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Olivia Golden, Assistant Secretary 

Administr,nion for Children and FamHies 

Office of Family Assistance 

5th Floor East 

370 L'Enfimt Promenade, SW 

Washington, DC 20447' 


Dear Assistant Secretary Golden: 

I extend my compliments to the Department for the solid draft regulation on welfare' 
reform that you made available to the public last November, The proposed'ruIe is thorough, well 
written. and thoughtful. I find mj'selfin agreement with most of the specific requirements set 
forch in the regulation. 

There are, however. a few issues 1 hope you wiil consider before publishing the final rule. 
The broadest issue involves the assumption, which seems to underlie several of your proposals, 
th.t states will take advantage of every opportunity to foil the 1996 welfure reform legislation. 

( confess that many of US in Congress, based on experience with a number of previous 
programs, assumed more or less tbe same thing. But I have now somewhat changed my vjews. 
In the first place, there is no question that the welfare reform movement was receiving substantial 
energy from the waiver experiments states had been conducting since the late 1980s. By the time 
we passed the welfare. reform law in 1996. more than 40 states were already implementing their 
own refonns, some of them quite original and far~reaching, Although a few states may resist 
some features .ofthe welfare reform law, most states show no signs of resistance -- and indeed 
seem in some respects to be ahead of the federal requirements, 

In addition, since the welfare law was signed in August 1996. J have experienced 
something between shock and amazement at the progress states have made in changing the old 
AFDC program and the bureaucracies that supported it. Like you. we have been visiting 
program sites. reading reports. talking with otht.:s who are condu~ting systematic stUdies of stale 
programs. and watching the remarkable decline in the welfare rolls. As a veteran of efforts to 
reform various federal and state social programs. nearJy all of which came to little or nothing, I 
am astounded at the rapidity of change we are now witnessing. 

The most obvious example is the spectacular decline in welfare roUs. Although 
newspapers and scholarly papers are full of reports about the decline. two facts are especially 
noteworthy. First, nearly every state has had substantial declines - 30 states. for example, had 
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de<:lines of over 20 percent between 1994 and 1997. Second, the rate of decline is still 
increasing. The caseload decline for the 6~month period ending in January 1995 was a little over 
I percent. By July 1996, the 6-month decline was nearly 4 percent, the fastest rate ofdecline in 
the program's history. Even so, the 6-month declines for the periods ending in January 1997 and 
July 1997 were greater still-- about 8 percent and 12 percent respectively. I believe we can 
conclude the caseJoad declines will continue for the foreseeable future. 

Finally, despite all the scrutiny state refonns are receiving, I am not aware ofevidence 
that states are attempting to undermine the major provisions of the welfare reform law, Race to 
the bottom, severe reductions in state spending, cutting benefits, avoiding work programs, setting 
up separate programs to foil federal requirements - none of these dire predictions have come 
true. 

In short, states initiated the welfare reform movement and, as far as anyone can tell, they 
are continuing their spirited efforts to refonn their welfare programs. I take comfort from the 
very concrete results states are now producing and believe their performanCe has earned them 
more leeway than I was willing to give a mere 18 months ago, 

In this regard, I now have mixed emotions about the waiver proviSion we placed in 
section 415 of the Social Security Act. Those ofus working on the legislation were greatly 
concerned that states would use their section 11 i 5 waivers to preempt essential features of the 
legislation, We were particularly concerned that states would weaken the work requiremenlS of 
section 407 and the time limits specified in section 408(a)(7}, Given the growing evidence of 
successful refonn in most states, plus the lack of evidence that states are using their waivers to 
preempt federal requirements. I would now recommend that we let the waivers run their course, 

_ 	 If states do use their waivers to avoid the work requirements or time limits, they will in all 
likelihood experience a serious jolt when their experiment ends and they must immediately 
comply with federal rules. In addition. they may find that such moves will make them a magnet 
for recipients from surrounding states that continue to operate aggressive reforms. 

Similar suspicions about state intentions are raised by the separate programs a few states 
are establishing and many more are contemplating, In discussions with states and advocates. we 
have noted the consistent concern that the draft regulation's data reponing requirements and 
restrictions on penalty reductions and corrective compliance are likely to discourage states from 
scUing up separate programs. Like those at HHS who drafted the regulations, I am greatly 
concerned that by estabHshing separate programs. states could avoid the data reporting, 
mandatcry work. tim. limit, and child support requirements imposed on regular programs by 
federal rules, Even so, useful separate programs might be imagined ~~ programs for noncitizen 
children or for addicts, for example, 

We understand that a number of individuals and organizations favor combining the report 
of separate state programs v,.ith the 4th quarter report that is required by the regulation, The 
problem with this approach is that the regulation requires reporting of state-level data and the 4" 
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quarter report is aggregate data. The issue, of course, is whether we need case~level data on 
.separate state programs. 1 have tried to conclude that we do not because I am sympathetic with 
state complaints about data reponing. On the other hand, we won't know much 'about the 
recipients in these programs if we have only aggregate data. We have been informed by the 
Congressional Research Service that Colorado, Hawaii, and Illinois have already established 
separate programs and that these programs involve 25 percent, 50 percent. and 8 percent 
r~spectively ofthcir maintenance~of~effort funds. If three states, including two large states, have 
already established separate programs, it seems likely that more states will do so in the future. 
Thus, I cannot avoid the conclusion that we need to have case level data in order to know 
precisely who is participating in these programs. Moreover. it may be difficult for either HHS or 
the Congress to determine whether separate programs have been established to avoid federal 
requirements unless we have case-level ru:.ta, 

Given that case~level data seem necessary, perhaps you can respond to the state concern 
about the high level ofdata reporting by reducing the number of data elements that must be 
reported about seperate programs. . 

One more point about separate state programs. I sympathize with your intention to deny 
penalty relief if the Department detects a "significant pattern!> ofdiverting families into separate 
programs in order to evade federal rules and goals. The first point to make here is that you are 
correct to threaten penalties ifstates use separate programs to avoid federal ruJes. But my 
concern, which is widely shared, is how the Department will know that the state program is 
deliberately designed to avoid federal rules on work, time limits, child support, data reporting, or 
other matters? ) cannot answer this. question, but 1 would suggest that if the Department is not' 
confident that it can make this determination with a high degree of accuracy, then we should err 
on the side of allowing more state flexibllity. Once again. the achievements states have posted so 
far give me confidence that most states will use separate programs for constructive and 
appropriate purposes. Ifa few states try to take advantage of the flexibility that is the heart of the 
welfare refonn law, Congress and the Department can work together to figure out an effective 
way to stop them. In fact.: the need to carefully monitor separate state programs is a major 
justification for requiring stales to repan case level data. 

Here is one suggestion that might be acceptable 10 all sides in this debate. Perhaps you 
can develop guidelines that require fuil, case-level reporting for some types of separate state 
programs and less complete. perhaps even aggregate data for other types ofstate programs. For 
exampJe, if states established a separate program to subsidize private-sector employment by 
USing a wage subsidy or an EtC-like mechanism, I would be much less concerned about misuse 
orthesc funds. On the other hand. if a state set up. separate program and put most of its 2­
parent caseload in the program, I would be concerned and would want to know more about both 
the program and the people participating in the program, 

The problem ofhow much flexibility states should have in implementing their programs 
also arises with the use ofcruld..(}nly cases. In effect. the draft regu~ation would disallow the 
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"conversion" of regular cases into ehild-.oniy cases if the Department finds that the conversion 
was perfonned to avoid federal rules, As in the case of separate state programs, the issue here is 
judging state motivation. How can the Department develop a reliab!e method for detecting the 
state's true motivation in allowing cases to be treated as child-only cases? Again~ I cannot 
answer this question. I recommend that, unless the Department has a compelling an5\-\'er to this 
question. the regulations err on the side of allowing more state flexibility, Once again, we can 
work together to discover and dea1 with states that try to subven federal rules. 

A final issue I want to mention is the draft regulatIon on work panicipation rates in 2­
parent families. On its face, the statutory requirement that states jnvolve 90 percent of the 2­
parent caseload in work activities seems reasonable. However, we have searched the literature 
and have not found any work programs' that were successful in achieving a 90 percent 
participation rate. Moreover. our discussions with state officials and scholars who study welfare 
have left us with the clear impression that many families in the 2-parent caseload have serious 
barriers to work. I applaud your proposal to adjust the penalty for failure to meet the 2-parent 
requirement so that the penalty reflects the. proportion of the entire T ANF caseJoad in 2-parent 
famllies~ but would support other measures to modifY the work requirement for this group. One 
possibility would be to allow states to count families above the number required to meet the 
work requirement in the i-parent caseload toward fulfilling the 2-parent requirement. Thus, for 
example, if a state exceeded by 100 cases the number of families required to meet the I-parent 
work requirement in a particuJar year, they couJd count these 100 cases toward fulfilling the 2~ 
parent requirement. 

. Again. I congratulate you on a fine job on the proposed regulation. 1 am confident that 
you wilt carefully consider the many thoughtful recommendations you are certain to receive and 
make appropriate adjustments in the draft rule. In so doing, ! hope you win find ways to expand 
even further the substantial flexibility states are now using to such good effect in reforming their 
welfare programs. 

ECSlrnm 



TANF Funds for Education and Fatherhood lnitiatives 

What flexibility do states have under current T ANF laws and rulesl 

States have considerable flexibility to use both their federal TANF block grant fund, and slale 
Maintenance ofEffort (MOE funds) in ways tbat are consistent with the four broad purposes of 
TANF, 

: Purposes of TANF Needy families ­ All f.mili.. 
as defined by State 

i Federal TANFfullds can be '\1","1 as marked; State MOE 
I funds can be speJII on same purposes bUI must be .\pent on 
i eliKih/e families. 
, I. To erovide assistance to needy families X 
: 2, To end the dependence of needy pare",. by promoting job 
! preparation, work, and ~~!~iage X 
,3, To erevent and reduce out-of:wedlock pregnancies X 
4. To encourage the formation and maintenance of two-

I parent families X 

I Qualified activities for State MOE"l!u'1!!'ses 
i Cash assistance X 
: Child Care X 
Educational activities to increase self-sufficiency, job training and work (except 
activities or services that the State makes generally available to its residents without cost 
and without regard to income) X 
Administrative costs up to 15% limit IX 
Any other services Of benefits reasonably calculated to ac.<;omplish a purpose of the 
TANF program, X 

States have flexibility to define 'needy' and may set different eligibility rules for different benefits 
and services. 

States must meet maintenance of effort requirement by continuing to spend slale funds at SOC/o of 
the level spent in t994 (75% ifthey meet the work participation rate requirements), State MOE 
funds must be spent on "qualified State expenditures", must exceed program spending in 1995, 
and must be spent on TANF eligible families, TANF eligible families: (1) include a child living 
with his or her custodial parent or other caretaker relative (or a pregnant woman) and (2) meet 
financial eligibility standards set by the state. So, under current Jaw, MOE funds could not be 
spent on educational activities available to the general public. 

It is not likely that any use ofTANF funds for education or fatherhood activities would count as 
assistance and therefore such activities would not be subject to the time limits. work requirements, 
data collection, and child support assignment provisions ofTk'JF 
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HHS has clarified state flexibility regarding T ANF spending in the final welfare refollll rule and in 
TANF spending guidance. 

Examples ofhow states could spend TANF funds on education within current rules· 
• 	 States could use federal TANF funds or state MOE funds to provide education reasonably 

calculated to help prepare needy children or adults for work. For example, they could define 
eligibility for certain education services to include families qualifY for the free and reduced 
school lunch program (up to 130'/0 of poverty for free lunch, up to 185% ofpoverty for 
reduced lunch), children in Title I schools, or any family under 300'/0 ofpoveny. Thus, 
through T ANF, states could invest billions ofdQllars in training. education, andlor 
apprenticeship programs for needy school children or for their parents, based on the state's 
definition of needy. 

• 	 States could use federal TANF funds to help young people - regardless of income status ­
stay in school. since there is a strong correlation between sta}~ng in schoo\ and lower teen 
pregnancy rates, HHS has said that special ~nitiatives to keep teens in school are reasonably 
related to the third purpose ofTANF - to reduce out-of-wedlock births. This could include 
school counselors and after school activities. lWould tllis cover investments in reduced class 
size, i.e, if lower teacher: student ratio helps children succeed in the classroom and therefore 
increases their chances of completing school??] 

• 	 States could use federal TANF funds or State MOE funds to inerease the educational level of 
needy young fathers, for example by helping them stay in school, get a GED if they had 
dropped out of school. or obtain vocational skills training. This could be reasonably 
calculated to promote job preparation, work and marriage. 

• 	 States could use federal TANF fimds to increase the educational level of any father to the 
extent this helped promote two parent families, 

• 	 States could use federal TANF or MOE funds to pay for ESL that will help needy families 
reduce dependence and go to work. This could be combined with life skills/civics education. 
[check on qualified immigrants]. This would help address the lengthy waiting lists for ESL 
services in some communities. 

• 	 States could use federal TANF or MOE funds to share with employers the cost ofon-site 
education (such as literacy c1asscs or ESL) that help needy adults or youth reduce dependence 
and promote work. 

• 	 States could use federal TANF or MOE funds to pay for education or job training activities at 
colleges and secondary and technical schools that promote advancement to higher paying jobs 
and self-sufficiency. 

• 	 States could use federal TANF or MOE funds 10 pay for pre-school or early childhood 
programs to help needy parents go to work 



.. 	 States could use federal TANF or MOE funds to pay for special education services and/or 
child care for children with special needs that help parents ofdisabled children go to work or 
succeed in tneir jobs[cneck??] 

Examples Qfhow states could spent T ANF Junds on fatherhood initiatives 
• 	 States could use federal TANF funds for a media campaign to promote responsible fatherhood 

that is reasonably calculated to reduce out-of-wedlock births or promote two-parent families, 

• 	 States can use Federal TANF funds or MOE funds for responsible fatherhood initiatives that 
wiIl improve the capacity ofneedy fathers to provide financial and emotional support for their 
children 

• 	 States can provide parenting classes, premarital and marriage eounseJing, and mediation 
services for families regardless of income. 

• 	 States could usc federal TANF funds to increase the educationalleve1 of any father to the 
extent this helped promote two parent families [need evidence ofcorrelation between 
marriage and education level] 

• 	 States could use federal T ANF funds to provide education. training, and parenting classes for 
fathers in prison or who are on probation or parole. 

NOTE: in addition to flexibility to spend TANF funds on education and fatherhood initiatives, 
states have tremendotls flexibility to use their T ANF funds for a wide variety of other benefits and 
services to help needy families, as defined by the state, meet the purposes ofTM"F, These 
services include child care, transportation, non~medical substance abuse and mental health 
treatment, domestic violence services, housing assistance, and services that help individua1s with 

disabilities go to work. 	 ~C~,\ ~~ 
Options that would reqlAire a change a statutory change 	 ~~ 

I. 	 Allow states who had achieved a certain amount ofcaseload reduction and made a persuasive 
case that they could not invest their remaining TANF funds in other appropriate services, to 
transfer a certain percent of federal TANF funds to education [would need to decide which 
programs). This would be similar to • proposal floated by Kasich in March to let states 
transfer their TANF funds out for broad education programs including school construction or 
hiring more teachers. This proposal was greeted with concern by other Republicans including 
Archer, and Governor Thompson who was quoted in an AP story as saying «You've got to be 
n the realm of what's good for the welfare clientele," Once TA~ funds are transferred, they 
are no longer subject to T A:.'lF rules and instead are subject to rules of the program to which 
they are transferred. Currently, states can transfer up to 30% oftneir TANF funds to the 
Social Services Block Grant and Child Care Block Grant 

2. 	 Allow states to count additional spending on education for poor children towards their MOE 
requirement. 



3. 	 Amend TANF law to allow states to use a certain amount or percent offederal TANF fimds 
on education for poor children without transferring funds out ofTANF. To the extent the 
spending would be identified for a specific purpose, this might afford some more ability to 
conlrol the use the funds than simply transferring them out ofTANF altogether. 
Representative Collins introduced a bill in February amending r ANF to include school repair 
and construction and hiring of elementary and secondary public school teachers to the 
allowable uses ofTANF funds [checl< status). 

Issues 
• 	 Non-supplantation - would need to ensure that Federal TANF spending or State MOE 

spending didn>t supplant current state or federal education spending. However, this would be 
very difficult to track and enforce. If the requirement for was for new spending, how would 
this be tracked given over $250 billion in state and local education spending, 

• 	 Should we focus on education of children or adults? Could decide to focus on pre-school, 
after school, basic K-12, adult education, post-secondary, or any combination, 

• 	 Should Education spending with TANF funds only focus on poor children andlor adults? 
• 	 What should link be with caseload reduction? Need to be careful to avoid unintended 

consequences ofencouraging states to reduce caseloads just to free up funds for education. 
• 	 Should state be required to submit a plan for how they use the education funds? 
• 	 To what extent do we want to limit education spending to Administration priorities? 
• 	 Should additional flexibility be tied to outcomes? For example, states could only use TANF 

fimds for education if they agree to report cards and other items in our Title 1reauthorization 
proposal. . 

BACKGROl.,h'D 


How are states currently spending TANF funds on education1 

Maine uses state MOE funds (in. Sep."'te State Program) to assist up to 2,000 TAI\'F-eligible 

parents to obtain a 2 or 4 year post-secondary education. Indiana uses state MOE funds t.o 

expand the Healthy Families program for TANF-eligible families. 


Florida, Michigan, and Utah pay for post~employment education, training and necessary support 

services after people have left TANF. The California legislature provided TANF funds directly to 

community colleges to help welfare redpients pursue educational opportunities. including 

assistance with: cbild care, workistudy employment, job development and placement for students 

and graduates, curriculum development and redesign to emphasize shorter-tenn programs. The 

Oklahoma Department ofHuman Services uses TANF funds for a contract with the State Regents 

for Higher Education to provide vocational education to T ANF recipients at two-year colleges. 


How are states currently spending TANF funds on promoting IllSpousibie fatherhood? 

A number of states use TANF funds to provide employment and training for lowwincorne and 

unemployed fathers, typically non~custodial parents who owe child support Florida and Indiana 

use T ANF funds to provide 'rninj~grantsj to support comrnllnity~based fatherhood initiatives, 




Georgia has reinveh1ed TANF savings to expand public and private responsible fatherhood 
programs, 

States are running a number ofother fatherhoodwrelated initiatives, which may not be funded by 
TANF, but could be. Florida, Delaware and Illinois provide parenting courses for men in prison. 
California has a statewide male involvement campaign. Illinois funds 10 male responsibility 
programs for males age 1O~20 to encourage them to stay in school and make responsible choices, 
including abstinence. Illinois ruso operates a statewide paternity establishment program for non­
custodial parents in prison. 
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DATE: December 16, 1998 

Forwarded herewith is a Memorandum for the President regarding the latest Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) data. 

Attachment 

c: Bruce Reed 
Ass! to the President, DPC 

lack Lew 
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Special Asst to the President, DPC 
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THE S£CRETARY OF HEAL TH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
WA1.>'!'",OTOt.o, t .... ;, 10201 

DEC I 6 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

I urn writing this memorandum to give you notice that our latest Temporary Assistance for Necdy 
Families (TAN F) data indicates that States have a substantial amount of unspent TANF funds and to 
provide you with some initial infonnatiotl aoout some of the reasons for State delays in spending. While 
the early expenditure numbers do not have great significance given the early stage ofTANI' 
imp.lementation and the unusually strong economy. it is important for us to carefully monitor these 
expenditures in the months ahead. ' 

We intend to work with the Governors and State agencies to learn more about the reasons for lowTANF 
expenditure levels, encourage further investments in working and hard~to~serve families, and develop 
guidance that will reduce State uncertainty about how they may usc 'fANF and State maintenance-of­
effort funds, Publication of the final TANf regulations (now pending at OMB) should also help States 
to move forward. In the meantime, it is impomnt that we convey a consistent message about the 
importance of maintaining investments in low-income working families, the value of investments in 
"rainy day" funds. and the early nature of these figures. 

Thml.Quarter FY 1998 Data on Stale Expenditures. 

'(be financial reports States submitted on their TANF program expenditures through the third quarter of 
FY 1998 show that States have not obligated about $3 billion of the Federal funds available to them, 
This amounts to 24 percent of the block grant funds awarded to the States for the first three quarters of 
FY 1998. (lfwe include the amounts States carried over from FY 1997, we find that 26 percent of the 
total Federal funds available for expenditure through June of 1998 was unobligated,) 

It is important to note that these figures reflect third-quarter data, meaning that we do not yet know what 
each State's spending was for the whole of FY 199&. Unfortunately, we do not have enough experience 
with this new program to make infonned predictions of these amounts, For example, one factor that 
could affect the final State figures for 1998 would be vanations in expenditure levels tlcross quarters, 
Another could be a lag in reporting expendItures, In other words, because this was the first (ull year of 
TANF operation, we do no"t know how well the figures from the first three quarters represent lhe States' 
annual expenditure patterns, 

Reasons for Delays in State Spending 

Despite these limitations on Ihc data. we have sought to improve our information about why some States 
have large reserves of unobligated funds by looking more carefully at the 12 States that havc obligated 
the: smallest portions of their available funds. These States, which represent 80% of the $3 billion total, 
arc: California, Florida. Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, New Jersey. New York, Oklahoma, 
jJennsylvania, Washington. West Virginia, and Wisconsin. As discussed below, the- major reasuns 
identified clunug further discussions include delayed adjustments [0 caseload reductions, the early nature 
o( these reports, and Slate decisions to reserve funds. 

L To a Slgnjficant extent. the spending ::bortfalls are attributable to the dramatic caseload rcductinns 
SJate.s..haY.e a,biJ.:ycd. the unanticipated scale of these reductions (that is . .many..B.t.alCS did oot expect or 
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budget for as great a deereuse as they actually experienced), and the consequent time lag in ru:ijus,ting to 
t.hils.e_reductions 

California, Wisconsin, F1orida, Oklahoma. and Minnesota all identified the scale of the caseload 
reduction as a reason for unexpended funds. 

• 	 Staffin one State reported that In anticipation ofcaseload increases that it expected when it 
liberalized eligibility rules under TANF (to provide more benefits to working families}, it hud 
cut back on orner services. Now that the State has in fact experienced dramatic reductions in 
caseload, it will increase expenditures on these services. 

2, Second in many States, the expenditure shortfalls reflect the fact" that it js still early in TANF 
impkmcntatJoD Decisions made during the last session ofStnte legislatures may not yet be in effect. 
And where the first year ofTANF experience has led to new ideas for investment, these new ideas may 
not be able to be implemented until the State legislature reviews them in the upcoming legislative 
session. for example: 

• 	 California'S Legislative Analysis Office expects an uprum in expenditures on work activihes 
over the coming months as more individuals are enrolled in intensive activities. Expenditures 

. are lagging because CalWORKS (which implements more stringent work requirements) just 
went into effect on January 1, 1995.~ counties did not begin enrolling large numbers ofpeople 
until mid-year; and the most expensive services (such as case management, substance abuse 
services or other intensive services) do not kICk in until several months into the progmm MM after 
individu.'j{s have gone through job search. California also wilt have grant incrcases taking effect 
in November 1998 and again in State fiscal year 199912000. 

• 	 Pennsylvania has budgeted for increases in child care spending (to be funded in part by a transfer 
from TANF) that were delayed until new child care regulations were finalized this month. 

West Virginia plans new spending for increased grant levels, increased school clothing 
allo'V>'ance, and an increased transportation allowance; the State TANF agency also expects to 
seek State legislative approval for resources for Individual Dcvc.lopment Accounts. 

3, to some States, balances ofuDexpended funds also reflect State cautioD about moving foO:':'ard in light 
of c<;oDomic...uDccrtajntjes and a focus on meeting the State spending (MOE) requiremcnts before 

. commjtting.additjonuJ federal dollars 

• 	 A number of States mentioned their desire to be cautious about additional $pending in case of 
future need. Florida's legislature passed legislation requiring the TANF agency 10 reserve 5250 
million of its FY 1998 funds as a "rainy day reserve:' To put this in perspective, its FY 1998 
grant was $576 minion. Minnesota and New York also reported their intention to maintain rainy 
day funds. 

• 	 Some States appear to be reluctant to commit dollars for new expenditures without being sure 
that such 11 commitment can be sustained for several years into the future. Pennsylvania is 
holding enough TANF dollars unspent to be able to cover the CQsts of several years of 
transportation subsidies, in order to be sure that it can sustain this commitment to transpormtion. 
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• 	 Some Stales are holding back on Federal spending in order to ensure that they meet the State 
spending (Maintenance ofEffort or MOE) requirements in the statute, (Under the statute, States 
have limited flexibility to adjust their State contributions to the TANF program, Under the 
TANF MOE requirements, each fiscal year, they must contributl! 75 or 80 percent of their 
historical contributions. However, they do not have to spend any specific share of their Federal 
TANF funds; they may reserve their Federal funds for future year spending without limitation, 
As a result, if program spending drops significantly, we expect to see this decline show up 
disproportionately in the Federal spending numbers.) , 

4. SWles appear 1Q ~ary consjderably in whether they have steps uudern:ay to jnvest the uu!:xpgnded FY 
L298 dollars. Some States do have detailed plans, including new a~d expanded investments in training 
and services, innovative strategies at State and locallc\'Cls, grant increases, and transfers ofTAl't'F funds 
to the Social Services Block Grant or the Child Care and Development Block Grant However, other 
Stales appear to be currently without a plan. not focused on the issue, or in t,he early stages ofdiscussion. 

Please let me know ;fthere is any further information that would be useful to you. 

~)~
Donna E, Shalala 

Attachments 
Tab A • TAi\F Expenditure Data 
Tab B • Information on 12 States 
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DETAILED INFORMATION ON SPENDING SITUAnON IN TWELVE STATES 

California has experienced a 28 percent decline in caseload between January 1995 and August 
1998 (going from 925,971 AFDC cases [0 only 669,237 TANF cases), State staffbelicvcs 
that the current surplus of'TANF funds is an anomaly that will not continue. They expect 
program design changes wHl increase expenditures. Major changes did not occur until the 
State implemented the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids 
(CALWORKs) program on January, 1, 1998, Cal WORKs has more stringent work and other 
requirements than the State's original TANF progrum.lvfany counties did not begin enrolling 
large numbers until mid-year. The initial work activity for most individuals 1S attendance at 
job readiness/job search workshops~ a relatively low cost CalWORKs component Those 
who are not able to find employment immediately often face major harriers (e.g., substance 
abuse problems) and require more intensive case management and speciaJ services, The 
California Legislative Analysts Office (LAO) has reported that costs are expected to increase 
once all non~exempt individuals are enroHed in CaiWORKs welfare-tn-work activities. Also, 
grant increases became effective in November 1998 and a 2.2 percent Gost~of~1iving increase 
in assistance will take effect in State fiscal year 1999nOOO. Some additional areas in which 
TANF expenditures are expected to increase are: (I) effective January I, 1998, California 
began using T ANF funds to provide out~of~home care and other services for children under 
the juriSdiction ofeoulity luvenlle Probation Departments based on the provisions ofthc 
Title IV-A Plan in effect on September 30,1995; (2) California provides TANF assistance to 
child welfare children who are placed with relatives, and the State is now looking to T ANF to 
help fund kinship care payments for children who arc placed with relatives; (3) the State 
transferred $100 million in FY 1997 TANF funds (0 the Child Care and Development Fund 
and an additional $183 million (0 the Title XX program in the fourth quarter of FY 1998; and 
(4) California is also transferring State MOE funds to the Southern California Tribal 
Chairmen's Association (SCTCA) TANF program that was implemented on March I. 1998. 
However, even with these various planned activities that are likely to increase expenditures, 
it is still possible that California will have a pool of unspent funds. This is not viewed 
negatively by counties lhat are concerned about how potential economic downturns (e,g" 
fallout from the Asian economic crisis) could make it more difficult to recipients to find 
employment and result in TANF caseload increases. A question has also been raised about 
how California spends Federal and State funds. The State currently spends its Federal TANF 
funds first. In FY 1998. for example. the State reported very little MOE expenditures for the 
first three quarters of the fiscal year, but meets the 80 percent requirement when the entire 
fiscal years expenditures are reviewed, We have adVised State staff verbally that its current 
practice of spending Federal donars first is contrary to the Cash Management Improvement 
Act (CMIA) requirements. HHS is currently clarifying questions On CM1A with the Treasury 
Department and will issue written clarification to the Regions, ' 



Florida has been using FY 1997 funds for much of its FY 98 program operations; through the 
third quarter of FY 98 it expended approximately S80 million of its FY 1997 TANF grant It 
will likely expend an additional 535 million of FY 1997 funds during the last quarter ofFY 
98 in order to exhaust its left-over FY 1997 funds. Florida attributes its low TANF 
expenditure rate primarily to its declining caseload. However, since June 1998, Florida's ralc 
ofdecline in caseload has become flat, and an upturn is possible. As a safeguard against 
unanticipated significant increases in caseload, the State Legislature passed legislation 
requiring the TANf agency to reserve $250 million of its FY 1998 funds as a "rainy day 
reserve, I! Florida's use ofFY 1998 Federal TANF funds is expected to increase during the 
fourth quarter because: all FY 1997 funds will have been either expended or obligated; it will 
likely transfer about $56 million in ~xpendjtures previously reported against the FY 1997 
grant to the FY 1998 grant; it i.likely to report additional'FY 1998 obligations ofabout $51 
million in previously unreported expenditures; and it will probably report an increase in 
transfers of about $46 million by the first quarter ofFY 99, raising its transfer level to 
approximately 15% of the total TANF allocation. These actions will reduce the State 
I'surplus" to $192 million, which is $58 million below the States legislative mandate for a 
$250 million reserve as a rainy day fund. 

Kansas's caseload declined 31 percent between FY 1994 and FY 1997. which is the major 
reason for carryover. It has transferred funds, but could not transfer enough to prevent 
carryover. 

Louisi.na'. <a,.,load has declined by about 25 percent, from 60.226 in January 1997 (its TANF 
implementation date) to 45,871 in October 1998. Its 24·month lime limit has not begun to 
affect a significant number ofclients, (It will in January 1999,) 

Minnesota reduced services to compensate for tile liberalized eligibility rules that it 
implemented to provide more support for working families. However, it e)"l'erienced higher 
reductions in its caseload and expenditures tllan expected. It will now increase services, 
Other factors affecting its expenditw'es are its decisions to maintain a "miny day" reserve and 
spend MOE funds before spending Federal dollars. The State intends to increase its Federal 
expenditures In light of the amount available. It has closed out its FY 1997 grant and is 
working now on FY 1998 money, 

New Jersey estimates that its unobligated balance of FY 1998 TANF funds will be $124, 
258,000, or 31% of the funds available for TANF. It transferred over $16 million to CCDF 
and over $40 million to SSBG. State officials expect that it will expend the unliquidated 
balance in upcoming years. NJ also has questions about allowable claims under TANF, 
particularly con~eming transportation and child care. II feels that the lack of tinal rules is an 
obstacle to States as they attempting to use T ANF funds for innovative projects. 

New York increased transfers ofTANF funds to the SSBG and the CCDF in FY 1998. 
However. in FY 1998, expenditures on cash and work-based assistance were down 13 
percent, and expenditures on work activities were down 23 percent. A small portion of New 
York's unobligated balance represents State Agency TANF administrative costs that have not 

http:Louisi.na
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yet been reported for the third and fourth quarters of FY J998. Another factor is the 

continued decrease in cascloads. With the funds, NY intends to build up a "rainy day 

reserve, II It also intends to usc the funds to implement a number ofnew initiatives in 

employment activities and in other areas, 


Oklaboma has reduced its caseload 38 percent between October 1996 (its TANF implementation 
date) and October 1998 (from 34,901 cases to 21,644 cases). Expenditures on TANF 
payments were running $10 miIJion per month In 1996 and are now down to $4.99 million as 
of Octoher 1998. 

Pennsylvania expects to increase its expenditure ofTANF funds. Recently. it p~lsscd new child 
care regulations, which will penuit the State to provide subsidized child care for TANF 
recipients under CCDF with funds transferred from T ANF. The Commonwealth also created 
a job program for TANF recipients, called WorkNct, which will develop jobs aod jobs 
training for recipients and will soon be operational. Also, PA has budgeted funds for 
transportation increases. but the Governor has not been willing to release the funds unless it 
is able to show a decline in the welfare caseload. 

\Vashington's caseload continued to decline in FY 1998. This program has its roots in work 
search and unsubsidized employment. which arc less costly to provide than education and 
training, subsidized employment. OJT. etc. At the same time, participation in Workfirst did 
not become mandatory far all welfare recipients until November 1998. Also, the 
decentralization ofthe Workftrst Program has resulted in some delays in spending at the local 
Je-veL Another factor is the increasing amount of funding from sources other than TA..'lF 
(such as DOL, DOT, HUD) to help with the transition from welfare to work. 

\Vest Virginia anticipates new spending. It is planning to transfer $1 0 million to CCDF, It is 
also plannipg to increase its TANF grants by: increasing the basic payment by $100, which 
will also automaticany increase its 10 percent marriage incentive; increasing its annual 
school clothing allowance; and raising its transportation allowance from $3.00 to $8,00 a 
day. The TANF agency is also planning to ask its legislature to approve funds for individual 
development accounts. 

Wisconsin has also experienced a declining case load. The number of cash assistance cases has 
been declining gradually since March of 1998, The total caseload on cash assistance was 
11,453 in April and was down to 10,580 families as of September. Also, the State is still 
spending FY 1997 TANI' funds. ' 
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Cvnthi$ A, Rite: 03/14/9906:26:34 PM 

Record rype: Record 

Te: mbourdel @ (}s.dhhs.gov 
ec: Andrea KaneJOPD/EOP 
bee: 
Subject: re: Saturday's PQst story on TANF c:uts··good quotes from Tho", ;~ 

I think Gene falk's point that the TANF unobligated balances represent only 2' 1/2 months of 1998 
spending and 1 1/2 months of 1994 monthly spending puts these n.Jmbers in some useful context. 
Mary Bourdette <mbourdet @os,dhhs,gov> 

~ Mary Bourdatte <mbourdet @ os.dhhs.gov > 
~{:£;5~ 03114/9903:21:52 PM 

Please respond to rnbourde:t@os.!.ihhs.gov 

Record Type: Record 

To: Cynthia A. Rica/OPOlEOp 

cc: 
Subject: re; Sawfdl)y's PO$t slory on TANF cUls"good quotes from Tho,,. 

Thanks, Re Ol'via's testimony to W/M on cc on Tuesday, we need to 
coordinate her response on TANF questions, 

AlSO, I got a copy of Gene Falk's new paper on Tanf balances or'. Friday I'll 
fax a copy to you. Its pretty "balanced", Both Gene and person from eso 
will testify at CC hearing on Tuesday· CBO's baseline d's are really high 
- as in $22 B in cumulative unspent balances in FY 2002111 Thanks for TT 
article. 

Original Text 
From: <Cynthis_A._Rice@opd.eop.go\l>.on 3/14(99 3:17 PM: 
SUBJECT too long, Orlgina! SUBJECT is 
SIJ,;urday's Post story on T ANF cuts ..good quotes from Tho:-npson and Archer 

Senate's Welfare Plan Infuriates Governors 
Grant Cuts Would Fund Hurricane Aid 

mailto:Cynthis_A._Rice@opd.eop.go\l>.on
http:rnbourde:t@os.!.ihhs.gov
http:os.dhhs.gov
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TANF Spending 
March 10, 1999 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (l'RWORA) 
provides states with broad fl£xibility to use T ANF fund,1I to prQvide assistance to needy 
families; promote job prcparution, work and marriage in order to end dependence; reduce the 
incidence of out-of-wedlock births; and encourage the formation of two-parent families. States 
nrc beginning to transform' their former AFDe programs and to usc the new T ANF funds to 
support innovative and creative efforts to meet these important pcw goals. 

With the repeal of tbe AFDe cotiflement to the states, PRWORA also allows states great 
flexibility in the timing of their TANF expenditures. Recognizing that cascloads ~~ and stBte 

expenditures ~~ may risc in times ofeconomic downturn, states are allowed to defer some of their 
TANF block grants for a "rainy day." Similarly; they may carefully plan future investments for 
needy filluilies and children. 

For FY 1997 and FY 1998 combined, 90 percent of TANF funds have been obligated by the 
states. Nineteen states have obligated 100 percent of their FY 98 TANF funds. These include 
lurge states suc.h as California, Illinois and Texas, as well as Connecticut, DelaWare, Oregon and 
Virgima. Ohligated funds represent the best measure ofTANF :;pcnding. since they include funds 
for which states have contracts or other binding pians, such as stlb~gmnts to counties to nm the 
'I'ANF program. Stutes arc using TANF funds for u wide range of service!i to help an historic number 
of fCcipients move from welfare 10 work and they are bcginninbi to address otli(.!r difficult iS5~:es of 
dependency. 

Some stntcs hnvc not oblig:lted nil of their TANF funds , Icnving $2.7 billion in unoblignted 
TAN'" funds for .FY 1998. Fully allowed and anticipated by Pi{WORA, there arc a variety of 
reaS{ms for this. Some Statt:S have specifically set aside some ortnese funds lor a "rainy day". (Any 
funds set aside for a rainy day remain in the federal treasury as unobligated funds) SoniC slah::::;. have 
experienced large cllscload declines but require further st3te legislative action to reprogram funds 
rrom cash assistance to other investments to promote work and end dependency_ Odlel' states arc just 
beginning innovative new efforts and plan to \ltilizc these funds for these purposes. 

Unobligated funds arc not "surplus" funds nod must rem.tin uvuil41blc to .uJdrcss the gonls of 
PRWORA, These funds are essential to the overall success of welfare reform. Many orthc families 
remaining on welfare face substantial barriers to employment, such as low levels of edU{:mion and 
skills, substance abuse and menta: hcnlth p:ublems, dOl:1C:;:ti.: violence issues, d;sabilily Or the need 
to care for a famiJ;{ member with a disability. States al1ticjpntc that much gre~ter investments will be 
required to successfully help such families gain work and sdf-suflicicncy. The unobligated TANF 
funds ~ together with WclUifC to Work funds - lIrc crucial to such c!Torls. 

States nIsu fucc enormous dcmanus for work supporls for 1m\:' income families - both families 
lUJlking the tnmsition from welfare 10 work and famiHc.o.; who have nt'ver been on welr .. I'c. As 
more and more families with infants und young children move into the workforce, the need ~~ and 
competition for ~- help for all types of quality child carc, cspecially infant care and care at non~ 
traditional homs, continues to expand. Without assistance. [j fa:llt1y earning $14,400 u year typit:ally 
must spend 25% of its income fur the care of a child under five. Y ct in some slates. child care 
assistance under TANf und the Child Care and Development mock Grant is limited to famities 
making the transition from welfare to work. Low-income working fim1ilies who have never been on 
welfare and arc struggling to stay offwe!farc ~ltc too ofien dt'Hied despcmldy needed child care 
assistance, 



February 26, 1999 
WELFARE TO WORK REAUTHORIZATION 

CONTINUING A VITAL INVESTMENT IN SUCCESS 

1. 	 W~[fare-tQ-Work dallqrs help states qnd local wmmunilics reach individuals wUh the 
greatesf needs. 

Welfare refonn policics, combined with a strong economy, have resulted in dramatic casetond 
declines across the nation. However, those individuals remaining on the welfare rolls are more 
likely to face serious challenges to employment including poor basic skills, no recent work 
experience, limited English proficiency, substance abuse problems, or a physical. lenming or 
emotional disability, and require a more comprehensive and intensive set of services to gain. 
retain, nnd advance in employment While the welfare reform law allows states to spend their 
TANF funds on a broad population ofneedy families and for a broad set of purposes, WtW is 
specifically designed to help states and local communities meet the challenge posed by the 
hardest to serve ~Ifare recipients, including those who have been on welfare the longest. 

• 	 WtW dollars go directly to the poorest colttmunities, First. WtW funds arc: allocated 
to states bilsed on their share of welfare recipients and individuals'in poverty, Eighty~ 
five percent of these funds go directly to local workforce boards. based on their share of 
long-tenn welfare recipients, poverty, and unemployment. Second, WtW competitive 
grants reward local partnerships, community.based organizations, faith-based 
organizations, businesses and others in high poverty rural areas and cities. 

• 	 \VtW has become an important mechanism to help noncustodial parents to meet 
their obligations to their ehHdren. Many noncustodial parents of children on welfare, 
usually fathers, face the same employment barriers as the hardest to serve welfare 

,recipients. Imp:uving the employment und carnings of noncustodial parents is often a 
precondition to improving their interaction with their children. In fact, soml! ~tates have 
designated all or most of their WtW allocation for these parents. While TANf. has 
primarily focused on custodial parents, states and local communities are using WtW 
funds to find new ways to help non-custodia! parents build their capacity to pay child 
support. Often, noncustodlals parents of children on welfare are ineligible for TANF. 
unless the state specificnUy changes its law or its TANF plan. rv1any states would need 
to redefine their definition ofan eligible TANF family in order to serve noncustodial 
parents with TANF funds, For all ofthcsc reasons, we are proposing to expand the 
WtW focus on fathers and strengthen the links to child support enforcement in thl: 
reauthorization. 

• 	 WtW helps those who have reached their TANF time limit Ilnd nrc stiJI in need of 
employment and support services. in 19 states, including California. Ohio. Florida, 
and Massachusetts, state time limits have or will affect TANF benefits for some portion 
of welfare recipients before the end of 1999. WtW can continue to help individuals to 
get or keep u job through wuge subsidies, direct job creation or other wo:k supt=JOI't, eVen 
after they've exhausted their TANF benefits. 



• 
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For those who have found a job, WtW makes sure they keep tbat job and make a 
full transition to self sufficiency. As a work first program, WtW is designed to make 
sure the lwrdesHo~cmploy have the transportation, counseling. on-the-job tmining; and, 
whf.."Te necessary, child care and other supportive services vital to job retention. 

Welfilre to Wue! limdv invest in the creation of nrw lucal sYstems !but more ~(fecfivelv 
respond 10 the needs Q(WQrk~D~ and emalowrs, 

Wclfarc-to-\Vork hridgL'S the gap between the welfare and workforce systems. 
Welfare-to'-Work resources are heJping to develop firsHime partnerships between we!fme 
agencies, workforce agencies. employers and communities as they eollabQrate to meet the 
unique needs of the hardcst-to-employ. When surveyed, the first ten slaleS to implement 
the program unanimously cited this as an important return on their investment of 
matching funds. This finding was: echoed by state and local officials in a February 5, 1999 
GAO Report on Welfare Reform. . 

Welfarc~to~Work invests in innovation and draws new providcr,s--espcciaHy 
businesses and community-based organizations ..~into the system. The Workforce 
Investment Act designates every locally run Welfarewto-Work grantee as a mandatory 
partner in every One-Stop Carccr Center throughout the nation, opening the gates to an 
even wider range of possible services, economies of scale, and a varielY of shareable 
resources. The same business-led boards that direct the Welfare-ta-Work program at the 
local level will also oversee the full compliment of workforce dcveJopment activities in 
that community. The competitive grants program directly rewards innovative ideas, 
organiza.tions and pa.r(nerships in local communities. 

Welfarc~to-Work is employer drivcn. The WtW program is overseen at the !ocallevel 
by Workforce Investment Boards with a business majority and a business chair. As 
employers, these business leaders understand the locallabpr market and '\-vhat it takes to 
assist wei fare recipients in making the transition from welfare to work. 

\Ve)fare~to-Work addresses employers' needs. Many employers, especially those in 
small establishments, aTe currently having great difficulty attracting nod retainin.g 
qualified employecs, Recent research shows many ure open to hiring welfare recipients, 
but do no know how 10 recruit them, Welfare~to-Work grantees can respond to their 
needs with outreach to small businesses and with rcferruIs, transportation and retention 
assistance. 

There b\' tremendous noliolltvidg deU/flnd (or Welf(lre~t(}-Work.funds. 

Approximately I million adults on TANF are estimated 10 meet the IJrOposcd WtW hard~ 
to-serve cligibility criteria and I110rc than 1 million non-custodial f:'lthcrs arc projected to 
be eligible for WtW services under the proposed rc;authoriznlion. The $1 hil!ion 
requested is sunicicnt to serve an estltnatccl200,OOO individuals. 



• During the first year that Wclfare-to~Work formula Grant funds were availuble, 44 Slates 
put up a 1;2 match and applied for these resources, 

• Over 1AOO applicants from local communities across the nation applied for the WtW 
Competitive Grants, requesting more than $5 billion while DOL only hnd sufficient funds 
to .award S468 million to 126 grantees. 

• Over 250 Members of Congress wrote to DOL in support of competitive applications 
from their communities. 

4. The 'lANE "surplus" shoutdvo{ be overstated. 

• According to the most recent preliminary data on TANF expenditures, states have 
obligated between 80 and 85 percent cftheir FY 98 TAN!' funds. The unObligated 
balance for FY 1997 and FY 1998 stands somewhere between 53.0 and $3.5 billion. In 
fact, preliminary data reported to HHS shows that close to half the States have obligated 
all of their FY 98 TANF funds. 

• TANF block grant funds are fixed at historic levels; therefore, some states are reserving a 
portion of their TANF funds as "rainy day funds" in the event ofstate poplllation 
increases or recession. WtW funds Me targeted funds that have to be spent on the most 
disadvantaged. The WtW funds are an essential component of moving the most 
disadvantaged welfare recipients into jobs and supporting job retention, stability and 
continuous learning for individuals making the challenging transition from welfare to 
work. 

• WtW funds hclp even out the widely varying levels of TANF allocations across states, 
particularly in low benefit statcs. 13ecause the WtW fonnula reflects concentrations of 
poverty and welfare dependency, it helps direet resources to arcas with the greatest need, 
whereas the T ANF block grant is based on historical spending patterns . 

• 
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Overview: Fiscal Year 1998 was the first full year that all states 
implemented the new welfare program now called T empoffity Assistance 
for Needy Famliies (TANF). States demonstrated remarkable progress in 
welfare reform during the year·· ovor 1.5 million families who were 011 
welfare in 1997 wore working in 1998. case/Dads continued 10 deciine at 
en unprecedenled rare with 20 percent fewer recipients than in FY 1997, 
and all states subject 10 the overall work participation rate In FY 1997 
met if. States also continued to make farge investments in IrlSlr work first 
welfare programs, spending or commlttmg to spend 84 percent of their 
federal funds. Nineteen statf7s spent 100 percent of tlleir block grant. 
Altt,,,ugh slates can reserve funds from year to year witllout Jimitation 
(for example, states C(ln save doNars for "roiny day funds'), wf/Sfl FY 
1997 and 1998 funds are combined, states loft only 10 percent of the 
federal block grant unspent 

In an effort to meet 1M critics,l need of quality, affordable child cere for 
parents moving from welfare to work. states increased the transfer of 
TANF funds to the child care block grant. Even Wlrh the sigmfrc1Jllt 
spending of both federal and state funds. however, states are facing the 
new challenges of reaching famifles with greater barrierS to 'Nork and 
supporting families to remain in 'Nork 

FY 1998 Highlights 

Maintenance of Effort, The new welfare refCHl', law requires states :0 
continue to spend state funds a: a level equa: to at least 80 percent of 
their FY 1994 levelS, If slates meet L')e minimum work participa:ion 
rates, the law also aUo\"1S them to reduce their mimmum"spending 
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reqUirement to 75 percent. In FY 1998, ali states expended enough to 
rneet the 75 percent maintenance of effort amount Thirteen stales 
reported state spending above 80 percen!, with one state - West 
Virginia - exceeding 100 percent Since states are- not required to report 
any expendltu~es In excess of the maintenance of effort requirement, 
states may actually be spending mOre titan reporte-d" 

Child Care, Child care continues to be a critical support tor families. 
moving ftom welfare to work. States made significant Investments in 
child care in FY 1998, transferring a total of $652 minion in TANF funds 
to the chi;d care block grant, an over three-fold increase from FY 1997, 
States report the-yare committing over 99 percent of their child care 
block grant funds. In addition, states spent over $1 billion of their own 
funds on child care. 

Work Activities. Cash Assistance, and Other Supports. States 
furthered rhe goal of the welfare law by making work first the priority for 
their programs. In FY 1998 sia!es spent $1.2 billion in combined federal 
and state funds on work activities. States spent $6.8 binion, or 69 
percent. of their FY 98 federal TANF funds on cash ass',stance and 
work·based assistance. (The work·based assIstance in this category 
n;ay include paychecks eamed by TANF recipients ~n relur:'! for 
communIty service jobs Of subsidized employment.) Addilionally, states 
reported spending $1,1 billior. in federal TANF funds and $1.3 bilhon in 
state maintenance of effort funds on other expendi!L'fes, which included 
fraud control programs, emergency assistance (e.g., one-time benefits to 
divert families from having to re;y on welfare), staff training, domestic 
violence services, and child welfare programs. 

Transferring TANF Funds. The new welfare law gives states the 
authority to t:ansfer portions of their TANF grant to either tre Child Core 
(lnd Oevelopment Block Grant or the Social Services Block Grant 
Tnirty~nine states reported transferring funds in amoun~s ra"lgirg f~om 2 
to 29 percent of their T ANF grant In total, $652 million or 4 percent ot 
TANF funds were transferred to the chi:d care block grant a:)d $1,1 
bllliQn or 7 percent was transferred ;0 the Social Se:vices 810ck Grant. 

Administrative Costs. States continue to invest in transforming their 
welfare off:;;;es into emploYlrent centers, and to expect more fron. their 
workforce as eligioility workers are trained as job counselors. In FY 
1998, state adrr.inistratlve expenditures amounted to $913 million. o· 9 
percem of total federal TANF expenditures -- well below the l'ANF 
adMinistfatvQ cost Ilrn~t of 15 percent. 

Separate State Programs. In FY 1998, a fewer nurr,ter of s:ates .~ 15 -­
chose to fund programs with separate state funes thar in FY 1997 
Expenditures on separate programs represented less than fOur percent 
of total state spending. States with separate orograms soent most of 
their separate state program fJr,ds ~~ 55 percent - on cash aM 
work~based assistance by prov:ding support to primarily two-parent 
families, pregnant we men, migrant seasonal workers, and qualified legal 
immigrants. Most of tne remaining fU:lds were spent on chHd care (35 
percent) and non-direct services categorized as other expenditures. 

Unobligated Balances, States can carry forward unobligated TANF 
fur;ds for use In future years, for example :0 meet unanticipated needs or 
reselVe dollars for "rainy day" funds. In FY 1998..sta~es obligated $'13.9 
biilion or 84 percent of the total fede~al fU1ds, T1e rema;ning $2,7 billion 
in unobligated funds remain in the federal treasury, with no time limit, 
unt,l states draw down t,e dollars, 

Attachments: 



Table A· Federal Awards. Transfers and Expenditures in FY 1998 Part 
1, Part 2, E'il!:U ­
Table B - Expend:tures of State Funds in FY 1998 
Table C ~ Expenditures of State Funds in Separate Stale Programs in FY 
1998 
Table 0 ~ Expenditures of State Funds \1'1 FY 1998 

Other TANF Financia! Cala p:ri.'1t version 
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» Jf you have questions or comments abOut the ACF server, a-mail ACF WebMas/er, 
»Questiorls for the ACF Office ofPublic Affairs? Calf 202·401~9215 ore-mail 
apubHc pffair@acf.dhhsqQv. 
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TANF 4th Quarter, FY 1998 
Table A (1 of 3) 

TANF Federal Awards, Transfers & Expenditures Through 4th Qtr,J FY~1998 
(datu as of 215199) 

lI-
. 

Data reported by Stutes in Column A on Form ACF-196 Line Items 11 

I I 112 L 3.~1 4' !I TOTAl. AWARDED TRANSFERRED I Tn.ANSFER1~ED TO r AVA't..AI1LE FOlt 
STATE i. II ... TO CCDF' ~~BC -li. TAN"-~_ 

1~IA~la~ba~m;;;a~~'9JI-' 95,986,613~JI ............., II. 1,467,366 II , ...., 94519,2951 
I Alaska 1,65,267,77811 1,6(jQ,QOO I, 3,216,300 I[ 60A51,4!hl 

IAr~zona .• 11_ 226,398,173 Ii II 22,639,BOg,,- 203,758,3731 

~rkansas II 58,230,354 '[ Ii Ii=r=:==5",,8;;;,2~302,~35~4=i11 
~Ic;;al;;;if;;;;or;,;;n:;;ia~c==lll 3,732,671,37811 100,OOO,OOOL~18~~~,0~OO~,~OO~O~I:IF'~3~,4~4~9~,6i;:71~,3~7~8~11 

, Ie 21520871 ,IColorado !C 13932451411, , , 137172427J,'_. .-- , 

Iconnecticut JL_366,788, 10?'1:" II 23.7,95,031 I! 242,993,076 ' 
""-,. 

, '­
10efaware I 32,290,981 [ [ 3,229,0981~ 29,061 ,883 j 
!District of !I!columbia I 92,609, 815 11 Ie ,:1 , 92,609,8151 
IIF
"; lorida J: 576,886,88311 29,403,486 r 57,68B,68S1 ~89,794,7091 

,, .. ,.M¥_ 

,IGeorgia 339,720,20711. 19,152,4851, 30,897,051 II 289,670,6?,1.',. II . -~.-- .
"TH.wall 98,904,788 11 7,400,000 I r 91,504,7881,,_m ,

illdaho 
-

I! 32,780,4441
, Ie 3,278,000 

,
II. 29,502,4441 

Illiinois II 585,056,960 Ii I 58,500,000 II '526,556960 II 
Illndiana . I[ 206,799,10gI1 II 6,000,000 I 200,799,.1091, 

[~~~.. Ii .. 131,524,9591 1,214,0891[ 7.4.21,5921' .. 122,909,2781' 

'Kansas:J[,_~Q~Q~!,L~ 7,376~JI 10,.:~3~JI_.... 84,3~!02,611 
il(entucky"J 1.81,28?,I3I3'lJL_~~,ooo,oooJ .. 9,20Q,OOOJi 1~4lI~'iJ 
[LOuisian,,___11 
'IMaineL 

168,07?,~94J 
78,12(jMiJI 

_..... _".....JI 
4,984,810 I~ 

.., J,.1§8~2,3~_~J 
2,500,000 L.. 70,636,0791 

IIMaryland r 229,098,03211 L_22,909,80311~ 206., 188,~29J 
l£\ll~"chusetts 1[~-45g371, 116 Ii 79,253,383IC . '4'2,'397.290f-337.7zO,443] 
IMichigan II 775,352,85811 149,464,9ill' 72,78?,007.11 553105,914JI 
IMinnes"ta Ii 267,984,8861=io,2oo,0QQ.11 '10MoQJ!~~~~684Ts6] 
II'!I,ississi~pi ,..J ,,88,943,530 II . "Ji.. __ ,___ "~,,...i1.,___8..a94~!5~!' 
[Missouri .. _1~217,051,7~r_~~[~ 21 ,7051i2: __,~~~5~.i 

l~::~;;~a ,. lt~ :::~:::~~~:f=- ""if.. "'l---~~~~:::i~~:, 
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• • 
,:i':!evada 44875852 :: , 448758521: . • 'I 
IINew Hampshire I 38,521.260 i Ii !I 38.521.260 I 
IINew ~erse!,~, II 404.034,82311 ~ 16,349.984 t 40,'W3,482 f }~7.2_81.357] 

INew Mexico II 129.339,25711 13,304.750 I: t_ ..1..i~p34,507J 
11!'I.~~'(ork II 2,442.930,60211 55,000.000 : 221.000,000 t 2,166,930.6021­..... 

!,IO=~k;;;I';,;;ho;,;;m:;;;a~=;:m 1~7,842.004 L 5.606,134IL 11,100,000 11 .."",,=,~1~3~1,~13§5~.8~70~1 
'lfu'igon 1 166,798.629 Lm. II r 166,798.6291 

,INorth Carolina II 310.935,5@ 11,699,518 970.581 I 298,265,421 I ...... ' ........-- . 
I[North Dakota r~ 26.399.80911 II 26~~9.80~J: 

, ~----.
IOhio 

, " 

:1II 727.968,2601 I 72,796,826 655.171 ,434 I! 

iElp~e~nnbs~y7"lv=a=ni=a==:1 I 7194993051[, I 53003526 I 666495 779J, , , . , , , , 
[Rhode Island 95,021.587 [ 95.021,587.1II I ---- II 
ISouthc;aroli!'a 99,.967.~2~[,.,. 9,9~6.782]1 89.971.042 !I! . ~Il "- _._. ; 

ISouth Dakota 21,313,413 11 . 2,131,3411 19,182,072 1I II 
ffEmnessee Il196,m.os9I' 14,704,27411 909.9O0 1l 181,102,895J 
• 
~xas ,I 498.949.7261 12,183.631 II 23.105.516 11 463.660.579 ! 
'[Utah .. II 78,925.39311 IL 3,116,4231 

" " 

75:808.970 I 
Ivermont 47.353,181 I! 6,480.552 L 4,735.31811 36.137, 311 1II 
, . ,
liVlrglnla ..JI 158.285,172L~ 23.742,77611 11,!l!~,3'8(\JL.122,.671!OQ8J 
I,Washingtonm_11 404.331,7541" 28.973,84911 [_. 375,357.9~ 
IWestvi~giniacJlm 110,176,310 11 10.000,000]1 .?,4~o.oool 9~.7!~310I, 
I~W~is;;;c=o=ns=in==.= .....'=iIIFI.=;,,31~7~.5=O;;!5,~18~OII 26.021 ,4181 31 .750.000 t.___ 259,733.???JI IWyoming ]: 21.538.089 [m====IIF'=====,.Ilp=~2~1.5;;3;;;;8,:;;;08991! 

I,-m][. I IIL___ 1_ . . 
Total II 16,562,380,59111 $652,117,0051' $1,079,343,4761 $14,830,920,110 I 

Ii :[ L ,I ~ 
7%11 

GENERAL NOTES: 

Table A shows: information t.-:xaclly as reported by Stales in Column A 'On Ille quarterly TANF report. (FO:fH ACF-l96), Simes 

were required 10 sllbmillhis TANF lkancm! data by I U>!i98, Tab:e:\ shows how Slates t1~ed Federal funds. Tables (3 find C 

show how Stntes IIsed their OlAn fur-ds in the 'rA)lF pmgrum. 


FOOTNOTES: 
II The am-ounts reported by Statc.:s under column A of Form ACF· !96 arc the grant awurds Inc Slates. received through the 
fourth t]UllriCT or 1:Y 199R, The "wards include Stare Family Assi,>lnncc (J::-mm (SFAG) nnd Surpiem"nlal Grants lor 
I'opu]atioll Increases, A2. CA, OK, OR, SO, WI, and WY cUl11ululivc totals have beell.1djusted for Tribes uperuling TANF 
within Ihe Slnte, 

21 TANF Transfer pcrccn:ages are based Oll the total in Jhc TABl£ A (I ofj) {:o\umn '1'0::;1 Awarded,' Expcndilur<.:S 
pefcc:l1ages nrc bused rm the IOwl in the TOI:!I Expcnditu!cs' coLmm ofTA13LE A (2 01'3), U:!!iql;ka~cd and t:l1oblig:ncd 
balances percent:;ges arc b:;sed Oil the lotal in the column 'Availahle For TANF' in TAI3LE A {3 QfJ), 



TANF 4th Quarter, FY 1998 
Table A (3 of 3) 

TANF Federal Awards t Transrers & Expenditures Through 4th Q.r., FY-1998 
(data as of 2/5/99) 

!~ 
, I I 1m' ! I 

i O~~I~=~92,609,815 I 
51~1 ~II 
339, ,i ' 

, 

"' 075,759 I 
711 

I ~J88 91,~7BI
I 32}80,444 29,502,44 I ,-I 
I " ,I' "2t. II 

,1':~774 

I 

i 

, 

28,873,74' 

21.616,60 

.017 

!I 123, ;,9C 

I 
79.856.787 

.Ii 
I! 

I,~"iii ! ~~', 294~~='~i(#:~'3~~.~1~=~16lffi),'~sl.i~~='36l..9=22·7~.526"i 
13" J~ 63,24: ~I'~===..j,!i, 

~I 27.4,'11~,35, ,72 "" ~ 
~~il 1.1 I ~ 

,I ~ I ., I, 
38521 I !12 I 

¥ il 177. • 4,912000 ' ~ I 

" 

~ I ~76il 
,Si\a~d,I:~5il~, i!

,I 
38,521.260 I 

~: i ~I 
I 



1:~.!()I'k 1.3~~,~3(),602 1,_ 2,'66.9~O,6a2jI_,,561,049,33!1l-, _=., 11.., .605,88~1· 
,'I Nor!!' Carolina 31O,935~2.il.l[ 298,265,421 jr-- 205,1'~1 . , -.J[ .,9~,,14.s,~61.! 

. [North Dak~C 26 399 8OOT· 26.399,80911~, 20,836,225IC"':;'763,56"':C~:.~.-----.J 
:~)hiO ~'-::::J: 727,9681260.11::::: 655,171,431JI=,8S,226,909jf-:-.i6ii;-944:5Z5jC--,-.:::J 
IOklahoma :::::J1_.,~~,842§El'~1,1~5,87011 . 20,69~391j, ..JC l1.o,23~OJ 
~';ego~ !i_~66,796,6291~~~JlliJ[ ,115,'41,~1 51,657,Z18C~=__i 
Irpenn'YIVani~[719,499:305], ,666,495.719 1'=--.2~71,~55jl__..,376!!!,~6QJ 245,Q3~ 
,lRhOde !'liIn~:li=' 95,0'21,587 t95,oii.~C8;~9il411 .•. -:-_,C 6526,S93 i 
IISo~th car;;J§Ji 99~67,8241! '89,9!,,04211 66,1~0,1181L.,. ,_ J- 23~610,9261 
'fSoUth Dakota [21,313,4131, 19,1a~I, 11.200,4~I_=___JI 7,9!l.1,63i[1 

:IT.nne••~. ,_!1'96,7'7,069 II 181,102,695 Ii ," 119,9~4.9..W[=~.1i~Ii:S631[ 4~~65,g?~J
I'!"" , Ii 498,949,7261:-, 463,6603;:&): 256,395,066 C20S,265,5131[~~==:::J1 
ill.ltah, .-JI __78,92~' , 75,608,970I[ , 62,258,839:, " " • .JL ..13,550'~1 
,lVennont " II" 47,353!18.~,J,,", 36,137,3,11 II , ,30,565,738,1 ""',-----.J,,' 5,57MB-I, 
:IVil'\linia, C158,285,1721;::--122,67,1 ,008 ::_. 90 325,355 !L :sj45,~~' ===' 
,jvVaSiiin9!""...JC404,33QEJ[2.~57.9£!UC 232,95¥WC 949,341 !i_ 141,452,7j'Q] 

IWest Virg'!"a IL 110,17~1__~2!~76.310 11.__ '<!'Q5?,8.~~I=-....,_.,.__IC 80,7'7,4331 
I~t!""n.i" -'I "317.505, 180 [·-259.73I@[-:-6:j',655,599i[--147:o58~1= 49,0195!!J 

!wyoming 1.21,538,089 L 21,538e[, ,16riliDi 21,376&87], ..~ =::J 

l!et.aJ..._~ii56~o~!$;4'830.920.1it$9'905.157,491t3z~6~':"'$2.704.275,~ 

,b~==JC==_J=~::=J[ " "J:---':-il_ . :::::1 
~~ages2ili--~~===[ 9~~' 6~~C- to 14%]1 _ -1~%!

1 

Cr<:NftRAL NOTES: 
Table A shows information exactly as reportcd by Stltes in Column A on the quarterly TANF rcpor: (Fo;m ACF-I96). States 
were required to submit (hIS TANF fm:mcial data by IJ/14/98. Table A shows how Stn~c$ used Jlcdcr::I flmds. Tab:c.s B [l!ld C 
show how Slotes used thuir own funds in illc TANF program, 

FOOTNOTES: 
11 TIle un:ollnts reported by States under co:umn A of Fonu ACF· t96 nre the grant awards the States received through lhe 
fourth qu::rter of FY 1998. 'TIle grant awards include Slate Family Assistance Gra!:t:: (SF AO) and SUj}ph:melll!l! Gnl:)ts for 
Population InCreaseS. AZ.. CA, OK, OK, SD. WI. and WY cumulative lowls r.;we beer. adjllstcd for Tribes opcrlliing. TA!'iF 
within the Siau:~" 

21 TANF 'fnmsfcr pefC<ltllages arc based on the tolal in Ihe ,[,ASL£: A (I nO) cDlumn ~ro!al Awarded: HxpcndilUfcs 
percentages tire based on Ih.: lowl inl!:c 'Tdal txpcnditlires' column ofTAB1,E A (2 of;). U!1:liquidaled und unobligated 
balances pcn:entnges arc based on Ihc lolal in the colUmn 'Av,lilable Fo, TA;.JF' in TABLE A (J DfJ). 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(PRWORA) established a new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
program to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC::) program. 
The new welfare law also established new State reporting and data requirements 
for the TANF program. in September 1997, HHS issued the Emergency TANF 
Data Report specification providing States with guidance/instructions for the 
collection and submission of this important data. 

While all States were required to have their new T ANF program in place by July 
I, 1997,38 States and the District of Columbia chose to start their TANF program 
by March 1,1997. As a result, these States submitted data on the demographic 
characteristics and financial circumstances of families receiving assistance under 
their T ANF program for the period of July-September 1997. These States 
transmitted 3,097,830 active cases and 268,762 closed cases, All States, the 
District of Cohunbia, Guam, Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands are required to submit 
T ANF data for the 1998 federal fiscal year. 

Under the new data reporting system, States have the option to submit either 
sample data or universe data to HHS, Twenty-three States submitted universe data, 
from which HHS randomly selected approximately 500 active cases each month to 
prepare this report. A total sample of 48,515 active cases was used to compile 29 
T ANF recipient characteristics tables. A total of 268, 762 closed cases were used to 
compile Table 30 regarding reasons for closure, The statistical data in this report 
are estimates derived from samples and, therefore, are subject to sampling errors 
as well as non-sampling errors, 

While the chaJlenges posed for States and HHS by the implementation of a new 
reporting system have delayed the issuance of this report, we anticipate the 1998 
data will be available earlier. In addition, we will continue to work with the States 
on completeness and reliability of the data. In this report we have identified data 
that clearly had major problems, in some cases, serious enough that we did not 
include the data in the report. In cases where numerous States reported 
questionable data or unusually large nwnbers of "unknown" or "other" categories, 
HHS urges caution in drawing conclusions on the basis of the data for this period, 
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SUMMARY 

The T ANF Family 

The average monthly number of TANF families was 3,040,000 in the 39 States 
reponing TANF data for July - September 1997. The estimated total number ofTANF 
recipients was 2,680,000 adults and 5,489,000 children. The average monthly number 
ofTANF families decreased in all 39 States and refleets an overall II percent <ie=ase 
from 3,423,000 families in October 1996 - June 1997. The 39 States reported that 
673,600 TANF families had their assistance terminated during July - September 1997. 

The average number of persons in TANF families was 2.1 persons. The TANF 
families averaged 2 recipient children, which rentalned unchanged. Two in five 
families had only one child. One in 10 families had mOTe than three children. 

About seventy percent of families had only one adult recipient. and seven percent 
included two or more adult recipients. For the 35 States that reported child-only cases, 
23 percent of TANF families had no adult recipients, down about 0.7 percentage 
points for the comparable states for October 19% - June 1997. Since child-ordy cases 
have been steadily rising smce 1988, but the rate of increase slowed slightly between 
FYI9% and October-June 1997, this is some further evidence of what might be a 
slowing trend. We believe it will be important to review data for FYl998 before 
drawing this inference, however, because ofthe short reponing period and the fact that 
only two-thirds ofStates are represented. 

Of TANF families, 95 percent received cash and cash equivalents assistance with the 
monthly average amount of 5359 under the State TANF program. Of such TM'F 
families, 85 percent received Food Stamp asSlstance, which is consistent with previous 
levels. Also, almost every T ANF family received medical assistance under the State 
plan approved under title XIX 

Reasons for which TAA'F families received a reduction in assistance for the reponing 
month were: sanction at 2.5 pefCen~ recoupment of a prior overpayment at 7.4 percent 
and other at 5.0 percent "Other" could include reasons for a reduction in assistance, 
such as receiving a lower benefit based on a state policy to pay filInilies that move 
from another State at a lower level, or the application of a family cap. 

Understanding the reason for case closure is severely limited by the fact that States 
reported about two-thirds of all cases that closed did so due to "other" reasons. For 
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example, while independent studies of the reason for fiunilies leaVlllg welfare typically 
find that somewhat over half leave as a result of employment, SllItes reponed only 16 
percent of cases closing due to employment, clearly an understatement of the true rate, 
We intend to address these data problems with the States in the future, 

The T ANF Adults 

Employment increased by about 30 percent among TANF adult recipients, Compared 
to October 1996· June 1997, when 14 percent of adult recipients were employed for 
the same 39 States, about 18 percent were employed in July· September 1997. 
Furthermore, the average earnings of those employed increased from about $506 per 
month to $592, an increase of about 17 percent. (About 10 percent of adult recipients 
had unearned income averaging about $226 per month.) Finally, an additional 40 
percent of TANF adult recipients were in the labor force, i,e" seeking work but not 
employed, and abnost one third ofadult recipients were not in the labor force. 

Work participation was mandato!)' for three of eve!)' five adult recipients. Of TANF 
adult recipients, about 8 percent were exempt from the work partiCipation because they 
were single custodial patents with child under 12 months, Only three percent were 
exempt because of a sanction or participation in • Tribal Work Program. About 20 
percent were exempt from the work participation status because of • good cause 
exception, e,g., disabled or in poor health. Nearly six percent were leen parents who 
were required to participate in education. 

The average age of T ANF adult recipients was 30 years. Of T ANF adult recipients, 8 
percent wcre teenagers and 18 percent were 40 years of age or older. Only 16 percent 
of adult recipients were married and living logether. 

The TANF Children 

TANF recipient children averaged about 8 years of age. Seven percent of recipient 
children were under 2 years of age, while 37 percent were of preschool age under 6, 
Only 7 percent of the children were 16 years of age or older. ' 

The racial distribution of T M"F recipient children was relatively unchanged. Black 
children continued to be the largest sroup of children, comprising about 40 percent of 
recipient children. About 29 percent of recipient children were white and 24 percent 
were Hispanic. Although the percentage for black children IS up by about 2 
percentage points, down by a similar ammmt for Hispanics and down by about I 
percentage point for whites, we believe that the combination of a short reporting 
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period, State data problems, and a transition in reponing systems makes it premature to 
draw a conclusion al this point about whether this represents a true trend, 



, 	 , 
LIST OF TABLES 


nNE fAMILIES 

I. DISTRIBUTION OF TANT FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF FAMILY MEMBERS 
2, DlSTRlBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
3. 	DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH NO ADULT RECIPIENTS BY NUMBER OF 

RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
4, DlSTRlBUTlON OF TANT FAMILIES WITH ONE ADULT RECIPIENT BY NUMBER OF 

RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
5, DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH TWO OR MORE ADULT RECIPIENTS BY 

NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
6, DlSTRlBlITlON OF TANF FAMILIES BY TYPE OF FAMILY FOR WORK PARTICIPATION 
7. 	DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE (MEDICAL, FOOD STAMP) 
8. TANT FAMILIES RECEIVING CASH ASSISTANCE 
9. 	DlSTRlBlITlON OF TANT FAMILIES BY REASON FOR GRANT REDUCTION 

APULT RECIPIENTS 

to, 	DlSTRmlITlON OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS 8Y AGE GROUP 
II, 	DISTRlBUTlON OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY RACE 
12, 	 DlSTRlBUTlON OF TANI' ADULT RECIPIENTS BY MARITAL STATUS 
Il. DISTIUBUTlON OF TANT ADULT RECIPIENTS RECEIVING FEDERAL 

DISABILITY BENEFITS 
14, DlSTRlBUTlON OFTANT ADULT RECIPIENTS BY RELATlONSHlPTO 

HEAD-OF·HOUSEHOLD 
Il DISTIUBUTION OrTANT ADULT RECIPIENTS WITH TEEN PARENT STATUS 

IN THE FAMILY 
16. 	 DISTRIBUTION OF TANI' ADULT RECIPIENTS BY EDUCATION LEVEL 
17. DISTRIBUTION OF TANf ADULT RECIPIENTS BY ClTlZENSHIP STATUS 
1S, DISTRIBUTION OF TANT ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK EXEMPTION STATUS· . 
19. 	 DlSTRlBUTlON OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY EMPLOYMENT STIITUS 
20. 	TANF AOULT RECIPIENTS WITH INCOME BY TYPE OF NON·TANT INCOME 

RECIPIENT CHILDREN 

21. 	DISTIUBUTlON OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY AGE GROUP 
22. DISTRIBUTION OF TANF YOUNGEST RECIPIENT CHILD BY AGE GROUP 
2,. DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY RACE 
24 DISTRl8UTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN RECEIVING fEDERAL 

DlSABILITY BENEFITS 
25. 	 DISTRIBUTION OF TANT RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY RELATIONSHIP TO 

HEAD·Of·HOUSEHOLD 
26. 	DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN WITH TEEN PARENT STATUS 

lNTHEFAMlLY , 
27. 	 DISTRlBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY EDUCAnON LEVEL 
28. 	DlSTIUBUTION Of TANT RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY CITIZENSHIP STATUS 
29. 	 TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN WITH UNEARNED INCOME 

CLOSED CASES 

30. 	 DISTIUBUTION Of TANF CLOSED CASES BY REASON FOR CLOSURE 

vi 



TABLE' 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMI~IES BY NUMBER OF FAMI~Y MEMBERS 
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
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PERCENT DlSTRIBl1T10N OF TANF FAMIUES WITH NO ADULT RECIPIENTS 

BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
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13.900 3,199 >3,DNEBRASKA 1.7 00.0 31.5 15.1 '.5 <>.8 o.D 

NEVADA tl,311 2,81B 25,4 2.D 28.7 19.4 1,' 3.6, 4,3 ,",,1 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,820 1,.'5 20,1 U 65.5 244 ... D,3 1,' 
NEW JERSEY 9:5.167 19,754 ,o~ ,,' 5-1.1 1•.0 5,2 " I. U2S' 
NEW YORK 364,51D 14.1\6 2ft3 1,' 59,' '4.2 ... ... 0,. 1.0 

NORTH CAROLINA 91.364 18.919 20.7 I,' 66,' 19.9 11.7 I .. 0.5 ... 
165,{)()e 37,623 22,'OHIO 51.6 23,1 6' ,,4 J).9 13,& 

OKI,AHOMA 27.341 7,580 27.7 1.7". 55,' 22.9 10.€l ',D 2,2 ,.5 
OREGON 21,297 4,0804 19.2 1.7 55.2 30,1 10.0 3,' 1,1 0.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 29.170 g,314 31.S 1.7 55.6 25-.1 11.4 51 ,.- 0,0 
SOIJTH DAKOTA 4.629 1,140 37,£ 2.0 45.1 29.2 12.6 a.J 4,$ 0.0 

TENNESSEE 61.007 16,036 25.:! 1.6 59.0 25,6 11.8 2,' I,D 0,3 
169,436 31.965 22--4TEXAS I,' 56.7 28.6 6,9 .5 1,2 0,0 

UTAH &f 

VERMONT 11,5 I,' 65,D 21.1 6,. 1.7 D,' 2,6 

VlRGINtA 1. 69. I 22,' 4,6 I,' 0,0,",..WASHINGTON 1,7 58,' 22.2 12.2 5,' 1.1 O,D". 
WEST VIRGINIA ., 

WtSCQN$IN 33,555 10.101 3D, I 1,9 A:7.!> 30, , 13.2 ,,' 3,1 0,0 
WYOMING ...1.144 34.2 1.7 53.8 30.' ,1.9 '.3 0,9 D,5 

SOURCE NATIONAl. EMERGENCY TAm" DATAFIt.e AS OF 12!9J98 

PREPARE.D BY OHHS/ACFIOPRE - Oeowmber 14, 1996 
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••• 
••• 

••• 

• •• 
••• 

••• 

PERCENT DISTRIBunON OF TANF FAMI~IES WITH ONE ADULT RECIPIENT 

BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 


JULY -SEPTEMBER 1997 


TOTAL 	 NIMSER OF REClptENT CHILDREN 

STAlE F,t.MIUES AVERAGE ONE TWO THReE FOUR 5 OR MORE UNKNO'NN 

TOTAL 

ALABAMA 
ARIZONA 
CAUFORNIA 

CONNECTICUT 

OlST. OF COL 

FlOR1OA 

GEORGIA 

INOIANA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KEmlJCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAlNE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHfRE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH OAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

2.142.654 

16.073 

34.6!H 

.73.532 
43.040 
1IU:i18 

104,.t06 

59,957 

<W,13! 
20,815 

12,851 

43,323 

34,065 

1:Ut1 
50,679 

53,109 
113,198 

2i,331 

$2,119 

5,9t2 

1Q.173 

8,111 ..... 

70.716 

210,157 

51,"2<'1 

117.957 
t9,742 

15,632 

19.040 

2,889 

44,6HI 

125.612 
11,195 

6.262 

38,&0\7 

52.IM? 
26,18& 

23.223 

1.1043 

2.• 	 3&U> 26,2 ... 3.•••• 	 I.' 
2.2 	 30.• 20.7 .., '.1 D.'"'"...,24 lUi 21.1 10.9 7.• •.0 .., ,..1fU1.7 	 "'.. 0.' 33.' 
1.• .... 27'- 17.5 '.7 3.1 •., 
2.• ".1 30.7 17.0 2.' 0.0 

2.1 	 31,0 .... 15,9 '.a '.7 
2.1 	 ,",. .... 1(5.5 8.3 '.2 1.' 

1.' 	 .2.2 31.2 5.0 2.' 3.7 

I.' 41,5 ,.... ' '''' ... e.I 0.0 ,. ... 40,& ",7 1$,1 ',2 2. , '.7 

... 47.4 20,7 1$,' '.6 0.' 2.4 

2.' 30.8 28' ".2 U.S as 02 

1.' ...2 30.' 15,1 ,.. 1.7 3.0 

2,1 "0 27,' 18,(1 8,1 3,' 1.' 

1.' >45.6 2{;,9 , 12,2 3.• 54 

2.0 42.0 28.3 11,6 7.3 3.' ,,5 

..6 205 23.1 ,., 1(t? 02 
2.1 """.2 31.. 1ft8 '.2 a 0.3 

". 42.• 28.8 11.4 54 2.9 :U 
2.1 	 41.1 ,8.> 1lH 7.0 '.2 .2 
22 	 Htt 19.4 12,2 U 3.3 41.6 

_e,3 3U 12,2 2.' 2. 3.7" 1.' 28.6 1.t6 5,' 3.6 2 .• 'S" 
21 37.2 30.% 1$.• 1.5 • .5 5.2 

I.' ..IU 2ttG 15." '.2 '.7 22 

2.• "", 23.1 14.3 5.2 2.' lUI ,..2.1 33.9 18.3 S.• 2.• 2.3 

I.' 	 "U· 3U 12.1 '.2 1.' I.D 

1.9 41,2 31.9 11.1 •.3 1.. 12 

21 43.7 27.• 15.9 5.2 1.0 

. 2.1 	 3fU 29.0 18.0 6.' ,. I 3.4 

2.0 	 43.0 28.3 17.0 7.' 3.' 
2.1 '94 30.3 16.8 '.3 3.7 I.' 

I.' 46,' 3U 11.9 .I.• 1.1 2.' 
1.' 50,S 29,4 12.8 5.5 1~ 0.0 

1.' SO.6 26.9 "2 1.8 0.' ..,41.5 39.0 134 	 I .• 0.2I.' 
2.' 37,2 25.2 19,0 .., S., ,,2 

I.' ".S 211.' 16.2 S.• 3.' D.' 

SOURCE; NATIONAl EMERGENCY TANF OATAFILE AS OY 1219198 

PREPARED BY OHHStACFfOPRS - Dec:cmbet 104. 1* 
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TABLE. 

PERCENT DISTRIBLITION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH two OR MORE ADULT RECIPIENTS 

BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 


JULY. SEPTI!MBER 1197 


STATE 
TOTAL 

FAIQUES AVERAGE 

TOTAL 218.393 2.5 "7 13,5 1,5 

I\I.ABAMA 
ARIZONA 

CAL!FORNIA 

.. 
..2 

'15,145 

2.0 ,.• ,.• 
40.C 

12,5 
,1>8 

20,0... 
23,' 

040.0 

18.8 

23,' 

0.• 

''-S 
12.5 

0.• 

12S 

e" 

o. 
0,0 

5,1 

CONNECTICIJT 2.963 2.l 25.0 31.. T/.' 10.9 2,2 J.O 

OIST. OF COL 248 2.' ',6 <72 28.8 0,0 14." 0,0 

FLORIDA o 
GEORGIA o 
lNOIANA 1.274 " ,... 31.6 .,,1 7" 10.$ 0.0 

IOWA 

!(AN"" 

1,973 

151 
2,5. 

" 
H!,' 
T/,1 

34,'

".• :12,' 

15.4 

22,0 

31 

0.0 

4,6 

U 

10.! 

KENTUCKY 1.42Il ,. 19.4 41.7 25,0 5~ 5~ 2,8 

LOUISIANA 

MAlNE 

MARYLAND 

m .,. 
o 

l.S 

U 

10,0 

lUi 

,"". .... 10.0 

".5 
10,(1.. 31>'0 

11 

0,0

." 
MASSACHUSETTS 1,965 2.1 25,5 28.5 19.0 16.0 11>" 0,6 

MICHIGAN 9,642 ,., lU 2tt6 25J~ 13.0 13,& 1.0 

MISSISSIPPI o 
MISSOURI, ,31 2.' 28.0 040.0 16.0 8,0 a,. 0.0 
MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 
1,227 

S21 

2.S 

lO 
25,1 

2Q,8 

25,6 

21.6 

24.6 

23.4 

11.8 

19,9 

a.. 
13.4 

••• 
0,' 

NEVADA 321 2.5 S.' 12.5 17.5 5.7 •• .... 
NEW HAMPSH1RE OS 2.5 1~U SO,. 12.5 12.5 6.3 0.0 

NEWJERSIi'" 

NEWVORK 

4.697 

20,236 
2' ,,, ,.... 

33,1 
34.2 

,0.0 
T/,4 

212 

5,' 

1&.5 

S,S 

'.5 
0.0 

3.' 
NORTH CAAOI..JNA 21.021 2.' 28,2 32.' 19.04 7.' 82 4,\ 

OHIO 9.429 ,. 2·U 29.2 22.3 13,$ ',5 54 
OI(J.AHQMA ,. 1.0 100,0 0.0 0,0 0,0 00 0,0 
OREGON 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

1,581.,. 21 

2.' 
28.'1 

31,C 

23. , 

15.9 
26.' 
2•• 

6.5 ... I.." 

J.1 

0,. 

e,1 
SOUTH DAKOTA o 
TENNESSEE 411 3.S 0,0 50'.0' 10.0 10.0' 30,0 0,0 
TEXAS 5.858 " 28.8 36.S 23.1 3,' 5,a I,' 
UTAH 
VERMONT 

175 

792 

26 

2,2 

28,5 

3O,a 
2M 

30,' 

'4.3 

23.7 

14,3 

6,' 
14.3 ,.• 0.0 

5.' 
VIRGINIA 

WASKIt.jGTON 

UWS 
10,199 

2.4

,,' 
1U 

2M 

40.9 

29.7 

36.' 
)1.3 

',1 

6,3 
0.0 

1.e 
0,0 

0,0 
WESt VIRGINIA 2.539 2.3 2,U :>42 21.3 13.9 0.0 0,0 
WISCONSIN 231 3,7 '00 '0.(; 30.0 11H) 30,. 0,0 

WYOMING , 5,' 0,0 20,0 0,0 0.0 60,. 0,0 

SOURCE: NATIONAl. EMERG'ENCYTAHf' OATAFItEAS OF 121SiJ98 

PREPARED gy OHHStACFIOPRE ~ Otoemo.r 14, 1998 
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TIIBLE. 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES 

BY TYPE OF FAMILY FOR WORK PARTICIPATION 


JULY. SEPTEMBER 1997 


STATE 

TOTAl. 

FAMIUES 

3,040,171 

SINGL.£. 

PARENT 

JWO. 

PARENT 

NO­

PARENT 

TOTAL 70.S 7.2 23.1 

IUA8AMA 28.293 .... ..3 42.9 

ARIZONA SO,912 ".2 1.1 30.8 

CALIFORNIA 767,625 61.7 15.0 23.3 

CONNECTlCUT 55.042 78.2 5' 16,4 

DIST. OF COL. 22.... 80.7 1.1 18.2 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

INDIANA 

1.47,574 

92,350 

45,671 

70.7 

".9 
87.9 

•••
••• 
2.' 

29.3 

35.1 

• 
IOWA 27,438 75.1 7.2 17.7 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 

17,508 

60,486 

...­ 73.' 

71.6 

67.5 

'.3 

2.3 

•.7 

22.3 

,..• 
31.S 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

16.997 

54.432 

78.9 

93.1 

3.• 

••• 
17.5 

• 
MASSACHUSETTS 72.898 73.7 2.7 23.6 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

142.166 

32,113 

79.6 .... •••••• 
13.6 

33.6 

MISSOURI 66.191 78.8 •.3 20.8 

MONTANA B.179 72.3 15.0 12.7 

NEBRASKA 13,900 73.2 3.' 23.0 

NEVADA 1'.l1' 71.7 2.' _25.4 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,820 78.3 1.• 2D.S 

NEW JERSEY 95,167 74.3 '.9 20.8 

NEW YORK 364.510 74.1 5.• 20.3 

NORTH CAROLINA 91,364 ".3 23.0 20.7 

OHIO 165,009 71.5 5.7 22.8 

OKLAHOMA 27.341 72.2 •.1 27.7 

OREGON 21.297 73.' 7.' 19.2 

SOUTH CAROLINA 29,170 65.3 2.' 31.9 

SOUTH DAKOTA 4.629 62.4 ••• 37.6 

TENNESSEE 61.067 73.1 •.7 26.3 

TEXAS 
UTAH 

169.436 

11,370 

74.1 

9B.5 

3.5 

1.' 

22'
• 

VERMONT 7,969 7B.6 ,., 11.5 

VIRGINIA 48,617 79.5 2.1 1B.4 

WASHINGTON B7,488 71.9 1'.7 16,4 

WEST VIRGINIA 29.11B B9.9 '.7 • 
WISCONSIN 33,555 69.2 •.7 30.1 

WYOMING , ,744 65.5 •.3 34.2 

NOTE: 'at-Data ruportad but not rehabHr. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCYTANF OATAFILE AS OF 1219198 

PREPARED BY DHHSJACF/OPRE - December 14 1998 
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TABLE 1 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMIUES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE 

JULY -SEPTEMBER 1997 


STATE 

TOTAL 

AlABAMA 
ARIZONA 
CAl.IFORNIA 
CONNECTICUT 

OIST. OF COL. 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 
INDlAt-tA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYWID 
MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

TOTAl.. 


FAMU.IES 


3,040.171 

2B.293 

50,912 

161.625 
55,642 
22.9$4 

141,.514 

92,350 

45.611 

21,438 

n,508 

60,486 

50,'" 
113.991 

54,432 

12:,898 
142,166 

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE 

MEDICAL 

ASSISTANCE 

g9,7·' 

99.1 

59.' 
71.1 C! 

100.0 

98,2 

100.0 .... 
• 

".1 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

99.0 

100,0 

100,0 

FOOD 
STAMPS 

.0 
iO.5 

80.!? 

89.6 

85.2 
80,1 ..,.• 

74,S 

75.8 

81.5 

OJ.' 

78.9 .... 

85.2 

94,6 

64,' 
87,4 

".2 
74.5 

89.7 

80.2 

.74.1 

87JI 

81.1 

91,6 

70.3 

• 
66.4 

00.6 
86.1 

SO,, 

82.3 

• .,.• 

90.5 

74.5 

MISSISSIPPI 32.113 

MISSOURI 66.191 

MONTANA tU79 
NEBRASKA 13,900 

NEvADA 1U11 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 6.B20 

NEW JERSEY 95,161 

New YORK 3&4,510 

NORTH CAROliNA 91,354 
OKlO 165.009 
OKlAHOMA 27,341 

".6 
100.0 

'00.0 
100.0 

99,' 
100.0 

100.0 

85.1 

100.0 

99.S 

100.0 
OAEGON 21.297 

SOUTH CAROUNA 29,110 

SOtJTH DAKOTA <,I!2lI 

TENNESSEE 61,067 

TEXAS 169,436 

UTA>< 11.370 

VERMONT 1,969 

VIRGINIA 4Ui'17 

1(1).0 

99,' 
100,0 

100,0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
WASHINGTON 87,488 100.0 73.8 

'.'VEST VIRGINIA Z9.1H1 i Ga,' 98,3 
'MSCONSIN 33,555 ! 99,' 81.4 

99.2 Sin 
'b.'. Data oot tepO/ffJd 

'ct., FamJiies wtJo I'fICI!ived MediCal CJtrri am smaiflO tor the ropot1J1rg pqnod. 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TAN~ OATAFILE AS OF t2J91B8 

PREPARED BY OHHSlACFiOPRE - Oel'lil'lfJ'lbflr 14, '"6 
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TABLE' 

TANF FAMILIES RECEIVING CASH ASSISTANCE 

STAT!' 

TOTAL 

AlABAMA 

AFUZONA 
CA1.IFORN~ 

CONNEC11CtJT 
DIST. OF COL 

FlORIDA 

GEORGtA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

","m";1'"
L.OULS1ANA 

MAINE 
MARYlAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 
NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROl-INA 

OHIO 
OKlAHOMA 

OREGON 

SOUTH CAROUNA 

SOlJT}f DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 
Tl'JWl 
UTAH 
VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WlSCONS1N 

WYOMING 

JULY. SEPTEMBER 1991 

CASH AVlmAGE 

A5$1STAHCE AMOUNT~ 
3,040.111 

21!,293 

50,912 

161,625 

55,042 

22Jl54 
147,57'­

92,'" 
"5,671 

21,<438 
11,50& 

",.as 
50,460 
Hi,997 

",w 
72.&98 

'042,166 

32,113 

66,191 

8,179 

13,900 

11,311 

6,620 

95,'S1 

364,510 

91,36' 

165.009 
27,341 

21.297 
29,110 

',629 

..'" 

9U 

1OQ,() 

trf,. 

",a 
9U 

1oo,[) 

",a 
89,. 

100,0' 

l00.C" 

100,0 

..,S 
93,S 

9U 
100.0 .."",,. 

100,0 

99.9 
to(W 

99,5 ..98.7 ,. 
09,1 

99.5 
96,1 

100.0 
96,S 

98.8 

100,0 

61,067 73,9 

169,43$ 100.0 

11,310 09,' 

',90S ,U 

48,617 91,9 

67,488 98.0 

29,11 a 9U 

33..555 ~ 91,2 

1.144 : 99,1 

SOURCE: MATlOHAl. EMERGENCIf TANF DATAflLE AS OF t2/91'98 

PREPARED BY OHHSlACfJOPRE -~1~, 1m 

8 

'359.05 

131lL04 

292.56 

488,$$ 

•.71 

341.53 

237,26 
2311,., 

237,28 

3211"'5 
306.12 

22"1,70 

152.12 

300.91 

329.02 

554.12­
370,39 

10«.94 

2$0.10 

,,",," 

3t1.S1 

219.22 . 
, 

421.71 

>46," 
41U6 

2HUB 

297.03 

248.56 

390.65 

155.27 
282,,. 

171.94 

165.64 

347,21 

~63,41 

241U6 

471UW 

233~n: 

417.1B 

212,51 



PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES 

BY REASON FOR GRANT REDUCTION 


JULY. SEPTEMBER 1997 


STATE 
TOTAL 

FAMILIES SANcnON RECCVI'MEN1'" 

TOTAL 3,040.111 5.0 

ALABAMA 21t293 2.5 6.5 0.0 

ARIZONA 50,912 1.3 0.9 1.0 

CALIFORNIA 767.625 0.5 4.S 15.7 

CONNECTICUT 
DIST. OF COL 
f!lOFUDA 

GeORGIA 

55,IM2 

22.'" 
141.51" 

92,lSO 

1.u 

2.0 

itO 
0.1 

1./< 

5.3 

5.7 
10.3­

D.' 

0' 
D •• ,.• 

INDIANA "'5.671 1.2 0.9 19.7 

lemA 27,438 5.5 4.1 0.0 

KANSAS 17.508 0.0 6.9 0.0 

W;EHTUCKY 6\)."86 6.8 \,6 D.O 
LOVISlAt4A 50,400 1.3 5.2 2.1 

MAINE 16,997 1.9 5.0 o. , 
MARVl..AND 54,432 2.1 8.3 5.' 
MASSACHUSETTS 72.898 0.0 :3,7 '.D 
MICHIGAN 142.1$& 12 6,2 D.D 
MISSISSIPPI 32.113 0,0 U D.D 

MISSOIJRI 66,191 4.9 5.1) 0.0 

MONTANA 8.t79 0.0 0.0 0.0 

fIlEBAASKA 13,900 0.5 7.9 O.D 

NEVADA 11,311 lUi 5,1 0.0 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6.1120 45 0.5 0.0 
NEW JERSEY 95,167 9.5 10,5 0." 
NEWVOAK 3S4.S10 8.8 . 26.0 O. 
NORTH CAROLINA 91,364 3.2 4.1 1.1 

OHIO 165,009 M 0,0 D.D 
OKLAHOMA 17,341 0.0 5.1 D.D 
OREGON 21.2'91 4.0 fLO O.D 
SOUTH CAROLINA 29,110 :D 9.9 0.2 
SOUTH OAKOTA 4,629 0.(: 0.9 loU 

TENNESSEE 61,067 0.0 3.0 D.D 

TEXAS 

UTAH 
169,436 

11,31(: 

0,0 

1.9 

0.0 

5,7 
••• 
0.• 

VERMONT 1,969 0.1 2.9 0.0 
VIRGINIA 48.S11 2,1) 3.1' 7.' 
WASHINGTON 87.488 1.3 1.8 U 
WEST VlRGINtA 29.113 1.6 :).3 0.0 

'MSCONSIN 33,555 3,2 3,2 0.0.4,.
WYOMING U44 i 
NOTE?" "'cRoooup!rutnt of a prior o~}YMI!t. 

-"Indudes j'u,s(m$ $ud! 4S a n:tduc&d bftoofit Dal2tiSft family moveo intn me State 

SOURce: NAtiONAl EMERGENCY TANF OATARLE AS OF 12l9lD6 

PREPARED BY OHHSJACFIOPRE _ Deeemtler 14,1998 
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•• 

TABLEfD 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY AGE GROUP 
JUI. Y x SEPTEMBER 1m 

AGe OF ADULT RE.CIPIENTSTOTAL 

ADULTS UNDER20STA'TE 

TOTAL 2,879,716 •• ,,9.6 "'.0 ,41 0.0 

A1ABAMA 18-.283 7,; 50,' 30,3 10,~ 1.9 0.0 

ARIZONA 36.830 S.6 .,~ 3S,' U.S 3.3 0.0 

CAt.IFORNIA 736,010 11.8 2Ui 38,3 19,0 4,2 0,0 

CONNEcnCUT 49;099 B.' .... 33,' 11.6 3,0 0,' 

OIST.OFCOL 23,223 S,' 4U 33,1 10,8 a" 0,' 

FL.ORIDA 104,.(06 6,' <3,' 33.' 12.6 16 <>0 

GEORGlA 60,021 5,' ,,~ 334 13.0 3.2 0,0 

, ­ 32.157 7,' 52,> 29.S a" 1.3 0.0 

IOWA 
KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

25.519 

14,100 

"7,505 

6,1 

•• 
6,S 

,",,' 

50,' 

45.6 

352 

2112 

"".3 

1M 

9.1 

11.2 

1.3 

3.0 

,.3 
0,0 

0,0 

•.1 

LOUISIANA '6.893 16 45.2 31.2 14.1 2,0 0,0 

MAINE 20.044 S,' 39,{) 35,' 1""1 ',6 0,0 

MARYL.ANO 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN" 
MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

55,383 

58,087 

132,-482 

21..66 

53,534 

6.0 

6,0 

7,2 ... 
S.' 

43,6
,5., 
.'" 
52.' 
••2 

>5,' 
31.9 

3S.4 .... 
,6.9 

11,9 

13,8 

12.& 

11,5.,. 

2,. 

2.0 

'..'I 
,~ 

2,> 

0.0 

0,0 

0,' 
0,1.,. 

MONTANA B.590 7,7 043.3 ,,",. 12.5 2,' 0,. 

, NeBRASKA 12.486 B.9 52,6 26,0 10.3 2,' 0.0 

NEVADA 7.171 3.9 :3H$ 31.3 , 14.8 . 12." 0.0 

NEW HAMPSHIRE: 7.048 4,' 40.0 35.5 13.2 7,2 0.0 

NEW JERSeV 80.046 4.5 40JS 37,4 13,0 U 0,0 

NEW 'fORK 338.405 6' ,n 33.9 17,1 3.0 0,0 

NORTH CAROLINA 92,311 1.' SUi 3').$ 9.' 1.6 0,. 

OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

136,628 

23,117 

1a,896 

7,1

••., 
4a,. 

42.3 

35.7 

30,5 

312 
33.6 

11.1 

'-4.1 

15.3 

" 1.7 

••• 
0.0 
0,0 
0.1 

SOUTH CAROLINA 21,on 5,' 47,6 :12,' 10.9 2.7 0,0 

SOUTH DAKOlA 2,919 6,. 50,1 ,U 11,8 2.1 0.0 

TeNWeSSEE 

TeXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

\NEST VIRGINIA 

wtSCONSIN 

WYOMlfiG 

45,852 , 

139.920 : 
12,086 

B.011 

53.450 

84,938 

33.713 

24.077 : 

t.263 : 

.,' 

7,0 ., 

S,1 ... 

.~ 

1,1 

',7 

4e.5 

44,' 

".1 
39.2 

38,7 
40,7 

4a,0 

51.9 .... 


32.0 

21,' 
33.5 

38.5 

31.6 

36' 
35,2 

30.0 

:33,0 

'.1 
13.9 

t2,"
,,,,0 

t".6 

1".4 

11.0

.,' 

10$ 

1.& 

',5 

2. , , 
30 

.• 
3,' 
1.3 

I." 

2.' 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 
.,0 

0,3 

0,0 

0,0 

0.0 

0,' 

SOURCE: NATiONAl EMERGENCY TANF OATMILE AS OF 1:2.f'91S$ 

PREPARED BY DHHSlACFlOPRE - December 14, 199& 
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TABLE 11 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY RACE 

JULY •SEPTEMBER 1997 


TOTAL. AMERICAN 
ADULTS WHfTE BLACK HISPANIC NATrVl! ASIAN OTHER UNKNOWNSTATE 

TOTAL 2.679,116 36.0 35.• 21.2 1.< '.0 '7 1.3 

ALABAMA 18,2B3 244 75.2 0.2 0.1 •. 1 00 0.0 

ARIZONA 36-'330 39.0 7.' l:'U, 19.1 0.2 0.3 0.0 

CAUFORNIA 736.010 28.7 19,1 36.0 06 1::t2 0,0 2.1 

CQNNECTICUT 49,{)99 33.2 3<).2 35.2 0.0 I,' 0,1 M 
0151. OF COL 

,FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

INDIANA 

ICNJA 

KANSAS 

23.223 
104A06 

60.02:1 
32,151 

25,5~9 

14,100 

0.• 
28.7 

19.2 

53,'

"'., 
6:3.8 

..., .... 
79,3

'"'., 
1(.. 8 

20.. 

•.0 

Hl9 
0.' 
5.0 

2.'.,. 

••• 
• .1.,. 
••• 
0.' ... 

0,$

•• 
0.' 

0.' 
0.5 
0.1 

0,0 

0,2 

0.0 

1.0 

0.7 

0,6 

0.0 

0.' 
0,0 

0.0 

O' 
I,' 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

41.505 

38.8&3 
20,044 

SO•• 
15,2 

95.8 

18.7 

82.8 .., 
0,2

.,' 
0,' 

., I 

0.0 

I,. 

••• 
" 1.5 

0,0 

0.' 
M 

M 

0 .• 

•.2 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

55,3133 

58,081 

20,5 

47,1 

1SJ'f 
19.5 

1.0 

27,4 
'.1.., 0.' 

55 
••• 
0.0 

2,1 

0.0 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

132,482 

21,4G6 

46,5 

15.3 

4S.5

"", 
0.• 

0,0 

1.7 
0.1 

U 

0.0 

H 

00 
0.0 
O. I 

MISSOURI 53,534 45.9 49.5 0.7 0,5 0.7 1,4 0.3 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

8,500 

12,486 

52,S 

$0.1 
L' 

22.0 
0.6 .., 44.5 

••• 
••• 
1•• 

0.• 

0.7 

0.0 

0,0 

NEVADA 1,171 46.6 ".1 13JJ 1.' 0.3 0.' 0.• 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 !lUi 2.0 0,' 0.0 " 0.0 3.2 
NEW JERSEY 50'().46 11U 50,5 29,3 DC 0,6 I,' 0.0 

NEWVORK 338,405 23,8 "',I 35.2 0.7 2.' 0.' 3,1 

NORTH CAROLINA 92.3" 41.3 .9,2 I.' 2,6 2.1 I.' 1.2 

OHIO 136.628 52.6 42.2 3.6 0.2 0.1 0.' 0,2 

OKLAHOMA 23,117 57.3 25.6 3,' 13,5 0.5 0.0 0.0 
O;::':EGON 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

1$,6:96 

21.077 

79.6 

29.& 

8,6 .... '.S 
1.1 

2.' 
0,0 

3.6 

0,8 

0.1 

0.0 

0,0 

'.0 
SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

2,919 

45,852 

139.920 

31.3· 

"',' 
" 7 

0.0 

64,' 

"". I 

0.0 

0.3 ..., 
66.:! 

0.2 

0,7 

0.'•., 
0.' 

2.' 

0.1 

0.0 

0.• 

0.0 

•.0 
UTAH 12,086 ns 3.2 12.9 '.3 1.9 0.0 1.0 

VERMONT 8.011 95.' 0.' 0,' 0.' 0.' 0,0 2.6 

VIRGINIA 53,460 :l4.7 SUi 2.7 0.0 06 0,0 •.0 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WiSCONSIN 

64.93e 
33,(1) 

24,071 

65.9

". 
23.9 

" '.5 .... 
10.5 

.,4 

1.7 

,. 
0,' 
2,7 

,,4 

0.1 

06 

3.' 
0.' 
0,0 

0.' 
0,0 

lO,. 
WYOMING 1,263 59.0 1.' 6,1 32.5 0.6 0.0 00 

SOURCE: NATIONAl. EMERGENCY TANF OATAFILE AS OF 12l9l96 

PREPARED BY OHHSlACFJOPRE -~ 14,,1998 
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TABLE 12 

PERCENT DISTRIBl1TION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY MARITAL STATUS 

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1997 


STATE 

TOTAL 
ADULTS SlNGLE MARRIED 

MARITAL STATUS 

SEPARATED WIDOWED DIVORCED UNKNOWN 

TOTAL 2,679,716 45.3 1<2 12.7 0.7 '.3 16.8 

AlABAMA 18.283 68.0 5.1 104.8 0.' 11,4 0.0 

ARIZONA 36.830 047.0 14.4 17.0 1.0 20.2 0.' 

CALIFORNIA 736,010 35.6 29.3 15.5 0.' 6.6 12.2 

CONNECTICUT 049,099 66.5 12.6 11.8 1.. 1.7 0.0 

OIST. OF COL 23,223 93.0 2.' 1.6 0.0 2.6 0.0 

FLORIDA 104,0406 55.3 1U 17.4 1.1 15.1 0.0 

GEORGIA 60,021 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

INDIANA 32,157 60.2 13.1 10.7 0.6 15.3 0.0 

IOWA 25,519 51.6 29.9 6.9 0.1 10.9 0.1 

KANSAS 14,700 047.8 17.8 15.6 0.3 18.4 0.0 

KENTUCKY 47.505 61.5 22.0 14.9 0.0 0.2 U 

LOUISIANA 38,893 44.' 3.7 5. 0.2 2.' 43.1 

MAINE 20,0404 63.7 16.8 5.3 0.' 13.8 0.0 

MARYLAND 55,383 77.3 3.7 10.7 0.' •.5 2.' 
MASSACHUSETTS 58.087 68.2 , 1.9 12.9 1.5 5.5 0.0 

MICHIGAN 132.0482 51.0 13.0 14.7 0.9 ".4 0.0 

MISSISSIPPI 21,0466 67.9 5.' 15.9 0.9 '.5 0.0 

MISSOURI 53,534 68.6 '.7 12.9 0.3 13,6 0.0 

MONTANA 8,590 47.6 25.6 '.7 0.6 16.5 0.0 

NEBRASKA 12.486 52.9 22.1 11.4 0.6 12.9 0.0 

NEVADA 7.171 51.6 '.5 18.3 0.9 '.1 12.7 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 7.048 SO.2 17.7 18.8 0.5 12.0 0.9 

NEW JERSEY 80,046 69.8 9' 15.5 0.' ••• 0.0 

NEW YORK 338.405 59.2 11.6 15.0 1.1 6.' 6.3 

NORTH CAROLINA 92,311 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

OHIO 136.628 58.9 18.7 11.4 0.• 12.6 0.0 

OKLAHOMA 23.117 37.4 16.7 27.2 1.5 16.0 1.1 

OREGON 18,896 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 21,on 51.9 13.04 21.3 1.3 12. t 0.0 

SOUTH DAKOTA 2.919 31.9 '.9 5.6 0.0 3.7 49.9 

TENNESSEE 45,852 62.8 11.5 14.2 0.7 10.9 0.0 

TEXAS 139,920 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

UTAH 12,086 34.' 18.3 20.5 0.5 26.4 0.0 

VERMONT 8.071 61.6 '.9 21.4 ( 0.1 7.7 0.3 
VIRGINIA 53.0460 57.6 18.7 15.0 1.' 6.' 0.0 

WASHINGTON 64.938 35.6 26,1 14.3 0.' 16.7 6.9 

WEST VIRGINIA 33.713 39.9 24.4 17.1 O. 17.6 0.6 

WISCONSIN 24.0n 98.7 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

mOMING 1.263 38.2 17.04 13.3 0.9 29.1 1.1 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCYTANF DATAFILE AS OF 1219198 

PREPARED BY OHHSiACFIOPRE - December 14, 1998 
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TABLEU 

PERCENT DISTRISunON OF TANF ADULT ReCIPIENTS 

RECEIVING FEDERAl. OISABILITY BENEFITS 


JULY -SEPTEMBER 107 


TOTAL 

STATE ADULTS YES NO UNKNOWN 

TOTAL 2,1;119,116 1,; ta.t '.6 

ALASAMA 
ARIZONA 

CAUFORNtA 

CONNECTICUT 

16,263 

36,830 

736,010 

.9.099 

0,' 

0.' 
1,0 

0,' 

99.' ..,' 
",6..~ 

0.0 

0.0 ,. 
0,0 

OtSl, OF COL, 23m 5,2 ",,' 2.1 

FLORIDA 104,G 0.3 ".7 0.0 

GEORGtA 60,021 02 99,' 0.0 

"""""" 32,1:17 0,' 99.4 00 

.CNiA 25,519 0.0 100,0 0.0 

KANSAS 104.700 " 116.' 0.0 

KSN'T\ICKY <lUOS 0.1 Z1.4 78.5 

LOUISiANA 

MAINE 

31t,893 

20,"" 

M•., 100.0 
0,0 

0,0 

50.1 

MARYLAND 55.383 2,1 91.9 '.0 
MASSACHUSETTS S8.061 1.2 98,S 0,0 

MICHIGAN 132,":82 0.0 100,0 0.0 

MISSISSIPPI 2'1 •• 0.0 HltO 0,0 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 
"".... 
&.590 

1,7 

0. 

",3 .... 0.0 

0.0 

NEBRASKA '12.486 0.0 100.0 0,0 

NEVADA 1.17t 32 ..,. 0.0 
NEW HAMPSHfRE 7.046 1,. .... 0,0 

NEW JERSEY 80.04& 0.0 100,0 0.0 

NEW YORK 33IUOS 0.7 !IS.' 37 

NORTH CAROUNA 92.3.1\ " .... 0.0 
OHlO \3&,626 " .... 0.0 

OKI.AHOMA 23,lfr ~ .... '.0 
OREGON 18,696 11.9 88.1 ••• 
SOUTH CAROlINA 21,071 1.0 ".7 0.3 

SOUTH DAKOTA 2,919 0.' 97.9 ,. 
TENNESSEE 45,852 1.1 ..,' 0.0 

TEXAS 1J9.920 0.0 0,0 100,0 

lITAH 12.046 1.' 98.4 0.' 

IIE"""NT e,071 1.' 98.2 0.0 

VIRGINiA 53,'" 0.1 99.' 0.0 

WASHINGTON 84,938 : 36 95.3 1.1 

WEST VIRGINIA 33,713 3,' 93.1 2.5 

WlSCOHSIN 

WYOMING 
' ••017 

1.263: 

0.' ,. 99.7 

99.S 

0.0 

0.' 

SOURCE:' NATIONAl.. EMERGENCY TANF OATAFILE AS OF 1219198 

PREPAREO BY OHHSiACFJOPRE - December '., 1'998 
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TABLE" 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS 

BY RELATrONSHIP TO THE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 


JULY~SEPTEMSER1~ 

HeAOOF GfWW. OTHER 

STATE ADULTS HOUSEHOLD SPOUSE PARENT CHlLD CHILD RELATEO UHRaATEO UNKtiOV\.' 

TOTAL 2,619,716 Il' 0.' 0.1 t.2 I. 

ALABAMA 

ARIZONA 

CAliFORNIA 

t8.283 

;J6,830 

736,010 

00.0 .... 
75,P 

'.0 
a.7 

14.5­

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.• 

0,6 

.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

D.2 
0.3 

2.1 

1.0 

1.7 , 

o 
o 
2 

CONNECTlCl1T <49,099 92'.9 62 0.0 M 0.0 0.' 0,0 o 
DIST. OF COL, 23.223 98.8 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 o 
FLORIDA 

GEORGlA 

1G4,4(l6 

60,021 

91.4 .... 0.' 

'.6 
0.0 

0.0 
0.' 

282 

0.0 

1.8 

0.2 

1.5 

_ 1.3 
0.0 

o 
o 

INOIANA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

32,151 

25,519 

14.700 

.,.... 
t5.2 
8S,0 

91,4 

.3,2 

3,2 

•••
••• 
e.' 

0.1 

0.' 
0.0 

0.2 

0.' 

0.' 
M 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

4.0 

2,0 

0,' 

0.' 
M 
0.0 

0.2 

o 
o 
o 

o. 
LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

3U93 
20,044 

97.7 .... '" 10.5 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

D .• 
0.0 

0.0 
0.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.' 

o 
o 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

55.363 
511.1)87 

132,<482 

2l."66 
53.534 

95.' 
.~, 

9\.9 .... .... 

0.7 

'.5 

5.' 
IA 

2.5 

0.2 

M 
O • 

0.0 

0.3 

3.2 ,. 
0.1 

M 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0,0 

•.0 

0.1 

0.• 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.• 

0.3 

1.' 
0.0 

0.3 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
O. 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 
8,590 

12."86 

0.0

••• 
•.0 

13.2 

0.0 

O. 
0.0 

0.• 

•.0 

0,0 

0.0 

M 

0.0 

0.0 

illO 

o 

NEVADA 
NEV'J HAMPSHIRE 

7.171 

7,048 

93_8 .... a.' 
2.' 

0.0 

0.' 

D.• 

0.0 

0.• 

0,0 
M 

M 
I.' 
0,0 

1 

o 
NEW JERSEY 

NEWVORK 

80,046 

338AOS 

92,S .... 3.' 
5.5 

0.0 

0.' 
00 

7.a 
0.0 

0,' 

0 •• 

0.2' 

3.8 

U 

o 
o 

NORTH CAROLINA tl2,311 1'7.2 22.8 0.0 0.0 no M 0.• o. 
OHIO 136,628 9,,8 58 0.' 0.7 D •• 0.' 1.1 o. 
OKlAHOMA 

OREGON 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

23,117 

lUiS 

2t,077 
2,919 

93.1 

ltO.9 

'33,2 

97.5 

6.5 

0.0 

5.7 

1.' 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

0.1 

0.0 

•.3 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.5 

0.0 

O. 

• 
o 
o 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 
UTAH 

vERMONT 
VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

45,852 

139,920 

12JlBS 

8,071 

53,480 

&4,938 

97.7 

93.5 

".1 

as.o ..., 
85.9 

,.7•., 
••• 

10.1 

.2 
n.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

1.3 

a .• 

" M 

00 

07 
'1 .• 

0.0 

0.• 
0,0 

0.0 

0.0 
0, I 

0.• 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
o. , 
3.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

'.0 
1.2 

3.0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

'0 

o 
'NEST VlRGINIA 

W~SCONSIN 

31,713 

2.(,077 

85.3 .... '24 
'.0 

0.1 

0.0 
I.< 

0.2 

0.0 

00 

0.0 

0.0 

0.8 

U 

o. 
o 

WYOMING 1.263 ".0 G.l 0.1 M 0.0 '.G 1.1 o 

SOURCE: NATIONAl. EMERGENCY TANF OATAFILE AS OF 12Jim 

PREPARED ey DHHSlACF/OPRE - December 14,1998 
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TABLE 1$ 

PERCENT DISTRIBl1TIDN OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS 

WITH TEEN PARENT STATUS IN THE FAMILY 


JULY -SEPTEMBER 1997 


, 

STAn' 

TOTAL 

AlABAMA 

ARIZONA 

CALIFORNIA 

CONNECTIClIT 

DIST. OF COL. 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

INDIANA 

IOWA 
KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETIS 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MOt-ITANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOlITH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

UTAH 
VERMOt-IT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

TOTAL 


ADULTS 


2.679.716 

18.283 

36.830 

736.010 

49.099 

23.223 

104.406 

60.021 

32,157 

25.519 

14.700 

.c7,505 

38.893 

20.044 

55.383 

58.087 

132.482 

21 ..cSS 

53.534 

8.590 

12.486 

7.171 

7.048 

80.046 

338 . .c05 

92.311 

136.628 

23.117 

18.896 

21,077 

2.919 

45.852 

139.920 

12.086 

8.071 

53.460 

84.938 

33.713 

24.077 

1.253 

TCEN PARENT STA TUS 

YES NO UNKNOWN 

gU3.' ~3 

O.J 99.7 0.0 

1.1 .... 0.0 

1.7 96.1 2.J 

5.1 .... 0.0 

J.J ".6 2.1 

6.' 93.1 0.0 

5.' ".1 0.0 

6.6 93.' 0.0 

2.' 97.2 0.0 

'.3 91.7 0.0 

1.1 20A 78.5 

0.0 100.0 0.0 

5.0 95.0 0.0 

5.2 66.5 28.3 

6.5 93.5 0.0 

7.2 92.8 0.0 

6.' 93.1 0.0 

5.' ".6 0.0 

0.0 100.0 0.0 

6.' 93.6 0.0 

1.' 98.2 0.0 

'.0 96.0 0.0 

'.1 95.9 0.0 

2.7 93.6 3.7 

0.6 .... 0.0 

5.1 .... 0.0 

O.J 99.7 0.0 

'.7 91.3 0.0 

5.2 ".6 0.2 

6.0 ".0 0.0 

2.1 97.9 0.0 

9.1 90.9 0.0 

0.0 100.0 0.0 

'.9 95.1 I 0.0 

95.6 0.0 

3.0 28.5 68.5 

'.7 92.4 3.0 

0.0 100.0 0.0 
1.1 98.9 0.0 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 121'9198 

PREPARED BY DHHSJACF/OPRE - December 14, 1998 
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TABLE 1. 


PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY EDUCATlONAL LEVEL 

JULY· SEPTEMBER 19., 

YEARS OF EDUCATIONTOTAl. 
\ ·6 7· • 10·11 14! AND OVER UNK~OV\IN"AOULTSSTATE 

4.2 11.5 22.8 42,8 18.i2,679,716 

0.. 21.4 25.6 51.2 0.' 

TOTAl. 

18,283 


ARIZONA 35.630 

A1ABAMA 

2,' ... 17.5 3S.3 n04 
9,2 24.6 42,$ 14.3 

CONNECTICUT 049,099 

CAl.IFORNLA. 136.010 

U Hs.3 25.S 53,3I,. ".7 ,,'14.3 41.1 

FLORIOA 
OIST. OF COL 23.223 

u 7.7 15.3 "U ....\OiiL"oe 

I.. 10.0 13.9 24,1 50.'&U.M1GEORGlA 

\ .•32,1$7 0,7 13.0 26.1 58,'INDIANA 
0,. 22.2 0,\ 26.2 5U25.5\9IOWA 
0,0 OJ) 0,0 0.0 10lHi 

KENTUCKY 

14,700KANSAS 

.7,505 2,' 21.5 21.SI." 
1.4 13.1 22.2 ,"'"... 28.538,893LOUISIANA 
0,. 13.6 15,5 ..., 11.1MAINE 20.044 

55,383 0,' 7,' 22.2 28.2 41.8MARYLAND 

2.' \0.3 no ".7 '658,oa7MASSACHUSETTS .., ,7.42,. au 0.'132,4B2MICHIGAN 

1,0 17.2 30,7 50,' 0. ­21,(66MISS!SS!PPI 

53,534MtSSOURI 0.' 13.7 32.' 5).1 0,..,. ft.7 ".1 61.8 I,'MONTANA 8.590 
t2,4S6 0,' '.7 "4.0 50.6 32,\NEBRASKA 

7,171 ,.. 8,' 26,' 3!.U 23,3NEVADA .,.7,().(S 0,2 6.7 -5U 24.&NEW HAMPSHIRE 

2,' 16.8 29,6 51.0 0,'SO,046NEW JERSEY 

3. 12.9 25.3 51,S ,,'338,40$NEW YORK 

0,' 11.9 14.3 6,' 67.1 

OHIO 

92,311NORTH CAROLINA 

I.' Ht3 26.7 "7.0 15,4 

OKlAHOMA 

136,S28 

0.7 UUI 22., U23.117 6'" 
2,' 10.5 23.8 SUI 11.11UI96OREGON 

1.6 14.1 a, 55,4 D.'21,077SOUTH CAROUNA •.,SOUl); DAKOTA 2.91'9 0.0 20.5 68,' U 

-4US?' ----1;2 fj,'___........ 1$;""--22.6~
~=SSEE 
139,920 6.' 21.7 21.5 AU (-zA 

\,6 7..6 US 4Ul "-16.5 

\IllRMONT 

12,0a6UTAH 

I.l 11.2 18.1 6&,3 1,. 
VIRGINIA 

&.071 •., ,
SM60 Uti 23.' St.? 2,' 

32 ,.• ,.\ 16,7 69,6WASHINGTON 04.938 
33.,113 u 1B.1 25.3 5<1.5 07 

WISCONSIN 243)n 

WEST VIRGINIA 

O. '.1 3&,1 1e.o 32.' 
WYOMING U63 1.6 7.3 18$ 1HI 0.' 
NOTE: .....incJl./dlng 00 IonrnIJ .aucabot1. 

SOURCE: NATIONAl. EMERGENCY TANF OATAFlLE AS OF 1219198 

PREPAREO BY OHHSJACF/OPRE - Deeemb&f 14,1998 

16 



TABLEfT 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF ADULT RECIPIENTS 

ElY CITIZENSHIP STATUS 


JUl-Y • SEPTEMBeR 


TOTAl-

STATE 
TOTAl.. 

ADULTS 

26'19.116 

U.$,cmzEN 

91.8 

NONClTfZEN 

'.2 

UHXN~ 

2.0 

AI.ABAMA 18.283 ... 0.' 0.0 

ARIZONA 

CAUFORNIA *' 
CONNEC'11CUT 

O!ST. OF COL. 

FLORIDA 

Gl!0RGIA 
INDIA.... 

'OWA 
KANSAS 

KEIffilCKY 
I..OUtSlANA 

MAINE 
MARYI..ANO 

MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTA.... 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIR-E 

NEW JeRSEy 

NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA ., 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 
OREGON *' 
SOUTH CAROliNA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNEsseE 
TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

viRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

wt!.ST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

36,830 

736,010 

.9,099 

23.223 
10<,..,. 

60,021 

32,151 

25.5'~ 

14,100 

<47,505 

3U93 
,",0<4 

55,383 

5tU)87 

13;2,482 

2"..66 

53.534 
8.590 

12,486 

7,171 

7.048 

80,O<IG 

33tU05 

&2.311 
136,528 

23.111 
18,896 

21.071 

2.919 

.e5.852 

139.920 

12.086 

8.071 

5H60 

".­
l3,113 

24,011 

1,283 

93.S 

95,' .... 

86.7 

".7 .... 

",7 

97,' 

99~ .. 
".3 

,' 
93.4 

a7.0 

97,0 

99,S 

98.8 

".2 
21.9 

9"1,6 

77., 

!fl.4 

80.5 

",S 

S8.6 

",2 
10(1,0 

.... 

110" 
",,8 

".3 
." 

eu... 

100.0 
sus 

5,' 0.0 

<,' 0,0 

0,1 0.0 

13.3 0.0 

I,' 0,0 

1.1 0,0 

0,' 0,0 

2,' 0,0 

0,' O. 
0,8 0,0 

1.7 0,0 

1.0 '.5 
12.0 '.D 

',0 0,. 

0,1 0.0 

1.2 0.0 

1.8 D.O 

0,' n,S 

7,' O,S 

2,' 19,8 

0.0 "."
14.7 4,' 

1.4 D,. 

D' 0,' 

0,' 0.3 

O.D 0,0 

L2 0.0 

0.0•." 
,~ 0.0 

!u 0.1 
~, D.l 

14:.3 0,. 
0.0 0.. 

0.0 0.0 

O' 0.0 
NOTE,' '6h<Date nt1I~_ 

SOURCE: ....TtQNAL EMERGENCY TANF OATAFILE AS OF 1219198 

PREPARED BY OHHSlACFIOi'RE - December I.e, 1998 
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•• 

rAllLSu 

?ERCENT OISTRIBlITlON OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK EXEMPTION STATUS 
JUl. Y • SEPTEMBER 1:997 

TOTAL ';"E'!:H PAAENT 

IN !:tDUCAnON 

CHlJ..O UHDER 5AHCTl0HED.' NOT 

STATE ADULTS f\EQumEO :1 ~S lJI:lBA.(. AJll"lICAaL.E UNKKQWN 

2.67t.716 61.5 7.6 2.7 :/D.> 5..6 1.0 1.•TOTAL 

,,= 23 1 1~.:l '4.lI l.e ;),~.'j' 13.', 0.0AlABAMA 

3&.1130 62.0 16.5 1~8 :u :L5 0.0 0,0ARIZONA 

736.l»O 60,0 2,$ 0.0 35.0 0,0 0,0 2.1CAllFORNIA 

41l.()99 a.U ;0.1 1,2 3.> 0.5 O,{) 0.0 

CISl,OFCOL 

CONNECTICUT 

61.2 11.6 0.5 t1.7 :u 12.3 0,5= 
104,.06 &ill 15.7 9,1 '.1 12.4 0.0 0.0FLORfOA 

60,021 81.4 61! (1,9 0.' 10..2 0.0 0.0GEORGIA 

32, ,$1 2.5.8 12.9 0.0 >0.0 7.3 Zt.O Q,OIN"""'" 

25.519 $'T:2 ~ 0,2 6,2 .., 18" 0,0 0,0'''''A 
14.roo M.l Uts 0,0 lUi U 0,0 0.0"""$AS 

47,505 60.4 6.S t2.£ 194 Q,O 0.0KE>mJCKY 1.' 
38,1193 76.9 SJ S.7 '.1 U 0" 1.0 

....NE 

1.OiJ1SIANA 
20.GM 55,4 1.4 U 0.0 0,03.' ".8 

MARYLANC ,.... > 85.9 ~O.2 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0 0.0 

MASSACHUSETTS 68.087 24.0 13.5 0.0 ".J 5.8 0,3 0.0 

MICHIGAN t32.,"82 ff'l.1 10,4 O.S 5.C Hi.1 0.0 0.0 

MlSSlS$IPPI 21,466 71,6 13. 0.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

MISSOURf 53.534 62,. 12.3 S.O 17.0 0.3 0.0 0Jl 

MONTANA 8,590 67.' 0.0 2&.4 0.0 0.8 0'.0 3.1 

NEBRASKA 12,486 79.3 8.' 1.2 11.2: 0.0 00 0.2 

Nl!VADA 7.11t 41.6 5.1 5,7 C.3 t 5.3 17.7 1.2 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,\)It8 223 1.9 .U} 39.1 6.9 19.& 0.0 

NEW JE.RSEY 80,~6 62.9 7.8 6.8 13,5 9.0 0.0 0.0 

NEW YORK 338.-405 eo.5 7.3 1.4 25.3 5.S 0.0 0.0 

NORTH CAROLINA 92,31' 89.5 3,1> 4'" O.C 2.5 0.0 OJ} 

OHIO 136,628 n.s 12.6 5.1 0.0 "'.9 0.0 0.0 

23.111 31.9' 17.1 0.0 0.0 31.2 0.0 18.8 

OREGON 

OKlAHOMA 
18,896 &4.0 OJ; ,til 11.9 0.9 0,5 0.0 

SOUTH CAROUNA 21.071 SA,S 10.8 Q. 20.lI 3.5 0,0 0,0 

S01ITH DAKOTA 2.919 SOJi 5.2 -.10.0 ,.> !.7 0.0 0,0 

TENNESSEE 45,852: 52,0 0.0 D.G 6.2 0,0 13.0e.' 
TEXAS 139,920 30.1 6.2 4.8 53.S 3.3 0.0 0,0 

UTI\H 12,01$ 61A 11.6 2.6 0.0 lU, 0.0 1,6 

VERMONT 8,071 3J) 0.8 0.0 O.C 0.0 95.6 0.0 

ViRGINIA 51.... 70.3 5.1 3.5 le.3 0.8: 0,0 0.0 

WASHIUQlON 84,936 IUt 1 9.2 0.8 >.0 4.3 2,1 0,6 

WEST VIRGINIA 33.713 67.5 $.0 1.4 14.7 2,.5 3.1 U 

WISCONSIN 24,071 27.5 16.4 4.7 .. 2.6 0,0 0.0 

WYOMING 1.26> 56,3 0.9 33.7 8.1 iHl 0.0 0,0' 

SOURC£. NAnONAl. EMERGENCyTANF' OATAFILE AS OF :21919& 

PREPAREO aT' OHHSJACFIOPRE - Dectmber '4. 1~ 

" 



TAm.Ef9 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS 

JULY - SEPTEMBER , ••7 


TOTAL eMP~O~ENTSTATUS 

STATE ADULTS EMPLOYED UNEMPLOYEO' NOT IN lABOR FORCE"" UN''''''''' 
TOTAL 2,679,716 18,2 J>.' 31.1 1Q.8 

ALABAMA 18.263 26.4 51.1 16A: 0.0 

ARIZONA :36.830 21.1 78.9 0.0 0.0 

CALIFORNIA 7:3~tOl0 2·U 32.9 32.0 11.0 

CONNECTICUT 4!lO9& 46.1 44.' '.1 0.0 

rnST. OF COL. 23,223 3.3 "".J 36,5 0.0 

flORIDA 104.406 24,4 3.' 71.6 0.0 

GEORGIA 60,021 21.6 56.3 22. , 0.0 

INDIANA 32,157 12,7 59.5 27,1 00 

IOWA 25,519 "" 84 '.1 60.1 
_SAS 14.100 15,5 51,4 21,1 0.0 

KENTUCKY 41.505 11.1 81,2 1.1 00 
LOUISIANA 38.893 3.S 85.9 ute 0.0 
MAINE 20,044 20.' 59.S 1&.3 00 
MARYLAND 55.363 19.0 7.3 73.1 0.0 

MASSACHUSETIS 51;1.(131 10.9 25.5 63.6 0.0 

M!CHIGAN 132,462 38,5 45.5 16,0 0.0 

MISSISSIPPI 21.466 3.7 70.5 2!i5 0.0 

MISSOURI 53.$34 11.8 44.3 435 0.0 

MONTANA ~Ui90 17.0 83.0 0.0 0.0 

NEBRASKA 12.486 15.9 84.1 0.0 0.0 

NEVADA 7.111 l4.9' 37,$ 37.7 9.' 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7.048 19,0 134 47.1 19,!! 

NEW JERSEY aO,{}46 8.0 76.0 15.9 0.0 
NEWYQRK 338.405 104 57.0 32.6­ 0.0 

NORTH CAROLINA 92,311 15,,2 2.0 0.0 62.8 

01"110 135.628 25,5 70.C­ 4.6 0.0 
OKLAHOMA 23.117 20.1 667 13,1 0.0 
OREGON 18,696 93 90,1 M 0.0 
SOUTH CAROLINA 2~.C17 l-G:9 52,6 '0' 0.0 
SOUTH DAKOTA 2.919 1U 7>.1 8' 0.2 

TEliNESSEE 45JJ52 13.5 27.0 59.S 0.0 
",XAS 139,920 31 6.6 90.3 0.0 
UTAH 12.086 28.2 4.2 40.8 "'.6 
VERMONT 8.011 26.1 44.7 21,2 0.0 
VIRGINIA 53,46(1 , 3A 4.' 0.4 92.0 

WASHINGTON $4,938 : u 7.1 18,9 69.0 
WEST VIRGINIA 33,1131 SS 34.0 53_2 6.3 
WISCONSIN 24,017 : 23.4 16.6 0.0 0.0 
WYOMING 1.263 i 23,1 76,9 0.0 0.0 
NClTES.- ..... Unemplayed, IooIwtfI fer WDtk. -.unemPloyed, not 100kHlfi fOr \\oOfX (~s- dfscoumged worl!ers), 

SOURCE: NATIOW\l EMERGENCY TANF OATAFllE AS OF 12t9!96 

PREPARED BY DHHSiACFIOPRE _ DeOftmber '4. ~m 

19 



TABUH/) 

TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY TYPE OF NON·TANF INCOME 

JULY· SEPTEMBER 1991 


AU MONTHLY eARNEJ) MONTHLY UNEARNED MONTHL.YTOTAL 

INCOME AVI1RAGE INCOME AVERAGE INCOME AVERAGEADIJt.TSSTATE 

2,619,'116 17.~ 'SIH.51 fO,~TOTAL 

18,283 11.3 73.81 1.2 175,5(1 10.1 60.5$ALABAMA 
35,1130 361.4' 10.2 336JiO S4.t! 326.59ARIZONA "'<,

736,010 580.19 25.1 695,42 9,; 188,60CAL1FORNIA 

<19.099 '" 618.72 045,1 526.50 3,0CONNECTICUT ••• -» 
DIST, OF COL 23.223 13.6 033<.. 2.7 1.350,47 1 \,$ -42ItS2 

104,~06 19.5 400.11). 16.5 441.54 3.0 '137."2:FLORIDA 

>" 411.39 21.4 537,00 15.a ,.....GEORGIA 60.021 

32.157 ,,<, 59-1.10 26.8 SG3.21 IU 280.16INDIANA 
lemA 25,519 32<' 568.85 31.1 m.12 2:.0 ,...., 
KANSAS 76<' 416.61 15.5 348.66 71.& 357.'91' ••700 

41.505 1".9 332.51 11.7 316.51 3,3 160.76KENTUCKY 

3U9l 13,3 176.08 3.5 375,8$ 9,6 '02.68lOUISIANA 

MAINE 20,044 2'.8 6tZ.n 20.8 663.84 4.5 30S.73 

17,4 '.6,146 12.9 132,11 5A 159.tO55.3&3MARYLAND 
,~,MASSACHUSETTS 511.04 12,' 55Q,27 1.6 213.1258<"'" 

132,482 4\.4 47L13 38.6 475.1.4 5.8 197.25MICHIGAN 
MISSISSiPPI f,I 21,~ 

MISSOURI 53<",", 11.6 476.61 7,8 650,05 '0.2 330.15 

25,8 434.83 HP m.46 1(l'.3 356.56MONTANA ',59() 
12,'(&6NEBRASKA 23,5 .53.sa 1~8 574.76 10.1 156.14 

,,<, m~ 16.1 '167,24 21.6 94.02NEVAOA 1.11' 

New HAMPSHIRE 22.~ 5Z&.89 632.41 .<, 229,-61'<"'"
80,046NEW JeR.SEY 9<' 5308 U 201.60""'02 

NEW YORK 338.0405 19$ 3411.S2 501.11 12J' 211,75 

NORTH CAROLINA 92..311 .496,.47 U 1<49,022l.4 ",US 

23,' 652,2()OHIO 136.626 652.20 
OKLAHOMA 23.117 23,4 630.27 20.1 631.30 l4 594,11,.,1OREGON 18,896 15,6 281,85 315,11 24.1.,<"
SOUTH CAROLINA 2:1,011 "" 323.26 18,)' 4&4.52 23<0 1·41,72 

SOUTH OAKOTA 2,919 13.5 298.81 11.6 31•.93 ,<, 118.72 

TENNESSEE .5.852 ~4.5 629.111 13.5 642.79 u 
TEXAS 13M2Q, 588.50 ,. 588,50 •'.' 
UTAH < , 12,066 2il-4 480,8S "'<, 501.74 M .28Q.1& 
veRMONT 
VIRGlrilA 

WASHINGTON 
\f<IEST VfRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

I 13.071 

5M6I)•.,.38 
33,713 

24,m 

1,263 

3'lS 

11.6 

'21 
13.3 

29<,... 
,lo'rS,85 

499.21 

31•.61 

336.4lI 

.36.11 

""<59 

21-4 

10.6 

10,5 

6<' 

21.8 

21A 

.49UO 

5~1.Se 

.416.29 

38047 

.455,as 

518.05 

•••,<, 
12.2: 

6<' 

10,' 

26.9 

226<,," 

"'''' 212,A6 

272.23 

303.58 

100.-64 

SOURCE: ~nONAl EMERGENCY TANFOATAflLE AS OF 12IDJ9iJ 

PREPARED BY DHHSJACF/OPRE - Decemtlef t4, 199:8 

20 

http:ADIJt.TS


•• 

••• 

••• 
••• 
••• 

••• 

••• 

••• 

TABLE21 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY AGE GROUP 
JULY - SEPTEMBER 1997 

TOTAl. AGE OF RE.ClPlENT CHlWREN 

STATE 

TOTAL 

I\t.A!lAMA 

ARIZONA 

CALIFORNIA 

CONNEC1lCUT 

OfST, OF COl. 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA1­
IOWA 

KANSAS 

KEN'rUCt<Y 
lOtnSIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSrnS 

MICH1GAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROUNA 

00'0 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 

UTAh 
VERMONT 

ViRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST ViRGINIA 

WlSCONS1N 

INYOMING 

CHI!'oREN : 0.1 '·5 12·15 16· 19 UNKNOWN" 

5,48Q.183 

51,921 

121,162 

1,133,919 

100,038

• ,= 

281,518 

1751,1;06 

",032 
4a,758 

31,503 

102.191 

126.904 

30,452: 

101,&02 

130-.965 

286.566 

8l.245 

133,519 

15.838 
2S.166 

14.187 

i 1.155 

1'1'8.044 

705,529 

174,&43 

2:62,967 

51,159 

38.100 

$4,311 

9,385 

116,089 

320.351 
23,364 

l!UOO 
84,,842 

160,952 

55,074 

69.924 

3,218 

7.• 

8.4 

5.9 ... 

6" 
7.' 
7.• 

S.'.., 

6.2 

6.7 

61 

6.' 
6.1 

6.7 

'.0 
5.' 
7.5 

•.1 

7.7 

6.7 

7.7 

6.' 
H' 

7.3 

1.• 

'.3 
5.7 

7.1 

7.' 

7.1 

29.2 

25.1 

32.. 
26.1 .... 

7:1.7 
,,8.9 
32.5 

29.5 

"... 

29.' 

27.2 
24.8 

32.3 

30,2 

26.0 
25.2 

30,9 

27,7 

29.1 

32' 
:31.5 

21.9 
292 

31.1 

30,S 
,<1.5 
2iJ'i 

'14 

26,S 

,,, 

30.2 
30.6 
21.1 

31.2 

21Ji 

31.3 

'9.2 
26.S 

33.. 
32•• 
35,4 

32.' ,... 

33.1 

35.1 

35,5 

33.7 .... 

31.S 

34.' 
29:9 

31.• 
34.S 

35.5 

35,0 

29,4 

35.5 

35.3 

32.' 

35.7 

34.7 

36.' 
325 .... 

32.' 
34.3 

32.' 
31.1 .... 

361 

33.1

". 

37.9 
36.1 

35.2 
..1 
32.S 
35,4 

16.. 

16.3 

14.6 

17.2 

12.6 

16,'" 

15--4 

12.6 
15.5 

14.1 

16.1 

15.1 
, HI.1 

14.1I 

16.0 

16.8 

16.0 

15.0 

11.7 

14.8 

13.1 

12.9 

16.6 

18.0 

13.2 

14,9 

17.4 

16,5 

16.1 

16.9 

15.8 

15.2 

14.3 

17.0 

17.5 
l1jj 

121 
15,5 

17.3 

tiS 6.8 

G,S 61 

6.0 {U. 

5.5 6,1 

7.7 6.6 

5.8 8,0 

6,3 1.1 

9.4 4.. 

4.7 $,5 

5.8 7.2 

4.8 10,5 

6.6 6.2 

10.4 10.9 

8.4 5.8 

5.5 5.6 

1.7 "'_'" 
6.7 8.8 

12.1 11.4 

6.8 5-.7 

5.0 1.4 

4.6 U.6 

5.1 7.0 
. 6.9 6.0 

7,0 5.9 

7.7 5.& 

3.7 9.2 

6.2 7.8 

7.1 8.0 

TA 8..2 


SA 7.2 


6.1 6.9 

6.4 6.0 

5.9 6.9 

5.3 9.0 
in 5.6 

5.3 4.3 

6.3 6.' 
7.0 7.3 

54 8.• 

5.3 8.4 
NOTE_ ~UfIbomchikJ 

SOURCE: NATlONAI.. EMERGENCV"'fANF DATAFILE AS OF 12J9198 

PREPARED BY OIiHSlACFJOPRE - December ''''.1998 
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TABLE 22 


PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF YOUNGEST RECIPIENT CHILO BY AGE GROUP 

JULY • SEPTEMBER 1997 

STATE 
TOTAL. 

FAMIL.IES 

3,0.0,171 

28,293 

50.912 

161,525 

55,00 

22.... 

1.'.514 

Ata~ OP THE YOUNGEST CH/L/.l 

G· , Z 3~5 6·. 9·11 12·15 16419 UNKNO't'VN" 

TOTAL 

Al.MlAIAA 

ARlZONA 

CALIFORNIA 

CONNECTICUT 

Ots1. OF COL. 

FLORIDA 

'.­ , , 
••• 6' 

14.3 1•• .., '.0 
••• 5.• .., '.8 
'.7 ••• 

11'1,5 

21.0 

21,0 
19,5 

16,3 

22.• 
16,6· 

1.5.2 1Z.2 T4.9 

18.0 15.5 20.S 

15,. '.7 7.' 
13.1 10.1 1:).-4 

17,1 172 192 
,0.0 13.5 17,9 

"'" 15,$ 19.3 

B.O 

9.7 

'.0 
1.3 

•• 
1.9 ... 

15.6 

'.' 
22.0 

"" '.2 

'.' 
..S 

GEORGtA 

INOlANA 

I<1NA 

KANSAS 

KEtn'lJO(Y 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYlAHO 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEWJERS!;';Y 

NEWVORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

OHIO 

OKlAI'fOW 

OREGON 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH OAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

V1:RG1NIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST Vlf\GINIA 
WISCONSIN 

92,350 

.5Jj71 

21,438 

11.508 

60.486 

SO.... 
16,9G1 

56.432 

72,8&8 

142,166 

32,H3 

66,191 

6,119 

13.900 

11,311 

6,620 

95.161 

364,510 

91,364 

165,009 

27,341 
21,297 
29.110 
4,629 

61.067 
15U36 

11.370 

7._ 

<48.611 

61..w: I , 
29,116 i, 
33.5551 

10." ft,;Z 

'20 10,3 

'.7 6.7 

'34 •., 
••• •••.., e.' 
6' 5.0 

'.7 l1.1 

'.7 e.' 
10.0 9.7 ... e.' ,., 4.' 

5.' 5.5 

9.7 '.5 

2.' ••• 
7.5 7.' .., •.7 ,., B.' 

11,& •., 
10.6 9.0 

" B.' 
7.• •.1 

4.3 ••• 
G.S S.• 

,.• 5.' 

14' 1U .., '.7•., .. 
•• ... 

11,5 •••.. 1.4 

15.9 1.1 

21,5 

".0 
,&.9 

18.1 .... 
16.3 

'62.... 
20.9 
20.. 
,.~ 

22' 
17.0 

21.2 

12.5 
1S,:) 

17.8 

lG.7 

21.2 

16.7 

17,4 

16.1 

19.4 

11:1,9 

17,6 

22~ 

22.0 

15,5 

22.5 

U3 

22.' 
21.& 

17.2 12.0 '23 

'25 10.5 13.1 

17.9 1•.1 19.5 

11,6 ••• 11.. 

15,.. u.s 13,.. 

15.0 13.4 ,U 

16.0 15.2 20.C 

1$,0 10,7 11.5 

14.8 ,,~ 17.4 

17.3 ,~ 9.7 

15.0 ,,~ 17.1 

16.2 15.2 19.3 

17.3 1•.• 21.5 

13,0 .., 12,2 

10.5 1U1 10,5 

19.3 14.3 15.1 " 

172 16.4 20.4 

1•. 1 13.9 21.1 

17.1 11.5 10.1 

n.6 '.0 '.0 
16.6 '34 21 .• 

16.5 14.• 18.6

,.0 15.• 22.3 

16.8 17.5 1B.O 

16.5 16.5 19.9 

14.2 9,7 '.'
14,7 13,5 14,6 

19.9 15.7 19.2 

'9.0 15,5 
, 

19.2­

U .• 14.2 lU 

21>.8 11.8 13.6 

12.3 " 11.4 

'.7 ... 
9.' 
'.0 

5.' 
17.1 

11.8 

••• 
12.6 

5.' ,... 
'22 

'.0 

Z.• 

5,' 
10.1 

11.5 

12.2 

,.S 
4,3 

12." 

11.4 

••• 
8.Z 

11.0 

<.' 
S., 

••• 
7.' 
•••'.l 
3.3 

'7 
17.6 
6.7 

22.' 
12.1 

••S 

7.6 
13Jt 

S.. 

13' 
9.2 

3.' 
0.' 

"'4.6 

43." 
6.7 

S.• 

'.2 
15.5 

28.1.1 

'.1 
7.' 
7.0 

7.' 

••• 
13.8 

10.e 

1.1 

U ,,..,..., 
WYOMING . 6.• 16.0 16.6 17.51'" : , 
NOTE:S- "'''~WiWmChift1 

SOURCE: NATIONAl. eMERGENCY TANF OATAF1LE M. OF 121'9198 

PREPARED BY DHHS/ACFIOPRE - Oe~ ''',1996 
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TABJ.£2J 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY RACE 
JULY· SEPTEMBER 1997 

STATE 

, TOTAL 

: Ctfu.DREH WHITE BLACK HJSPANIC 

AMERICAN 
HAT11/E' ASIAN OTHER UNKNOWN 

TOTAL !;..tB9,183 29.2 39.8 23.S 1,5 3.3 0.7 2.0 

AU\BAMA 57.927 2tl5 7lt3 0.5 0.0 (U (HI 0,0 

ARIZONA 12:1.762 27.1 10.5 42.9 1lHl 0.3 0,3 0,0 

CALIFORNIA 1,133,979 20.0 16.2 <lIn 0.4 11,$ 0.0 3.1 

CONNECTICUT 100,038 26.5 332 39.2 0.1 1.0 0',0 0.0 

O!ST.OFCOL ~,250 Q.O 99.S o.(t (to 0',5 0.0 0.0 

FLORIDA 287,518 23.8 56.3 19.4 Q,O 0,1 0,1 0.3 

GEORGIA 179.806 18.2 80.4 0_8 0,0 0.. 0.0 0.3 

INDIANA 84.032 47,0 46,5 5.5 !tO 0,2 0.8 0.0 

''''''''' .ca,158 77.7 15,9 3.9 0.7 O.e. 0,1 0.6 

KANSAS 31,503 53,5 33.7 9,2 1.2 0.1 O.S 1.4 

KENTUCKY 102, un n,Io 21,6 0,6 0,0; 0.3 0,0 0'.0 

lOU1StANA 126,904 12.2 85.9 0.5 0.3 U D.~ 0.0 

MAINE 3(1,452 95,0 1.4 0.3 1.2 2.0 O'J) 0.1 

MAA'flANO 107,802 11.1 7a,5 (Ui 0,0 0,8 0.0 2.1 

MASSACHUSmS 130,965 41.1 11.6 31..5 0,6 8.4 0.0 0.0 

MICHIGAN ","",,", 35J3 53.6 0,1 1.9 0.6 B.S 0.0 
MlSSISSIPPI 83,245 11.2 88.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

MISSOURI 1)3,519 4U 56.2 1.0 0.3 0.4 0,6 0.0 

MONTANA 15,838 50 t 1.a 07 4tH 0,7 0.0 0.0 
NEBRASKA 18,168 52.6 27,3 10,4 1.5 0.9 1.3 0.0 

NEVADA 14:1'£17 0,4 0,; OJ) 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 11,155 1IXtO 
NEW JERSEY 118.044 , 5.S 54.6 213.<; 0.0 0,4 1.0 0/:: 

NEW YORK 705,529 20.3 34.A. 18,6 0.5 2,1) 0.2 ".1 
NORTH CAROLINA 17'Ui<4J 32.4 60,2 2.1 2,6 t.6 1.2 0,0 
OHIO 262.987 "6.4 "8" 3.7 0.1 0.3 1,0 0,' 

OKLAHOMA 51,759 47.9 33.7 4,0 14,3 0,2 0\0 0.0 

OREGON 3$,100 70.8 10.9 12.5 2.1 3.0 0.1 0.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 54,371 22.1. 78.5 0,7 0,1) 0.5 OJ) 0.0 
SOOTtl DAKOTA 9,385 19.7 0.0 0,0 77.7 0,0 2.6 0.0 

TENNEssee 116,00& 2!U 69 1 o,a 0,2 0.2 0.2 0.0 

TElIAS 326.367 16.5 34.3 4S.0 0.3 0,8 0.0 0,0 

UTAH "',.. 67.8 a.5 15,5 10.0 2.S 0.0 0.7 

VERMONT 13,800 841 1..2 0,' 0.2 0.5 0.0 13.9 

'ARGINIA IM,IM2 28.5 68,1 2.5 0,0 0.9 0.0 0.0 
WASHINGTON 100.951 58.1 11.8 18,7 5,(\ 3.~ 4.1 1.0 
WEST VIRGINIA 55.C14 86.5 no 0.7 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 
WISCONSIN 5B.'lJ21o 14.0 37.8 4Jf 1.a 1..4 0,0 oW.1 
wYOMING 3.211! 53.0 3.5 104 32.8 0.2 0.0 0.1 

SOURCE, NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 1219198 

PREPAREO BY OHHSiACFJOPRE - December 14, 1998 
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TABLE Z4 

• 
PERCENT DISlRlBlITIDN OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 


RECEIVING FEDERAL DISABILITY BENEFITS 

JULY· SEPTEMBER 1997 


TOTAL 

STATE CHILDREN rES NO UNKNOWN 

TOTAL 5,"89,183 0.8 86.6 12.6 

AlABAMA 57,927 0.0 100.0 0.0 

ARIZONA 

CALIFORNIA 

121,762 

1,133,979 

2.0 

0.' 

98.0 

93,9 

0.0•., 
CDNNECTlClIT 

mST. OF COL 

100,038 

43,260 

3.7 ,.• ".0 

96.' 

0.3 

D.' 
FLORIDA 287,518 ,.. 98.6 0.0 

GEORGIA 179,806 0.7 99.3 0.0 

INDIANA 84,032 0.2 99.' 0.0 

IOWA 48,758 0.3 99.7 0.0 

KANSAS 31,503 0.' 99.9 0.0 

KENTUCKY 102.191 0.0 2U 78.7 

LOUISIANA 126.904 0.0 1"00.0 0.0 

MAINE 30,452 '.0 0.0 99.0 

MARYLAND 107,802 3.3 91." '.3 

MASSACHUSETTS 130,965 3.' ".. 0.0 

MICHIGAN 286,566 0.0 100.0 0.0 

MISSISSIPPI 83.245 0.0 100.0 0.0 

MISSOURI 133,579 .., 95." 0.0 

MONTANA 15.838 ,., 98." 0.0 

NEBRASKA 28,168 0.0 100.0 0.0 

NEVADA 14,787 0.3 99.2 0.' 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 11,155 0.0 100.0 0.0 

NEW JERSEY 178,044 0.0 100.0 0.0 

NEW YORK 705,529 0.' 98.4 '.0 

NORTH CAROLINA 17",543 .0.0 0.0 100.0 

OHIO 262,987 03 99.7 0.0 

OKLAHOMA 51.759 0.0 100.0 0.0 

OREGON 38.700 2.2 97.8 0.0 

SOllTH CAROLINA 54,371 a.• 99.' 0.' 

SOllTH DAKOTA 9,385 0.0 99.0 '.0 

TENNESSEE 116.089 0.0 100.0 0.0 

TEXAS 326,367 0.0 0.0 100.0 

UTAH 23.364 0.2 99.8 0.0 

VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

13,800 

84,842 

160,952 

55,07" 

••• 
0.0 

2.2 ,.• 
95.5

1 

100.0 

".0

".• 

0.0 

0.0 ,.• 
2.' 

WISCONSIN 69,924 0' 99.9 0.0 

WYOMING 3,21S 0.7 99.3 0.0 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCYTANF DATAFILE AS OF 1219198 

PREPARED BY OHHSJACFIOPRE - December 1", 1998 

24 



· . PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 
BY RELATIONSHIP TO THE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

JULY ~ SEF'l1::MBER 1997 

HEAD OFTOTA!. 

Ct<U.OR1!N HOUSEHOLD SPOUSE PAR.eNT CHILD ctUl.O REI..ATED UNRElATED UNKNOWtSTATE 

TOTAL MS9,183 0.' 0,' 70.5 ',1 2.1 

ALABAMA 57.921 0.0 0,0 0.0 18.6 15.5 5.£ 0,3 0' 

ARlZONA 121,16'1 0.0 0.0 0.0 ·89.3 7.' 2' 0.1 0.: 

CAl.IFORNIA 1.133.'919 0.0 0,1 0,' "',0 3.' 0.8 0,0 6.: 
CONNECTICUT 1QO,{)3tl: 0.' 0,0 0,0 .1,5 '" 1.5 0,0 0., 

OIST, Of! COL <",,50 0.0 0.0 c" 92.ll 3,' 3,0 0,3 0., 

FLORiDA 281.518 3.5 0,0 0,0 51,2 '" 3,0 31.8 0.: 

GeORGIA 179.800 00 0,0 0.0 &7.3 9" 2,> 0.' 0,' 

!NOIANA 

leNlA 

S4,032 

48,758 

0.0 

0.0 

0,0 

0,0 

0,0 

0,0 
90.6 
91.9 

7.2 

", 
',0 
2,3 

0,' 

0.0 

0,' 

0,. 

KANSAS 31,503 0.0 0.0 0,0 88.4 " 3.2 0,' 0,' 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

102,191 

126,904 
0.0 

2.' 
0,' 
0.6 

0,0 

0.1) 
90,' 
82,' 

8.1 

", 
2,'... Q,O 

0,' " "MAINE 30,"52 0.1 00 0,0 .U 2.8 1.0 0,1 OJ 
MARYLAND 107,802 0.6 M 0,3 .... 2,' 2,' 0.0 OJ 
MASSACHUSETTS 130,965 0,' 0,0 0,0 ..... 3.8 0,' 0,1 OJ 
MtCHIGAN 286.566 0.2 0,0 0,0 93,0 3.6 3~' 0.1 0.. 

MISSISSIPP! 83,245 0,0 0,0 0.0 82,' 12.8 4,7 0,0 0.1 

MtSSOURI 133.519 0.0 0.0 0.0 90.7 7.0 '" 0,' 0,' 
MONTANA Hl,8M 0.0 0.0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0.0 0,0 100.1 

NEBRASKA 28,1~ 1.3 0.0 0.2 98,0 0.2 D.' 0,0 0" 

NEVADA 14,781 0.1 0,0 0~3 83.1 1·U 1" 0,0 0: 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 11.155 0.0 00 0.0 81,9 0.0 18.1 0.• 0,: 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

118,044 

'I'05,m 
0,0 

0.• 

0 .• ... 0,0 

0.. 
as" 
92,4 

>.. 
3,7 

3.S 

',7 

0.• 

0,3 

0,. 

1,. 

NORTH CAROLINA 174,&43 0,0 0.• 0,0 0,0 '0.0 0.0 ... 100.' 

OHIO 262,987 0.0 0,0 0.1 87.4 1,8 3,8 s,> 0.· 

OKLAHOMA 51,759 0,1 0,0 0.0 &;1.5 11.8 3.8 0,3 0,. 

OREGON 38;700 0,0 0,0 0,0 8G.' 0,0 0.0 0.0 1~. 

SOIJTH CAROUNA 54,371 0.0 0,0 0.2 82,' '''5 5,0 0,1 o. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,3&5 0,0 0,0 0.0 1&,9 13.0 S.O 0,0 o. 

TENNESSEE 116,089 00 0.0 0,0 .." ,. 2.' 0,0 o. 
TEXAS 326,361 0,0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0,0 00 0.0 100.' 

UTAH 
VERMONT 

VIRGINIA 

23.364 
13,800 

84,8<1.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

A,' 

0.0 

0,0 

0.1 

97.8 

981 

",,' 

a" 
0.0 

10.3 

0,' 

u,0 
0,0 

0,1 

0.1 

0.'

", 
o. 

WASHINGTON 160,952 0.0 0,0 0.0 9>,5 4.£ 2,6 0.4 0.. 
WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

55.014 
59,924 

3,216 

0.' 

01 

o. 

0.1 

0,0 

0,0 

0,3 

0.0 

0.0 

98.0 

",,7 

80,' 

0,6 

'6 
13.9 

0.7 

2.5 

•• 
0.1 

0.2 
0,0 

0" 
0, 

0, 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCYTANFDATAFll£AS OF lZ1i1D8 

PAEPARED BY OHHSlACFiOPR.E: - Oecember ,<1. 1998 
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TABLE 26 


,
• 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 


WITH TEEN PARENT STATUS IN THE FAMILY 

JULY. SEF'TEMBER 1997 


STATE 
TOTAL 

CHILDREN 

TEEN PARENT STAUS 

YES NO UNKNOWN 

TOTAL 5.489,183 0.3 SI1.9 ,.. 
AlABAMA 57,927 0.0 100.0 0.0 

ARIZONA 

CAliFORNIA 

121.762 

1.133.979 

0.2 99.' 

0.1 ".0 

0.0 ,.• 
CONNECTlCUT 100.038 0.0 03.3 ••• 
DIST. OF COL 43.260 0.0 99.7 0.3 

FLORIDA 287.518 0.0 100.0 0.0 

GEORGIA 

INDIANA 

179,806 

64,032 

0.0 100.0 

0.• ...• 0.0 

0.0 

ICNVA 48.758 0.0 1DO.0 0.0 

KANSAS 31.503 0.0 1DO.0 0.0 

KENTUCKY 102.191 0' .... 0.0 

LOUISIANA 126.904 0.• 99.4 0.0 

MAINE 30.452 3.3 96.7 0.0 

MARYLAND 107.802 0.• 97.1 2.3 

MASSACHUSETTS 130.965 0.2 99.8 0.0 

MICHIGAN 286.566 0.0 100.0 0.0 

MISSISSIPPI 83.245 0.7 99.3 0.0 

MISSOURI 133.579 D.• 99.1 0.0 

MONTANA 15.838 0.0 0.0 100.0 

NEBRASKA 28.168 0.0 91.8 •.2 

NEVADA 14.787 0.3 99.0 0.7 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 11.155 0.0 100.0 0.0 

NEW JERSEY 178.044 0.3 99.7 0.0 

NEW YORK 705,529 D.• 98.5 1.0 

NORTH CAROLINA 174,543 0.0 0.0 100.0 

OHIO 252,987 D.' ..., 0.0 

OKLAHOMA 51,759 0.0 100.0 0.0 

OREGON 38.700 0.0 100.0 0.0 

SOUTH CAROLINA 54.371 D.' 99.3 0.2 

SOUTH DAKOTA 9.385 0.0 0.0 100.0 

TENNESSEE 116.089 0.• 99.4 0.0 

TEXAS 326.367 0.3 99.7 0.0 

UTAH 23.354 0.0 100,0 0.0 

VERMONT 13.800 0.0 100.0' 0.0 

VIRGINIA 84,842 0.1 99.9 0.0 

WASHINGTON 160.952 D.' 12.4 87.3 

INEST VIRGINIA 55,074 1.1 95.6 ,., 
WISCONSIN 69,924 0.0 100.0 0.0 

WYOMING 3,218 D.• ".2 0.0 

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF OATAFILEAS OF 1219198 

PREPARED BY DHHSiACF/OPRE - December 14, 1998 
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TABLE .. 

• • , 
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN ElY CITIZENSHIP STATUS 

JULY - SEPTEMBER 19f1 

STATE 


TOTAL 

ALABAMA 

ARIZONA 
CALIFORNiA ~ 

CONNECTICUT 

OJ$!, OF COL. 

FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 

INDIANA 

IrmA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 
L.otnSIANA 

MAINE 

MARYlAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHlGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MOIfTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 

NEwVORK 
NORTH CAROUNA .. 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON .' 

SOUTH CAROUNA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 
UTAH 
'lEA-MON'f 

VIRGINIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMWG 

TOTAL 

CHILDREN U.S.CmzEH NONCmZ£N UNI(NOWN 

5,(89,183 89." 1.' '.0 

57.027 

121.762 

loa,O

'"'. 
0.0 

'.3 
M 
0.1 

1,133,919 

'00,038 
.0.260 

,... .... 1.2 

C.O 

0.• 

13.' 
2S7,S1S 91,3 2.7 0.• 

1'79,806 

....032 
'-8,758 

31.S03 

99,& .... .... .... 
0.' 

0.' 
..1 

••• 

•••
•••
•••••• 

102.191 

125,904 

30.'" 
107,802 

.... 
21.0 ...,.... 

..,., 
•.a 
0.3 

D.' 
71t9 

D.D 

'.7 
130,965 92.' •.7 O~ 

m .... ...1 1.3 0.• 

83.>4' 100,i,) •.0 0.0 

133,579 99,7 0.3 0.0 
15.838 ••• 0.' ..., 
28,168 20,4 C.C 79.• 

14,787 1Q.$ C.• 89.5 

11,155 98.2 I.• 0.0 

118,044 

105,529 
95.1 ..., ••• 

3. I 
•••
2.' 

114,543 

262,987 .... 0.' DC 

5i.159 98., 0.2 1.1 

38,100 ' 

54.371 : 99,6 0.3 0.1 
9,385 100.(; 0.0 0.0 

1t6,089 98.9 1.1 •. 0 

326,367 99.0 I.• 0.• 

n,JIW 98.9 1.1 0.• 

'3,800 4.~ 0.1 95.11 

84.842 7.1 ' 0,' 92.lI 

160.952 

55.014 

69,924 

3,218 

.a 

.U 
10.6 .... 

1.2 
•.0 

••0 

D.I 

•••I.'
".'., 

NOTE: ......0.:. not repqltfd, 

SOURCE: NAT10NAL EMERGENCY TANF OATAflLE AS OF 1219/98 

PREPARED BY OHHSfACFfOPRE - December 14, 1998 
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• • 

TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN WTTH UNEARNED INCOME 
JULY. SEPTEMBER 1997 

STATE 

TOTAL 

TOTAl. 
CHlUJR,EN 

5,489,183' 

UNEARNED 

INCOME 

MONTHLY 

A\IE'RAGE 

118995 

ALABAMA • 51,971 

ARIZONA 12UG2 5.2 239.31 
CALIFORNIA 1,133,979 21 116.50 

CONNECTICut 100,038 2.' 2Hi26 

OIST.OFCOL 43.2$0 1.' 446.17 
FLORiI)l\ 281.51,6 3.' 123.32 

GEORGIA 17$,806 3.7 151.27 

INDIANA 64,1)32 ,,3 1B8.15 
KNIA .48,758 '''' 13Q.51....... 31,503 2.' 108.83 

KEtmJCI<Y 102,191 '.1 10!L2l 
LOU1SIANA 126,QG4 7.1 381Jn 

MAINE 30,452 ••• 117.96 

MARYLAND 107,802 2.' 269.05 

MASSACHUSmS 130.965 '.3 101.25 

MICHIGAN 286,566 0.2 60.00 
MtSSlSSTPPI III 83.2045 
MISSOURI 133,519 ,., 
Mom_ 15,838 2.' 
NESRASKA 26,16& 12-4 

NEVADA 14,781 2.0 
NEW HAMPSHIRE at 11,155 

NEW JERSEY 178.044 2.l 161.95 

NEWYORI< 705,529 2.' H!IiI.S6 

NORTH CAROLINA 174,543 6.7 149.65 

""'0 • ~2.981 

0Kl.AH0M0 51,159 112.19 
OREGON $I 38,700 

SOUTH CAROUNA 54,311 ••• 123.03 

SOUTH DAKOTA 9,38:5 1.0 100.43 

TENNESSEE tI 116.069 
TfXAS • 326,367 

UTAIi 23,3604 2.' 109'.39 

VERMOflT 13,800 .., 129.10 

VIRGINIA 84AW2 ,. 1B.53 

WAStflNGTON 160.952 '.5 256.27 

weST VIRGINIA 55,07.4 1.4 183.1-4 

WISCONSIN StUll4 15.0 130.76 

WYOMING 3,218 : 232 85.02 

SOURCE: NATIONAl eMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF t2l9J9e. 
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACFfOPRE _ December 1~. 1998 
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'~ ' ..- TABLE,. 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF CLOSED CASES BY REASON FOR CLOSURE 

STATE 

TOTAL 

AlJ\6AMA 

ARIZONA 

CAliFORNIA 

CONNECTlCl1f 
DIST. OF COL 

fLORIDA 

GEORGiA 

iNDIANA 

lemA 
KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

MAINE 

MARYLAND 

MASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW Jf!FtSe:Y 

NEW YORK 

NORTH CAROLINA 

OHIO 
. OKlAttOMA 

OREGON 

SOUTH CAROUNA. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 

V1RG1NIA 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VlRGlNiA 

WISCONSIN 

VVYOM1NG 

JUt. Y ~ SEPTEMBER 1997 

TOTAL 5-YEAR STATE 


CASU EJrfPLDYMENT II,.RRlAGE UMfT' SAtlCOON POUCY OTHE1t" 


0.3 66.86",,622 ••• ••• '.2 
6.2 0.0 0.' 0.1 93.7tU95 

O.C 0.019.603 : 24,6 ••• 0.0 754 

167.775 3.~ ., o. 0.' O.S is.9 
42,{) 0.0 '.0 0.0 ....5.924 : 

28A 0.0 0.0 '.5 70.1 

73,364 ' 14.1 0.0 22.' 0.0 ".0 
1U'Q3 0.0 •• 0 •.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

43.714,346 : ... 0.1 0.0 ".0 1.2 

9,617 ' 

3,731 

27.3 

62.9 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.• 

25.' 

•• 
0.0 

0.0 

47.• 

30.7 

!5,472 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 85.0 

10,102 36.5 0.1 •.0 12.0 0.2 51.3 

2,5045 42.3 5.7 ••• 0.3 0.0 5-1.7 

11,476 8.2 '0.0 0•• 7.7 0.0 SA.O 

8.533 
15.669 

56' 
341 

1.0 

0.1 
••• 
•.0 

0.0 

3.1 

•.3 
52._ 

33.3 

• .3 

6.6"" 2.0 0.0 •.0 23.5 0.0 741' 
14.856 8.S Q' 0.0 15.9 0.0 15.1 

3.022 D •• 0.0 0.• 0.• 0.0 09.' 

3.442 1S.1 0.0 ••• 0.0 0.0 83,9 

1.926 ' 3. •.0 o • OJ) 0.0 97.0 

2,039 a, ... •.0 ••• 0.0 .... 
1U46 291 0.0 0.0 0.' 70.3 •.0 

32.538 , ,.. 0.0 0.0 0.0 444 40.0 ..,20,449 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 95.7 

4!1:.:241 2l!.' 0.0 00 '.7 •.0 61.9 

12,439 .., 0.' 0" '''7 0.0 67.1 

e,tHe 52.8 ,.• 0.0 .., 0.0 41.0 

27.2 •.0 0.• 26.2 0.0 46.67.'" 
l,ne 371 0.0 M 0.0 46,4 14.6 

113:.369 06 0.' D.C • .2 10.2 83.9 

47,395 31',1 •.0 0.0 3U 22.2 

,.- 365 0.0 3.7 23.9 34.3 

3,100 33,{} 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 67.0•..".. 32.0 •. 

1.' 
0 0.0 '.3 34.' 26.8 

10;91. ..., ,., 0.0 0.0 14,0 47,3 

1.... 21.7 ••• 00 0.' '.0 12.1 

10.729 0.0 0.0 .... 0.0'.' ••• 
1.214 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 

NOTE: -=AH olher unia'toWn tmlSOM iI1cJudmg tllat lamily \/'OJUtlfllriJy CIO$(II$ thf c.tIse. 

SOURCE: NA"nONAL EMERGENCY TAN; DATAFILE AS (w 12/9198 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed(OPDtEOP, Elena Kagan!OPD1EOP, Cynthia A" Rice/OPOfEOP, Richard L 
Siewert/WHO/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: LOok:s lik:e a preHy good Republit;:;m food fight at the moment. 

Congress Eyes Unspent Welfsre Money 

By LAURA MECKLER Associated Press Writer 

WASHINGTON lAP) .- Unspent welfare money totaling 
billions of dollars is proving tempting to some in Congress who 
want to reclaim the cash windfall from the states. 

It's causing a fight among Republicans who want the money tor 
disaster relief and education, and others who argue they must 
keep promises made during the welfare debate just three. years 
ago, and let states spend as they see fiL 

, • We mede a deal," House Ways and Means Commiuee 
Chairman Bill Archer, R·Texas, wrote to Senate Majority 
Leader Trent Lott, R·Mis$, "As state legislatures confront the 
toughest challenges of welfare reform, Congress is proposing to 
pull tha rug from under them," 

And Wisconsin Gov . Tommy Thompson, a RepUblican. said he 
and other governors will fight any raid on state money, 

, . There is no Question that the Congress made a pledge, a 
pfomise," Thompson said Tuesday, - 'How can you eller be 
trusted agaln if on such a seriQUS issue as this you give your 
word and give your pledge, and then you go back on it?" 

Americans have left the welfare rolls more quickly than anyone 
predicted, leaving states with extra money not spent on welfare 
checks. A strong economy helped people find jobs, and tougher 
rules discouraged people from staying on assistance, 

But the amount the federal government gives to states was based 
On earlisr yeers when case loads were much h[gher. Under the 
1996 federal welfare overhaul, a total of $ j 65 billion is put in 
federal accounts earmarked for states each year. Many states 
have sBved the money in case the economy turns down, and 
many say it will be needed to provide more intensive services for 
weltare recipients who need the most help getting off welfare. 



At the end of September. after two years under the new system, 
more than $3 billion promIsed to tho states. was sitting unused in 
federal accounts. 

In the Senate, an emergency spending bit! would use $350 
million of that money. And in the House, a Republican 
instrumental in crafting the 1996 welfare law wants to let states 
use their welfare money for education programs that may have 
nothing to do with the poor. 

That would let Republicans support popular school programs 
without having to find any new cash. responding to President 
Clinton's education initiatives while still allowing for a tax cut. 

Neither proposal is going over w~U with other RepUblicans who 
helped shape the 1996 welfare law, whj{;h fundamentally 
changed how the natlon aids its poor. 

The federal government used to set the rules and promised to 
help pay the benefits of each person who qualified for 
assistance. Under the new system, states agreed to live with a 
set level of funding in exchange for enormous flexibility in 
creating their programs. 

Like Thompson, Archer warned that future attempts to turn 
education, child protection, housing, food and health progtams 
into similar' . block grants" to states will fall if Congress breaks 
the welfare deal. Indeed, opponents of the welfare overhaul had 
warned that Congress would raid welfare money when it hit a 
financial crunch, 

• 'If Congress cannot be trusted to keep its word", it will be all 
but impossible to enact additional reforms:' said Archer's letter 
to Lott, also signed by other weUare overhaul leaders, Reps. 
Clay Shaw, R·Fla., and Nancy Johnson. R~Conn" 

In the Senate. Appropriations Committee Chairman Tad 
Stevens, RwAlaska, wants to use $350 million to help provide 
disaster relief to the Central American victims of Hurricane 
Mitch, 

States that have spent all thair welfare money wouldn't be 
punishad, but those with money left would lose a portion. The 
biggest loser would ba New York, which would forfeit more 
than $79 million 01 the $689 mjlljon it has sti!! unspent. 

Meanwhile, House Budget Committee Chairman John Kasich. 
who was central to creation of the 1996 welfare overhaul, 
introduced a plan Tuesday to let states usa their welfare money 
for education programs, such as building new schools or hiring 
more teachers . 

• • !t should be as broadly based on education as possible," said 



Bruce Cuthbertson, spokesman for Kasicf), who is seeking the 
GOP presidential nomination. 

Even Republicans who support flexibility in federal funding reject 
that. 

, 'Using it for school construction and things of that nature is a 
nonstarter," said Archer's spokesman, Trent Duffy. 

Thompson agreed: ' 'You've got to be in the realm of what's 
good for the welfare clientele," 
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,; [A .,.Mr. Bruno's Excellent Idea 
fi is not often that the major social welfare 

agencies In Nf!w York lille lql to support fl proposal 
advanced by Joseph Bruno, the upstate Republican 
who ill majority leader oj the State Senaie, it 
happened last week whet'; Mr. nruno. prevwu;sly an 
advocate of cutback-lit in we.lf.ue and health tare filr 
the poor, proposed a tax break for low-income 
workers. ft would be ,laid for by savings that have 
resulted from the drop in welfare rolls, The idea 
makes particular sense oc"Cause it would reward. 
among others, precisely those: people wllQ managed 
to get low-paying jobs after being 00 welfare. 

Mr. Bruun's pZ:UPOSli! wuuld lei wvrking penp!e 
who earn less than $311,tmll keep more Qf their 

'It 
~dum $14,000, 

•___.~~_ _. ___-'-'--_~____ is payment. known 
liS the enrned-mcl}me taX credit, was a t:eurerptece 
of President Clinton's tax initiative of 1S93, It has 
turnet:l out to be one of the most suc\.-essful and­
poverty programs of recent years. 

The particular nttr.uclion of the credit, whith 
would CQS[ Slmi mlllion a year to finance, is that 

much of It -would be paid (1)r with Federal funds. 
Under tbe welfare reform act, Congress converted 
iL'I. matching payments 10 me state Into a block 
grant tflal has. kept level since \997. The decline in 
welfare roJls means that $500 million in Federal 
matching funtts have not been spent, Ii sum expect­
ed tn rise to $104 billiOn in !\ year" Under Federal 
full$, this money can be spent only 10 hElp lile poor 
through day-care. drug-as.sistance ur other prO-I'
grams designed to help {hem hold down jubs. If! i 
suggesting that snme af the money gO' tnr a tax J 
credit ((t supplement the income of the working I 
poor, Mr. Bruno Is adopting an approach alreadr 
tJeing pursued by about a do2.en stales, 

New Ynrk has ~en slow lO spend all tIv: surplus 
money available under wt:lIar~ reform, in part 
because Ilf <l desire to save surne in ca~e thc!'!! is a 
reccssion and the ~Uare roJls expand again. But 
using as much money as posslble fQI" a tax credit 
will create: a bigger im:entive fur people to get off 
the rolls. Thal 1S imp<Jrtant" because with each 
pJ'lssing year Federal law requires larger percent­
ages 01 people en welfare to IiruJ work. 
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DRAfT 

260.31 What does the term "assistance" mean? 

(a) (I) The term "assistance'" includes cash, suhsidies payments, vouchers, and other 
fonns of benefits designed to meet a family's ongoing basic needs (i,e., for food clothing, shelter. 
utilities, household good, personal care items. and general incidental expenses), 

(ii) It includes such benefits e~en ",hen they are provided in the fonn of payments by it 
TANF agencYt or other pubITe agency on its: behalf fot a TANE agency, to individual recipients 
as part of and conditioned till their participation in a work activity as defined in Sec 4Q7(~) Qf 
lANE work experience or eom:mmdty SCi t ice aethitic5, 

(b) It excludes: 

(I) ene·tinlc, short-tenn benefits [rnny be defined further] (such as payments for rent 
deposits or appliance repairS) that: 

(i) Are designed to dea1 with a specific crisis situation or episode of need; and 

(li) Are not intended to meet ongoing or recurring needs; 

(2) Work subsidies or other payments pttfd to employers to help cover the costs of 
employee wages, benefits, supervision, tmd training, or services to help an individual $!J{;s:;ecd in 
emprnxweUt; 

{3) Bellelits dMigl1ed: to defta)' tlte eosts of "I' 1ndividual lecipient fot ~ork. education, 
tlr.tiuillg (\nd rel.,ted: actiotitics ( fumDQrts for working families. (such as transportation, and-child 
care7. and education and training related to job retention or ndvancement) in subsidjzed or 
~1I~ub~idiZ!:d employment; 

(4) Earned income lax credits; 

(5) Contributions to, and distributions from, Individual Development Accounts; 

(6) Services such as counseling, cnse manageni.ent, peer support, child care information 
and referral, transitional services and other crnployment-related services that do not 
provide basic income support; 

(7) Transportation benefits provided under un Access to Jobs or Reverse Commute 
project, pursuant to section 404 (k) of the Act, to an individual who is not otherwise receiving 
assistance. 

(c) The deiinition of the tenn assistance specified in paragrJ.phs (a) and (0) does nol apply 
to the usc of the tern assistance at pan 263, subpart A, of this chaptcL [HHS needs 10 explain 



why MOE treated differenlly) 

260.32 What does tbe leun "WtW~a£h assistance" mean? 

For the purpose of264.1 (b) (1) (iii) of 'his chapter, W'W cash assistance only includes 
benefits that: ' 

(A) Meet the deli"it ion of assistance 01 26003 I and 

(8) Are provided in the form of cash payments, checks, reimbursements, electronic funds 
transfers, or any other form that can Jegally be converted to currency. 

ISSUES 
I} 	 Resolves wage suhsidy/work subsidy issue by making payments to individuals assistance 

and payments to employers "nonassistancc", We could not find a meaningful way to 
draw the line within payments to employers. By broadening from community services 
and work experience to any work activity under 407(a), we've included all the situations 
that are already covered in (a)(I), but made it clear that if someone is getting a check from 
the welfare agency for any of these work activities; that's- always assistance. 

May want to explnin in preamble how intermediaries would be treated. 

2) 	 NOTE: I added the edits to (b) (2) because if we've resolved the subsidy issue. then it 
makes sense to just clarifY that any employer payments or excluded from assistance 

3) 	 Clarifies in (b)(3) that education/training for someone who is working (and the child care 
, 

and transportation they receive) is not assistance. 

(4) 	 Payments for education nnd training services could be covered under "other emploY111ent~ 
related services" in (6), but we've left !·IHS' language intact which is COlisistent with the 
1/97 guidance and NPRM on this issue. The preamble currently mentions education and 
training as an example of an employment~related service, The definition CQuid mean'that 
someone who only ge'ts education services but no other assistance would not count 
towards the work rates or time limits, but if they got child care llnd transportation then 
they would count (since they are not working), However, this does not seem like a big 
enough risk to justify carving oul a specific exception to the exclusion (Which would 
further highlight it), 

(5) 	 The term subsidies in 260.31(a)(i) could Clluse confusion -- may be interpreted as wag.e 
subsidies. Suggest substituting another term. 

(6) 	 OMB had suggested adding "directly 10 the employer" after "provided f
) in 260,)2 but 

that's no longer necessary given the proposed revised delinilion for 260.31 (n) (ii). 



(7) 	 Might be better to use "Short-term payments" rather than benefits. Hud already agreed to 
strike one-time. Further definition of short-term is being reviewed by HHS. 

(8) 	 Unintended consequences: 
• 	 could puy for education under employment-related service for someone not 

working or receiving cash and have this not count toward work requirements or 
time limits. 

• 	 child care/transportation for someone doing applicant job search .. if not working, 
it's not clear where this falls in proposed definition. Makes policy sense for this 
to be excluded from assistance. Options: either include as:a short-term benefit or 
expand (3) to include job search under certain circumstances. 

• 	 proposed definition for a(ii) could make it harder to draw the line that working 
families in b(3) an: just those in a job. 

(9) 	 Consequences: 
., 	 States will be abie to provide supports for working families without having the 

time limits, work requirements or data collection apply, 

• 	 Individuals participating in subsidized employment where they .are getting a wage 
from the employer rather than a payment from the welfare agency are not subject 
to time limits, \vork'rcquircments or data collection. Individuals are already 
working so they're not avoiding work requirements. To the extent removing 
subsidized employment from assistance makes it more attractive, states may 
create more, This may create an incentive for states to put more people in 
subsidized employment (vs. workf~re or just getting a check), It doesn't make 
subsidized employment more attractive than llosubsidized employment. 

t 	 Cnseloads: narrowing definition of assistance could result in lower caseloads 
(because only those mceiving assistance arc counted as a case). 

.. 	 Work participation rates: may be tougher to meet because individuals who are- in 
unsubsidizcd employment and tho.se in subsidized employment where the check 
goes to the employer will likely be excluded from the numerator and denominator. 
At the same time, because they are not part of the easeland, .states will get 
easel and reduction credit, 

• 	 Data: we will lose pnrticipnnt level dat.'\ on individuals who arc not recClving 
assistance, although we will get aggregate tinnncial claw, 



• 


! 

, 
i Cash, vouchers etc to meet 
ongoing basic needs 

...._---­

Benefits paid to individual 
for a work activity, i.e. 
workfare (and all other 
activities counted toward the 
work rate) 

, 
Short-tenn payments 

(diversion) 
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i Subsidized employment 
: where payment goes to 
: employer 
,, 

Child Care 

-~ 

Transportation 

: Services (counseling, case 
management, child care I&R. 
transitional services, other 

: employment related 
i lincludes education and 
I training] services that do nD' 

provide basic income 

support) 


Cash only Working and Working and Not working 
cash no cash and no cash 

A A .. .. 
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usually tied to 
employment) 

.. NA (but NA 
requirements 
apply to the 
cash) 
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, 
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, 
I, 
, , .. NA (but NA : nOl specified , ,, 

requirements , but not likely 
apply to the I to occur 
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cash) 

I, .. NA (but,, , requirements 
apply to the 

,, cash) 

NA (but NA(but 

requlremen 
 requirements 
ts apply to apply to the 
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NA 
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i-N~·~P~RM~_____-i!_H~H:.=S..:R..:e_V..:ised P_ro"PO:.=SC..:d_F..:'i..:n'..:I______~ PositionI, __ 

Assistance includes: 

Every form of support 
provided to families under 
TANF (including child 
Care, work subsidies, and 
allowances h, meet Hving 
expenses) except: 

Assistance excllldl.!s: 

l) one·tlme, sbort~tem: 
assistance (I.e., asSislance 
pflid within a 30 day 
period, no more tlwn once 
in nny IZ-monlb period, 10 
meet needs that do not 
extend beyond a 90~day 
period, such as automobile 
repai~ to rdair. 
employment and avo:d 
welfare rt'ceip! and 
appliance repair to 
maintain hying 
d!'rangemen:s.) 

2) services Ibal have no 
direct n1C1!wtary value to an 
individual family and that 
do not involve implicit or 
explicit income SUP?or: 
(such us counseling, ense 
management, peer support 
and employment services 
lh.:'tt do not iTlvo:ve 
st:b$;dips 0: othc: forr!l.'; of 
it:came suppa::1); <C1C 

Assistance inc!udp': 

!) Cash, subsidies, vouchers, and other forms of 
ber.eflts designed:o meet a family's ongoing basic 
needs (I.e. food, cloilii:1g, she!(er, :Jtihti::s, household 
goods, personal care items, and ger,e.a! in(-idencal 
expenses) -- basically welfare-like expenses 

2} "Wage subsidies": Benefits provided in the fonn of 
payments by a TANF agency, or Qlner agency for a 
T ANF agency, to or Qn behalf of lndlVidual rec:picnts 
as pan: of their participation in work experience ur 
community $ervice activities. 

Assistance excludes: 

1) short-tenn benefits designed to deal with a specific 
crisis situation or episod0 of neod [and prevent a 
family from going on, or relul1I;ng; to, assistunce] and 
are not intended to meet ongoing or recuning needs •• 
s'Jch as paymc:Jts tor automobile or uppli:;mct' repair­

2) "Work subsidies": Paymenls made to employers to 
help cover the cost of employee wages:, benefits, 
supcrvi&ion, ar.d l~aining, 

J) Supports fur working families such ,\$ 

tfJnspur:atiofj and' child Ca:-e 

4) refundable E1TCs 

5) contributions to and distributions from IDAs 

6) Svrvkes such as \;ounsc:icg, case management, 
peer support, child care information and referral, 
tmns;tional services alJd >Jlher employment-related 
services fiocludes edu('ation ami training] tnat do not 
provide basic it:('omc support 

7) TrHllSpor:atlun be:;elits provided under Access to 
Jobs project to an indiv'idllUl not otherwise receiving 
assistance 

Defiru.:,\· Welfare fo Wurk C(uh A,uisl4nce: 
BencE!!. :hat meet the deCnition of :lss/stunce u!rove 
and are paid in cash, or other payments thm can 
legally!J..; converted to currency [work 
..;x;:;.crL,nceicommunilY service inc!:lced, st::bs:d:zcd 
":ll1ploy:nem exclude;!]. 

OK 

Include all wage subsidies including 

payments to private employers for sub:;;idized 

employment and grant civerslon, 


OMB advocates limiting/defining. short-term 

(probably 4 or 6 months). 

ope doesn't fce! this is necessary" 


Include subsidie$ to cover wag.es in 

assisrance. Exclude: Payments made to 

e:nployer.s to help cover the wori<-relalcd 

co,.!s of su~efvisiQr.., trn;ning, benefi:s and 

suppOrt services. 


OK 

OK? 

OK 

O.K, but l:1ay walJt to spc::ify educalioll und 
Irainmg. 

OK 

NOTE: WtW ~llltl:h:: eXCludes Icon-cash 
llssisJur:ce from t:n:a :i"JilS. Conference 
Report lisled wage sobsidies us un example 
of cash nssislnnce. Co,,::cm nb'nt limiting 
sUDsklized omplOlll1Dllt. 
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AK. 
February 10, 1999 

Thf" President 

The White House 

Washington. D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Presidem: 

The nation's Governors appreciate your receol acknowledgement of the astounding drop ill welfllre caseloads and 

the l1emeodous success in welfare reform across the country., Indeed. as Governors, we believe our achievements, 

in partnership with the federal gnvernment, have surpassed all original expectations. HI,lwever, uur work i:-; far 

from over, ,As you know, success in welfare reform Cllnnot be mensured snldy by casdond declinc. As welfare 

reform evolves, we are facing new challenges in moving: familics: toward ;;elf.sufftdency that can be :lddresserl 

only with innovation and flexibility within (he Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block gram. 

Although the 1996 welfare reform agreement that, we entered mto with t~ ;ldmlni:-;Iralion und the Congress 

embr<lced this concept of state innovaliOl; and flexibility, we believe the Im'posed TANF fl':gula1inns will hamper 

stales' efforts and undermine the continued SU!;¢ess of welfare reform. 

As your ;ldministraliQn finalizes the TANF regulalivns. we W;ln\ 10 reiterate a few key concerns of the nation's 
GQvcrnor~. More l;nmprehensive comments were submitted 10 the Department of He:lJlh and HUITI:.tn Services on 

beh:.tlt' of the Governors last year. We feel it is important, nowever, w once again emphasize Ihe nct.,'t!: for 

significant revisions in certain issue areas of the regulations. 

IJcfinitiof) of Assistam:c 
As welfare recipients move inw the workforce, SImes arc increasing their efforts 10 help cbese f:llollie'. remain 

employed imd 3dvance to beuer jobs, We tnillk thai the administration would aj;;ree thaI providing support ~rvices 

In tlte~e individuals is ton<;jsteol wi~h the origmal purpose: (If wdfure relon!)-to pwmuh: l>eifwsuffkiency. The 

proposed regulations, however, \\1)uld inhibit stales fWIn using TANF fund~ for work supports. such tiS duld care 

and transpo!1.ltion, by including such services. in the definitiOn or aSSistance. 11 seem« Uflfcasnnable to require u 

sUIte 10 Ctmnl against;l i>lmily's 6{}-momh time limjt support services provlded!o working parents leaving welfare. 

or 10 wnrking families at-risk, of entering lhc caseluad. Further. thIS policy .;;cern,; It) be til odds wilh the 

administration's emphll1.is 00 encouraging states 10 provide services to lile workiog pont. The n<ltion's Governors 

strongly Uf&'e'yoU to revise the proposed definition of assisrance 10 reflect the evolving direction of TAN!? !.efvkcs 

which include helping iooividual~ su.stain employment :md self-sufTideJicy. 

Separate State Programs 

We believe that the administrations' concems about separate state programs have n(lt been realized. WhIle some 

states have crealed separate Slate programs, they have done so 10 provide greater i1exihili!y in (Jodressing sped lie 

needs <lmong some of the mOli1 vulnerable populations. For example. states have established separ<.!le slate 

programs to provide enhanced aeee$,'> to education and training llcliviues. lind 10 pwvlrle food assistance to 
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immigrant children. Fears that slates would create separate state programs 10 evade work participation 


requirements or to capture the federal share of child support have proven to be unfounded. Nonetheless, the 


regulations capitalize on these fears and would greatly inhibit states·from creating innovative programs that address 


particular needs. We urge you to consider the beneficial aspect<; of separate Siale programs and revise the 


regulations to encourage. rather than penalize, slate inn~vation in this area. 


Waivers 


In many states, innovation in welfare reform began long b~fore the passage of the·1996 welfare reform,legislation. 


Rather than impede stales' ability to continue efforts already underway, the statUie recognizes the value of waivers 


and explicitly allows states to continue those that are "inconsistent" with the TANF law. However, in the proposed 


regulations, "inconsistency" is very narrowly defined and will discourage states from continuing existing waivers. 


We urge you to revise the proposed regulations on waivers to reflect the expressed intent of the law. 


Additionally, we encourage you to refer back to our original comments on the regulations that were submined by 


the Nation.al Governors' Association in February 1998. Specifically, we want to call your attention to the 


Governors' concerns with the burdensome data reporting requirements, the definition of administrative costs and 


the threat of including child-only cases in the calculation of the work rate. These and other concerns are outlined 


quit~ extensively in the original comments. 


Success in welfare reform would not he possible without the creativity and innovation of the states. Because the 


TANF regulations will have a tremendous influence on the future of welfare reform. we strongly encourage the 


administration to consider the importance of issuing regulations that encourage slates to continue their efforts in 


helping families achieve, and maintain, self-sufficiency. States have been successfully implementing welfare 


reform over the past two years based on a reasonable interpretation of the law. We believe that the final regulations 


should not deter states from continuing initiatives already in pl3ce or from creating new innovations. We 3Te 


hopeful that you will consider the views of the nation's Governors before issuing the final T ANF regulations. 


Sincerely. 


~Th~ Governor Michael O. Leavin 


Chairman Vice Chairman 


Governor Frank O'Bannon 


Co-Lead Governor on Welfare Co-Lead Governor on Welfare 


h~Y~ 
cc: 	 The Honorable Donna E. Shalala 


Bruce Reed, Domestic Policy Council 
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B({ckground 

I-Il-:l.S would allow only the portion of a State's earned income tax credit program that js 
"refundable" - meaning that portion in excess of tax liability and thus paid as cash to the 
TANF-eligible family - to count as MOE. States argue that this creates perverse incentives 
against tax credits, which may he more efficient ways to provide relief for poor farnilics. In other 
words, the State could either collect $500 from a family in taxes and payout $400 in cash from 
the welfare program; or reduce the family's tax liability by $400~ which would have the Same net 
effect on both the family and the Stale Treasury and would not require the additional 
administmtive steps involved in paying out the $400. 

, (}..\ l\..\ LDi)~? 
States, argue that this will a¥be inequitable to States that have chosen the 1Tl(ITe administratively 
efficient option. Advocates, on the other hand. support HHS' draft policy as \;onsistent with the 
statute, which describes "expenditures" as those ilems eligible for MOE; in addition, HHS and 
advocates are concerned that it would be difficult both to verify the amount of the (ax credit used 
for MOE for TANF families, and to prevent expansion to other forms oltax credits that are not 
related to the purposes of the TANf program, like property tax relief. 

HHS' draft policy is consistent with the letter of the stature, which speaks of"'expenditures" for 
MOE, but the actual effect of the two kinds of tax credits is identical- in both cases in the 
example above, the family is $400 better off and the State has sacrificed $400, although in the tax 
credit the State saves administrative costs involved in writing an additional check. As welfare 
rolls decline and States look for more avenues to spend MOE funds, it seems illogical to require 
them to create more bureaucracy (providing more cash assistance) in order to claim us MOE the 
same net dollars that it cou!d not claim without that bureaucracy (via a tax credit), In addition. 
the Administration supportS tax c-redit programs to aid the disadvantaged like State EITCs~ this 
\vould encourage thci.r growth. 

, As to the concern that this could extend to credits unrelated to the purposes ofTANF, such as 
gcneral tax re;lef, States could be required to demonstrate that their credits were designed 
specifi:cally to meet a TANF purpose for TANF-eligib!c families (like the Virginia EITC); this 
would be subject to HHS' npprova(, As to the concern that this would be dift1ctllt {o track, HHS 
could requtfe that the State document the amount of the credit spent for TANF eligible families if 
States cboose to claim such expenditures. Given the potential [or a significant reduction in MOE 
that could lead to both penalties a:1d a reduction in. the succeeding year's grant, States would 
likelY not claim the MOE lin less they were sure they could idcmify the credit as assisling oniy 
TANF~etigible famities for a TANF purpose, ar.d could document the ar.:10unt provided, 

Recommendation: For States that design !.ax credits (such as EITCs) that only go to TANF 
eligible farnilics and are tied to a TAKF purpose, ,dlow entire credit EITe as ;\.'10E; require that 
States report on the total amount used for f,/10E and be able to doctllllCnl the !~lll1ilY-.'ipedfic 
"moutHs as as audit requirement, Treat the non-refundable part ofli:e EfTC the same way as the 
refundable part is treated in terms of whether it is considered ';assistancc", 
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Worker Protcdions 

Backt:round 
TANE 

The TANF statute's nondisplacement provision says a family receiving TANF assistance may fill 
a vacant position~ but no adult in a work activity funded through federal funds may be employed 
Or assigned 1) when any other individual is on layoff from the same or substantially equivalent 
job or 2) if the emp)oyer has terminated a regular employee or caused an involuntary reduction of 
its workforce to create the vacancy. A state with a TANF program shall establish and maintain a 
grievance procedure for resolving complaints ofnllegcd violations. The provision contains a 
non-preemption clause, 

The Secretary ofHHS does not have the authority to regulate this pm,\fision and there is no 
penalty for a state which violates it (section 417 of the Act only allows HHS to regulate where 
explicitly authorized and this provision does not provide that authority), 

In addition. the TANF statute confirms that certain civil rights. laws apply 10 TANF programs 
(Age Discrimination, Rehabilitation Act) Americans with Disabilities Act, and Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act), 

One ofTANF's 14 penalties is for use of funds "in violation of this part." 

Welfare-lo-Work 

The Welfare-ta-Work statute provides stronger worker protections which also: 1) prohibit 
programs from violating collective bargaining agreements or -other contracts; 2) pro~ibit partial 
displacement (reduction in hours); 3) provide it more explicit grievance procedure which mllst 
include a hearing, certain types of remedies, and appeal rights. The provision contains a nOIi­
preemption clause. 

The Secretary of Labor has the authority to regulate this provision and did so in the Interim Final 
Rule published in November 1997, 

The Welf.1fC-to-Work statute also confirms that health and safety standards established under 
federal and state laws apply to Welfare-to-Work participants, 

NPRM 
The NPRM reiterated the TANF statutory worker protection language. The preamble mentioned 
the applicable non-discrimination statutes but noted thnt HI-JS's Office of Civil Rights. not ACF. 
has regulatory authority, 

Unions and civil rights groups submitted detailed comments which urged revisions 10 the 
regulation to 1) provide greater attention to these i:-sucs, including more explicit language about 
federal authority outside ofACf~ 2) encourage states to adopt Wclfare-to~WorkTs more vigilnnt 
worker protection provisions; and 3) proposed various incentives for states to enforce the statute 
stringently (sec morc below). 
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homed Filial Rule 

, 

Comment Prol)o.ed Fin.ll~ulc 

1) Reference the Wclfare-to- Work displacement Done. Prenmble discusses more extensive 
language and recommend states have one set of WtW non-displacement provisions and Ilotes 

,,, 
displacement protections and grievance procedures. that it would be easier for stales, employers, 

and workers ifstates adopted one set of 
procedures, but notes lhal that mny not be 
appropriate in all states. 

2) Require states to provide notice to current workers 
at welfare work sites informing them ofthcir 
displacement protections and available remedies. 

Change not made. HHS in preamble argues 
that this requirement would not be consistent 
with section 417 of law limiting its regulatory 
authority and that HHS·OCR and other 
agencics were making infonnalion available 
to welfare agencies. 

3) Set guidelines on the structure and nature of state Change n01 made, HHS in preamble argues 
grievance procedures and ensure such procedures that this requirement would not be consistent 
don't preempt other legal remedies. with scction 417 of law limiting its regulatory 

authority 

4) Impose penllities on states that do not establish Change not made. HHS believes that they do 
grievance procedures using the authority to penalize not have file authority to penali7£ States for 
states for improper expenditure ofTANF funds. this as a TANF violation because the 

grievance procedures would not be set up 
tlsinlt funds from the block grant 

5) Require states to establish a grievance procedure to 
qualify for a high performance bonus 

Not addressed. HHS acknowledges they 
could slate ill the preamble their intention to 
do 50 in tbe HEr rule. HHS has not 
determined its policy views on this matter. 

6) Reference existing DOL and EEOC guidance on 
worker protections (on applicability of fLSA and 
Title VII) 

Reference added; DOL has suggested 
language to make reference more explicit. 

7) Exempt individuals from penalties for failure to 
work or comply with individual responsibility plans 
by granting "good cause" if the person does not 
comply due to an employer's vi{)!ntion of employment 
standards 

Change not made. HHS explains in preamble 
that it has chosen not to regulate "good 
cause" criteria and that states IHlve subslnntial 
experience in this area and that it is Ilot dear, 
given section 41 7 ofacl, that H HS has the 
authority to rC/-tulate good cause, 

8) Require states to report data on ho\;" many 
recipients are sanctioned but do 1101 have the number 
of hours they must work reduced, how much their 
bencl1ts are reduced, how much lhey receive in 
benefits afier they arc sanctioned. and the number of 
hours they have to work for those bencfi~s 

, Under the rule HHS will colleellhis data, but , 
the discussion does not link it to the worker 
prote:;lion issues and the ability to track how 
Illany sanctioned cases are required 10 work 
for less than the minimum wage (the statute 
allows thaI by saying states are nol required 
to reduce the numberofhm:rs worked in the 
event of a sanction Ibal reduces benefits), 
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Final Rule 

These comments were submitted in detail by AFSCME; the AFl·CIO submitted a shorter letter 
reiterating the same points. In addition to tho issues described above, the unions encouraged 
HHS to: I) narrow the definition of assistance by excluding compensation for work per[ormed~ 
2) provide maximum penalties on states that do not have a process for families to demonstrate 
they have not been able to obtain child care and thus the work requirements should not apply; 3) 
remove the provisions denying penalty relief for states that have diverted families 10 separate 
state programs that achieves the effect of avoiding the work participation rates; 4) make the 15 
percent cap on administrative expenses should apply equally to government and contracted out 
costs; and 5) make changes to the domestic violence provisions like those proposed by other 
advocates (extend beyond 6 months, stop the clock). 

2J l2!99 

9) Anow good faith efforts to comply with 
employment laws as a reasonable cause exception for 
a stute that has failed the work participation rate, 
Require states to have an system to monitor work 
programs for violations ofemployment law in order to 
qualifY for penalty relief. 

5eC pages 

page 856-&57 (section 260.35), pages (scttion 26) A) 


, Change n01 made. HHS argued in preamble 
that I) states should not be rewarded for 
compl}ing with the law; 2) other agencic.<; 
with jurisdiction over employment 1<1\\>'5 
should Crlforce such la\\"$. J) it would be 
difficult to get timely and accurate 
Information; 4) it would be difficult to 
translate this informa1ion into a quantifiable 
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TABLE 11- t. CHARACTERISTICS OF WMP SUM PAYMENT PROGRAMS (n-23)' 
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fOommes 19 T@lelH 

I Althougb Alaska, Nevada and Rhode hland have not yet Implemented their divc:rsicn lump sum program. we incluck them in thiS table 
because they have a detailed plan whidt will be implemented. Rhode island does not have an impremcnt4ti{)!! date at this tim~ 
1Siank entries for the California. Colorado, and Iowa indicate that the scope and naMe of the terms an dl'ltennincd at the CQunty level 
with varying levels of guidance from the !ltale$. FQt example. Iowa se',s the period of ineligibility fot T ANF assistano:a: at 2: I, I.e., two 
months of ineligibility for em:h equivalent T ANF aid mop.tb. repruented by the lump sum amount 
) A blank entry for the KenlUck)- indlcaktl that l:<!Se workc:n have dlSi::~tion over the secp¢ anG t13cure of tbe termS, 
~ Although Maine does not cor..sider its diversion program to be lump Sllm, we have cla'lSiflC<! Maine's progra:n as 3 lump sum payment 
programs becaUSt: its pmgram match.« our definition of divc:rsitm and the elements of IS lump sum payment program in Ql'hcr Stales, 
I Texas offm a fixed amount oIS1OOO. The lump sum is no! a l\m!;li(ln oftnonthly T ANF benefits. 
'The lump sum payment diversion prognun is impltmente1J 00 less than a statewide basis in two states; Iowa, lU'Id Texas. Iowa curttntly 
operates its lump sum diversion program in three cGUmicsl1nd is plaJl."ling to expand to addiMoal counties for state fiStill year t999; and 
Texas currenUy operates !he pro&f'3J\1 in one cnunty but p!ms to expand the program to IS counties in April 1998 lU'Id go statewide in 
August 1998. 
1Kentucky offers II maximum amoU/'lt oiSlSOO, The lump slJm is not a functmn of montltly TANF benefits. 
'In special circumstances the lump sum amount can exceed $\000 in Nevada with admmistrative approval. In Maryland. divel'$lon 
rec.ipients with compelling circ~es can receive up- to 12 month's worth of assistance wi\h administrative approval. 
~ Minncsooo is the only state in which the lump sum amount includes the cash value of the food stamps £0 the actual cash amount an 
applicant will receive is $16Jlmonth and llill the monthly maximum T ANF <:ash assistal'l« amount of5532. Diverted families apply for 
Food Stamps and the dive!Sion lump sum payment is not coumed as lneo:n'le Of resoUIttS in !he food Stamp appllcatioIL All other SUte$ 
offer lump SUlTI equal to- monthly casb assistance an applicant would get under T ANF ba$ed on family s:z.c, 
10 For Maximum Payment Formula.lht number of months refer (l) a multiple of the monthly benefits an applicant ""oul6 get under TANF 
based on family size. . 
11 In California, Maryland. Minl'lesota., and Nevada, ifan individual takes a lump sum cash payment the period she must wait to uapply for 
TANF i$ equivalent t(> the number l)fiANF aid months tq>remIted by the lump sum Bl'tlOW\t. in Virginia. the ptrilXi of ineligibility is 
1.33 times the equivalent number ofTANF aid months represented by the fump sum amount 
11 In Idaho, [Qwa, Montana, and Rhode Island, if an lodividuai takes a lump sum cash pay~t, the ptriod of melig:ibility is two time the 
equivalent number ofTANF ald mQtlths repre5<:1lted by the lump sum amount No other states double the period of ineligibility based on 
tht value of the lump sum paymeflt. 
U North Carolina does not have a $pccltlC ptriod of ineligibility f-or redpien($ M h.tmp sum paymeots. While the current program provides 
for repayment,. proposed ~vjsions to North Carolina's TM'F plan. \\-'bieb are tt.bout 10 be approved by the iegishuurc, provide thai the 
Iu.-np $um payments do not have to be repaid, 
I~ Repayme:tt terms deSi:ribes the amount dh'ttted taml\ies mU${ repay and the method ofrepaymenL PrG-mtcd amount indicates that 
families who receive diversion paymentS equivalent 00 3 months may only nave 10 payback:2 months of if. A pro-nued met.'lOO nf 
repayment indicates that there is a percentage withhold. 
IS Texas makes some exteptions wiili rtgard to o.:bildren. For example, iHamilies break up in the interim and the clIildrer; for same re>sWl 

are ihing with the grandmother, then the grandmother tan apply for T ANF tash assistance on behalf {lfthe chddren. 
l~ In Arklll'l.SAS. lump sum assistM« is tn;ated !ike Ii loan and the repayment rtquirtrnent sppHes to all diversion reeipients, regardless of 
whether they ~apply for TANF assiStancc, While the applicant ~s 10 fon:go TANF assistance for toO days upon receipt of lump sum 
payment. this period of meligibiliiy has no bearing on the payback requirement. If the repaytnt'm is not deducted from future T ANf 
assistance, the terms ofrepaymcnt are dc!ennined between the caseworker III'I.d the KCipient. By contrast, in most states rcpaymcnl is 
as5O(:ilUed with reapplying fn: TANF during the period of ineilgibility. 
111)'1 California. there may be Ii cos! ofaccepting diversion. The month in which the lump sum payment is me.dtlreceived coW'!ts toward 
the 60.month lime Ilmit even though the diverted individual has compJi~ with the dul1ltion of ineligibility, In contrast, mos.1 States count 
the amount towards the time limit tenns only when families come back during the period of ineligibility.
I, IdahO, Nevada. Utah., and West Virginialmpose an automatic coM for accepting di~iQn. Lump sum recipientS will have their lump 
sum counted towards toward the lifetime limit even though they oomply with the duration of ineligibility. Nevada and Wcm Virginia 
tnmslate the lump sum lUI\ount inlo the equivalent num"ber ofTANF mistaru:e monlhs and apply these months against the ucipk:nu' 
lifetime TANF limit. For each. episode of diversion BSsistsncc. Utah counts one month against the diversion ~lpkn:'5 Ilfetime TANF 
limit, idaho is particularly unique m that the individual h.a!; two months for every equivalent TANF month counted towlJ1'd the lifetime 
limit. 
/9 Although Wisconsin officials d:d no! identiry me state's Job Access Loan as a lump sum payment program, the major components of 
the job 3e<:C$S loa."l 'program are very similar to components of lump $um payment ~s, Job &CCe$$ loans are lump sum psyments 
made available to TANF 1'IPPHcantS. as welt as TANF recipients, to btlp them avoid ~cel\{in& TANF benefits by obtaining (ff mainwning 
employment. Although this lump sum pa}ment is expressly a loan that must lx paid back. several states essenfialty require ful! repayment 
of lump sum payments througb the operation of«pena!ties," 
1*111 Ohio, all as coUJl(ies have subStantial flexibility lfl desjgning and implemellling their !ump SUQl ~yrnem programs. The Stale dlXs 
provide the counties with a model fra.'Tlc ....ork for developing their diversion programs * the Ohio model is known as the f'teven:ion, 
Retention, and Contingency program (PRe), for exlllllple. the parameters include a maximum lump sum payment of S1800, limited 
eligibility to families earning 150 percent of poverty rate or less. and thaI PRe is a one-!ime grant. Counties have the flexibitity 10 ust 
PRe funds 10 create rum-lump SUi.! payn:l:nt pr<)grams. For example, one count)' has used thi$ mooey to purehase vaM 10 tr.insport clients 
10 their jobs. 



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

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

POLICY ISSUES IN TANF RULE (2fll) 
< 

Note: Text in f] denotes lmresolvcd issue 

The passback is an integrated position where all parts fit together, and we reserve on other areas depending on I-IllS' response on these 
. Iso await the language reflecting all the clarifications we discussed."'''''"'... ,~. ·Hv <l 

HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule T~ntati\'e Passhack HHS HHS 
OK NO 

.I. (;eneral Tone 

Indicates, in certain places where changes were made from the HHS has made changes based on new information, and retains the 
NPRM~ that lcga1 authority in NPRM was questionable; uses legal authority to regulate in the same manner as the NPRM if 
this 10 bolster rcason for change. other evidence dem-onstrates the need to do so. HHS will carefully 

monitor data to determine whether future regulatory changes arc 
warranted based on the evidence. 

II. Waivers 

A. No 10nger denies penalty relief and penalty reduction to Agree, 
states that continue waivers inconsistent with TANF and no -
longer requires states to abandon waiver program as part of 
corrective compliance 

B. Expands the definition of inconsistent waiver that can be Agree·1 
continued under TANF to include the entire range ofwork rules 
(exemptions, activities, hours, and who counts in the nwnerator 
and denominator of the work rate) or time limit provisions that 
existed in a slate \U1der the waiver jftbey have waived one or 
more technical provisions related to work or time limits under 
prior law. 

I 
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Tentative ]'assback HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule HHS HHS 
OK NO 

III. Child 

Ensure that sufficient information is collected from Stales [0 {n1ck 
cases excluded from work rate and time limit calculations 
A. Deletes the provisions requiring states to report annually on 

whether States are converting cases into chHd..only to avoid work 
requirements; ifkey information was dropped from the child-only 
Teoort in the NPRlvI (including whether case was . . 

B. Deletes provisions allowing the Secretary to add cases back I Agree. 
into a calculation jf found to have been excluded to avoid 
penalties 

IV. Domestic Violence 

A. Allow waivers for as long as necessary': while requiring 6~ I Agree. 

month redeterminations. 


B. Expand. the reasons for a domestic violence waiver to avoid I Agree. 

time limits from "inability to work" to a variety of factors 

related to the victim's condition. 


.z.. 




------

Tentative I)assback HHS Initial Posit jon in Draft Final Rule HHS HHS 
OK NO 

Oppose stopping the clock, Instead expand the policy from the 
than NPRM provision which allowed exemption from time 
C. Allows the clock to stopwhen a family has a waiver (rather 

NPRM to allow states to provide assistance past the 60 month 
limit if individual reached 60th month and was unable 10 work) time limit for victims of domestic viokm:e where it is in the best 

interest of the family not to leave assistance at the 60th month. 
This would include inability to work or to leave assistance dlle to a 
current DV situation, but would al!)o recognize previous time 
spent under a DV waiver that may necessjtate a time limit 
extension even though they may no longer be in the DV situation, 

[HOLD ON ALL SSP ISSUES FOR-NOW]V. Separate State Progra~s 
~~~~~~~~~~ .. 

:3 
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HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentatiyc Passback HHS 
OK 

i 

HHS 
NO 

A. Eliminates proposed link between state decision ~o eSL1blish 
SSP and eligibility for penalty relief, but maintains p Ian to 
monitor state actions through data reportiI1g and other 
procedures. 

@J 

[Agree with elimination of direct link to penalty relief, but propose 
an intennediate strategy that could include the following clements: 
1) Indicate in the preamble that HHS will closely monitor trends in 
SSP data to see whether States are moving groups!classes of 
families, especially two-par~nl families. into welfllre~!ike SSPs 
with the effect of avoiding TANf work rates or diverting child 
support, and will report on these trends in its annual report to 
Congress. The Secretary will indicate the e:<tenl to which the 
work participation rates of individual states was affected by 
diverting families to a welfare-like SSP. In the annual ranking of 
states required by Section 413(d), the Secretary shall take into 
account the extent to which states diverted families into welfare~ 
like SSPs with the effect of avoiding T ANF work requirements. 
2) include in the preamble language (drawn from previous rIPB 
guidance) that in detcl11lining a State '5 high-performance bonus, 
HHS may adjust the State's performance if there is evidence of 
diversion (e.g. if state moved more difficult to employ cases to 
SSP, this would unfairly inflate pcrtQnTIunce); 
3) exphcitly add to the regulatory text that patterns of diversion 
into welfare-like SSPs will be treated as eligibility changes in 

i calculating the eRe; and 
: 4) require that in the eRe report, States indicate the purpose of 

eligibility changes that have the effect of placing families in SSPs 
who otherwise would have participaled in regular TANF. 
5) in notifying a state of it's eRe, the Secretary shaH indicate jf 
she detects a pattern ofdiversion to welfare-like SSPs with the 
effect ofavoiding the T Aj\,'P work R'.qujrements and/or child 
support requirements. The state "vQuld have the opportunity to 
explain any policy rationale other than avoidance of work 
requirements or associated penalties.1 

...., 




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

lIUS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule 

B. Maintains participant-level data reporting in order to 
qualify for high performance bonus and easeioad reduction 
credit, but not for penalty relief. with reduced number of data 
dement"" 

Tentative Passbaek 

Agreed. 

HHS 
OK 

HHS 
NO 

C. Limits case~levei data and aggregate data reporting to SSPs 
that are "welfare-like", i.e. which provide ongoing payments to 
the family designed to meet basic needs of the recipients. 

Agree_with limited reponJng but make tbe definition of "welfare­
like" more like the definition of "Assistance"; have already asked 
HHS to consider explicitly defining these programs based on 
actual State activities from existing reports, rather than retain the 
unclear "\\'elfhre-likett standard related to "basic nl.-"eds", 

-1,118;199 ~-
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HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passback HilS 
OK 

HilS 
NO 

VI. Definition of Assistance . 

A. Continues to include in the definition of assistance spending 
that provides explicit or implicit income support, including 
child carc, transportation, and related work supports. 
Expressed policy support for excluding them, out indicates they 
have nO legal basis to do so. Continues to include workfare 
payments and some wage subsidies in assistance. but clarifies 
that certain payments to employers might be excluded (e.g. 
under performance ba<;ed contracts). 

" 

-

Disagree with HHS counsePs position that there is no Jegal room 
to defme assistance differently. As a policy matter, narrow the 
definition 10 include activities traditionally associated with MDe 
that has direct and explicit (not implicit) monetary value (e.g., 
cash assistance a:rid other supp-orts to meet·basic l)eedS) and 
exclude other services gencrally related to supports for \\forking 
familid (e.g.• child care, transportation, :.;ei1alD\\'age r:bsidi~s! 
.~" ;:"";7<" ~ -.-~_,...........- _ ..........,_-'-4~·~-C~4':"~ $-_-_ "'~<'-"'""-~' .... 
[and education/trairun-g]). Make the definition clear and el:'P.1kit 
~~~garlto~vhr:t~s~iiici~(f~twh;Uf~i~~dcd} rWe're-­
working on some options for a de-Hnition but wanr to begin 
engaging HHS on ti,;S). 
[Exclude IDAs as impracticaL] 
[Base legaJ argument on fact that five primary areas where 
regulatory definition of "Assistance" should apply are in the areas 
addressed by thi!:i regulation (e.g., duta reporting, time limits, work 
participation, caseload counts, child support assignment), and not 
on areas where HHS is precluded from regulating (e.g., workplace 
protections, rainy day ftind~. di~losure) where a broader 
definition can and should apply.l 

- (0 




HilS 1nitial Position in Braft Final Rule Tentative Passback HHS 

other supports durIng period ofdiverslon 
;RQsetpe 'fol@~~gQpliollffor HHS: 1 

:e~ p':bgfa'(n'jnformrujon~ 
~"-~ ·)·,,;1"'T""':'·1C·~~1 ~"~, ,H,', 

HHS 
OK NO 

B. Removes time limits on one-time short-term assistance; Add language, to the regulation iflcgally permissible) to indicate 
clarifies that it can be used to prevent a family going on, or an expectation that recipients ofdiversion payments~(and 
returning to, assistance; and makes general distinction that beneficiaries in general) be told that they remain eligible and 
assistance is to rneet ongoing or recurring needs. should apply for Food Stamps. Medicaid, child car.!, and other 

appropriate social services, to maintain strong linkages with these 
programs, With a narrow definition of«assi~1ance", can provide 

.---­

VB. Administrative Costs 

A. Explicitly includes eligibility determination within the 
definition of administrative COSIS in the regulatory text. 

R Exclude from the 15 % administrative cost cap for Counf in the exclusion all costs associated with the purchase, 
information technology used in monitoring and tracking, all installation, maintenance, and Rcrsonriel (such as helP) for the 
administrative costs directly charged to the use of the information technology; do not count adniiiiistrat{ve costs not 
technolo!:,'Y for this purpose. Do not exclUde indirect ~.§sociatcd w-ith"ti1c p'Ufchase, installation~r;i;~~~~~~_;nd 

~~"~ 

administTtltive costs charged to this technology', pt;r§o~lJ1el foI' the information"technologyjthis would exclude 
costs-Iik~ data entry). Do not address issue of whether costs were 

VIII. Data Collecti•• 

to the i 

- 7 




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passback HHS HHS 
OK NO 

Agree with general reductions, except as noted above and for 
None of the deleted elements appears critical to understanding 
A. HHS eliminated 30 data elements and made others optional. 

financial and annual reporting; for financial and annual reports, 
program !Tends. HHS also reduced reporting on SSPs to collect given the reduced infonnation (and burden) that will be reported 
only infonnation on programs that serve "basic needs" (e.g., with a narrower definition of "assistance", 'may. need to revisit 
SSP reports on cash assistance programs would be required but forms to include more on "non-assistance" services like 
reports on child care programs would not). HHS eliminated transportation and child care and to define "family" for these 

.separate reports for child only cases and annual program purposes. 
summaries, finding that similar infonnation can be produced by 
looking across a number of other instruments and the regular 
TANF reporting is sufficient to monitor trends. Conversely, 
HHS has expanded somewhat the aggregate financial reports 
for MOE spending to better track State use of funds. 

B. The new effective date for this regular reporting would be Agreed. 
October 1,1999, to allow for a transition consistent with the 
new fiscal year. 

[HOLD FISCAL ISSUES] 

IX. Fiscal Issues 

[HHS' strategy is not specific enough. In light of recent reports 
audits to determine whether States maintain spending on 
A. MOE Spending Test. HHS would use general reports and 

that raise a concern about supplanting, propose a specific strategy 
services for low-income families with children equal to 75 or to assess State spending against MOE requirements.] 
80 percent of 1994 spending on AFDC-related programs, and [Pel~_e ~quirement th~~tat~s.!epg~on _t9l'-!LState_~3pendjllJres 
do not supplant previous spending with spending from the fqr~<:~chp!.t?g~am ~i~iri1~c! a~¥.o('i!O th~t .!..~~exp~!ld1iu~_e data 

that isrep'orted is liniitedtotheammiiircialmed as MOE.]TANF grant. 

=-> '7 




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passback HHS 
OK 

HHS 
NO 

B. State EITC Counting as MOE: Allow only refundable 
portion of ElTCs to be counted for MOE. 

For States that design tax credits (such as EITCs) that only go to 
TANF-eligible families and are tied to a TANF purpose, allow 
entire credit as MOE; require that States report on the total amount 
used for MOE and be able to document the family-specific 
amounts as an audit requirement. 

X. Caseload Reduction Credit 

A. States do not have the option to use the two-parent or all-
parent rate in determining their credit. 

Provide states with the flexibility to use either rate for credit 
purposes 

B. Do not include in the rule or the preamble the methodology 
for determining the credit, including the way HHS expects 
States to account for changes in eligibility. 

Provide this chart for our review and add it to the preamble, and 
believe this·would be clearest if made an appendix. 

-

XI. Recipient and Worker Protections 

[HOLD FOR NOW] 

A. Include is preamble and regulation specific references to 
applicable worker protection laws 

[Agreed, with DOL edits.] 

) 

c 
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SSP Steps 
2/12/99 

Agree with elimination ofdirect link to penalty relief, but propose an intermediate strategy that 
could include the following elements: 

I) Indicate in the preamble that HHS will closely monitor trends in SSP data to see whetber 
States are moving groups/classes of families, especially two~parcnt families, into welfare~like 
SSPs with the effect of avoiding TANF work rotes or diverting child support, and will report on 
these trends in its annual report to Congress, Tne Secretary will indicale lhe extent to which the 
work participation rates of individual states was affected by diverting families to a weJfarc~like 
SSP. In the annual ranking of states required by Section 4 J3(d), the Secretary ,hal! take into 
account the extent to which states diverted families into welfare~like SSPs with the effect of 
avoiding the T ANF work requirements. 

2) indude in the preamble language (drawn from previous l:i.f.B. guidance) that in detcmlining a 
State's high-performance bonus, HHS may adjust the State's performance iftherc is evidence of 
diversion (e.g. if state moved more difficult to employ cases to SSP, this would unfairly inflate 
perfonnance); 

3) explicitly add to the regulatory text that patterns of diversion into welfare-like SSPs will be 

treated as eligibility changes in calculating the caseload reduction credit; and 


4) require that in the eRe report, States indicate the purpose ofeligibility changes that have the 

effect of placing tamilies in SSPs who otherwise would have participated in regular TANF. 


5) in notifying a state of it's eRe, the Secretary shall indicate if she detects a pattern of diversion 

to welfare·like SSPs with the effeet ofavoiding the TANF work requirements and/or child 

support requirements. The state would have the opportunity to explain any policy rationale other 

than avoidance of work requirements or associated penalties. 


Maintain two links with penalty relief: 

6) in determining work participation rate penalty reduction based on the degree of non­

compliante~ the Secretary could consider the extent to which a state has diverted families into a 

welfare-like SSP wi1h the effect of avoiding the all family or two·pnrent work rate. 


7) deny child support penalty reduction based on substantial compliance if the Secretary detects a 

significant pauern ofdiversion to a SSP to avoid federal child support collections. 
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Separate Stat. program During FY t,l 

1. Arizona 

2. california 

3, Flcrida 

4, Goo!tJla 

5. Hawaii 

6. Ultnols 

Separale Slate programo (MOE) ref~I' e~",,"diIU"" reported on lhe / 
Chlrd CaM Flnancfal report ACF..s96 for the penoo ending 9130198. 
Th_ a", expendiWrtlS Ill. Slate expended on behalf 01 TANF eligibles 
In 1110 CCDF program Iha! can ""unl1_Ihe TANF MOE. Child Care 
MOE expond~ur.. of $10.032.636. 

ca.h A"",,anee - El<penda""", "'Ialed 10 TANF eligible reclplent5ln Ihe 
Migrant Seasonal Worker Food Program administered by the Callfomla 
Oep3r1ment of Communhy ServIces and Development Tho Department 
calculated 70 petcent Qr program expenditures assOCIated with 'he 
TANF eligible population. ExpendilutO••f 51.400.000 "'porled. 

Work Actlvitlos .. Expenditures mlaled to eligible recipients in programs 
edmlnlS\e"'d by Ihe C.IWoml. Depedmonl.1 Educallon. The 
Oepartment calculated 100 pon:ent 01 program expondHyre< In the 
categOry to be assoeiated with the TANF eligible population. 
Expenditures of 12.204.090 reported, 

Child Cam - Expendituru reported towards the CCOt: MQ:EJ)n lhe 
ACF-696 mporfliy CAllfbmt;: lbt 'lSbal year 19118. These expenditures 
are COf'\$lStent with fonner IV-A program IldMtles eligible in FFY 1994. 
The Deportment calculated 23.4 pen:ent of prog,"'" expendlt5ure. to bo 
...ociated wllh Ihe TANF population. ExpendHu",. 01 $117,192,038 
reported. ------

Olher Expendil","" - expendllurosl'lllBted to TANF eligible recipients In 
CDmmunity Challenge Grant ProQ/llm admlntsterGd by the Department 
01 Health Services. 1he department calculated 7.7 percent of program 
expendllu"" 10 be aSSOCiated wtth the TANF eligible population. 
Expenditures 01 $386,950 report .... 

Cash Assistance and work r&qulrernents fortwo e..arern femllles. The 
Slale reporled $25.895.$15 in Cesh Assistance .",r$4;iffi.iI83In other 
expenditures. ­

expenditures comprise o1thc following:. 

Child SUl'I'Ort pa.. through 

Ad.ptlon. by lwo-pa....t families 

UnreJmbursed chHd protective .services 
(targeted case m"anagement for childmn 
al risk of abuse or out of home placemctit) 

Energy benel1ts 

State reports iota) expenditures of $71 ,913,S8S. +~~">..t t'i,~', 

Cash aSSistance for l'1on...qualified Elliens and two parent families. state -.. 
reports expendill..U'eS of $46,194,Q4a for Cash Assistance, _ ·~~tj- W l:."«(f~< i~ (tI?l\,' 

SepafGto state Program prOVides cash assistance and emergency 
assistance to pregnant women. Slate repor1s S32,882.1J3S for CaSh-' ~. 

~---

$16,6S9,514 ,~ 

$8,047,860 

546,414,530 

$791,781 , 
..." ".)

, 
\ ?~\)U\.; l,~1 
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7, lnai."" 

8. Iowa 

9. Malne 

10, MOIYI.nd 

1'. Rhodelsland 

12, Tennesseo 

13. Washington 

1S, Wyoming 

Ass!stance. $5,479,69.5 for Admlnislrallon and $135,661 for Systems 

Cests, 


Operation of. Healthy Fomiliet Program, State repO/lll Other 

Expenditures of $11,730,9&2, 


state mports expenditures of $256,674 for Work Actlvttles and 

$7 ,945,438 for Child Care, 


Maine repQrt5 t'I~nditures Qf $10,917, t6<& for CaSh ASSistance and 
15,187,485 for Oth&r Expenditures in Separate StJrte Programs. State 
openrtss a S1ate General A~stQrt~ Program and an Emergency 
Asslstance Program, State also reports an educational program for 
Parents Qf Sohalars, 

state reports oxpendltUMS of $4.488,324 1ft cash assistance for two 

parent families, ' 


, Slate reports o"""nditure. of $$,161.011 in oth.rExp.nd~ure., stal. 
operal... Cllizenohlp 'niU.llve, state funded Food Stomp Program, FIP 
reptaeement Cheeks. WeatherfzaUon and Emergency HOUSing, 

State reports expenditures 0' $187.810 In Cash Assistance Separate 

Slats Program tt) auist certaTn eataQoties of aliens who are ineligible 

undet TANF but had been eligible under the former AFOC program. 


Slate reports expenditures of $2,325,920 ftlr Cnsh Assistanco! $418,402 
for Adminlstfatlon, $156,081 for Systems, end $1.089,731 in Other 
expenditures. S1atll operates.a cash and FOOd Assistam;;Q P(QQrom ror 
non-qualified .lIens and pregnant womun. 

, 

Stme reports expenditures or $20.202,682 for Cash Assistance, 
$409.981 for Wor1< Adivillas, S80,255 AOminI5tra~on, $358.740 Systems 
Cools, end $339,298 In Expenditures COv.r Cash 

. SyStems II 

promotes 8M emotional 
I I parerrt$, Also includes 'Tribal Child 

Care and EITe programs. 

st.le reperts experulilu",. of $1 ,553,78l ro, Child Care, 

TOTAL P.04 

http:MOIYI.nd


Ba£kgrouml 

HHS would allow only the portion of a State's earned income tax credit program that is 
"refundable" - meaning that portion in excess of tux liability and thus paid as cash to the 
TA~F-eligible family - to count as MOE. States argue that this creates perverse incentives 
against tax credits, which may be more efficient ways to provide relief for poor famiHes. ]n other 
words,' the State could either collect $500 from a family in taxes and payout $400 in cash from 
the welfare program; or reduce the family's tax liability by $400, which wouid have the same net 
effect on both the family and the State Treasury and would not require the additional 
administrative steps involved in paying out the $400, 

" ( ,I,,') v? 
,',/C c" '''I ' v

States argue that this will iljlK-l be inequitable to States that have chosen the more administratively 
efficient option. Advocates, on the other hand, suppOrt HHS' draft policy as consistent with the 
statute, which describes "expenditures" as those items eligible for MOE; in addition, I·IHS and 
advocates are concerned that it would be difficult both to veritY the amount of the tax credit used 
for MOE for TANF famities, and to prevent expansion to other fonus of tax credits that are not 
related to the purposes of the TANf program, like property tax relier. 

Analvsis 

HHS' draft policy is consistent with the letter or the statute, which speaks of "expenditures" for 
MOE, but the actual etreet of the two kinds aftax credits is identical- in both cases in the 
example above, the family is $400 better off and the State has sacriHced $400, although in the tax 
credit the State saves administrative costs involved in v;Titing an additional check. As welfare 
rolls decline and States look for more avenues to spend MOE fonds. it seems illogical to require 
them to create more bureaucracy (providing mOre cash assistance) in order to claim as MOE the 
same net dollars that it could not claim wlthout that bureaucracy (via a tax credit). In addition, 
the Administration supports tax credit programs to aid the disadvantaged like State EITCs; this 
would encourage their gro\vth. 

As to the concern that this could extend to credits unrelated tu the purposes ofTANr. such as 
general tax relief, States could be required to demonstrate that their credits were designed 
specifically to meet a TANF purpose for TANF-eligible families (like the Virginia EITC); thiS 
would be subject to HI·IS· approval. As to the concern that this would be difficult to track, HHS 
could require that the State document the amount of the credit spent for TANF eligible fum.ilies if 
States choose to claim such expenditures. Given the potential [or a significant reduction in MOE 
that could lead to both penalties and a reduction in the succeeding year's grunt, States would 
likely not claim the MOE unless they were sure tbey could identify the credit as assisting only 
T ANF-eligible famihes for a TANF purpose, and could document !.he amount provided, 

ReC"ommcndution: Por States that design tax credits {such as EITCs) 1113t only go to TANF 
eligible families aad me tied to a TANF purfJ<)sc. allow entire eredi! ElTC as MOE; :'cqU!I'C that 
States repor: on the total amo;mt used for MOE and be able to docun:cnt lhe fan:ily-spceific 
amounts as ~!S Hudil rcqulrcrr.ent. ·Trea! the non-rcfundabh: part of the EITC the same way as tbe 
l"el\:ndahle part is treated in {eJms or whether it is t:Onsiden:d "assishmc~"" 
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or 

(2) For any specific inconsistency, the date upon 

which the State discontinued the applicable waiver policy. 

(e) The State muse submit the Governor's certification 

specified in §260.73. 

{f) The policies do riot have the effect of delaying 

the work or time-limit penalties at §§261.50, 261.54, and 

264.1 of this chapter or the data collection requirements at 

part 265 of this chapter, 

5260.73 How do existing welfare reform waivers affect the 

participation rates and work rules? 

(a) If a State is implementing a work participation-------'"­ , 

component under a waiver, in accordance with this subpart, 

the provisions of section 407 of the Act will not apply in 

determinir.g if a penalty should be imposed, to the extent 

that ::he provision is inconsistent with the waiver, 

(b) Fer ~he purpose 0= deter~ini~g if the State's 

demonstration has a work participation compO::1ent.:, t.he waiver 

list for the demonstration must include one or more specific 

provisions that directly correspond to the work policies in 

section 407 of the Act (i,e., change allowable JOBS 

activities, exemptions from ,JOBS participation, hours of 

required JOBS participa~ion, or sanctions for ~on-compliance 

with JOBS participation) 

866 



(c) Corresponding to the inconsistencies certified by 

the Governor: 

(1) We will calculate the State>s work participation 

rates, by: 

(i) Excluding cases exempted from participation under, 
' .. 

the demonstration component and, if applicable. experimental 

... .' and control cases not otherwise e~empted, in calculating the 

rate; 

{iil Defining work activities as defined in the 
;: . .... , 

demonstration component in determining the numerator; and 

(iii} Including cases meeting the required number of 

hours of participation in work activities in accordance with 

demonstration component policy, in determining the 

numerator. 

(2) We will determine whether a State is taking 

appropriate sanctions when an individual refuses to work 

based on the State's certified waiver policies. 

(d) We will use the data submitted by States pursuant 

to §265.3 of this chapter to calculate and make public a 
,
',' , 

State's work participation rates under both the TANF 

requirements and the State's alternative waiver 

requirements, 

§26Q.74 How do existing welfare reform waivers affect the 

., applicat.ion of the Federal time-limit provisions? 
'-'. 
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(a} {ll If a State is implementing a time-limit 

component under a waiver, in accordance with this subpart/ 

the provisions of section 408{a) (7} of the Act will not 

apply in determining if a penalty should be imposed; to the 

extent that they are inconsistent with the waiver. 

(2) For the purpo~e of determining if the State's 

demonstration has a time~limit component, the waiver list 

for the demonstration must include provisions that directly 

correspond to the time-limit policies enumerated in section 

408(a) (7) of the Act (i.e., address which individuals or 

families are subject to, or e,xempt from, terminations of 

assistance based solely on the passage of time or who 

qualifies for ,extensions to the time limit) . 

(b) (l) Generally, under an approved waiver, except as 

provided in paragraph (b) (3) of this section, a State will 

count, toward the Federal five-year limit. all months for 

which the adult head-of-household or spouse of the head-of­

household subject to the State time limit receives 

assistance with Federal TANF funds, just as it would if it 

did not have an approved waiver. 

(2) The State need not count. toward the Federal 

five-year limit, any months for which an adult head-of­

household or spouse of the head~of-household receives 

assistance with Federal TANF funds while that individual is 

exempt from the State's ~i~e limit under the State's 

approved waiver, 

8GB 
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(3) Where a State has continued a time limit under 
,

waivers that only terrr,inates assistance for adults, the 
" 
; 

::,\ . State need not co~nt, toward the Federal five-year limit, 
, ' 

any months for which an adult subject to the State time 

limit receives assista~ce with Federal TANF funds. 

(4) The State may continue to provide assistance with 

;{( Federal TANF funds for more than 60' months f without a,. 

numerical limit, to families provided extensions to the 

State time limit, under the provisions of the terms and 

conditions of the approved waiver. 

{c) Corresponding to the inconsistencies certified by 

the Governor/ we will calculate the State's time~limit 

exceptions by; 

(1) Excluding, from the determination of the number of ,,
months of Federal assistance received by a family: , 

<, (i) Any month ,in which the adult(sl were exempt from 

the State's ~ime limit under the terms of an approved waiver 

. or any months in which the children received assistance 
<' 

under a waiver that only terminated assistance to adults; 

',. - and 

{ii) If applicable, experimental and control group 

< 
, 

• 
cases not otherwise exempted; and 

(2) Applying the State's waiver policies with respeck 
.' ,,.. to the,availabil~ty of extensions to the time limit. 

-,', ' 

•§260.75 l{ a State is claimi.ng a waiver inconsistency for 
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TANF Rule FoIIQw"Up 
2/9/99 

'Waivers 

• 	 10 stutes (AZ, CT, DE, IN, NE, OR, BC, TN, TX, VA) have time limit waivers that 
extend beyond the date when the famtly would otherwise reach the Ccderal 5~year limit. 
HHS estimates the population covered in these states' waivers represents about i3% of 
the national caseload. 

• 	 HHS estimates that as ofJanuary 2000, 26 states, representing 32(1/n of the caseload, will 
still have some kind of waiver inconsistency (time limits or work requirements), 

, 	 How does clock work for waiver time limit exemptions ami extensions? 

ExcmptiQl)s,;,Jhe clock does not begin for Individuals who are exempt under !l state's 
waiver time limit until the time limit expires. Note that many of these exemptions are of 
a time-limited nature, Le, based on the age of child or a disability, 

Ex\cnsiolls; the state can continue to provide assistance: pasl60 months for individt!als 
\vho are granted extensions under a state time limit waiver, but the clock cuntinues to 
tick. 

The only change from the NPRM is to address J Slates who had adult-only waivers, 
Under the NPR!v1, the state and federal clock run cOllcurrcntly for adult only time limit 
waiver stutc:t HHS received many comments indicating that this in effect violated the 
wavier by appJying a time limit to the entire case. 'l1lc final rule stops the clock on the 
entire casc until the waiver expires (consistent with treatment of other time limit 
waivers). 

,
If someone moves from a state with no waiver to a state with a time limlt waiver under 
which they would be exempt, the months received in the first stale slay on the clock and 
the clock is then stopped in the second state until the waiver expires or the person is no 
longer exempt. 

.. 	 Statutory basis for time limit exemption policy is Sec 415(a)( 1) which provides broad 
authority for treatment of waivers, Since exemptions and extensions are both 
components of some states' waiver programs, HHS believes the policy covers them, 

NPRM Section 274.1 (e)(2)(ii) specifically addressed time limit waivers, LIS docs proposl:d 
final rule Section 260.74. 

.. 	 Sanction inconsl;\\cncies; most walvers related to sanctions wen.: in the direction or 



... ." ...... 

TANF, i.e. they had tougher waiver policies than JOBS. Four states have sanction 
waivers that could create inconsistencies (CA, CT, MI and VA)_ 

'"' 	 Arc states who modify their policies still considered to be continuing their waivers? 
States can modify their waiver to make i1 more consistent with TANf and still continue 
the waiver, but cannot go in the other direction. ror example,:vIA can modify it's waiver 
to require parents with younger children to go to work, They cannot change the time 
frame of the original waiver, In their waiver certifications, they must explain how they 
are deviating from the work requirements and time limits (so this is where changes from 
the original waiver would be highlighted). 



l)roposcd Change from NPRM 

, 
: 1. \\'aivcrs 

: A. No longer denies penalty relief and penalty rcduttion to states that continue 
i waivers inconsistent with TANF and no longer requires state to abandon wlIiver 

program as part ofcorrective compliance 

B. Expands the definition of in;;:onsistent waiver thal can be continued under TANF 
,to inciude the enlire range ofwark ruJes (exemptions, activities; hours, and 
, 
, 


who counts in the numerator and denominator of the work rate) o~v~e l~ : 

provisions that existed in a state under the waiver if they have waive --one or : 


,
morc technical provisions related to work or~imc lunitslunder prior Jaw 

• II. Child Only 
, 

A. Deletes the provisions requiring states to report annually on cases excluded from 

work rate Md time limit calculations 


B. Deletes provision allowing the Sc-c-retary to add cases baek imo a calculation if 

found to have becn excluded 10 avoid penalties 


,III. Domestic Violence , 

A, Allow waivers for as lQng as necessary, while reqlliring 6-month 

redetenninations 


B. Allows thc clock 10 SlOP when 3 family has a waiver (rnther than NPRM 
: provision which allowed exemption from lime limit if individual reached 60lh 
: month and was unable to work) , , 

,,(V. Separate State Programs 
....-~---

A. Eliminates proposed link between state decision to establish SSP and 

eligibility for penalty relief, but maintains plan to monitor state actions 

through data reporting and other procedures . 
. 
B. Maintains participant-level data reporting in order to qualify for high 

performance bonus and case load reduction credit, but not for penalty relief, 

with reduced number of data elements. , , 


C. Limits case· level data and aggregate data reporting to SSPs that are "wclfure· 

like", i.e. which provide ongoing payments to the fumily designed to meet basic 

needs of tile recipients. 


i 



Proposed Cbange from NPRM 

v. Definithm of Assistance 

A. Continues to include in the definition ofassistance spending that provides 
explicit or implicit income support, including child care, trnnsporhl1ion, and f;;!IHied 
work supports. Expressed policy support for excluding them, but indicates they 
have no legal basis to do so. Continues to include workfare payments and some 
wage subsidies in assistance, but clarifies that certain payments to employers mighl 
be excluded (e.g. under performance based coatrnclsl 

B. Removes lime limils on one-time short-term assistance~ clarifies thai if cat'! be 
used to prevent a family going on, or returning to, assistance; and makes general 
distinction that nssis[ance is to meet ongoing or rC';UfCtng n{.~s. 



Waivers 

Backgrollnd 
States that had waivers before. TANF may continue 10 operntc under their waivers to the extent 
they are inconsistent with TANF, '(be statute also encourages continuation or state waivers, 
HHS has no specific authority to regulate waivers~ rather. their authority hinges on their authority 
to regulate three penalty provisions: work requirements, individual sanctions for fallure to work, 
and exceeding time limit. 

Thirty~five states continue to have waivers in effect, ofwhkh,5 will expire before the final nIle 
takes effect in October 1999, and an additional 5 will expire in FY 2000, HHS estimates lhat if 
every eligible state claimed n waiver inconsistency, this would cover nbout 32% of the 
nationwide cnseload. However, not every state will ~w while a total of 13 states claimed a waiver 
inconsistency tbr the all fnmity rate. II met the rate without the waiver (CT, l~, MA. MO, NH, 
OR, SC, SD, TN, UT, VA). Of tbe 12 states claiming waiver inconsistencies for the two~parent 
rate,4 met the rate without the waiver (CT, !,,10~ NH, SC), 6 met the rute \Vilh the waiver {IN, 
MA, MT, OR, TN, and UT), and 2 failed even with the waiver (TX, VA), While the 
participation targets will increase over time, states will also benefit more from the caseload 
reduction credit, so it is not necessarily the case thnt more states will chlim inconsistencies over 
time, 

eA
Ny 

IYPRAl 
J) Waivers states: lost reasonable cause for work participation or time limit penalties, must 
consider modifying waiver policy as part of corfC1;tive action, and lost eligibility for certain 
penaJty reductions. 

2) Recognized waiver inconsistencies related to specific- waiver provisions for work activities 
and hours, but not exemptions (i,e. who is in the denominator), and individuals participating in a 
waiver evaiuation, 

3) HHS will continue to publish work participation rates and Ijme~limit exception rates achieved 
under both the waivers and regular 'rANF rules, 

4) Governor mllst certify waiver inconsistencies & provide additional information about waivers. 

5) Time limit waivers were limited to those which resulted in closing a case or terminating 
benefits (did not recognize inconsistencies for lime limits which triggered work requirements). 

HHS received strong state. congressional, and other organi7.ation opposition to waiver provisions 
On the grounds that the NPRM violated the Congressional intent to allow and encourage states to 
continue waivers, Shaw emphasized that most states nre not using waivers to evade work 
requirements and recommends that "we let the waivers run their course", noting that if stales do 
usc their waivers 10 avoid the work requirements or time limits, t~cy arc likely to experience a 



serious jolt when the waiver ends and they may find themselves a magnet for recipients from 
other states with more aggressive reforms, 

Proposed fInal Rule 
1) No longer denies penalty relief and penalty reduction to states that continue wt1iv'crs 
inconsistent with TANF, and no longer requires states to abandon their \"'<livers as pun of 
corrective compliance, ~PRM approach was based on waiver slateS huving an unfair advant<lge 
over other states, but in light of the (:omlllcots, HHS is concerned they don't have defensible 
legal basis for the approach. 

2) Clarifies and somewhat expands definition of inconsistent waiver that can be continued under 
TANF. Removes reliance on the purpose of the waiver and instead includes the entire range of 
work rutes (exemptions, uctivities. houts, and who counts in the numerator and denominator of 
the work ratefor time limit provisions th':lt existed in a SUite under the waiver if they have waived 
one or more technical provisions related to work or time limits under prior law. Time limit 
waivers are limited 10 those which reduce or terminate assistance u waivers wnieh r' . ~ 
afler a certain period of time do norcoune late!; may also claim waiver inconsistencies related V 
to the sanctions on individuals who ..f.~~l to work, Final rule also clarifies that states can't expand , 
waivers beyond approved googrnphic limits or population groups and cannot stop and resume a 
waiver. 

3) Maintains intent to publish work participation rates undc~ \vaivers and regular rules, but nol 
time limits (data is not available to compute these). 

4) Governor must, by July 1, 1999, certify continuation of work and time limit waivers, which 
inconsistencies it is claiming, and describe alternative work provisions. 
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Child-Only Cases 

Backgl!ll11l!l 
Child~only cases have risen as a percentage of the total welfare caseload from 9.6% in 1988 to 
23% in 1997, Most child-only cascs fall into one of four categories: 
• no parent in household 
• sanctioned parent 
• SSI recipient parent 
• undocumented alien p~lrenl. 

Though less than half (40%) of all chHd~only cases have no parent in the household, no~parcnl 
households have 'witnessed the largest percentage increase over the last decade of all child-only 
categories. With states strengthening \vark requirements in their TANF programs, we may see 
increases in SSl recipient and sanctioned parent "child-only" households as more recent untn 
become available. In 1997, of all cases with a parent in the household some 38% and 15u/o, 
respectively, consisted ofSSI recipient and sanctioned parent households. During the period from 
FY 1996 to the last quarter '01' FY19971 decline in the number of ehild~only cases has generally 
kept pace with the overall welfare caseload decline. 

There are three key ways in which child~only TANF eases arc treated different than other cnses 
under current law: 
• they nrc rim subject to work requirements; 
• they are not subject to the FederalS-year time limit, 
• they are excluded in calculating (e.g" the denominator) a Statels annual work 

pm1icipation rate. 
Given these differences, there is added concern that TANF parents may increasingly relinquish 
guardianship ofchildren to other caretaker relatives. 

NI'RM 
While the proposed rule allowed states to develop their own definition of "family," it included 
also the proviso that states could not creale definitions that excluded adults from cases -~ thereby 
creating childnonly cases -- solely for the purpose of avoiding enforcement of Federal 
requirements and penalties for failure 10 meet annual work participation rates" To monitor this 
restriction. HHS proposed that states report annually on the number of cases excluded from 
penalty calculations, and the reasons for each exclusion. In addition, the Secretary would have 
authority to add cases back into the calculation if round to have been excluded for the purpose of 
avoiding penalties. 

Final Rul. 
HHS hns deleted the provisions requiring states to report annually Oli caSes excluded frum work 
rute and time limit caiculations, nud allowing the Secretary to add cases back into a calculation if 
found to have been excluded to avoid penalties. Instead, HHS proposcs to use lhe regular TANF 
data collection system to evalunte the nature of child-only cases and to monitor changes. 



Domestic Violence 

Backerolilld 
Many studies have identified a high prevalence of domestic violence amongst welfare recipients, 
PRWORA contains language allowing states to dect the Family Violence Option (FVO) withiI1 
their TANF state pli1ns, This option provides for identification and screening of domestic 
violence victims, referral to services, and waivers of program requirements for good cause, 
Thougb a number of states have elected the FVO, thcre is little da~a on how many domestic 
violem::c victims have received "good cause" waivers. There \\'crc lengthy discussions during the < 

NPRM process over the FVO issue, and over the Murruy/Wellstonc amendment which, if passed, 
would have affected the treatment of domestic violence victims under TA:-.JF, 

NP1!4f 
Under the NPRM, states electing the FVO coul-d be eligible for "r~asonablc cause" penalty relief 
for failure [0 meet the work participation rates or for exceeding the limit on exceptions to the 
five-year limil ifcaused by program waivers granted under this provision. To be considered for a 
"reasonable causen exception, a "good cause domestic violence waiver" would need to 
incorporate three components; (I) individualized responses and service strnlegi~s, consistent with 
the needs of the individual victims; (2) waivers ofprograrn requirements that were temporary in 
nature (not to exceed 6 months); and (3) in Heu ofprogram requirements) alternative services for 
victims, consistent with the individuulized safety and service plans. 

In addition, to be considered in determining reasonable cause for exceeding the time~1imit 
exceptions, such waivers had to be in effect after an individual had received assistance fOl' 60 
months, and the individual needed to be temporarily unable to work. 

Cf!.mmellt.\' 
HHS received a number of comments on the FVO provisions in (he NPRM. While generally 
satisfied with the fnunework presented, most commcntcrs raised certain objections: 
• 	 a service plan is inappropriate and could put victims at udded risk (victims receiving 

waivers should be exempt from work requirements); 
• 	 a 6~month limit on the waiver is inappropriate, especially given that the statute says as 

long as necessary; 
• 	 allowing time limit waivers only for victims who have already hit the 5~ycar limit 

(hardship exemptions) and who are unable to work is inappropriate (the time limit should 
stop for victims with good cause waivers). 

Commcntcrs also raised the general concern that the NPRM did not llSSlH'C, or cwn address, the 
issue of confidentiality for victims. 

Final Rull! 
The final rule makes two key changes to the NPRM provisions: 
• 	 it allows waivers for as long as necessnry, while requiring 6~month redeterminations; 
• 	 it removes the J{nk between time-limit waivers and ability to work, and allows the clock 

to stop when a family has a waiver. 



Separate- State l)rogrnms 

BqcKground 
Law allows stales- to meet MOE requirement by spending their own funds on: cash llSSl.'itancc 
(including child support collections), child care, certain educational activities, associated 
administrative cOS1s, und anything else reasonnbly calculated to u<;complish purposes of the Inw, 

State funds spent in a SSP (rather than under TANF program) are not subject to key T ANF 
requirements including: work participation, child support, time limit, and reporting. 

There is little evidence to date that states are using SSPs to Bv'oid work and no evidence they nrc 
using SSPs to avoid child support (sec attached infornmtio:1), 

NPfIM 
Proposed 4 steps to prevent states from using SSPs to avoid work requirements or divt:rl child 
support collectiol1.<i: 

1. If HtIS detected significant pattern ofdiversion to SSP that had the effect of avoiding either 
the work rates or diverting child support, deny reasonable cause f~r certain penalties as follows: 

[[Avoid !Y!Jri£ IfDivert Child Suaport 
Then Lose Penal(v Relie/for,' Work Participation Rate Work Participation Rate 

Timt: Limit Time Limit 
Individual Work Sanction Individual Work Sanction 
Child Care Child Support Cooperation 

2. If HHS detected significant pattern of diversion to SSP that had the effect of avoiding either 
the work rates or diverting child support, deny penalty reduction for makIng substantial progress 
unless state ends the diversion, 

3, Deny work participation rate penalty reduction unless state proves it has not diverted cases to 
SSP for purpose of avoiding work requirements. 

4. Require data reporting on ail families in SSP in order to get: high pt:rformance bonus, cascload 
reduction credit, or work participation rate penalty reduction, 

Widespread comments (including Shaw) universally opposed the NPRM. They objected to lone 
of mistrust, limits on state !lcxibility, chilling effect on state innovations to serve vulnerable 
groups and working tllmilies, punishment disproportional to offense. and argued that NPRM wns 
contrary to statute and congressional intent. While Shaw is sympathetic to the NPRM's threat to 
deny penalty relief wben there is a significanl pllttern ofdiverting families to SSPs in order 10 

evade TANF goals, he questions how the Dcpartrncnt can prove intent In the absence of such 
proof, he recommends crring on the side of state flexibility a~d closely monitoring state actions. 
He supports the need for some amount of case level data in order to r:lOnito:- what s!atcs arc 



doing and suggests collecting fun case level data on some types of SSPs (such as a separate two 
parent program») with less detailed data on other types of programs (such as subsidies for private 
employment or an EtC-like program), (fhis is what HHS has tried (0 do in linal nile in their 
distinction for "TANF.~like" programs.) 

Propo,w:tl Fjllal Rille 
Eliminates proposed link between state decision to establish SSP and eligihility for penalty relief 
(sec NPRM steps # J, 2 and 3 above), but maintains plan to monitor state actions through data 
reporting and other procedures. 

Maintains participant-level data reporting in order to qualify for high performance bonus and 
caseload reduction credit, but not for penalty relief, with reduced number of datu clements. 
Limits case-level data and aggregate data reporting to SSPs that are "welfare· like", i.e. which 
provide ongoing payments to the family designed to meet b<lsic needs of the recipients. 
Maintains quarterly financial reporting on state spending for SSPs (amount and category) and, 
annual reponing on description of SSPs {purpose, work activities, expenditures, number served, 
eligibility critcrill). 

The Emergency TANF data reports, in effect untillhc final rule is cftective. do not provide 
participant-ievel information on SSPs. so we do not currently have information on the number or 
c,haraetc·ristics of families served in SSPs. However, TANF financial reports prov:&: information 
on how much stotes are spending, and on what types of programs, as shown on the chart below. 
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. J,.. <\...1<­. , , 
Information on State Spending for S~paratc State l)r,9b~s /"""" 

201' I~J ~ 6"". 
In PY 1997, 15 states reported ~~r SS ), 'our states spent more than 20% of 
their MOE funds in SSPs (Hawaii. IllinOis, Colora 0, and low.a), 4 states spent between 10 and 
20%, lind the remaining 7 states spent less than 6%. 

In FY 1998, 14 states reported MOE spending rOf SSPs. White final data is still being compiled. 
the most reccnt FY 1998 financial report (3rd quarter) show only $189 million, or 3 percent of 
total state MOE spending, is for SSPs. The majorily of SSP spenaing is for cash and work based 
assistance for families thm states nave chosen to remove from,TANF (fwo-parent families) or 
who arc not eligible for federal TANF funding (cortnin immigrants). Those states who have 
removed t:,*,o-parcnt families from TANF gcncntlly have similar work requirements under their 
SSP, Final FY 98 iinancial reports are still being compiled, 

.FY 98 SSP'Ex end·ltures Throug!h'dQjr uarter FY 1998 
,,, , # of Total %of !?Comments I, 

sk1tes Expen- SSP 
ditures Expen­· ,· ditures 

,Cash & S1l2M · ' 59% : Mostly 2-parcnt families (FL, MD, HI), non- , 
i6 

Work Based qualified immigrants (HI, W A, Wl). pregnant 

Assistance 
 women (IL, WA), state GAlEA (ME). Georgia ·:al,o reports $7J M SSP on 4th Q report (HHS , 

$ccking info). VA reported in error on 3rd Q-­
docs not have, SSP, 

· · Work ,i3 $7M 4°/0 IL (reported in error on this line -- will be 

Activities 
 corrected), lA, WI (non~custodial parent 

program)· , 

,CO,IA, WYi Child Care 4 5J6M 9% 

$3 M Costs associated with operating SSPs ([L, WA, ! Admini­ 3 2% 
, stradan WI) 

,3i Systems: Costs associated with SSPs (IL, WA,WI)$0.6M < 1"/". , · !Transitional 0 ·N.A. · . I,· . ,,Services 

$50M CO, FL, IN (HealtllY families), ME (higher cd), 
IU (citizenship), TN (non~qualjfied aliens), WA 

Other 7 26% 

(?). · ·,,
14 , 100%$189 M ~ artDtal State MOE spending~r;\L 



Definition of Assistance 

Background 
The def'inilion of assistance is one of the key policy issues in the TANF rule. It has major 
implications for what kinds of services states Will provide to needy fnmilies, the nature and level 
of spending of federal TANF funds and slate MOE funds, and whether these expenditures will 
be subject to TANf requirements including time limits; work participation, child supJXirt . 
assignment and data reporting. The term "assistance'1 is used throughout the statute but is not 
defmed. 

In January 1997, HHS released guidance explaining that assistance encompassed most forms of 
support) but exduded (I) services that had no direct monetary value and did not involve explicit 
or implicit income support and (2) onc~time shorHerm assista!1ce. In 1998. the Chlld Support 
Incentives Act amended TANF to reflect enactment of the Access to Jobs tnUlsportatlon program 
in TEA-21 including a "rule of interpretation" stating that the provision of Access to Jobs . 
transportation benefits (where TANF funds are used as a match) to an individual who is not 
otherwise receiving TANF assistance would not be considered assistance. 

,NPfIM 
Tried to clarify the 1I97 guidance by explicitly including child care and transportation in 
definition of assistance (see chart). In doing so~ it was widely perceived to narrow the definition. 
NPRM also dcJillcd shorH~rm, timc~limitcd assistunce (see chart). 

A wide range of commenters asked us 10 narrow the definition ofassistance, i,e. expand the types 
ofbe-ne-fits and services that would not count as assistance. Comments focused on tbree main 
issues: 1) the narrow definition of one-time, short-term assistance thwarts stote diversion 
programs and does not reflect the dynamic nature of the cascload; 2) child care, transportation, 
and work supports should not bc tlssistancc (not subject to lime limits or child support 
assignment); and 3) wage subsidies and workfare should not be assistance ~~ wage subsidies do 
not have direct monetary value and workfare is compensation for work (not subject to time limits 
or child support assignment). 

NGA and APHSA proposed a narrower defmition that CLASP believes is legally permissible 
(see chilrt). 

l!J:iJjJJ!A"(ttl Filial RIlle 
Continues to include child care, tnlllsportmion, and related work supports in ddinition of 
assistancc. Expressed policy support tor cxcluding them, but indkatcs they have no legal basis 
to do so. Continues to include workfare payments aIld some wage subsidies iii assistancc, but 
clarifies that certain payments to employers might be excluded (e,g, under performance based 
contracts), Removes time limits on one-time short-term assistance~ clarifies that it cun be used to 
prevent a family going on, Of returning to. assisHince; and makes general distinction that 
assistunce is to meet ongoing or recurring needs_ 
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Definition of Assistance 

: Jan 97 Guidance NI'RM Proposed Final : NGNAPHSA Proposal 

i Ewry lorm of support 
: p:oviccd to families under 
: TANF except for the 

following: 

I) services that have no dm:c\ 
monetary value 10 an 
indlvldual Hlmily and thal do 
not involve implicit or explicit 
income suppoit (such as 
cou:l:;<.:ling, C&s¢ management, 
peer support and employmel'lt 
services Ihat do not involve 
subsidies or other fanns of 
income suppol1)~ and 

2) one-time, short-term 
Msistance (e.g. automobile 
repair to retain employment 
and avoid welfare receipt and 
appliance repair io maintain 
living arnmgemetlts). 

Every form of support 
proviJcd to fa;nEics under 
TANF (including child care, 
work subsidies, and 
allowances 10 meet living 
expenses) except: 

I) services thai have no direct 
monetary value to an 
individual famity and tha~ do 
nut involve implicit Of explicil 
beome support (such as 
counseling, case management, 
peer support and employment 
services that do not involVe 
subsidies Qf other forms of 
income support)); and 

2) one-time, short-term 
assistance (i.e., assi:nMce 
paid within a 30 day period, 
no more than once la any 12­
month period, to meet noeds 
lhat do not e.'.:tend beyond a 
90-d1lY period, such as 
automobile repair to retain 
emp!o;nnent and avoid 
welfare receipt and appliance 
repnir to maintain living 
nrnmgemcnls.) 

. 

i 

Every form of SuppOT1 
provided to families under 
TAN F {including child ca~c, 
work subsidies, and 
allowances to meet living 
expenses) except: 

1) services toat have no direct 
monetary value :0 an 
individual family and ~hat do 
1101 involve implicit or explicit 
(ncome suppor: (such ns 
couflseling, case management, 
peer support and employment 
services that do not involve 
snbsidies or other forms of 
income suppor)!; and 

2) short-tenn benefiiS 
designed 10 deal with a 
specific crisis situation or 
episode of need and prevent a 
family from going on, or 
«:llJming to, assistance rather 
thnn to meet ongoing or 
recurring needs -- such as 
payments for aucomobile Qr 
appliance repair. 

: j) Transportation benefilS 
, provided under an Access 1()" 

, I!VCfY form of suppurt 
i prov;ucd to families under 
• TA NF except: 

1) stale earned income Ill>; 

eredilS, cbild care, 
lrar.sport'ltioll subsidies or 
benefits for working nmlilics 
Ihat :lfC not dirccted lit Iheir 

basic I'CCUS, 

i lobs or Reverse Commute . . .
project, pursuallt to sectLOIl 

404 (k) of the Act. to an 

individual who is not 

otherwjse receiving 

assistance. 
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I Preamble dadOes that: u;istance includes child care, work s.I.:bsidil:$, and allowlirlces that cover living 
expellses for individuals ill educIHion or training such as a) paymemsivouchers fflr direct child cnfe services, and 
value of direct child care services provided under contrllctlsimi!ar arrangement b) payments employers to help 
cover Ihe cost of employmcllI or OJT_ Assistance excludes child care services such u information & referral or 
counseling, shorHerm/ad hoc child ¢nre, 

i 


