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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 responmbahty :
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 of families and recipients on the rolis. 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, o

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 volunteer mentors who provide day-to-day support to families, or families on
welfare themselves, individuals have come together to achieve the goal of mowng 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 Federai agencies have committed to d1re¢tly 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 Asa 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 particuiar that employment among parents who
have received welfare and who are at nsk of receiving welfare has mcreased dramancally For

example: - : : ‘

Early national data show th ilies who recelved welfare in 1996 «-'1.7 million
people -- were workmg in Mapehi<i997. In 1992, before President Clinton began welfare
reform through waivers, orify(1 in 5 families who received welfare the previous year
moved to work so quickly.

The nationa! data also show sharp increases in the proportion of single mothers with low
incomes -- the most at risk of welfare 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-



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 in the
employment of welfare 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 combined with trammg and child care supports.

Next year, there will be important new information on employment, as states submit reports on
the number of welfare 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
order 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 half times the 1592
figure of 510,000 and the first time that the number of paternities established was greater
than the number of cut-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 spending choices have reﬂected a focus on work rather than a race
to the bottom.

Most states have changed their policies to support working families. 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 ﬂexiblhty to
have 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 elght have decreased their benefit
' levels :

“The next steps on welfare reform are to invest in all fanuhes mcludmg_those who have the hardest
time finding emgloment -and to ensure that families have the supports they need -- such as

affordable, quality child care -- tg hold onto a ]ob, reach self-sufficiency, and avoid the need to
return to welfare -

The report includes early information that suggests that the job of welfare reform is not yet done
and that everyone -- states, employers, local communities, families; the faith and nonprofit
communities -- must continue their 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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employment of families with more barriers to employment, others mostly have effects on those
who are the easiest to employ. We must ¢nsure mvestments that will enable all families to move
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, transportatlon child support and ongoing
tralmng and mentoring..

‘Below are more extensive highlights describing the information avai!éble to date,
EMPLOYMENT OF NEEDY FAMILIES

A substantial body of evidence suggests employment among the parents at risk of welfare

. 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 dramatically 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

. économy 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 of low income (under 200% of poverty) 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 thce as large as in the previous three years.

Low income single mathérs, the population of parents most likely to be affected by welfare
policy, increased their employment substantially compared to comparable married mothers.
In 1992 the proportion of 2ll low income mothers with children under 6 that were employed was
35 percent for both single and married mothers, By 1997, the proportion for single mothers had
risen to 50 percent. While employment for all women with chifdren has increased, this trend has
been sharper for single women. - By 1997, the propomon of employment of low income single
mothers with young children increased at a rate 3 tlmcs faster than for low income. mamed

- mothers--15 percent versus 5. percent :

‘To date, evafuartons of spectﬁc state pmgrams suggest that increased employment of welfare
. recipients is a result of implementation of welfare 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 repiesentative, the approaches being evaluated are
«quite typical of state TANF policies. Recently, several promising HHS studies have been
released, mcludmg a Manpowcr Demonstration Research Corporatlon study of the Portland,



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 100 recently to include in the report. They, and
other studies, will be included ir subsequent reports.

The proportian of people 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 AFDC 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 of the 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. AFDCTANF - Percent of U.S.

Population Kecipients Population
1994 260,660,000 14,225,591 5.5
1995 _ - 263,034,000 13,652,232 5.2
1996 . - 265,284,000 12,648,859 47
1997 .. 267,636,000 10,936,298 41 -
March 1998 269,239,000 8,910,115 33

Early data tells us that although states are reducing spending on welfare programs in the
aggregate, some states are actually spending more per family 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
including investing in child care, up-front diversion, rainy day funds, cash and work-based
assistance and on state earned mcome 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 of effort level. Five states reported

expenditures which were more than 125% of the maxunum reqmred "Alaska, Arkansas
Delaware Mtssoun 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 of families that are actually receiving child support has also increased. In 1997,
the number of child support cases with collections rose to 4.2 rrulllon an increase of 48% from
2.8 million in 1992.




There has been a substantial increase in the number of paternities established The state and
federal child support enforcement programs established a record 1.3 million patérnities in 1997,
two and a half times the 1992 figure of 510,000. Much of this success is due to the m-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 1991. Teenage birth rates by state vary
substantially, from 28.6 (New Hampshire) to 102.1 (District of Columbia).

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 of all children were poor in 1996.

The EITC (Earned Income Tax Credit) lifts one out of seven children out of poverty. The decline
in child poverty since 1993 is much sharper using a more inclusive measure of income which includes
the EITC rather than the offictal measure. Since 1993, the maximum size of the EITC has increased by
140 percent for a family with two children. Children moved out of poverty by the EITC constitute
14.5 percent of the children who would have been poor in the abserice of government programs.

Using a more inclusive measure of income 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 rec:plenrs are an mcreasmg percenrage of srate caseloads‘ Smce FY 1994 there has -
been a small but steady decline in the percentage of the caseload who have been on asmstant:e for
one year or less (36% to 33%) and a con‘espondmg increase in the percentage of the caseload on
assistance five years or more (19% to 24% ).

Earned income has increased among wex_’fare recipients. The average earnings per family on .

. welfare has increased by 7 percent, from $466 in FY1996 to $500 in FY1997. The percentage of



famxhes with eamed income has increased steadlly from 9 percent'in FY 1994 10 13 percent in
FY1997. : :

The average monthly TANF payment has decreased slightly. Monthly TANF payments
averaged 5362 per family in FY 1997, compared to $370 inFY 1996.

Chdd only cases accounted f@of the TANF caseload. While this is a dramatic
increase from 10 percent in 1988; the-tréfid 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 TANF families 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 aduit recipients. A7) sw}t{ WAz
' - -t 04'7
STATE POLICY CHOICES _ - 257 )
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Most states have changed the way they count income under TANF to enable working recipients to
keep more of their check. Forty-two states have enacted policies to change the way income is
counted in determining eligibility and benefits. Most of these have increased their earnings disregards.

Most states have maintained their benefit levels. According to state TANF plans, nine states have /
increased while eight have decreased their benefit levels.

States policies increasingly support working families. Thirty-eight states raised their gencral °
resource limits in order to promote accumulation of assets to achieve self-sufficiency, and 47 states -
have raised their automobile resource limits. To help families transition off assistance, 29 states
indicate they are extendmg child care benefits for more than 12 months, and 12 states provide
transitional medical assistance for more than 12 months. _

States are beginning to focus more attention on the hard-to-serve and fragile families. For
example, 26 jurisdictions have elected the Family Violence Option to ensure that victims of domestic
violence receive appropriate protections and services, and most states exempt parents of infants from
work requirements. :

: Stamc are beginning to turn thezr welfare oj_'ﬁce.s‘ into. enqnloyment offices and are talang a variety
of steps to reinforce the work message: Almost all states have adopted a “Work First” model for
setting individual expectations and responsibility and for structuring employnnent and training services.
This approach emphasnzes early -entry into the job markef. Thirty-two states expect parents to
participate in work within six months (compared to the statutory standard of 24 months). : '

- DATA 'AVAILABILITY

The first annual report to Congress on the TANF program provldes 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 of FY 1997, and among those that were, no state had



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 TANF 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 repomng systems to prowde data, e.g.,
measurement of child poverty and out-of wedlock births, data also are not yet available for
periods after the implementation of TANF. -

. Where there is no post-TANF implementation data to report to Congress, earher data from the
AFDC Program has been provided. This will serve as a valuable baseline for subsequent reports.

* In addition, other important information regarding TANF has been included although it is not
required o 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 of Income and Program
Participation. This data will enable interested persons to continue to evaluate the effects of the
TANF program on recipients of assistance and other low income families. The Bureau of the
Census will pay particular attention to the issues of out-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. HHS will 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 review of issues relating to out-of-wedlock births. Furthermore,
HHS will report beginning 3 years after the date of enactment of PRWGORA 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 of having reached a time

. limit, children born after such date of enactment who have not attained 20 years of age, and
individuals who became parents before atta:mng 20 years of age.



Table 3:2:

Employment Status of Single Mothers and Previous Year AFDC Recipients

Poverty with kids under 6
employed

36.0

| Category 1992 - 11993 1994 1995 | 1996 | 1997
. All previous -year AFDC 188 |[21.0 . 219 22.6 |24.6 315
1 I'EClpleIltS employed R : ,
Single Mothers Under 200% of | 44.1 | 46.0 | 46.1 482 511|544
Poverty with Kids under 18: -
employed _
Single Mother Under 200% of | 34.8 39.1 39.4 42.6 | 44.4 50.4
Poverty with kids under 6: ‘ ' '
employed . 3
Married Mothers Under 200% of | 41.0 41.8 43.7 44,2 | 444 44.6
Poverty with kids under 18: . '
employed
Married Mothers Under 200% of | 35.3 . 38.47 39.1 39.0 | 397




| I TRENDS IN CA ELOADS AND EXPENDITURES

‘. Caseload Data :

We]fare caseloads have declined dramatically since their peak at 14.4 million recipients in March
1994. This decline has continued at an even more rapid pace since the enactment of welfare

- reform.in August 1996 Overall, between January of 1993 and March of 1998 there has been a
 37% decline 5.2 million fewer recnplents on welfare. The percent of the U.S. population’ receiving.
assistance in March 1998 is the lowest.since 1969. As Chart 1:1 shows, these declines are spread
across almost all of the states. ‘Tables1:1and 1:2 provrde mfonnatton on state by state welfare .
caseloads since’ 1993 for both recipients and famthes ' S

~ Even before the Per'sonaI Res;:onsnbll]ty Act became law, many s'ta'te's‘were well on their way to -
. changing their welfare programs to jobs programs, and had deohmng caseloads. By granting
Federal waivers, the Clinton Administration allowed 43 states « - more than all previous
Administrations combined - - to require work, time limited assistance, make work pay, improve
child support enforcement, and encourage parental responsibility. The vast majority of states

- have chosen to continue or bLIlld on thetr welfare demonstration: projects approved by the Clmton

Admrmstranon : ; : .

Expend iture 'Datq
. There are se*{/eral _generel‘oonsider_ations to keep in mind when reviewirlg _tllis 'expenditurfe' data.

¢ Todevelop a complete picture of welfare prOgr'arfrexpenditures for FY 1997, the states’
* expenditures. under the AFDC and JOBS programs must.be added to the TANF expenditures. .
The states’ final expenditure reports for AFDC and JOBS are riot due until August 1998 O
' currently only prellmmary estlmates are. avallable for AFDC and JOBS R

. Smce states could choose to begm their TANF programs on or before Ju]y 1, 1997, the data
"displayed on the attached charts represent the operation of a TANF program for only partof
FY 1997 for most states. Table 1:6 Combined Expendttures of State Funds in FY 1997 also
shows the aotual TANF lrnplementatton date for each state. - .

e States are providing data for the first time on a new reporting form which may increase the

. likelihood that there are some differences or inconsistencies of interpretation as to what

. should be reported in any given element of the report.- Additional gnidance will be available in’
.. the final TANF regulations expected to be pubhshed by the end of the ﬁsoal year. .

. States may cany TANF funds forward for use in’ future years. Thus TANF funds ot
- expended in FY 1997 may be- spent in fiiture years. These carry-forward reserves, oﬁen calied
' ramy day’ ﬁ.mds will be available for future welfire to work efforts.. :

Under the block grant the Federal dollars states receive do not decline wtth the caseload ‘Early
" data tell us that although states dre reducing the overall spending on programs for this population -
in the aggregate as caseloads decline, most states are not reducing their spending per case, and a- .
few are actually mcreasrng thelr own 1nvestments States are usrng these extra dollars in a vanety .
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of ways mcludmg mvestmg in child care, up front diversion, ramy day ﬁmds cash and work based
assmtance and on state eamed income tax credlt (EITC) provrsnons

. 'TANF Fmanc:al Reports for FY 97

States are requrred by statute (Soc:al Securlty Act title IV-A, section 41 1) to report on

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program expenditure data. States are also

required (Social Security Act, title IV-A, section 409) to maintain the expendlture of state funds

. at certain historic levels. The Administration for Children and Families has received FY 1997

financial reports from all. 50 states and the District of Columbia. The data received from states is .

‘summarized on‘the attached Tables. Table 1: 3-shows how the states expended F ederal funds in

~ TANF, while Tables 1:4-and 1:5.show how they used state funds. “Table'1:6 combines the state

- expenditures as shown on Tables 1:4 and 1:5 10 determine the total amounts states’ expended in
their mamtenance of effort (MOE) spendmg : : :

_'nghhghts of Frscal Data

Overall Spendmg on Welfare Prngrams As 'the number of welfare rec1p1ents has dechned S0 .
has state spending, although the amount of the decline variés consrderably across states. Overall,
the number of people receiving aid declined by 35 percent to 9.4 million recipients between March
1994 and December 1997 (the most recent monthly report available). Reported state spending on
welfare and related programs is about 18% bélow the level seen in 1994. 'In comparison to 1994
spending levels, on average states are spending somewhat less per reclplent on cash assistance,
but somewhat more in overall spendmg per- rectplent : o

‘ 'Cash and Work-Based Assnstance In FY 1997 states report $]3 9 bllhon in spendmg on cash
assistance and work-based assistance. $7.7 billion of the funds expended were Federal funds and
$6.2 billion were state funds. The Federal funds expended in this way are $7% of the total $13.4 .
billion in Federal TANF funds awarded to the states last year.. The remaining Federal funds were .

o . elther expended in one of the following categones or remain unexpended

Transferrmg Funds out of TANF Sectlon 404 of title IV- A of the Socral Securlty Act grves
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 Grant (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 : |

-+ the TANF funds awarded, was transferred to CCDBG whrle $304 million or 2. 3% was
. transferred to SSBG B

Work Actwrtles In FY 1997 states reponed spendmg a total of $404 rmlhon of Federal TANF
funds and $261 million in state funds on' work activities, such as employment training and job .
search. - Although the total expenditures on work activities may appear relatively low, it is
important to note that FY' 1997 was a transition year and states were still operating their JOBS
- program (the welfare to work program that preceded TANF) for a portion of the year.
Consequently, states were spending JOBS funds on similar activities'during this period. In fact,

- California, the state with the largest TANF grant used JOBS funds exclusively and, therefore, -

‘reported no expenditures on work activities in TANF, QOverall the states have reported spending .- |

*$203 million to date on the JOBS program in FY 1997. They have until 8/21/98 to claim the
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Federal share of JOBS program expendltures so the claimed JOBS expendltures for FY 1997

could increase. .By combining the expenditure of $404 million Federal TANF funds expended on

" work activities with the $203 miltion of Federal funds expended in. the JOBS program, We kriow’
that states spent-at least $607 million in Federal ﬁmds i FY 1997 on work activities. -

Smce this is the ﬁrst report on TANF expendltures it is poss1ble that the reported expendltures on
work activities do not reflect actual total expenditures on work activities, but instead represent

some difference in the way states understood and applied the definitions of cértain elements in the
fiscal reporting form. For example, some work activities expendltures could be included in the
reporied expenditures for “Cash and Work Based Assistance.”  States had to obligate JOBS - -
~ funds before the implementation date of their TANF program, while unobligated TANF ﬁmds can

be carried over into future fiscal years. Therefore.it is possible that some states were o
concentrating on-using or liquidating this prior funding stream before accessing new TANF funds.
Declining caseloads and the rapid entry of many welfare recipients into the work force may

- . -decrease the extent of state spendmg on work activities dunng the current penod

. - Use of TANF, Funds for Child Care Chrld care is a Vital support for families moving from
welfare to work. The primary Federal and state funding for child care services is through the Child
Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG). States report FY 1997 CCDBG spending separately.

_ States may also transfer Federal TANF funds to: CCDBG to increase chrld care resources. In
. addition, states are pemutted to use TANF funds to provrde child care services drrectly, without

: transfemng funds to CCDBG. InFY 1997 states reported spendmg a total of $748 million of
state TANF MOE funds and $13 million of Federal TANF funds on child care. (NOTE: State’
funds spent on chrld care for TANF- elrgtble famrhes may count as MOE for both TAN"F and
CCDBG ) ' . ‘ .

" Also, begmmng in FY 1997, states received maodatory and rrratching grants under the oew Child
Care Development Block Grant program States have reported oblrgatmg over 99% of these
child care grant ﬁmds o . .

: Admmrstratwe Costs All States show admlmstratrve costs wrthm the 15% hmrt set by statute.
The total administrative costs shown in column 8 of Table 1:3 is 8.5% of the total expendrtures
reported in column 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 15%. ' :

.Maintenance 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 6n whether the state achieves a required work participation rate. In

- FY'1997, almost half of the states reported spendlng more than they were required to spend..

Specifically, 22 states, or.43%, reported state spending above the maximum level. Five states { /
rfeported expenditures at or above 125% of the maximum required MOE level : " Alaska, B
Arkansas, Delaware, Missouri and South Dakota (See Table 1:6.) Since states are not requrred

o report any expendrture of state funds in excess of the MOE requirements, thé reported amounts -

' représent the minimum that $tates spent in meeting MOE requirements. The national total of state

- MOE expenditures is $8.81 billion which is $450 million more than the amount states would be

required to spend on MOE if all states met their work participation targets. Since it is likely that

ic |



some states erI not meet thelr work partlclpatxon target an consequently w111 have a h:gher MOE.
_ _requrrement it appears that overall states are spendmg at a level that meets the MOE requrrement

_ .-Expendrtures in Separate State Prugrams erteen states show that they expended some state
‘funds in a Separate state program. (See Table'1:5). Under TANF states have the optionto .

. pperate a separate state program semng TANF-eligible individuals and funded with state TANF

- MOE funds. These expenditures must meet the statutory requirements for “qualified state .
expendltures .including the requirement that they are made on behalf of “eligible families,” but are

“not subject to requirements which apply to the TANF program. Because the statutory language

for Contingency- Fund MOE is different, states cannot count expendrtnres under separate state

programs for the purpose of meetmg the Contmgency Fund MOE N -

N 'Expendrtures on separatc state programs range from 0. 2% (in Tennessee) to 52% (in Hawau) of .

" 'the total state funds expended on TANF in FY 1997. Fifty-four percent of the total separate
state program éxpenditures were spent on child care, with the imajority of the remaining funds
spent on cash and work-based assistance. Other examples of separate state program expenditures
include benefits to qualified aliens, beneﬁts to mumnor parents not m a quahﬁed llvmg arrangement, -
and emergency a351stance . - : : :

Trans:tronal Servrces In FY 1997 ﬁve states spent a total of $289 000 of Federal TANF ﬁmds

 on transitional services for families who no longer receive TANF because they.are ernployed

Four states spent a total of $9.2 million of state MOE funds on transitional services.~ It is - .
important to note that child care provided to those who have left- welfare for work and transitional
Medicaid, two important transitional services, are not included here as they are paid through other' :

. funding streams. States are providing transportatlon counselmg semces and vocattonal '

educatron w1th these dollars o : '

‘ Other Expendltures In FY 1997 states spent a total of $915 mtlhon of Federal TANF f‘unds
- and $877 million in state MOE ﬁmds on “QOther Expendltures” not reported under any other _
category. States were required to submit descriptions of the services included in this lme item. - -
The descriptions show that the states’ other expenditures include: Electronic Benefit Transfer <
- development, fraud programs, qualtty control, emergency assessments, school readiness, teen -
pregnancy prevention, payments for TANF families in shelters, Emergency Assistance, outreach
* advertising.and expandmg state eamed income tax credlt (EITC) prowslons :

+ The totaI unoblxgatecl balance of federal funds is $1 2 brlhon whtch is 9% of the $13.4 billion
awarded to the states. These. uncbhgated balances are Federal funds which remain available to the: |
~ states indefinitely. Since TANF is a program covered by the Cash Management Improvement |
~ Act, any unobligated reserves remain in the Federal treasury until the states have an tmmedlate
need to draw the funds to make a TANF expendtture
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. Chart1:1  Recipient Count Down 3.3 Million Since Enactment of New Welfare Law
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Table 1:1 State by State Welfare Caseloads Since 1993 (Recnpwnts) :
Table 1:2 State by State Welfare Caseloads Since 1993 (Famlhes)
Table 1:3 - Federal Awards, Transfers and Expend:tures in FY 1997 ‘
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. " Programis in FY 1997 . ' '
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. [l PARTIC]PATION RATES

' PRWORA prowded for a transmon penod for states 10 1mplement thetr new TANF programs.
Although all states were requlred to implement TANF by July 1, 1997, the partrcrpatton rate and :
data reporting requirements.under TANF are based on the effecttve date of a'state's -,
implementation of TANF. States that implemented TANF by January 1, 1997 became subject to -
the partrc1patlon rate standards and were requ1red to begin reporting mformatton on the TANF
“program with the July-September, 1997 quarter. All other states became subject to participation _
rates and were required to begin reporting TANF information six months after implementation ¢ of -
3 TANEF. Under section 116.of PRWORA, all states were required to continue to meet the
reporting requirements under part A and F of title IV of the Social Secunty Act until July 1, 1997
or until the TANF reportmg requlrements were’ effectwe as prowded f'or under the Balanced
. Budget Reconcrhatron Act of 1997 ‘ :
- The TANF program is not ltke the JOBS program under which states reported parttctpatton rate
information i in an aggregate. format. TANF requires that states report individual ievel data, on

_eithera populat1on or.sample basis. - Based upon these data, HHS calculates parttclpatlon rates.

' -Thrrty nine states were requlred to report data for one or more months of. the July—September
1997 quarterly report States were. reqmred t0 report this information by December 31, 1997
While we have been working closely with states to assist them in implementing this new reporting
system, significant data transmission, data format and data quality. problems have occurred which
prevent us from having complete and reliable TANF participation rate data for inclusion in this
report We . will provrde this mformatton as soon as rellable data is avatlable

‘ As mdtcated above states were requrred to contmue to report A¥DC and J OBS program data
through June 1997 rrrespectrve of whether they had 1mplemented TANF. The] OBS data
. potentially provides important participation rate information on state- TANF programs. However, -
. "I"only 27 states reported the JOBS data for the first three quarters of FY 1997. See table 2:1
- 'AFDC/TANF: Total Families and Unemployed Parent Families, percent change from 1995 -
1996 Table 2:2 provides FY 1996 JOBS data, as well as the FY 1997 JOBS data that are -
. available from the 27 states. reportmg This report does not prowde a substantial discussion on
-JOBS participation rates due to issues with the data which make data comparabtlrty drfﬁcult
| . Please see footnotes n Table 2:2fora more complete explanatlon

Caution should be used in drawmg conclusmns about whether a state might meet the work \
participation'requirements under TANF from the JOBS - participation data. ‘There are three factors
' that make such a comparison difficult. The first is what constitutes a countable activity under the '
. participation rate.. For.example, under the TANF program there is a 30% limitation of mdrvrduals
- who can be- placed in vocational education, while in JOBS program there was no such limit.
.. "(JOBS and. TANF actmtles are descrtbed in Chart 2:1).'The second difference which should be -
. noted is that JOBS mandatory population.was a subset of the AFDC caseload, while the entire -
TANF, caseload (with few exceptions) is included in the parttcrpatron rates. The third factor

. relates to the difference in the required. parttcrpatlon rates. Target rates under TANF have

increased for the respective populatlons Under TANF, the required participation rates for FY

. 1997 are 25% for all families and 75% for two-parent families. The two- -parent rate includes

“many families not prevtously included i in'the AFDC Unemp]oyed Parent program. However, the
) TANF statute provides for a reduction i in these targets if a state achieved a caseload reduction -

“between the FY 1995 base year and subsequent years. The taseload reduction percentageis .~ _
subtracted from the target participation rate and this then becomes the new target participation ' Lo
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rate. Caseload. reductions attnbuted to Federal reqmrements or state changes in ehg1b1hty ru]es
_ are not counted R ~ : :

A'pp'endice's;: -'

Chart 2:I . TANF/JOBS Actwntles ‘ : '

~ Table 2:1 AFDC/’I‘ANF Total Families' and Unemployed Parent Fam;hes, Percent
". Change from FY 1996 to FY 1997 .

- Table2:2  JOBS Participation Rates, FY 1996 - 1997 -
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© . EMPLOYMENT OF NEEDY FAMILIES (INCLUDING TRENDS) .

Increasing employment is a central goal of welfare reform. There is now a‘substantial body of -
evidence showirig incréased employment among welfare recipients; as well as increased
employment among low income women with children.” Although the strong economy is

" undoubtedly a major factor in this increase, there also is evidence that state welfare reform eﬂ'orts
are playing a role. None of the multiple sources of information that support this conclusion is'

definitive, but they all point in'the same direction. In this section, we will discuss the avaﬂable
ewdence for 1ncreased employment ﬁ'om various data sources. -

CURRENT POPULATION SURVEY

- The Current Populahon Survey (CPS) wluoh is the basis for calculatlon of unemployment rates,
is a nationally representative data base. Each March the CPS collects information about income -

and program participation in the.preceding calendar year in addmon to employment and earnings .7

data reflecting the month or week of the survey. As a result, we know whether adults who -
reported receiving AFDC at some point-during the preceding calendar year were employed the

| . following March. Although it is not known whether former-year recipients were still receiving

AFDC as of the March'survey, a time-series analysis can be constructed of the proportion of -
adults who were recipients of AFDC in a'given year that were working in the subsequent year.
‘Doing so reveals a clear pattem of increased subsequent employment among AFDC recipients,
* with a particularly dramatlc increase between 1996 and. 1997, Thus, between 1992 and 1996, the

‘proportion of previous year AFDC recipients employed in March mcreased from 19 percent to 25

percent and Jumped to almost 32 percent in 1997 (See table 3. 2)

A second analysrs conducted usmg CPS data examines the proportlon of smgle mothers canng for
' children under 18 whose income was under 200% of poverty the previous year and were
-employed the following March., Again, the data 1nd1cate a very significant increase from 44

percent in-. 1992 to 54 percent in 1997. Although this time series does not show the sharp _

increase between 1996 and 1997, the average annual increases in 1996 and 1997 are over twice as
_ large as in the previous three years. The findings are even more dramatic when one examines
~ single mothers with younger children (those under 6). Here the increase in the proportion

workmg rose from 35% (slightly over 1'in 3)in 1992 to 50 percent (1in 2) by 1997. Although it | |

is undoubtedly true that the strong economy has played an important role in these increases, other
. evidence suggests that welfare reform has also played an important role. . For example, the

- proportion of all low income mothers with children under 6 was 35 percent for both smgle and
married mothers i in 1992 However, for married mothers, the 5 percentage point increase in
employment by 1997 was only one-third of the 15 percentage point increase for single mothers,
'the population of parents most likely to be affected by welfare policy (see table 3.2). -

STATE WELFARE REFORM WAIVER EVALUATIONS.

" A second ifmpoftant source of information are the evaluations of state welfare reform efforts that

- began as waiver demonstrations. These experimental evaluations provide the earliest rigorous
informatiof -on the actual effects of state policies on employmént. Whereas the strength of the -
CPS is its nationally representative nature, the strength of the state evaluations is their ability to"

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

7 date evaluatnons of spemﬁc state programs at the upper range suggest pohey-related increases'in
. . “ls L


http:of~he.I5

employment of 8 to 15 percentage pomts For example in F lorlda s FTP program in the erghth
quarter after program entry adults in the experimental group were employed at a rate about 8
- percentage points higher t than individuals in the control group. In the fourth quarter after entering

" Delaware’s ABC welfare reform program, participants’ employment was about 11 percentage
- 'points higher than a. randomly assigned; group of recipients who were not in the program. In -

.. Minnesota’s MFIP program, employment rates for long term recipients increased by 15

. percentage points in the sixth quarter after program entry. Although these studies are not-
nationally representative, for the most part they represent polrcres that are qunte typical of state
TANF poheres ' : "

B ADDITIONAL STATE STUDIES

~ A final important source of information are state-specific studies that have been conducted of
recipients exiting from welfare. . Surveys of peopie who have left welfare typically find that 50 to.
60 percent are 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 of welfare exiters who were
working after feaving AFDC (point in time studies). - Like the CPS analysts above, 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 pollcy changes. Early national data show that 1 in 3 families
i who received welfare in 1996 -- 1.7 rmllton people -- were working in March 1997.

Whnle each of the above sources ot‘ mformatlon has lmutatrons the fact that they all pomt in the
same direction suggests that the goal of mcreased support for chrldren ‘through employment is
oeeumng and ata dramatic rate, : : :

_ There has been a strong mterest in the role of sanctlons States are generally working harder to

" " ‘enforce mandatory work requirements, and sanctions have risen by about 30 percent naticnally

since 1994. In the studies of specific states sanction rates of as high as 50 percent are seen, with .
~ rates in the 25 percent to 30 percent range not unusual. Sanctions may result in either a complete
* or partial loss of benefits. Across states we find that the majority of sanctions occur because '
recipients fail to show up for initial appointments. Far fewer families have been sanctioned for
refusal to comply with work assignments. Sanctioned families may include many who are aIready
working or who have good job opportunities; in Iowa, for example, families that did not comply

- with the state’s Family Investment Plan tended to be more job-ready than the average.

Attachment 3:1 provides”"sununaries of research pians for state waiver and other evaltlz_ations along
~ with studies of current recipients and those who have left the welfare rolls in a number of states.

A ‘Appendices provide information/preliminary results from the following studies: summary table of

Recent Research on Welfare Leavers (Table'3:1)Maryland’s Life After Welfare: A Second
Interim Report (Attachment 3:2)GAQ Study on States’ Easly Experiences with Benefit =
Termination (Attachment 3:3)Iowa’s Limited Benefit Plan {Attachment 3:4)A. Companson of
Characteristics and Outcomes for Current and Former TANF Recipients I in Indiana (Attachment
3:5)South Carolina’s Survey of Family Independence Program Leavers (Attachment 3:6) '
* Delaware’s A Better Charice’ Program (Attaehment 3. 7)anesota s Family Investment Program
(AttachmentB 8) S ‘ .

" High Performance Bonus Section 403(3)(4) of the Act provrdes for $] brllron over ﬁve years to
reward states that are hrgh performers in ac}uewng the objecttves of the Act--the
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: "ngh Performance Bonus (HPB)” Pursuant to the' requnrement of the PRWORA, I—IHS
.+ consulted extensively with the National Governors Association (NGA) and the American Public -
Welfare Association (APWA) on the specific measures for the High Performance Bonus: HHS
also consulted with the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL). HHS has now issued .
guidance for how the states will comipete for the HPB for the first year of the bonus, FY 1998 “In ..
*our extensive consultations, we explored a range of measures including family formation and .
stability, and child well—bemg We moved ahead with respect to work; because we believed it was
vital for states to have guidance with respect to how FY 1998 performance would be measured.
We did not include any measures regarding family formation and stability in-the guidance; because
we had difficulty identifying any that would provide effective incentives to states to design

g policies to achieve the objectives of TANF and for which a reliable: data source existed or could -

be quickly developed.- We will continue, however, to explore such measures for the High

" Performance Bonus in future years and will seek advice on this matter through the Notice of

Proposed Rulemaking process. Measures for the first year of the HPB include job entry, job

.. retention and earnings gain. As these data become available, we will report them in future annual
reports, since they will represent a vital source for examining how employment and ea.rmngs for

needy famxlxes change over tlme as well as how 1nd1v1dua1 states are domg

Appendices: ., - L

Table ‘3:1“‘3'- o , Summary of Recent Research on Welfare Leavers _

Table3:2 . - ' Employment Status of Single Mothers and Previous Year AFDC
- Recipients

Attachment3:1 - Anticipated Delwerables from Welfare Reform Research Prcuects

~ Attachment 3:2 " Maryland’s Life After Welfare: A Second Interim Report.

 Attachment 3:3 . - GAO ‘Study on States’ Early Experlenees wﬂh Benefit Termmatmn

- Attachment 3:4 - Towa’s Limited Benefit Plan

“Attachment 3:5 .-~ A Comparison of Characteristics and Qutcomes for Current and
Former TANF Recipients in Indiana R

Attachment 3 6 ~* South Carolina’s Survey of Family Independence Program Leavers

. Attachment 37 - Delaware s A Better Chance Program

" Attachment 3:8° _.anesota s Family Investment Program



IV cim;l) SUPPORT C'OLLEC;:FIONS |

- The goal of the riation's Ch]ld support enforcement program is to ensure that ohtldren are.
- financially supported by both their parents: PRWORA provtdes strong measures for eénsurin g
* that children receive this support ‘ .

In 1997 the fumber of child support cases with collections rose to 4.2 miilion, an increase of
. 48% from 2.8 million in 1992, As Graph 4:1 shows, in fiscal year 1996, $12 billion was collected
in child support In 1997, the state and federal child support enforcement program collected a
record $13.4 btlhon for chlldren an.increase of 68% from 1992, when $8 billion was’ collected

o The Adnumstratton 5 goal 15 to mcrease collectlons to $20 bllll()n a year by the year 2000

. The Office of Child Support Enforcement estabhshed i record 13 mnlhon patermtles in 1997 two '
~-and a half times the 1992 figure of 5 10, 000, Much of this success is due to the m-hospltal '
' voluntary patermty estabhshment program begun in 1994 which encourages fathers to:
- acknowledge paternity at. the time of the child's birth. This includes over 350, 000 patermnes
" established in- hospltal whtch was a Chnton Admlmstratton 1n1t1atwe w}uch pre—dated passage of -
PRWORA S O : :

Akey to 1mprovements in the natlons child support enforcement program is the use of modem .
automated technology. The new National Directory of New Hires had located one million
delinquent parents since its October 1, 1997 launch. The directory, proposed by the President in.

11994 and enacted as part of the 1996 welfare reform law, helps track parents across state 11nes
and withhold their wages by enabling child support officials to match records of delinquent ~

- parents’ with wage records from throughout the nation. Appro:-umately one-third of all Chlld
support cases involve parents living in dtﬂ'erent states _ : ,

Graph 4:2 prowdes mformatlon on AFDC C}uld Support Collectlons from FY 1992 FY 1996 :
' and Table 4:2-gives data on the average child support caseload by AFDC/F C Non—AFDC and
AFDCIFC Arrears Only, FY 1992 FY ]996 o R _ .

' _A'ppendices“ ’ ;

- Graph 4:1 Total Child Support Collectlons .
Graph 4:2 .. AFDC Collections - :
. Graph 4:3 Non-AFDC Colléctions- : '
_Table 4:1' ' Financial Overview for Flve Consecutive Fiscal Years -
Table 4:2 Statistical Overview for Five Consecutlve Fiscal Years _
" Table4:3 - Financial Program Status, FY 1996 - o
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. 'A OUT OF WEDLOCK PREGNANC[ES AND BIRTHS

~ One of the goals of the PRWORA leglslatxon is to prevent and reduce the mc:dence of out-of-

N wedlock pregnan(:les The Administration for Children and Families issued proposed regulanons P

implémenting 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. The bonus will be awarded to those eligible states and Territories that experience the largest-

" decreases in their out-of-wedlock birth ratio (where ratio refers to the ratio of out-of-wedlock
births to total births)-and have an abortion rate less than in 1995. Up to five states and three - -

- Territories may be ehglble 10'share'$100 million in each of fiscal years 1999 through 2002; Data

' presented below hxghllght the status of out- ef-wedlock bltths and teen births in the Umted Statesﬁ' :

' Prelmunary data mdlcate that the blrth rate for unmamed women aged 15-44 years decreased
from 45.1 births per 1,000 women in 1995 to 44.8 in 1996. However, because of the growth in -
the number of unmarried women in this-age category, the actual number of out-of-wedlock births d
. incréased by about one percent over this period from 1,253,976 births to 1,260, 306 births. Over
~ the same period, the proportion of all births that were out-of-wedloek mcreased shghtly from 32, 2
1032 4 because ofa lower buthrate for mamed women _ '

A Approximately 500 000 teenagers glve btrth each year. Natlonally, the birth rate for teenagers '
‘continued to decling in 1996, and has now fallen by 12 percent to 54.4 btrths per 1,000 women -
‘aged 15-19 years, compared with 62.1 in 1991, Teenage birth rates by state vary substantlally,

from 28.6: (New Hampshlre) to 102.1 (Dtstnct of Celumbta) the highest rate reported was 116.8
- (Guam). Btrth rates for teenage subgroups 15- 17 and 18 19 years vary substantlally by state.

During the 1991 96 penod teenage birth rates fell in all states and the District of Columbla and

the Virgin Islands. Declines ranged from 6 to- 29 percent and were statistically significant in all bt E

' three states. Between 1991 and 1996, rates fell by 16.0 percent or more in 13 states; declines in”
. feur of these states exceéded 20.0 percent. Eleven states registered declines of 13.0 to-15.9

" percent, and 12 states and'the District of Columbia registered declines of 10. O to 12.4. percent

o Deelmes of 5.5 to 9 9 percent were. feund for 1 1 states. :

. There: has been success in lowenng ‘the birth rate for both young and older teens with rates for
those 15-17 years of age down 13 percent between 1991.and 1996 and the rate for those 18 and
19 down 9 percent ‘Between 1991 and. 1996, teen birth rates declined for white, black, American
Indian; Asian or Pacific Islander, and Hispanic women ages 15-19. The rate for black teens --
until recently the lughest - expenenced the largest declme down 21 percent ﬁ'om 1991 to 1996
) reach the. lewest rate ever reported for blacks: D : : :

. These recent dec]mes reverse the 24 percent rise in teenage btrth rate from 1986 to 1991 Desplte_ o
_ the'recent declines however, the rate for. 1996 is still higher than it was during the early to'mid- .
1980’5 (50-53 per 1,000) when the rate was at its lowest point. The teenage birth rate was
substantially higher in the 1950’s and early ] 196075 than it is now. Most teenagers giving birth
. prior to 1980 were married, whereas most teenagers giving birth recently are unmarried. In 1996;

- -the percent unmarried teenage mothers age 15-17 was 84 percent. Itis important to note,

" however, that while most teenage btrths are non-mantal the majenty of births 1o unmarned
~ women are. not teenagers. - :
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- Appendices:

© Table §:1°

Table 5:2 -

--The Number, rate and percent of h:rths to unmarrled women: United States,
- 1980 and 1985-95 L :

~State by State data on the percent of blrths to unmarr:ed women f rom 1992
- to 1996, the number of births to unmarried women, 1995, the percent of
* " births to unmarried woman in 1996, and the birth rate per 1,000 unmarrled

- womén ages 15 44 years for 1990 '



VI CHILD'-POVERTY'-

. The child poverty rate, as measured by the Census Bureau 5 ofﬂcaal poverty measure, declined
from 1993 to 1995 and remamed unchanged for 1996, holdmg at 20.5%.

: _The official poverty measure is based ona deﬁmtlon of income that mcludes cash income recewed
by the individual or family. Near cash and non-cash transfers are not inicluded in the income -
definition nor are subtractions or additions to income made through the tax system. To determine

an individual’s or famrly s poverty.status the total cash income is compared to a standard of basic- -

_“ needs, the poverty threshold.  The poverty threshold varies by the size of the farmly In 1996 the
" poverty threshold for a family of four was 315,911, - ,. ‘ .

"The Census Bureau also produces a series of additional measures of poverty These addxtlonal

~ measures use the same poverty thresholds but. expand the i 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 Credlt (EITC) Table 6 1 presents the poverty rates. : C

This more 1ncluswe measure of income results in fewer chlldren lmng in fanuhes w1th income.

below the poverty threshold. When taking into account this new.definition; poverty is decreased -

to 16 1% The EITC alone hfts one of every seven poor chlldren olt of poverty

_Z Chrld poverty rates vary w1dely for d1fferent demographrc groups In parucular there are’
significant differences in child poverty ratés by marital status and race. A child living in a single

. -parent family is five times more likely to be poor.than a child living in a two parent family. In

" married, two parent families about one in ten children are poor (10.1%), whereas half the children’
living in a single parent family are poor. The poverty rate for children living in an African

- American or Hispanic family is about two and one-half times higher then children living i a white,
‘non-Hispanic family. While the poverty rate for white, non-Hispanic children is 16:3%, the )
poverty rate for African. Amencan or Hrspamc chrldren is. 40% or about two of every five |

- children. ' : " : -

: Pursuant to section 413(1) of the Act I-IHS wdl issue & notice of proposed rule makmg descnbmg the
methodology that each state shall use for determining the child poverty rate in the state. If a state
experiences an increase in its child poverty rate of 5 percent or more as a result of its Temporary

Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) progratn, then the state must submit and unplement a
: ‘correctwe actron plan HHS expects toissue a proposed rule this year

Appendices:

Table 6:1 ~ Poverty Rates for All Children For Selected Years, 1979 -1996
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VIL DEMOQRAPEIC AND FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES
| _RECEIVING ASSISTANCE - ) | |

The data source descnbed earller w1th reSpect to partlmpatlon rates is the same one that prowdes

information on the demographicand financial characteristics of families applying for, receiving.

. and exiting from assistance, and are not yet available. The data provided is for the first nine

. months of FY 1997 (October 1996 - June 1997) when all states were required to continue

reporting AFDC data 1rrespectwe of their TANF implementation status. These data were .,

" reported only for families receiving assistance. All states except Alaska reported the data.

* Because most states were under TANF for this period, thlS report uses the term “TANF ? although
- for some months “AFDC" would be more accurate S

The mformatxon ‘describing the charactenstlcs of TAN’F famllles has been centrai to an -

understanding of how the populat:on served by AFDC 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 been identified through this data source. Thus, the

i statutory requirement placed in TANF for states to report such’ mformatlon will be vital to

. continued understanding of the population served by TANF and how it changes over time. Some
" key characteristics of TANF families at the outset of the program are descnbed along w1th how
. they compare. E o _

' "-"'CHARACTERISTICS OF TANF FAMIL[ES FOR THE FIRST NIN E MONTHS OF .

. FISCALYEAR1997

Length of Timé on A;snstarice

' The median length of time on as's_istance was 2 years since the most recent opening of the_oase.

One in three families had been on the rolls for one year or less, and one in four had been on the

~ rolls for five years or more. Since FY 1994 there has beén a small but steady decline in the
percentage of the caseload on assistance in their current spell for one year or less (36% to 33%)
~and a corresponding increase in the percentage.of the caseload on assistance five years or more -

(19% to 24%). This suggests the long term recipients are an increasing percentage of state

N caseloads More tha.n 40 percent of the farmhes are known to have been on the rolls somenme

prior to the most recent opening.

e ‘Pa'yment Levels

. For almost all families, the amount of the TANF payment depends upon the famlly saze the

~ payment standard in effect and other available i income. The monthly TANF payment amount
averaged $362 per family in FY 1997, (defined as total caseloads divided by total expenditures). -
“Eamed i income has significantly increased among welfare recipients. The average earnings per..

~ family on welfare has increased by 7 percent, from $466 in FY 1996 to $500 in FY 1997. The -
percentage of families with earngd 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 not changed in the last 3 years; however, the average monthly -
‘amount of unearned i income has mcreased to $267 in 1997 from $221 in 1996 and $190 in: 1995

Famnly Compos:tuon and Demographlcs of Caseload -7
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Child orﬂy cases accounted for 23 percent of the TANF caseload Thrs isa drarnattc increase.
-.from 10 percent in 1988... The 1997 figure is only one percentage point above the 1996 figure of
' 22’percent and thé absolute number of child only cases actually ‘declined from 1996 to 1997. The .-

annual rate of increase and the absolute number of such families declined somewhat, suggesting .
- that the trend since 1988 (when the percentage of child-only cases was just under ten percent)

mtght be slowing. In 60 percent of the child-only cases, the parent(s) resrded in the household

and 33 percent of these parents were recemng SSI. beneﬁts ' ‘

The average number of persons in, TANF farmhes remamed at 2.8 persons in FY 1997, A
* majority of TANF families continued to live alone. One half of TANF families lived with no other
persons in the'household. Of those families not living alone, three out of four contained one or -
two non-recipient persons. About 82 percent of all non-recipients were relatéd to the youngest,
child in the TANF family; 20 percent were grandparents 13 percent were srblmgs 22 percent .
o were parents or step~parents and 26 percent weré other relatives: ' =

h ‘The TANF farmltes averaged 2 recipient chtldren whtch is consistent with the data from recent

years. Three in every four families had only one or two children: 'Seventy percent of families had S

- only one adult recipient (smgle fanuly head of househo[d) and 7 percent mcluded two or more N
,.-adult rectptents CoRS LD

CI‘ here was httle change in the racial composition of TANF farmhes) Three of ﬁve TANF fannhes
- were members of minority races or ethnic groups. Black families comprised 37 percent of TANF .
.+ families, white families comprised 36 percent of the families and Htspamc families compnsed 23

.percent of TANF families,” Co

The average age of TANF children averaged about 7.7 years The average age of TANF chrldren |
- has slightly increased every year.from 7.4 in FY 1994.. About 5.4 percent of the recipient -
" childreh were under 1 year of age. "-One fifth of the recipient children were under 3 years of age,
‘while 42 percent of these children were under 6 years of age. Approxtmately 10 percent of the
- chrldren were 15 years of age or older - .

_ Nearly all of the TAN'F adult rectptents were the parents of the recipient ch,lldren Nmety seven
percent of the adult recipients were natural or adoptive parents. Less than 2 percent were
, grandparents Most TANF adults were women. Women compnsed 83 percent of TANF adults. -

There were 201 000 TANF teenage mothers inFY 1997 This represents 5 percent of the female T
~ child recipients on TANF. Of the TANF teenage mothers, 19 percent were under 18 years of age,

~ 31 percent were- 18 years old and 50 percent were 19 years old. The number of teen mothers
under 18 years of age declined from 23% in FY 1994 . ( Historical data suggest that teen mothers
17 and under who gave bnrth outside of mamage are more hkely to go on welfare and spend -
o longer on assrstance) : C ‘

Most TANF adults were U S. cmzens Non cmzens resrdmg legally in thrs country were ll '

o percent of TANF adults.

. Oneinfive farrultes had some countable assets wrth the: average value of $489 The average
~meonthly cash income of all TANF households was §594 in 1997 X
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VIII, 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

recipients 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 family 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 dlsregards all
earnings up to the poverty level. Most states have also simplified the treatment of earnings
compared to the AFDC treatment. In comjunction with this process, 43 states have raised the
level of resources and/or the maximum value of a 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~
suﬁimency

Time lelts

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 families 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 limits of less than five years, but often with
‘exceptions or exemptions. Twenty-seven states have chosen the Federal limit of 60 months. Four
states have chosen other options involving supplements from state welfare programs for those
reaching the Federal time fimits.

Devolution

Several states, including the two with the largest caseloads, New York and California, are
. devoiving key policy and program decisions to counties. States in the process of devolving
include California, Maryland, Ohic, 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 can choose to exceed
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Waivers

ACF has provided ﬁ.mdmg for 23 projects in 18 states which continue or mod:fy evaluations of
welfare reform initiatives begun under section 1115 waivers.

Following enactment of PRWORA, mcist 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 policics, especially those related to eligibility, are consistent with PRWORA and the
ﬂexxblhty it provides states in designing their TANF programs.

Section 415 allows states to delay mplementatmn of certain TANF 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 waiver policies. TANF state plans are not sufficiently detatled to provide
this information. This lack of detail reflects a variety of factors: limited Federal authority to
require plan information, the fact that state TANF planning was in its 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 pollc1es they wil contmue or terminate until final TANF
regulations are published.

In the absence of final rules, we cannot fully determine what inconsistency claims states w111
ultimately make. When PWRORA was enacted, 42 states had section 1 115 ‘waivers.
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IX. SPEC[FIC PROVISIONS OF STATE PROGRAMS
CHARACTERISTICS OF STATE PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

Under the new law, states are required to submit a state plan to the Secretary that outlines how
the state intends to conduct a program in all political subdivisions in the state (not necessarily in a
uniform manner) 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
determine 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-sufﬁmency

The following information is based pnmanly on TANF state plans, augmented by information
contained in state policy manuals. We have sought to describe and organize the multitude of
" policy choices into some common themes: (1) requiring work; (2) making work pay; (3) time
limiting assistance; (4) encouraging personal responsibility; and (5) other key provisions. -

27



REQUIRING WORK
Time Frame For Work
TANF Provision: Under TANF parents or caretakers receiving assistance are required to

engage in work (as defined by the state) when determuned ready or wuhm 24 months. States may
impose work requarements sooner.

‘Within24 Months (16) ~ Within 6 Months (32) o " Other (3)

Alaska " Alabama  Nebraska , . Arizona'
Colorado Arkansas ~ New Hampshire California®
Dist. of Col. , . Connecticut:  New Mexico ~ Vermont’
Hawaii : Delaware North Carolina .
Illinois . Flonda OQOklahoma
Louisiana ‘ Georgia Oregon
Maine ‘ ' Idaho Pennsylvania
- Mississippi - . IndianaRhode Island
Missouri | Towa South Dakota
Nevada Kansas Tennessee
New Jersey Kentucky Texas
New York | .- Massachusetts Utah
North Dakota - . - Maryland Virginia
Ohio ' Montana Washington
South Carolina . Michigan =~ Wisconsin

West Virginia : ' Minnesota ~ Wyoming

JOBS Req nirement: Under]J OBS about half of AFDC adults were exempt from partlcapatlon
requirements.

lndlvrduaiiv determined based on individual respanmblllly pian
2 After 18 months of assistance racipients must participate in work. Can be extended to 24 months at County option.
Sungle parents are raqunred to engage in work after 30 months and 2-parent iwousehalds after 15 months,
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Age of Youngest C_hild Exemption From Wark Requirernent

TANY Provision: States have the option to exempt single parents with children up to | year of
- age from work requirements, and to disregard them from the calculauon of the work participation
rates for a cumulanve lifetime total of 12 months.

~ Age of Youngest Child
Number of States . ~ Exemption from Work Requirement
6 ' o Over 1 year of age
24 o : . Upto1yearof age
15 o 6 months of age or younger
2. o o County aption
4 - R . No automatlc exemptrons provided
. ' - . |

Age of Youngest Child
Exemptlon from Work Reqwrement

o m ovér"aﬁé 12 mdnth’s- - 6 months or younger ] .A.'hb'éz;tbl_hati(: exeémptions

- up to 12 months old D county opuon

-JOBS Requirement: Parents and caretaker relatives who were providing care to a child under
~age 3 (or as low as age | at state option) were exempt from participation in JOBS. Parents and
caretaker relatives who provided care to a child under age 6 could not be requlred 10 pamcapate if
chJId care was not guaranteed by the state.

7o,
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Cdmmunity Se'rvice-Reﬁuirement

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 after 2 months of benefit receipt. However, almost alt
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 TANF. States have the flexibility to dctermme the income eligibility rules

that best meet their resident's needs,

. Forty-two states made changes to the income éligibiﬁty rules under TANF. Generally,

these states sunplified and expanded the treatment of earnings compared to the AFDC
treatment.

*  Nine states mamt_ained the income eligibility test that existed under the former AFDC
program.

| Changes fo Earnings- Disregards

i

.:. ;'B'Dl:n‘u-lrll_‘ H

: 50 percent or greater of eamlng - disregarded for
H o “a full-time, minimum wage job

Less than 50 percent of earnings disregarded
for a full-time, minimurn wage job

D Same as under former AEDC 4/8798




A¥DC Requirement: A family that enters cmployment was ehglble to receive:

s 390 work expense disregard,

_e first 12 months: $30 work incentive d1srggard;

o first 4 months: disregard of one-third of gross income after the $90 and $30 disregards are
allowed;

« and dependent care expenses subject to hrmt of $200 per child undef age 2, and $175 per
Chlld 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.

’ Tliirty-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.”

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

AFDC Requirement: Families with countable assets above the $l 000 were mehgxble for
assistance. This hmu had not been mcreased since 1981,

‘Individual Development Accounts

TANF Provision: Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) may be established by or on behalf
of a TANF applicant or recipient. IDAs are restricted savings accounts that allow recipients to
accumulate savings to be used for post-secondary educational expenses, first home purchase, 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 eamed
will not be considered i 1ncome in determining TANF eligibility. '

N Twenty-seven states allow TANF funds _to -be placed in IDAs. The limits for such
o restricted accounts range from $1,000 to an unlimited amount. '

AFDC Requnremenr None Famllles with countable assets above $1,000 were mellglble for
. assistance. : : :
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Vehicle Asset Level

TANF Provision: PRWORA does not specify the vehicle asset level that states are to use under
TANF. States have the. ﬂexlbxhty to set the vehicle asset fimit at the level that best meets their
residents' needs. : :

. Forty-seven states increased the vehicle asset level under TANF. Of these, tweh’ty-four
' states have chosen to simply disregard the value of one automobile for a family. Other
increases in the vehicle asset level range from a value of $4,500 up to $10,000.

- The District of Columbta, Mississippi, and North Dakota maintained the same vehicle
asset level as under the former AFDC program.

. ‘Only Indiana lowered the vehlcle asset level,

AFDC Requirement: The first $1,500 in equity value was excluded. For example, if a familj: :
~had $4,500 in eqmty 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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® Represents the value of at jeast ona car.  Some States axclude cars for aach licensed driver
¢ There is no limit when the car is used ta transport disabled family member,
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Transitional Medicaid Assistance

TANF Provision: Families losing TANF benefits due to increased earnings from work will
receive 1 vear of Transitional Medicaid Assistance (TMA). Famiites that lose TANF benefits due
10 ¢ollection of child or spousal support will receive TMA for 4 months. These policies are the
same as under the former AFDC program. However, several siates have elected 1o provide TMA
for longer than the required 12 and 4 months periods

. Twelve states provide TMA for more than 12 months ranging from 18 months to
unhimited months as long as income is below a specified level.

Transitional Medicaid A'ssiStancé

AW

- Beyond 12 months :
' 42398

AFDC Requirement: Same as under TANF.
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Transitional Child Care

TANF Prov:swn. The new law replaces the entltlemem with a consolidated funding stream and
additional resources for families moving off of welfare (see AFDC requirement below) and. folds
funding into a new block grant, the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG).

. Twenty-nine states extend transitional child care for longer than 12 mo nths for families
moving off of welfare.

Transitional Child Care

AW -

B 5cy0nd 12 months | Up to 12 months

4/8/98

AFDC Requirement: The state agency had to guarantee child care to the extent it was -
necessary for an individual's employment in any case where a.family-ceased to receive assistance

as a result of increased hours of, or increased income from employment, or as a result of the loss
of earnings disregards. This assistance was available for a period of 12 months; the family had to
contribute to the cost of care in accordance with a sliding 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 thewr child care costs up to dnsregard 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 is no specific 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 altemnative to on-going TANF assistance. Generally, these payments are intended to
provide short-term financial assistance to meet critical needs in order to secure ar 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 of benefits 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 under AFDC 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 set lower time limits on the receipt of TANF beriefits.

‘State

Time Limit

(27 states) Alabama, Alaska, Colorado,

Dist. of Col., Hawaii, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine,
Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri’,
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 Carolma Tennessece,
Virginia :

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

(8 states) Arkansas, Conncctxcut Delaware,
Florida, Georpia, Idaho, Ohio, Utah

leSS than 60 months hifetime -

{2 states) Anzona Indiana

(1) 24 out of 60 months,; lifetume of 60 for adults
oniv; {2) 60 months lifetime

California

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

For recipients: 24 months but can be extended to 60
months if no job avatlable and aduits participate in
community service '

Ilinois

{1} No limit if family has earned inceme and work
20 hours per week

-(2) 24 months for families with nor child under ape

13 and has no earnings
(3) 60 months for all other families -

lowa | individualized; lifetime of 60
Massachusetts 24 out of 60 months; no lifetime. limit

Michigan no time limit; will use state funds after 60 months
Texas

12,24, and 36 months lifetime for adults only, time
period depends-on employability of head of '
household .

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

T Under waiver, will deny benefits if famlly raapphes after completing an individual responmbnhty plan and had

received bengfits for 36 months
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Exemptions to the Time Limit -

TANF Provision: States are aliowed to exempt up to 20 percent of their caseload 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 PRWORA to
exempt: families not containing an adult receiving assistance; months of assistance received by an
- adult as a minor child; not the head of household or married to the head of the household; and any
month in which the family lived on an Indian reservation or Alaskan Native v:llage 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 fimit.-
* ° Some states allow non-exempt families 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 extenstons are:
- To allow mdmduals to finish a tralmng program; or

- The family is unable to find work and is makmg a good faith eﬁ“ort 1o 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 work
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 TANF applicants and recipients to complete an Individual
Responsibility Plan (IRP). Most IRPs mclude provisions to require immunization, school
attendance, and cooperation with child support énforcement. 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 result in loss of entire grant for refusal to sign the
IRP or for non—codperation after signing.

 In 14 states, the maximun sanction for n0n~c00peratmn wnh plan activities can result mn
_ reducing the families benefit. -

In 4 states, the sanction v was not spemﬁed

Maxlmum Penalty for not Complymg
an Individual Responsibility Plan

W

. Nt _
- Loss of part of the grant ; ! Mot specified

| 48/98

Logs of antira granl

'AFDC Requirement: States were réquiréd to develop an employment plan for non-éx'empt
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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Mazimum Sanctions For Not Complying With Work Requirements -

TANF Provision: If an individual in a family recerving assistance refuses to engage in required
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

® Protective payee for children under 12 years of age.

? protective payee for remaining grant

'% Third party paymant for remaining grant. _ : -
' May be allowed to participate in community service. '
Zyrendor paid for remaining grant.
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AFDC Requirement: An individual who was not exempt from JOBS participation was subject
10 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
of 6 months, or until the person agrees to participate, whichever is later. '

‘3Pavmant to third party for children.
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Strengthening Child Support
Sanctions for Non-Ceope'ration With Child Support Requirements

TANF Provision: Title II] of PRWORA establishes stricter child support enforcement policies.
States must operate a child support enforcement program meeting gereral requirements in order
to be eligible for the Family Assistance Program. Recipients must assign rights to child support
and cooperate with patemity 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.

o 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
requirerments. | '

Maximum Sanction fdrNon-Compliance
with Child Support Requirements

4/5/98

| - Terminate C'asthssis_ta_nt;‘t‘é"‘ |

AFDC Requirement: States were required to establish paternity and enforce child support
orders for AFDC recipients. o : ' : '
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850 Pass-Through ‘ : B ' -

TANF Prevision: PRWORA repeals the child support $50 pass-through, but states have the
option of continuing it at their expense

» Asof November 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 states have elected to discontinue the:
pass-through. _ :

Contanuung temporarily. - '
® Discontinued for new TANF recuplants after 7-1-87. Continued for those receiving TANF prior to 7-1-97.

48




 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.

45



OTHER KE_Y_PRO_VISIONS ' ' o o
Diffefem Tlreatment for Families From _Othei' States

. TANF 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'qhosen 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 family 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

2 D :
.Smaller grant . ' I Shorter time limits

: gulcome of lawsuits, i

*Cahilormia, Washingon. and Pennsylvainia are awairing ‘ . D county 0 ptlon . 4/24/08

~ AFDC Requirement: None. Different treatment based on state of prior residence was not
permitted under AFDC. ' '
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- Immigrant Benefits - -

- TANF Provision: States are given the option whether or not to provide assistance under TANF

o "qualified aliens."'” States may not deny assistance to refugees, who have been in the 1.8 for
less than five years, to asylees and aliens whose deportation is withheld under Section 243(h) of
the Immigration and Naturalization Act for § years from the date such status was received, to
legal permanent residents who have earned 40 qualifying quarters of coverage, or to aliens who
have served in the armed forces (and their spouses and unmarried dependent children).

Under Section 403 of PRWORA, 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 thie alien’s entry into the country as a qualified
alien, with exceptions for refugees, a.sylees immigrants whose deportation is withheld, and
veterans and their farmhes

. 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 permanently 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 of 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 prov:des a beneﬁl '
to an alicn who is not lawfully present in the U.S.
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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 of domestic 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 support cooperation
requirements, and family cap provisions. A -

. Twenty-six states have certified they will assist victims of domestic violence.

. Three states are developing screening and counseling standards

States Selecting
Family Violence Option

n BAUTH DANOTA |
.

Tweniy-six States elected to screen for,

‘I
provide apprapriate services, and waive . . N
.requirements where needed to ensure - ‘Optional Certification

safety. _ : A - - [7] peveloping Standards

HAWAN

ynms

- AFDC Req.uirement: None.

57




* Family Cap

TANF Pr0v1smn None. States have the flexlblhty not to mcrease cash assnstance aﬁer the birth
of additional children while the family is on TANF. :

. - Nineteen states have elected not to mcrease cash assistance after the bu'th of additional
child while the family is on TANF. -

. Connecticut and Florida prowde a partial increase in benefits after the birth of additional
chjld(ren) while the farm]y is on TANF.

. Maryland provides the increase to a third party, and Oklahoma prowdes an increase in the

form of vouchers.

* Family Cap Provision

WASHMNSTON

MONT A
WINNESOTA
OREGON
SOUTH DRKOTA
"o
NEVADA
Utan
COLORADD .
HANSAS MESSOUR
HLAHCAA
NEW MEXIOO
TEXAS La

i ’. . o N . o ‘.‘I .
' - 'No increase

Increase in vouchers

or to third party

MICHGAN Y

&+ Partial increase

326/08

AFDC Reguirement: None. AFDC benefits were based on famﬂy size, regardless of when the

chlldren were bom
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Table 1:1 State by Stare Caseloads Since 1993 [Recipients)

CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

in thousands) _
: ' Percent
Families 4,963 5,053 " 4.963 4,628 4,114 3224 -35.0%
1,738,000 fewer families i
Recipients 14.115 14,276 13,931 12,877 11,423 £910 . -369%
' 5,208,000 fewer recipients
Total AFDC/TANTF recipients by State
’ ‘ _ Percent
STATE lan 93 Jdan 94 Llan 95 dan %6 lag 97 Mar 98 {93-98)
Alabagma . 141788 135,09 121,837 108.269 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 . 195082 171,617 151,526 107,860 4449
Arkansas 73.982 70.563 65,325 59,223 54,879 34.901 .528%
California 2,415,121 2,621,383 2.692.202 2,648,772 2.476.564 2,102,704 -129%
Colorado 123.308 118.081 110,742 99,739 §7.434 53,682 -56.5%
Connecticut . 160,102 164,265 170,718 161.736 155,701 132,437 -17.3%
Delaware - 27,652 19,286 26.314 23.153 23,141 17.810 35.6%
Dist. of Col.. 65,860 72,330 72,330 70,082 67.871 53.850 -18.2%
Fiorida 701 .842 689,135 657,313 575,553 478,329 290,977 -SB.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 1 36.3%
Hawaii 54,511 60.975 65,207 66,690 65312 75.368 38.3%
ldaho 21,116 - 23,342 24,050 23.547 . 19.812 4,460 ©.189%
iltinois 685,508 709.969 710.032 663.212 © 601,854 531,623 22.4%
Indiapa 209.882 218,061 197,225 147,083 121,974 92,551 -55.9%
lowa - : 100,943 110.639 . 103,108 - 91,727 © 78,275 67,189 -334%
Kansas Co B7.525 87.433 81,504 70,758 57,528 15,659 -59.3%
Keamcky 227,879 208,710 193,722 176,601 162,730 129,710 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 - S1,178 - 41,860 -38.3%
Maryland , 221,338 (219,863 227.887 . 207.800 169,723 125337 -43.4%
Massachusetts 332,044 311,732 286,175 242,572 214,014 176,412 -46.9%
Michigan . 686.356 672.760 612,224 . 535704 462,291 370,715 -46.0%
Mingesota 191.526 . 189,615 180,490 171,916 160,167 146,257 23.6%
Mississippi 174,093 161,724 - 146,319 133,029 109,087 - 61,045 -64.9%
Missouri 250,039 262,073 259,595 238,052 208,132 158,492 -388%
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 40491 - 28,973 27,374 -21.7%
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New Hampshire
New lersey
New Mexico
‘New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Qhio
Dklaboma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
. Rbode Island
“South Carolipa
South Dakota
- Teppessee
Texas
Utah
Vgrmom
Virgin Istands
Virginia
Washingion
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TU.S. TOTAL:

Source:

28972
349502

94.836

179,522
+ 331,633
18.774
720,476
146,454
117.656
604.70)
191.261
61.116
151.026
20,254
320,709
785,271
53,172
28.961
3,763
194,212
286,258
119.916
241,098
18,271

—

14,114,992

U.5. Depi. of Health & Human Services
Administrarion for Children and Families

June 998

30.386
334.780
-101.676

1,241,639

334,451

16,785 °

691,099
133,152
116.390
615.581
184,626
62,737
143,883
19,413
302,608
796,348
50,657
28,095
3,767
194,959
292,608
115.376

230.621°

16,740

14,275,877

28,671
321,151

" 105,114
.266.350
317,836
14,920
620,719
127.336
107,610
611215
171,932
62,407
133,567
17,652
281.982

—

| 765,460

47,472
27.716
4,345
189.493
290,940

107,668 -

214,404
15,434

13,930,953

© 24,519
293 833
102,648
.200.847

—

282.086°

13.652
552,304
110,498

92,182
553,148
156,805

60.654
121,703

16,821
265.320
714,523

© 41,145
25,865
5.075
166.012
276,018

98,429
184,200

13,531

12,876,661

20.627
256,064
89.814
074,185
253,286
11.964
518,595
87.312

—

66,919
484,321

145,749
54.809
98,077
14.091

195.891

626,617

135,493
2,570

4,712

136,053
263,792
98,690
132,383
10,322

11,423,007

15,513

207,678
69.275
022,675
184,38
8,733
372.24]
66,451
48.663

- 382,901
127,144

54,425

71.382
10,187

. 154 428
408,776
29,698
20,718
4.057
104,338
221,274
45,255
47,444
2,974

£,909,587

46,55
-40.6%
-17.0%
-21.8%
-44 4%
5355
-48 3%
54 6%

. -586%

-36.7%
-335%
10.9%
-52.7%
-49.7%
-51 8%
-479%
-44.1%
-28.5%

7.8%
-46.3%

2%

-62.3%
-80.3%
-83.7%

-36.9%



Table 1:2 Staie bv Stale Caselpads Since 1993 (Families)

CHANGE IN AFDC/TANF CASELOADS -

Total AFDC/TANF families and recipients

" (in thousands)
L - ' . Percent
Familics 3.963 5,053 4563 - 4.628 4114 3.224 35.0%
1.739,000 fewer familiex
Recipients : 14.115 14276 13931 12,877 11.423 8910 . -36.9%
5,205,000 fewer recipients :
" Total AFDC/TANF families by State
. Percent

Alabama 51,910 - - 51,181 47.376 43,396 37.972 . 24113 53.5%

Alaska ‘ 11.626 12,578 12,518 11,979 12,224 10,646 8.4%
Arizom 68,982 72,160 71.110 64,442 56,250 39.433 -32.8%
Arkansas , 26.897 . 26,398 . 24930 23,140 .21.549 13.854 -48.5%
California = 844.494 $02,900 925,585 904,940 £39.860 714,269 . -154%
Colorado 42,445 41,616 39,115 15,661 31,288 20,804 51.0%
Cennecticut : $6.759 58,453 60,927 58,124 56,095 49,122 -13.5%
Delaware 11,315 11,739 11,306 10,266 10,104 6,850 -39.5%
Dist. of Cal. 24,628 26.624 26,624 o Bm7 24,752 21.540 -12.5%
Florida T 256,145 254,032 " 241,193 215.512 182,075 110.826 -56.7%
Georgia 142,040 142.459 141,284 135,274 115,499 80.49} -43.3%
Guam 1.406 1.840 2.124 2,097 2.349 ©2.030 44.4%
Hawaii - 17.869 - 20,104 " 21,523 22,075 21,469 13.481 31.4%
Idaho 7.838 B.677 9,007 9211 7.922 1,856 -75.0%
" Illinois 229,308 238.967 240,013 225,796 206,316 177,310 22.7%
|ndiana 73,115 74,169 68,195 52,2 46,215 36,434 -50.2%
Tawa . : 36,515 . 39,622 37.298 33,559 28,931 25,559 -30.0%
K ansds . 29818 30.247 28,770 25811 21,732 13.681 -54.1%
Kentucky : 83,920 © 79437 76.471 72,131 67.679 53,433 .35.9%
+ Louisiana - £9,93] " 8B.168 81,587 72,104 60,226 48,274 -46.3%
Maine . . 23.903 23.074 22,010 " 20,472 19.037 15741 . -M1%
Maryland 80256 - 79,7712 B1.115 75573 - 61,730 . -46,461 -A2.1%
Massachusetts © 113,571 112,955 104956 90,107 80,675 67,043 -41.0%
Michigan - 228,377 - 225671 . 207,089 180,790 . 156,077 127,416 T -442%
Minnesola 63,995 " 63,552 61,173 58,510 54.608 49,944 “22.0%
Mississippi 60,520 57,689 53,104 49,185 40,919 23.980 -60.4%
Missouri . 88,744 91,598 91,378 84,534 75,459 61,580 -30.6%
Monlata 11,793 12.080 11.732 11.276 9.644 6.688 -43.3%
Nebraska 16,637 . 16.145 14,968 v 14,136 13,492 13.895 - -16.5%
Nevada 12,892 14,077 16,039 15,824 11,742 10,327 -19.9%

New Hampshire -10,805 11,427 11.018 9,643 8,293 6,340 -41.3%



New lersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Nornh Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Cregon
‘Pennsyivania
Puerto Rice
Rhode Island

South Carolipa

South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Liah
Yermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington.
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

US. TOTAL

Scurce:

U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services
© Administration for Children and Families

o June 1998

126.17%
31,102
428.191
128,946
6,577
257.665
50,955
42,409
204,216
60,950

21,900
54,509

7.262
112,159
279,002
18.606

© 10,081
1,073
73.446
100,568
41,525
81.291
6.493

4,963,050

121.36]
31.376
449 978
131.288
6,002
251,037

47475

42,695
208,260
59,425
23,592
53,178
7.027
111.946
285,680
18,063

9917

1,09
74717
102,068
40.869
78.507
5.891

5,052,854

120,099
34,789
461,006
'127.069
5,374
232.574
45,936
40.323
208,899
55,902
22.559
50,389
6,482
105,948
279,911
17.195
9,789
1,264
73,920
103,179
39,231
73.962
5,443

4,963,071

113,399
34,3568
437,694
114.449
4,976
209,830

40,692

3542
192,952
51370
21,715
46,772
6.189
100,884
265,233
15,072
9210
1.437
66,244

99,395,

36,674
65,386
4.975

4,627,941

102.378
29,984
393.424
103,300
4.316
192,747
32.942
25,874

- 170,831
48,359
.20.112
37,342
5.324
74,820
228,882
12,864
8,451
1.335
56,018
95,982
36,805
45,586

3.825 |

4,113,775

- 85.06]
22.024
340,573
74,599
o320
141.750
24,704
19.300
136669
42,369
19,257
16,903
3.881

59.424

147,620
10,927
7,487
.1.153
43,065

. 79,964
16,135
12.843
1,320

3,222,869

3265
2925
-20.55
420
-49.5%
A45.0F
5155
-54.5%
33.1%
-30.5%
121 %
-50.7%
-46.6%
-47.0%
-471%
-41.3%
25.7%

7.5%
41.4%
20.5%

C-611%

-B4.2%
-15.7%

-35.0%



TABLE 113

DATA AS OF ;

February 27, 1998

Tempomry ﬁsslstance lo NeedLFamlltes (TANF] Program

MNSFERS AMD EXPENDITURES FY-1047

Data reparied by States _'F‘ N ] . 1 i _____
\-r;é“al-urlFxl_ﬂan Foim B - p —
ACF-196 Ling iterny: 1 4 3 ) 5 [ 7 8 Bla) 9 10 hh) 12 13
_ JOTAL TRANSFERRED | TRANSFERRED § AVAILABLE FOR CASH AND WORK WORK CHILD  |ADMIMNISTRATION! SYSTEMS | TRANSITIONAL OTHER TOTAL WL IUIBATED | UNOBLIGATED |

_ AWARDED i1 10 CCDF 10 S58G TANF BASED ASSISTANCE! ACTIVITIES CARE SERVICES | EXPENDITURES | EXPENDITURES | | CBLUIGATIONS BALANCE
Alabama £1,313,004 81,313,004 33,499408 ] 4,245,726 - 8,679,198 . N 11,376,876 58,101,209 670387 | 72341448
Alaska 18,769,063 N 18,759,063 $1,027,088 | 1,086,756 213,572 359 BI0 1728138 13,885,471 | 4,863,847
Arlrona T 277.413.998 i 272 415 558 LENECRER N - 2341817 551,836 : - 39,196,321 186,756,707 3569.275 | ___ 30074016
Arkansas 19,836,464 109651 |]  — BFjagia]  1ENIBOS Y -] _ E819e8 | 7578 ] - 1,520,533 12,902,748 || 1. 1033792
Callfernta 3,147, 715,839 3,141 714,829 207030901 | - L a1.m7,91 T 0,860.0 O‘it - 188,023,708 2,304, 872613 162,843, 217
Calorada 45 621,939 | ] 45,627,930 || 17,906 270 251627 . 1,194 183 459,842 - 4,703,006 23 976,968 - 21,700,873
Connecticin 266,168,107 5.966,288 260,821,819 219,926,488 . - 19505760 . (7.759.6852)| 231772506 79,048,223
Delaware 14,564,516 ] - 14 564 516 7.480.5G7 | 4 E16, 723 . 984 966 1,765.526 - 14,247,722 _ {282,708y
Distilel of Columbia_ 61,048,692 61,048,597 | 29,382,949 7,728,763 . 1463793 | 389.459 - - 35.474,984 #17.21% 25,206,493
Eiorida 562,340 120 562,340,120 ] TISea0e0 WENSTE] - 16,019,945 - 76,635 50,472,137 355,510,111 . 206,330,008
Georgla 254,339,628 254,339,625 155,056,121 10,030,563 10,560,633 2,173,358 25,150,567 200561261 1| 8.717.308 A2.061.062
bHavea 28,631,202 28,631,200 21,377 672 1,187,566 1,739,537 | 217,860 - - 25,372,644 585,289 ~ 2.019.269
laahg 10,600,557 19,600,557 330,525 | 10,357 ] 285 584 37.28% - 1.679.293 2.4G5.074 - _ 9870138
inals 114 004820 134,004,829 122,077,008 | 208 411 - 11,505,755 213695 - - 134,004,829 .
indlana 206,799.10% 206,799, 108 57,491,025 -5,654,538 10,446,503 1,891,212 1,355 477 78,480,513 .
1owa 105,169,272 4,546,031 100623341 €503 676 6,144,800 - 6,556,764 | 57,686 | - 77,6828, U?(J 1 . reaa
Kansas - 401,531,061 . 101,931,061 43,784,075 1,379,331 4,222,981 21,559,773 70,965,164 . 30954897
Kemucky 170,006, 205 7.040,032 = 3675544 153,290,623 415,487,348 2,844 255 18,765,284 £92 354 137,148 20t 1& 123,008
Louislana 138,757 485 § - 139,757,495 32 096 444 {2 818 437 - 20,366,925 - . ss.zzi‘a-oﬁ 74,535 689
Malne 72,476,674 3228010 | 7212878 E7 034,938 55,362,313 4.005,998 5.674.572 118,030 1,905,946 €7,160,859 | [ N ]
Maryland 183,017,827 183,017,827 76 677 955 12429078 43195 10 69T B4 1 4132 842 15 261 1017452 | 105208376 | o T7EO9 A5t
Massachusetls 458,371,116 109 058,553 29,646,924 320,669,639 212,340 B4 19,737,153 44,960, 185 25095, 134 | B 42,221 468" 327 254 B04 -
Michigan ] 175,352,058 26,292,197 * 76,810,840 672,330,101 435.669.415 40,172,312 | 11,537,068 47.340.038°] 12,954.153 46,835 172 694,538 158 o 17.792,085
Minnessta 111,835,618 111,835,618 41.141.292 93,704 5,882,977 B61,084 : 7,975,957 ] 63,855,561
Mississipps BE, 767 578 86,767 578 45.209.008 | 5,362,828 5,478 8078372 - 112,459 8,438,547 67,250,693 87738314 10,763,054
aissourl 187,838,574 157,834,524 58951977 | . 21.532885 25,618,732 6,699,660 27,681,296 134,700,551 53,057,873
Mantana 34035612 34,035,612 6,641,692 | 2,430,269 - 1,842,498 422,287 1,435,872 22710618 - 11,264,994
Hebraska #3,240,853 43,410,853 20,322 000 1,952 496 4,748,937 | - 2078104 29,051,537 L 70,209 116
Hevada | 34,008,078 34,008,078 13.618,431 504 534 - 3,577,366 2345917 - 3,904,577 30,041,370 - 3,965,709
New Hampshire 38,521,261 38.521.281 || 25,028,575 1,243,509 - 4,680,941 2,309,129 - . 3 406,078 35,668, 242 - -
Hew Jersey 791,107 925 292,167,525 135,381,731 3,256,704 - 4,799,970 1,664,198 K f 145 101,603 148,006 377
Hew Mexico 31,991 834 31 5491,534 2,225,417 66,829 1,828,258 93,296 6,494,425 1,812.375 179,809 -
Hew York 1,952,204 198 168,400,000 1,813,294.158 || 1:327 422 040 57,973 404 - 229,579,221 5,178 953 - 110,060,000 1,730,113628 ' A3 780 570
Manp Careilna 225,973,410 225,472,410 127,309, 159 - - 12,509,050 - 52,802, 390 192 636 539 31236,771
Harth Dakota - 14,068 72¢ 11.066,221 3456413 8Y.5358 - 170,276 153 976 i 4,062,200 | 103,815 5,900, 206 |
ohlg 747.968,260 727,568,760 367,887,793 2,103 741 - 3. M7 616 . - 61,854,190 454,788,340 | #73.788 340 -
Qklahama 128,013,558 5,200,000 142,813,558 59,590,302 D7ODAT4 3 - 2.534,12% 492 664 - 12 539,088 86.265,293 | : - 55,548,265
Oregon 167,608 248 167 808 448 115,347 073 £,505.214 13,581,794 A50 144 168,492 138.372,842 | 23 435 606
Pennsylvania 418,343 3651 413,343,301 | 229,421,794 732415 - 41034676 2447 353 . 19,926,376 291,552,614 || 44,970,269 75,810 438
Rhode Istand 48 025 651 16 025 8514 30,804,334 853 169 1675007 485,428 35863985 [[ [N 9,161 666
Sawth Carolina 93.872 849 93,872,849 45,205,110 G 247,560 - - 5940803 2.659, 526 . +1.376,357 76,429,756 17,443,092 -~
South Qakgts 18,759,542 - 18,759 543 | 6.175,286 654 558 - 2,122 880 125622 . P 1800675 [ 6908 958 868 -
Tennessee - 181,523,797 12,677,948 178,849 849 163,060,508 18, 173,391 10,195,726 | 2,750.487 €726,3%4 a6 Aes || 6101030 | mmTisgiT
Texay 431,610,973 431,610,973 | | . 73t 754 008 27,406,126 - 17,614,398 4,544,855 . 75,823 038 47 551, !EE 84058 059" XAl
W1ah 76.024,219 16,829,219 || 59,672,044 - 3,824,244 435620 39,561 €4,791,469
Vermoni 47,353 181 3,500,000 1,700,000 42153151 30,732,685 147,164 483,639 4602 614 273,643 35,519,045
Virginla $14,733,567 8,365,000 11473357 54,875,210 T SABB575 12,267,239 218,925 14231282 | 1141135 23,854 | a1 82,700,521
Washington - 289,708 260 280,258,269 197,311,147 2,452,303 - 10,670,174 833,599 60,777 15,603,000
West Virgtnla 8265212 82,156,212 44,670,544 7311244 . 5500678 1,735,368 B 970,330 | 52,147,061
Wisconsin . 318 159 467 315,158,462 50,615,767 | 62681463 | 1193683 27,263,202 5,594,654 . 185,603,454
wyoming 19,215,579 19,215,575 1,246,859 75,055 V442439 | A.¢63 _ _ 3,234,816
Tofal F1%366423928 | $175,250,650 |  (30A451,662 | $12860,609,601 |1 $7.697,237.518 | 304,035,547 | 113,403,558 | $838,833,933 | $100,359,091 3789,386 | 4959, 352,880 | E8.993,
GENERAUNGTES: |
THE DATA_i5 DERIVED FROM THE FIREET COMULATIVE FY- 1987 'rANF FINANEIAL REFGRT. NiL OATA 15 PRELIMINARY ANO SUBJECT TO CHANGE. THIS TABLE WILL BE UPOATED AS CLARIFICATIGNS, REVISIDNS AND NEW REPORTS ARE RECEIVED.

i 1] ’ 0 FEW REpants tRe
‘ihts 1ahfe shows information exactiy as reponed by States In columan A on the quarterly TANF report {Form no, ACF-136}. The first time States were required to submit TANF financial data on this form was 19/14/97. _
Table A shows how States used Faderal funds, Tahres B and € show how States used thelr own !unds in the TANF program, [ .
| i 0 | N
FOOTNQTE. I | 1 1] ]
v+ Federal liscal year 997 which began o0 Y/1/96, was 2 transition year fof implementing the TANF program. _Stales were not required to implement TANF until 71797 Only 16 States operated 3 TANF program | 14t the ennre year Therefore the tolai
armount of F'ederai funds awarded to States for fiscal year 1997 was tess than ihe full anhual Tj&rﬁ__zgqcahons of ! §15.5 billion per year that States will ieceive i liscal years 1994 ihrough 2062,
RS R e TR T RGBT BRras ar s READRNE DF CUMULATIVE FOLRTH QUARTER Fv 1897 TANF GRANT AWARDE, HEW MEXICO, {UAHD AHD TEXAS REPORTED A DIFF ERENT AMQUNT DM LINE 1{A) OF T1HE ACF. 196




TABLE 1:4

STATE TANF MAINTENANCE COF EFFORT

Data reporled by States o 1
n Column B on . TOTAL
ACF-196 Line ltems: § 6 7 8 8(a) 9 it STATE
CASH AND WORK _ WORK CHILD _ |ADMINISTRATION] SYSTEMS |TRANSITIONAL| — OTHER TANF
BASED ASSISTANCE! _ACTIVITIES CARE . SERVICES | EXPENDITURES | EXPENDITURES
Alabarna 17168850 | 2175713 | 4,600,957 5,829,531 29 775051
Alaska 21,462,392 704,504 170871 365,864 993,273 73,700,904
Arizona 46825418 . 12,328,503 1,110,216 | 26,411,691 89,475 820
Arkansas 3,750,608 1451368 | 1,061,407 551,968 | 232,578 1,362,433 | 8,440,374
California 2,027,650,655 92,546,000 88,663,974 | 20,676,205 239,483,150 | 2,467,359,984
Colorado 7,015,391 102,841 | 56985699 | 543,686 469,883 2,147,013 18,764 713
Cornecticut 0%, 000, 707 £17.906 |~ 62,060,835 26,347,368 2,452 445 259,866 195 549 127
Delaware 7,480,507 2,168,760 | 7,535,079 111,938 1,218,071 18,515,355
District of Colurmbia 30,350,815 1712777 | 10,000,600 3,463,794 389,260 500,000 45,416 348
Fiorida 272,324,692 2,794,151 | 33,418,872 12,302,795 71,164,645 382.002,156
.1Georgha 78,177,618 5,476,843 53,758,830 | 3,414,374 272,607 8134854 12,637,342 163,807 468
Hawali 7,758,306 791710 856 597 27,985 - 5,434,998
idaho 1,672,833 | 44,454 253955 368,316 159,710 1,108,354 3,647,662
illinols 56,680,125 14,902,368 1,818,078 23,334 75,432,502
indlana B8 280,034 13754763 | 15.357,049 10,374,863 3,587,816 1385477 | __ 132,260,002
iowa 22,392,383 16,604,532 336,255 7,415 221 235,058 45,967 439
Kansas - 37,618,151 3,770,484 ] 3,300,011 27 641,882 71,881,528
Kentucky 50,114 470 1539086 | -18,567 664 692,360 71,313,590
Louisiana 43,019,344 {378} : 6,061,681 2,157,419 51,738 065
Maine 34,364 521 | 748 B1E 3,186,710 375,436 39,676,485
Marytand 97,760,101 8,910,227 ] 21.418,819 10,269,429 4135423 1,017,593 143 511,702
Massachusefts 276,733,889 1,852,223 : 43,586,799 3,207,828 4.764.73% 330,147 475
Michigan 291,254,645 37,187 938 | 74,129,738 41,307,719 6,082,716 41,529,222 485,491,978
‘|vinnescta 36,186,152 2382410 | 1647365 6,648,172 861,984 48,326,032
Mississippi 15,068,669 | 1,715,431 6,387,495 23,172,595
Missourt 121,141,155 11,307 654 1.012512 4,155,775 437,617,096
Montana §276913 132,840 1306922 1545 713 432 784 1,475 872 11,123 543
Nebraska 16,174,267 2,403,776 769,170 4,748,837 2,028,164 . 26,064,254
fevada 11.591.478 504,682 647,084 1.818952 2010058 958 B34 48678,431 22 496 377
New Harrpshire 18,634,948 930,318 | 4.5B2,606 3,675,730 1,835 762 2,565,682 32,255 076
Hew Jersey 155,863,713 15,856,221 23,434,183 6,372,547 201,526 664
Haw Mexico 8,862,270 _ 51931 550,272 | 78,894 442 414 9 956,781
Few York _ 868,323,100 45333554 | 69,193 603 199577 733 5178952 236,048,569 | 1,426,855,531
North Carclina 79,343,198 - 10,281 bat 47,523,413 131,557,708
Narth Dakota 1,815,723 8,735 358,535 153,975 2,339,028
Ohio 325,580,198 8912359 | 45628 354 32 407,206 34,430,270 440,958,427
Oklahoma 35,154,333 6,342,808 | 10,630,233 1,477,639 780,153 7,365,130 61,250,306
Gregon 77,843,004 4,361,894 9745578 261,323 43015 97,754,041
Pennsylvania 161,941,125 519,567 | 27,083,175 37,149,704 2,447,353 23,091,042 752,231,670
Rhode Island 18,777,942 605680 | ~ 5334,726 3,675,027 485,428 1,255,338 28,134,139
South Carolina 18,979,342 3,882,710 | 2,239,877 3,960,535 1,773,083 8917,571 39,753,118
South Dakota 69573801 653,605 553,087 1.461 580 118,015 8,743,871
Tennessee - 26,874,462 14,163,249 5.505.984 5314,206 36 440639 88,330,540
Texas - 132708140 16,826,873 | 34,681,426 15,106,210 3,897,128 A6 491,059 252,712,826
Utah . 16895786 | —_ | 3274900 3,624,244 495,620 | 25,200,550
Vermont - 22,544 285 48816 | 385540 1494222  80FM0| 27,363,633
Virginia 44,743 659 11,267,336 107,783 8,927 518 1,111,133 23,853 411 67,183,733
Washington 173,686,640 1,765,430 26,753,723 754,064 60,935 12,662,691 215,183,482
Wost Viiginia 20,426 471 1,101,600 4,266,824 1,735,368 915,233 25,445 496
Wisconsin 105,528,307 22,139,581 | 16,477,623 10,561,503 349,118 3,504,895 | 158,561,427
Wyoming 4,802,266 1,353,144 578,947 158,304 §,§93,656
_[5tate Total 6135578,496 | _ 260,562,815 | o7 495,523 | 716,579,944 | 07,646,555 | 5,178,135 914 337,117 | _E763960,825
GENERAL NOTES! - -

This 1abie shows infarmalian exacily a5 reparted by Blates in calumn B o the quarietly TANF repon (Form na AGF-196), The frsl lime Stales were requied to submit_

TARIEfinansiat dala on this inrm was 19/14/97. There are blank dala glements in columns & thigugh 11 for States whose financial tepo

have nol yet been

Wl kewr LIRSS

. DATA AS OF:
Febryary 27, 1998



TABLE 15

STATE TANF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT {MOE)

EXPENDFTURE OF STATE FUNDS IN SEPARATE STATE PROGRAMS IN FY 1897

Data sepg-rted by States

in Column © on Form _ |

ACF.196 Line ltems:

8

8

8{a}

10 -

1
JOTAL

CASH AND WORK

WORK

~ |BASED ASSISTANC |

Alabama

ACTWITIES

ADMIKISTRATION

SYSTEMS

TRANSITIONAL

OTHER

_ SERVICES

EXPERDITURES

EXPENDITURES

6,896,417

Alaska

Arlzona

10,065, 324

181,710

Arhansas

Calllomia

11,887,624

Golarado

45,687

406,927

6,541,638

6,994,253

Conneclicut

Delaware

District of Columbi

Florida

7511410

7,002.019

B8,573.429

Georgia

Hawali

10,060,193

10,060,193

Idaho

[T E

8,388,178

75,000,000

421,091

7,834

33,827,903

Indiana

1,265,176

1,265,176

lawa

7,829 957

4,950,959

12,780,976

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

2,212,878

2212578

Massachusetls

44 918,343

Michigan

13,277,338

24916,343,

13,277,398

Minnesota

Mississippl

Missourl

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

- |[New Hampshire

New Jarsey

HNew Mexico

New York

Merth Carolina

North Dakota

Otila

[Qklahoma

Qregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode island

626,239

South Carptlna

South Dakota .

Tennessee

Texas

250167

Utzh

Vermont

Virginia

3.721.849

14,076,988

17.158.605

Washington

West Virginla

Wisconsin

10,647,305

10,647,305

Wyoming

1,553 781

-

State Total

03,972 187

110,747,735

421,891

GENERAL NOTES!

7,834

]

18,422,620

183512267

This table shows informalion exaclly as repored by States in cotumn C on ihe quarterty TANF repont (Form no. ACF-196). The first time States were requiced to submit

TANF financial data on this form was 11!14!9? Thls labte shows how States used their own lunds in sepaiate State programs. Funding a separate State TANF program

AL TR AT te Rawe 1 raibioee] rnmrse. 16 dale bwelve have reported the expenditure of funds

DATA AS OF;
Februany 27, 1998



TABLE 16

Data as ol

February 27, 1998

|

l ] ]
STATE TANF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT

EXPENDITURES OF STATE FUNDS INFY-1997

Data reported by Sta 11 12 N .

inColumns B8 Con _ TOTAL SEPARATE COMBINED COMBINED |
ACF- 196 Line ltems: STATE STATE PROGRAM STATE - EXPENDITURE TANF: NO.OF DAYS. | |

o TANF | . TOTAL_ I EXPENDITURES STATE_ | AS% OF  |IMPLEMENTATION|  INFY-1997 _PRORATED MOE
) _ EXFENDITURES, " EXPENDITURES | (col 11+ Col. 12) MOE —____DATE UNDER TANF AT 100%
Alabama 20,775,051 6,896,417 "36.671.468 TALABAMA B0% 1171586 320 45839 335
Alaska 23,700,504 . 23,700,904 | ALASHA T44% THiaT 92 16 448,723
Arizona B8, 475.820 11.887.034 101,362,854 |ARIZONA 0% 1071756 365 126,703 568
Arkansas 8,440,314 - 5,440,374 |ARKANSAS 121% THg7 97 7.003.410
California 2,487,390,984 - | __2.487,359.584 [CALIFORNIA 0% 11/36/96 %9 3.0e4.229.580
Colorado 19264 713 6.594 753 26,255,966 [COLORADO 94% 78T 92 27,850,675
Connecticut 195,649,127 - 185 549,127, [CONNECTICUT 80% 1156 365 244,561,409
_|Belaware 18,515,355 18515355 IDELAWARE 115% 3f10/97 205 16,303,449
District of Columbi 46,416,346 - 46,416,346 |DISTRICT OF C 84% 3197 2ia 55,072,422
Flarida 387 00Z 156 65734201 400,575,585 FLORIDA 81% 1571796 365 i 494,558,734
Georgia 163,807 468 - |: 163,807 468 |GECRGIA 5% 1717 213 172,893,545
Hawali 6434898 |- 10,060,193 19495191 {HAWAL 9% 797 92 24,527,109
idaho 3.647.652 - 3.647 652 |IDAHD 79% AT g2 4,507 053
-|illinols -~ 75432902 33,827,903 109,260,805 [ILLINGIS® 76% 77 g2 144,182,739
indiana 112,260,002 1.265,176 113,525,178 HINDIANAT 75% 1511756 . 365 151,366,637
lowa 46,967 489 12,780,916 59,748 405 [I[OWA 97 % AT 20 61.793.509
\Kansas 71581528 - 71,681,528 |KANSAS” BT % 1071796 %5 62332, 751
Kentucky -~ 71.313.59Q ] 71,313,550 IMENTUCKY 83% 1016596 34a §5.704,593
Louisiana 51,238 065 - 51,238,065 |LOUISIANA G3%| T fitier 273 55.263,305
Maine 29676485 2,217,878 41.685.363 |MATNE g% 1171596 334 46,052,044
Maryland 143 511,702 - 143,511,702 }MARYLAND 75% 12i9/96 2% 191,348 936
Massachusetts 330,147 478 44,518,343 375.065.621 |MASSACHUSETT 7B% 9/30/06 365 478 596 637
Mictigan | ___ 486,491,978 13,277,398 459769376 [MICHIGAN® 80% 9306 365 624,691,167
Minnesoia 48,326 032 - 48,326,032 |MINNESOTA 80% TI97 87 60 407 540
Mississippt 23172595 23,172,585 [MISSISSIPRI 0% 196 365 28,965,744
Missouri 137 617.09€ 137 617,096 IMISSCURL 103% 1271/96 304 133,394,395
Monlana 11,123 543 11,123,543 [MONTANA 80% 201797 242 13,865,732
fNebraska 26,064,254 76.064 254 |NEBRASKA B1% 1271796 304 32,172,859
Hevada 22 495 377 22,495,377 [NEVADA 80% 1273096 32 28,119,222
New Hampshire 32,255,076 . 32,255,076 |NEW HAMPSHIR 5% 11796 385 42,820,131
New Jersey 201.526,664 - 701.526.664 |NEW JERSEY 5% 2NA7 242 268702218
New Mexico 9 586,781 - G986,781 |[NEW MEXICO® 75% FRT 52 12,586,081
New Yark 1,426,655,531 -1 1,426.655,531 INEW YORK 75% 1372008 303 1,803,507,504
North Carolina 131,557 706 - 137 557,706 INORTH CAROLIN BE% 187 273 153,753,364
Norih Dakola 2339028, - 2,335,028 [NORTH DAKOTA 1% TIET 52 3047968
Chio 440,958,427 - | 440,958,427 |OHIO BS% 1041796 365 520,734,467
Oklahoma 61,250,306 - 61,250,208 |OKLAHOMA 5% 10/1/98 65 81,667,075
Cregon 92 254 841 - 97 254,847 [OREGON* 5% 1041796 365 122,921,435
Pennsylvania 252,231.910 252,231,970 [PENNSYLVANIA BQ% T 212 315,288,962
Rhode islang 28,134,136 fiz8,230 28,762,078 |RHODE ISLAND 65% FHEH 153 i 33,735,350
South Carofina 39753114 - 35.753.118 [SQUTH CARQLIN - BE% 10/12/96 354 46,345,728
South Cakota 9,743,871 19743871 |SOUTH DAKOTA 0% 1241196 304 __ 9743871
Tennessen B2 330 540 250,167 BE 580,707 | TENMESSEE" 0% 10/1796 35 710,413,171
Texas 352,712,436 — 753712836 |TEXAS 89% 11/5/96 330 284161.244
utah 25.290.550 - 25.290.550 JUTAH' 75% 1071796 65 33,720,733
Vermont 27,363,633 X - 77 363633 [VERMONT 60% 8720095 365 34,204 541
Virginia 67,161,733 17,798,835 | 54 960,508 |VIRGINIA 75% 2T 2432 §13,307 233
[Washington 215,183,462 - 215,183,482 \WASHINGTON B2% 1/40/97 | 264 262,371,084
Wesl Virginia 26 445 456 - 28,445,496 |WEST VIRGINIA H% a7 263 31,416,888
Wisconsin 158,581,427 10,647,305 168 276,732 |WISCONSIN 75% 5/30/95 365 sEnget
Wyoming 6,593,656 1,553,761 | 8,547 437 |WYOMING™ B0% 111797 273 10,638, 106
State Tofal 8,763,080.825 183,572,967 |~ 6.947,553.002 T VT )



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: (1) 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. ' ' _

Additionaily, States had to offer two of the following four optional activities: (1) job search; (2)
on-the-job traiping; (3) work supplementation; and {4) community work experience. In addition
States could offer postsecondary education to JOBS participams.

TANF Work Participation Activities

Work activities are tightly defined to focus on actual work in the private or public sector plus, td
a limited degree, education, vocational education training, and job search. The law defines 12
work activities: unsubsidized cmployment; subsidized private sector employment; subsidized
public sector employment; work experience; on-the-job training: job search and job readiness
assistance, comimunity service programs; vocational educational training, for a maximum of 12
months; job skills training directly related to employment; education directly related to '
emptoyment (high school dropouts only); satisfactory attendance at secondary school or in a
course of study leading to an c_qui\}aiency certificate (high school dropouts only) or the provisio
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.




" Tabie 2:1

AEDC/TANF: Total Families and Unemployed Parent Families
Parcent Change from FY 1995 to FY 1996

Total Familias

Unemployed Parent Familias

lAverace Monthiy Numbe ‘Percont Average Manthiv Number Percent
Fy 1995 FY 1998 Change FY 1995 FY 1996 Change
“Alabama 45,030 | - 42,393 -7.9% 137 B3 -39.2%
Alaska 12.426 12.253 -1.4% 1,893 1.810 <4 4%
Arizona 60.609 63.404 -8.9% 1.166 1.281 7.2%
‘Arkansas 24,296 22,747 -6.4% 279 240 «13.8%
Catiformia 919,471 | 895.960 -2.6% 164.268 T61.782 -1.5%
Colorada 38,557 35,447 -B.1% 750 444 -40.8%
Connecticut 60,985 £8.117 -3, 7% 3.027 3,253 7.4%
Delawsre 10,775 10,388 -3.6% | 78 115 47.0%
Dis1. of Columbia 26,789 25.721 -4.0% 198 145 | <26.8%
Flonida 230,807 211,975 -8.2% 3.624 2,640 27 1%
Georgia . 139,135 | 130,387 -8.3% 562 325 42.1%
Guam 2.099 2,137 1.8% 185 189 0.4%
. Mawaii 21.674 21,960 1.3% 1,484 1.,614 88%
\daho 9,071 8,008 -0.7% 620 283 52, 7%
IMinpis 236,205 224,148 -5.1% 11.252 9.840 S12.5%
indiari 65.618 52.873 -19.4% ~2.217 1.333 | -3%.9%
iowa 36,483 32,785 -10.1% 3,434 3122 -8.1%
Kansas 28,232 25.148 -10.9% - 1,667 1.151 -31.0%
Kentucky 75,384 71.827 -4.7% 4,018 3.046 -24.2%
Louisiana 79,825 70,581 -11.68% 706 21 -69.3%
Maine 21.684 20,461 -8.7% 1,904 1.650 -13.3%
Maryliand 80,383 14,106 -7.8% 678 460 -32.1%
Massachuserts 100,852 88,365 12.4% 3.433 2.647 -22.9%
-Michigan- 201,696 178.002 “11.7% ) 23,088 18.700 -14.7%
Minnesota 61,339 58.250 -5.0% 4,789 3,848 -17.6%
Mississippi 52,528 47,954 -B.7% 42 33 -21.0%
Missoun 89,298 82,717 -7.4% 2,365 1,105 -63.3%
Montana | 11,508 10,B36 -6.8% 977 934 -8.4%
Nebraska 14,828 14,166 -4.5% 747 644 -13.8%
Nevada 16,708 14.827 -5.8% 393 279 -29.2%
New Hampshire 10,800 9,538 S11.7% 278 130 -83.1%
New Jarsey 118,883 111,883 -5.8% 3.547 | 2.865 -19.2%
New Mexico 34,444 33,8562 -1.7% © 1,430 1.191 -18.7%
New York 456,929 431,717 -5.5% 20.03z 17.566 -12.3%
North Carolina 125,503 113,127 -9.9% 2,896 | 2130 -1B.8%
Narth Dakota 5215 4,892 -5.2% 136 73 -46.1%
Dhio 22817 206,722 -9.4% 16,551 12,083 -27.2%
Okishoma 44,790 38,809 -13.4% 421 261 -3B.1%
Qregon 39,264 33.444 14.8% 3.040 2,181 -2B.2%
Pennsylvania 204,771 190,329 % 8,263 6,402 -22.5%
Puerto Rico ‘54,799 50.888 7% o -0
Rhode isiand - 22,194 21,228 -4.4% 818 485 -21.5%
South Caroline 48,981 45,770 {5.6% 363 181 -50.1%
South Dakota 6.286 £.995- -4 6% 22 35 80.0%
Tennessee 104,008 §9.0868 4.7% _1.858 1,392 -29.0%
Texas 273,000 254,953 -6.6% 6.820 5.934 -13.0%
Utah 16.648 14,767 ~11.3% 88 101 18.6%
Vermont 9,648 9.058 8. 1% 1,389 1,287 -10.2%
Wirgin Islands 1,308 1,389 6.9% o 0
Virgima 72147 64,937 -10.0% 439 516 17.6%
Washington 101,948 98,933 -3.0% | 15,523 14,123 -9.0%
Waest Virginia 38.40a 36,562 -4.B% 5,350 4,447 -16.9%
Wisconsin 72,366 £80.058 17.0% 5,667 3.676 -35.1%
Wyoming 5,200 4,732 -9.0% 67 £3 -20.1%
U.5. Totals 4.879.013 | 4,551.731 +6.7% 334,694 301,407 -9 9%
Freosre by ACF/OPRL/ODCA, |~ 4124788




. TABLE 2:2
JORS PARTICIPATION RATES
Dverall AFDC Recipients and AFDC Unemployed Parents
¥igcal Yearsg 1856 and 1987 - '

ACF-103
: -AFDC o AFDC-UP
1996 1997 1996 1997 -
Alabama C/ 56.1 45.2 | 35,9 32.9
Alaska NA NA © . 48.3 NA
" Arizona C/ . 49.4 57.9 | 55.4 73.9
_Arkansas B/ . 20.1 . 20.7 - 29.3 24.7
California C/ ' 27.1 22.0° 39.0 26.0
Colorado L2202 ‘NA | 61.1 NA
Connecticut NA NA | B4.6 - NA
Delaware ' 14.4 NA 21.4 NA
Dist. of Col. . NA . NA NA NA
Florida .C/ . 81.8 62.7 | . 100.0 -  5%.0,
Georgia A/ 40.8 . 51.4 71.4 80.5
Guam C/ S 20.0 ' 14.8 16 .9 13.5
Hawaii : 21.1 NA . B.1 - NA
Idaho B/ ' 53.0 42.3 1.7 ' 52.1
Illinois ¢/ 29.4 37.7 . 67.8 76 .6
Indiana C/ K 22.5 26.0 34.9 53.2
Iowa C/ ' 37.5 64 .4 75.1 77.8
Kansas B/ . 33.0 29.7 £0.1 6£3.8
Kentucky A/ 31.8 32.7 90.0 .94 .6
Louisiana.C/ = 33.5 287 77.8 53.8
Maine A/ . - 35.4 32.1 74 .7 69.1
Maryland 26,1 NA - 34.6 NA
Massachusetts . 33.5 NA 65.3 NA
Michigan o 29.5 NA 51.5 NA
Minnescta C/ 25.3" 26.9 38.4 44.1
Mississippi C/ 24.6 27.2 11.86 13.1
‘Missouri ¢/ . - - 37.7 51.9 £7.2 68.3
Montana A/ - 30.2 - 31.4 £5.5 52.0
Nebraska C/ . 73.2 68.9 51.9 53.4
Nevada A/ S 29.6 55.8 67.8 - 109.7
- New Hampshire . 68.1 NA 58.6 NA
New Jersey A/ . 26.7 31.8 66.7 87.6
New Mexico D/ 36.4 - 40.2 67.8 70.8
New York- C/ ‘ 27.7 33,1 54.2 58.7
North Carolina C/ NA NA |  18.0 24 .8
North Dakota C/ . 52.2 59.1 75.6 76 .4
Ohio C/ 42.9 '43.6 48.0 . 48.6
Oklahoma C/ - 259.6, 35.8 24.6 28.0
Oregon C/ 76.4 91.2 35.2 41.5
Pennsylvania A/ - 32.8 25.3 . 72.5 78.3
‘Puerto Rico D/ 27.4 29.5 NR ‘NR



Rhode islaﬁd B/ 22.

69.

5 25.7 6
South Carolina A/ - 24.2 22.4 39.3
South Dakota B/ 76.9 75.1 . 83.0
Tennessee G/ 36.2 51.4 60.4
‘Texas C/ . 28.7 24.8 41.2
Utah C/ S 55.2 £1.0 . 87.1
Vermont C/ 22.0 . 21.1 60.6 .
~Virgin Islands D/ 14.8 25.3 NR
Virginia C/ .. 34.8 50.6 - 23.7
Washington £5.8 NA 49.7
West Virginia B/ 26.1 23.8 25.8.
Wisconsin ' 60.6 NA 76.9
Wyoming A/ ' 6B.4 80.1 . 81.7
A/ First quarter of 1587.

B/ First and second quarters of 1997.
c/ First, second, and third quarters of 1997.
D/ Fiscal year 158857. o

NA
NE

Data is not available.

State does not report data.

Notes to the 1997 participation rates.

69.
25.
88 .
&8,
24 .
gl.
63.

NR

25.

NA

23.

NA

61.

ook Wb

T

1. 12 States did not submit any tables.

2. 3 States submitted data for the fiscal year .,
3. 24 States submitted-s months of Séta.

4. 6 St@tes submitted & months of &ata.

5. Q States submitted 3 months of data.

6. The data comes from the ACF-103 reports.



Table 3:1

- SUMMARY OF RECENT RESFARCII ON WELFARE LEAVFRS

Study GAOQ 199 lowa 1993.5 Indiana 1937 Maryland 1998 South Carolina 1997
Population Sanctioned Cases Sanctioned Cases All recipients All Closed Cases All Closed Cases
Covered ' '

Description

Waivers in MA, LA, WI

Waivers; self-selected

Sample of recipients in’

Ist yr. of TANF (1593
cases)

5% Sample of Leavers
during Ist yr.

Sample of Leavers during
Ist yr. (411 cases)

Reason for
Closure;

All cases studied were -
‘closed due to sanctions

All cases studied were
closed due to sanctions

N/A (only 53% clused)

32% Work ot lncone -
32% Procedural Closures'
7% Explicit Sanctions for
non-compliance

30% other

56% Work or lncome
26% Sanctions
15% other

=
Reasons for

44 % procedural

89% procedural

N/A

6% non-work compliance

N/A

leaving weifare

50% had decline

than recipients to be
> $1000/mo

Sanctions: 47 % non-work 3% non-work compliance < 1% non-CSE
compliance compliance
1 % working 23.32% 53% have worked since | 64% working 51% working first quarter | 59% working

after leaving {varies) termination of benefits. (18 mos. later) after closure (about 6 mos. later)
{and time ) (2-6 mos.) 42% working all three -

: quarters after closure
Other Benefits: -

Medicaid 53-58% approx. 2/3 53% N/A 175%

Food Stamps| 25-60% B% 66%
Income after N/A 40% had increase leavers 3X more likely For those working, first | 55% of all leavers said

quarter earniugs averaged
$2384/min

income was up; 38% of
sanctioned up

Recidivism

Approximately /3
returned {2-B mos after
closure)

N/A

N/A

19% returned within
3 months

N/A

1 . . '
This summary does not include recently reported surveys from Idaho,
Each of these surveys the response rates. were very low and no attempts were made to reach people not
S AAens s b mnimhoyr liarsed when thev left wel fare. .

Kentuck},

Terstesgsee or New Mexico. Tn

fraagyed



: Attachment 3:1 _ .
Anticipated Deliverables from Welfare Reform Research Projects
January 1998
None | .
February 1998

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

- Wisconsin Two-’I‘iér Demonstration - Final Report.
March 1998

Florida Family Transition Program Evaluation - Report on tmplementatton and mtcrtm
© Impacts

~April 1998

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

- May 1998

Analyses of Employment and Wage Paterns Among AFDC Recipients - Final report of
analyses of NLLSY data _

‘New Jersey Family Development Program Demonstraton - Final Report
June 1998
Los Angoles jobs-First GAIN (MDRC) - First Year Impact Paper and Fi_nal Report

The lowa Family Investment Program Interim Impact, Process and Cost-Benefit
Reports —

Ve,rmont Family Independence Program Evaluation - intertm impact analysis

Virginta lndé_pende,nce Program (VIP) - Two Year Impact Report .



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

‘National EVa[uatlon of Welfare to Work Srategies - Report on two-year impacts for all
seven project sites :

Post- Empioymem Services Demonstration Evaluation - Final report of guldelmes based
on four state experiences with job retention strategtes

Exammauon of State Welfare Diversion Programs - Interim Report on 50 state survey of
programs and pohcxes 10 divert famlhes from welfare roles

July 1998
Parents’ Fair Share implementation and interim ifﬁpact report
Virginia Indep;endcnce Program (VIP) - Final Implementation Sfudy Report
lAugust 1998 |
Noné
September 1998
| Monitoring .tfle impact of welfare ;eforr‘n on Indian families with children (Washington
University) - Short-term report on cutcomes {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 Strategies - Papers on iniplementation 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 Training, Education, Employment, and Management (TEEM) - Early
Impiementation Report

Welfare Policy Typology Project - Final report surnmarizing 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 - Partner and Father Involvement in the Lives of First
Time, Low-income Mothers - First Report of Findings



- Children’s Hospltal Denver o - AnainES of five-year follow- -up of Mcmphls 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 1o employed welfare recipients -

" November 1998

Home Vismng Services Demonstrauon Final report including impact analys:s
(University of Pennsylvania)

December 1998
Arizona EMPOWER - Process Swdy Interim Report; Impaét Study Interim Report

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

Examination of State Welfare Di\?efsidn Programs - ¥Final report on state programs and
policies to divert applicants from weifare 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 provnded by
community based orgamzauons in Prttsburgh PA

‘National Evaluation of Welfare 10 Work Strategies - Paper on three-year impacts in all
seven project sites - : .

* January 1999

Texas Track ! Final Process Study Report

. February 1999
‘None -
March 1999
| Conneéticut lobs First - Interim P‘rocéss Study and lmcrirﬁ impact Stuﬁy

- lllinois Youth Employment and Training Initiative ~ Interim impact Report’



April 1999
None |
May 1999

Florida Family Transition Program Evaluation - Update on impacts and implementation
{Release). s '

June 1999°
None

July 1999

| None

August 1999

Children's Hoépital, Denver, CO - Partner and Father Involvement in the Lives of First
Time, Low-income Mothers - Second Report of Findings.



Attachment 3:2
Maryland’s L;fe After Welfare: A Second )‘urenm Report

As part of its welfare reform efforis, the state of Maryland has contracted the University of
Maryland Schoo! of Social Work to follow individuals whe leave the Temporary Cash

- Assistance (TCA) program. The report examines a random sample of 5% of all recipients who
left the rolls during the first year of welfare reform {October 1996 - September 1997). The final
report will track these families for at least two years after theéy leave the rolis. This interim report
follows them for 1 to 3 quarters, depending on when they left the roies. :

The study uses administrative data 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 smalier sample of clients to record gualitative
information such as attitudes, behavior and the welfare-leaving process.

Unfortunately, the study oniy looks at leavers - it doesn't attemipt 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 fe:male (96%), African- Amerlcan (67%),
single-parent (84 %), and her one child (48%). '

69% had been receiving welfare commuously 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 1o full-family sanctions. 6.4% for non-compliance .
with work, and 0.6 % for non-compliance with child-support enforcement.

Employment Outcbmes

The study-examines Unemployment Insurance data to determine the employment status of
participants. ~ ) ' ‘
© 51% of all leavers worked in the first quarter after exit, earning an average of $2384 in

the quarter. 58% worked at some point in the three quarters foliowing 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 Ul covered employment in the seven to eight quarters before their exit. Of
these, 65% of these worked in the first quarter after exit, with similar percentages
working in the second and third quarters. :



The types of employment found are mostly in low-wage service sector positions. 35%
found wholesale and retail jobs -- mostiy 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.

Rec:dwnsm

19% of famnhes returned to welfare within three months. Those who left for work or
increased earnings were the least likely to return, ‘while those who were sancuoned were
the most likely, wnh 35% of sanctioned families returning.

On average, thase who returned to welfare had slightly younger children, were somewhat
less Tikely 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
we]fare : :

Of 3, 467 chitdren 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 t1 families had at least one foster care
placement. Seven of the 15 have a pre-exit history of abuse/neglect investigations and
wo ¢hildren had experienced a pre-exit foster care placement.



Attachment 3:3
GAO Study on States’ Early Experiences with Benefit Terniinatiun

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

-

Most of the 33 states that received waiver authority to impose full-family sanctons
did so rarely or not at all. Through December 1996, 14 states had not wwrminated any
families' benefits, and 7 had terminated benefits 1 less than 100 cases. The three
states with the most terminatons — lowa, Massachusetts, and Wisconsin -- accounted

for about 72 percent of al] the terminatons nationwide through December 1996.

Almost all terminations were due to failure to meet inital enrollment requirements or
fatlure to comply with work requirements. A small number were due to child support

-enforcement reguirements or teen parent requirements. Time hmits have not been 1n

effect in any state for long enough for a significant number of recipients 1o have
reached the termination point. :

Through December 1996, 44 percent of all terminations were due to failure to attend
the inital 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 weifare rolls in the first place rather than

- appearing as benefit terminations. Such “diverted” applicants will be very difficult to

track.

GAO was not able to give more than & preliminary answer to the question of what
happened to families whose cases were closed. Maost families’ total incomes declined,
but there was litlle evidence of extreme economic distress. However, state officials
who attempted to follow up on famiiies 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 fraction of cases receiving food

stamps and Medicaid benefits after termination. This is in spite of the fact that the waiver
~ terms stated that 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 subseguently had their cases re-opened, This data was
collected between two and eight months after case closure, so it is quite preliminary.

In order to monitor compliance and issue sanctions, the staies must track hours of
participation 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
sanctioned issued through August 20, 1996, 44 percent were later reversed because



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



Atmehmeht 3:4
A Study of Iows's Limited Benefit Plan

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

The Demonstration, Beginning October 1, 1993, Jowa implemented a comprehensive
package of welfare reforms as parnt 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 2 Family Investment Agreement (FIA), 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 sancuoned
. and assigned to an aliernative 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 dme, 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 could

~ 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 ptior 1o this change.

The Evaluation Findings. In their study. Mathematica uses administrative and survey data to
" look at the charactenistics of recipients who enter the LBP and how these recipients cope
after losing benefits. Their results will likely be viewed with great interest because this is
one of the few studies that looks iri ‘detail at the conseguences 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 relatvely small sample of recipients and had no
control group. While the findings give an impornant early indication of how some families
cope with work requirements and sanctions, the results cannot be used to measure program
1mpacts. ’ o : -

© 1t 15 aiso important to point out that the families interviewed in this study were subject to
sanction provisions and are .nor representative of fomilies thar 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 10 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 & months. Time
limits under the PRWORA, on the other hand, will affect all nonexempt-cases and will be
permanent. o ‘

Finally, it should be noted that MPR"s study looks only ar outcomes in the short- 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 reports are the
following: :

. | -Over one-fifth of cases on the LBP failed to make thc required FlA appomtmcnts
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 complctely wrminated, either through
appealing their assignment to the LBP or by signing and followmg the Family
. Investment Agresment, ‘

. Those who remained on the LBP throughout the sanction penod appear to have been
- less disadvantaged than those who retumned to full FIP 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 fewer children, have older children,
and have more education compared to those who returned to full FIP benefits,
although these differences were not grcat

. The effects of losing cash assistance varied wxdely among families. Fully 40% of ali
' families losing cash assisiance 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 expenienced a decrease in income, averaging a
loss of $384 per month. These families were not able to achieve self sufficiency.

. Government programs other than FIP were important sources of support once cash
assistance had been terminated. About two-thirds of these families continued to
receive Food Stamps and Medicaid, and the value of food stamp benefits penerally
increased rnodcratcly

. Families who lost cash assistance also turned to families, friends and neighbors for
support, but did not appear to rely much on assistance offered by the pnvate,
nonprofit sector. While many sanctioned recipients gained financial assistance or help
with child care from family or friends, they commiented that this source of suppont

- was temporary and were concerned about where they would turn for heip once fam:ly
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 short-term. Longer term consequences of

- permanent benefit terminations could be more severe.



Attachment 3:5

A Comparison of ‘Characteristics and Outcomes for
Current and Former TANF Recipients in indians

In September, Abt Associates released a report on Indiana’s welfare reform evaluanon. This

report, Who is On and Who is Off? compares charactenistics and outcomes for current and

former TANF 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
ime 47% of the respondents reported receiving cash assistance and 53% reported 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. lmpacts 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 school diploma or thres or more years of work experience.

Respondents still receiving welfare reporied more employment barriers at baseline,
especially health problems. disabilines, transportation, and other family problems.

" Families still on welfare were more likely be living in public housing.

Nearly two-thirds of former recipients were working at'the time of the survey, as
opposed to only 1 in 6 recipients. Former recipients were much more likely to hold a
fuil-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 living with a spouse than current recipients. .
However, a substantial minonty -- one-fourth-- of former recipients reported that
they were neither hving with a spouse nor working.

- Families still on TANF at the. ime of the survey reported greater use of other means-

tested assistance programs than former recipients. Curtent and former recipients were
equally likely to have received food. shelter, transportation and other assistance from
community-based organizations. '

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



_ Attachment 3:6
Soutb Carolina’s Survey of Family Independence Progrm:h Leavers -

" South Carolina's Department of Social Services conducied a survey of houscholds that lefi
the Family Independence Program (¥1, their TANF program) during the first three months of .
the program, between October and December 1996, 6377 households did not retumn to Fl
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 411 (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 1o receive post-FI food stamps longer
than non-respondents. Substannially more respondents voluntarily closed their cases, while
non-respondents were more likely to have closure reasons of residency and xnabxlny 10 be
locate.d

" 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-term’ impacts

are still unknown. The program cffects are also likely to be different after a longer period of
1mplemcmatmn

. Participants were asked to give their reasons for leaving F1. Of the reasons they gave
(which could be more than one category), the two largest were due to employment or
garnings — "Got a Jjob™ and "Eamned 100 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 later,
the survey does not indicate whether recipients or administrators initiated closure.
(Note that the reasons given in panticipants’ rcsponscs do not necessarily correspond
to administrative records.) :

. 8% o f those: surveyed were employed 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 preschoolcrs 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 $30 a week, while child care centers. cost
approximately $40 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 welfare.

. 84% of of survey respondems indicated that they had some sort of medlcal 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 thcre was some time after welfare when they couid not afford medical



zﬁ

care for an individual in thclr horne, whﬂc only 6% indicated such an unmet need
dunng wclfam

The same was true for other unmet nesds — differences in the numbers of those with
such needs during welfare and afier 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 stamps, 50% school lunch aid, and 42% child support. 22% did
not know households with workers were still eligible for food stamps and children's
Medicaid. Only 40% were aware of wansitional Medicaid for adults, and 49% of
¢hild care ass:stancc alt.hough the numbers were higher for cmploved respondents
(70% and 60%).




Attachment 3:7

The Early Economic Impacts of Delaware’s a Better Chance Welfare Reform Program

BACKGROUND

Delaware impiemented 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 and 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
commumty service job or an unsubsndxzed job).

On behalf of the Delaware Depanrnent 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 pertod 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 w 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 actuaily participated in work and education activities.

FINDINGS
Positive Impact on Employment and Wages

The employment rate was eleven pércentage points higher for the treatmem group after
one year of follow-up. T

Average quarterly earnings were $167 highér for the ABC participants over the same
~ time. -

Limited Effect on Welfare Receipt B

There was no significant effect on the rate of welfare receipt.



~ However, when the 'recipie'ms who are only eligible due to “fill-the gap™ assistance (the
‘more generous income disregard). the welifare recelpt for the treatment group is nine
percentage points below the control.
Average welfare payments were $67 lower for the meatment group.

No unpact on Average Househcld lncomes

While wages from working increased, there was no difference in average household
income for treatment-and control groups.

The evaluators state, “this finding ;uggést.s that in the aggregate income 'gdins through
earnings were offset by reductions in welfare and food stamp benefits.” (Pg. 42)

No Impact for Short and Loug term recipients

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

For those having rece;ved assistance for more than two out of the followmg ﬁve years
ABC had no impact.

For those having received a351stance for less than one out of the following five years,
ABC had no 1mpact -

Other subgroup analysis revealed that negative imphcts on welfare receipt (1.e. 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 rec1plcnts subject to ABC rules received one or more sanction during the
time period studied. -

Sancttons were more- l:kely to be 1mposed for non-compliance with work than family
responmbillty requ;rements

~ 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 assistance.



" Somewhat Limited Understanding of Program Rules

ABC recipients exhibited 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 undersiood family responsibility and family cap rules. while oniy
a third were aware that they could keep more of their earnings from work.

'Most control group members understood that theyﬁ were not subject 1o ABC’s policies,
aithough only 79% stated that they were subject 1o less than three out of five items on an

ABC policy index.



Attachment 3:8

Minnesota Family Investinent Program
18-Month Impact Findings

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

MFIP was implemented by the Minnesota Department 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
‘recetved welfare for 24 out of 36 months and who are 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 evaiuation of the MFIP programs, and is issuing an interim report based on 18-
months of follow-up this month. These findings 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 18-month
foliow-up period, MFIP resuited in a 39 percent increase in employment. The program also
resuited in a 16 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 as a major goal of welfare
reform rather than concentrating on reducing welfare receipt. 1n fact, while increasing work and
reducing poverty, over the period of the study, the financial incentives in MFIP also increased
both the arnount 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
MFIP report, due in 1999, will examine the program’s longer-term impacts, tncludmg 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 possibie that MFIP will put.
recipients on a more stable path towards self—sufﬁcxcncy, so that in the long run they are less

-~ likely to return to welfare, ‘Minnesoa is continuing MFIP under. TANF, but has made some

© program ‘modifications in order.to reduce this’ adverse effect: . (Rec:lplents are now only eligible
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
10 those who would have worked anyway, without increasing empioyment. 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-terim recipiénts, (Minnesota has since made
services mandatory after six months of receipt.)

In addition 1o increasing recipients” income and reducing poverty. the financial incentives
_helped the welfare office switch to 2 more employment-focused program. Cascworkers
- could honestly tell recipients that they would be better off if they worked than if they did not.

MFIP was less successful for single parents in rural counties. While 1t increased income and
reduced poverty, it did not succeed in increasing earnings. ‘Employment rose initially, bur was
not sustained. MDRC notes that long-term recipients in rural counties are somewhat more likely
than those in urban areas to find employment on their own. In addition, the £CONOMY was
somewhat weaker in the rural areas during the time of the demonstration.
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- JTotal collections increased continously 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 vear period, AFDC collections increased from $2.3 billion in fiscal vear 1992 10 $2.9 billion i fiscai year
1996 and non-AFDC coilections increased from $5.7 billion to $9.2 billion.
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Preliminary AFDC collections amounted to $2.9 billion in fiscal year 1996,




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 applied for Child Support Enforcement
services. In FY 1996, non-AFDC coliections rose 1o $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 1883 1884 1965 1096
TOTAL COLLECTIDNS ($000) 57,964,141 . $8907,150 $9,850,159 $10.827167  $12.019346
AFDCIFC COLLECTIONS 2.258 825 2,416,395 2,549,723 2,689,362 2,855,081
State Share S ree@a Bar27m2 800,717 938,865 1,013,696
Federal Share 737.543 776,600 762,34 821,564 888,314
Payments to AFDC Families 434,582 445765 457,125 . 474,428 . 480,334
Incentive Payments (estimated) 299,356 327 407,242 389,919 - - 409,144
Medical Support Payments -+ - 0 7541 32298 54628 - 63570
NON-AFDC COLLEGTIONS 570548 - 6490756 7,300,436 - 8,137,775 9,164,265
TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE $1,994 691 $2241,086  $2,556.372 $3.012,385 $3,054 821
EXPENDITURES ($000)
State Share . 651 807 724,480 815716 417,285 1015252 -
- Federal Share : 1342884 - 1,516,614 1740658 - 2095100 . 2,035 569
TOTAL PROGRAM SAVINGS ($170,448) ($278,005) ($496,072) {$652,050) {8743 668)
{$000)
" State Share . 434 492 452,010 482,243 421.500 407,588
Federal Share (604,540} (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 {soon)
COST-EFFECTIVENESS RATIOS
. TotalTota) - . amm 397 385 ase 393
. AFDGTotal - B REE 108 - 100 0.89 . 098
Non-AFDC/Tatal t S T 288 280 2.85' o 2,70 3.00
SOURCE: . Financial data as reported by the States.
NOTE: Data for fiscal year 1996 are preliminary. The cost-effectiveness ratio is total collections per dollar of tota administrative

expenditures, not the cost-effectiveness ratio used to calculate incentives. Medical support paymenis became a reporting requirement
in fiscal year 1994, .
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Office of Chilg Support Enforcement

Table 4:2 STATISTICAL OVERVIEW FOR FIVE CONSECUTIVE FISCAL YEARS

_ 1862 1993 1954 1985
‘. ToTAL ICASEITOAD L | 15,157,966 17,124520 18609805 19,162,137
AFDCIFC Caseload 6752458  7.471702 7985983 7879725
Non-AFDC Caseload . 6440712 7486902  B,189569  6£783.238
© AFDC Arrears Only Caseload ' 1,064,796 2165925 2434253 2,499,174
AFDC and AFDC Anrears Only basesoad | 8717254 9637627 10420236 10,378,899
TOTAL GASES FOR WHICH o 2840660 3,126,129 3403287 3727516
A COLLECTION WAS MADE ‘ : -
AFDC Cases ‘ ' 536,58I1 679258 926.214 975,607
Non-AFDC Cases . | : ' 1,749.066 1957666 2,168,630 2,408,411
AFDC Arrears 6nly K5070 289207 308,443 343498
TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF CASES o187 . 183 183 185
WITH COLLECTIONS S : ‘
AFDC Gases - ‘ 124 118 116 12.4
Non-AED_C Cases o . | 272 _ 261 265 27.4
AFDC Arrears Only o 13 13.4 127 137
TOTAL LOCATIONS MADE 3151513 3777336 4204004 4949012
TOTAL PATERNITIES ESTABLISHED & 511,862 554,289 656,459 530,817
ACKNOWLEDGED -
Total IV-D Patemities Established - s 1862 554209 592048 659,373
in-hospital Paternities Acknowiedged . NiA N/A 84.411 l 2?1‘,444
TOTAL SUPPORT ORDERS ESTABLISHED | _ | 879,422 1,056.224 1024675 1,051,336
- TOTAL SUPPORT ORDERS ENFORCED " 4357912 . 5369816 5805452 6546411
OR MODIFIED ' g :
PERCENTAGE OF AFDC PAYMENTS | 114 BRI . ‘ 52.5 _v 136
RECOVERED ' :

1996
18318341
7.379.958
9.347.147
2,581,236
9,571,194

3,953,623

939,809
2612235
401,579

205

127

279

165
5,769,391

1,002,489

717,120
285,369

1,083,390

-7.904.425

155

SOURCE: - Statistical daw as repoﬂcd by 1hc States . :
NOTE: Some Suates voluntarily repont in-hospual information 1o OCSE. In-hospital numbers include an unknown number of
acknowledgments for children in the {V-D casetoad. .
Dats for fiscal year 1996 are preliminary.




. Office of Child Support Enforcement
_ Table 4:3 Financial
ALABAMA $157.887,352 $23.464,137 $134, 423 215
ALASKA . ' 57,708,433 - 18,463,644 35,244,789 17,430,481
ARIZONA : 113,037,187 23,764,282 82,272,905 ' 46,505,400
1 ARKANSAS : © 79,432,115 © 19,745,866 59,686,249 28,669,013
CALIFORNIA . 1,034,409.497 496,185,073 538,224,424 " 437,991,308
COLCRADO | - . 108,269,298 T, 35571,783 72667515 . 38360778
CONNECTICUT ' 125,234,393 54,323,421 70,810,672 43,026,514
DELAWARE ' ’ . 35384565 B34 577 27078988 14,168,049
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 21791253 6,031,851 21,759,402 11,695,667
FLORIDA ' 411,799,338 - B0OEB487S 31114463 131,363,259
GEORGIA 268,598,844 102,398,769 166,200,075 68,505,123
GUAM ) 6,735,959 ) 2,002 8BS 4,733,074 2624 147
HAWAII ‘ ‘52,161,666 - 12,240,645 39,541,020 23,906,881
10AHO 44,002.878 11,108,650 32,894,188 18,827 515
1LLINOIS ) 249,833,907 72390757 177,443,150 103,803,283
INDIANA : : 196,934,750 44,993,945 151,940,804 30,080,599
IOWA . 151,907,365 40,100,353  111.807.012 29047535
KANSAS . 107,578,660 . 28,779,197 78.799.462 18,488,850
KENTUCKY . , . 144901347 39,444 824 - 105,456 523 | 42,209 598
LOUISIANA ‘ 143,644,070 31,228.218° 112,415,852 34,454 634
MAINE ‘ 62,584,791 29541,972 . 33,042,819 15,434,783
MARYLAND- 287,923,031 46708666 - 241,214,365 66,016,760
MASSACHUSETTS 247,947,706 71,420,983 176,526,723 61,285,948
MICHIGAN . ) : 949,136,462 171,533,683 777802,779 o 143,131,952
MINNESOTA 318,772,591 - 84872162 253,800,429 73,184,757
MISSISSIFPI : . 84,550,818 . 24,449 591 60,101,227 : 29,483,095
MISSOUR! 279,224,537 66,610,378 212,614,159 74.419.072
MONTANA 29,356,214 8,169,665 21,186 529 12,120126
NEBRASKA ' ) 95372735 12,436,843 82,935,882 30179125
NEVADA . 56,619,584 8,440 878 48,178 606 22,345,469
NEW HAMPSHIRE - 48,242 206 ' 10,532,199 37,710,007 14,091,399
NEW JERSEY ' ' 500,157,136 - 90,643,644 409,513 402 110,734,793
NEW MEXICO . 30,113,556 . 6,263,337 23,860,219 21,128,015
NEW YORK . 701,884,763 . 205854962 496,029,781 174,183,475
NORTH CAROLINA - 261,672,261 75,017,327 186654934 . 89,146,608
NORTH DAKOTA . - 28,489,636 £,108,239 22,381,397 6,563,449
OHIO ‘ 981,342 401 " 124,813,644 . 856528757 161,617 961
OKLAHOMA , 73,454,649 T 24,345,451 43,108,188 24,035,938
CREGON S . 178,428,037 31,152,281 147,275,756 31,874,444
PENNSYLVANIA ’ 958,280,996 138,684,804 819,596,392 ; 123,808,099
PLUERTORICO ) 126710813 . 2.820,745 123,890,168 26,568,851
RHODE ISLAND ' 35,523,703 18,350,721 17,172,982 -8,251,404
SOUTH CAROLINA _ : 118,145,764 . 29613884 88,532 B8O 35,089,671
SOUTH DAKOTA.- : 28,018,035 ' g7y © 0 21400918 T4.770,083
“TENNESSEE . . 159,804,123 34,739,726 125,064,397 - 39,342,313
TEXAS . -~ . : : 538,252,631 102,751,671 . 435,500,760 144,883,605
UTAH - ' - : CT7.590.875 < 21,554,681 - 56045184 . 29170011
VERMONT ‘ L . 2B370357 K 8,912,065 16458282 6,700,576
VIRGIN ISLANDS - 5438272 T 483710 4,954,562 ' 2,418,139
| VIRGINIA - ’ : o 257179742 - . T 46351409 ,"210;82&'333 ... 61507137
T WASHINGTON " 407,002,297 - 112818722 - 294,183 575 © 115,321,550
WEST VIRGINIA . : 84,232,843 15,306,988 . 68,925,855 23,357,563
WISCONSIN C 440,238,715 80,986,104 . 358,252,611 74 058,311
WYOMING - 25,020,548 4,944 951 20,075,597 : 8,454,697

SOURC E T F-imlmcaai .dalh as reported by -the States.
NOTE: Data for fiscal vear 1996 ase preliminary.



Table 5:1

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

United States, 1980 and 1985 - 96.

Number

Year Rate’ Percent’
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
1000 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
|_1935 828,174 32.8 220
1980 665,747 29.4 18.4
Notes:

Blrt.h.-, to unmarried woten per 1,000 unmarried wolmen ages 15-44 years.

Percent of all births 1 unnzarried women.



Number and percont of births to unmarrled women: Ifnited States and sach Stale, 1995, and parcani of births to uﬁmarrlad women:
United Statos and esch Stata, 1992.95; and Birth rate for unmarried women: Unlted States and each stale, 1390
|By prace of cesuience Reles are births 16 unmarfied women per { 000 unmarried women aged 15-44 yeass in sach 5‘31!1

. - ' . Percent of all births 1o
Number Percen! of alt births ta unmarried womer unmarfied women, 1986
_ 1996
Sinle 14936 1996 199% 1994 1993 1992 Rank State Percen!
Uniled Stales '1,260,306 24 1232 126 no L+ | Unilted Siates (2} 34
Alabama 20,366 7 M5 TS 35 326 1 Utah 162
Alaska 2410 310 299 293 28.0 274 2 idaho . 1.2
Arizong 29.243 - B an2 383 o 362 1 Mew Hampshire FAR )
‘Arkansas 12,338 ¥Be 29 e ni 3o 4 Minnesots 248
-California . 169313 -4 2. 7 35.3 343 5  Nebraska M8
Colorade - 13,883 ‘248 49 250 248 218 B Colorade M8
Connecticul 13,940 313 Jone uns 25.8 a7 T Honh Dakota FER
Delawnea 3,603 s5 9 M1 38 aze 8 Massachuselts 255
Dist, of Crolambia 5.547 B8.1 658 669 67.8 6.9 % lown 16
Floiida E 88,077 kLR e 357 50 42 10 Vermont 6.4
Genrgia 39,928 350 52 NS -358 5.0 11 Kansas 69
Hawaii 5.569 0.2 - 282 283 21.2 282 12 Wyoming 274
idaho 3,989 213 - 189 18.7 18.7 183 1} Washinglon 273
illinois 61,743 =X e 343 LLR] 314 14 wisteansin T4
Indiana 27.002 aa kIR ns 308 295 15 Monlana e
towea 9.760 6.3 252 24.8 245 15, 16 New Jersay 8.0
"~ Kpnyay 9,847 R 259 260 259 3 17 Maine 87
Kentcky 15,693 2986 s 278 b 263 18 Virginia - 208
Louisiana 28,320 424 424 416 42.0 402 19  South Dakota 2985
Maina 1,959 ‘8.7 278 282 7.0 253 20 Ocegon 297
Marpland 23417 2 % 333 nz 328 ns 21 Kentutky 9.8
Masysachusetls 20458 . 25.5 256 26.6 2064 259 22  Hawaif 02
KMichigan 45052 ne 342 350 2609 288 21 Texns 04
Kinneaota 15,798 C 248 229 240 234 230 24 Okahoma W8
Mississippi 18,462, 450 453 A5.4 444 429 2%  Alaska 3.0
Missowti 24,483 ‘N2 2 s - 2.4 5 26 Conneiticut n3
Montana 2028 - FER: 26.5 255 273 26.4 27 WWest Virginia .l
Nebraska 5765 e 242 248 2315 226 28 California 4
Nevada 14,545 0?7 © 420 50 M0 Nl 29  HMorth Carolina 20 .
Mew Hampshire 400 234 <322 29 206 19.2 30 Pennsylvania 23
New Jersey . 31,950 280 216 28 271 264 3t Indiana 23
New Mexico f1.470 21 420 - 417 414 - s 32  Ohio 11
New York 104,418 7398 . e e 7z 348 33 Missour 3.2
North Caroling 13.41% 3.0 314 N 321 3.2 3 Rhode laland 13
North Dekola 2093 251 235 ¢ 230 230 226 35 Tennssses 4
Ohio 50.285 3 30 3z9 g ME 38  Maryland 11s
Oklahoma 14267 wne 305 288 91 84 3} Alabama n7
Qregon 12,959 Fi i iR 287 28.2 270 A8 Wineis 07
Pennsylvania A7.9718 323 324 zn 2.2 EAR: 39 Michigan 338
Rhode Istand 4,208 | N3l A b ni 296 43  Askensas 19
South Caroling 19,075 a3 374, - 648 . 36.0 © 385 41 Georgia 5.0
South Dakota 3.091 ns 230 217 277 266 | 42 Detawnre 55
Tennessee 24645 334 hER .14 318 7 41  Florida A59 .
Texas 100,573 M4 0.0 2819 7.0 17.5 44 South Carolina 7
thah 6,809 16.2 15.7 187 15.5 151 45 Arizgena e
Vermont 1,786 K 248 T 253 242 204 46 Hew York 3556
virginia 26,60 ) FLR- 293 C29.2 29.0 281 47  New Mexico 421
Washington 21,287 . 213 267 26.0 263 25 48 . Nevaga 427
Wiesi Virginia 5.504 b I s 0.2 299 21t 43  Louisiana 434
Wisconsin 18,412 ‘4 274 212 - 2T wma 53 Mississippi 450
Wyaming 1,697 70 284 275 258 24.0 51 Disl. ol Columyia 661
Puerlo Rico *7.884 44.2 47 99 404 283 Puerto Rico 44 2
Virgin Islands 1,274 847 625 6.7 671 612 Virgin tslands | T3]
Guam 2,088 488 LK 468 4.8 413 Guam 85

© ik minnter far fi\"%'e!,

Stale

{inited States

Alpbama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Catdfornia
Cuolorada
Conneclicul
Delaware
Dist. of Columbia
Florida
Georgia

IHawaii

idaho
Minois

[Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiang
Maina
Maryland
Massnchusatis
Michigan

[Minnesota
IMississippi
[Misacur

Montana
Nebraske
Navada

Hew Hampshire
New Jersey
New Maxica
New York
North' Caroting
HMorth Dakota
Ohio
Oklahome
Oregon
Pennsylvanin

{Rhoda Island

South Carolina
South Dakola
Tenngases
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
VWest Virginia
Wisconsin
Wiyoming

[atohasatical oroer]

1990

4.8
456

56.7 -

575
50.2
56.4
M
3.0
415
G4d
488
50.2
425
314
s
85
213
363
35,8
56.7
s
41.8
203
LI |
302
62.0
46
kYt ]
32
437
255
129

598

445
44 &
291
408
41.2
85
108
N
50 6
156
48
LEN ]
287
754
182
56
T2
1315
L3401

Table §:2

Rank

W~ ur b N

51

Stale
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Uniled Statey
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Maorih Dakota
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Texas

ldaho
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Mew York
Tennessee
Alatarna
fllinos

Florida
Arkansas
Georgia
South Caralina
Caldornia
Louisiana
Adaska
Arizona

Hew Mexico
Mississippi

Dist ol Columbia

Birth rate per 1,000 unmarried women aged 15-44 years

1990

438

245
G
33
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%7
3
M
ni
N4
34
s
332
13
39
39
34t
M2
350
ELY]
b L}
IGE
I
ars
3
s
85
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k1 Y]
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418 -
425
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4317
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ALB
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476
£1.0 ]
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S6 7
575
536
820
654
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Tablé 6:1H

Poverty Rates For All Children For Selected Years, 1979 - 1996’

 PovertyRate | 1979 | 1983 | 1989 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996
Official Measure | 16.4 |223 (201 |227 '21.8 208 | 205
Comprehensive 113.6 [213 (180 |208 {180 162 | 16.1

| Measure -

1 . ' :
Notes: Data from U.5. Bureau of the Census.



TABLE 7:1

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF MONTHS 5INCE MOST RECENT DPEMING

OCYOBER 1996 - JUNE 1957

T b L e R Rl

NUMBER OF MONTHS SINCE LAST OPEMING

L T e R L A R R
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240

DVER
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240 .

—
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80

-
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48
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12

g

1!

TOTAL
EAMILIES
4,058,131

STATE
u.s. TOTAL
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TABLE 7:2

AVERAGE MONTRLY INCOME OF TANF HOUSEHOLDS
BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN THE HOUSEHOLD
OCTOBER 19%9& - JUNE 1997

e ke m R ENA R ApeprAmEEEEE T F AR R R AR e MmN ma B I T T

NUMBER OF PERsunél

ALL --------------------------------------------------------------------
KOUSE- FIVE
STATE - HOLDS ONE WO THREE FOUR OR MORE
U.5; TOTAL ‘ $594 .47 $2647.55 - $394.47 $524.26 $627.29 £845.90
ALABAMA 370.319 -8y~ 288.98 325.15 166,74 L56.64
ALASKA b/ ‘
AR1ZONA 38311 . -8 30%.62 344,54 389,24 42B.27
ARKANSAS 418.09 . - g 263.38 356.43 478.37 547.08
CALIFORNIA 938.75 ~a- 678. 44 TTT.46 85629 1,136.86
COLORADD [TYAN Y4 - ' 386.7C 455,81 8521.52 664 42
CONNECTILUT 742,82 -3 554,09 726.27 -g- -g-
DELAWARE : 499,93 -2 347.27 428,67 600.93 933.11
DIST. OF COL. 421,10 - 347.67 373.52 445,52 52%.35
FLORIDA - 458,22 - 102.59 598,29 46,28 $83.17
GEORGIA. 333.03 : -ma- 250.14 339.27 407 .43 483.21
GUAM 852,09 . - 380,79 465,96 540,81 666,66
HAWAL I 724 .99 g . Se9.68 708.13 815.85 1,117.2¢
1DAHOD 436,13 -ma- -3 Lo -a- -8-
ILLINOIS 523.5%9 - 327.22 578.22 380.25 759.87
INDIANA 577.25 . -@a i 494,16 &465.80 80¢.04
10WA 585.05% NEY- 5 440,70 585.43 684,44 7746.05
KANSAS 457 .64 ~ge 354,36 426.45 478,24 616.32
KENTULKY 578.42 - o 36658 562.71 650,54 810.%5
LOUISTANA 402.7 -8 236,41 303.07 428.07 895.73
MAINE 665, 6% ~a- 495,33 585,55 765.87 867,85
MARYLAND 3eg.00 -8 258,81 364.49 433.75 526.81
MASSACAUSETTS 643,27 @ 534.05 62364 C 73313 854,54
MiCHIGAN - 670.58 @ 4B85.67" 604,40 739.04 §24.53
MINNESOTA . 616,44 -8- 478.58 555.30 431.06 902,00
MISSISSIPPL 380,80 -2a- 219,08 . 316.40 570.31 513.42.
MISSOUR] 424 .96 -aa 283.54 409.55 508.83 &03.43%
MONTANA 457.02 B - 354 .85 433,91 507.10 653.83
NEBRASKA 515,03 ~B 349,57 bbh &7 567.59 745.39
NEVADA . 402.9 -8 I52.77 405.79 b5 .56 - HA0YE
MEW HAMPSHIRE ' 570.81 -2a 494 50 554.51 -a- -a-
NEW JERSEY 410,67 ~aa 3230 418.27 501.5% - 600.37
HEW MEXICD - . 433,27 - 345.30 425,22 475,89 497.9%
NEW YORK © 618,071 . - 49617 T574 .54 69480 807,14
NORTH CAROLIKA 327.15 -8 27369 34324 367.38 T 4139
HORTH DAKOTA 500,22 - - 355.34 Lb2.27 584.81 775 .84
QH10 ) ] A71.86 @ 444 BT S89.57 716.04 1,048 462
OKLAHOMA 946,70 - 28 315.84 35¢.51% 414.92 595.15
OREGON 542. M -a- 472.18 4B2.62 583.81 46T.08
PENNSYLVANIA L7687 -a- 134,82 441,59 543.84 701,69
PUERTC RICO 118.72 -a- B1.04 107.19 127.94 - 185.77
RHODE TSLAND 621.18 o -E 491,90 579.62 596,69 850,59
SOUTH CAROLINA 439.55 - g 332.48 3192.29 39484 . 585.00
SOUTH DAKOTA 443,40 -3 368.26 403.38 437.86 577.44
TENNESSEE . 516,86 -2~ 378.77 468.24 562.06 B06.42 -
TEXAS . 305.38 -29- 191.04 263.4% 332.61 373.8%
UTAK - 558.03 - £19.16 552.32 659.48 - 821,80
VERMONT &87.30 ~a~ 573.2% _6B0.5Y 8467 - -2-
VIRGIN ISLANDS 285 .45 -22- -- g - -9
VIRGINIA _ 460,89 -2 311.08 352.63 550.65 603,31
WASHINGTON ‘ &635.09 ~a . 520.63 585,79 728,36 822.7%
WEST VIRGINIA L17.75 : -2 ‘ 316.8% "359.16 460.53 686.93
WISCONSIN | © &9B.N .- .50%.55 £05.34 . 752.50 971.52
WYOMING : 437.36 -3 354.10 408.BS 487,52 584 .27

NOTE: /-0-/=2ERD. /~3D-/cHO SAMPLE CASES. !-D-’=LESS THAM 25 SAMPLE CASES, ‘b/’=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED.
FHe=TNCLUDES PERSONS NDT 1IN AFDC ASSISTANCE UNIT.. : . o

'PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE  February 1B, 1998



TANF FAMILIES BY RECEIPT OF NON-TANF [WCOME
OCTORER 1995 - JUNE 1997

.........................................................................................................................

U,s. TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA Db/
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADD
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DIST, OF COL.
FLORIDA

GEURGIA
GUAM
. HAWATI

. TDAKD
ILLINOIS
IND]ANA
TOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA

MATNE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSEYYS
MICHIGAN
MINNESDTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURY
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

HEW HAMPSHIRE
WEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

HORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHID

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA

PUERTO RICO
RHODE JSLAND

SQUTH CARQLINA .~

SOUTE DAKOTA

TENNESSEE

TEXAS

UTAr

VERMONT

VIRGIN 1SLANDS
. VIRGINIA

WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGIKIA
WISCONSIN
WYOME NG -

YOTAL .
FAMILIES

.........

4,058, 131

36,728
12 312
56, 020
21,405

532 Q09
31,182

56,051
9,900
24,508

179,170

11,924
7%

167,933
48,143

WITH TNCOME

MONTHLY
FAMILIES AVERAGE
1,027,053 $413.9
4,010 213,92
7.752 257.87
T 3,748 177,46
332,584 612.36
194 188.88
16,486 410.98
2,829 305.02
1,525 490.63
15,278 243,58
25.30% 206.74
549 £34.36
4,561 504,57
1,623 -
49,462 4BT.L7
7.319 235.48
11,561 433,65
3,596 245.08
20,975 182.77
4,604 132.10
14,543 293,97
16,507 106.94
23,183 296,74
63,9% 375.51
19,192 239.45
: 179.47
9,384 248.24

3,646 59.
3,887 6.1
2,676 269.13
1,67 278.98
12,740 247.08
7584 299.48
68,887 366.01
23,455 299.08
B&2 282.51
63,106 336.90
2,528 327.9%
7,017 246,88
18 951 334.29
2,098 94.38
5, ‘922 307.56
5,569 358.5%0
1,547 207.08
18,566 413.37
22,740 144.43
3,949 216.76
3.339 316, M
10,113 34b .01
19,640 327.65
5,453 172,464
13,430 324.59
™ 33890

......................................... LY

NOTE: /-0-'=ZERD.

----------

........

5,859
909
8,364
573

.........

MONTHLY
AVERAGE

.......

8$500.42
-

326.88
“a'
583,55
379 64
525.24
-

L aRe
"388.71
357, 56
549, 35

-

556.22
-9~

7 826,56

nin

374.28

g~

362.06
£85.50

*b/*=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. -
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE

...........

..........

MONTHLY
AVERAGE

208.09
131.30

. 155,80

451,86
115.78
225.55
184 .49
385.92
132.27

..................... B R R R L L L L L Y

#-9-+=LEES THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES.

February 18, 1998



TABLE 734

TANF FAMILIES WITH EARNED |NCOME BY TYPE OF INCOME
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997

.....................................................................................................

..................................................................

’ TOTAL FAMI - MONTHLY FAM!- MONTHLY FAMI - MONTHLY
STATE FAMILIES LIES -AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE LI1ES AVERAGE
CULS. TOTAL 4,058,131 525,140 $500.42 499,607 £513.50 27,635 $225.76
- ALABAMA 36,728 866 22%.16 - - 820 - 4E -8
ALASKA b/ 12,312
AR 1 ZONA 56,020 4,885 126.88 3,778 393.83 1,167 -
ARKANSAS 21,4056 1 036 189.67 gs8 -8 148 ~@.
CALIFORNIA 832,009 201 9&5 5835.55 190,969 &603.08 10,976 - -8-
COLORADD : 31,182 1 656 179.64 1,421 .o 245 -2-
CONNECTICUT 54,051 . T 493 525.24 7,493 525.24 -0 -l
DELAWARE 9,900 927 513,58 927 -w- . -0- -aa-
DIST, OF COL. 24,508 305 1,040.83 305 . “d@e e -ak-
FLORIDA 1?9 170 14,167 38B.71 12,500 © B19.67 1,667 -3
GEORGIA 111,924 8,638 - 367.56 B,638 3167.56 -0- . o
GUAM o Z2,279 9 150.00 ¢ & - - -
HAWATL 22,487 3,783 549.35 3,405 577.21 ’ 318 -3
1DAHD 7,710 676 $06.00 &76 -8 -0- -
ILLINDIS 202,290 29 824 556.22 29,510 559.48 314 -a-
KD TANA 45,813 , 169 315.21 1,626 -3 - 633 ~2-
1OWA. 29,365 8 593 526.56 .- 7,728 542.02 927 . -8-
KANSAS: 21,086 1 99& 13N 1,728 . 320.00 73 -3
KENTUCKY 66,623 18? I7..28 4,678 426,68 1,584 ~a-
LOUISTANA ° 58,665 ' 118 190,76 987 - -8~ . 132 -8~
MAINE 18,961 1 ?64 162.06 . 1,473 - 552 -8
MARYLAND 60,950 2,257 285.50 2,257 285.50 -[- ~ad
MASSACHUSETTS . 79,686 9 855 460,86 9,574 C451.47 s -a-
MICHIGAN S 154,816 41,566 429.03 35,981 435.39 1,937 . 8-
MINNESOTA 54,276 7,946 153,15 7,797 359.92 150 -8
MISS1SSIPPI . 40,648 . 2,672 123.50 2,602 3129.54 70 -a-
MISSOUR] 73,635 1,820 169.43 3,446 385,74 375 ~ge
MONTANA 9 hhl 1,568 .355.00 1,422 367.25 146 -2-
NEBRASKA 13,481 1,654 481,65 1,489 -a- 165 - -@-
HEVADA 12,120 918 59671 g7¢ -&- . 38 -3
REW HAMPSHIRE 8,280 : &3 444,00 564 -8 37 B
NEW JERSEY' 102,034 5,463 160.23 5,443 - 360.23 -0- .. -BD-
NEW MEXICO 29,256 2,921 303 64 2,870 302.25 50 . @
NEW YORK 391,000 34,444 534,57 - 34,444 522.78 1,276 i "
NORTH CAROLINA 101,783 11,259 424.04 11,259 - 42404 -g- -8
HORTH DAKDTA 4,331 &10 08,52 589 315.25 21 -3
OH1O . 191,437 31,308 538.70 30,493 544.35 81s -
OKLAHDMA 31,70 1,418 422,26 1,418 8- -p- -da)-
DRE GO 25,310 3,097 378,95 3,049 383.2% 48 -a-
PENKSYLVANIA - 187, 1933 13,134 383.9% 12,572 - I9S.7C 563 “a
-PUERTO RICO . 48,143 377 157.84 323 -3 54 -®-
RHODE 1SLAND 19,903 1,809 393.58 1,700 413,84 110 -9-
SOUTH CAROLINA ‘35,895 4,453 447,70 4,318 ©OA51. 14 135 “2-
SQUTH DAKOTA 5,244 449 332.39 gy - -a- - 50 -
TENNESSEE 75,763 11,479 509.43 11,479 509.43 «0- - -8a-
- TEXAS 222,162 6,700 210.67 5,803 - 226.42° 807 v
UTAH 12,613 2,942 482.08 2,780 488 .85 20} -8
VERMONT ‘ 8,401 1,989 420,71 o 1,664 477,95 365 -3-
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,298 ’ oef- ~aat~ <0~ . =aa -0- -aa
VIRGINIA 55,260 4 455 £L34.89 4,214 437.71 241 ) 8-
WASHINGTON <L 94619 - 5,859 398.19 . 5,534 - 400,49 326 -a-
WEST VIRGIHIA . 3& 747 909 264,62 - THY RN 140 “a-
WISCONSIN I 74 ‘8,368 413.58 7,978 422.39 o0 -a-
WYOMING 3 084 573 490.85 546 " 412,35 27 A=

'NDTE: 1.0 *=ZEROD, fege f=LESS THAN 25 SAHPLE CASES, '-33-'=NO SAMPLE CASES.
"b/"=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED. - .

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 14, 1998



..................

................

U.s. TOTAL

ALABAMA -
ALASKA . b/
AR1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALTFCRNIA
COLORADD
CONNESTICUT
DELAWARE
DIST. OF CoL.
FLORIDA

GEORGIA
GUAM :
HAWALL
[DAHC
ILLINCIS
INOIANA
10WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUTSTANA

MA{NE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MiCHIGAN
HINNESQTA
MISSISSIPP]
MiSSQUR]
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
HEW JERSEY
NEW MEXILO
NEW YORK
NORTH CAROLINA -
WORTH DAXOTA
OHIQ
OKLAROMA
QREGON
PENNSYLVAN] A

PUERTO. RICO
RHCOE [SLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TERNESSEE
TEKAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGIN 1SLANDS
VIRGINIA

WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA-
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

..................

WOTE: *-0-+=ZERO.

TASLE 7:5

TANF FRHILIES WITH UNEARNED INCOHE BY TYPE OF- INCOHE
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997

----------------------------------- Em A AN A E R R TME Y r P Y A e EEmE R A wF A T E R T N T m A E A N A E R TR A e

TYPE QF INCOME

.......................................................................................

ALL UNEARNED

INCOME CHILD SUPPORT SOCIAL SECURITY CONTRIBUT LOK
ToTAL FAM] - MONTHLY FAM| - MONTHLY FAMI[ - MONTHLY FAM] - MON
FAKILIES LIES AVERAGE ~  LIES AVERAGE ~  LIES AVERAGE LIES AVE
4,058,131 623,313 $266.54 171,587 $47.20 - 102,603 - . $223.70 B4, 096 $1
36,728 3,190 208,09, 1,321 45.86 729 -a- 273
12,312
56,020 - 3,062 131,30 . 1,042 -a- 87 8- 456
21,405 3,009 155.80 ° - 64T -3 - 986 -3- 49
832,009 189,891 457.86 36,222 4B.42 26,855 “g- 30,734
31,182 4,675 115.78 2,117 -a- 892 -3- 941
56,051 12,589 225.55 3,897 & 1,499 -a- 300
9,900 2,097 184.49 Y -8 - 293 -8 98
24,508 1,322 . 325.92 -0- -2a- 203 -a- 254
179,170 23,334. 132,27 . 1,389 e 4,722 -a- 9,167 1
111,924 18,370 1119 9,246 48,99 3,650 - 179,10 4,501 :
2,219 D540 - 439.26 ] 8- -0- - -aa- 56
22,487 955 233.70 106 8- 177 - 318
947 @ 2 -9~ 135 - -0-
202,290 . 22,386 136.04 . 064 -9~ 5,373 . 219,53 6,337
45,813 5,151 201.88 1,385 - 1,175 -3 633
29,365 3,957 123,46 2,596 49.7% 433 - 309
21,066 1,852 137.43 00 ‘- 726 .- 363
66,623 16,373 92.72 11,016 .75 4,074 - 165.48 528
58,665 3,486 113,28 789 . -@- 1,082 -2- 855
18,961 13,929 255.89 1,150 -a- 736 -9- -0-
60,950 15,006 74.24 -0- -3R- 1,058 -3 7
79,686 14,924 156.66 4,787 48.78 3,379 232.38 845
154,816 30,294 . 203.83 4,755 46.74 3,523 -3- 1,585
54,276 . 13,104 135.59 1,748 48.32 1,199 -3- 8, 246
40, 646 7,735 115,03 3,938 47.00 1,547 -2
73,635 5,993 152.36 1,723 -a- 21247 109.77 300
9,442 2,588 150,87 255 - 255 -a- -0-
13,481 2,647 105,47 1,502 e 579 -3 83
12,120 1,988 g7.a1 382 -a- 153 Coea- 115
8,280 1,225 151.70 149 . -@- 33 -a-. 557
102,034 7,991 148,52 L 7% QI -3 2,085 - 579
29,256 1,964 180.51 151 -@- 957 - 252
391,000 41,460 164 .03 22,325 43,66 8,930 -a- 1,276
101,783 14,329 160.54 7,051 46.48 2,047 -a- 1,867
, 294 -3- "2 a- 126 -g 21
191,437 37,179 118.20 13,534 9.16 6,359 144.00 163
31,750 - 17 -2- 0~ 8- 432 - 370
25,319 4,355 160,49 2,129 - 47.66 774 g 145
167,933 &,380 202.53 938 -3 3,002 -3~ -0-
48,143 1, 80.50 323 . - 260 -2- 807
19,903 4,606 240.81 1,371 47.32 877 -a- -0-
35, 895 4,790 225.10 '35 i 1,012 -3 2,29
5,264 1,272 134.43 125 -3 150 @ 150
73,763 8,285 220.53 1,298 -a- 4,302 266,68 599
222,162 16,040 116.76 6,545 49.15 . 3345 ‘2 2,177
12,613 1,470 161.43 45 - -9~ 443 -8- 4D
8,501 1,847 118.43 Coo931 - 408 -3- -0-
1,298 0 <D- -80- _-D- -39 . -0~ -3a- Q-
55.260 . . 6,140 251.10 3,010 50,00 482 .- 1,084
9,619 14,974 273.93 8,681 43.656 1,302 -g- 326
34,747 4,614 151.67 - 1,608 - 699 . - 210
4 345 6,206 164,89 ‘2, 963 45 .89 1,573 . 201.74 B&B
3,084 232 - . -a- 109 <@ 55

f+@-4=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. !-3@-'=N0 SAMPLE CﬁSES. b/ =SAMPLE HOT REPORTED
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACFJOPRE February 18



TABLE 7:5

TANF FAH[LIES WITH UKEARNED INCOME BY TYPE OF JNCOME {CONTIKUEDY
DCTOBER 1996 - JUKE 1997

.........................................................................................................................

...............

u. S TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA b/
ART1ZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
. COLORADD

. . CONNECTICUTY

OELAWARE .
'DIST. OF COL.
_FLORIDA

GEORGIA
GUAK
HAMAIT
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
ERDIANA

1 OWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUTSTANA

MAINE
-MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN
MTNNESOTA
MIS51S5IPP!
MISSOUR]
MONTAKA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK

KORTH CAROLINA

NORTH DAKOTA
OKIC

DK LAKDMA
OREGOK

- PERKSYLVAN]A
PUERTO RICD
RHODE 1SLAND
SOUTH CAROL INA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT ‘
VIRGIN ISLANDS
VIRGINTA

WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINEA
WISCONSIN
WYOMIKG

......................................................................................................................

s o INCLUDES WORKER’S COMPENSATION,

NOTE ;

*-0- 'cZERD,

......................................................................................

ALl UNEARNED-

INCOME
TOTAL FAN] - MONTHLY
FAMILIES LIES AVERAGE
4,058,131 623,313 $265.54
34,728 3,150 208.09
12,312
56,020 3,062 131.30
21,405 3,009 15550
832,009 169, 894 451.86
31,182 406 115.78
56,051 12,589 225.55
$.900 2,097 184.49
24,508 1,322 325.92
179,170 23,334 132,27
. 111,924 18,370 111.99
2,279 540 439,26
22,487 955 33.70
7.710 047 “g-
202,290 22,386 336.04
45,813 5,151 201.88
29,365 3,957 123,44
21.068 1,852 137.43
£6,623 16,373 92.72
58,665 3,485 113,28
18,961 13,929 255,89
40,950 15,096 74 .24
7%, 686 14,924 156.66
154,814 10,294 203.83
541276 13,194 135.5¢
40, 64d 7.735 115.03
75,635 5,593 152.36
9,442 2,588 150,87
13,481 2,647 105.47
12,120 1,988 87.81
8,280 1,255 151.70
102, 034 7,991 148.52
29,256 1,944 180.31
391,000 41,460 164.03
101,783 14,329 160.54
4,331 29 -3-
1917437 37,179 118,20
31,750 17171 “g-
25,310 4,355 180.49
167 333 6,380 202.53
48,143 1,721 80.50
19,503 4,606 240.81
35,895 4 790 225.10
5, 264 1,272 134.43
73,763 a,285 220.51
222,162 16,040 116.76
12,613 10410 161.43
8,407 1,867 118,43
1,298 -0~ -3
55, 260 6,140 251,10
94,619 14,974 273.93
3 747 4,614 151.67
o4, 345 6,204 144,89
3,0 232 -

‘~@-*=LESS THAN 25 SAHPLE CASES.

b/’ =SAMPLE HOT REPORTED. '

UNEMPLOYMENT
S.5.1.%% COMPENSATION
FAMI - MONTHLY FAMI - MONTHLY
LIES AVERAGE LIES AVERAGE
52,639 $501.325 28,540 $£304.81
957 -a- ~0- -3-
3N - RERR & -3a-
148 ~a -0- - alat
3,293 -@- 19,757 &~
EY L -a- -0- -aa-
B9Y -a- -0- Co-da-
195 -a- 146 . -
7i2 -a- -0- - aa-
1,944 -8- -0- -3
345 -8~ 122 -8~
~0- ~5a- -0- . -Ea
-0- - R 212 -8
271 -2- - -8
10,845 514 .87 482 -
181 -a- «0- ~ -
mn wgle &2 ~g-
182 -@- I&) ~8-
226 ‘-a- 302 g
460 g &6 -
245 -g- 61 -3
n ~a 71 -a
1,408 -g- 188 - -g-
5,988 518.38 1,087 -
1,499 g+ 300° -2
533 -@- 70 -
1,04% -@- -0- g
219 -8 35 e
83 =R 83 -
-0- B3 -D- -0
74 -@- - -2~
BN -2- ~Q- -
403 -a- -0- -89-
3,189 -8- 1,914 @
1 365 -2 227 -a-
0. -a- 21 @
3,587 -a- 4BY &
185 -3 -0- g
194 -&- 242 -2-
918 “@- 563 “a-
-0- -aa- -0- -8~
603 - 5% -a-
B1D “@- 202 -5
-0- -9 -0- -83-
200 =g 299 -
1,B74 i 214 -3
201 -a- E1 -a-
41 - 122 -a-
-0- -39- . =0- | dae
1,926 -a- -0- B~
2,170 ~@- 543 -2~
55¢ -8- 280 8
502 -8- ] 8
-0- - -0- ~g-

f-@a-'=NO SAMPLE CASES,

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE

...............

260,240
It9
1: 19

1,233
121,838
47

6,894

829
153
8,333

1,460

456

212
541
1,133
2,078
n
182
gD
329
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TABLE 7:6

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN THE ASSISTANCE UN}T
: © OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997

........................ D L R e L L R R R R L K R

NUMBER OF PERSONS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNIT (FAMILY)

...............................................................................

TOTAL . : : ' 7 DR

STATE . FAMILIES AVE. - ONE ™0 THREE FOUR FIVE SIX 'MORE
U.S. TOTAL 4,058,131 2.8 95 4 35.0% 26.5% 14.5% b.6% 2.6% 1.4%
ALABAMA . 34,728 2.4 24.9 3.6 22.8 12.5 L6 0.9 0.6
ALASKA b/ 12,312 o :

ARTZONA 56,020 2.7 18.6 - 330 25.4 14.0° 7.4 2.2 1.4
ARKANSAS 21,408 2.5 14,7 . L2.2 e7.9 9.4 L. 1.4 0.2
CALIFORNIA 832,009 - 3. 10.8 29.7 25.5 17.7 9.1 4.7 - 2.1
COLORADQ 39,182 2.7 1.7 x9.2 23.7 19.7 3.6 . 0.9 - 1.2
CONNECTICUT 54,059 2.8 10.0 6.4 29.1 14.5 “.5 4.5 0.9
DELAWARE @,900 2.0 21.7 9.1 261 18.2 (A 1.% 1.0
DIST.- OF COL. 24,508 2.6 15.8 3B.4 24.3 13.3 9.2 2.3 0.8
FLORIDA 179,170 2.6 16.1 36.3 28.7 12.2 5.0 1.4 0.3
GEORGIA 11,924 2.6 7.2 37.% 219 12.8 S.5 2.1 1.0
GUAM ‘ 2,279 . 3.8 6.1 25.3 26.5 7.1 10.6 6.5 7.8
HAWA] S 22,487 3. 8.0 321 29.4 16.2 7.7 1.8 2.8
1DAHOD . 7,710 2.9 8.8 %A 3.6 15.8 3.5 5.3 -D-
HLEINDIS . 202,290 2.9 -10.5 355 24,7 18.0 . 7.0 L9 1.2
TNDIANA 45,813 2.5 17.9 39.3 26.7 10.3 6.3 0.6 1.0
OWA 29,365 2.7 12.4 36.8 i 13.9 - 5.3 1.1 0.4
KANSAS 21,066 2.6 18.6 33.8 5.3 13.6 5.0 2.8 0.9
KENTUCKY 66,623 2.4 20,0 42,2 5.6 8.6 36 1.4 0.6
LOUTSTANA 58,665 2.7 15.6 33.% 2e.1 13.0 5.5 e.1 1.9
- MAINE 18,961 2.8 7.8 £2.4 28.8 13.46 “.5 2.3 0.6
MARYLAND - 60,950 2.7 13,9 I5.4 26.9 15.6 6.0 1.2 1.0
MASSACHUSETTS 79,686 2.6 15.9 3.2 26.4 13.8 4.5 1.2 1.1
MICHIGAN 154,816 2.9 9.4 I7.9 26.5 12.5 7.8 X.8 2.0
MINNESQOTA 54,276 3.0 8.3 5.7 28.2 13.% 6.9 2.9 3.9,
MISS1SSIPPI 40,6464 2.7 18.2 3.4 22.5 131.3 7.3 2.2 2.
M1SSOUR! 73,635 2.7 14.4 IB.6 25.0 13.5 5.7 1.8 0.¢
MONTANA 9,442 2.9 9.3 35 26.3 201 5.8 1.8 1.9
NEBRASKA 13,481 2.8 12.% o.T 32.5 12.3 5.5 1.8 1.8
HEVADA 12,120 2.3 26.7 3.4 2%.0 9.5 3.5 1.3 -~ 0.6
NEW HAMPSMIRE 8,280 2.5 13.% 45.7 28,7 7.6 3.1 0.9 0.4
NEW JERSEY " 102,034 2.5 12.7 45.5 26.% 9.8 o, 7 0.8 0.2
NEW MEXICOD 29,256 2.8 1.9 32.9 12.0 13.¢ 6.7 2.1 0.%
HEW YORK 391,000 2.8 12.7 4.6 28.9 13.1 6.9 2.3 1.6
NGRTH CAROGLINA® 101,783 2.5 19.2 40,6 24.1 10.3 - 3.9 1.6 G.3
NORTH DAKDTA 4,33 2.8 7.3 &4 .7 24.8 14 .6 o0, 9 2.4 1.5
OHIO 191,437 2.7 15.3 7.8 26L.9 13.3 5.0 1.4 1.3
OKLAHDMA 31,750 2.7 15.3 5.5 26,8 14.0 7.0 1.0 0.4
DREGON 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 6.5 16.1 6.9 2.6 2.3
CBUERTO RICO . 48,143 3.0 6.9 14.5 28.3 17.5 . 7.0 4.0 1.7
REDDE TSLAND 19,903 2.9 10.2. 6.1 . 2B.4 14.9 C b6 1.4 2.5
SOUTH CAROLINA 35,895 2.6 19.2 39.3 241 14.7 3.4 2.6 0.9
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,264 2.7 16,6 18.9 21.8 13.3 3.8 1.3 2.4
TENHESSEE : 73,763 2.5 18.1 3.3 29.4 11.0 4.1 1.5 0.7
TEXAS 222,162 2.8 12.6 12.8 2B.2 15.4 7.0 3.0 0.8
UTAK 12,613 2.8 13.1 37.4 21.7 16.0 7.7 2.6 1.8
VERMONT : 8,401 . 2.7 10.1 37.2 32.9 14.0 4.8 1.0 -~
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 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 6.4 26.6 10.0 3.5 1.1 0.7
WASHINGTON 9L, 619 2.7 15.4 I8.4 23.7. 13.8 5.2 1.5 1.8
WEST VIRGINIA 34,747 2.4 17.5 34,2 25.8 16.3 4.0 1.8 0.4
WISCONSIN L. 44,345 2.8 14,3 3.9 23.5 15.6 6.3 3.2 2.3
WYOMING . 3,084 2.7 1%.5 - &0.7 18.6 .8 5.8 2.2 - 0.4

NOTE: 7-0-7=2ERD. 'AVE.?=AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERSONS 1N THE ASSISTANCE UNIT.- ‘b/'=SAMPLE ROT REPORTED,
EXCLUDES CHILDREN RECEIVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME. . ’

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998



TABLE 7:7.

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULTS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNiT
8y THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE YOUNGEST CHILD IN THE TAN¥ UNIT
. OCTDBER 1996 -+ JUNE 1997

....................................................................................................................

RELATIONSHIP
RATURAL/
TOTAL ADOPTIVE _ STEP- GRAND 518- OTHER HOK- UN-
STATE . ADULTS PARENTS PARENT PARENT LING RELATIVE RELATIVE KNDWN
U.s. TOTAL 3,631,731 04.6% 0,3% 1.6% 6.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.8%
ALABAMA , 21,007 987 -0- 1.7 ¢ ~Q- 0.9 - -0- 0.7
ALASKA b/ ‘ . '
ARTZONA . 39,409 97.2 -0- 2.0 =0- 0.5% : n.2 0.2
ARKANSAS 15,832 97.2 0.3 1.9 -0 0.6 -0- -0~
CALTFORNIA 757,370 98.4 0.4 0.6 -0- 0.1 -0- 0.3}
COLORADD 25,537 96.5 Q- 2.4 -0~ LD -0- 1.0
CONNECTICUT 54,523 90.7 6.9 3.7 -0~ 2.8 G- 1.9
DELAWARE 7,657 94.8 -G- 1.9 -0- 1.3 -0~ -Q-
QIST. OF COL, 20,135 7.7 _+D- 1.0 ~Q- Q- ~0- 1.3
FLORIDA 131,947 §7.3 oD 1.9 6.2 0.4 «0- 0.2
GECRGLA 78,955 98.2 Q- 1.2 Q- 0.2 0.2 0.3
GUAM 2,251 7.9 - -0 1.7 -0- -0- -0 0.4
HAWAL L 23,229 94.7 1.1 1.4 -0~ 0.3 0.5 0.2
1DAHQ &6,76% 94.0 -D- 4.0 ~0- -g-. -0- - 2.0
ILLINOLS 173,94% 97.5 0.6 1.7 -0- 0.¢ -0- -0-
INDIANA 53,25% 98.4 -0- 1.1 -0- 0.5 Q- -0-
10WA : 26,645 98.4 0.5 0.7 -0- 0.2 -0~ 0.2
KANSAS 16,816 97.5 1,5 0.6 -b- Q.2 -{- -p-
KENTULKY 49,164 97.9 G- 1.5 -0- 6.6 -0- -Q-
LOUISTANA 38 145 8.6 0.5 0.7 =0- 6.2 ~0- -0-
MAINE 19,391 97.5 0.3 - 0.3 6.3 -0- -0- 1.6
MARYLAND 48,5958 5.4 -0- Z.6 G.1 0.7 0. 1.0
MASSACHUSETTS 46,358 98.3 0.1 0.6 -0- 0.3 0.1 0.6
MICHIGAN WA, T - o7.8 -0~ 1.7 0.1 0.1 0.1 ¢.1
MINNESOTA 52,627 98.0 . o.e 0.3 -0- -0- 0.9 -D-
MISSIS51PP] 26,79% 97.6 -0- 1.8 -0- 0.3 0.3 ~Q-
M1SSOUR] 57,605 98,6 -0 0.8 ~0- 0.5 Q- 0.1
MONTANA 2,551 . $2.7 0.8 3.8 -0- 0.4 1.1 11
HEBRASKA 12,075 07.9 - -0- 0.7 -0+ 1.4 -{- B
NEVADA 5,729 $8.9 0.6 0.6 -0- ~0- il -0-
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,692 99.5 -0 -0- -0 0.5 -0- -g-
NEW JERSEY . 83 IRy $7.5 0.3 1.3 ~0- 0.7 0.1 Q.1
NEW MEXILO 24 3712 . 97.3 0.2 1.9 -D- 0.2 D2 0.2
NEW YORK 374,416 88,9 0.2 14 0.9 1.2 1.8 4.8
NORTH CARDLINA I-TE] 98.1 0.1 0.7 -D- 0.1 -0- 8.9
HORTH DAXKOTA . 3,808 98.3 - -0- 1.7 -0- Qe -0- -0-
OK10 160,944 97.3 0.1 2.3 -0~ -0- Q- 0.3
OXLAHOMA 22,749 97.8 0.3 1.4 0.3 -0- -0 0.3
OREGON 19,2614 §7.5 0.5 1.8 0.3 -{)- «{- -0-
PENNSYLVANTA 149,782 v4.9 1.0 2.9 -0- 0.4 0.7 0.8
PUERTO RICO . 46,207 §6.6 -0- 2.2 -0- 0.9 -0 0.2
RHODE ISLAND 17,545 9r.5 0.3 0.4 -0- 0.3 0.3 c.9
SOUTH CAROLINA 24,762 97.8 0.3 1.4 ~0- 0.5 «0- -0-
. SOUTH DAKOTA 3,393 97.14 -0- 0.7 0.7 1.5 -0~ -0-
TEWNESSEE . 55,098 86.0 0.5 2.7 -0- -Q- 0.7 -
TEXAS 177,194 97.8 0.4 Y o ~0~ 0.2 -0- -0
UTAH . 11,001 7.1 ~0- 1.5 -0- 0.7 Qe 0.7
VERMONT B, 726 8.4 0.9 -0- -0- =0~ -Q- 0.5
VIRGIN ]SLANDS 1,219 100.0 -0- - -0- -0- -0- i «0-
VIRGINTA 39,127 7.2 ~0- 0.9 -Q- 0.6 -0- 1.2
WASHINGTON ‘ BE, 434 98,3 0.5 0.4 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 G6.9 =0- 2.5 =0- 0.4 -0- 0.1
WYOMING 2,415 $7.7 ~Q- 2.3 -0- .- 4B -0-

NOTE: ¢-0- "ZERU ‘b/'-SAHPLE KOT REPORTED.
PREPARELD BY DHHSIACF/DPRE Fepruary 18, 1998



TABLE 7:8

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION DF PERSONS NOT IN THE TANF UNIT
BY THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO THE YOUNGEST CHILD [N THE TANWF UNIT
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997

........................................................................................ e

RELATIONSHIP
- NATURAL/ . .
TOTAL ABDPTLVE STEP- GRAND- sige- OTHER . NON- $.5.1.
STATE PERSONS PARENTS PARENT PARENT LING RELATIVE RELATIVE CHELD!
U.8. TOTAL 3,726,196 20.7% 1.3% 20.1% o 13.o0x 26.3% 13.3% BT Y A
ALABAMA 4B, 485 23.5 1.5 23.2 11.9 29.9 4.9 5.1
ALASKA b/ .
AR[ZONA 96,472 %.7 1.3 21.2 14.9 31.2 15.0 1.8
ARKANSAS C29,346 16.1 1.2 21.0 - 1.3 32.1 7.4 10.9
CALIFDRNIA 1,242,525 20.1 0.9 16.6 11.8 26.9 21.3 2.3
COLORADD : 15,582 32.8 1.9 12.9 15.2 22.4 8.8 4.0
CONNECTICUT o 23,950 . 10.6 -0- 23.4 - 2r.7 12.8 14.9 1.6
DELAWARE 5,413 5.2 2.7 20.7 10.8 27.9 3.6 ¢.0
DIST. OF COL. . 26,135 B.B 1.0 . 24.3 144 1.4 6.4 3.7
FLORIDA : 203,615 13.4 1.6 26.5 12.7 .2 10.4 4.2
* GEDRGIA 52,921 35.4 6.9 23.7 21.8 14.0 1.1 1.0
GUAM 2,781 9.7 0.7 15.4 9.4 62.5 2.3 -Q-
HAWALL 3,677 39.4 «Q- 37.5 9.6 12.3 -0~ 1.0
I1DARO 3,787 35.7 10.7 14.53 10.7 3.6 17.¢ 7.1
JLLINDIS h 140,281 201 0.8 19.3 13.3 27.4 7.5 . 1.7
IND {ARA ] 58,192 17.5 1.2 25.8 7.9 3.4 11.6 4.5
1owA 17,743 20.% 1.7 16.4 15.3 29.3 9.1 7.3
KANSAS S 19,4632 22.2 0.6, 25.4 7.7 25.2 1% .6 4.1
- KENTULKY 71,301 29.2 3.3 20,4 9.2 19.8 7.2 10.9
LOULSIANA 53,272 n.7 1.2 9.6 13.6 27.5 2.1 14.2
MAIKE 9,450 22.7 T 39 20.8 18.2 12.3 . 16,9 5.2
MARYLAND 16,013 35.2 0.4 41.9 2.2 10.4 0.4 9.3
MASSACHUSETTS 45,240 2.7 1.0 18.9 16,4 15.4 a.9 9.8
MICHIGAN 101, 626 21.8 1.2 18,7 7.6 25.48 10.4 14.6
MINNESOTA 21,740 25.5 2.8 11.0 14.5% 14.5 3.4 5.1
MISS1SSIPP] 1 (- 22.3 0.2 23.0 11.0 3.8 3.8 7.1
KISSOURE 53,934 210 2.6 21.8 14 .4 251 6.5 B.S
- MONTANA 3,245 31.5 2.2 18.0 23.6 10.1 7.9 6.7
HEBRASKA 11,458 18.7 -0- 2D.9 8.6 32.4 4.4 5.0
NEVADA 6,538 £3.2 1.8 2.2 - 2.9 11.1 -0 8.8
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2,191 271 ~-Q- - 23.7 6.8 2.0 &.8 13.6
NEW JERSEY . 49,569 26.8 1.4 18.5 339 . 9.4 3.0 8.9
NEW MEXICD 9,567 £6.8 0.5 15.8 8.4 3.7 11 1.7
NEW TORK 240 468 30.2 - 0.5 15.9 15.9 17.0 11.7 8.8
NORTH CARDLINA 64,936 8.9 0.% i6.8 4.7 25.6 7.2 6.0
HORTH. DAKOTA . 2,460 - 251 1.7 3.4  32.5 15.4 171 6.8
OHIO 160,455 20,1 1.6 . 20.6 11.3 27.% 9.3 2.0
DKLAHOMA 19,543 <B.1 &b 28.7 8.8 21.1 4.1 4.7
OREGON 23,761 22.0 0.4 27.5 12.8 22.4 13.4 1.4
PENNSYLVAKIA . 23.3 0.5 21.% 11,2 21.9 10.3 1.4
PUERTO RICD 29,624 10.4 7.5 17.2 36.2 25.0 3.7 -0-
RHODE TSLAND 9,760 2B.7 0.6 15.7 27.0 15.2 11.8 1.1
SOUTH CARDLINA 47,230 12.1 - 1.6 29.4 Tl 38.0 &£.7 6.7
SOUTH DAKOTA 5,164 25.1 1.9 22.7 13.5 - 22.2 6.8 T &
TENNESSEE 40,088 - 180 3.5 24.8 12.6 1.6 4.7 4. B
YEXAS 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 2,19 . 35.8 1.5 3.4 21.9 7.5 14.9 1.0
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 503 ©=0- 5.3 36.8 21.1 31.4 © 5.3 -0~
VIRGINIA 68,864 1.7 1.2 23.4 12,4 37.2 10.5 3.5
WASHINGTON . 68,469 21.2 N . T 22.3 105 23.3 17.4 4.9
WEST VIRGINJA - 23,211 3.3 3.6 14,2 15.0 14.5 5.7 B.7
WISCONSIN : 34,015 - 27.8 1.2 18.4 12.4 19.5 6.2 14.5
WYDMING i 2,702 - . 237 4.0 13.1. 17.2 25.8 14 .6 1.5

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

NOTE: ‘-0-*=}ERO. '!'=REI,&TIOH5HIP UNKNOWN. ‘b/*=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED.
- ' 'PREPARED 8Y DHHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1998



TABLE 7:9

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF -TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN
OCTORER 1996 - JUNE 1997

...........................................................................................................................

UNBORN NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN!
AND
: OTHER '
: TGTAL " CHILD- - o S O UN-

STATE FAMILIES ONLY REN AVE, ONE TWO THREE FOUR MORE KNOH
U.s. TOTAL 4,058,131 0.5% 0.8% 2.0 42.2% 30.5% 15. sx 6.5% 3.5% 1J
ALABAHA 36,728 ~0- . -0 1.9 4£5.0 30.6 15.0 6.2 1.9 1.
ALASKA b/ 12,312 :
ARIZONA 56,020 0.3 -0- 2.0 L2, -27.7 16.0 8.1 4.1 1.1
ARKANSAS 21,405 -0- © O 1.8 46.3 32.7 13,1 4.4 1.6 1.1
CAL1FORKIA . 832,009 0.1 2.5 2.2 36.5 3.0 18.3 9.0 4.6 0.
COLORADD 31,182 0.6 G.8 1.9 4.7 27.5 20.% 4.5 2.1 0.
CONNECTICUT - 86,051 -0- -0- 1.9 48.4 27.3 12.7 10.9 Q.9 1.
DELAWARE ' 9,500 0.5 -0- 1.9 41.9 n.0 17.7 3.9 2.5 2.
DIST. OF {OL. 24,508 D.8 -0- 1.9 481 27.2 13.¢ 5.4 3.1 1.
FLORIDA 79,170 c.3 ~D- 1.9 42.9 32,6 15.2 5.4 2.2 1.
GEDRGIA 11,524 -0- ’ 0-3 1.9 4L6.7 28.% 14.6 6.5 3.4 0.
GUAM 2,279 0.4 -0~ 2.7 27.8 28.6 19.2 10,6 12.2 1,
HAWAL T . 22,487 ~0- -0- 2.1 39.5 3.1 14.6 6.3 5.0 0.
IDAHO 7,710 . -D- 1.8 2.0 42 29.8 211 1.8 5.3 -0
ILLINGIS 202,250 1.0 -0- 2.1 39.9 27.6 19.3 6.6 .7 1,
INDTANA : 45,813 ~0- -0- 1.9 48.1 25.0 12.0 6.7 2.2 2.
10WA 29,365 -0- ~Q- 1.8 46.9 30.5 15.8 3.2 1.7 1.
KANSAS o 21,066 2.1 . 0.2 1.9 44.8 28.3 15,0 5.2 33 1
KENTUCKY 66,623 -0- -0- 1.7 53.0 30.4 9.3 3.7 1.8 1.
LOUISTANA 58, 665 L 2.1 36.5 32.% 18.2 6.8 4.0 1.
MAINE 18,961 1.0 -0- 1.8 45.4 333 t2.6 .2 1.0 2.
MARYLAND 60,950 0.8 G 2.0 41.2 3.6 16.8 6.1 2.3 1
MASSACHUSETTS 79,685 1.4 0.1 i.8 . 46.8. 7.9 15,1 4.9 . 2.0 1
MICHIGAN 154,814 1.1 -0- 2.0 42.3 9.6 3.9 1.7 4.4 0
MINNESOTA 54,276 1.1 0.8 2.t 42.3 29.8 14.9 5.2 6.1 0
MISSISSIPR! 40,546 -0~ -0- 2.1 388 - 31.3 15.4 8.0 4.8 . 1
MISSOURI - 73,635 -0- 0.2 1.9 . 4h .4 36.8 14 .4 6.6 2.4 1
MONTANA §,4b2 0.4 G.4 2.0 42.9 29.5 . 18.9 4.2 2.7 1
NEBRASKA 13,481 0.6 4.9 1.9 411 15.0 12.3 6.3 i 1
NEVADA 12,120 1.3 -0- t.8 51.1 4.5 15.5 4.1 2.5 1]
NEW HAMPSHIRE E, 280 0~ -0- 1.4 54,3 - 30.5 9.0 2.7 1,3 2
HEW JERSEY 102,034 © Q- -0- 1.7 49.9 30.9 10.8 4.8 1.2 2
NEW MEXI1C0 . 22,256 0.3 - D.5 2.0 39.8 3.4 15.1 7.6 2.2 0
NEW YORK '391,000 0.8 1t 1.9 41.8 33.4 11.6 5.¢ 1.3 3
NORTH CAROLINA 101,783 D~ 0.1 1.7 52.8 29.4 0.9 3.5 2.0 1
NORTH DAKOTA . 4,331 -0 -0 1.9 48.5 27.2 . 14.6 5.8 19 .
oHID 191,437 1.4 1.5 1.9 45.9 28.4 4.4 5.4 2.7 1
QKL AHOMA - 31,750 -0 -0- 2.0 41.7 32.2 16.7 7.0 1.9 C
OREGOM 25,310 0.4 0.2 1.8 49.3 2%.3 12.2 5.5 2.7 ¢
PENNSYLVAMIA 16? 933 0.6 0.1 2.1. 38.9 30.4 16.5 6.7 4.8 i
PUERTO RICO 48,143 -Q- -0- . 35.8 3.1 17.5 7.3 4. -
RHODE !SLAND 1%,903 -0 0.3 2.0 41.6 30.¢ 16.5 6.1 3.5 |
SOUTit CAROLINA 35,895 -D- 0.2. 1.9 45.1 28.9 15.8 6.0 2.8 .
SQUTH DAXOTA 5,264 -0- =0 2.1 45.5 25.6 17.5 © 4.3 5.6 {
TENKESSEE 75,763 0.8 =0- 1.8 45.1 3.7 14.9 3.5 S 2
TEXAS . . 222,162 -0-. -0- 2.0 39.3 31.3 18.6 7.0 3.4 I
LUTAH 12,613 1.6 2.9 2.0 44,7 - 25.4 1E.8 6.1 4.2 '
VERMONT 8,40 1.0 -@- 1.6 56.0 28.0 11.6 1.4 -0-
VIRGIN |SLANDS 1,298 o -0 2.9 22.4 - 30.6 20.4 10.2 16.3
VIRGINIA 55,260 «fe 0.2 1.7 49.5 12.9 1.1 4.1 1.3
WASHINGTON 94,619 1.1 0.6 1.8 49.2 28.9 13.4 3.2 2.5
WEST VIRGINIA 3L, 067 0 -0 1.7 49,3 .4 1.7 1.6 1.6
W1SCONSIN 44,345 1.1 2.7 2.1 1| 28.2 . 18.4 7.0 5.3
WYOMING 3,084 -u- 0.9 1.% 491 7.8 15.0 6.2 2.7

....................................... R e R T T R e L L R L L R N L L L

NOTE: /-0-'=ZER0Q. *17=EXCLUDES URBURN AVE. ' =AVERAGE HNUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN, ‘b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED.
EXCLUCES CHILDREN RECEIVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME.

_ PREPARED BY DHHS/ACH/OPRE February 18, 195



TABLE 7:10

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH NO ADULT RECIFIEﬂfS BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENY CHILDREN
OCTOBER - 1996 - JUNE 1997

..........................................................................................................................

UNBORN
AND - MUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN!
DTHER =~ momme e we e e s m st ee e e cae et st eomemmeeeemeennaean s
- TOTAL . . CHILD- ‘ ‘ 5 OR L
STATE FAMILIES ONLY REN AVE. ONE CTWO THREE™  FOUR KORE XN
u.s. ToTAL - 918,233 -0-% 0.2% 1.8 52.0% 28.9% 11.7% - 4. 4% 2.8% -t
ALABAMA 16,268 ~0- -0- 1.7 53.8 28.6. . - 1.5 5.0 1.1 -t
ALASKA b/- :
AR [ ZONA 18,349 ~G- -0~ 1.8 52.5 25.2 13.1 5.3 3.9 -t
ARKANSAS 6,017 -0- -0- 1.8 46,7 32.0 17.2 2.5 1.6 «!
CAL1FORNIA 190,98¢% -0- 0.é& 2.0 45.4 3.0 12.1% 6.3 5.2 -1
COLORADO 6,273 -0~ «D- 1.8 52.6 27.0 12.0 . &.1 2.1 .t
CONNEETICUT 6,625 -3- Y- B “@- ~a- -8- -a- e - -
DELAWARE 2,585 -0+ «0- 1.3 .7 24,5 .9 1.9 B -
DIST. OF COL. - 4,780 -0~ R 1.5 9.1 20.2 &.4 3.2 1.1 .
FLORIDA 50,5556 . -0~ «0- T.8 50.0 29.1 14.3 44 2.2 .
GEORGIA 33,659 -0 -0- 1.7 56.0 26.4 10.5 4.7 2.5 -
GUAM 270 © -G~ - -0- 2.3 37.9 24,1 17.2 10.3 10.3 -
HAWAL1 " 2,970 ~Q- -0- 1.7 57.1 23.8 131 3.6 2.4 -
1DAHO 1,217 -p- ~g 8- ~a- -3 8- - -9- -
ILLINOIS 37,371 B el 2.0 45,9 2.4 4.9 5.3 4.8 -
INDANA . 13,193 -0- - 1.8 55.5 . 25.3 11.6 4.8 2.7 -
10WA 5.8 -{- -0- 1.8 53.2 23.4 4.9 4.3 4.3 -
KANSAS 5,557 -0 -0 1.8 57.3 2.2 13 3.9 3.3 -
KEKTUCKY 20,145 -G- == 1.5 60.3 - 0.3 &4 1.5 1.5 -
LOUTSTANA 21,111 -0- ~Qr 2.1 38.0 30.2 21.5 6.2 4.0 -
MAINE - 1,534 Q- ~0- 1.4 60.0 40.0 «0e -Q- -0- -
MARYLAND 12,910 -Q- -0- 1.6 57.4 29.5 9.3 2.7 1.3
. MASSACHUSETTS 18,425 -0~ 0.6 1.6 61.1 22.9 12.8 3.4 ~0~
MICHIGAN 23,073 -0 «0- 1.8 49.6 33.6 11.5 2.3 3.1
MIKNESOTA h 6,147 -0- -0- 1.6 58.5 29.3 7.3 2.4 2.4
MISSISSIPPL 14,064 “- -0- 1.8 47.5 15,0 1.0 3.5 3.0
KISSOURT 1? &78 -D- -0- 1.7 53.8 1.8 ?.3 4.2 0.8
© MONTANA oo 1,157 -0- «{- 1.5 62.5 21.9 15.6 -0- -0-
NEBRASKA 2.233 -0- ~0- 1.7 59.3 22.2 1.9 Tk -0-
NEVADA : 5,447 =0~ -0- 1.7 58.7 19.6 16.1 3.5 2.1
" NEW HAMPSHIRE ' 1,337 *  -0- -0~ 1.4 a9.4 19.4 1.1 =0 G
NEW JERSEY 21,1946 -0~ -0- 1.8 49.7 33.3 1.5 3.3 C2.2
NEW MEXILCO 6,143 -0- - 0.8 1.8 52.5 26.2 13.9 4.9 2.5
NEW YORK 72,077 -0- -D- 1.8 - 496 32.7 E.8 7.1 1.8
HORTH CARDLINA 27,086 -0- -0- Y4 67.2 24.8 5.5 1.7 0.8
KORTH DAKOTA 568 -0 -0- 1.7 55.6 29.6 7.4 7.4 -0-
0410 43,212 ~0- 0.4 1.7 55.5 b4 10.6 5.3 2.3
OKLANOMA - 9,309 -0- -0- 1.8 51.0 29.8 2.6 3.3 3.3
OREGON 7,259 -0~ - ~0- 1.5 60,7 293 8.0 1.3 0.7
PENNSYLVANIA 26,456 -0 -0- 1.8 51.1% n.2 9.2 5.0 x5
PUERTD RICO 6,294 -0- -0- 1.7 53.0 29.1 12.0 5.1 0.9
RHDDE ISLAND 3,125 -0- -0 1.7 ‘57,9 26.3 12.3 1.8 1.8
SOUTH CAROLINA 11,605 Qe -0- 1.8 8.2 25.6 11.6 b.h 1.2
SOUTH DAKDTA 1,921 -0- . +D- 21 4.2 26.0 15.6 6.5 7.8
TENNESSEE ' 19,783 -0- -0- 1.6 56.1 24.2 14.6 0.5 1.5
TEXAS " BA, 169 ~0- L 1.8 49.5 28.3 15.5 b b 2.3
UTAK 2,176 -6- . 3.7 1:6 &3.0 20.4 13.0 1.9 1.9
VERMONT : 812 -@- - -9 -a- “@- -2 -@- -2
VIRGIN ISLANDS -9 -a- - - -a- -3- -2 -2~ -8- LT
VIRGINTA 17,577 <0 -0- 1.5 £5.1 2.3 7.5 2.1 -0-
WASHINGTON : 18,663 oo=0- 0.6 1.4 64.5 28.5 5.8 .06 0.6
WEST VIRGIKIA . 7,830 Q- -0- 1.% 879 214 8.9 -0- 1.8
WISCOKSIN . 12,260 -0- « w(= ) 1.9 Ll b A 14.9 4.3 3.3
WYDMING ) 832 -0- 1.6 1.7 -1 29.5 4.9 6.6 1.4

------------------- R A e N A R e S B Sk K m ma m = = e R R A KAl b b R R A R A e AR A

NOTE: . 7-0~*=2ERQ. ‘-@-"=LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE LASES. ‘b/’=SAMPLE NOT REPGRTED
71+ =EXCLUDES UNBORN.- *AVE .’ eAVERAGE NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN.
EXCLUDES CHILDREN RECEIVIHG SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY [NCOME.

PREPARED BY DWHS/ACF/OPRE February 18, ¥



. TABLE 7:11

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH ONE ADULT RECIPLENT BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997

e L L R e

UNBQRN
AND MUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN!
OTHER L AT R AL R L L P R LR LN
‘ - TOTAL ' CHILD- . : - 5 OR
STATE o ‘FAHILIES GNLY REN AVE, OHE W0 THREE FOUR HORE X
u.5. TOTAL 2,82?,225 0D.7% 1.0% 2.0 40.6% Y 4 16.2% 6.5% 3.3%
ALABAMA 19,913 -0- -0 2.0 38.4 32.0 17.8 7.1 2.5
ALASKA b/ . : '
ARIZONA 35,892 B.5 -0- 2.1 . 38.7 28.7 17 .4 9.1 1.8
ARKANSAS 1,944 -0- -0~ 1.8 47,2 32.7 1.2 5.0 1.7
CALIFORNIA 524,670 0.2 33 2.1 35.6 3.8 19.7 B.6 3.8
COLORADG . 24,282 0.7 1.1 2.0 43.3 26.8 22.2 4.1 2.0
CONNECTICUT : 44 B4 -0- -0- . 1.8 45.5 31.8 A3.6 5.7 1.1
DELAWARE 6,974 0.7 -Q- 2.1 32.2 32.9 23.1 4.9 Z.8
DIST. QF COL., 19,322 141 -0- 1.9 43,7 28.9 159.% 5.8 3.2
FLORIDA 125,280 0.4 «0- 1.9 40.1 34,1 15.1 5.5 2.2
. GEORGIA 77,495 -0- 0.5 2.0 &42.7 285 16.3 7.2 3.8
GUAM RN 0.5 =0 2.6 28.8 30.4 17.8 8.9 12.0
HAWAL! - 15,840 -0- -0- 2.0 41.1 35.3 - 13.4 5.6 4.0
TDAKD 6,222 -0- 2.2 2.0 9. 32.6 19.6 2.2 6.5
ILLINGIS . 155,889 1.3 -0~ 2.1 39.% 26.8 20.9 6.9 4.5
INDTAHA 31,988 -0~ -Q- 1.9 45.8 30.2 11.9 7.6 1.7
10WA 20,453 ~Q- -0 1.8 46,2 32.9 4.5 2.7 0.9
KANSAS 14,209 3 0.3 1.9 41.4 29.9 . 15.3 4.9 1.3
KENTUCKY ' 43,761 -Q- -0- 1.7 50.3 30.3 10.5 [ 1.9
LOUTSTANA 36,962 0.2 -0- 2.1 35.9 33.6 16.4 7.1 1.¢
MAIME 15,443 1.2 -Q- 1.7 L7.6 32.9 12.7 2.8 0.4
MARYLAND 47,123 1.0 g.1 2.0 37.4 32.0 18.7 7.0 2.5
MASSACHUSETTS 60,183 1.9 -Q- 1.9 431 2¢.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
MINNESDTA 43 4654 1.4 - 0.7 2.0 41,9 .6 14.8 5.% 4.1
MISSISSIPP) 26,371 -0- -0- 2.3 34,4 28.8 17.9 10.4 5.9
MISSOUR} 54,309 -0 0.3 2.0 41.9 30.2 . 15.0 7.0 2.8
MONTANA 6,999 .5 0.9 1.9 43.2 2B.4 19.8 4.7 1.0
NEBRASKA . 10,421 0.8 4.8 1.9 38.9 381 11.9 5.6 2.b
NEVADA 6,576 2.3 -0- 1.9 453 729.1 14.5 4.1 2.9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,795 -0~ -Q- 1.7 51.9 32.2 8.2 3.3 1.6
NEW JERSEY 7B, 292 -0~ =0- 1.7 50.3 29.%9 10.5 ¢ 5.2 1.0
NEW MEXICD 21,854 0.5 0.2 2.0 36.6 A 15.7 - 7.6 1.8
NEW YORK 266 620 . 1.2 1.4 1.9 41.1 34.0 1.2 5.3 3.1
HORTH CARDLINA 71,760 . -0- 0.2 1.8 48.2 0.7 12.4 4.3 2.5
NORTH DAKOTA 3,721 -0- “{- 1.9 47.% 27.1 15.8 5.6 " 4.0
OHID 135 506 1.9 " 1.8 1.9 LA 29.0 14.4 5.5 2.6
OKLAHOMA 22 133 -0~ =0~ 2.0 38.4 33A 8.1 B.4 1.4
DREGCN 16, 841 0.6 0.3 1.9 46.0 29.0 13.8 6.9 2.9
PENNSYLVAMNIA 133,221 - 0.7 0.1 2.1 37.7 30.4 17.4 6.9 . 4.4
PUERTD RICOD o E7,A92 ~0- -G~ 2.1 39.5 .6 18.¢ 6.6 £.2
RHODE ISLAND 16,010 -0- 6.3 2.0 39.7 32.2 17.4 - 7.2 2.4
. SOUTH 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 &7.0 25.8 17.4 3.0 6.1
TENNESSEE | : 52,902 S -0- 1.9 40.0 3.7 14.7 4.5 2.8
TEXAS . 154,792 R LI -0~ 2.1 356.7 331 18.% 7.2, 3.6
UTAH : 2,913 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 £9.6 -11.3 - 1.3 -0~
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 1,219 =0- =0- 3.0 21.7 In.4 19.4 “10.9 174
VIRGINIA 36,438 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 1.7 2.2 37.5 - 26.8 20.0 7.7 - 5,3
WYDMING 2,088 -0- 0.7 1.9 8.4 24.2 18.3 6.5 2.6

.......................................................................................................................

NOTE: - #-0-'=ZERQ, ) =EXCLUDES UNBORN, 'AVE.’=AVERAGE MUMBER DF RECIPIENT CHILDREN. ’b/!=SaMPL
EXCLUDES CHILDREN RECEIVING SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME. ‘

m
- 4

OT REPORTED.
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TABLE 7:12
TANF FAMILIES BY RACE OF WATURAL OR ADOPTIVE PARENT

OCTOBER 1995 - JUNE 1997

.......................................................................................................................

................

U.5. TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA by
AR1Z0NA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
~ COLORADQ
CONRECT 1CUY
DELAWARE
DIST, OF COL.
FLORIDA

GEORGIA
GUAM
HAWAL L
IDAHD
ILLIKDIS
INDIANA
10WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISTANA

MAINE
MARTLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
KICHIGAN
KINNESOTA
MISS15SIPP]
KISSOURT
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO

NEW YORK

NORTH CARGLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
DHIO

OKLAHDMA
GREGON
PENNSYLVANIA

PUERTO RICO
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH' CARQL INA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE

- TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGIN ISLANDS
VIRGINIA

VASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN
UYDMING

TOTAL
FAMILIES

»»»»»»»»»

4,058,131

36,728
12,512
56,020
21,405

832,009
31,182

56,051
9,900

26,508

179,170
111,924
7%

25,310
167,933

148,143
19,903
35,895

5,260
73,763

222,162

12,613
8,401
1,298

55,240

94,619
34, 747
240345
3,084
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't/ =SAMPLE NOT REPORTED.

71*=RACE OF PARENTS IN THE ASSISTANCE UNTT.
© IF RACE 1S UNKNOWN OR PARENT(S) ARE MOT 1K THE ASSISTANCE UNIT, RACE OF YOUNGEST CHKILD 1S USED,
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TABLE 7:13

PERCENT DISTRIBUTIGN OF TANF RECIPIERT CHILDREN ‘8Y AGE

OUTOBER 1996 - JUME 1997

e R L L R e e et I L R

YEARS OF AGE OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

L L L

UNDER

TOTAL

. STATE
U.S. TOTAL
ALABAMA

ALASKA
ARIZONA

CHILDREN

7,920,340

- [Eep—— —cm—— LR FEep— R

PP

-

5.6%

WA

6,5%
7.3

7.2%
7.1

T.4%
7.1

7.3%
7.0
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7.2%
7.8

7.5%

9.6

S.4%
4.6

7.7
7.5
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'h/ *=SAMPLE ROT REPDRTED.

' AVE . * SAVERAGE AGE.

*~0-*=2ERD.
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TABLE 7:13
PERCENTY DISTRIBUTIOﬁ Cf TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY AGE‘(CDNTINUED)

CCTOBER 1994 - JUME 1997

P R  E L L L E L R Y

YEARS OF AGE Of RECIPIENT CHILDREN

UN-
KNOWN

TOTAL

18

17
2.9%

2.6

16

P

15

1% -
3.

13

- aa

12

n

10

CHILDREN
7,520,340

 STATE

U.5. TOTAL
ALABAMA

ALASKA
ARTZONA

0.2x%
-0-

D.8%
. aa

PRTI X 3.6%  3.2%
6.3 6.0 2.3

“hb

4.5

4.7

4.9%

4.5

68,443
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SOUTH CAROLTNA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
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PUERTO RICD
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VERMONT *
-VIRGINTA

WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONS LN

WASHINGTOR
WYCMING

R R L L o e R O R T kL g oy iy g ey S g P ey

'/ ' =SAMPLE . NOT REPCRTED.

r-0-r=ZERQ,

HCTE:

. february 18, 1998

PREPARED BY DHRHS/ACF/OPRE



TABLE 7:14

TAWF MOTHERS (UNDER 20) OF YOUNGEST CHILD IN FAMILY BY AGE!
OCTOEER 1995 - JUNE 1997

------------- L L T e R I R i I R I T IR

................

U.5. TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA by
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALTFORNIA
COLORADD
CONNECTICUY
DELAWARE -
DIST. OF coL.
- FLORIDA

GEDRGTA
GUAM
HAWALL
IDAHD
[LLINDIS
INDIANA
TOWA
KANSAS -
KENTUCKY
LOUTSTANA

MAINE
MARYLANDC
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINKESOTA
MISSISSIPR]
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICD

REW YORK

KRORTH CAROLIHA
NORTH DAKOTA
QHlD

DKL AHGMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIR

PUERTD RICD
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROL INA
SOUTH-DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAN

VERMONT

VIRGIN ISLANDS
VIRGINTA

WASHINGTON

HEST VIRGINIA

WISCONSTN
WYOMING

TOTAL . ~ YEARS OF AGE OF MOTHERS OF YOUNGEST CHILD
MOTHERS ~ mrsm e o oo a ey
(11-19) 11-14 15 16 17 18
201,182 1,056 3,988 10,088 22,097 63,355

-3 -8- -2 -2- -3 -2-
2,150 -0- 130. -0+ 261 782
1,282 -0- -0- -0- 148

40,613 -0- -0- 3,293 5,488 13,172

1,341 -0- -0- 10 1566

-@- -a- -2- -@- - -a-

-8- -8- - -8- -9 -2

-9- -8 -9 . e - -&-

e -& . -a- -a- -3 -2

6,813 : 122 ' 243 365 852 1,825
-g- : -8- X ~@- -2 -B-
1,061 -0 -0- 5 -¢- 530
-a- -a- -2- -a- -3- -8-
13,347 -0- 505 - -0 1,301 . - 3,612
e & -a- -2- -8- -@-
-3- -a- -2- -a- -8- -g-
1,562 -0 -0- 36 -0- 763
4,074 75 226 151 453 1,509
3,486 -0- -0- -0- 86 1,513

-3 -8 -9- - -8- -8-
3,739 . -0- -0- C-0- 282 o 1,340
4,887 % -Q- - 9% - 282 1,783
5,988 176 176 705 352 2,642

-9- -3+ -2~ e -a- -3
2,391 -0 -0- -0- 141 774
4,495 -0- -0- 375 524 1,423

-9- -8 -2- -2 -2 -g-

-3 -2- -2 -2- -2~ -8

-2 -a- -a- -8~ -2 -3

~3- -2- -2- -3- -2- -8
5,559 -0 116 347 695 1,853
1,360 -0- 50 S0 201 453

-2- -2- -3- -a- -2- -3
7,506 -0 114 -0- 569 2,616

8- -8 -@: -@- -3- -8
10,436 143 163 489 815 2,609

- -3 -9- -a- -8 .

- ‘3 -a- -3- -3- -8-

10,320 -C- -0- 563 938 3,150

- e -2 -3- - -
@ -3- -3 -3- -2 -g-
- -8 .- -2- -3 -§-
-8 -a- T : cme - -a-

5,190 : “0- 200 399 - 1,298

16,925 -0- - 510 1,576 3,248 4,074

o -@- -2 - La- -2 ~&-

-23- -33- i -23- -2a- -84
-3- -8- -a- -3 -9 -~
-2 - -a- -3- -a- -g-

4,232 - -0 -0- 434 434 1,736
- - g - -3- < Tage
3,061 -0- 139 139 239 921
2 -a- -2 -2- -2 -3
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i ol P2
- . - = o=
LI R V. 2
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........................ e R e R R TN R AT ATAS I T T F S E NN AR AR S E T TEE AR SN E SR AN AS RN TA NN AN ATA RS AR A EEEEAREE EA A MRk

NDTE:  *-0-’=ZERO.

f-@-*2LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES. '-3Q-f=ND SAMPLE CASES. ‘b/'=SAMPLE NOT REPORTED.
*t7=EXCLUDES TEEN PARENTS WHQSE AGE WAS NOT REPORTED.

PREPARED 8Y DHAS/ACF/OPRE February 18, 1%



TABLE 7:15

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULY RECIPIENTS BY CITI2ENSHIP STATUS
: OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997 o

................... P L Ll L L L T r P Y

................

U.5. TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADQ
CONRECTICUT
DELAWARE -

b/

CDISY. OF LOL,

FLORIDA

GEORGIA
GUAM
HAWATY
IDAKO :
[LLINDIS
LND1ANA
LOWA
KANSAS
XENTUCKY
LOUTS1ANA

MATNE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN :
MINNESOTA
MIS5]S5IPPI
M]SSOUR!
MONTANA
NEBRASYA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
WEW JERSEY

NEW MEXILO

NEW YORX

NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DRKOTA
OHID

OKLAHOMA
DREGON
PENNSYLVANTA

PUERTC RICC
RMODE [SLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SGUTH DAKOTA -
TENNESSEE
-TEXAS -

UTAH

VERMORT

VIRGIN ISLANDS
VIRGINIA

WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

NOTE: '-D-'=2ERO.

--------------

CITIZENSHIP STATUS

...................................................

HOW-
TOTAL CITI2EN
ADULT - u.s. IN U.5. UN-
RECIPIENWTS CITIZEN LEGALLY OTHER KNOWN
3,431,701 86.3% 11.3% 0.1% 2.3%
21,007 96.5 0.4 -0- 1.0
' 39,408 91,1 7.4 - -~ 1.5
15,832 98.8 0.3 -0- 0.9
757,370 72.8 271 -0- 0.1
25,537 91.8 4.8 -0- 1.4
54,523 9 e 1.9 1.9 1.9
7,657 N 0.6 -0- - -
20,135 98.0 2.0 -6- -D-
131,947 B5.1 10.3 0.4 4.2
78,955 92.8 0.6 - 0.2 6.5
2,251 81.4 18.6 -D- ~0-
23,229 945 4.3 -0- 1.2
\763 4 .0 6.0 -D- -0~
173,949 924 43 ~0- 3.3
33,253 99.5 0.5 -0- -0-
26,645 97.2 2.8 -0 0.2
16,814 97.2 2.2 -G 0.6
49,194 . 99.7 0.3 -0- ~0-
38,145 99.1 6.5 0.2 0.2
19,391 97.5 1.9 -0- 0.6
48,958 $9. 0.4 - -0 0.4
66,358 83.6 15.8 -0- 0.8
Yl 77 5.3 . 3.2 -0- 1.4
52,627 65.2 10.0 ~0- 26.8
26,793 9.2 -0- -0- 0.8
57,605 98.6 0.7 -0- 0.8
97561 96.6 3.1 -D- 0.4
12,075 97.9 1.4 0.7 -0-
&,729 93.2 6.8 -0- -0-
7,002 96.9 2.6 -D- 0.5
83,368 91.0 9.0 ~0- -0-
246,372 9.4 5.2 -D- D.4
374,416 79.9 17.9 -0- 2.2
77,673 99.4 -0: 0.1 0.3
3,805 . 98.3 1.7 -0- -0-
160,544 85.3 0.8 -0~ 13.9
22,749 95,7 1.1 e 33
19,261 94.0 4.8 0.3 1.0
149,732 92.0 4.3 0.3 3.6
46,207 99.1 0.9 -0- -0~
17,545 85.4 4.4 -0~ -0-
24,762 98.4 0.3 0.5 0.8
37363 98.5 0.7 -0~ 0.7
55,098 98.7 0.4 -0~ 0.9
177194 8.1 15.6 0.2 -D-
11,001 97.4, 6.7 -0~ 1.8
8,726 7.7 0.9 -D- 1.4
1,219 91.3 8.7 -0- -0~
39,127 96.0 1.3 -0~ 2.2
88,434 85.0 13.1 0.5 1.3
32,020 95.9 Dade -0- 3.7
3,679 915 5.3 0.3 0.9
2,415 9.4 0.6 -0-

'b/'=SAMPLE NDT REPORTED.

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE

February 18, 1998



TABLE 7:16

TANF- FRNILIES WITH COUNTABLE ASSETS BY TYPE OF - ASSET .
OCTOBER 1996 - JUNE 1997

.........................................................................................................................

U.5. TOTAL

ALABAMA
ALASKEA b/,
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECT1CUT
DELAWARE
DIST, OF COL.
FLORIDA

GECORGIA
GUAM
HAWAT]
[DAHG
ILLINDLS
IKDIANA

© [OWA

KANSAS
FENTUCKY .
LOUISTANA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICH]GAN
MINNESOTA
MISSIS51PP!
M1SSOUR]
MONTAMA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSKHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO

HEW YORK

NORTH CARQLINA
_NORTH DAXOTA
OH10

OKLAHOHA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA

PUERTO RICO
RHODE 1SLAND

SOUTH CARQLINA

SOUTH DAKGTA
TENNESSEE
- TEXAS

UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGIN [SLANDS
VIRGINIA

WASHENGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING

TOTAL
FAMILIES

4,058,131

35,728
12,312
56,020
21,405
832,009
3. 182

175,170
111,524
2,278
22,487
7.710
202,290
45,513

58,465

18,961
40,950
79

(EB4
154,816

...................................................................................

ALL ASSETS
FAM] - AVERAGE
LIES VALLE
753,084 $439.23
1,732 221.7%
11,074 126.51
Con 184,51
299,655 764.70
1,675 186.48
10,191 326.15
585 -2
-0~ -8
28,889 199,84
15,694 220.64
130 -§-
13,754 864 . 24
2,570 d-
20,471 341,79
14,910 398.79
6,986 146.29
6,610 180.56
20,523 §59.50
1,082 ~§-
6,504 139.34
1,834 229.73
20,743 25455
29,942 166,01
20,54} 814.71
5,485 625.45
11,536 478.37
3,172 230.20
3,722 187.80
1,525 24533
1,968 232.60
495 ~B-
5,640 298.19
2,551 Tl
3,753, 590.57
1,87 293.43
43,375 185.40
2,158 173.51
5,856 281.18
26, 081 183.04
~0- -23-
4,935 176.96
4,723 110.89
1,222 272290
16,170 295.93
20,176 140.68
2,2 258.49
2,597 242.58
7,705 291.52
18,012 422.44
4,614 175.15
6,257 245.28
723 212.02

........

.................

AVERAGE
VALLIE

$203.90°
222.32

100.58
116.40°
319.92
-2 .
260,59
-B-
-2
121.55

140.55
S la.
186.71
~g-
152.20
103.18
125.91
126.72
175.07
~gh=

1146.74

g~
323.76
134.37
200.34
193.00
154,68
129.94
152.68
138.12

158.08
167.17

117.85

------------

mamman.

271,412
46
L54

..........

990

1,21

568
. 80

145
1,104

§21
&95

50:

4T
43¢
531

.......................................................................................................................

b/ t=SAMPLE NOY REFORTED.
PREPARED BY DHHS/AEF/DPRE

f-aa- ' RO SAMPLE CASES.

-a-'*LESS THAN 25 SAMPLE CASES.

Februery 18, 1



7

Selected Pravisions of Stale TANF Plans -- Part |

1 Year

April 24, 1988 N
Sanctions
for Not Age of
Complying Youngest Maximum
Time with Work Chifd Transitional Transitional Benefit
Frame Requirements ~ Exemption . Medicaid Child Care Level,
for Wark Without from Woaork ~ FEarnings Upfrom Available Available Family al 3
State {Months} Good Cause Requrements Disregards Diversion {Months} {Months) (2 kids}
Alabama - 'lmmediate First: Under Age All earnings dissegarded for lirst No 12 12 $164
Reduction Z2 Years 3 months if reported timely and
Received: 10/01/96 accurately, o
Maximum: - !
Subject to TANF: 11/15/96 Termination
& Months
Minimum
Alaska 24 First: Under Age First 12 months: $150 and 33% 2 Months of 12 12 51,025
: Reduction 1 Year Saecond 12 months: $150 and Benelils ’
Received: 06/02/97 25% '
Maximum:’ Third 12 moniths: $150 and
Subject’lo TANF: Q7/01/97 Reduction 0%
Fourth 12 months: $150 and
15%
Filth 12 months: $150 and 10%
] L Arizona Individual First: Under Age 30% ftat amount 3 Months 24 24 $347Y
Reduction 1 Year of .
Received: 0%/30/56 ) Benelits
. Maximum: '
Subject 1o TANF: 10/01¢86 Terenination
for 1 Month
Minimum
Atkansas Immediate First: Under Age For initial eligibility, 20 percent is 3 Months 12 s $204
. - ‘Reduction 3 Manths deducted for work-related of .
Aeceived: 05/02/97 . expenses, e.9., taxes. For op- Benefits
Maximam: going eligibitity, 20 percent is
Subject to TANF: 07/01197 Termination deducted for work-related
’ expenses followed by a 50
percent wotk incentive deduction
from the remainder.
California Applicants: 18 First: County Earned income or unegrned Counly 12 24 $565
Reduction Option disability income disregard of Option HAeginmni
Received: 10/09/96 Recipients as af i £225 plus 50% of rarned
) 0t/11/88: 24 Ma ximum: Under 12 income. : FLE:
Subject to TANF: 11/26/96 Reduction Weeks to Aegion IY
Under Age




Sonrntinns

tor Not . Age ol
Camplying Youngest Maximum
Time with Work Ciutd Transitional Transitional Benalit
Frame Requireinents Exernption Medicaid Child Care Level,
lor Wark Withowt from Work Earnings Upiront” Avyailable Available Family of 3
State {Months} Good Cause Requirements Disregards Diversion {Months) {Monthsi (2 kids}
Cotorado 24 Firgt: Under Age 1 Same as under former AFDC. County 12 Mo Limit $421
) : Reduction- Year Option ' for Low i
Received: 08/13/92 {ncome
Maximum: Families
Subject to TANF: 07/01/97 Termination
i lor 3-8
Monihis
Minimum |
Connecticut Immediate First: tUnder Age Earned income disregarded as No 24 No Limit A; 5636
’ L -Reduction 1 Year long as lhe unit’s gross earnings for Low
Received: 10/01/96 do not exceed the Federal No Income . tncome B: $643
) Maximum: Poverty Guidelines. Limit Families,
Subject to TANF: 10/01/96 Terminalion Based on C. $536
' for 3 Months Sliding Fee
Mirimupm Seale
Detoware Immediate First: - Under Age Same as under former AFDC, No 24 to24 $338
. for alt Reduction 13 Weeks
Received: G1/22/97 determined
‘able and 2 Maximum;
Subject to TANF: 03/10/97 -parent Terminalion
househelds; Permanenily
‘Workiare
for singfe
parent
households
after 24
months
Dist. of Col. When First: Under Age Same as under former AFDC. No 12 Ongoing to $379
determined able Reduction 1 Year Meet Needs
Received: 12/03/96 1o engage in
work or 24 Maximum:
Subject 1o TANF: 03/01/97 | months, Termination
. whichever

comes first




Sanctions

Ineligibility

tor Not Age of -
Complying Youngest . Maximum
Time with Work Clviid Transitional Transitional Benefit
Frame Requirements Exemyption Medicaid Child Care Level,
for Work Without {roam Wark Earnings ~ Upfront Available Availabte Family of 3
State {Manths} Good Cause Requirements Disregards Diversion {Mombis) (Months) 12 kids)
Floride \mmediate Firsi; Under Age The lirst $200 plus-1/2 of 2 Months 12 24 $303
. Termination 3 Momhs remainder is disregarded o of
Received: Q3/20/36 | ’ Benelits
Maximum:
Subject to TANF: 10/01/38 Termination
. for 3 Months
Minimum
{Protective
} Payee for
Children
Under 12
Years Old)
Georgia, Immediate First: Under Age Same as under lormer AFDC. Yes 12 12 $208
Reduction 1 Year Amount Nat
Received: 11/15/96 Specified
Maximum: :
Subject to TANF: 01/03/97 Termination
Howaii When First: Under Age The earned income disregards No 12 Na Limit, §712
determined able Reduction 6 Months have been increased to 20 Sitding Fee {exempt
Received: 04/07/97 ta engage n ) percent, $200, and 36 percent, Based on " tamifies,
: - _wark or 24 Maximum: without time limit. The earned Income teen
Subject to TANF: 07/01/97 months, Reduction income ol minor, dépendent househalds
whichever students is excluded as income. in school,
comes first and
. . households
H ) in TOP)
$670
{all others)
w idaheo ‘Immediate First: Automalic All earnings are subtracted from 3 Months 12 No Limit $276 “
‘ Tetmination Exemptions a work incentive 1able. The of for Low
Received: 05/15/97 B for 1 Month Are Not diflerence is paid up 10 the Benelits Income
) Minimum Provided maximum .allowahle of $276 per Families
Subject 10 TANF: 07/01/27 ) ) famity. Thus, larger lamilies keep
Maximum: - more earnings than smaller
Liletime lamilies. :




Banuctions

=

far Not Aqe ol .
Complying Youngest Maximum
_ Time with Work Child Transitional Transitional Benafit
Frame Requirements Exemption i Medicaid Child Care Levei, .
for Work_ ‘Withaut from Work Earnings Upfrant Available Available Family of 3
State © {Months} Good Cause Requireménts Disregards Diversign {Months) {Momhs) 12 kids)
llinois When First: Under Age $2 of every $3 is disregarded $1.000 12 MNa Limit for $377
determined able Reduction 1 Year ' Low Income
Received: 05/16/97 to engage in Families;
- work or 24 Maximum: Copaymeny
Subject to TANF: 07/G1/97 months, . Termination - for Al With
whichever for 3 Months Earned
comes first Minimum Income
Indiana Immediate First: ) Under Age Samie as under former AFDC. No 12 12 5288
- ‘Reduction 12 Weeks )
Received: 10/01/86
Maximum:
Subject to TANF: 10/01/96 Reduction
lowa Immediate First: Under Age A work expense disregard of ' Na 12 24 $425
) : Reduction I Months | 20% of gross earmings of ' - '
Received: 11/156/36 applicants and recipients.
: ' Maximum:
Subject to TANF: 01/01/97 Tetmination A work incentive disregard equal -
{ineligibility 16 50 percent of the earned
for & Monlthsj income left attes all other
deductions have been subtracted
from gross earnings for
applicants and recipiénls.
Disregard earned income when
determining eligibility and gram
levels during the tirst 4 manths
ol employment provided the
individual had less les than
51200 in earnings in the 12
months before beginning
employment.
Kansas Immediate First: Under Age $90 plus 40% is disregarded Mo 12 12 $429
. . ) ’ Reduction 1 Year ' : :
Received: 10/01/96 :
: ' ’ Maximum:
Subject to TANF: 10/01/96 Termination
‘for 2 Months
Mintrmum




© Sancitons

Participation

lor Not Age of
Complying Youngest ) Maxiroum
Time with Work Cluld Transitional - Transitional Benett
Frame Requirements Exernption Medicaid Child Care Level,
for Work Without fronn Work Earnings Uptrom Available Available Family of 3
State {Monihs} Good Cause Requiremenis Disregards Diversion {Months) {Months} 12 kids)
- Kentucky 6 Each Under Age Recipients: A gne-time 2 month Yes 12 No Limid $262
thstance: 1 Year disregard to recipients who ' {Payment for Low
Received: 09/30/96 Reduction - become employed. Aler that Amoum Income
{Rernaining " same as under former AFDC. Not Families
Subject to TANF: 10/18/96 Grant Paid B o Available)
to Protective Applicanis: As under former ’
Payeel AFDC program.
\ouisiana When First: Under Age $120 Standard Deduction | No 12 12 $190
determined able Reduction 1 Year :
Received: 10/01/96 to engage in . - | $900G Deduction Time Limiled for
‘ ) work or 24 Maximum: ‘6 Months
" Subject 16 TANF: 01/01/97 months. Termination
whichever ’
tomes first
Maine When First: Under Age . In eight gounties: 20% ol the 3 Months 12 © Uil $468
_determined able Reduction 1 Year gross earnings and $134 from ot Youngest :
Received: 09/30/96 to engage in . the temaining earnings are -Benefits Chitd
N . wark or 24 Maximum: distegarded. ’ ’ Reaches
Subject’to TANF: 11/61/86 manths, Aeduction Age 13 or
: ' whichever {Third Party * In remaining counties: $155 and ~ Family
comes first " Paymems) 50% ot the remaining that are Becomes
' less than the FPL. Ineligibia
Maryland Immediate. First: Under Age 26% for wages and 50% for- sell- Upto 12 12 12 $388
C {Job . Termination 1 Year employed incoma Months of
Received: 09/27/96 ‘Search) Until : Benefits,
' . Compliance Local
Subject to TANF: 12/08/96 : Department
: Maximum: Cption
" Termination o
Until 30
Days of
Compliance
Massachusstts 60 days First: Under Aqe 5120 plus 50% of remainder | No 12 12 $6579
Hor non-exempt " Aeduction” 6 Years - :
Received: 08/23/96 with schoo! age
. C childten) Maximum: Family Cap
Subject to TANF: 09/30/96 Termination Child Under
ot Mandated 3 Monihs




Sanctions —‘
for Not Age of
Complying Youngest Maximum
Time: with Work Clild Transiional Transitional Benefit
Frame Requitemeants Exemption Medicaid Child Care Level,
for Work | Withawt fram Work Earnings Upiront Available " Available Family ol 3 *
State (Months} Good Cause Requiremenis Disregards Diversion {Months) |Months) (2 kids} |
Michigan 60 days Firsy 2 Autematic $200 plus 20% No 12 24 5459
] Months of Exemplions {Detroit)
fieceived: 08/27/98 Assistance: Are Not ‘
) Termination Provided Vares tor
Subject 10 TANF: 09/30/96 - ditlerent |
C After First 2 areas of the
Maniths: State.
Reduciion
. Maximum: B
Termination . )
Minnesota ] First: - Under Age 36% of gross earnings 4 Months 12 12 5532
Reduction 1 Year ol
Received: 95/01/97 Benefits
. Maximum; ”
Subject 1o TANF: 07/01/97 Reduction .
: and
Vendor Paid
Mississippi 24 Termination Under Age Toial earnings disregarded for No 12 12 5120
: 1 Year first 6 months,
Received: 10/01/86 ‘
Subject to TANF: 10/01/86
Missour ' 24 manths First: Under Age As under the former AFDC No 12 No Limil 5292
. or when job . Reduction 1 Year program. : for Low -
Received: 10/01/95 ready, _ : ' . ' Income
o _ whichever Maximum: {Under the 2151 Century Families
Subject to TANF: 12/01/96 comes fitst Reduction Communities waiver, the $30
and 1/3 earned income disregard
may be extended for up 1o 48
months.} '
Montana " Immediate First: Automatic The earned income disregards 3 Months 12 -5liding Fee $460
' : Reduction Exemptions are; 3200 work expense {$100 of Immediately
Received: 11/01/96 Are Not {or the Community Services Benefits
Maximum: Provided Program participants); 25% of
Subject to TANF: 02/01/97 Heduction ‘the balance, except for

Community Services participants,




Sanclions

for Not. Age of
Complying Youngest Maximum
. Time with Waork Chitd Travsitional Transitional Benefit
Frame - Requirements Exemption Medicaid Child Care Levet,
for Work Without from Work Earnings Uptront Available Available Family of 3.
State {Months) Good Cause Reguirements Disregards Diversion {Manths) {Months} 12 kids) Jﬁ
Nebrasks Immediate. - | First: Between 12 . | Under the regular assistance No 24 24 5364
. , . Termination ‘Weeks and 6 camponent, and under the
Received: 10/01/96 far 1 Month Months Ohd standard disregards version of
. Co - ' the Emplayment First componeant,
Subject to TANF: 12/01/96 Maximum: the distegards are $30 and 1/3,
. ' . Termination with a time limit, as under the
Until £nd of taremer AFDC program. Under
Time Limit . the high disregards version of
Employment First, the disregard
is $100 plus 60 percent of the
remainder.
Nevada When . Each’ lUinder Age Earnings disregards are as - Ne 12 V2 5348
" determined able | Instance. 1 Year follows:
fleceivad: 10/18/96 to engage in " Reduction disregard all earned income for
work of 24 three months; disregard 50
Subject 1o TANF: 12/03/96 months, percent of gross earnings for the
whichever is next nine months: disregard $50
sooner or 20 percent of gross earnings
(whichever is greater} for manth
13 and ongoing; and disregard
the full cost of chifd care for as
long as the individual remains
eligible for assistance while
working.
New Hampshire 26 Weeks Progressive tUnder Age Recipients and applicants that No 12 No Limit $6560
’ . " of Joh 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
Subject to TANF: 10/01/36 - 26 Weeks Other applicants: 20% to Poverly
: af Work determing preliminary step for nel
Activities incame eligibility. 1! eligible,
50% earned income disregard.
New Jossey When First: Under 12 Disregard 100% of the tirst tull No .24 tor 24 5424
. . determined able Reduction Weeks | month of employment and 50% Employment
Received: 10/15/96 to engage in thereafter. '
| ' work or 24 Maximum: 4 for
Subject to TANF: 02/01/97 months, Terminaftion Increased
B whichever is Child or
soonears Spousal

Support




Sanctions

for Not Aqge ol
Complying - Youngest Maximum
Time with Work Chitd Transitionaf Transitiona) Benefit
Frame Requirements Exemption Medicaid Child Care Level,
. tor Work Withoul Trom Wotk Earnings Uptrant Available - Available Family of 3
< State {Months) Good Cause Requirements Disregards Diversion {Months] {Months} 12 kids)
New Mexico B0 days First: Under Age First 2 Years: Na 12 Mo Limit $389
: . ' Reduction 1 Year Earnings in excess of the for Low
Heceived: 04/04/97 256% -mnimum how's required are Income {Additional
deducted from gross earnings Families $100 tor
Subject 1o TANF: 07/01/97 Maximum: plus $150 for single parents and each family
' Termination $500 for 2.parent family. not living in
for Minimum subsidized
6 Months housing.)
New York * When First: Under Age 590 plus 42% No 12 12 5577
determined able Reduction -1 Year New York
Received: 10/17/96 ta engage in
work or 24 Maximum: $703
Subject to TANF: 12/02/96 months, Reduction Sulfolk
) whichever is i
sqoner
North Carofina Immediate First: - Under Age Same as under former AFDC 3 Momhs 12 12 $272
. _ Reduction "1 Year pragratn. : of )
Received: 10/22/96 : : Benefits
) Maximum; ’
Subject 1o TANF: 01/01/97 Termination
North Dakota When First: Under Age .Same as under former AFDC No 12 12 $440
determined able Reduction 4 Manths program.
Received: 05/01/97 ta engage in
‘ work or 24 Maximum:
Subject to TANE: 07/01/97 | months, Case Closad
whichever is
soonet H
Ohia 24 Months First: Under Age $250 plus 1/2 tor 18 maonths County 12 12 $347
Inetigible for 1 Year ’ Cplion ’
‘Heceived: 09/19/96 1 Month
Subject to TANF: 13/01/96 Maximum
Termination
tor 6 Months
Minimum
Okiahoma Immediate Each Undar Age $120 plus 50% of remainder No 12 - 12 $292
Instance: 3 Months :
Received: 09/30/96 Termination
Subject 1o TANF; 10/01/86 -
L. -




Sanctions

Minimum

for Not Age ol
Complying Youngesl Maximum l
Time with Work Chiid Transitional Teansitional Beneafil
Frame Requirements Exemption Medicaid Child Care Level,
for Wark Withoul fram Work Earnings Uplront Available Available Fanuly of 3
Siate [Months} 'Good Cause Requirements Disregards Diversion {Months} IMonths) 12 kidst
} Cregon Immediate Firsi: Under Age -Disregard 50% Yes 12 No Limit 5460
! Reduction 90 Days _IBenelit for Low
Not Income
Received: 09/27/96 Maximum: Availabie} Families
: Termination ’
Subject to TANF: 10/01;96 |
Pennsylvenia Imrmediate First: Under Age Distegard 50% of gross income. Ne 12 12 5421
: Reduction 1 Year ' ’
Received: 01/23/97
Maximum:
Subject 1o TANF: Q3/03/97 Termination
Permanently
fi=
Rhode tsland 45 days First: - Under Age $170 pius 50 percent 3 Months Adults: 18; Mo Limit $554
. Aeduction 1 Year ol for Lowe
Received: Q3/13;97 Benelits Children - Income
: ] ’ Maxirmum: under Families
Subject 1o TANF: 03/01/97 © Reduction 250% FPL:
Payment 1o Na time Limnit .
Third Party
for Children
South Carolina -When ‘ Each ~ Under Age First 4 months: 50 percent of No .24 24 $200
: determined able Instance: 1 Year gross
Received: 10/12/96 to engage in Termination Thereafter: 1QC percent
work or 24 Until 30 Days :
Subject to TANF: 10/12/96 months, | of
whichever is Compliance
S_OOI"IEr J
South Dakota 2 Months First: Under Age $90 plus 20 percent of grass 2 Months 12 12 A: 8420 I
{Communily Warning 12 Weeks of ’ . lindspendent
Received: 10/01/96 Service) : ' Benetits tivingl
' Maxirnem:
Subject 1o TANF: 12/01/96 . Termination (B $300
‘for 1 Month tahared fiving)




Sanaiinns

Age of

jor 6 Months

. for Not
‘Complying Y ounigest _ Maximum
Time willt Waork -Child Teansitiona) Transitionai Beaefit
Frame Requirements Exemption Medicaid -Child Care Level,
lot Work Without from Work Earnings Upfront Available Available Famity of 3
State {Months) Good Cause Requirements Disregards Diversion {Months} {Manths) 12 kids}
Tennessee immediate First: Under Age The work expense disregard will No 18 18 $1B5
) Termination 4 Monibs be set at $134, to conform to the
] Uniil requirements of the lood stamp
Received: 09/30/96 Compliance program. Tennessee will apply
fill-the gap budgeting to bolh
Subject 1o TANF: 10/01/36 Maximum: earned incoma and child support.
' " Termination
Minimum
3 Maonths
Texas immediate . Each Under Age Same as under former AFDC §1.000 3l 12 $188
. Instance: 4 Years progtam. - :
Received: 10/01/96 increasing
Reduction
Subject ta TANF: 11/06/96 . .
’ Maximum:
Reduction
Utah Imrrediate First: Automatic. First $100 plus 50 percent of 3 Months 24 No Limit 5426
: Reduction Exempiions remainder of for Low
Received: 09/30/96 Are Not Benefins Income
Maximum: Provided Families
Suhject to TANF: 10/01/96 Case Closed
Vermont 15 Months First: Under Age - Applicants and recipients No 36 No limit $639
. far UR’ - Reduction 18 Months employed in unsubsidized jobs for Low
Raceived: 03/20/96 30 Months Vendor raceive permanent earned income Income
" tor Single Paymenls disregard of $150 plus 25% of Families
-Subject 10 TANF: 08/20/96 Parents ‘ the remainder; recipients
’ Maximum: receiving wages from subsidized
. ' Termination johs under the community service
jobs will receive a $90 work
expense disregard.
Virginia immediate First: Under Age . { Participants in VIEW may keep all 4 Manths 12 12 $364
Tarmination 18 Months earnings and TANF up to 100% of
Received: 12/06/96 “{or 1 Month ol the Federal Poverty Level, Benefits
Subject to TANF: 02/01/97 Maximum: )
Termination



http:Redui:li.on

Sonctions

1 Month

for Nat Age ol
Comptying’ Youngest ‘ Maximum
Time ~ with Wark Child Transitional Transiionat Benefit
Frame Requirements Exenplion Medicaid Child Care Level,
for Werk Without from Wark Farnings Uptiont - Avarlable . Awvpilabie Family ol 3
State {Months) Good Cause Requirements Disregards Diversion {Months] (Moniths) 12 kids)
I'Washing!on Immadiate First: Under Age 50 percent of month!vgro_ss “$1,500 12 12 $546
1 AReduction 1 Year income -
Received: 12/12/96 . B '
Maximum;
Subjecl to TANF: 01/10/97 Termination
West \:"irginla 24- First: - "Under Age 40 percent + 3 Months 12 12 $253
Reduction 1 Year | ' of 0%,
Received; 11/27/96 for Fust Chibd; Benelits ncrease
Maximum: Under Age fot
Subject 1o TANF: 01/11/97 Termination 6 Months for matried
: for 6 Months Subsequent couple}
Childizen)
Wisconsin Immediate Firsl; LUinder Age Disregarded until {amity reaches $1,000 Yes . Yes $673
. - Reduction 12 Weeks 115 peicent of poverty level. {Months {Months Family in
Received: 0B/22/96 twork hours) ' not not Community
. . and specified) specified) Service
Subject to TANF: 09/30/96 Termination :
lemployment) 5628
. Family in
Maximumn: Transition
Termination
Wyoming Immediate Each Under Age $200 per adull’ No 12 No Limit 31340
: ] - Under Fay Instance: 3 Months ’ -+ for Low
Received: 10/17/96 . After Termination Income
Performance tor. Minimum Famiies

Subject to TANF; 01/01/97




Aprit 24, 1998

Plan

; Selecred Provisions of State TANF Plans -- Part I
. . Sanclions
Dilferent Sanctions Ton
Treatment Screen lor Community for Non- Noncompliance
far Families Benefits to - Domesitic Service Compliance . Individuai With Individual
from Other Legal " Viclence Requiremeny With Child Responsibility Reasponsibility
State- " States - hnmigrants Family Cap {Certilied} iCertified] -Support Plan Plan
Alabsma No No No No No - Firsl: Career Plan Reduction or
{Certilied) Reduction Termination
Maximum:
Termination
Alaska - Ng Yes Mo Yes No Maximum: Family Self- Reduction
' (Certified) Reduction Sufficiency [Remove
{Aemove Plan Adult’'s Needs)
Adult's Needs)
Arizona No Yes Yes Yes Considering Reduclion Individua! Not Specilied
{Certilied) {No less than Responsibility
25%) Ptan
Arkansas No Yes Yes Yes No First: Persanal Condition al
{Certified} {Certitied) Reduction Responsibility Eligibility
Maximum: Agreemént .
Termination
California Yes Yes Yes No No 25% Reduction Welfare 10 Fiscal
{Ceriified) Work Plan Sanctions I
Colerpdo No Yes No Yas Mo First: tndividual First:
‘ {With Stale {Certilied] {Certitied) Reduction Responsibility Reduction
fundsi ~ Contract
Maximum: Maximum:
Termination Termination
Connecticut No Yes Yes Yes Mo First; Emptoyability Heduction
: {1£2 increaset {sending in [Certified} Reduction Plan Increasing 10
amendment} Maximum: Termination
Termination
Defaware No Yes Yes Yes " No Termination “Contract of Reduction
{Certitied) Mutual * Increasing to
Responsibility Termination
' andion
$60 Reduction
Increasing Each
Month by $50
Dist. of Col. No Yes No No No Termination tndividual Full Family
: {Certitied) Responsibility Sanchon




Different

Sanctiong

‘ Sanctions for
Treatment Screen for Community for Non- Noncompliance
for Families Benelits to Domestic Service Compliaiice ndividual With Individual
from Other Legal Viotence Aegquirement With Child Responsibility Responsihifity
State States Immigrants Family Cap {Certified) {Certified) Support Flan Plan
Fiorida Yes Yes Yes No No Termination Family Not Specilied
(partial 1Certitied) Sell-
. increase) Sufficiency
Ptan
Georgin Yes Yes'_ Yes Yes No Termination Personal Reduction
. {Cenitied) (Carified) Responsibility Increasing 1o
: and Wark Plan Tarminalion
Hawaii Na Yes No Yes Noy Termination Personal Reduction
State Only |Certitied} Responsibility '
: ) Employment
Plan '
Idaho No Yes Yes " Yes No First: Personal First:
iflat beneiit {Not Certified) iCertified) Reduction Responsibility Reduclion
regardless Maximuim: Contract Maximum:
ol family Liletime - : Lifetime
size) Ineligibifity Ineligibility
(llinois Yes Yes Yes Decide Lafer No Benefits Denied | Responsibility Reduction or
[Certified) and Service Termination
: Pian
indiana No Yes Yes No Na Firsi: Personal Reduction
‘ {Certified) Reduction Responsibility
Maximum: Agreement:
Termination
lowa ‘No Yes No No No Reduction Family Reduction m
{Certified) ' Investment increasing to
Agreement Period of
’ ineligibitity
Kansas No Yes MNa No No First: Education and First:
[Certilied} Reduction Training Plao Reduction
. . | '.
Maximem Maxirnum:
Termination Tesrminalion
Kemuéky No Yes - No Yes No Feduction Transitionai Mot Specified
{Certified) ICertified) {No less than Assistance
25%) Agreement




SancliGns

Coverage

Different Sanctions for
Treatrment Screen jor Commitmity for Non. 'Nancompliance
for Families Benelits to Domestic Service Compliance Individual: With individual
from Other tegal : . Violence Requirement With Child Responsihility Responsihility
State States Immigrants Family Cap {Certified} iCertilied) Support Plan Plan
Louisiana Na Yes Na Yes No Fermination Individual Loss of
{Certified) ' Respansibility Benefits
: Plan
Maine No - Yes No Mo No . Reduction Family Reduction
p {Certitied) Contract
Maryland Yes Yes Yes Yes No r Termination Farnily Full
: {increase {Certified} {Certified) Independence Family
given to 3rd : Plan Sanction
party) T
Massachusetts No " Yes Yes Yes No Aeduction “Employment Removal of
{Certtified) {Certitied} . Plan Individisal tor
’ 15t Failure;
Entire Linit
Inetigible for
2nd Failure
" Michigan No Yes “ No Yes Yes First: Social Reduction,
: not certilied} Reduction Contract Aemaval of
Maximum: ’ Individual, or
. Termination Termination
Minnesota No Yas - No ‘Yes ) Mo ) Reduction Employability Reduction
' " (Certified) {Certilied) [No tess than Plan ARemoval of
: 25%) Individual
Mississippi Na No Yes No No Termination Personal ‘Reduction and
: {Certified) Responsibility Termination
Plan
Missouri Na Yes Mo Yas No - Reduction Self Reduction
{Certilied) . {Certitied) {The greater of Sulficiency Removal of
J removal of Agreement Individual
individuals’
needs or 25%)
Montana Na Yes No Yes No Termination Family Reduction
k {Certitied} nvestment Meeds of
H ‘ Agreement Noncomplying
Individural
Removed
Nebrazka No Yes Yes Yes No Reduction and Independance Terminalion
: ' {Certified) ICectified) Medical Contract




Sanclions

Diflerent Sanctions for
Treatmant } Screen for Community for Non- Noncomphance
for Families Banelits to Domestic Service ‘Compliance individua! With Individual
from Other Legal . Violence Requirenient With Child Responsibility Responsibility
Siate States Immigrants Family Cap *{Cestified} {Certilied} Support Plan Plan
Nevada No Yes No HNo Na First: -Employahility Reduction
{Certitied) Reductign Plan
‘ {No less than
25%}
. Maximurm:
Termination
New Hampshire Yes Yes No Yes, in No Psogressive Employability Prodressive
process. Not {Certified). Reduction Plan Reduclion
certified. ‘
New Jersey Yes Yes Yes Yes No First: Individual Graduated
[Certified) {Certified) Reduction Responsibifity Reduction
. Maximum: Plan Maximum:
Termination Termination
After 3d
Months
New Mexico - Ne Yes No MNa Yes First: Personal Reduction
' ' {certified) . Reduction {1/3 Responsibility
: and 2134 Agresment
Maximum:
Termination
far Minimum
6 Months-
New York Yes Yes - No Yes Yes - Reduction Emplayability Reduction
{Certitied) [Certified) {Needs "Plan . '
removed] J’I
North Carolina No Yes Yes Will Develap No ‘First: Personal Refusat to sign:
Standards {Counties may Reduction Aesponsihility No Cash
chose option) Maximum: Conleact Benetits
Teemination “After signing:
450 Increasing
o $76
Reduction
North Dakota Yes Yes “Yes Yes * No Fhst: Social Retusal 1o sign:-
' : {effective {Certified) {Certified} Reductien Contract Case Closwe
/98] leffective {No fess than After signing:
7/98) 259%! Remaove Needs .
Maximum: of

Termination

Noncomplying
Individuat




Sanclions

Ditleresnt Sanctions lor
Treatment Screen lor Commuiity for Nan- Noncompliance
tor Families Benefits ta Damestic Service Compliance Individual With individuaf

. tfram Qthet Legai ] Violence Requirement with Child Responsibility Responsibility
State States Immigrants Family Cap [Certilied) {Certitied) Support Plan Ptan
Chio " No Yes Ne Ne No Firsi: Sell- Condition
o {Certilied) Ineligible lor Sulticiency " of Eligibility -
. 1 Month Ceonbract
Maximum:
© Termination
Oklahoma No Yes Yes No' . No First: Mutual Termination
{vouchers 3 {Cenified) Reduction Agreement
rather than {25%) ’
cash given) Maxirmum:
Terminalion
Oregon Ne Yes- Na Yes ~ No Firse: . Sett $50 Reduction,
{not cerufied) {Certifiad) Reduction Sulliciency. Removal of
125%] "Plan Needs, then
Maximum: Case Closure
Termination
Penntylvania Yes Yes No Yes No Redurction Agreement ol First:

{awaiting (Certified) {Certilied) {No less than Mutuat Reduction
outcome of ' o 25%]} Responsibility | Maximum:
dawsuits] Termination

Rhode Island Yes Yes No Yes No Reduction Employahility Reduction’
’ {Certified] {Certified) {25% of Ptan ’
assistance}
South Carolina Na No Yes No No Termination Individuat Ineligibility
' {Certified} Sell-
Suficiency
Plan
South Dakota No Yes No No Yes First: Personal First:
’ ’ Warning Responsibility Warning
Plan
Maxirmym: Maximunst,
Terminalhon Termination
for Minimum of for Minimum of
1 Month 1 Manth
Tennessee " No Yes Yes Yes No - Termination Personal Percentage
: iCertified) Resgonsibility Aeduction and
Ptan Total
Assistanrne
Group

Ineligibility




Sanctions

Sanctions’ h

Different for -
Treatment . Screen Tor Canununity far Nan. Noucompliance
for Families Benefits 1o Domestic Service Compliance Individuat With Individual
from QOlhet Legat Violence Requirement With Child Responsibilily Responsibility
State States Immigrants Family Cap’ {Certitied) {Certitied) Support Plan Plan
Texas No Yes No No No Reduclion Personal Condition of
(Certified) . (Needs Responsibility Etigibility
removed} Statement
Utah No Yes No Yes No First: Sell- First:
{Cerlifiad) [Certifigd} Aeduction Sulficiency/ Reduction
Maximum: Employment Maximum:
Termination Plan Termination
Vermant No Yes No To he decided No First: Famity First:
ACertiliad) Reduction Developrrern Reductian
Maximum: Plan Maximom:
Termination Terminatinn
Virginia No Yes Yes No No Termination Agreemnent of Aefusal to sign:
' {Certifiad) Personafl - Case Clpsed
- Responsibility After signing:
: Benefit Amount
Reduced 100%
Washington Yes Yes No Yes No Termination Individual Remove
’ |Cerlified) [Certified) Responsibility Needs ot
Plan Nancompiying
individual,
Protective
) Payee, -
40% Grant
Reduclion
West Virginia No Yes No | Yes No First: Parsonal Refusal to sign:
’ [Certified) {Certified} - Reduction Responsibility Termination
’ £1/3 then 2/3} Contract Aller signing:
Maximum: ’ 173,213
Termination Benetit
Reduction
Increasing to
: Tesraunation
Wisconsin Yes Yes No Yes Termination Preliminary Nal Specilied

Yes

Participation
Plan




Dillerent

Sanclions,
Sanclions tar
Treatment Screen for Communily for Nun: Noncompliance
for Families Benelits 10 Damestic Service Compliance Individual With Individual
. from Other Legal Violence Regquirement With Child Responsibility Respansibitity
Starte States Immigrants Family Cap {Cerlitied) {Certilied) Support Plan Plan
Wyoming No Yes Yes No No Termination individual Nol Autharize
[Certilied) Respansibitity Fayment and

Certificate of .

Understanding

Terminate
Medicaid and
Foad Stamps
"for ndividual

_




TANF: Asset Exclusions
Aprit 24, 1998 -

_ individual Development Accounts
State ~ Primary Vehicle Asset Level Resource Level (Amaunt)
Alabama Exclude the value of one car. $2,000 No
Alaska Exclude the value of one car. $1,000 No
Arizona Exclude the value of one car, $1,000 $10,000
Arkansas Exclude the value of one car. $3,000 Yes
Amount not specified
California Exclude .the equity value fora | $2,000 55,000
‘car up to $4,650. o
Colorado Exclude the value of one car, $2,000 Yes
Amount not specified
Connecticut Exclude the value of one car. $3,000 No
Delaware Equity value of a car will be $1,000 $5,000
excluded up to $4,650.
" Dist. of Cal. As under former AFDC $1,000 No
: program. . :
Florida Cars may not exceed a $2,000 No
‘ combined value of $8,500. . -
| Georgia The equity value {up to $1,000 $5,000
$4,650] of one car that is :
used to look for work or used
to travel to work or education
and training will be excluded.
Hawaii Exclude the value of one car. $5,000 Mo
Idaho Fair market value of $4,650, $2,000 No
ilinois Exclude the value of all cars. $3,000 . - Yes :
) Amount not specilied




indiana Equity value to $1,000. Reéipients: $1,500 No
‘ | Applicants: $1,000 I
]
fowa The vehicle asset limit is Recipients:. §5,000 Yes
$3.889 for each adult and Applicants: $2,000 Amount not specified
employed child. '
Kansas Exclude the value of one car. | $2,000 No i
Kentucky Exclude the value of one car. $2,000 $5,000 |
Louisiana Exclude the equity value up to | $2,000 $6,000
' $10.000.
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 $2,500 No "
up to $5,000,
Michigan Exclude the value of one car. | $3,000 No
Minnesota Equity value of one car up to Applicants: %$2,000 " No
$7,600. Recipients: $5,000
Mississippi As under former AFDC $1,000 - "No -
program. _
Missouri Exclude the value of ane car. $1,000' : Yes -
' - $5,000 for signees of Amount not specified
personal responsibility plan :
Under the 21st Century
Communities waiver:
limit increased by an
additionat $10,000 .
Maontana Exciude the value of one car $3.000 Yes .
and income producing vehicle, Armopunt not specified
Nebraska Exclude the value of one car. $5,000 No
Nevada Exclude the value of ane car. $2,000 No




Apblicams: $1,000

New Hampshire - One vehicle per adult will be " No
excluded, Recipients: -$2,000 l
New Jersey Exclude the value of ane $2,000 Yes
-vehicle up to $9,500. Amount not specified |
New Mexico Exclude the value of one $1,600 Yas
- vehicle where public "Amount not specified-
transportation is available. in
other areas, without public
transpaortation, one car is
excluded for each participant
engaged in work. |
New York | The equity value of one $2,000 ~ Yes
: automobile up to $4,650 s . Amount not specified
excluded.
North Carolina Fair market value of ong $3,000 No
vehicle up to $5,000.
North Dakota’ | As under the former AFDC - $1,000 No
program. ‘
Ohio Exclude the value of all cars. No limit. $10.000
Oklahoma Up to $5,000 in a motor $1.000 $2,000
vehicle is excluded.
Oregon’ Up to $10,000 in a motar .~ Progressing in IRP: , Yes
vehicle is excluded, $10,000 o Individual Education Account; $1 /
All others: $2,500 ~ hour after 30 initial days of
' ; employment
{JOBS Plus Participants Only) ‘ _
Pennsylvania Ex,clude‘ the value of ane car. $1,000 Yes -
' | . No limit, but for
} education only
Rho.de 1sland Vehicle asset limit increased to | $1,000 Yes

$4,650. (There is no limit on
the equity value of a vehicle
exempted when it is equipped
to transport a disabled

Amount not specified




South Carolina

One motor vehicle per
assistance unit with a fair
market value of $10,000 or
tess is disregarded. i

$2,500

$10,000

South Dakota

One motor-vehicle with a fair
market value up 1o $4,650 is
disregarded.

$2,000

1 $1,000
lFor.cthr_en only attending school.)

Tennessee

The first $4,600 of equity
value in an automabile ‘'will-be
disregarded. B

$2,000

'$6,000

Texas

Disrega.rd the fair market
vehicle value up to $5,000,

" adjusted each Qctober 1.

$2,000

~ $10,000-

Utah

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.}

$2,000

. Yes
Amount not specified

Vermont

Exclude the value of one car.

$1,000

No

Virginia

One vehicle up to $7,500 in
fair market value is excluded.

1$1,000

$5,000

Wa shiﬁgton

Exclude the value of one -
vehicle not to exceed $5,000,

$1,000

43,000

West Virginia

Exclude the value of one
vehicle not to exceed $4,500.

Exclude the value of one car

when used for employment.

$2,000

No

Wisconsin

| Equity value of motor vehicle

up to $10,000 is excluded.

Wyoming

Exclude the vali
arnd a earnnd car oo tn

$2,500

‘Yes
Amount not specified

Na




Time Lunits

Time Limit

Exemptions:

Age

Physically
ar
Mentally
isabled

Vietim No Job
of Avaitable/ -
Domestic Higts
Violence linemployment

Caring for
Disabled
Farmity
Member -

Other

Extensions

‘Subject to TANF: 11/36

First Families Reach
Time Limit: 11/01%

6o

X

X bd

In substance
abuse

Ctreatment

None

Subject to TANF: 07/97
First Families Aeach

Time Limit: 07702 -

60

Hardship

None

Arizona

JANF :
Subject 1> TANF: 10/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 10/97

Demonstration
Approved. 5795
implemented: 10/95
First Families Reach
Time Limit; 10/97
End Data: 09/02

1) 24 o of 60;

60 hfetime

. (Adult household

members)

Up 10.8 months 10 complete
education or waining. .

Up te 6 months il unable to tind
work, :

{21 60

Arkansas

TANF
Subject to TANF: 07/87
First Families Reach
Time Limit: P8/00

24

Hardship

If exempt from work requirements,
Length not specitied.

California

TANF -
Subject te TANF: 11/96

Clert Camillas Baarnkh

Recipients: 24
Applicants: 18

X County X
Option

Up 10 KG months il po jobs availahle
for adults. Safety net Inr minars
thereafter. Any month wheo cash
aid is fully reimbursed hy chitd
SUNNOTL S DO Conneed,



State

Time Limit

Exemptions:

Age

Physically
or
Mentally
Risabled

‘Caring tor -

Disabled
Family
Member

Victim
of
Domestic

" Violence

Ng tob
Availables
High
Unemployment

Other

Extensions

Colorado

TANE :

Subject to TANF: 07/97
Firat Families Reach
Time Limit: 08/02

80

X

X

X

None

Connecticut

TANFE

Subject to TANF: 10/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 10/97

Demonstration.
Approved: 127195
Implemented: 01/936
First Families Reach

"Time Limit: 10/97

End Date: 09/02

21

Pregnant

6 months renewable.

Delaware

TANF

Effective: Q3/97
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 10/99

Demonstration
Approved: 06/85
implemented: 10/95
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 10/929
End Date: 09/02

48

Number of months agency lailed to
pravide service specitied in Contract;
maximum up to 12 months,

Bistrict of Columbia -

JTANE

Effective: 03/97
First Families Aeach
Time timit: 03/02

60

None




- State

Time Limit

Exemptions:’

Age

‘Physically

ot
Mentally
Disabled

Caring for
Disabled
Famity
Member

Victim
of
Domestic
Violence

No Job
Availables
High'
Unemploymant

Other

Extensians

Floride

TAMNF

Effective: 10/96

First Familias Reach
- Time Limit: 2/96

Demonstration
Approved: 01/94
Impiemented: 02/94
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 02/96
End Date: 12/01

{1} 24 out of 60;

48 litetime

{2) 36 out of 72,

_ A8 liletime

X

X

Up to 12 months, may inchede
reduced benefits, and total no more

than 48 months.

TANF ,
Effective: 0197
first Families Reach
Tirme Lirmit: 01/01

48

Haw aii )

TANF .
Ettective: 01187
First Familias Reach
Time Limit: 07/02

60

3 months renewable,

idaho

TANF

Effective; 07/97
First Families Reach
“Time Limit: 07/99

24

Unlirnited




Exemptions:

Physically Caring for Victim No Job
of Disabled of Awvailable/
Menialiy Family Domeslic High
State Tirne Limit Age Disabled Member Violence Unemployment Dther Exiensions
Hlinois i1 60 X x Unfimited if woiking. :
TANF {2F No bmit il
Effective: 07197 family has
First Families Reach earned income
Time Limit: G7/99 and works at
least 20 hours -

per work

13) 24 for

families

wilh no child

under age

13 and no

earnings ]
Indiana 11) 24 tor adults pnly X X X X Urreasonable Recipients may earn 1 additional

: commute; month of benefits for every 6
TANF - Pregnant consecutive mombs employad full:
tftective: 10/96 ) time. Length of extensions a1e 1 tg
First Families Reach 12 months renewable.
Time Limit: 05/97
{2} 60 No exemptions No extensions.
lowa . Individually X . Making effort but unable to find a
determined; "job. Waorking 30 or more hours.

TANF : 60 Lifetime ' ’ .
Effective: 01197 '
First Families Reach
Time Limit:-Individually
detenmined
Kansas 60 None
TANE

Eflective: 10/96
First Families Reach
Tierie Limit: 10/01




Exemplions:

Physically Caring for Vigtim No Job
or Disabied of Availables
Mentally ‘Family Damestic High _
Siale Time Limit Age Disabled Member Violence | Unemployment - Other Extensions
Kentucky 60 X X X None
TANF
Effective: 10/96
First Families Reach
Tirne Limit: 10/01
Louisiana 24 out of 60; X X X " Hardship Up to 12 months to complete
* Hifetime 60 ' education or raining.
TANF
Effective: 01/97
First Fasmilies Reach
Time Limit: 01/93
Maine. 60 None
TANF
Effective: 11/96
First Families Reach
Tima Limit: 11/01
Marylend 80 X X x X Hardship Nowne
TANF

Effective: 12/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 12/01




Exemptions:

Effective: 10/86

Flent Cormilne Fnarh

Physically Caring {on Victim No Job
o4 Disabled of Available/
) ) Mentally Family Domestic High
State * Time Limit Age Disabled Member Vialence Unemployment Other Exiensions
Massachusetts 24 out of B0; x X - X Pregnant; At Commissionet’s discretion,
* no litetime limit {not Parent whese _ T
TANF automatic, youngest child.
Eftective; 09/86 musi be is under age 2;
First Families Reach requested) Parent with
Yime Limit: 39/98 ) child born
: alter family

cap date under

the age of 1

months; Teen

" parent meeting

schoot

attendance

and living

arrangement

reguirements
Michigan None Unlimited
TANF Wiit use State
Effective: 09796 " onky funds lar
First Families Reach those complying and .
Tima Limit: will use are not self sufficient
State-only funds aler alter 6O months.
60 months E '
Minnesota 60 X, X None
TANF
Effective: 09/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit; 09/01
Mississippi 60 Hardship None

. TANF )




Exemptions:

Physically Cating far Vietim No Jab
or Disabled of Avaitable/
Mentally Family Domestic High ) :
State Time Limit Age Disabled Member Violence Unemployment Other Extensions

Miszouri 60 X X X X Hardship tach case individually determined

. ‘ base on personal responsibitity ptan.
TANF {Wilt deny benefits if
Effective: 12/96 " reapply after
First Famities Reach campleting IRP and
Time Limit: 12/98 received benefits Tor

36 months.}
Montana 60 X X X X Lack of Agency failed to provide services in

child care agreemaent. .
TANF .
Effective: 12/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 12/01
MNebraska 24 our of 48: X x x Hardship hgency lailed ta provide serviées n
' 60 lifetime sgreement, -

TANF

Effective: 12/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 10/97

Demonstration
Approved: 2/95
Implemented; 11/98
First Familiaes Reach
Time Limit: 10/97
End Date: 09/02

Nevada

TANF

"Effective: 12/96
First Famifies Reach
Time Limit: 12/98
{Amendment received
1/28/98)

24 thenoft 12:
60 tifetime

Up ta B months it will increase
liketihood of self sufliciency.




- State

Time Limit

Exemptions:

Age

Physically
or
Mentally
Disabled

Caring for
Disabted
Family
Member

Vicum
of
Domestic
Violence

No Job
Availables
High
Unemployment

Diher

Extensions

New Hnmpshi}e

TANF

Effective: 10/96
First Families Reach
_Time Limit: 1061

60

X

Hardship,
Criteria
To Be .

Déveloped

Nane

New Jersay

TANF

Effective: 02/97
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 02/02

60

Hardship

Up to 12 months.

New M:n:ico

TANF
EHfective: 0797
First Families Reech
Time Limit: 07/02

60

X
{In Indian
Country)

None

Effective: 12/96
Firat Families Reach
Time Limit: 12/01

60

None

North Carolina

TANF
EHective: 01197

First Families Rench.

Tima Limit: 01/99

24 out of 60;
60 lifetime

Lack of
child care or
transportation

Mortth 10 month.

North Dakata

TANF

Etfective: 07/97
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 07/02

60

None




State

Timg Limit

Exemptions:

L ' Age

Physically
or
Mentally
Disabled.

Caring for
Disabled
Family
Member

Victim
of
Domestic
Vialence

No Job
Available/
High
Unemployment

" Other

Extensions

Eftective: 10/96
First Families Reach
_ Tirne Limit: 10/00

T

(effective 10/37)

County -
optidbn

24 months after reaching time limit,
family may receive an additional 24
manths of assistance if good cause
2xists.

Oklahoma

TANF

Effactive: 10/96
Firgt Families Reach
Time Limit: 10:/01

60

Oregon

TANF
Effective: 10/96

Demonsiration
Appraved: ' 3/96
Implemented: 7/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 08/98
End Date: 06/02

24 out of 84

Actively

participating in

J08S

Length not specified,

Pennsylvania

TANF :
Etfective: 03/97
First Families Reach
Time Limiv 03/02

60

None

Rhode Island

TANF
Effective: D5/97

60

None




State

Tirmme Limit

Exemptions:

Age

Physically
or
Mentally
Disabled

Caring for
Mhsabled
Farnily
Member

Viction |
‘of
Domestic
Violence

No Job
Available/
High
Unemployment

Other

Extensions

South Carolina

TANF
Effective: 10/96

Demonstration
Approved: 5/96
impfemented: 10/96
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 09/98
£nd Date: 08/04

24 out of 120
60 lifetime

X

X

X

Child care
not available;
Transportation
not available

Up to 12 months.

r—

South Dekota .

TANF
Effective: 12/96

Demonstration
implemented: 07/54
Single Parent: First
Farnilies Reach Timae
Limit: 07/99

60

Nare

Tennessen

TANF

Lffective: 10/9B6
First Famllies Reach
time Limit: 04/98

18 then 3 -monlhs oM,
60 lifetime

Adult reading
level below
ninth grade.

_Up to 24 months if resides in high
_unemploymant area.

Case hy case basis if State {ailed to

_provide services in agreement,

Effective: 11/96

Demonsti ation

‘Approved: 3/96

Implemented: 06/96
First Individuals Reach

Tima Limit; 6/97
Crnd Mate: NY1IATD

12124136
for individuals

Case by case basis to reflect
functional level ol education,




State

Time anit

Exemplions:

Age

Physically
or
Mentally
Disabled

Caring for
Disabted
Family
Member

Victirn
of
Domestic
Viglence

No .fob
Available/.
High
Unemployment

Other

Extensiops

Effective: -10/96

First Families Reach -

Time Limit: 01/00-

36

Up to 24 months if employed BG-
hours in & of 24 prior months,
Victims of domestic viclence and
medically unable 10 work.

Elfective: 09/96
First Families Aeach
YTime Limit: 09/02

60

None

Virginia

TANF
Effective: 02/97

Demonstration
Appraved: 07/95
implemented: 07/95
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 07/97
end Date: QB/G3

24 out of 60

B0 lifetime

Up to 12 months.

Washington

TANF .

Effective: 01/97
First Families Reach
Time Limit: 01/02

60

None

Wast Virginia

TANF

Effective: 01/97
First Familias Reach
Time Limit: 01/02

60

Case by case hasis.




Exempticms':

Physically

Caring for

Victim

Effective: 01/97
First Famifies Heac!:l
Time Limit: 01/02:

Na Job
or Disabled - . of Available/
- Mentally Family Domestic High .
State Fime Limit Age Disabled Member Violence Unemployment - Other Extensions

" Wisconsin 60 X Case by case basis.

TANE -

Effective: 09/96

First Families Reach

Time Limit: 09/01
“ Wyoming 60 X X X

TANF




