 2.5 ' 0.5 ·0
COLORADO 59,424 4.8 4.1 5.9 4.1 4.9 3.4 3.5 1.1 0.7 -D, 
CONNECTICUT 104,969 8.7 5.8 . 5.3 6.8 3.4 4.4 1.9 1.9 1.0 ·0
DELAIoIARE 18,483 '6.3 6.6 5.3 4.2 2.6 2.4 2.6 3.7 " 0.3 -0
DIST. OF COl. 44,745 2.8 4.4 4.2 3.2 3.0 . 2.3 1.9 2.8 0.6 -0
FLORIDA 332,228 4.8 5.0 4.6 4.5 4.2 3.8 3.5 2.4 0.3 -0

GEORGIA 215,697 5.1 5.7 4.5 3.8 4'.2 3.7 3.3 3.5 0.8 -0
GUAM 5,944 5.2 5.0 4.9 3.4 2.5 3.6 2.2 1.9 0.5 -0· 
HAIoIAII 46,247 5.2 3.9 4.6 5.0 3.9, 3.5 4.1 3.4 0.3 -0
IDAHO 15,285 7.1 5.3 2.7 0.9 3.5 3.5 4.4 2.7 -0- '0
ILLINOIS 413,705 4.5 4.3 5.0 3.1 3.9 2.9 3.3 3.3 0.8 -0
INDIANA 83,222 3.8 3.8 4.3 2.9 2.8 3.6 3.1 2.4 -0- 6.9 
IOWA 52,1n 3.8 4.6 5.1 3.0 2.4 2.5 3.3 3.9 0.8 -0
KANSAS 38,899 5.5 4.9 3.9 3.7 3.9 3.8 2.3 1.6 0.1 -0
KENTUCKY 110,837 4.6 4.9 4.7 4.2 3.5 3.9 3.7 3.9 0.3 -o~ 

LOUISIANA' 120,553 5.4 4.4 4.6 3.8 4.1 3.9 3;4 2. , 0.8 -0· 

MAINE 32,768 5.6 4.3 5.2 2.4 3.9 2.8 2.8 3.6 2.4 -0
MARYLAND '17;103 4.0 3.9 5.3 4.7 4.0 3.5 3.4 2.5 0.4 0.2 
MASSACHUSETTS 142,196 4.1 5.0 4.6 4.4 4.8 4.1 3.6 1.8 0.3 -0
MICHIGAN 307,342 5.2 ·4.6 4.1 3.2 3~7 3.4 2.8 2.2 0.9 2.9 

, MINNESOTA ' 11',101 3.6 4.9 3.8 5.5 3.6 3.2 4.3 1.2 0.9 -0
MISSISSIPPI 84,738 3.5 4.7 4.4 3.2 4.7 3.0 4.2 3.0 0.2 -0
MISSOURI 139,030 4.1 3.7 4.3 3.6 3.7 3.1 3.3 3.0 0.9 0.1 
MONTANA 18,082 4.0 6.7 5.4 5.0 4.4 4.4 4.0 2.0 0.6 -0
NEBRASKA 25,639 5.8 3'.9 4.2 2.9 . 2.3 1.3 2.6 2.9 0.6 -0
NEVADA 21,372 5.0 4.8 3.6 4.3 3.9 2.0 2.5 2.5 0.5 .0

NEIoI HAMPSHIRE 13,330 . 5.0 4.2 3.1 3.6 3.9 3.3 3.3 1.4 0.8 -0'-
NEIoI JERSEY 173,145 5.3 5.2 4.5 4.6 4.0 '4.0 4.7 3.2 0.5 -0
NEIoI MEXICO 57,354 5.4 3.5 3.7 4.7 ·4.0 4.8 4.2 3.2 0.5 -D, 
NEIoI YORK 723,318 4.9 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.9 4.0 3.1 3.9 2.8 0.1 
NORTH CAROLINA 171,951 .4.8 3.9 3.4 2.8 3.5 2.9 3.6 3.0 0.1 0.1 
NORTH DAKOTA 8,242 5.4 4.8 4.8 4.1 3.3 4.6 1.3 2.8 1.0 -0
OHIO 350,914 4.7 4.7 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.3 2.7 1.3 -0

'OKLAHOMA 61,959 5.1 6.1 5.1 4.9 4.1 3.6 2.9 2.7 0.9 ·0
OREGON 46,023 5.0 4.3 5.0. 4.9 4.1 3.7 2.4 3.4 0.7 0.4 

, PENNSYLVANIA 342,433 5.2 4.0 . 4.2 3.5 3.2 3.9 3.0 3.2 1.2 -0

PUERTO RICO 99,782 6.1 6.0 6.7 6.2 6.1 5.7 5.6 5.0 0.2 -0
RHODE ISLAND 39,861 5.9 , 4.5 4.4 3.6 3.6 4.0 1.5 2.6 0.4 -0
SOUTH CAROLINA 68,281 4.1 6.0 4.2 4.3 3.5 3.5 3.1 3.1 0.5 -0
SOUTH DAKOTA 10,852 5.5 5.1 5.1 5.7 5.1 2.5 2.8 3.0 0.7 -0
TENNESSEE 132,953 3.9 4.8 4.8 4.3 4.2 4.2 3.5 3.1 0.5 -0
TEXAS 451,575 5.0 4.9 4.2 4.0 4.5 4.0 2.5 3.2 0.4 -0' 
UTAH 24,742. 3.9 3.7 5.0 3.6 3.1 2.6 2.8 3.3 1.3 -0
VERMONT' 12,825 4.1 5.7 5.7 5.1 3.5 ' 4.1 3.2 2.5 0.9 -0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 3,762 2.8 6.3 7.0 4.2 4.2 5.6 4.9 1.4 -0· . -0

. VIRGINIA 95,351 4.3 5~3 3.8 3.4 4.7 3.3 3.3 2.5 0.3 -0

IIASHINGTON 165,149 5.0 5.5 4.7 4.6 4.5 2.5 3.5 3.3 0.7 0.1 
IIEST VIRGINIA 59,147 4.7 4.8 4.4 3.2 5.1 3.0 4.0 3.7 0.5 -0
IoIISCONSIN 92,682 5.0 5.0 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.3 3.0 2.6 0.8 -0' 
IIYOMING 5,759 6.2 5.2 4.7 4.7 3.8 2.8 1.4 2.1 0.5 -0
.. _*------------- .. -.. ------------------------- .. -- .. -- .. _- ... ----- ... _----- ... -._._----------------._-------------
NOTE: '·D-'=ZERO. 'b/'=SAMPLE.NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 



TABLE 7:14 

TANFMOTHERS (UNDER 20) OF YOONGEST CHILO IN FAMILY BY AGE! 

OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 


--.~.-.------~---.-.----.-------.-.-.--------.----------- .. --~---.--~-----.-------------------------------.--------._-_._---
TOTAL YEARS OF AGE OF MOTHERS OF YOONGEST CHILD 

MOTHERS -----------.-----------------.. -----------------~.------.-----.-----.--- .. -.-~-. 
STATE (11-19) 11-14 15 16 17 18 19. 

...... ----_ ..... _.......... 


. 

U_S. TOTAL 201,182 1,056 3,988 10,088 22,097 63,395 100,55' 

ALABAMA -O)~ -0) -0) -0) -0) -0) -@ 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALI FORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DIST. OF COL. 

, FLORIDA 

2,150
1,282 ' 

40,613
1,341 

-ol
-ol
-jjJ
-ol

-0
-0
,-0
-0
-0)
-ol
-0)
-O)~ 

130· 
-0
-0
-0
-ol
-0)
-ol
-0)

-0
-0

3,293 
10 

-0)
-0)
-jjJ
-jjJ

261 
148 

5,488
166 
-ol
-0)
-ol
-0)

782 
395 

13,172 
264 
-0)
-ol
-jjJ
-ol

97 
74: 

18,66 
90 
-0' 
-ii' 
-0 
,,~, 

GEORGIA 
GUAM' 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 

,KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 

6,813 
-ol

1,061 
-0)

13,347 
-ol
-ol

1,562
4,074 
3,486 

122 
-ol
-0
-ol
-0
-ol
-0)
-0
75 

-0

243 
-ol
-0
-0)
505 
-0)
-ol
-0
226 
-0

365. 
-0)
35 ' 

-0)
-0
-0)
-0)
36 

151 
-0

852 
-jjJ
-0
-ol

1,301 
-ol
-0)
-0
453 

66 

1,825 
-ol
530 
-jjJ

' 3,612 
-ol
-@
763 

1,509 
1,513 

3.4C 
-0" 
4~-.7,9, 
-e 
-r 
7( 

1,61 
1,9r 

MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOORI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 

-0)
3,739
4,881 
5,988 

-@
2,391 
4,495 

-@
-@
-@

-ol
-0
94 

176 
-0)
.0
-0
-ol
-ii)
-ii)

ool_ 
-0
-0
176 
-0)
-0
-0
-ii)
-ii)
-0)

, -0)
-0
94 

705 
-0)
-0' 
375 
-ii)
-ol
-ii)

-@
282 
282 
352 
-@
141 
524 
-ol
-@
-@

-ol
1,340

' 1,783 
2,642 

-0)
n4 

1,423 
-@
-0)
-ol

-,
2, 1 
2,6:
1,9: 

-i 
1,4' 
2,r 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 

-@
'5,559 
1,360 

-@
7,506 

~@- . 
10,436 

-0)
-ol- ,

10,320 

-ol
-0
-0
-0)
-0
-0)
163 
-@
-ol
-0

-ii)
116 
50 

-0)
114 
-ol" 
163 
-0)
-ol
-0

-@
347 
50 

-@
-0
-ii)
489
ool_ 
-ol
563 

-ol
695 
201 
-0)
569 
-ol
815 
-jjJ
-0)
938 

-@
1,853 

453 
-ol

2,616 
-@

2,609 
-ol
-ol

3,190 

2,5 
t 

,4,< 

6, " 

5,1 

PUERTO RICO 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH'DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS, ' 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 
VIRGINIA 

-@
-@
-ol
-ol

5,190 
16,925

-ol
-iilQ)

-ol
-ol

-0)
-ol
ool_ 
-0)
-0
-0
-0)

- iilQ)
-ol
-0)

-@
-0)
-ol
-0)- " 
200 
510 
-ol

-iilQ)
-0)
-0)

-@
-ol
-ol
-ol
399 

1,576 
-0)

-iilQ)
-0)-. 
-0)

-0)
-0)
-ol
-ol
499 

3,248 
-0)

-iilQ)
-0)
-0)

-@
-0)
-0)
-ii)

1,298
4,074 

-ol
,-iilQ)

-ol
-0)

2,', 
7,: 

-, 

WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

4,232 
-0)

3,061 
-ol

-0
-0)
-0
-0)

-0
-0)
139 
-0)

434 
-0)
139 
-0)

434 
-ii)
239 
-ol

1,736 
-ol
921 
-ii)

1, 

1, 
'--------------------------._------_._------- ... - .. ----.-.------._ ... _-----------_._._._._-----_._---------------- ---.--------. 

NOTE: '·O-'=ZERO_ '-Ol-'=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. '·iilQ)-'=NO SAMPLE CASES. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 
'!':EXCLUDES TEEN PARENTS WHOSE AGE WAS NOT REPORTED.' 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACf/OPRE february 18, 1~ 



TABLE 7: 15 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY CITIZENSHIP STATUS 
OCTOBER 1996 • JUNE 1997 

~--.. ..--- ...----- .•*.---.•-----.--------------------- .-...••--------_._._._----------------
CITIZENSHIP STATUS 

---.-.--------------------------.-.-----~--------.NON' 
TOTAL CITIZEN 
ADULT' U.S. IN ,U.S. UN' 

STATE RECIPIENTS CITIZEN LEGALLY OTHER KNO\IN 
..... _---- .......
-----------.---. 

U.S. TOTAL 3,431,731 86.3X 11.3X 0.1X 2.3% 

ALABAMA 21,007 96.5 0.4 -0- 3.0 
ALASKA bl 
ARIZONA " 39,409 91.1 7.4 -0' 1.5 
ARKANSAS 15,832 98.8 0.3 -0- 0.9 
CALI FORNIA 757,370 12.8 27.1 -0- 0.1 
COLORADO 25,537 93.8 4.8 -D, 1.4 
CONNECTICUT 54,523 94.4 1.9 1.9 1.9 
DELAWARE' 7,657 99.4 0.6 -0- -0

, D I ST. OF COL. 20,135, 98.0 2.0 -0- -0
FLORIDA 131,947 85.1 10.3 0.4 4.2 

GEORGIA 78,955 92.8 0.6 0.2 6.5 
GUAM 2,251 81.4 18.6 -D, -0· 
HAWAII 23,229 94.5 4.3 -0' 1.2 
IDAHO 6,763 94.0 6.0 -0' -0
ILLINOIS 173,949 92.4 4.3 -0- 3.3
INDIANA 33,253 99.5 0.5 -O~ -0
10000A 26,645 97.2 2.6 -0- 0.2 
KANSAS 16,816 97.2 2.2 -D, 0.6
KENTUCKY 49,194 99.7 0.3 ' -0- -D,
LOUISIANA 38,145 99.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 

MAINE 19,391 97.5 1.9 -0- 0.6
MARYLAND 48,958 99.1 0.4 -0- 0.4 
MASSACHUSETTS, 66,358 83.6 15.8 -D, 0.6
MICHIGAN 144,m ' 95.3 3.2 -0- 1.6
MINNESOTA ' 52,627 65.2 10.0 -0- 24.8
MISSISSIPPI . 26,793 99.2 -0- -0' 0.8 
MISSOURI 57,605 ' ' 98.6 0.7 -0- 0.8
MONTANA 9,551' 96.6 3.1 -0· 0.4
NEBRASKA 12,075 97.9 1.4 0.7 -0
NEVADA 6,129 93.2 6.8 -0: -0

NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,092 96_9 2_6 -0- 0.5
NEW JERSEY 83,388 91.0 9.0 -0- '0
NEW MEXICO ' 24,312 94.4 5.2 -0· 0.4
NEW YORI( 374,416 79.9 17..9 -0- 2.2
NORT H CAROL! NA n,673 99.6 -0- 0.1 0.3
NORTH DAKOTA 3,805 ,98.3 1.7 '0- '0
OHIO 160,944 ' 85.3 0.8 -0- 13.9
OKLAHOMA 22,749 , 95.7 1.1 '0- 3.3
OREGON 19,261 94.0 4.8 0.3 1.0
PENNSYL VAN I A 149,732· 92.0 4.3 0.1 3.6 

PUERTO RICO 46,207 99.1 0.9 -0- ·0
RHODE ISLAND 17,545 85.6 14.4 -0- -0·
SOUTH CAROL! NA 24,762 98.4 0.3 0.5 0.8
SOUTH DAKOTA 3,393 98.5 0.7 -0- 0.7
TENNESSEE 55,098 98.7 0.4 -0' 0.9
TEXAS . 1n,194, 84.1 15.6 0.2 ·0·
UTAH 11,001 97.4 0.7 -0' 1.8
VERMONT 8,126 97.7 0.9, -0' 1.4
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,219 91.3 8.7 ·0· -0
VI~GINIA 39,127 96.0 1.8 -0- 2.2 

WASHINGTON 88,434 85.0 13.1 0.5 1.3
WEST VIRGINIA 32,020 95.9 0.4 -0· 3.7
WISCONSIN 33,679 93.5 5.3 0_3 0.9
WYOMING 2,415 99.4 0.6 -0- -0
------------.-------- ... ~.-----------.------------ .... -- .. -~.-.- ... ---.---..---.-- ..,-~- .. ---- ..... ---.
NOTE: I-O-'=ZERO. 'b/':SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998 



TABLE 7:16 

TANF, FAMILIES IJITH COON TABLE ASSETS BY TYPE OF ASSET,..OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 
, ' . -------- ... ---_.- .. ------- .. -- ... ---_._.-.------------ -----.--..-.- .. -- ...--.-.------------,~---.----------------.--.-.~ .. 

; FAMI LI ES IJIT H ASSETS 
-------_._-------------.-----_ ..._---------_ ... _- ..-------.------_ .. _- ... - .. ---._-- .. 

ALL ASSETS LIQUID ASSETS MOTOR VEHICLE 
---.---.---------------_. -------._- ......._--.-.
-----~.------------.-----TOTAL FAMI- AVERAGE FAMI- AVERAGE FAMI- AVERI 

STATE FAMILIES LIES VALUE LIES VALUE LIES VAll 
---_.-----_.---- -- .............. 

U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 753,084 S489.23 598;789 S203.90 271,412 S894 

ALABAMA 36,n8 1,732 221.74 1,686 222.32 46 

ALASKA b/. 12,312 

ARIZONA 56,020 126~51 10,878 100.58 456" ,074
ARKANSAS 21,405 2,121 184.51 1,n6 116.40 345 
CALI FORNIA 832,009 299,655 .764.10 217,332 319.92 160,255 990 
COLORADO 31,182 1,675 166.48 1,421 oil' 245 

CONNE CTI CUT 56,051 10,191 326.15 9,592 260.59 599 

DELA\<ARE 9,900 585 -ii)- 439 -ii)- 146 

DIST. Of COL. 24,508 -0- -iilii). -0- -iilii)- -0' 

fLORIDA 179,170 28,889 199.84 25,556 121.55 5,278 


,,, ,9'24GEORGIA 15,694 220.64 14,234 140.55 2,555
GUAM 2,279 130 -ii)- 121 '-ii)- 28 
HA\<AII 22,487 13,754 664.24 11,986 186.71 5,480 1,211
IDAHO 7,710 2,570 -/il- 2,570 -/il- 135 
ILLI NOIS 202,290 20,471 341. 79 15,008 152.20 8,043 568 
INDlANA 45,813 14,910 398.79 10,753 103.18 6,145 780 
IO\JA 29,365 6,986 146.29 , 6,862 125.91 247 
KANSAS 21,066 6,610 180.56 3,378 '126.72 4,504 165 
KENTUCKY 66,623 20,523 959.50 6,187 175.07 16,750 1,104
LOUISIANA 58,665 1,052 oil, 921 -ii)- 132 

MAINE 18,961 6,504 139.34. 6,382 114.74 184 
MARYLAND 60,950 1,834 229.73 1,411 -ii)- 635 
MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 20,743 254.55 20,367 223.76 751 
MICHIGAN 154,816 29,942 166.01 29,237 '34.37 1,585
MINNESOTA 54,276 20,541 614.71 16,793 200.34 9,146 92~ 
MISSISSIPPI 40,646 5,485 625.45 3,164 193.00 3,164 885 
MISSOURI 73,635 11,536 478.37 6,817 154.68 6,217 69~ 
MONTANA 9,442 3,1n 230.20 2,807 129.94 802 
NEBRASKA 13,481 3,n2 187.80 3,639 152.68 165 
NEVADA 12,120 1,529 245.33 1,223 138.12 421 

NE\< HAMPSHIRE 8,280 1,968 232.60 1,782 158.08 186 
NE\< JERSEY 102,034 695 -ii). 695 .ii)- -o-

NE\< MEXICO 29,256 5,640 298.19 3,827 167.17 2,065 50;

NEW YORK 391,000 2,551 -ii). 1,914 -ii)- 638 
NORTH CAROLINA ~01, 783 3,753. 590.97 2,957 117.85 1,137 

. NORTH DAKOTA 4 331 1,871 293.43 1,556 In.84 526 47'.
OHIO 191:437 43,375 185.40 40,2n 115.22 4,892 65! 
OKLAHOMA 31,750 2,158 173.51 1,911 127.35 185 
OREGON 25,310 5,856 281 •.18 4,839 175 .55 1,500 531 
PENNSYLVANIA 167,933 26,081 183.04 24,017 108.73 3,940 

PUERTO RICO 48,143 '-0- -iilii)- . '0- -iilii)- -0
RHODE ISLAND 19,903 4,935 176.96 4,no 160.36 274

SOUTH CAROLINA 35,895 4,n3 110.89 4,251 70.33 540

SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 1,222 2n.l0 1,073 193.51 324

TENNESSEE 73,763 16,170 295.93 13,275 118.27 4,492 6&
TEXAS 222,162 .20,176 140.68 18,417 89.12 2,639
UTAH 12,613 2,216 258:49 2,055 224.24 282
VERMONT 8,401 2,597 242.58 2,354 154.50 406
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,298 -0- .iilii)- -0- -iilii)- -0'

VIRGINIA 55,260 7,705 29.1.52 5,658 ' 54.28 2,769 


\<ASHI NGTON 94,619 '18,012 422.44 13,889 100.16 8,138 75

IJEST VIRGINIA 34,747 4,614 175.15 3,915 90.87 839

IJISCONSIN 44,345 6,257 245.28 6,056 147.37 1,071

\<YOMING 3,084 723 212.02 . 655 150.10 109. 
------------------~-.---------.----.------------------

, 

---------_._--_.-- •• ________________ * 
' 

______________ ••• _w. __ .• __ ._ 
NOTE:. ' -0- '=ZERO. '·Qi·'=NO SAMP~E CASES. '-ii)~'=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. 'b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. 

PREPARED BY ,DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1 



April 24. 1998 Selected Provisions 01 State T ANF Plans " Part I 

State 

Time 
Frame 

lor Work 
IMonthsl 

Sanctions 
10r'Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Caus'e 

Ag!') 01 
Youngest 

Child 
. Exemption 

Irom Work 
Requirements 

.. 
Earnings 

Disregards 
Uplront 

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
IMonthsl 

Transitional 
Child Care 
Available 
IMonthsl 

Maximum 
Benefit 
level. 

Family 01 3 
12 kids) 

Alabama 

Receive,d: 10/01/96 

Subject to T ANF: 11/1 5196 

. Immediate First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 
6 Months 
Minimum 

Under Age 
2 Years 

All earnings disregarded for first 
3 months.if reported timely and 
accur alely, 

No 12 12 $164 

A!aska 

Received: 06/02/97 

Subjecfto TANF: 07101197 

24 First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Reduction 

Under Age 
1 Year 

First 12 months: $150 and 33% 
Second 12 months: $150 and 
25% 
Third 12 months: $150 and 
20% 
Fourth 12 months: $150 and 
15% 
Filth 12 months: $150 and 10% 

2 Months 01 
Benefits 

12 12 $1,025 

Arizona 

Received: 09/30/96 

Individual First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 

Under Age 
1 Year 

30% lIat amount 3 Months 
01 

Benefits 

24 24 $347 

Subject to, T ANF: 10/01196 Termination 
for 1 Month 

Minimum 

Arkansas 

Received: 05/02/97 

Subject to TANF: 07/01197, 

Immediate First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Under Age 
3 Months 

For initial eligibility, 20 percent is 
deducted lor work-related 
expenses, e.g., taxes. For on
going eligibility, 20 percent is 
deducted for work-related 
expenses lollowed by a 50 
percent work incentive deduction 
from the remainder _ 

3 Months 
of, 

Benefits 

12 36 $204 

California 

Received: 10/09/96 

Subject to T ANF: 11/26/96 

Ap'plicants: 18 

Rec,ipients as 01 
01111/98: 24 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Reduction 

County 
Option 

Under 12 
Weeks to 

Under Age 
1 Year 

Earned income or unearned 
disability income disregard 01 
$225 plus SO% of earned 
income, 

County 
Option 

12 24 $565 
Region I 

$S38 
Region II 



State 

Time 
Frame 

lor Work 
IMonths) 

Sanctioll!; 
for Not __ 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

Age 01 
Youngest 

Child 
Exemption 
from Work 

Requirements 
Earnillgs 

Disregards 
Upfront-

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
IMonthsl 

TI ansitional 
Child Care 
Available 
IMonthsl 

Ma"imum 
Benefit 
Level. 

Family of 3 
12 kids) 

Colorado 

Received: 05113/97 

Subject to TANF: 07101197 

24 First: 
Reduction-

Maximum: 
Termination 

for 3-6 
Months 

Minimum 

Under Age 1 
Year 

Same as under .former AFDC County 
Option 

12 No Limit 
for Low 
Income 
Families 

$421 

Connecticut Immediate First: Under Age Earned income disregarded as No 24 No Limit A: $636 
Reduction 1 Year lo~g as the unit's gross earnings for Low 

Received: 10/01/96 do not exceed the Federal No Income Income B: $543 
Maximum: Poverty Guidelines_ Limit Families. 

Subject to T ANF: 10/01/96 Termination Based on C: $536 
lor 3 Months Sliding Fee 

Minimum Scale 

Delaware 

Received: 01122/97 

Subject to TANF: 03110/97 

Immediate 
for all 

determined 
able and 2 

-parent 
households; 
-Workfare 
for single 

parent 
households 

after 24 
months 

First: -
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 
Permanently 

Under Age 
13 Weeks 

Same as under former AFDC. No 24 24 $338 

Dist. of Col. 

Received: 12/03/96 

Subject to T ANF: 03/01197 

When 
determined able 
to engage in 
work or 24 
months. 
whichever 
comes first 

First: 
R~duction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Under Age 
1 Year

-

Same as under former AFDC_ No 12 Ongoing to 
Meet Needs 

$379 



State. 

Time 
Frame 

lor Work 
(Monthsl 

Sanctions 
for Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

Arlc 01
Youngest 

Child 
E xell1ption ' 
lrom Work 

Requir elllcnts 
Earnings 

Disregards 
Uphont 

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
(Monthsl 

Transitional 
Child Care 
Available 
(Months) 

Maximum 
Benefit 
level, 

Family 01 3 
12 kids) 

Florida 

Received: 09120(96 

Sllbject to T ANF: 10(01(96 

Immediate First: 
Termination 

Mallimum: 
Termination 

for 3 Months 
Minimum 

(Protective 
Payee for 
Children 
Under 12 

Years Old) 

Under Age 
3 Months 

The lirst $200 plus) 12 of 
remainder is disregarded 

., 

2 Months 
of 

Benefits 

12 24 $303 

Georgia, 

Received: 11 (15196 

Subject to TANF: 01(01(97 

Immediate First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Under Age 
1 Year 

Same as under former AFDC. Yes 
Amount Not 

Specified 

12 12 $20B 

Hawaii 

Received: 04{07(97 

Subject to T ANF: OnOl (97 

-

When 
determined able 
to,engage in 
work.or 24 
months, 
whichever 
comes Hrst 

First: 
Reduction 

Mallimum: 
Reduction 

Under Age 
6 Months 

The earn~d income disregards 
have been increased to 20 
percent, $200, and 36 percent, 
without time limit. The earned 
intome of minor, dependent 
students is excluded as income. 

No 12 No limit, 
Sliding Fee 

Based on 
Income 

$712 
lellempt 
families, 
teen 
households 
in school, 
and 
households 
in TOP) 

$570 
lall others) 

Idaho 

Received: 05f15(91 

Subject to TANF: 01{01(91 

Immediate First: 
.Termination 
for 1 Month 

Minimum 

Mallimum: 
lifetime 

Ineligibility 

Automatic 
Ellemptions 

Are Not 
Provided 

All earnings are subtracted from 
a work inc'entive table. The 
difference is paid up to the 
mallimumallowable of $216 per 
family. Thus, larger lamilies keep 
more earnings than smaller 
lamilies. 

3 Months 
of 

Benelits 

12 No limit 
lor low 
Income 
Families 

$276 

I 



State 

Time 
Frame 

!or Work, 
> (Monthsl 

Sallctions 
for Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

,Age 01 

Youngest 
Child 

Exemption 
from Work, 

Requirements 
Earnings , 

Disregards 
Upfront 

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
(Monthsl 

Transitiomil 
Child Care 
Available 
(MonthsI 

Maximum 
Benefit 
level, 

Family of 3 
(2 kidsl 

Illinois When First: Under Age $2 of every $3 is disregarded $1.000 12 No limit for $377 
determined able Reduction 1 Year low Income 

Received: 05/16/97 to engage in Families: 
w()rk or" 24 Maximum: Copayment 

Subject to TANF: 07/01/97 montlls. Termination for All With 
whichever for 3 Months Earned 
comes first Minimum Income 

Indiana 

Received: 10/01/96 

Subject to TANF: 10101196 

Immediate First: 
, 'Reduction 

Maximum: 
Reduction 

Under Age 
12 Weeks 

Same as under former AFDC. No 12 12 $288 

Iowa 

Received: 11/15/96 

Subject.\o T ANF: 0'/01197 

,Immediate 

, 

", 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 
!Ineligibility 

for 6 Monthsl 

Under Age 
3 Months 

, 

A work expense disregard of 
20% of gross earnings of 
applicants and recipients. 

A work incentive disregard equal 
10 50 percent of the earned 
income left after all other 
deductions have been subtracted 
from gross earnings for 
applicants and recipients. 

Disregard earned income when 
determining eligibility and grant 
levels during the first 4 months 
of employment provided the 
individual had less les than 
$ , 200 in earnings in the 12 
months before beginning 
employment. 

No 12 

" 

24 

." 

$426 

" 

Kansas' 

',Receiv'ed: 1010'/96 

Subject to TANF: '0/01196 

Immediate First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

'lor 2 Months 
Minimum 

Under Age 
, Year 

$90 plus 40% is disregarded No 12 '2 $429 



. 
Sanctions . 

for Not Age 01 

Complying Youngest Maximum 
Time with Work Child Transitional Transitional Benefit 

Frame Requirements Exemption Medicaid Child Care level, 
for Work Without from Work Earnings Upfrotlt Available Available Family of 3 

State (Months) Good Cause Requir e ments Disregards piversion IMonths, IMonths) 12 kids) 

. Kentucky 

Received: 09/30196 

Subject to TANF: 10118196 

.6 Each 
Instance: 

Reduction -
IRemaining 
Grant Paid 

to Protective 

Payee' 

Under Age 
1 Year 

Recipients: A one·time 2 month 
disregard to recipients who 
become employed. After th!!t 
same as under former AFDC. 

Applicants: As under former 
AFDC program. 

Yes 
IPayment 
Amount 

Not 
Available' 

12 No Limit 
for low 
Income 
Families 

$262 

louisiana When 
determined a.ble 

First: 
Reduction 

Under Age 
1 Year 

$120 Standard Deduction No 12 12 $190 

Received: 10101196 to engage in . $900 Deduction Time Limited for 

Subject to TANF.: 01101197 
work or 24 
months, 
whichever 
comes first 

Maximum: -
Termination 

'6 Months 

Maine When First: Under Age In eight counties: 20% of the 3 Months 12 Until $468 
determined able Reduction 1 Year gross earnings and $134 ·from of Youngest 

Received: 09130196 to engage in.. the remaining earnings are . Benefits Child 
work or' 24 Maximum: disregarded. Reaches 

Subjecrto T ANF: 11101/96 months. Reduction Age 13 or 
whichever IThird Party In remaining counties: $155 and' Family 
comes first Payments} 50% of the remaining that are Becomes 

less than theFPl. Ineligible 

Maryland 

Received: 09127196 

Subject to T ANF: 12109196 

Immediate 
(Job' 

Search' 

First: 
Termination 

Until 
Compliance 

Maximum: 
. Termination 

Until 30 
Days of 

Compliance 

Under Age 
1 Year 

26% for wages and 50% for- self
employed income 

'. 

Up to 12 
Months of 
Benefits, 

local 
Department 

Option 

12 12 $388 

Massachusetts 

Received: 09123/96 

Subject to TANF: 09/30/96 

60 days 
Ifor non-exempt 
with school age 
children) 

First: 
Reduction' 

Maximum: 
Termination 
or Mandated 
Participation 

Under Age 
6 Years 

Family Cap 
Child Under 
3 Months 

$120 plus 50% of remainder No 12 12 $579 



State . 

Time' 
Frame 

'01 Work 
IMonthsl 

Silllr:tiollS 
for Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Witf:lout 

Good Cause 

-

Age 01 

YOllngest 
Child 

E xell1ption 
from Work 

Requirements 
Earnings 

Disregards 
Upfront 

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
IMonthsl 

Transitional 
Child Care 
Available 
(Months) 

Maximum 
Benefit 
level, 

Family of 3 
12 kidsl 

-

Michigan 

Received: 08/27/96 

Subject to T ANF: 09/30/96 

60 days First 2 
Months of 
Assistance: 
Termination 

After First 2 
Months: 

Reduction 

Automatic 
Exemptions 

Are Not 
Provided 

$200 p_lus 20% No 12 24 $459 
(Detroit) 

Varies for 
diflerent 
areas of the 
State, 

" . " 

Maximum: 
Termination . 

Minnesota 6 First: Under Age 36% of gross earnings 4 Months 12 12 $532 
Reduction 1 Year of 

Received: 05/01/97 Benefits 
Maximum: 

Subject to TANF: 07101197 , Reduction 
and 

Vendor Paid 

Mississippi 24 Termination .Under Age Total earnings disregarded for No 12 12 $120 
1 Year first 6 months, 

Received: 10/01/96 

Subject to TANF: 1'0/01196 

Missouri 

Received: 10/01/96 

Subject to TANF: 12/01/96 

24 months 
or when job 

ready', 
whichever 
comes first 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Reduction 

Under A,ge 
1 Year 

As under the former AFDC 
program. 

(Under the 21 st Century 
Communities waiver. the $30 
and 1/3 earned income disregard 
may be extended for up to 48 
months.! 

No 12 No limit 
for low 
Income 
Families 

$292 

Montana 

Received: 11/01/96 

Subject to TANF: 02/0n97 

Immediate First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Reduction 

Automatic 
Exemptions 

Are Not 
Provided 

The earned income disregards 
are: $ 200 work expense 1$100 
for the Community Services 
Program partiCipants); 25% of 

'the balance, except lor 
Community Services participants, 

3 Months 
01 

Benefits 

12 'Sliding Fee 
Immediately 

$450 

---_ ......__ ..._._ - -



State 

Time 
'Frame 

for. Work 
IMonths) 

Sllm:liofls 
lor Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
W.ithout 

Good Cause 

Age of 
Youngest 

Child 
Exemption 
from Work 

Requirements 

. '. 

Earnings 
Disregards 

Upfront 
Diversion 

Tr aflsitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
(Months) 

Transitional 
Child Care 
Available 
IMonthsj 

Maximum 
Benelit 
Level. 

Family of 3. 
12 kidsl 

Nebraska 

Received: 10/01/96 

Subject to TANF: 12/.01196 

Immediaie· First: 
Termination 
for 1 Month 

Maximum: 
Termination 
Until End of 
Time Limit 

Between 12 . 
Weeks and 6 
Months Old 

. Under the regular ass}stance 
componenl. and under the 
standard disregards version of 
the Employment First component. 
the disregards are $30 and 1/3. 
with a time limit. as under the 
former AFDC program. Under 
the high disregards version of 
Employment Firsi. the disregard 
is $100 plus 60 percent ~f the 
remainder. 

No 24 24 $364 

Nevada 

Received: 10118196 

Subject to T ANF: 12/03196 

When 
. determined able 

to engage in 
work or 24 
months. 
whichever is 
sooner 

. Each 
Instance: 

Reduction 

.' 

Under Age 
1 Year 

Earnings disregards are as 
follows: 
disregard all earned income for 
three months; disregard 50 
percent of gross earnings for Ihe 
next nine months; disregard $90 
or 20 percent of gross earnings 
(whichever is greaterl for monlh 
13 and ongoing; and disregard 
the full cost of child care for as 
long as the individual remains 
eligible for assistance while 
working. 

No 12 12 $348 

New Hampshire '26 Weeks Progressive Under Age Redpients and applicants thaI No 12 No Limit $550 
of Job Reductions .3 Years . have received assistance in any 1 for Families 

Received: 10/01/96 . Search of the previous 6 months: 50% Below 
Followed by'· 170% of 

I Subject to T ANF: 1 0/01196 26 Weeks Other applicants: 20% to Poverty 
of Work determine preliminary step for net 

Activities income eligibility. If eligible. 
50% ea'rned income disregard. 

New Jersey When First: Under 12 Disregard 100% of the first full No .24 for 24 $424 
determined able Reduction Weeks month of employment and 50% Employment 

Received: 10115/96 to. engage in thereafter. 
work or 24 Maximum: 4 for 

I 
Subject to !ANF:. 02101197 months, Termination Increased 

whichever ·is Child or 
sooner Spousal 

Slipport 



State 

Time 
Frame 

lor Work 
(Months) 

Sanctions 
lor Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

Age of 
Youngest 

Child 
Exemption 
'Irom Work 

Requirements 
Earnings 

Disregards 
Uplront 

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
IMonthsl 

Transitional 
Child Cafe 
Available 
(Months) 

Maximum 
Benelit 

' level, 
Family of 3 

(2 kids) 

New Mexico 

Received: 04/04/97 

Subject to TANF: 07/01/97 

,,60 'days First: 
Reduction 

25% 

Maximum: 
Termination 
lor Minimum 

Under Age 
1 Year 

First 2 Years: 
Earnings in excess 01 the 
minimum hours required are 
deducted Irom gross earnings 
plus $1 50 lor single parents and 
$500 lor 2-parent family. 

No 12 No limit 
lor low 
Income 
Families 

$389 

(Additional 
$100 lor 
each lamily 
not living in 
subsidized 

6 Months housing" 

New York 

Received: 10/17/96 

Subject to TANF: 12/02/96 

'Whim 
determined able 
to engage in 
work or 24 
months, 
whichever is 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Reduction 

Under Age 
1 Year 

$90 plus 42% No 12 12 $577 
New York 

$703 
Suffolk 

sooner 

North Carolina Immediate ' First: ' Under Age Same as under lormer AFDC 3 Months 12 12 $272 
Reduction 1 Year program, - of 

Received: 10/22/96 Benefits 
Ma:odmum: 

Subject to TANF: 01/01197 , Termination 

North Dakota 

Received: 05/01/97 

Subject toTANF: 07/01197 

When 
determined able 
to engage in 
work or 24 
months, 
whichever is 

First: 
Reduction 

,Maximum: 
Case Closed 

Under Age 
4 Months 

Same' as under former AFDC 
program, 

No 12 12 $440 

sooner 

Ohio 

Received: 09119/96 

24 Months First: 
Ineligible lor 

1 Month 

Under Age 
1 Year 

$250 plus 112 lor 18 months County 
Option 

12 12 $341 

Subject to TANF: 10/01/96 Maximum 
Termination 

f6r 6 Months 
Minimum 

Oklahoma Immediate Each Under Age $120 plus 50% 01 remainder No 12 12 $292 
Instance: 3 Months 

Received: 09/30/96 Termination 

Subjp.c:t to T ANF: 10/01196 



State 

Time 
, .Frame 

lor Work 
(Months) 

SallctiollS 
for Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

Age of 
Voungest 

Child 
Exemption 
from Work 

Requirements 
Earnings 

Disregards 
Uplront 

Diversion 

Transitional 
Medicaid 
Available 
(Monthsl 

Transitional 
Child Care 
Available 
(Months) 

, 

Maximum 
Benefit 
Level. 

Family of 3 
'12 kids) 

Oregon Immediate First: 'Under Age 'Disregard 50% Ves 12 No limi,t $460 
Reduction 90 Days (Benefit for Low 

Not Income 
Received: 09/27/96 Maximum:' Availablel Families 

Termination 
Subject to T ANF: 10/01/96 

Pennsylvania Imme,diate First: Under Age Disregard 50% of gross inCOme. No 12 12 $421 
Reduction 1 Year 

Received: 01/23/97 
Maximum: 

Subject to T ANF: 03/03/97 Termination 
Permanently 

Rhode Island 

Received: 03/13/97 

Subject to T ANF: 03/01/97 

'45 qays Feilst: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
. Reduction 

Payment to 
Third Party 
for Children 

Under Age 
1 Year 

$1 70 plus 50 percent 3 Months 
of 

Benefits 

- Adults: 18; 

Children 
under 
250% FPL: 
No time limit. 

No Limit 
for Low 
Income 
Families 

$554 

South Calolina 

Received: ,10/12/96 

Subject to TANF: 10/12/96 

,When , 

determined able 
to engage in 
work or 24 
months, . 
whichever is 

Each 
Instance: 

Termination 
Until 30 Days 

of 
Compliance 

UnderAge 
·1 Year 

First 4 months: 50 percent of 
gross 
Thereafter: 100 percent 

No 24 24 $200 

sooner 

South Dakota 

Received: 10/01/96 

Subject 10 TANF: 12/01196 

1 

2 Months 
(Community 

Service) 

First: 
Warning 

Maximum: 
Termination 
for 1 Month 

Minimum 

Under Age 
12 Weeks 

$90 plus 20 percent of gross 2 Months 
of 

Benefits 

12 12 A: $430 
(intf~p~nd~nl 

living' 

B: $300 
C~h3f~t1liyiflg; 



18 

Time 

Fr ame 


lor Work 

State (Months) 

ImmediateTennessee 

Received: 09/30/96' 

Subject to TANF:l0101196 

Tex,as linmediate Each 
Instance: 

Received: 10101/96 Increasing 
Reduction 

Subject to T ANF: 11/05/96 
Maximum: 

Reduction 

Utah Immediate first: 
Reduction 

Received: 09/30/96 
Maximum: 

Subject to T ANF: 10/01/96 Case Closed 

Vermont 

Received: 09/20/96 

I . Subject to TANF: 09120/96 

.15 Months 
Jor UP' 

30 Months 
' lot Single 

Parents 

., 

Virginia Immediate 

Received: 12/06/96 

Subject to TANF: 02/01/97 
, , 

Sanctions 
lor Not 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

First: 
Termination 

Until 
Compliance 

Maximum: 
. Termination 


Minimum 

3 Months 


First: 
Redui:li.on 

Vendor 
Payments 

Maximum: 
Termination 

First: 
Termination 

' lor 1 Month 

Maximum: 
Termination 

lor 6 Months 

Age 01 
Youngest 

Child 
Exemption 
from Work 

Requirements 

Under Age 
4 Months 

Under Age 
4 Years 

Automatic 

Exemptions 


Are Not 

Provided 


Under Age 
18 Months 

: 

Under Age 
18 Months 

Earnings Upfront 
Disregards Diversion 

The work expense disregard will No 
be set at $134, to conform to the 
requirements 01 the lood stamp 
program, Tennessee will apply 
liII,the,gap budgeting t9 both 
earned income and child support, 

Same as under former AFDC $1.000 
program, 

. 

First $100 plus 50 percent of 3 Months 
remainder 01 

Benefits 

.. 
Applicants and recipients 
employed in unsubsidized jobs 
receive permanent earned income 
disregard of $150 plus 25 % 01 
the' remainder; recipients 
receiv!ng wages Irom subsidized 
lobs under the cO!f1munity service 
jobs will receive a $90 work 
expense disregard, 

No. 

" 

Participants in VIEW may keep all 4 Months 
earnings and T ANF up 10 100% 01 
01 the Federal Poverty Level, Benefits 

Maximl.{rT! 
Transitional Bellefit 


Medicaid 

Transitional 

level, 

Available 


Child Care 
Available Family of 3 


/Monthsl 
 (Months) /2 kids) 

18 $185 

18 12 $188 

24 No limit $426 
for Low 
Income 
Families 

36 No limit $639 
for low 
Inco'me 
Families 

$35412 

" 

I 

12 

http:Redui:li.on


State 

Time 
Frame 

for Work 
(Monthsl 

S,,"cliOIlS 
lor NOI 

Complying 
with Work 

Requirements 
Without 

Good Cause 

Age 01 
Youngest 

Child 
Exemplion 
from Work 

Requirements 
Earnings 

Disregards 
Uplront 

Diversion 

T r allsitional 
Medicaid' 

. Available 
(Monthsl 

Transitional 
Child Care 
Available 
(Monthsl 

Maximum 
Benefit 
level. 

Family 01 3 
12 kidsl 

'Washington Immediate First: Under Age 50 percent of monthly ,gross $1.500 12 12 $546 
Re'duction 1 Year incom~ '

Received: 12/12/96 
Ma~imum: 

Subject to TANF: 01/10/97 Termination 

West Virginia 
., 

Received: 11127196 

Subject toTANF: 01111197 

24· First: 
Reduction 

Ma1<imum: 
Termination 

lor 6 Months 

Under Age 
1 Year . 

for First Child; 
Under Age 

6 Months lor 
Subsequent 
Childlrenl 

40 percent . 3 Months 
01 

Benefits 

12 12 $253 
(10%. 

increase 
lor 

married 
couplel 

Wisconsin 

Received: 08/22/96 

Subject to T ANF: 09/30/96 

Immediate First: 
Reduction 

(work hoursl 
and 

Termination 
(employment, 

Ma1<imum: 
Termination 

Under Age 
12 Weeks 

Disregarded until.1 amily reaches 
115 percent of poverty level. 

$1.000 Yes 
(Monlhs 

not 
specifiedl 

Yes 
(Months 

not 
speciliedl 

$673 
Family in 

Community 
Service 

$628 
Family in 
Transition 

Wyoming Immediate 
Under Pay 

Each 
Instance: 

Under Age 
3 Months 

$200 per adult No 12 No limit' 
for Low 

$340 

Received: 10/17/96 .After Termination Income 
Performance lor. Minimum Families 

Subject to TANF: 01/01/97 1 Month 



April 24. 1998 
Selected Provisions 01 State T ANF Plans -- Part II 

~-

Sanct iOlls 
Different Sanctions 101 

Treatment Screen lor Community for Non- Noncompliance 
for Families Benefits to Domestic Service Compliance Individual With Individual 
from Other Legal Violence Requirement With Child Responsibility Responsibility 

State' . States Immigrants Family Cap lCertilied} ICertified} .Support Plan Plan 

Alabama / No No No No No First: Career Plan Reduction or 
(Certified) Reduction Telmination 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Alaska . No Yes No Yes No Maximum: Family Sell- Reduclion 
(!=ertified) Reduction Sufficiency (Remove 

- ..... .(Remove Plan Adult's Needs) 
Adult's Needs' 

Arizona No Yes Yes Yes Considering Reduction Individual Not Specified 
(Certified) (No less than Responsibility 

25%) Plan 

Arkansas No Yes Yes Yes No First: Personal Condition of 
(Certified) (Certified! Reduction Responsibility Eligibility 

Maximum: Agreement 
Termination 

California Yes Yes Yes No No 25% Reduction Welfare to Fiscal 
(Certified) Work Plan Sanctions 

Colorado No Yes No Yes No First: Individual First: 
(With State (Certified) (Certified) Reduction Responsibility Reduction 

funds) Contract 
Maximum: Maximum: 

Termination Termination 

Connecticut No Yes Yes Yes No First: Employability Reduction 
11/2 increase) (sending in (Certified' Reduction Plan InCleasing to 

amendmentl Maximum: Termination 

I .Termination 

Delaware No Yes Yes Yes No Termination Contract of Reduction 
(Certified) Mutual IncreaSing to 

Responsibility Termination 
and/or 

$50 Reduction 
Increasing Each 
Month by $50 

Dist. of Col. No Yes No No No Termination Individual Full Family 

1
ICertified) Responsibility Sanr:l,o!1 

Plan 



State 

Different 
Treatment 

for Families 
from Other 
- States 

Benefits to 
Legal 

Immigrants Family Cap 

Screen for 
Domestic 
Violence 

(Certified) 

Community 
Service 

Requirement 
(Certified) 

Sanctions 
for Non-

Compliance 
With Child 

Support 

Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Sanctions 
for 

Noncompliance 
With Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Florida Yes Yes Yes 
(partial 

increase) 

No No. 
(Certifiedl 

Termination Family 
Self-

Sufficiency 
Plan 

Not Specified 

Georgia Yes Yes Yes Yes 
(Certifiedl 

No 
lCertifiedl 

Termination Personal 
Responsibility 
and Work Plan 

Reduction 
Increasing to 
Termination 

Hawaii No Yes 
State Only 

No Yes 
(Certified) 

NO Termination Personal 
Responsibility 
Employment 

Plan 

Reduction 

Idaho No Yes Yes 
(flat bene fit 
regardless 
01 family 

size) 

Yes 
INot Certified) 

No 
(Certified) 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
liletime· 

Ineligibility 

Personal 
Responsibility 

Contract 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
liletime 

Ineligibility 

Illinois Yes Yes Yes Decide Later No 
(Cer tifiedl 

Benefits Denied Responsibility 
and Service 

Plan 

Reduction or 
Termination 

Indiana No Yes Yes No No 
(Certified) 

First: 
Reduction 

Maxiinum: 
Termin!ltion 

Personal 
Responsibility 

Agreement, 

Reduction 

Iowa -No Yes No No No 
(Certified) 

'Red'llction Family 
Investment 
Agreement 

ReduCtion 
Increasing to 

Period of 
Inelig ibili Iy 

Kansas No Yes No No No 
(Certified) 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximulll : 
Termination 

Education and 
Training Plim 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Kentucky No Yes No Yes 
(Certified) 

No 
(Certified) 

Reduction 
(No less than 

25%1 

Transitional 
Assistance 
Agreement 

Not Specilip.d 



- --~ ..........-

Sanctions 
Diflererlt Sanctions for 

Treatment Screen for Community for Non· Noncompliance 
for Families Benefits to Domestic Service Compliance Individual With Individual 
from Other Legal Violence Requirement With Child Responsibiliiy Responsibiiity 

State States Immigrants Family Cap (Certified) (Certified! Support Plan Plan 

Louisiana No Yes No Yes No Termination Individual loss of 

I" (Certified) Responsibility Beriefits 
Plan

IMaine I No I Yes I No No No Reduction Family Reduction 
(Certified) Contract 

Marvland Yes Yes Yes Yes No Termination Family Full 
(increase (Certified! (Certified! Independence Family 

given to 3rd Plan Sanction 
party) 

MassachuseHs No Yes Yes ,Yes No Reduction Employment Removal of 
( Certified) (Certifiedl Plan Individual for 

1st Fai(Ule: 
Entire Unit, 

Ineligible for 

" 2nd Failure 

Michigan No Yes No Yes Yes First: Social Reduction, 
(not certified! Reduction Contract Removal of 

Maximum: Individual, or 
Termination Termination 

. 
Minnesota No Yes No ,Yes No Reduction Employabilitv Reduction 

(Certified) (Certified! (No less than Plan Remov'alof 
25%1 Individual 

Mississippi No No Yes No No Termination Personal Reduction and 
(Certified! Responsibility Termination 

Plan 

Missouri No Yes No Yes No' Reduction Self Reduction 
(Certifiedl ' (Certified) (The greater of Sufficiency Removal of 

removal of Agreement Individual 
individuals' 

needs or 25%1 

Montana No Yes No Yes No Termination Family Reduction 
(Certified! ,Investment Needs of 

Agreement Noncomplying 

II 
Individual 
Removed 

~I Nebraska No Yes Yes Yes No Reduction and Independence Termination 
(Certified) (Certified! Medical Contract 

Coverage 



State 

Different 
Treatment 

for Families 
from Other 

States 

Benefits to 
Legal 

Immigrants Family Cap 

Screen lor 
Domestic 
Violence 

. (Certifiedl . 

Community 
Service 

Requirement 
(Certified) 

Sanctions 
lor Non· 

'Compliance 
With Child 

Support 

Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Salle!i", '5 

lor 
Noncompliance 
With Individual 
Responsibility 

Plari 

Nevada No Yes No No No 
(Certifiedl 

First: 
Reduction 

INo less than 
25 %! 

Maximum: 
Termination 

·Employability 
Plan 

Reduction 

New Hampshire Yes Yes No Yes, in 
process. Not 

certified. 

No 
(Certified)· 

Progressive 
Reduction 

Employability 
Plan 

Progressive 
Reduction 

New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes 
(Certifiedl 

No 
(Certifiedl 

.First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Graduated 
Reduction 
Maximum: 
Termination 

After 3rd 
Months 

New Me"l(ico No Yes No No Yes 
(certified) 

First: 
Reduction 11/3 

.and 2/3) 
Maximum: 

Termination 
for Minimum 

6 Months· 

Personal 
Responsibility 

AgreemE;nt 

Reduction 

New York .yes Yes No Yes 
(Certified) 

Yes 
(Certified! 

. Reduction 
(Needs 

removedl 

Employability 
Plan 

Reduction 

North Carolina No Yes Yes Will Develop 
Standards 

No 
(Counties may 
chose option) 

'First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Personal 
Responsibility 

Cont,ac\ 

Refusal to sign: . 
No Cash 
Benefits 

.After signing: 
$50 Increasing 

to $ 75 
Reduction 

North Dakota - Yes Yes Yes 
(effective 

7/98! 

Yes 
(Certified) 
(effective 

7/981 

No 
(Certified! 

First: 
Reduction 

(No less than 
25%1 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Social 
Contract 

Refusal to sign:" 
Case Closure 
After signing: 

Remove Needs 
of 

Noncomplyillg 
Individual 



State 

Different 
Treatment 

lor Families 
from Other 

States 

Benelits to 
legal 

Immigrants Family Cap 

Screen lor 
Domestic 
Violence 

ICer tifiedl 

Commuility 
Service 

Requirelllelll 
!Certified) 

Sanctions 
lor Non· 

Compliance 
With Child 

SUPi>0rt 

Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Sanctions 
lor 

Noncompliance 
With Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Ohio No Yes No No No 
(Certified' 

First: 
Ineligible lor 

1 Month 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Self· 
Sufficiency 

Contract 

Condition 
of Eligibility' 

Oklahoma . j' 
No Yes Yes 

(vouchers 
rather than 
cash given) 

No' No 
(Certified) 

First: 
Reduction 

(25%) 
Maximum: 

Termination 

Mutual 
Agreement 

Termination 

Oregon No Yes No Yes 
(not certifiedl 

No 
(Certified, 

First: 
Reduction 

!25%' 
Maximum: 

Termination 

Sell· 
Sufficiency. 

Plan 

$50 Reduction. 
Removai"of 
Needs. then 

Case Closure 

Pennsylvania Yes 
(awaiting 

outcome of 
·Iawsuits) 

Yes No Yes 
!Certiiied' 

No 
(Certified) 

Reduction 
(No less than 

25%) 

Agreement of 
Mutual 

Responsibility 

First: 
Reduction 

Maximum: 
Termination 

Rhode Island Yes Yes. No Yes 
(Cer tiliedl 

No 
'Certified) 

Reduction 
,25% of 

assistancel 

Employability 
Plan 

Reduction 

South Carolina No No Yes . No No 
(Certified) 

Termination Individual 
Self· 

Sulficiency 
Plan 

Ineligibility 

Soulh Dakota No Yes No No Yes First: 
Warning 

Maximum: 
Termination 

for Minimum 01 
1 Month 

Personal 
Responsihility 

Plan 

First: 
Waming 

Maximum: 
Termination 

lor Minimum 01 
1 Month 

Tennessee No Yes Yes Yes 
(Certified) 

------

No . Termination Personal 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Percentage 
Reduction and 

Total 
Assislallr.e 

Grollp 
Ineligihility 

.



--~ -- -- ---~ ..-.------~ 

SanctiOt.1S· 
Different Sanctions for 

Treatment Screen for Comfllunity for Non· NonCOfTllJliance 
for Families Benefits to Domestic Service Compliance Illdividual With Individual 
lromOther legal Violence Requirement With Child Responsibility ResponsibilitV. 

State States Immigrants Family Cap (Certified) (Certified) Support Plan Plan 

Texas No Yes No No No Reduction Personal Condition 01 
(Certified) (Needs Responsibility Eligibility 

removed) Statement 

Utah No Yes No Yes No First: Sell· Fitst: 
(Certified) (Certified) Reduction Sulliciencyl Reduction 

Maximum: Employment Maximum: 
Termination Plan' Termination 

Vermont No Yes No To be decided No First: Family First: 
(Certified) Reduction De)lelopment Reduction 

Maximul1): Plan Maximum: . 
Termination Termination 

Virginia No Yes Yes No No Termination Agreement of Refusal to sign: 
tCellified} Personal Case Closed 

Responsibility After signing: 
Benefit Arlloulll 
Reduced 100% 

Washington Yes Yes No Yes No Termination Individual Remove 
tCertified} (Certified) Responsibility Needs of 

Plan Noncomp,lying 
Individual. 
Protective 

Payee. 
40% Grant 
Reduction 

West Virginia No Yes No Yes No First: Personal Relmial to sign: 
(Certified) ICer tilled' Reduction Responsibility Termination 

(1/3 then 213' Contract After signing: 
Maximum: 1/3.2(3 

Termination Benefit 
Reduction 

Increasing to 
Termination 

Wisconsin Yes Yes Yes No Yes Termination Preliminary Not Specified 
Participation 

Plan 
- -



State 

Different 
Treatment 

for Families 
from Other 

States 

Benefilsto 
legal 

Immigrants Family Cap 

Screen for 
Domestic 
Violence 

(Certified) 

COflllllunity 
Service 

Requirement 
(Certified) 

Sanctions 
for Non, 

Compliance 
With Child 

Support 

Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Sanet iOIlS, 
for 

Noncompliance 
With Individual 
Responsibility 

Plan 

Wyoming No Yes Yes No No 
ICertified) 

Termination Individual 
Responsibitity 
Certificate of , 

Understanding 

Not Authorile 
Payment and 

Terminate 
'Medicaid and 
Food Stamps 
'for Individual 



TANF.: Asset Exclusions 
April 24, 1998 

Individual Development Accounts 
State Resource levelPrimary. Vehicle Asset level IAmounti 

$2,000Exclude the value of one car. NoAlabama 

$1,000Exclude the value of one car. .. NoAla.ska 

$1,000 $10,000Exclude the value of one car. Arizona 

$3,000 Yes 
Amount not specified 

Exclude the value of one car. Arkansas 

I J 
$2,000 $5,000 

car up to $4,6qQ. 
Exclude the equity value for a California 

$2,000 Yes 
Amount not specified 

Exclude the value of one car. Colorado 

$3,00'0 NoExclude the value of one· car. Connecticut 

$5,000 
excluded up to $4;650. 

$1,000Equity value of a car will beDelaware 

No 
program. 

. Dist. of Col. As under former AFDC $1,000 

No 
combined value 6f $8,500. 
Cars may not exceed a $2,000Florida 

$5,000 
$4,650) of one car that is 
USe.9 to look for work or used 
to travel to work or education 
and training will be excluded. 

The equity value (up to $1,000Georgia 

No .$5,000Exclude the value of one car. Hawaii 

No ]$2,000Fair market value of $4,650.Idaho 

$3,000 . Yes 
Amount not specified 

Exclude the value of all cars. Illinois 

."= 



I 

Indiana Equity value to $1,000. Recipients: 
Applicants: 

$1,500 
$1,000 

No 

Iowa The vehicle asset limit is 
$3,889 for each adult and 
employed child. 

Recipients:.. $5,000 
Applicants: $2,000 

Yes 
Amount not specified 

Kansas Exclude the value of one car. $.2,000 No 

Kentucky Exclude the value of one car. $2,000 $5,000 

louisiana Exclude the equity value up to 
$10,000. 

$2,000 $6,000 

Maine Exclude the value of one car. $2,000 No 

Maryland Exclude. the value of one car. $2,000 No 

Massachusetts Fair market value of one car 
up to $5,000. 

$2,500 No 

Michigan Exclude the value of one car. . $3,000 No 

Minnesota Equity value of one car up to 
$7,500. 

Applicants: 
Recipients: 

$2,000 
$5,000 " 

. No 

Mississippi A.s under former AFDC 
program. 

$1,000 No 

Exclude the value of one car. Missouri 

r 

$1,000 
$5,000 for signees of 
personal responsibility plan 

Under the 21 st Century 
Communities waiver: 
limit increased by an 
additional $10,000 

0 ,-~ 

Yes 
Amount not specified 

Montana Exclude the value of one car $3,000 Yes 
and income produ~ing vehicle. Amount not specified 

Nebraska Exclude the value of one car. $5,000 No 

Nevada Exclude the value of one car. $2,000 No 



-~--~ -~.... .... ...-.-

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

. 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

One vehicle per adult will be 
excluded. 

Exclude the value of one 
,vehicle up to $9,500. 

Exclude the value of one 
vehicle where public 
transportation is available. In 
other areas, without public 
transportation, one car is 
excluded for each participant 
engaged in work. 

The equity value of one 
automobile up to $4,650 is 
excluded. 

Fair m,arket value'of one 
vehicle 'up to $5,000. 

As under the former AFDC 
program. 

Exclude the value of all cars. 

Up to $5,000 in a motor 
vehicle is excluded. 

Up to $10,000 in a motor, 
vehicle is excluded. 

Exclude the value of one car. 

Vehicle asset limit increased to 
$4,650. (There is no limit on 
the equity value of a vehicle 
exempted when it is equipped 
to transport a disabled 

Applicants: $1.000 
Recipients:-$2,000 

$2,000 

$1,500 

$2,000 

.. 

$3,000 

$1,000 

No limit. 

$1.000 

Progressing in lAP: 
$10,000 
All others: $2,500 

; 

$1,000 
. 

$1,000 

-~ -

No 

Yes 
Amount not specified 

Yes 
'Amount not specified· 

, 

Yes 
Amount not specified 

No 


No 


$10,000 


$2,000 


Yes 

Individual Education Account; $1 I 


hour after 30 initial days of 

employment 


(JOBS Plus Participants Only) 


Yes 

No limit, but for 

education only
-

Yes 

Amount not specified 


" 



--

I South Carolina 

" 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 
'. 

I 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

One motor vehicle per 
assistance' unft with a fair 
market value of $10,000 or 
less is disregarded. 

One motor vehicle with a fair 
market value up to $4.650 is 
disregarded. 

The first $4,600 of equity 
value in an automobile ·will·be 
disregarded. 

Disregard the f air market 
vehicle value up to $5,000, 

'. 

'. 

adjusted each October 1. 

The equity value of 'one 
vehicle is exempted up to 
$8,000. (There is no limit on 
the equity value of a vehicle 
exempted when it is equipped 
to transport a disabled 
household member.) 

Exclude the value of one car. 

One vehicle up to $7,500 in 
fair market value is excluded. 

Exi:::lude the value of one 
vehicle not to exceed $5,000. 

Exclude the value of one 
vehicle not to exceed $4,500. 

. Exclude the value of one car 
when used for employment. , 

Equity value of motor vehicle 
up to $1 0,000 is excluded. 

$2;500 

$2.000 

. 

$2,000 

$2,000 

$2.000 

$1,000 

$1,000 

$l,OQO 

$2,000 
. . 

$2,5UO 

-

$10.000 

$1.000 
(For. children only attending schooL I 

'$5,000 

,$10,000· 

Yes 

A1T!ount not specified 


., 

No 

$5,000 

$3,000 

No 
, 

Yes 

Amount not specified 


,,, 

./ Exclude the valli, -- -'''. IWyoming No -1
"'....... '" .;"',..n"' .... ("~r III. In 




Time limits 

State Time limit 

Exemptions: 

ExtensionsA~ge 

PhySically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

Caring for 
Disabled 
Family 

Member· 

Victim 
of 

Domestic 
Violence 

No Job 
A vailablel 

High 
Unemployment 

~-

Other 

Alabama 

TANF 
Subject to T ANF: 11/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 11101 

60 X X X In substance 
abuse 
treatment 

None 

I 

Alaska 

I..!ili£ 
Subject to TANF: 07197 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 01102 ~ 

60 X X X Hardship None 

Arizona 

TANF 
Subject to TANF:1 0/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 10/91 

Demonstration 
Approved: 5/95. 
Implemented: 10/95 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 10/91 
End Date: 09102 

11, 24 out~ of 60; 
60 lifetime 

(Adult household 
membersl 

(2160 

X X X X 

X 

X Up to.8 months to complete 
education or training. 

Up to 6 months if unable to find 
work. 

I Arkansas 

TANF 
Subject to T ANF: 07197 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 08/00 

I 

24 X X X X X Hardship If exempt from work requirements. 
I.ength not specified. 

California 

TANF 
Subject to TANF: 11196 
c: .... c:""'''''''"'; ..... Q"",."..h 

Recipients: 24 
Applicants: 18 

~~ 

I 
X X 

I 
X 

I 
County 
Option 

I I 
X Up to 60 months if no jobs available 

for adults. Safety net for minors 
thereafter. Any month when cash 
ai,l is fully reimhwserJ hy child 
support is not cOlllller!. 



Exemptions: 

Physically 
or 

'Caring for 
Disabled 

Victim 
of 

No Job 
Availablel 

State Time limit Age 
Mentally 
Disabled 

Family 
Member 

Domestic 
Violence 

High 
Unemployment Other Extensions 

Colorado 60 X X X None 

TANF 
Subject to TANF: 07197 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 08/02 .

- . 
Connecticut 21 X X X X X Pregnant 6 months renewable. 

i 

! 

TANF 
Subject to T ANF: 10/96 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 10/97 

Demonstr ation, ,. 

Approved: 12195 
Implemented: 01196 
First Families Reach 

. Time Limit: 10/97 
End Date: 09/02 

Delaware 48 X X X Number 01 months agency failed to 
.. provide service specified in Contrar;l; 

TANF ma)(imum up to 12 months, 

Effective: 03/97 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 10/99 

Demonstration 
Approved: 05/95 
Implemented: 10/95 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 10/99 
End Date: 09/02 I 

I 

1District of Columbia 60 None 

TANF 
Eflective: 03/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 03/02 



--

State 

Florida 

TANF 
Effective: 10/96 
First Femilies Reach 

. Time limit: 2/96 

Demonstration 
Approved: 01/94 
Implemented: 02/94 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 02/96 
End Date: 12/01 

Georgia 

.TANF 
Effective: 01/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 01/01 

Hawaii .. 

TANF 
Effective: 07/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 07/02 

Idaho 

TANF 
Effective: 07/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 07/99 

Time limit 

111 24 out of 60; 
48 lifetime 

121 36 out of 72; 
481iletime 

48 

60 

24 

Exemptions: 

Age 

X 

'. 

.. 
X 

'Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

X 

X 

X 

" 

X 

Caring for 

Disabled 

Family 


Member 


-X . 


X 

Victim 

of 


Domestic 

Violence 


X 

.. 

No Job 

Availablel 


High 

Unemployment 


X 

X 

X 

Other Extensions 

Up to 12 months. may include 
reduced benefits. and total no more 
than 48 months. I 

I 

3 months renewable. 

Unlimited 



------

State 

Illinois 

TANF 
Effective: 07197 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 07/99 

Indiana -

TANF 
Effective: 10/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 05/91 

Iowa 

TANF 
Effective: 01/97 
First Families"Reach 
Time limit: Individually 
determined 

Kansas 

TANF 
Effective: 10/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 10/01 

Time Umit 

III 60' 

121 No limit if 
family has 

earned income 
and works at 

least 20 hours 
per work 

131 24 for' 
families 

with no child 
under age 
13 and no 
earnings 

III 24 lor adults only 

12160 

. Individually 
determined; 
60 Lifetime 

60 

Exemptions: 

Age 

X 

No exemptions 

Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

X 

X 

X 

Caring lor 

Disabled 

Family 


Member 


X 

X 

Victim 

01 


Domestic 

Violence 


No Job 

Availablel 


High 

Unemployment 


X 

Other 

Unreasonable 
commute; 
Pregnant 

Extensions 

Unlimited if woiking. 

I 

Recipi.ents may earn 1 additional 
month of benefits lor every 6 
consecutive months employed lull· 
time. Length 01 extensions are 1 to 
12 months renewable. 

No extensions . I 

Making effort but unable to find a 
job. Working 30 or more hours. 

I 

-

None 

- ---_._._._._._--_. '- . - - 
~ .~~ --.- .



I 

I 

State 

Kentucky 

TANF 
Effective: 10/96 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 10/01 

louisiana 

TANF 
Effective: 01197 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 01199 

Maine, 

TANF 
Effective: 11/96 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 11101 

Maryland 

TANF 
Effective: 1 2/96 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 12/01 

Time limit 


60 


24 out of 60; 
'lifetime 60 

. : 

60 

60 

Exemptions: 

Age 

Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

X 

X 

X. 

Caring for 

Disabled 

Family 


Member 


X 

X 

Victim 

of 


Domestic 

Violence 


X 

X 

X 

No Job 

Availablel 


High 

Unemployment 


-

X 

X 

..

Other 

, 

. 

. Hardship 

Hardship 

Extensions 

None 
I.. 
I 

Up to12 months to complete 
education or training, 

I 
None 

I 

None 



Stine Time limit 

Exemptions: 

ExtensionsAge 

Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

Caring ·for 
Disableci 
Family 

Member 

Victim 
of 

Domestic 
Violence 

No Job 
Availablel 

High 
Unemployment Other 

Massachusetts 

TANF 
Effective: 09/96 
First" Families Reach 
Time limit: 09/98 

'~ 

24 out of 60; 
no lifetime limit 

X X -

'. 

X 
Inot 

automatic, 
must be 

requested) 

Pregnant; 
Parent whose 
youngest child. 
is under age 2; 
Parent with 
child born 
after family 
cap date .under 
the age of 3 
months; Teen 

. parent meeting 
school 
attenaance 
and fiving, 
arrangement 
requirements 

At Commissioner's discretion. 

I 
Michigan 

TANF 
Effective: 09/96 
first Families Reach 
Time limit: will use 
State-only funds after 
60 months 

None 

Will use State 
only funds for 

those complying and 
ar e not self sufficient 

after 60 months. 

, Unlimited 

-

.' -

'. 

Minnesota 60 X X , None 

TANF 
Effective: 0,9196 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 09/01 

" 

. 

'. 

Mississippi 60 Hardship 

. TANF 
Effective: ·10/96 
r.'t ...... e:' .......... n; .... D",,,, ... ,,, 



State 

Missouri 

TANF 
Effective: 12/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 12/98 

Montana 

IM!f 
Effective: 12/96 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 12/01 

Nebraska 

TANF 
Effective: 12/96. 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 10/97 

Demonstration 
Approved: 2/95 
Implemented: 11/95 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 10/97 
End Date: 09/02 

Nevada 

TANF 
Effective: 12/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 12/98 
tAmendment received 

Time limit 

60 

tWill deny benefits if 
reapply alter 

compl~ting IRP and 
received benefits for 

36 months.! 

60 

24 out of '48; 

. 60 lifetime 


24 then off 12; 
60.lifetime 

Exemptions: 

Age 


X 


X 

-

.. 

, , 

Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

X 

X 

X 

Caring for 
Disabled 
Family 

,Member 

X 

X 

X 

; 

Victim 

of 


Domestic 

Violence 


'X 

X 

No Job 

Availablel 


High 

Unemployment 


X 


Other 


Hardship 


lack of 
child care 

Hardship 

Extensions 

Each case individually de'termined 
base on personal responsibility plan, 

Agency failed to provide services in 
agreement. . 

Agency failed 10 provide services In 
agreement. 

Up to 6 months if will increase 
likelihood of sell· sufficiency 

I 

1/28/981 



--~~ .......-.-~ - ----~ ......-..-.- ~ ....-.-- ---

Exemptions: 

Physically Caring lor Victim No Job 
or Disabled 01 Availablel - Mentally Family Domestic High 

State Time limit Age Disabled Member Violence Unemployment Other Extensions 

New Hampshire 60 - X Hardship None 
ICriteria 

TANF To Be, 
Effective: 10/96 '. Developed 
First Femilies Reach . 
Time Limit: 10/01 

New Jersey 60 X' X X X Hardship Up to 12 months, 

TANF 
Effective: 02/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: Oil02 

I 

New Meltico· 60 X X X None 
Un Indian 

TANF Countryl 
Effective: 07/97 
First Families Reach 
Time Limit: 07/02 

New York 60 X X X None 

TANF 
Effective: 12/96 
First Femilies Reach 
Time Limit: 12/01 

North Carolina 24 out of 60; X X X X Lack of Month to month, 
, 60 lifetime child care or 

TANF transportation 
Effective: 01/97 
First Families Reach, 
Time Limit: 01/99 

North Dakota 60 X X X X None 

TANF 
Effective: 07197 
First Femilies ,Reach 
Time Limit: 07/02 



State 

Ohio 

TANF 
Effective: 10/96 
First F.amilies Reach 
Time limit: 10/00 

Oklahoma 

. 
TANF 

Effective: 10/96 

First Families Reach 

Time limit: 10/01 


Oregon 

TANF 

Effective: 10/96 


Demonstration 

Approved: ,. 3/96 

Implemented: 7/96 

First Families Reach 

Time limit: 08/98 

End Date: 06/02 


Pennsylvania 

TANF 

Effective: 03/97 

First Families Reach 

Time limit: 03102 


Rhode Island 

TANF 

Effective: 05/97 

First families Reach 
.. . .. 

Time Limit 

36 
leffective 10/971 

, 

60 

24 out of B4 

60 

60 

Exemptions: 

, 

Age 

. 


Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled· 

X 

Caring for 

Disabled 

Family 


Member 


X 

-


Victim 

01 


Domestic 

Violence 


No Job 

Availablel 


High 

Unemployment 


.. 

Other 

County· 
option 

Actively 
participating in 

JOBS 

I 

Extensions 

24 months alter reaching time limit. 
family may receive an additional 24 
months of assistance if good cause . I 
exists. 

.i 

length not specified. 

None 

None I 



State Time limit 

Exemptions: 

Age 

Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

South Carolina 

·TANF 
Effective: 10/96 

24 out of 120; 
60liletime 

X 

Demonstration 
Approved: 5/96 
Implemented: 10/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 09/98 
End Date: 0.8/04 

South Dakota. 60 X 

TANF 
Effective: 12/96 

Demonstration 
Implemented: 01194 
Single Parent: First 
familia, Reach Time 
limit: 07/99 

.. 

., 

Tennessee 

TANF 
Effective: 10/96 
First families Reech 
Time limit: 04/98 

18 then 3 months 011; 
60 lifetime 

X X 

Texas 

TANF 
Effective: 11/96 

12/24/36· 
for individuals 

X 

Demonstration 
Approved: 3196 
Implemented: 06/96 
First Indivlduels Reach 
Time limit: 6191 
c_", 1"\.... n~/"" 

Caring for 
Disabled 
Family 

Member 

X 

Victim. 
of 

Domestic 
Violence 

No Job 
Availablel 

High 
Unemployment 

X 

Other 

Child care 
nOI. available; 
T r ansporlation 
not available 

, 

Extensions 

Up to 12 months. 

" 

NoneX 

X X X Adult reading 
level below 
ninth grade. 

Up to 24 months il resides in high 
unemployment area. 

Case hy case basis if State failed to 
.provide services in agreement. 

X X Case by case basis to reflect 
functional level of educalion. 

.' 



State 

Utah' 

TANF 
Effective:·10/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 01/00 

Vermont 

TANF 

Time limit 

36 

60 

Exemptions: 

Age 

Physically 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

Caring lor 

Disabled 

Family 


Member 


Victim 
01 

Domestic 

Violence 


No Job 

Available/. 


High 

Unemployment 
 Other Extensions 

Up to 24 months if employed BO· 
hours in 6 Qf 24 prior months. 
Victims 01 domestic violence and 
medically unable to work. 

None 

Effective: 09/96 
First Families Reach -

,Time limit: 09/02 

Virginia 

TANF 
Effective: 02/97 

Demonstration 
Approved: 07/95 
Implemented: 07/95 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 01197 
End.Date: 06/03 .

I 

X24 out of 60; X X X Up to 12 month!!. 
60 lifetime 

.. 

Washington 60 X None 

TANF 
Effective: 01/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 01/02 

West Virginia 60 Case by case basis. 

TANF 
Effective: 01/97 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 01/02 

I 



i 

State 

Wisconsin 

TANF' 
Ellective: 09/96 
First Families Reach 
Time limit: 09/01 

Wyoming 

TANF 
Eller.tive: 01/97 
First I'amilies Reac~ 
Time limit: 01/02 

Time limit 

60 

60 

Exemptiolls: 

Age 

Physir.ilily 
or 

Mentally 
Disabled 

X' 

" 

Caring for 

Disahled 

Fa;l1ily 


Member 


X 

Victim 
. of 

Domestic 
Violence 

X 

-

No Job 

Availablel 


High 

Unemployment· 
 ExtensionsOther 

X Case by case basis. 


