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Dear Assistant Secretary Golden:

[ extend my compliments to the Department for the solid drafi regulation on welfare-
reform that you made available to the public last November. The proposed rule is thorough, well
written, and thoughtful. I find myself in agreement with most of the specific requirements sel
forth in the regulation.

There are, however, a few issues | hope you will consider before publishing the final rule.
The broadest issue involves the assumption, which seems (o underlie several of your proposals,
that states will take advantage of every opportunity to foil the 1996 welfare reform legislation.

I confess that many of us in Congress, based on experience with a number of previous
programs, assumed more or less the same thing. But | have now somewhat changed my views.
In the first place, there is no question that the welfare reformn movement was receiving substantial
energy from the waiver experiments states had been conducting since the late 1980s. By the time
we passed the weifare reform law in 1596, more than 40 states were already implementing their
own reforms, some of them quite original and far-reaching. Although a few states may resist
some features of the welfare reform law, most states show no signs of resistance -- and indeed
seem in some respects to be ahesd of the federal requirements,

In addition, since the welfare law was signed in August 1996, I have experienced
something between shock and amazement at the progress states have made in changing the old
AFDC program and the bureaueracies that supported it. Like you, we have been visiting
program sites, reading reports, talking with others who are conducting systeratic studies of state
programs. and watching the remarkable dechine in the welfare rolls. As a veteran of efforts o
reform vanous federal and state social programs, nearly all of which came to little or nothing, [
am astounded at the rapidity of change we are now witnessing.

The most obvious exampie is the spectacuolar decline in welfare rolls. 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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declines 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 of decline 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. 1 believe we can
conclude the caseload declines will continue for the foreseeable future, :

Finaily, despite all the scrutiny state refortus are receiving, | am not aware of evidence
that states are atiempting to undermine the major provisions of the welfare reform law, Race to
the botiom, severe reductions in state spending, cutting benefits, avoiding work programs, sefting
up separate programs 1o foil federal requirements — none of these dire predictions have come
true.

In short, states initiated the welfare reform movement am, as far a5 anyone can tell, they
are continuing their spirited efforts to reform their welfare programs. [ 1ake 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, | now have mixed emotions about the waiver provision we placed in
section 415 of the Social Security Act. Those of us working on the legislation were greatly
concerned that states would use their section 1115 waivers 1o preempt essential features of the
legislation, We were particularly concerned that states would weaken the work requirements of
section 407 and the time limits specified in section 408{a}(7). Given the growing evidence of
successful reform in most states, plus the lack of evidence that states are using their waivers (o
preempt federal requirements, 1 would now recommend that we let the waivers run their course.
If states do use their waivers 1o avoid the work requirements or time limits, they will in ali
hikelihood experience a serious jolt when their experiment ends and they must immediately
comiply with federal rules. In addition, they may {ind that such moves will make them a magnet
for recipients from surrounding states that continue 1o opgrate aggressive reforms,

Similar suspicions about state intentions are raised by the separate programs a few states
are establishing and many more are contemplating, In discusstons with states and advocates, we
have noted the consistent concern that the draft regudation’s data repornting requirements and
restrictions on penalty reductions and corrective compliance are likely to discourage states from
setting up separste programs. Like those at HHS who drafied the regulations, T am greatly
concerned that by establishing separate programs, states could avoid the data reporting,
mandatory work, time 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 munber of individuals and organizations favor combining the report
of separate state programs with the 4* quarter report that is required by the regulation. The
problem with this approach is that the regulation requires reporting of state-leve! 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. | have tried to conclude that we do not because [ am sympathetic with
state complaints shout data reporting. 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 Iilinois have already established
separate programs and that these programs involve 25 percent, 30 percent, and 8 percent
rospectively of their 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, | cannot avoid the conclusion that we need to have case level data in order to know
precisely whe is participating in these programs. Moreover, it may be difficult for either HHS or
the Congress to determine whether separate programs have been established 10 avoid federal
requirements unless we have case-level data,

Given that case-level data seem necessary, perhaps you can respond to the state concern
about the high level of dawa reporting by reducing the number of data ciemems that must be
reported about separate programs.

One more point about separate state programs. I sympathize with your intention to deny
penalty relief if the Department detects a “significant pattern” of diverting families into separate
programs in order to evade federai rules and goals. The first point to make here 15 that you are
correct to threater penalties if states use separate programs to avoid federal rules. But my
concern, which is widely shared, is how the Depariment will know that the state program is
deliberately designed to avoid federal rules on work, time Hmits, child support, data reporting, or
other matters? | cannot answer this question, but I 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 flexibility. Once again, the achievements states have posted so
far give me confidence that most states will use separate programs for constructive and
appropriate purposes. If a few states try to take advantage of the flexibility that is the heart of the
welfare reform law, Congress and the Department can work together to figure out an effective
way to stop them. In fact: the need 1o carefully monitor separate state programs 15 a major
justification for requiring states to report case Jevel data,

Here is one suggestion that might be accepiable w 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 of state programs, For
example, if states established a separate program to subsidize private-sector employment by
using a wage subsidy or an EIC-like mechanism, | would be much less concerned about misuse
of these funds. On the other hand, if a state set up & separate program and put most of its 2-
parent ¢aseload in the program, | would be concerned and would want to know mare about both
the program and the people participating in the program,

The problem of how much flexibility states should have in implementing their programs
also arises with the use of child-only cases. In effect, the draf regulation would disallow the
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*sonversion” of regular cases into child-only cases if the Department finds that the conversion
was performed to avoid federal rules. As in the case of separate state programs, the issue here is
judging stawe motivation. How can the Department develop a reliable method for detecting the
state’s true motivation in allowing cases to be treated as child-only cases? Again, | cannot
answer this question. [ recommend that, unless the Department has a cempelling answer to this
question, the regulations ¢rr on the side of allowing more state flexibility, Once again, we can
work together (o discover and deal with states that try to subven federal rules.

A final issue | want 1 mention is the draft regulation on work participation rates in 2-
parent families. On its face, the statutory requirement that states involve 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. ] applaud your proposal to adjust the penalty for failure to meet the 2-parent
requitement so that the penalty reflects the proportion of the entire TANF caseload in Z-parent
families, but would support other measures 1o 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 1-parent caseload toward fulfilling the 2-parent requirement. Thus, for
example, i a state exceeded by 100 cases the number of families required to meet the -parent
work requirement in a particular year, they could count these 100 cases toward fulfilling the 2-
parent requirement.

_ Again, I congratulate you on 4 fine job on the proposed regulation. I am confident that
you will carefully consider the many thoughtful recommendations you are certain to receive and
make appropriate adjustrnents in the drafi rule. In so doing, | hope you will find ways to expand
even further the substantial flexibility states are now using to such good effect in reforming their
welfare programs.

ECSahm
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TANF Funds for Education and Fatherhood Initiatives M
What flexibilit have under current TANF laws and ruleg
States have considerable flexibility to use both their federal TANF block grant funds and stote

Maintenance of Effort (MOE funds} in ways that are consistent with the four broad purposes of
TANF,

Purpeses of TANF Needy families — | All families
as defined by State

Federat TANF funds can be spent as marked; State MOE
Junds can be spent on same purposes bul must be spent on
eligible families.

1. To provide assistance 1o needy families X

2. To end the dependence of needy parents by promoting job
preparation, work, and marnage K

3. To prevent and reduce out-of-wedlock pregnancies X

4. To encourage the formation and maintenance of two-
parent families X

Qualified activities for State MOE purposes

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 139 limi . X
Any other services or benefits reasonably calculated to accomplish 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 continmuing to spend stafe fundg at 86% of
the level spent in 1994 (75% if they meet the work participation rate requirements). State MOE
funds must be spent on “gualified State expenditures”, must exceed program spending in 1995
and must be spent on TANF eligible families. TANF eligible fannlies: (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 law, MOE funds could not be
spent on educational activities available to the general public,

It is not likely that any use of TANF funds for education or fatherhood activities would count as
assistance and therefore such activities would not be subject to the time limits, work reqwremezzzs,
data collection, and child support assignment provisions of TANF.



HHS has clarified state flexibility regarding TANF spending in the final welfare reform rule and in
TANF spending guidance.

Examples of how states could spend TANF fisnds 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% of poverty for free hunch, up to 185% of poverty for
reduced lunch), children in Title T schools, or any family under 300% of poverty, Thus,
through TANF, states could invest billions of dollars in training, education, and/or
apprenticeship programs for needy school children or for their parents, based on the state’s
defimtion of needy.

States could use federal TANF funds to help young people — regardless of income statug -
stay in school, since there is a strong correlation between staying in school and lower teen
pregrnancy rates. HHS has said that special initiatives to keep teens in school are reasonably
related to the third purpose of TANF —~ to reduce out-of-wedlock births, This could include
school counselors and after school activities. [Would this cover investments in reduced class
size, 1.¢. i lower teacher: student ratio helps children succeed in the classroom and therefore
increases theiv chances of completing school?7]

States could use federal TANF funds or State MOE funds to increase the educational level of
needy young fathers, for example by helping them stay i school, get a GED if they bad
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 funds to increase the educational level of any father (o 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 Ezﬁi;: address the lengthy waiting lists for ESL
SErViCes in 50mME {:{}mmumzzes

States could use federal TANF or MOE funds to share with employers the cost of on-gite
education (such as literacy classes or ESL} that help needy adults or youth reduce deperdence
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 1o pay for pre-school or early childhoad
programs 10 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 of disabled children go to work or
succeed in their jobs[check??]

Examples of how states could spent TANF funds on fatherhood mitiatives
» States could use federal TANF funds for a media campaign to promoie responsible fatherhood
that is reasonably calculated to reduce out-of-wedlock births or promote two-parent famikies,

States can use Federal TANF fonds or MOE funds for responsible fatherhood initiatives that
will improve the capacity of needy fathers to provide financial and emotional suppert for their
children

-

States can provide parenting classes, premarital and marriage counseling, and mediation
services for fanilies regardless of meome.

*

States could use federal TANF funds to mcrease the educational level of any father to the
extent this helped promote two parent families {need evidence of correlation between
marriage and education level}

*

States could use federal TANF funds 1o provide education, {raining, 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 tremendous flexibility to use their TANF funds for a wide variety of other benefits and
services {0 help needy families, as defined by the state, meet the purposes of TANF. These
services include child care, trans;:»ertation non-medical substance abuse and mental health
treatment, domestic violence services, housing asgistance, and services that help individuals with

disabilities go to work.
3\ g7
Options that would require a change a statutory change

1. Allow states who had achieved a certain amount of caseload reduction and made a persuasive
case that they could not invest their remaining TANF funds in other appropriate services, to
trangfer a certain percent of federal TANF funds to education [would need o decide which
programs]. This would be similar to a proposal floated by Kasich in March to let states
transfer their TANF funds out for broad gducation programs including school construction or
hiring more teachers. This proposal was greeted with concern by other Republicans inchuding
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 TANF funds are transferred, they
are no longer subsect to TANF ruleg and instead are subject to nules of the program to which
they are transferred. Currently, states can transfer up to 30% of their 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 of federal TANF funds
on education for poor children without transferring funds out of TANF, To the extent the
spending would be identified for a specific purpose, this might afford some more ability to
control the use the funds than simply transferring them out of TANF altogether,
Representative Collins introduced a bill in February amending TANF to include school repair
and construction and hiring of clementary and secondary public school eachers 1o the
allowable uses of TANF funds [check status].

1ssues

s 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 iracked 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 and/or adulis?
What should link be with caseload reduction? Need 1o be carefisl to avosd unintended
consequences of encouraging states to reduce caseloads just to fres up funds for education,
Should state be required to submit a plan for how they use the education furnds?
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
funds for education if they agree to report cards and other items in our Tltle I reauthorization
proposal,

BACKGROUND

How are siates currently spending TANF funds on education?

Maine uses state MOE funds (1n 3 Separate State Program) fo assist up to 2,000 TANF-eligible
parents to obtain a 2 or 4 year post-secondary education.  Indiana uses state MOE funds 1o
expand the Healthy Families program for TANF-gligible families.

Florida, Michigan, and Utah pay for post-employment education, training and necessary support
services afler people have left TANF. The California legislature provided TANF funds direcily to
commumty colleges to help welfare recipients pursue educational opportunities, including
assistance with: child care, work/study employment, job development and placement for students
and graduates, curriculum development and redesign to emphasize shorier-term programs. The
Oklahoma Department of Human Services uses TANF Rinds for a contract with the State Regents
for Higher Education to provide vocational education to TANF recipients at two-year colleges.

¢ 1 2.1 2 responsible fatherhood?
A number of states use TANF funds 0 pmwde employment and tramning for fow-income and
unemployed fathers, typically non-custodial parents who owe child support. Florida and Indiana
use TANF funds to provide “mini-grants’ to support community-based fatherhood initiatives.




Georgia has reinvested TANF savings to expand public and private responsible fatherhood
DrOgrams,

States are runming a sumber of other fatherhood related initiatives, which may not be funded by
TANF, but could be, Florida, Delaware and Hllinois provide parenting courses for men in prison,
Califorma has a statewide male involvement campaign. llinois funds 10 male responsibility
programs for males age 10-20 to encourage them 1o stay in school and make responsible choices,
including abstinence. Hiinois also operates a statewade paternity establishment program for non-
custadial parents in prison.
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVILES
WARASHIRGYON, G.C, 2070

BEC |6 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

I am writing this memorandum to give you notice that our latest Temporary Assistance for Necdy
Familics (TANF) data indicates that Statcs have a substantial amount of unspent TANF funds and io
provide you with some initial information about some of the reasons for State delays in spending. While
the carly expenditure numbers do not have great signif' weance given the carly stage of TANF
implementation and the unusually strong econamy, 1t is important for us 1o carefully monitor these
expenditures in the months ahead.

We intend 1o work with the Governors and State agencies 1o learn more about the reasons for low TANF
expenditure levels, encourage further investments in working and hard-to-serve families, and develop
guidance that will reduce State uncertainty aboot how they may use TANF 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 important that we convey 1 consistent message about the
importance of maintaining investments in Jow-inceme working families, the value of investments in
“rainy day” funds, and the early nature of these figures.

The financial reports States submitted on their TANF program expenditures through the third quarter of
FY 1998 show that States have not obligated about 83 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 quariers of
FY {998, (If we include the amounts States carried over from FY 1997, we find that 20 pereent of the
total Federat funds available for expenditure through June of 1998 was unohligated.)

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 1998, Unfortunately, we do not have enough experience
with this new program to make informed predictions of these amounts. For exampie, one factor that
could affect the final State figures for 1998 would be varistions in expenditure levels scross quarters.
Another could be a lag in reporting expenditures. In other words, because this was the first full year of
TANF operation, we do not know how well the figures from the first three quarters represent the States”
arnual expenditure patterns,

Despite these limitations on she data, we have sought o improve our information about why some States
have large reserves of unobhigated funds by looking more carefully at the 12 States that have obhigated
the smallest portions of their avarlable funds. These Sintes, which represent 88% of the 33 billion total,
are: California, Florida, Kansas, Louisisna, Minnesota, New Jersey, Now York, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, Washington, West Virgiala, and Wisconsin. As discussed below, the major reasons
wdentified during further discussions include deleyed adjustments fo caseioad reductions, the ¢arly nature
of these reports, and Siate dectsions to reserve funds.

etothe dramalic caseload reductions
(that is.many. States. did not expeet.or
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. California, Wisconsin, Florida, Oklahoma, and Minnesoia all identified the scale of the caseload
reduction as a reason for unexpended funds.

. Staft in one State reported that, in anticipstion of caseload increases that i expected when i
liberalized eligibility rules under TANF (1o provide more benefits to working famihes), it had
eui back on other services, Now that the State has in fact experienced dramatic reductions in
cascload, it will increase expenditures on these services.

m}a&m i}eczszens maée dmng ’thc lasi session of State legislatures may not yet be in effect
And where the first year of TANF expericnee has led to new ideas for investment, these new ideas may
1ot be able to be implemented until the State legislature reviews them in the upcorming legislative
session. For example: .

v California's Legislative Analysis Office expects an upturn in expenditures on wark sclivities

over the coming months as more tndividuals are enrolled in intensive activities. Expenditures
.are lagging because CalWORKS (which rmplements more siningent work regquirements) just

went into effect on January 1, 1998; counties did not begin enrolling large numbers of prople
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 inw the program - afier
individuals have gone through job search. Cslifornia also will have grant increases taking effect
in Movember 1998 and again in State fiscal year 199972060

. ?enns}lv&nia has budgeted for increases in child care spending (to be funded in part by a transfer
from TANF) that were delayed unti] new child care regulations were finalized this month.

« West Virginia plans new spending for increased grant levels, increased school elothing
allowance, and an increased transportation allowance; the State TANF agency aiso expects 1o
seek State legislative approval for resources for Individual Development Accounts,

» A number of States mentioned their desire to be cautious about additional spending in case of
future need. Florida's legisiature passed legisiation requiring the TANF agency to reserve $250
mailion of #5 FY 1998 funds as o "rainy day reserve.” To put this in perspective, i3 FY 19938
grant was $576 million. Minnesoln and New York also reported their infention {o maintain rainy
day funds.

. Some States appear to be reluctant to conunii dollars for new expenditures without being sure
that such a3 commitment can be sustained for several years into the future. Pennsylvania is
halding enough TANF doitars unspent to be able to cover the costs of several vears of
transportation subsidies, in order to be sure that it can sustain this commitment 10 transportation,
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* Some Staies are holding back on Federal spending in order to ensure that they meet the State
spending (Maintenance of Effort or MOE) requnrements in the statute, (Under the statute, States
have limited flexibility to adjust their State coniributions t0 the TAKF program. Under the
TANF MOE requirements, each fiscal year, they must contribute 73 or 30 percent of their
historical contributions. However, they do not have o spend any specific share of their Federal

- TANF funds; they may reserve their Federal funds for future year spending without iimitation.
As a result, if program spending drops significantly, we expect to see this decline show up
disproportionately in the Federal spending numbers.)

. iﬂﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁm Some Stai:es ée havc deiazieé plans mcizzémg, new and c}:paﬁécd mvestmez}{s in ?ralmng
and services, innovative strategies at State and local levels, grant increases, and transters of TANF {unds
1o the Sosial Services Block Grant or the Child Care and Development Block Grant, However, other
States appear to be currently withsut a plan, not focused on the issue, or in the esrly stages of discussion.

Plesse let me know if there is any further information that would be vseful to you.

Donng I, Shalais

Ailachments
Tab A - TANF Expenditure Data .
Tab B - Information on 12 States
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DETAILED INFORMATION ON SPENDING SITUATION IN TWELVE STATES

California has cxperienced a 28 percent dechine in caseload between Junuary 1995 and August

1998 {going from 925,971 AFDC cases (o only 669,237 TANF cases). State staff believes
that the current surplus of TANF funds is an anomaly that will pot continue. They expect
program design changes will increase expenditures. Major changes did not gceur untdd the
State implemented the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
{CALWORKS) program on January 1, 1998. CalWORKSs has more siringent work and other
requirements than the State’s original TANF program. Many countigs did not begin corolling
large numbers untit mid-year. The initial work activity for most mdividuals is attendance at
job readiness/job search workshops, a relatively low cost CalWORKSs component, Those
who are not able to find employment immediately often face major barriers (e.g., substance
abuse prohlems} and require more intensive case management and special services, The
California Legislative Analysts Office (LAQ) has reported that costs are expected to increase
cnce all non-exempt individuals are enrolied in CalWORK= welfare-to-work activities. Also,
grant increases became effoctive in November 1998 and a 2.2 percent cost-of-living increase
in assistance will take cffect in Sate fiscal year 1999/2000. Some additional areas in which
TANF expenditures are expected to increase are: (1) effective January 1, 1998, California
began using TANF funds to provide ocut-af-home care and other services for children under
the jurisdiction of County Juvenile Probation Departments based on the provisions of the
Title IV-4 Plan in effect on September 30, 1993; (2) California provides TANF assistance to
child welfare children who are placed with relatives, and the State is now tooking to TANF to
help fund kinship care payments for children who are placed with relatives; (3) the State
transferred $100 million in FY 1997 TANF funds to the Child Care and Development Fund
andd an additional $183 million to 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 impiemented on March 1, 1998,
However, even with these various planned activities that are likely 1o increase expenditures,
it is stil! possible that California will have a pool of unspent funds. This is not viewed
negatively by counties that are concerned about how potential economic dowmums {e.g.,
fallout from the Asian economic crisis) could make it more difficull to recipients © find
employment and result in TANF caseload increases. A guestion hus 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 littie MOE expenditures for the
first three quarters of the fiscal year, hut meets the 80 percent requircment when the entire
fiscal years expenditures are roviewed. We have advised State staff verbally that its current
practice of spending Federal dollars first is contrary (o the Cash Management Improvenent
Act (CMIA) requirements. HHS is currently clarifying questions on CMIA with the Treasury
Department and will issue written clarification te the Regions. -



Florida has béen using FY 1997 funds for much of its FY 98 program operations; through the
third quarter of FY 98 it expended approximately $80 million of s FY 1997 TANF grant. It
will likely expend an additional §35 miltion of FY 1997 funds during the last quarier of FY
93 in order to exhaust its left-over FY 1997 funds. Florntda attribules its low TANF
expenditure rate primarily to its declining caseload. However, since June 1998, Floridus rame
of decline in caseload has become flat, and an uptum is possible. As 3 safeguard against
unanticipated significant increases in caseload, the State Legislature passed legisiation
requiring the TANF agency to reserve $250 million of its FY 1998 {unds as a "rainy day
reserve.” Flonda’s use of FY 1998 Federal TANF funds is ¢xpected 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 expenditures previously reported against the IY (997
grant to the FY 1998 grant; if is likely to repott additional FY 1998 obligations of about $51
million in previously anreported expenditures; and it will probably report an increase in
transfers of about 346 million by the first quarter of FY 99, raising ils transfer level o

. a;;pmximazeiy 15% of the total TANF allocation. These actions will reduce the State
"surplus” to $192 million, which is $58 milhon bciow 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 enongh to prevent

CarFyaver.

Leouisiana’s caseload has declined by about 25 percent, from 60,226 in January 1997 {its TANF
implementation date) to 45,871 in October 1998, Its 2Z4-month {ime limil has not begun to
affect a significant number of clients. (It will in January 1999

Minnesoia reduced services to compensate for the liberalized eligibility rules that 1t
implemented to provide more support for warking families. However, it expenienced higher
reductions in its caseload and expenditures than expected. It will now increase services.
Other factors affecting its expenditures are its decisions (o maintain a "rainy day" reserve and
spend MQE funds before spending Federal dollars. The State intends to increase its Federal
expendifures in light of the amount available. it has ciosed out its FY 1997 grant and ig
working now on FY 1998 monsy.

New Jersey e;stimzzes that its unobligated balance of FY 1998 TANF funds will be $124,
238,000, or 31% of the funds available for TANF. Tt transferred over $16 million to CCDF
and over 540 million to SSBG. State officials expect that it will expend the unliquidated
balance in upcoming years. NJ also has gquestions about allowable claims under TANF,
particularly concerning transportation and child care. It feels that the lack of final rules is an
obstacle to States as they attempting to use TANF funds for innovative projects.

New York increased transfers of TANF 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 activitics 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

yet been reported for the third and fourth quarters of FY 1998, Another factor is the
continued decreage in cascloads. With the funds, NY intends o build up a "rainy day
reserve. I also intends to use the funds to implement a number of new initiatives in
smployment activities and in other areas.

Oklahoma has reduced its caseload 38 percent between October 1996 {its TANF implementation

date) and Gotober 1998 (from 34,901 cases to 21,644 cases). Expenditures on TANF
payments were running 310 million per month in 1996 and are row down to $4.99 million as
of October 1598,

Pennsylvania expecis 1o increase iis expenditure of TANF funds. Recently, it passed new child

care regulations, which will permit the State (o provide subsidized child care for TANF _
reciptents under CCDF with funds transferred from TANF. The Commonwealth also created
& job program for TANF recipients, called WorkNet, which will develop jobs and jobs
training for recipients and will soon be operational. Also, PA has budgeted furds for
transportation increases, but the Governor has not been willing to release the funds unless it
is able to show a decling in the welfare caseload.

Washington’s caseload continued to decline in FY 1998, This program has 38 roots in work

search and unsubsidized employment, which arc less costly to provide than education and
training, subsidized employment, OFT, ete. Al the same time, participation in Workfirst did
not become mandatory for all welfare recipients until November 1998, Also, the
decentralization of the Workifirst ?mg:ram has resulted in some delays in spending at the local
level. Another factor is the increasing amount of funding frém sources other than TANF
{such as DOL, DOT, HUD) to help with the transition from welfare to work.

West Virginia anticipates new spending, It is planning to transfer $10 million to CCDF. It is

also planning to increase its TANF grants by: Increasing the basic payment by $100, which
will also automatically increase its 10 percent marriage incentive; increasing its annual
school clothing allowange; 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 caseload. The number of cash assistance cases has

been declining gradually since March of 1998. The total caseload on cash assistance was
11,453 1n Apnl and was down to 10,580 families as of September Also, the State 5 still
spending FY 1997 TANF funds.
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Welfare Réfen@: Unspent TANF Funds

i

Summary . :
‘ i b .
MMWWQFTWW far Neody Families (TANF
provides Sxod for ¥iscal Year 1997 through FY2002, The
mmalamuﬁ&ﬁwbasiu? b&mkgrmgc‘fﬁ '8 billion is based on Wistoricslly
wcﬁqsandwm jx thew at preceded TANF. Welfare caseiczds

TANF expeaditnes mebﬁlﬁw s
grants unesprended, TANE mh‘e made quarier
€y %2}3& cash, The
bls to halp finy
wnexpended T

make TANF expenditures t
(it thes faderal treasucy) &
end of FY1898, the halance
grmts)m%.? billion,

Future expenditures w;l,lmsu;t from both existin

LI,

fure expendinires. At the
griarita {eocelnding we!ﬁareww-wk

g #nd new comrnitments that

states make to a‘peud TANF funds. A {he end of FY1998, states had already
ohliguted shout helf ¢ ’himaa) of the balance. Generally, these state
obligations are 10 mﬂ futnte, They may be in the form of
eoniracts, grania, or oiher types of comin 8 14 provide boenefite sod sarvices
the program. Howevar, states have co able| discretion in the design of their
TANF pro and the definition of “obligation” y VACY among SUaTe DIograms.
A balance of $3.0 b&ﬂianrmamedumarded d unchligated, -

The miﬁl nuenbers

reported carrying no hnlmm }mvmg spant

comzast, throe giatics {Idahu, Indama, and (W

50% of their grants. ;

Tn Greating TANT,
in sy given fiscal yewr romeet:pro

“W?Wmmmmmebnmsbys

and expenditure of TANE lgranis. Ho

T s

e biirits, 55 GG 5 o
of ¥Y'1958% balanwe

current rate of mdxmm) Thu.o
quarter yosr's wrth of

they will receive from FY1999 and later
would these balsnees help St?ﬁes et wn

recsssion)? The obligsted; balance is gmwaﬁy pravailable to the state for thege .

kﬁmd:mbtest ¢ vaxiation in the share of their
grants thas remain uncmpﬁndeé "Three statss {

mot &l or peady all of thedr grants, T

nnecticus, Hinois, and Maine)
veported expending less than

I +
|
|

|
o8 mmpatvd that TANF grants rms}xz be insufficient

costs) It gave stares the flexibility to

o deadline on the obligation
. © are 4o accopted norms for

PSS et e b,

¥ baladess. Tolprovide sonie perspective oil the gixe of
58 Ghefipared with te ratel of TANF expenditures. The end
regiaciits abouta?mffabmt

TANT expeaditures at the
i ”ot;ﬁmgam talances cach roflect a

States’ ability to finance fiture expenditures
with past years granis gxm thex added ﬂm‘b

in committiag the “uew money”
tz, However, 10 what degree
eq high costs {for exumple, duetona

purposes, €ince states have akuéyamwﬂm these funds, The usobligated halmoe,

whmh is zvailable to the st
“Fepreseins about 2%
expenditure rale, ms p
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Cynthiz &, Rice 03714589 062634 PM

Record Type:  Record

To mbourdet & os.dhhs.gov
o6 Andres KanafOPD/EGP
bog:

Subiect: re Saturday’s Post story on TANF suts--good quatss fram Tho,., ?_%f}

fthink Gene Falk's point that the TANF unobligated balances regresent only 2 1/Z morehs of 1888
spanting and 1 1/2 months of 1884 monthiy spending puts thase nurnbers in some useful context.
Mary Bourdetts <mbourdet 8 us.dhhs.gov >

. e, fAary Bourdatte <mbourdet @ os.dhhs.gov>
il 007 03714/898 03:21:52 PM

Please respond 10 mbourdet@os.dhhs.qov

Hevord Type: Hecord

To: Cynthia A. Rice/GPDIEOP

fen
Subject; e Saurday's Post story on TANF guts—-good guotes from Tha, .,

Thanks, Re Clivia's 1estimony to WM on eo on Tuesday, we need to
soordinate her response on TANF questions,

Algo, Egot 5 copy of Gene Falk's naw paper on Tand balances ar Frigay Pl
fax 2 copy to you. is pretty “balanced”, Both Geneg and person from T80
will testily at CC hearing on Tuesday - CBO's baseling #'s are really high

-as in $22 B in cumulative unspen balances in FY 200211 Thanks for T
grticly,

Original Text

From: <Cymhia_A. Rice@opd.eop.gov>. on 3/14/8% 3:17 P

SUBJELY 190 long. Original SUBJECT is

Saturday’s Post story on TANF suts--good guetes from Thompsan and Argher

mummmmrnrnmemaenanene DFIGHYE BAGSSA0R FOlOWS srmercecim s

Senate’s Weifare Plan Infuriates Gevernors
Grant Cuts Would Fund Hurricane Ald


mailto:Cynthis_A._Rice@opd.eop.go\l>.on
http:rnbourde:t@os.!.ihhs.gov
http:os.dhhs.gov

L N TN R

{
Contents b
)
Introducton .. ........ b | .............. et e 1
TANY Grants and Expeadzm.'l' .............................. i
Obligated and Unobligated éatainm ................ S ... 3
Asscssing the Size of T Balams .......................... 3
"TANF Grantg, Expendity M[ﬁﬂunces by 3:&1‘6 et e 5
Will TANF Expendifures R.émamsi&af? .......................... 8
Federsl Budges 1 ........ e 9
List of Figures ) I 5
Chart 1. TANF Transfers, Expetuditures, and Batanoed: Fiacal Year 1997
and Fiscal Xear 1998 ...l .. 1., c 2
List of Tables } f
Table 1. TANF Balances ] Expmdzm ? 1998 Expenditures
and Balances Through Sept 30,1998 ... 0. ... e s

Tabie 2. Cumulative TANE Gl‘qﬂiﬁ, Expenditures, Halances by State:

FY1997 apd FY'199% (through Septomber 30, 1958, prolindoary data) ... [ &

g .
.

i f; 4
1

| !

b

P

L

l ' :
. : L
?
!’
N
:
|
.

Lo

H -
; i
i .
o D
'I .
i Py 4




,,,”;; TTRNETY 1 N ’ 63f1|£99»|5w'

Welfare Reform: Unspent TANF Funds

lntmdtmﬁazz }

The block grant program o?'rampmmy Asman for Needy Fumilies (TANF)
provides sraves with fixed ymts for: each fscal year FY1997 through FYZ002,
Tts basic anmud block grast is!frozen st $16.5 billiog, with some supplemental and
bomus grants slso provided. TMFW::&M asbazmquaneziy The $16.5
villion grant is based on peak expenditurcs w Ald to Femilics with Deépendent

{Children (AFDC} and AFK?C—{'&S&M program the PY'1962 through FY1685
period, .
§

AFDC pmwicd unlisited fedessl matching grants to atatos 1o help pay for
expendifures in their welfare programs. AFDC grants amtomatically tscreased or
decrcased with tlses or falls In state AFDC expenditures, In contrass, the TANF
prograns capped fidierul prants to gtates for 6 years, FYV1897 through Y2002, This
elimingted the divect fink b TANYF grants and state welfare expenditures.
However, in passing TANF, Gou@mn anticipated that TANF grente mighs be
insufficient i any given fiscal yelar to et program cots. 1t provided soveral sourcss
of fsderal foruding to mest mx{ casts. One suck soutor is the flexdbility provided 1o
“reserve” TANF grants and ssorue bajances without fiscal yw lismit, by setting no
deadiine on the obligation andlﬁxpcndimx‘e of TANF grants

TANF Grants and Erpeizdztum

LANE, Wmmqumeﬁyﬂto the atates. }ﬂ;ww a grant is oot & wanafer
of cash to the statos. A, grant permits s state to draw cash fron the federal treasary
when needed 1o pay the siate for experulitures in.its program. Essentially, » grant
award iazﬂwalmeefm-editwﬂmxma It extabli to amount of cash states may
draw from the feders! g but actual cash 18 deswn coly when nesded.
Bxaept for welfare.qo-work ts and contingeney funds, thes bewy deadiine for
stgrey ;o,ﬁmg.c&wm&mnhr even malte-comi to-apend.the funds.

States have the option o{amsfm*iag up 1o 30946 of their TANF grants (axcopt
welfira.to-work and mngwy Fands) 1o other specified programs. A maximum
of10% may ba transferred to 2113 Social Services Block Grant (SSR(O), which will

?
|
i

"
T

’mwﬁwﬁtywmmiw%hmzﬁsmiwmwﬁmdmmzapgiytowclﬁm»-ra»
work graaty. Welfses-to-work grante musr be axpended within 3 years, This moport doos nas
discuse welfiatowork grants, mmewmmwmmmmmkmmmy
Wm,%wmmmamwmwmmmmminaﬁmw.
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dperepse to 4.25% in FY2001. Transfors may 2lso be made to the Child Care and
Devolapment Fund up 2o the gﬂﬂt;:z;’ ’

Chart 1 sbows cunulative T mMB?m&?Y;?%} through the sad
of FY1998. Of the 530 billion in TANF grants, $2.4|billion were sansferred to other

tlock prapts and $21.2 billion expendiiur 4 in state TANF programs. State
expendiiures rapresent aotual outlays Gom stite & ias: payments of benefits 1o
femilias, payments for administrative costs, or pa s to third parties for benefits

and services providsd to TANF Pmﬁim,
l

Chart 1. TANF Transfers, Expm:iiwrﬂ, and Balancea:
Placal d 1997 and Fiscal Year 1994
« ¢ $inbillions
i

{Cumul#m tierough the end of FY1998)

$14
Total Graats = $29.9 billion

Scurcar Congrondomnt Reomsarah Sorvioe buyed o1 dwis fiumt the U5, Defsartmn of Heatth and Hiznas

(

H

? Also within tho 30% limt, T, ’Pﬁmdsmyzzwd an Gtate matching funds for Job Access
grants. Job Acoess grants pm;m 30 halp develop taasportation ssrvicas for

welfare recipiongis snd ewFiirm pmo ;
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Obligated ang Unobligated Balasces

A3 of September 30, 1998 the ount off TANF grants that remained
unexpendad totalod $6.3 billion?; This amount remsined availuble fom paw graes
to fisance future sxpendinges i state T, pins. They will be zdded to new
grants 8 funds gvallable to states o Hnance TANE & enditures,

Sote furure TANF expendiiyres are sicipated.{ Some aro not only anticipated
but will be based on existing comei . Througli the snd of FY'1998, stetey had
made comunittents 1o spend mﬁam ~- [that have yei to result in smate
expendifurcs totaling $3.2 hilkon. obligatigns are binding commitinents to
spend.* They may be in the form of cemm, gmm-.ar other types of commitments
to provide benefits and services in ajprogram Howeye:
varies from progsam to program, | 'I‘mwmg Waﬁyﬁ#éimm
programs, what constitutes a *ghligadon™ ay vary amoug state TANF
programs, . '

The obligated balanve will co fiture -u res that are anticipated and
refiocts commitmants glready by the states. Sincs federsi igw itnpases no thme

Th@mmmxzswbxﬁmnef eT grant isiphe unchligatad balance, These

FY1987 mind FY1998 granis for mew
wﬂﬁmﬂ andfers to CCDF or S8BG. These
are algd the balances aveilable to hdp : foture wmnicipated expenditures, such
as increased benefits paid if the ¢ cimdﬁmiar‘_ Y38

Asscssing the Size of TANE Ba%é,nc&

Thaprnscmcfhﬁizamcfduamm“mﬁ”? NF funds has aroused interest.
However, the TANF program is hew {gcam;i ba the 1996 welfere reform isw), so
there iy Brtte history aviiisble 1o as themagamd f ths balances. Thers siso are
rio nonns fo help indicuts whether the ’i‘ANF baisdoes are abnormally larpe.

"I'iiabalami;bm:qumiy" ,mmm
difery from thatshown in fodosd b mmwmsmms?zbmwmm
zrams had yoi o muizin'l'&h'?wﬂawatm&osaaf Y

nwﬂawﬁnm&Tme mzic:ssmqk COF expend thom. F addition
tha teatment of trensfirs, there diffovercos o the tming of smis axpoadityres
and faderad au&wmpay&rmﬁm reslt in 7t biianues being reported nu
mcmpmﬁimmmﬁﬁmt}mseb&admmba t dote. Fedeom) budpet datn are
diserrandd tafor inthis roposs. : }

1 Regulations defina obligations s)“amount of ordes Iplaced, conuacts and subuatraots
awarded, goods 80d sTvicts reotiwd, sud wirnilay tal the pariod that wili
require payment by the grantss durihg the or futupe peviod.” 43 Cre Pan 52.3.
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Table 1 provides soms lustrative meas -« ht'.lp 859636 the sz of TANF
" balanoss, relating the belances to pmpnthly TANF espend
on tha table anmrﬁqumnon. Bow thany 1 F:hs ofespcndi.tmw could theso
tulances finance? This is done by dividing the TANF balance (a8 of September 20,
1998) by wmge monthly expenditures. The tables iocoks at different categories of
expenditares and m@mm&&‘m raLes to ng the £6.3 billlon in perspective,

The twhie first shows wmxpmd balupces divided by average monthly
Poderal expenditunes during FY1998. The total unexpended balapce repressats about
one baif vear (6.7 mopths} aﬁ&dmaliywﬁmmad XD mdim:‘w The obiigated balance
and upoblipated balanoces ucb mpremw& p}om:ciy one quatter year of

expeaditures. h
i

The unchligated balence f;an bo used to Belp definy unexpectsd Incranses in
anﬁmmmw&wuﬂmgwteﬁm@g&mgvmﬁMyme
MWWW(&: during o recession) would likely
directly increase expenditures)on cash Thesefore, the table relaten the
usobligated balance to towl eLsh benefit payréwtx TWeG HeRaures aro shown to
provide a mngcofhawloqgmam&hh’gtﬂd Helanes would last in the event of an
unexpected incressa in . Flimed balanos is related 1o cash
benefits paid at the FY1998 , showing thqt 2.5 months of cash benefits at the
FY1998 expeaditere yate conld be paid using mhllgatad balaace. An additional
measure showing the balance rethted to cash benefits paid at a “recossionary rate” of
their bisterical peak (FY1994) 46 ‘also shown, | The unobligated balance represents
abour 1% months of cash ss&istanm paid af the bistorical peak rate of bemofit

paymants,

rm vy WM

4 s s

*
[

'é
(.

i

. -
™
e M e o o s oy

B e

LTS

B o e 4




et o Tag T

CRS5 {0

| ; ‘
Table 1. TANF Balaawiﬂdatad to Expenditares:
FY1998 Expenditures and liala%cns isaugh Septersber 30, 1998

and stats) cash hepefits, pesk ymr
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1 ! monthly from the
Ratie jghnm; b cxpenditure  balaner
Tots) bmancs fo w;»ﬁnanmd _ $6,376 5941 &7
sxpenditures ) . -
Obligated bulnose to fadwnl!y»&:aéamd sg,aLs $941 34
Usoblignted bafance w federslly . $3.041 $941 32
finnnotd coxpendinires ) |
Unobligated balancs to total @bderd | $3.041 51218 2.5
ad stam) cash boncfits, FY1998 " : .
Usobligzsted balasce to fotal (foderal ; ‘ sa}@i $1,892 L€

Sourcrs Table prepared by %{MWME‘LWIA &ﬁina (CRY) hased oo dats Brogs DHEE.
TANF Grants, ﬁxpmdxtums, mé Balances by State

There s a Mafwdmﬁ mmmm&nmnpomofm’fm
grants spent, shiignted, and zzmhllgw: 6tates (Connecticut, linois, and
Maine) repoxted emrylng o balances; ‘haviag ?pm all ur neardy ¢l of thely grants.
Inm:ast,ﬁrwmm{!daﬁho}mdl weported expending loss than

50% of the grant that recained after muﬁs&m urteen staten obligated all of their
unexpended halances, \Iimtm states reported usobligated but so obligated
balances, Table Z shows T&NIF grants, tmmdxtums, and balances by atate,

b i ottt &



CRS-6

Table 2. Cumualative TANF Grants, Expenditures, snd Balances by State: FY1957 a0d FY1998
(through September 30, 1998, preliminary data)
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Will TANF Expenditures Remain Low?
‘The u%@da& o te;;rebﬁgam?

ansd latter years’ grants,

HARTHBIERIIE

& months worth of TANF
copenditures, ikt  even obligated halenceg ~—- moang
that fewes future expenditares sopd to bolfmnnc& :E

“new wmoney” from FY1 9589

TANF balances will continue ol grow a3 qu at TANF expenditures plus

transfics to CCDF and SSRBOG
TANYF expenditures begin to

Thi, TANE. Bros. 8
“predocetSor programs
AFDC/TANF cassloady bave
million funilies.stood 43% bolov

of.1694, . Though the TANF Hlqok gran; | "":; ;

TANF programs have fallen with the Sasel

casclmda:mbcgmmzzgnf . i
bcgm:zing nf}?YIQ% Both.gh

of them in iarge gtates|o
« California increased i
Caiifornis eccoumts for
inorepse in that sta

Everything clso being ey

¥ gmf. The key question is; Will

- expendingres io ity

2 . Since March of 1994,

! :&bdnw:ha:offhc caseiaad at
spend. she Congressional Budgoet

B outtays through Y1999,

iy parvice in “pay»a&«-pmfomnw
gramy tend to be costly, and wide use
¢ expenditures,

it lcontinue 1o decline, the: i of
tw&&éﬁwﬁ parfnlly. There

rise in FY 1999,

ork o cemunxy service after

This is sometimos
. iik FYI?‘)Q souse large
— will begin to

stive November 1, 1998, Since

WANF cases, a significant beaedit
be nations] exponditure figures,

i cash bensflts in California

3 TAN?MW&MW&

Hawpver, these perocumages abe reducad one perdonits
dexling in the casclond from FY'1995, Siace|the crel] .j
to meet groatly xeduced work. dy MIEY 1967 5
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FYi908,
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Iprovement Act (A}
develop methods to transfer
expendivure.
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£ perspective of the statas. The

ssuries, Obligated belances are
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the federal troasury 16 the
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TANEF Spending
March 14, 1989

The Perzonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)
provides states with broad flexibility to use TANF funds to provide assistance to needy
families; promote job preparation, work and mareriage in vrder to end dependence; reduce the
incidence of out-of-wedlock births; and encourage the formation of two-parent familics, States
are beginning to transform theiv former AFDC programs and to use the new TANF funds to
support innovative and creative cfforts to meet these important now goals,

With the repeal of the AFDC catitlenient to the states, PRWORA also allows states great
flexibility in the timing of their TANF cxpenditures, Recognizing that cascloads «— and state
expenditures -~ may rise in times of cconomic downturn, stales are allowed 1o defor some of thewr
TANF block grants for a “rainy day.” Similarly, they may carefully plan foture investments for
needy families and children,

For FY 1997 and FY 1998 combined, 90 percent of TANF funds have been obligated by the
states, Ninetecn states have obligated 100 percent of their FY 98 TANF funds. These include
farge states such as Californig, [llinois and Texas, as well as Connecticut, Delaware, Oregon and
Virgima. Obligated funds represent the best measure of TANF spending, since they include funds
for which states have contracts or other binding plans, such a3 sub-grants to counties to run the
TANF program. States are using TANF funds for o wide range of services to help an historic number
of recipients move from welfare to work and they are beginning o address other difficult issees of
dependency.

Some states have not obligated all of their TANF funds, leaving $2.7 billion in unebligated
TANF fands for FY 1998. Fully allowed and anticipated by PRWORA, there are a variety of
reasons {or this. Some states have specificaily sot aside some of these funds for a “rainy day”. {Any
funds set aside for a ratny day remain in the federal treasury as unobligated funds) Some states have
experienced large caseload declings but require further state {egislative action to reprogram funds
from cosh assistance to other inveshnenis (o promote work and end dependency. Other states arc just
beginning innovative new efforts and plan w utilize these funds for these purposes.

Unobligated funds are not “surplus” funds and must remain available to address the goals of
PRWORA, These funds are essential to the overall success of welfare reform, Many of the familics
remaining on welfare face substantial barriers to employment, such as low levels of education and
skills, substance abuse and menta! health problems, domestic violence issues, disability or the need
10 core for a family member with a disabilily. States anticipaie that much greater investments will be
required o suceessfully help such familics gain work and self-sufficieney, The unobligated TANF
funds - together with Welfare to Work funds - are crucial to such efforis.

States alse fuce enormous demands for work supports for low income families - both families
making the transition from welfare to work and families who have never been on welfare, As
more and more families with infants and young children move inio the work{orce, the need «« and
competition for -- help for all types of quality child care, especially infant care and care at non-
traditional hours, continues 1o expand, Without assistanee, o family camning $14,400 & vear (ypically
must spend 25% of its income for the care of a child under five. Yot in some states, child care
assistance under TANE and the Child Care and Development Block Grant iy Jimited to fumilics
making the transition from welfare to work. Low-income working familics who have nover been on
wetfare and are struggling to stay off wellare are oo offen denied desperntely needed child care
issisiange,
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WELFARE TO WORK REAUTHORIZATION A

CONTINUING 4 VITAL INVESTMENT IN SUCCESS

Welfare reform policies, combined with a strong economy, have resulted in dramatic caseload
declines across the nation. However, those individuals remaining on the welfare rolls are more
hikely to face serious challenges to employment including poor basic skills, no recent work
experience, limited English proficiency, substance abuse problems, or a physical, learning or
emotional disability, and require a more comprehensive and intensive set of services 1o gain,
retain, and advance in employment, While the welfare reform law allows states to spend their
TANF funds on a broad population of needy families and for g broad set of purposes, WiW is
specifically designed to help states and local communities meet the challenge posed by the
hardest to serve welfare recipients, inchxding those who have been on welfare the longest.

s WEW dollars go directly to the poorest communities, First, WtW funds are allocated
to states based on their share of welfare recipients and individuals in poverty. Eighty-
{ive percent of these funds go directly to local workinree boards, based on their share of
long-term welfare recipients, poverty, and unemploymend, Second, WIW competitive
grants reward local partnerships, community-based organizations, faith-based
organizations, businesses and others in high poverty rural areas and cities.

. WiW has become an important mechanism fo help noncustodial parents to mect
their obligations to their children, Many noncustedial parents of children on welfare,
usually fathers, face the same employment barriers as the hardest to serve welfare

recipients. Improving the employment and carnings of noncustedial parents is often a
precondition to improving their interaction with their children, 1a fact, some states have
designated ali or most of their WtW allocation for these parents. While TANT has
primarily focused on custodial parents, states and local communities are using WiW
funds to find new ways 1o help non-custodial parents buikd their capacity to pay child
support. Often, noncustodials parents of children on welfare are ineligible for TANFE,
unless the state specifically changes its Iaw or its TANF plan. Many states would need
to redefine thelr definition of an eligible TANF family in order to serve noncustodial
parents with TANF funds, For all of these reasons, we are proposing 1o expand the
WiIW focus on fathers and streagthen the links to child support enforcement in the
reauthorization.

. WiW heips those who have reached their TANF time limit and are still in need of
employment and suppert services. In 19 states, including California, Ohio, Florida,
and Massachusetts, state time limits have or will affect TAKF benefiis for some portion
of welfare recipients before the end of 1998, WiW can continue to help individuals to
get or keep a job through wage subsidies, direct job creation or other work support, even
after they ve exhausted their TANF benefiis,



For those who have found a job, WtW makes sure they keep that job and make a
full fransition to self sufficiency. As a work first program, WIW is designed to make
sure the hardesi-to-employ have the transpertation, counseling, on-the-job training; and,
where necessary, child care and other supportive services vital (o job retention.

i more effectively

Wellare-to-Work bridges the gap between the welfare and workforce systems,
Wellare-1o- Work resources are helping to develop first-time partnerships between weltfare
agencies, workforce agencies, employers and communities as they collaborate to meet the
unique needs of the hardest-to-employ. When surveyed, the first ten states to implement
the program unanimously cited this as an important return on their investment of
matching funds. This finding was echoed b}' state and locai officials in a February §, 1999
(AG Heport on Welfare Reform,

Welfare-fo-Work invests in innovation and draws new providers--cspecially
businesses and community-based srganizations-into the system, The Workioree
lnvesiment Act designates every locally run Welfare-to-Work grantee as a mandatory
paringr in every One-Stop Carcer Center throughout the nation, opening the gates 1o an
even wider range of possible services, economies of scale, and a varicty of shareable
resources. The same business-led boards that dircct the Welfare-to-Work program at the
lacal level will also oversce the full compliment of workforce development activities in
that community. The competitive grants program directly rewards innovativey ideas,
organizations and partnerships in local communities.

Welfare-to-Work is employer driven. The WiW program is overseen af the focal level
by Workiorce investment Boards with g business majority and a business chair, As
emplayers, these business leaders understand the local labor muarker and what it takes 1o
assist welfare recipients in making the fransition from welfare to work.

Welfare-to-Work addresses emplovers® needs. Many emplovers, especially those in
small establishments, are currently having great difficulty attracting and retaining
qualified employees. Recent rescarch shows many are open to hiring welfare recipients,
but do no know how 1o recruit them, Welfare-to-Work grantees can respond to their
needs with outreach 1o small businesses and with referrals, transportation and retention
assistance.

Approximately 1 milbon adults on TANF are estimated 1o meet the proposed WiW hard-
to-serve eligibility eriteria and more than 1 million non-custodial fathers are projected to
be eligible for WtW services under the proposed reauthorization,  The $1 biltion
requested is sufficient 1o serve an estimated 200,000 individuals.



During the first year that Welfare-to-Work Formula Grant funds were available, 44 stotes
put up a 1.2 match and applied for these resources.

Over 1,400 applicants from local communities across the nation applied for the Wiw
Competitive Grants, requesting more than $5 bitlion while DOL only had sufficient funds
1o award $468 million to 126 graniees.

Over 250 Members of Congress wrote to RDOL in support of competitive applications
from their commurities.

T 4 “surphes® shou r pverstaled,

According 1o the most recent preliminary data on TANF expenditures, states have
obligated between 80 and 85 percent of their FY 98 TANF funds. The vnobligated
balance for FY 1997 and FY 1598 stands somewhere between $3.0 and $3.5 billion, In
fact, preliminary data reported to HHS shows that close to half the States have obligated
all of therr FY 98 TANF funds.

TANF block grant funds are fixed at historie levels; therefore, some states are reserving a
portion of their TANF funds as “rainy day funds” in the event of state population
increases oy recession, WiW {unds are targeted {unds that have 1o 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 trom welfare to
wirk.

WitW funds help even out the widely varying levels of TANF allocations across states,
particularly in low benefit states. Because the WtW formula reflects concentrations of
poverty and welfare dependency, it helps direct resources to arcas with the greatest necd,
whereas the TANF block grant is based on historical spending patterns,
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FY 1888 STATE SPENDING UNDER THE NEW
WELFARE PROGRAM

Overview: Facal Year 1988 was the first il year that il sfates
implemented the now welfare program now called Temporary Assistance
for Newedy Families (TANF). Stales demonsiratad temarkabie progress in
welfare reform during the year -- over 1.5 million families who warg on
welfare in 1997 were working i 1998, cassinads continued o deciing at
an unprecedenised rate wilh 20 percent fewer recipisnts than in FY 18987,
and all stetes subject (o the cveral work participation rate in FY 1997
mel . States alsc conlinved to make iarge investments i their work first
welfare programs, spending or comniiiing 1o spend 84 parcent of their
facdlaral funds. Nineteen states spent 100 percent of their biock grant.
Alttaugh stafas can reservs funds from year 1o year without limitation
{for exampie, stales can save dolars for "rainy day funds’), when FY
1937 and 1848 funds are combined, states left only 16 ps:z:&mt of the
federal block grant unspon.

In an effort o mee! ihs aritical need of guaiity, affordelle ciiid core fur
parents moving from weifare fo work, states inorpased the transfor of
TANF funds fo the child care Blpck grant. Even with the significant
spending of both federal and slate funds, however, slales are Raging the
new challanges of reaching familiss with greater bariers 1o work and
supporting famiies io remain in work,

FY 1998 Highlights

Baintenance of Effort. The new wellare reform law reguires siales {0
continueg ic spend siale funds a! a level soual o at least 80 percent of
their FY 1854 levels, If siates meet e minimum work participation
rates, the law aizo allows them o reduce their minimum-spending
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raguirement to 75 percent. In FY 1988, ali states expended enough io
meet the 75 percent maintenance of effort amount. Thirteen siates
reported state spending above 50 percent, with ong state - Wast
Virginia — exceeding 100 percent. Since states arg not required o report
any expenditures in excess of the maintenance of effor] requirement,
states ray aclually be spending more than reparted.

CHild Care, Child care continues to he a critical support for familieg
moving from welfare 1o work. States made significant investmants in
ehiid care in FY 1988, transferring 3 tolal of 3852 nillion in TANF funds
o the ¢hild care black grant, an over three-fold increase from FY 1987,
Siates report they are commitling over 89 percent of their child care
biock grant funds. in addifion, stales spent over §1 biflion of their own
furgds on ohild care.

Work Activitivs, Cash Assistance, and Other Supports. States
furthered the goal of the weifare faw by making work first the priority for
their programs. In FY 1398 states spent $1.2 billion in combined federal
ang state funds on work activities. States spent $6.8 billion, or 69
percent, of their FY 98 federal TANF funds on cash assistance and
work-based assistance. (The work-based assistance in this category
may include paychecks eamed by TANF reciptents In raturn for
community service jobs or subsidized employment.} Additionaily, states
reported spending $1.1 billion in federat TANF funds and £1.3 bitlion in
state maintenance of effort funds on oiher expenditures, which inchuded
fraud control programs, emergency assistance {e.g., one-time benefita to
clivert famities frors having to rely on weifare), siaff iaining, domaestic
vislense services, and child welfare programs.

Transferring TANF Funds. The new weifare law gives siates the
authority to fransfer porlions of their TANF grant 1o githar the Child Core
and Developmernt Biock Grant or the Social Services Biock Grant,
Trirty-nine siates reporied transferring funds in amounts ranging from 2
10 28 percent of thalr TANF grant. In total, $852 million or 4 percent of
TANF funds were Irangierred 1o the ¢hild care block grant and $1.1
pition or 7 percent was transferred (0 the Social Services Biock Grant.

Administrative Cogts, Slates continue 1o invest in transforming thetr
walfare offices into employment centers, and to expect maore from their
workforce as eligibiiity workers are trained as job counselors. In FY
1958, state administrative expenditures amounted to $913 million, or §
percen of total federal TANF expenditures -- well helow the TANF
adrministrative cost limit of 15 percent.

Separate State Programs. In FY 1898, a fewer number of states « 15«
chose 1o fund programs with separate state funds thar in FY 1987
Expendituras on separate programs represented less than four percent
of total state spending. Stales wilh separate programs spent most of
their separate state program funds - &5 percent — on cash and
work-based assistance by providing suppori to primarily two-parent
families, pregnant wemen, migrant seasonal workers, and quaiifisd jegal
*immigrants. Most of ihe ramaining funds were spent on child care (35
parcent} and nanedires! services categorized as other axpendilures,

Unoldigated Balances. Slales can carry forward unobligated TANF
funds oy use v futurg years, for exampls o mest unanticipated needs or
resenve dollars for “ralny day” funds, In FY 1998, -states obligated $13.9
niion or 84 percent of the fotal federgl funds. The remaining $2.7 bifion
in unobligated funds remain in the federal treasury, with no :lme fimntit,
unti sigles draw down e dollars.

Attachments:
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Tabie A - Federsl Awards, Transferg and Expenditures in FY 1968 Pant
j.Part2 Part3

Tabie B - Expenditures of Siate Funds in FY 15398
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Table A (1 of 3)

TANF Federal Awards, Transfers & Expenditures Through 4th Qtr,, FY-1998

{data as of 2/5/49)

Data rcpor:lezi by States in Column A on Fomz ACF- 1‘3)6 Line Items 1/

o

3 1 4
!' ; ,m’mu Awmz—e?ill TRANSFERRED ITIMNSFERRIED TG;E AVAILABLE FOR JI
STATE TO CCDF___| sSBG | TANF

Alabama Jl . 95,986,661 1738 94,519,295
Alaska | 65267 ??s'h K 5@{1 00| 3216300 60,451,478 |
[Atizona 2263981731 | 22839800]  203.758,373 |
[Arkansas | " s8230384 ) 1 ) | 58,230,354 |
ICalifornia 1| 3.732,671,378] 100,000,000 | 183,000,000]  3,449.671,378]
Colorado 139324518 1 2152,087 | 137,172,427 |
[Connecticut || 266,788,107 | 23788031 242,993,076
[Detaware | 32,290,981 i ] 3,228,008 | 29,061,883
District of '% ] ’ T t
Columbia | 92609815, ) ] 92,609,815

Florida | 575,886,883  29403486] 57682688 | 489,794,709
(Georgia | 339,720,207 19,152,485 | 30,897,051 | 289,670,671
IHawaii " o8904,788] 7,400,000 i 1,504,768 |
lidaho " 32,780,444 | 3278000 20,502,444
linois | 585,056,960 ] " sas00000f 526,556,980
indiana || 206 ?99@[ N | 6 Qi}mi 200,799,109 |
lowa T | 131624959 | 1.214,089) ~7401592)  122,908278]
Kansas 1 __1o1831081)  7.376,929 ! 101931081 84,361,026
Kentucky | | 181287669 [ 18,000,000 | 9200000, 154,087,669
lLovisiana || 168072304 [ 168,072,394
Maine | 78120889 49848101 2,500,000 | 70,636,079 |
Maryiand | 220,008032 | 22,909,803 | 206,188,229 |
Massachusetts || 458371,116]  79,263383] 42,307,200 337,720,443

[Michigan | 775352858 149,464,937 | 72,782,007 | 553.105,914]
IMinnesota | 267.984,886| 10,200,000 100,000 | 257,684,888 |
[Mississippi [ 88,943530( . | 88943530
IMissouri [ 217,081,740 1 21,705,474 195,346,566 |
[Montana [ 46,666,707 | B ) 46,666,707
Nebraska 58028579 | 1 58,028,579 |
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’ Lava:ﬁa | 44875852

[New Hampshire || 38,521,260 36{31

44,875,852 |

44,875,852 |

iPennsylvania ]

719,499.3“%_“.]

|
| [ 38,521,260
‘INew Jorsey | 404034,823] 16349984 || 40403482 347281357
INew Mexico | 129,339,257 || 13,304.750 | | 116,034,507 |
INew York [ 2.442.830,602] 55000000 ___221000000)  2,166,830,602
[North Carolina | 310,835,520]  11699,5618)  870581)  298,265421
[North Dakota | 26,399,808 | ] I 26,399 809
Ohio 727,968,260 | 72,796,826 655,171,434
|Ok¥a§wma 147842004 [ 5606134]  11,100000] 131135870
Oregon || 166,798,629 529 | 1 | 166,798.629

[ 53003526 | 666,495,779

[Rhode Island | 95,021,587 | | | 95,021,587 |
[South Carolina || 99,067.824 | | 9,996,782 | 89,971,042 |
[South Dakota | 21,313413 ] | 2131341] 19,182,072 |
[fennessee |  196717.088] 14, 704,274 | opego0f 181,102,895
Texas | 498949.726] 12,183.631) 23105516 463,860,579
utah | 789253083 H 3,116,423]  75808.970
Vermont [ 477353181 64805521 4,735,318 36,137,311 |
[Vlrglma T iss2es 1?27 23742776 11,871,388 122671,008]
Washington 404,331754] 28973849 [ | 375,357,905
WestVirginia, | 110176310( 100000001 — 7400080| 92,776,310
Wisconsin | 317.505,180|  28,021418] 31,750,000 | 259,733.762 |
;IWycmmgw ‘]ég 21,538,089 | | - | 21,538,089 |

)

[ El —

76,562,380 59J\ $652,117,005 || $1,079,343,476 | $14,830,920,110

Percentages 2f

4%

I I
T

7%|. _90%

GEMERAL NOTES:

Tablr A shones information exactly as reporied by Siates in Colwnn A on the quarierly TARE repont (Form ACF.198). States

were requrired to submit this TANF fnancial datn by

show how States used their own lunds in the TANF program.

FOOTROTES:

11754798, Table A shows how Bistes used Federal funds, Tables B and

4 Tht amounts reported by States under colume A of Form ACE-196 are the grant swards the Siates received through the
fourth guarier of Y 1998, The awards include Stute Family Assigtance Grans {SFAQ) andd Supplomumal Grans for
Population Increases. AZ, CA, OK, OR, 8D, Wi and WY cumalative totads have been adiusted for Tribes operating TANF

within the Stote.

24 TANF Transior percentages are based on the tomd inthe TABLE A& {3 of 3} column Mol Awarded. E.\pwd'immé
percerttages are bused on the 1ol In the “Fod Expenditures’ column of TABLE A (2 of 3). Uniligeiduted and vrobligated
balances percentages are based on the total In the columm ‘Avallable For TANF in TABRLE A {3 o 3),




TANF 4th Quarter, FY 1998

Table A (3 of 3)
IAN F Federal Awards, Transfers & Expenditares Through 4th Qtr,, KY-1998
(data as of 2/5/99)

Dawa repotied by States in Column A on Form ACF-196 Line [tems I/ _
I T P Y [ TR S .
I T TOTAL ‘ AVAILABLE |[ TOTAL 1WW
STATE | AWARDEDR || FORTANF | EXPENDITURES [| OBLIGATIONS BALANCE |
[Alabama I o5086861) 94513295 57 141 861 | i mmaTieel)
Ataska | 6526777B)| 60451478 | 48630865  11820813) l
Arizena || 226388,173] 203,768,373 | 138,763,545 L 30808218 34‘?89,8{3?;
|Arkansas | 58230 35—1 58,230,354 | 28961080] 29269 294 | ;
Calitornia [ 3.732671,378 [ 3445671378  2s66524584]  7earagroall
[Colorado || 139.324.514] 137,172,497 ] 55086198 m(‘““m
 (Conmecticut | 2687881071 242,593,078} 2a2903076) I |

[Detaware | 3032809811 25087883 28,078,933 { 982,950 i[
District of N |

‘Co?nmbia | 92809815 92809 8—" 64,875,756 | l 6,325,026 24,406,{33@_]
[Florida [i 576,886,883 ]| 480,794,700 ]| 185,324,071 | 51,548,488 ;;wmzsz'gzz.f 51
Georgia 11 339720207 | 2896706711 222,742,599 || 15,232,400 || 51695673 ]
[Hawaii | 9sovayss | 01504788 84,574,594 | 420204 6100.900
[idaho | 32780444 ]i 29502404 -1 | 26,502,444 |
ltinois | 585056960 | 526,566,960 545,502,238 B T
[indiana 206,799,100 200,799,109 25479258 1753198511 ]
lowa 1 i3i5249sa] 122.008278) 87,849,764 6,385,774 | 28,873,740 |
[Kansas [ 101931061 | 84361026 62744419 [ 21616607 |
Wentucky [ "1812687.669] 154087669| 110,202,852 | | 43886017
[Louisiana____ || 168,072,394 168,072,354 | 44,555,597 | — T Tazzs8,9002)
Maine | 78,120,889] 70,636,079 | 70,638,079 || o T
[Maryland || 2200880321 206188229 | 126,331,442 | 1 79,856,787 |
IMassachusetts || 455,371,118 || 337.720443 309,370,824 | 28349815 |
Michigan ~ |} 7753528586 553,105,914 | 463,845,037 | 34,122,009 | 89,260,877 |
[Minnesota | 267,964,886 | 257,684,886 | 120,757,360 | | 3e.g27526]
Mississippr || BB.043530] 85043530 70.065503 | . 16.504075 ] — ,:
IMissouri | 2170507400 195.348,565 | 132,104,238 I 53242330) !
[Montana |_a6866.707][ 45,866,707 27,411,535 | 19,266,172] B
[Nebraska | smozes7ol 58028579 | 33,404,183 ) T 24,624,308
[Nevaga || 44875852 44875852 | 36832249 | 8,043,803 | i
INew Hampshire]| 385212801 38521260 ] 32,568,048 || g 5953212
INow Jersey || 404034823 347,281,357 | 177.022.871) [ 170,258,386 |
[NewMexico || 1263302571 115,034,507 || 80,223,082 | 4,812,000 30,899,415




©[NewYork Il 2442930602] 2.168.530002)|  14.561048320) I 605881273)
m 310,035,520 | 2982654211 205,116,440} [ e31a8.981)
" |North Dakota || 28”59%%5‘](“‘ 26399,800 | 20,635,225 57635841 ]
(Chio | 7ersesgec] 65517143400 18522690G) 469,044 525 §
{Oklahoma || 147,842004 ] j__{i_}m?g?_‘ﬁ?{} i 20897.391) i 110,238480 |
Oregon | 166,798.620) 166,798,639 | 115,141,411 | T 51657218 | |
[Pennsylvania || 719,499305) 666485779 383,571,356 37.888 160 1f 245036264
[Rhodeistand || 95021567 |  95021587] 88493984 | i 5,526,583 |
ISouth Carofina | 08067824 - 89971042|| 661601181 I 23810,928)
[South Dakota || 21313413 ]? 19182,072] T 11,200,436 T 7oe1836]
[Tennessee || 196,717,069, 181,102,865 119,914,990 || 12921983] 48265922
Texas | 498,049,726 463660679 258 305,086 ||  205.265513 |
Utah [ 7se2s3esj 758089705 62,258539 ) | 13580431]
Vermont | 473531813 36,137.311 } 30,565,738 || B 5571572 |
[virginia || 188286172 122671008 903253551 32345883y ]
Washington 1| 404331754 ]| 375357006 2328557951 9493411 141,452,770
[West Virginia || 110,176,310 | 92,776,310 | 12,058,878 | il 80,717,433 |
Wisconsin || 317,505,180 269733762 53665598 147,058,622 [ aeptasa1]
[Eu}ommg [ 21538088 || 21538089 161,802 | 213rep87l
IR I 1 B
Total 115,562,380,591 | $14,830,920,110 | $9,906,157 A3t][ s2,250,468 33*?} $2,704,275,585 if ’
I I | e o |
iPercentages 2 || W ea% 0%l Wﬁ  16%|
GENERAL NOTES:

Table A shows information exactly as reporied by Riates in Column A on the quarterly TANF report (Form ACF-196). States
were Teguired 1o submil this TANF financial data by 11/14/98. Tabla A shows how Sttes used Pederal funds, Tabsies B and £
shignw how Stotes used their ows funds i te TANF program.

FOOTROTES:

1/ The amounts reported by States wirder coluran A of Form ACE-196 are the grant awards the States received through the
fourth quatter of Y 1998, The grant mwards include State Family Assistanee Geants {SFAQ) and Bupplemenial Grams for
Populstion Increases. AZ, CA, OK, OR, S0, Wl and WY cumaulative iei;ﬁs have been adjusted for Tribes operting TANF
within the State.

ZUTANE Trunsfor percantages are based on the toial in sthe TABLE A {1 of 3} column *Tomal Awarded. Expanditares
percentages are based on the tolal in the ots! Bxpenditures’ column of TABLE A {2 of 3}, Unliguidaied and unabligated
balances percentages are based on the total in the column "Available For TANF in TABLE A {J o 1),

» Puck (0 TANF Finascial Das
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e TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEOY FAMILIES
' TANF WORK PARTICIPAYION RATES Ld/@
FISCAL YEAR 1637

ALl "&%k‘( KhTES

STATE
AED BTATES

REY
E Stats N0t requlod o submit TANF dais
for this s,

1/ Siate dpes not hiave any wo-garent
familiog i 15 TANF Program.

27 Sigip ciaims walver inconsisfendies

vt ol S R exempt aff Gases Bom panticipation mies.
CORRECYICUT

DELAWARE
{£I5Y. OF COL.
FLORIDA,

¥ Dala incompiata,

GEORBIA
GUAK
HAWAR
AHD
RAMNOIS 4
INBIANA, 3] ¢
OWA 528 14,0% y
KANSAS 333 14.1% &
KENTUOKY 33 20.3% v
LOUISTANA 148 134% s

MAINE 418  1waul o 1

MARYLAND 183]  189% v 1% A

MASSACHUSETTS M5 26w v

MICHIGAN s

HANESOTA
1SSIPPY
OURI

MONTANA

NEBRASKA

NEVADA
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NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXEG
HEW YORK
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NOETH OAKOTA
OHIG

OREAHOMA,
OREGON
PENNSYLYARIA

it F R "J
SRS s
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RHODE (GLAND
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TEXAS

UTAH

VERMONT

VIRGIN ISLANDS
VIRGINIA

ST
194

WASHIRGTON e 20w s 158 58.0%
T VIRGINIA 3/ 20.2% a 50 1 \
ONSIN 52,8 B0% £1.3 kLR A B : ) ’

o r{IMING 526 15.6% 7 £3.9 54 9%, g

ACHOPRE: 12-29.95



TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMI IES
WORK ACTVITIES, EXCLUDING WAIVERS, FOR FAMILIES MEETING THE ALL FAMILY WORK REQUIREMENTS

FISCAL YEAR 1997
AVERAGE z.Oz.ﬂI_.«. NUUMBER OF PERSONS ENGAGED [N WORK BY WORK )n._.q_.ﬂ.. FOR FAMILIES PARTICIPATING IN THE CVERALL WORK RATES

JHLBURE R OF MNLAIRFR OF SLESOUDYD  |SLASANTED EDUCATION SATISFACTORY

FAMLIES IN PARTICIPATING |UNSLIBSIOIZED |PRIVATE PUBLIC WORK ON-THE-JOB {008 COMMUNTY PPOCATIONAL 0B SKALS IRELATED TO  ISCHOOL PROVIDING
STATE (VERALL RATE JFALIIFS {EMMOTMENT JEMPLOVIRENT [EMPLOVMENT |EXPERIENCE |[TRAINHG  [SEARCH  |SERACE  JEQUCATION FTRAINNG Lm:!b_«:nﬁ ATTENDANCE CHLD CARE
UNITED STATES 1014528 2047 038 amnz 254,004 4132 1,008 T2 am T.5M 16305 IS 4420 o 4573 1588
ALABARMA 28231 12813 5421 3,872 - - 450 23 1,242 E=) 458 o0 . 285 -
ALASKA b f e P PR e T T Y e P B LT T S A e T P nn o R e T L RS S R TS AT A Rl Sty pyrp g
ARIZONA 50,615 [ __5590)] 2] | e 3 =
ARKANSAS By [ e | R T A | Bt e Tt It | e ot pl PR | Fo ¥ ooed] | e | B st E R o R T i ot | e A
CALIFORNLA 105,095 - | Bap| 214
COLORADO 7 o [ EEEsEn i oog [ Lror | RER 0L b T bvpnl g et S et e i Sl e Ui rint o S [ B I Bl me A R ] L TR AR PR AR
CONNECTICUT 55,032 wz2o| 17,342 18451 -
DELAWARE FrE, L A A e 3 [ On s P |2 e | P e L Bt Ly | Lk e CEd Rt at | 5 R A
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GlAM
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NEW MEXICO
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WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINLA
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' TEMALHARY ASSISTANCE FOR NESDY FAMILIES
WORK ACTIVTIRS, EXCLUHING WANVERS, BOR YWOPARENT FAMLIES MEETING THE PARTICIFATION REQUIREMENTS

FISCAL YEAR 1537
i BOR FAMILIES PARTICIPATING B4 THE TWO PARENT WORK RATES
(1R MLUMSER {8 NUMEER 9 EDXSTA LI SATISFACTORY
me OF  IEaks 8 M PARNCIPATING VOCKTICHAL  [JOB BLE TRELATED TO  INCHOGOL FPROVITING
STATE FAMGLIER {4 FTWD PARENT RATE JFadiicy e TIOH TRAINNGG EHPLOYRENT |ATTENGDANDE CHILD CARE
UHITED STATES R 209,46 84 872 s, 4518 E % +¥% 24

RN AT

KARSAS b2 T4 280 i - - 87 2 181 -

WIS O e bk s8¢ 1R N . % . 110 ] - i - . .
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INTRODUCTION

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
{(PRWORA) established 2 new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program 1o replace the Aid to Families with Dependemt Children (AFDE) 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 TANF program in place by July
1, 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 famulies receiving assistance under
their TANF program for the period of July-September 1997, These States
transmutted 3,097,830 active cases and 268,762 closed cases.  All States, the
District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands are required 1o submit
TANF data for the 1998 federal fiscal vear.

Under the new data reporting svstem, States have the option to subrnit either
sampie data or universe data to HHS. Twenty-three States submitted universe data,
from which HHS randomly seiected approxamately 500 active cases each month to
prepare this report. A total sample of 48,515 active cases was used to compite 29
TANF recipiemt charactenistics tables. A rotal of 268,762 closed cases were used (0
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 challenges posed for Swmates and HHS by the implementation of a new
reporting system have delayed the issuance of this report, we anticipate the 1998
datz will be available earlier. In addition, we will conhnue to work with the States
on completeness and reliability of the data. In this report we have wdentified dats
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 mumbers of “unknown” or “other” categones,
HHS urges caution in drawing conclusions on the basis of the data for this period.
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SUMMARY
The TANF Family

The average monthly number of TANF families was 3,040,000 m the 39 States
reporting TANF dat for July - September 1997, The estimated total number of TANF
recipients was 2,680,000 adults and 5,485,000 children. The average monthly number
of TANF families decreased in all 39 States and reflects an overall 11 percent decrease
from 3,423,000 families in October 1996 - June 1997. The 39 Siates 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 remained unchanged. Two m five
families had only one child, One in 10 families had more 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 famihes had no adult recipients, down about 0.7 percentage
points for the comparable states for October 1996 - June 1997, Since child-only cases
have been steadily nsing sice 1988, but the rate of increase slowed slightly between
FY 1996 and October-June 1997, this is some further evidence of what might be 2
slowing trend. We believe it will be important 10 review data for FY 1998 before
drawing this inference, however, because of the short reporting peniod and the fact that
only two-thirds of States are represented.

Of TANF farnibies, 95 percent received cash and cash equivalents assistance with the
monthly average amount of 3332 under the State TANF program.  Of such TANF
families, 85 percent received Food Stamp assistance, which is consistent with previous
levels. Also, almost every TANF family received medical assistance under the State
plan approved under atle XIX.

Reasons for which TANF famibies recetved a reduction in assistance for the reporting
month were: sanction at 2.5 percent, 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 recerving a lower benefnt based on a state policy to pay fanulies that move
from another State at a lower level, or the application of a family cap.

Understanding the reason for case closure is severely imited by the fact that States
reported about two-thirds of all cases that closed did so due to “other” reasons. For

i



example, while independent studies of the reason for famihies leaving welfare typically
find that somewhat over half leave as a result of employment, States reporied only 16
percent of cases closing due to employment, clearly an understaternent of the true rate,
We intend to address these data problems with the States in the future.

The TANF 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 m July » September 1997
Furthermore, the average eamings of those employed increased from about $506 per
month to $592, an increase of about 17 percent. {About 10 percent of adult recipients
had uncamed income averaging about $226 per month.)  Finally, an additonal 40
percent of TANF adult recipients were in the labor force, ie., seeking work but not
employed, and aimost one third of adult recipients were not in the labor force,

Work participation was mandatory for three of every five adult recipients. Of TANF
adult recipients, about 8 percent were exempt from the work participation because they
were single custodial parents with child under 12 months, Only three percent were
exempt because of a sanction or participation in a Tribal Work Program. About 20
percent were exempt from the work participation status because of a good cause
exception, e.g., disabled or in poor health. Nearly six percent were teen parents who
were required 1o participate in education.

The average age of TANF aduit recipients was 30 years. Of TANF adult recipients, 8
percent were teenagers and 18 percent were 40 years of age or older. Only 16 percent
of adult recipients were married and living together.

The TANF Children

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

The racial disribution of TANF recipient children was relatively unchanged. Black
chidren continued to be the largest group 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 1s up by about 2
percentage points, down by a similar amount for Hispanics and down by abont 1
percentage pomt for whites, we believe that the combination of 2 short reporting

i



period, State data problems, and a transition in reporting Systems makes it premature to
draw a conclusion af this point about whether this represents & frue rend.

iv
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DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK EXEMPTION STATUS -
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF FAMILY MEMRERS

YABLE ¢

JULY « SEPTEMBER 1287
TOTAL NUMBER OF FAMILY NEMBERS

STATE FAMILES 1 2 3 ‘ § &1 OVER 10 UNKNOWN
TOTAL 3,040,171 12.8 M5 58 14,4 7.1 4.4 fe 82
ALABAMA 28,293 oA A BWH 122 5.4 18 8.5 0.0
ARIZONA 50912 00 22 e 2L 154 124 83 0.6
CALIFORNIA 767,625 108 324 260 150 85 54 &4 0.0
CONNECTIOUT 55,0542 125 WY 285 158 53 3 2.8 0.0
5IST. OF COL, 22054 12.4 £2.8 240 126 5.5 23 8.0 oo
FLORIDA 167574 10E MO ME 125 6.7 3y 8.0 0.0
GEORGIA 52,350 208 ME 241 124 6.1 at 6.0 0.0
INDIANA 45571 185 M3 B2z 134 37 23 0.0 1.6
OWA 27 436 147 W3 287 142 6.0 26 0.0 0.0
KANSAS 17,508 164 357 258 148 55 20 0.0 0.0
KENTUCKY 80,486 95 WO 28 10 40 1.0 0.0 0.0
LOUISIANA 55460 138 317 %8 183 G4 43 0.0 0.0
MAINE WL WH 4SS WS 40 4 18 0.0 0.0
MARYLAND 54452 38 435 M1 s g3 2 0.0 0.0
KMASSACHUSETTS 72 808 88 BF By W 54 a8 0.1 0.0
MICHIGAN 142,468 83 32 2% 158 75 A8 0.0 0.0
MISSISEIP| 102,193 184 S 7o 313 45 25 Do 0.0
MISSOUR 5,191 108 37T 283 148 6.5 ¥’ oL 0.0
MONTANA 8,475 1286 382 241 8.6 74 53 0.1 0.0
NEBRASKA 13,500 2% B5 283 113 86 51 00 0.0
NEVADA 11,341 136 3BT 242 B8 &5 a8 0p 0.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE BE20| 161 425 285 108 24 18 oo 0.0
NEW JERSEY 85,167 148 380 247 132 £1 32 8.0 0.4
NEW YORK 364,510 164 308 283 a7 82 43 os 0o
NORTH CAROLINA §1.364 158 314 M3 87 7.6 35 1] Ko}
OHIO 165008 185 3313 2y 1oy 57 3.1 8.0 3.8
CKLAHOMA 27,341 172 323 58 149 438 45 o7 8.0
OREGON 21297 0% 238 /1 205 144 118 8.2 80
SOUTH CAROLINA 20.1720 182 B 253 san 55 1.8 0.5 8.0
SOUTH DAKOTA 4,629 176 w0 23 133 £ 385 8.2 00
TENNESSEE 61,067 176 383 244 40 51 32 0.1 0D
TEXAS 169,435 134 318 &2 183 64 32 ¢4 8o
UTAH 11,370 1% s 32 178 BY &5 8.1 00
VERMONT 7.96% 00 M8 W 128 g8 , 20 6.0 oD
VIRGINIA 48517 ME 408 216 114 a5 1.7 88 8.0
WASHINGTON 57,468 13% 373 257 133 7.1 28 % 69
WEST VIRGINIA 28118 08 381 7.1 15.9 5.8 3.0 - 83 o0
WISCONSIN 33,555 165 M4 218 148 75 5.0 5.1 o0
WYOMING 1,744 193 %6 @2 15 42 a1 ot 6.8

SOURCE: NATIORAL EMERGENDY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/0/98

PREPARED BY DHASACFIOPRE ~ Dacember 14, 1998



TABLE2

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

JULY « SEPTEMBER 1837
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILORENR

STATE FAMILIES AVERAGE ONE TWO  THREE FOUR SORMORE UNKNOWN
TOTAL 1040171 a0 1.8 28.1 HE &1 32 A
ALABAMA 28,294 2. kYR 342 17.5 73 3 9.2
ARIZONA 50,912 2.4 30.4 311 204 108 1.4 a0
CALIFORNIA 767,525 .8 sy 19.8 120 4.8 24 224
CORMNELTICUY 55,047 19 PLY 252 177 4.5 25 41
{HST. OF COL. 22,554 1.8 479 284 156 53 28 154
FLORIDA 7574 2.0 427 8.7 14.6 7.3 g 28
GEORGHA 82350 20 450 282 15.1 €7 3e 1.0
NDIANA 45671 19 432 304 152 5.1 25 35
o LN FTASE 18 7.7 0.1 14.3 6.7 0.0 1.2
KANGAS 17,508 1.9 A£0 06 14.1 55 2.0 as
KENTULKY GD AR 1,7 519 778 13.7 £ o1 1.8
LOUISIANA 50,480 25 p1f 296 2.5 120 £ 0.6
SMANE 15357 13 453 3.1 153 3D 1.9 2.5
MARYLAND &6 432 28 £1.1 2732 175 7.7 31 2.4
MABSACHUSETTS 72,4858 i3 453 259 124 58 a7 40
MICHIGAN 142186 28 428 7.1 18.1 8.7 4.0 12
MISSIsSIPR 82143 8 288 27.3 215 11.2 110 0.3
MISSCOUR] 56,151 20 2.3 312 150 €3 4.3 82
MONTANA 8179 2.8 418 280 174 £33 35 k¥
NEBRASKA 13,900 - 3+] 428 287 181 g4 38 i
NEVADA 1,341 23 2 182 113 4z . 37 08
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6820 1.7 516 30 148 24 17 32
NEW JERSEY 45,187 19 455 283 151 53 33 1
NEW YORK 364,510 24 4935 8.4 145 17 38 &3
NORTH CARDLINA §1,354 29 455 6.5 155 &5 4 iz
OHIG 165,009 1.9 292 239 154 £1 2.1 8.3
ORLAMHDMA, AL 2.0 41,4 308 6.0 58 27 32
QREGON 21,297 ¥ 49,3 298 128 50 2.4 68
BOLITH CAROLINA M1 1.9 458 29.3 16.0 58 1.9 10
SOUTH DARDTA <620 2.0 483 82 14,8 72 50 61
TENNESSEER £1,087 2.0 44.0 283 16.3 54 3.4 28
TEXAS 169,436 19 455 BT 154 6.4 1% o7
UTAH 11.3%0 R 382 0.2 16.8 8.4 38 1.5
VERMONT 7.96% 18 470 318 12.7 [ 45 1.2 2y
VIREING, AL BST 1.7 511 284 11.8 4.5 1.8 0.0
WASHINGTON £7 488 18 490 27.9 15.14 5.1 2.4 0.8
WEST VIRGINIA 8.8 19 a4 38.2 14.5 5.3 1.4 0.2
WISCONSIN 13,585 2.1 40.2 286 17.3 8.0 56 22
WYOMING 1,744 19 476 29. 147 45 2.7 0.6

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGERCY TANF DATARILE AS OF 124848

PREPARED @Y DHHS/ATFIOPRE - Daonmivr 14, 1998



TABLE 3

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH NO ADULT RECIPIENTS
BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

HUHLY « SEPTEMRER 1897
TOTAL  NOADULT NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

STATE FAMILIES FAMILIES PERCENT LAvERAGE ONE  TWO THREE  FOUR S ORMORE LINKNOWN
TOTAL 2,899,580 870,718 231% 1.8 53¢ 254 121 47 28 e
ALABAMA 26,293 12.126 429 8 48D 318 131 5.1 1.5 4.0
ARIZONA 50952 15673 308 Z4 333 298 15.0 85 8.2 a0
GALIFORMNA 767828 178948 233 1.9 485 274 12.7 5.1 34 3.1
CONMECTICUT 58,042 5.040 16.4 18 8538 1.1 153 37 o1 kX
OUST. OF COL. L.9% 4,188 18.2 1.5 T 17.1 85 0.4 8 6.0
FLORIDA 147,574 43,168 29.3 1.7 563 258 116 a7 19 0.7
GECRGIA £2,350 32391 a5.4 1.7 583 243 12.5 3.8 a2 a0
MNDIANA ¥
IOWA 21688 4,851 A 16 BG4 265 9.7 34 o0 0.0
KANSAS 17,568 R 223 1.6 563 27 83 36 1.2 6.0
KENTUCKY £0 488 18,743 260 1.5 888 2.6 8.8 28 0.0 0.0
LOLHSIANA 50480 18,080 HE Z37 213 289 267 10.2 ' 104 1.5
MAINE 10897 2HK 18 1.8 483 37 144 37 1.5 04
MARYLAND ¢
MASSACHUSETS 72895 104 5ne 17 583 24 122 AL 2.0 0.0
MICHIGAN 142,168 14,326 118 17 860 208 17,1 L 28 0.0
MISEISSIPR 32,443 10,776 8 26 325 e W3 s 1.8 08
MISSOURI £6.151 13,792 208 18 S07 293 8.0 84 a0 0.0
MONTANA 8179 1040 127 6 887 262 87 4y 12 0%
NEBRASKA 13.900 3,398 230 17 sS850 318 151 Z5 0.8 0.0
NEVADA 11,311 2,878 254 28 2BT 194 7.8 35, &3 284
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,820 1415 20.7 14 655 244 55 1.7 83 1.4
REW JERSEY 65,167 16,754 28 18 513 251 140 5.2 1.8 25
NEW YORK 354,540 74116 203 16 585 242 g4 58 2.6 1.8
NORTH CARQLINA #1364 18,918 207 15 8BS 158 117 15 0.5 28
ORI 165,008 3623 .8 1.5 516 231 8.4 24 29 1348
OKLAHGMA 27,341 1,580 vy irs 17 855  22% 400 40 2.2 5%
CREGOM 21,207 4,084 16.2 1.7 552 304 10y 38 1.1 1)
SOUTH CAROLINA 29.470 $.214 1.5 1.7 558  25% 11.4 5.1 24 60
SOUTH DAROTA 4 629 1,745 e 20 454 29.2 2.8 8.3 4.5 85
TENNESSEER 61,057 108 26.3 18 590 258 11,8 23 1 03
TEXAS 155,436 37,985 224 16 587 288 0.9 4.5 1.2 oo
UTAR Y ’
VERNONT 79069 a4 118 16 BRSO 211 89 1.7 0.6 28
VIRGING AR s17 8926 184 14 B9t 229 48 16 16 0.0
WASHINGTON 87,458 14,347 154 1.7 88 222 12.2 56 1,9 0.0
WEST VIRGINA ¥
WASCONSIN 33,558 0.1 3.1 12 &5 304 2.7 55 ar 0.0
WYORING 1746 - 595 42 17 538 337 1.8 23 $.9 G5

WNGTE: ‘w'eData ropiriwd bt mot rahable.

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFLE AS OF 127/88
PREFARED BY DMMIALFOPRE « Deoember 14, 1098



TARLE 4

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH ORE ADULY RECIFIENT
BY RUMBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

JULY - SEFTEMBER 1897
TOTAL NUMBER OF RECIPIENT CNILDREN

STATE FAMILIES  AVERAGE ONE  TWO THREE  FOUR 5 ORMORE  UNKNOWN
TOTAL 2 142,654 28 ne 262 144 6.0 a0 104
ALABAMA 6073 22 308 W0 20.7 8.9 4.1 b
ARIZONA 34,657 24 294 316 213 10.8 70 0.0
CALIFORNIA 73552 1.7 37.8 16.1 8.9 29 . 0.5 KX
CONNECTICUT 23,040 18 A2 218 75 47 o34 4.3
DIST. OF COL. 18,518 20 &1 Wy 170 8.5 26 0.0
FLORIDA 104406 PX! 35 208 5.8 8.8 48 4.7
GEGRGA 53,957 21 380 304 6.5 83 42 1.6
INDIARA 40,438 18 422 sz 15.5 5.0 2.4 37
IOWA 20815 t8 4TS 30.8 146 6.1 Do 14
KANSAS 12,581 19 488 307 187 6.2 2.1 47
KENTUGKY 43323 B A4 By 15,4 45 0.8 2.4
LOUISIANA 34,085 25 3B B4 192 128 88 0.2
MAINE 13411 15 452 34 157 35 .7 30
MARYLAND 55579 a1 #8213 130 8.1 LY 1%
MASSACHUSETTS $3.70% 19 458 88 . 122 8.0 38 54
MICHIGAN 113,408 0 4 @83 175 7.3 3.4 1.5
MISSISSIPP 21.337 28 %7 y: 3 S - A W0 167 &2
MISSOUR 52,178 2.1 02 318 18 12 38 5.3
MONTANA s612 19 424 288 174 54 4 31
NEBRASKA 10173 2.1 1 182 187 7.8 4.2 D2
NEVADA €131 22 19,1 154 122 &4 -7 83 41.6
NEW HAMPSHIRE 5,540 1.7 48,3 314 122 25 25 37
NEW JERSEY 70.716 14 453 288 7Y £3 18 28
NEW YORK 210,157 2.1 ar.z 30.2 154 1.8 é3 52
NORTH CAROLINA 51,424 1.9 488 s 134 42 47 22
OHIO 117,987 2 N S < ¥ 143 42 24 188
OKLAHOMA 19,742 2.1 BH 23y 183 §8 . 28 23
OREGON 15,632 .8 488 303 121 82 1.5 1.0
SOUTH CAROLINA 19.040 15 an? 319 7 5.3 15 1.2
SOUTH DAKDTA 2,889 2.4 47 T8 159 85 52 1.0
TENNESSEE 4610 [° 2.1 5.4 2.0 18.0 g8 41 34
TEXAS 125,612 20 AAD 283 17.0 13 3y 0.9
UTAH 11,195 2.1 19.4 LK) 16.8 8.3 37 13
VERMONT 6,262 1.8 465 338 "we 48 19 24
VIRGINIA , 28,847 1.8 50.8 25.4 12.8 58 1.5 0.0
WASHINGTON 62,947 1.8 $0.6 2.9 13.2 4.8 1.8 0.8
WEST VIRGINIA 26,186 1.9 41.5 39.0 134 4.3 15 82
WASCONSHN 23,229 2.2 ar.2 26.2 19.0 9,1 83 32
WYOMING 1,143 18 A48 29.5 16.2 58 3.3 o7

SRURTE: NATIONAL ENMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/9/98
PREPARED 8Y DHHBACFOPRE « Dacembet 14, 1996



PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES WITH TWO OR MORE ADULT RECIPIENTS
BY NUMEBER OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

TABLE S

JULY - SEPTEMBER 18587
TOTAL NUBBER OF RECIPENT CHILDREN

STATE FAMILIES | AVERAGE ONE  TWO  THREE  FOUR SORMORE  UNKNOWN
TOTAL 218,293 28 257 265 215 1y’ 7.6 50
ALABAMA o4 20 A0 200 40,0 8¢ oo 0.0
ARIZONA 542 28 125 438 156 25 125 0.0
CALIFORNIA 115,145 78 28. 2.9 ns 12,5 8.2 5.1
CONNECTICUT 2963 23 26.0 3.4 274 10.9 22 3.0
DIST. OF COL. 248 2.8 9.6 arz2 28.8 0.0 14.4 0.0
FLORIDA 0
GEORGIA o
NDIANA 1274 25 268 316 2.1 1% 105 6.0
WA 1973 25 183 348 228 28 8.0 13
KANSAS 751 23 my 315 154 31 Py w0
KENTUCKY 1420 24 19.4 417 250 56 58 28
LOUIGIANA 335 3.8 w0 Fry 0.0 0 Wo 0.0
MAINE 818 22 288 454 25 54 1 5.0
MARYLAND o
MASSACHUSETTS 1,888 27 258 285 180 168 03 05
MICHIGAN 5,642 29 187 88 258 130 138 10
MISSISEIPP! 0
MISSOURS 241 24 280 400 16.0 go 80 0.0
MONTANA 1,227 28 25,1 256 246 11.8 B.4 A4
NEBRASKA 527 39 208 28 234 199 134 0.9
NEVADA 331 25 54 32.5 175 57 'y 524
NEW HAMPSHIRE €5 2.5 188 500 125 125 6.3 0.0
NEW JERSEY 465 24 2.0 3.2 274 58 58 o
NEW YORK 20,238 24 33,1 208 212 8.5 45 39
NORTH CARGUINA 21,023 24 282 322 184 78 82 43
OHID 5428 24 248 292 223 138 as 5.4
OKLAMOMA 18 16 3000 00 9.0 82 0o 80
CREGON 1,58 27 767 PR 269 &35 14,8 0.0
SOUTH CARDLINA 816 2.2 3.0 153 254 £5 37 8.1
SOUTH DAKOTA 0
TENNESSEE 411 25 0.0 50.0 10.0 10.0 30.0 0.0
TEXAS 5,858 2.4 2.8 6.5 23.3 3.8 5.8 1.9
UTAM 175 26 288 285 14.3 14,3 143 0.0
VERMONT 792 2.2 30.8 30.8 237 ' §4 26 58
VIRGINIA 1048 | T 24 128 05 364 8.1 00 0.0
WASHINGTON 10,198 2.5 28,0 247 33 8.3 7.8 0.0
WEST VIRGINA 253 23 248 342 273 1% 60 00
WISCONSIN 234 37 W0 10 300 0.0 3.0 80
WYORHING 5 &2 0.0 200 0.0 oo 80.0 80

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANY DATAFLE AS OF 12458

PREPARED BY DHHSACFIOPRE ~ Degember 14, 1988



FABLE 6

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES

BY TYPE OF FAMILY FOR WORK PARTICIPATION

JULY . SEPTEMBER 19897

TOTAL SINGLE. TWO- NO-

STATE FAMILIES PARENT PARENT PARENT

TOTAL 3,040,171 70.5 7.2 23.1
ALABAMA, 28,293 56.8 0.3 428
ARIZONA 50,912 68.2 1.1 30.8
CALIFORNIA 767.625 61.7 15.0 233
CONNECTICUT 5,042 78.2 5.4 16.4
DIST. OF COL. 22,954 807 1.1 182
FLORIDA 147,574 70.7 0.0 29.3
GEORGIA 92,350 64.9 0.0 35.1
INDIANA 45671 87.9 2.8 ot
IOWA 27,438 75.1 7.2 17.7
KANSAS 17,508 734 43 223
KENTUCKY 60,486 7.6 2.3 26.0
LOLSSIANA 50,460 675 0.7 348
MAINE 16,987 788 a6 17.5
MARYLAND 54,432 " 931 0.0 v
MASSACHUSETTS 72,898 737 27 236
MICHIGAN 142,166 796 6.8 136
MISSISSIPPI 213 66.4 0.0 336
MISSOURI 66,191 78.8 0.3 20.8
MONTANA BT 72.3 15.0 127
NEBRASKA 13,800 73.2 3.8 230
NEVADA 11.311 717 2.8 254
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6,820 78.3 1.0 20.8
NEW JERSEY 95,167 743 49 20.8
NEW YORK 364.510 74.1 58 20.3
NORTH CAROLINA 91,364 56.3 23.0 20.7
OHIO 165,009 7.5 57 22,8
OKLAHOMA 27,41 722 0.1 277
OREGON 21.267 734 7.4 19.2
SOUTH CAROLINA 29,170 65.3 2.8 319
$OUTH DAKOTA 4629 62.4 0.0 376
TENNESSEE 61.067 734 07 26.3
TEXAS 169.436 74.1 3.5 22.4
UTAH 13,370 8.5 1.5 v
VERMONT 7,969 78.6 9.9 115
VIRGINIA 48,617 79.5 2.1 18.4
WASHINGTON 87488 719 1.7 16.4
WEST VIRGINIA 29.118 89.9 8.7 "
WISCONSIN 32,555 69.2 07 a0.1
WYOMING 1,744 65.5 0.3 342

NOTE: ‘a’=Data reported but not reliable,

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/8/98
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE — December 14 1998



TABLE 7

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE
JULY - SEPTEMBER 1597

YYBE OF ASSISTANDE
TOTAL MEDICAL £0OD
5TATE FAMILIES ASBISTANCE STAMPS
TOTAL 3040, 171 po.7 ¥ B4.?
ALABAMA 28,283 9y Y08
ARIZCHA 56,912 887 808
DAL FLHNIA 157 528 rA 0 85.6
CONNECTIOUT 55,042 1000 85.2
OIST, OF COL. 22.954 98,2 #0.1
FLORIDA 147 574 1000 a0
GEORGIA 92350 5.8 745
INDILARNA £5.671 = 75.8
10WA 2438 8.1 81.5
KANBAR 17508 00,0 ERE:|
KENTUCKY 60,465 106.0 18y
LOUISIANA 50,460 108.8 854
MAINE 16,597 100.0 882
MARYLAND B4 432 8.0 94.6
MASSACHUSETTS Frd 100.0 84.2
MIDHIGAN 142,168 100.0 BY.4
MIBLISSIFPI 32,113 596 852
MISSOURI 65,194 1000 4.5
MONTANA 8578 1500 89.7
NEBRAZKA 13500 weo 80.2
NEVADA 14,311 992 4
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8,820 1088 878
NEW JERSEY 95,167 1080 8Ly
NEW YORK 364,510 987 g91.5
NORYH CAROLINA 91,364 4B0.0 70.3
ORID 155.008 95,8
OKLAHOMA 27 341 100.0 86.4
DREGON 21,287 100.0 806
SOUTH CARDLINA 9178 832 88y
SOUTH DAKOTA 4,528 100.0 8.2
TENNESSEE 81,067 W 823
TEXAS 85,436 0.0
UTAH 11,370 1008 B4
VERMONT 7,969 1080 B35
VIRGINGA 485617 1000 74.5
WASHINGTON #7488 oo 738
WEST VIRGINIA 29,498 58.2 96.3
WISCONSIN 43,555 99.9 814
WYOMING 1,744 942 ok

NOTES: o/ = Exclugtay Uallfomis dats. 7« Date nof reponted
W = Famifes who mcaived MediCal cani e sctivaied for the mporting penotl.

SOUREE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE A OF 120978

PFREPARED BY DHMIACFIOPRE - Uecamber 14, 1998

7



TABLES

TANF FAMILIES RECEIVING CASH ABSISTANCE

JUHLY - SEFTENBER 1887
TOTAL CasH AVERADE
STATE FAMLIES ASSISTARCE AMOUNT
TOTAL 2060 174 $52% $355.05
ALABAMA 26,293 pa.8 £38.0¢
AFHZONA 50512 100.6 28256
CALIFDRNIA 767 525 87.¢ " RGBS
CONNECTIOUT 55,042 5.8 458,71
DIST. OF COL. 22054 ) 994 34153
FLORIDA 147,574 100.0 25025
GEORGIA 82,350 586 23002
BHANA #5571 880 73728
KOWA 27438 Wo0 328.85
KANEAS 17,508 1000 W81
KENTUCKY 60,456 1000 2170
LOUISIANA 50,460 9685 152,42
MAINE 15,807 s 35691
MARYLAND 54,4352 994 529,032
MASSACHUSETYS 72598 1000 554,53
MICHIGAK 42,165 M. 370,39
MISSISSIPP 12,113 998 1D
MISSOURI 58,191 190.0 25010
MONTANA 8178 998 65,64
NEBRASKA 13,900 100.0 217.51
NEVADA 11,319 99,5 279.22 .
NEW MAMPSHIRE 6,820 887 Frekd
NEW JERSEY 95,167 95.8 345,86
REW YORK 164.510 29,1 £79,86
NORTH CARCLINA 91,364 ' 99.5 219.86
OMID 165,009 96.1 297.03
DKLAMOMA 27,341 100.0 240.56
OREGON 21,207 6.8 390.85
SOUTK CAROLINA 170 8.8 16527
SOUTH DAXGTA 4628 1000 282.98
TENNESSEE 61,067 738 179.64
TEXAS 165,438 103.0 165 64
UTAM 14,370 098 247,21
VERMONT 1,965 95.8 . AB3.44
VIRGINGA 4B.817 97.% 74815
WASHINGTON 57,488 965 ATD.85
WEST VIRGINIA 26,118 98.9 73372
WISCONSIN 33,5858 412 417.18
WYOMING 744 9 2251

BOURCE: NATIDNAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/0/68
PREPARED BY DHHBIACFIOPRE « Deoerbir 14, 1598



PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF FAMILIES
BY REASON FOR GRANT REDUCTION

JULY » SEPTEMBER 1597
TOTAL

STATE FAMILIES SANCTION  BECOUPMENT OTHER™
TOTAL 38e0,171 Z2.8 7.4 50
ALABAME 28293 25 6.5 g0
ARIZONA a0.612 1.3 0.9 70
CALIFORNIA 767.625 0.8 48 15.7
CONMECTIOUT 55,042 15 7.4 0.6
DI8T. OF COL. 32,954 25 53 8.1
FLORIDA 147,574 4.0 &7 8.0
SEORSH 82,350 0.1 8.3 1.6
IMESEANA 45874 1.2 8.9 $q.?
OWA 27438 55 4.1 4.0
KANSAS 17,508 44 6.8 0.0
KENTUCKY £0.425 &8 L8 By
LOUVISIANA £5 450 1.3 £2 2.7
MAINE 16,847 1.% &0 8.1
MARYLAND 54,432 24 83 54
MASSACHUSETTS 72,698 Ga iz 4.0
RMCHIGAN 142,966 k¥ 8.2 0.0
HISBISSIPR 32143 8.0 1.4 6.8
MISEOURI £5.141 49 6% R
MONTANA 8179 0.0 8.0 0.0
NEBRASKA 3,800 0s 7.8 6.0
NEVADA 11,341 18.8 5.1 0.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 8520 €5 8% - ns
NEW JERSEY 85,187 8.5 105 o8
NEW YORK 384,810 8.8 . 280 0.4
NORTH CARDLUNA 91,264 3.2 41 1.1
OHIG 165,009 0.4 0.0 2.0
OKLAHOMA 27,341 0o 87 0.0
LREGON 21597 4.9 g4 0.0
SOUTH CARCLINA S 37 R 62
SOUTH DAKOTA 4528 &0 k- 4.4
TENNESSER 61,067 0.0 30 8.0
TEXAS 169,438 8.0 06 0.0
LITAR 14,370 18 57 e
VERMONT 7,565 81 28 a0
VIRGINIA FEEN 2.6 3 7.4
WASHINGTON 87,488 1.3 1.8 28
WEST VIRGINIA 29,118 1.6 33 0.0
WISCONEIN 43588 4.2 3.2 0.0
WYOMING 5,744 8.1 45 D4

KNOTE: “'sRecoupmsst Of g DHor overpeymon,
“mincizdes rossons such &3 e reduced benefi hacruse family moved ints the Siate
I anoihar Stgtes. or bsceuse of Siate’s farsly cap policy.

BOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/8/88
PREPARED BY DHMEIACFAOPAE « Docemper 14, 1598
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TABLE 10

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIERTS BY AGE GROUP

JULY - SEPTEMBER 15§97
TOTAL AGE OF ADULT RECINENTS

STATE ADULTS | UNDER 20 2638 0.3 i0-48  OVERE&S UNKNOWSE

TOTAL 2,875,716 8.0 *»8 MO 1€ 35 ap
ALABAMA 18,283 7.2 50.3 30.3 103 1.5 B0
ARIZONA 38,530 58 40.3 382 14.5 3.3 6.0
CALIFORNIA 736,010 11.8 286 36.3 18.0 42 0.0
CONNECTIOUT 49089 6.5 448 3.8 1.6 30 0.3
DS, OF SOL. 23223 55 419 231 10.8 8.2 0.5
FLORIDA 104 406 8.5 £33 0ne 12.8 as 0.0
GEORGIA 60,024 59 %45 54 13,0 32 o0
BIHANA 32,157 75 529 %5 8.6 1.4 0.5
WA 25.519 81 457 8.2 106 13 a8
KANSAS 14,700 88 538 8.2 9.1 38 8.0
KENTUCKY 47,505 85 438 343 142 3 6.1
LOLUBIANA 38,303 18 452 31.2 14.4 28 60
MAINE 20,064 £8 95 B 4.4 45 0.8
MARYLAND 55383 5.0 36 B3 11.8 28 80
MASSACHUSETTS £8.087 50 £#5.3 3.9 138 ¢ Y3
MICHIGAN 132482 7.2 46 6.4 128 22 (13
MISSISSIPP 214656 59 524 265 115 2.5 .1
MISSOUR) 53,534 54 45.2 356 8.5 2.8 0.0
MONTANA B.590 1. 413 340 125 2.5 Y
T HEBRASKA 12,486 83 52.6 28.0 10.2 2.2 0.0
NEVADA 7.171 38 376 3.2 "14.8 L1224 0.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 a2 450 25.% 13.2 B X 0.0
NEW JERGEY BO.D45 48 A28 374 128 4.4 0.0
NEW YORK 338405 1 8.4 %5 238 17.1 ap 8.0
NOATH CARDLINA 92,311 12 510 s 85 i3 an
ORI 136,628 17 .4 305 133 2.4 89
CRLAMHOMA 23417 4.8 £3 33 143 b 38
QREGON 18,896 g5 387 338 15.3 58 3
SOUTH CAROUING 21872 58 478 3238 10.9 27 88
SOUTH DAKOTA 2518 50 307 23 11.8 27 80
TENNESSER 45,852 5.2 A5 26 8.1 18 60
TEXAS 139.820 8.8 IR 2% 139 AS b0
UTAH 12,086 7.0 4.4 335 124 g 6.0
VERMONT B.071 6.2 92 385 4.0 2.1 0.0
VIRGINIA 53,4B0 5.1 387 31.8 146 9.8 0.3
WASHINGTON " 84938 45 40,7 35.8 144 3.6 0.0
WEST VIRGIMIA X 4.5 48.0 5.2 11.0 1.3 0.0
WISTONSIN 24077 yivi 519 0.0 BS 15 0.0
WYOMING 1,263 8.7 5 3.0 108 2.8 0.3

SOURCE: NATIGNAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFLE AS OF 12842
PREPARED BY DMMBIACFIOPRE ~ Deonmbe: 14, 1558
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YABLE 11

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY RACE

JHLY - REPTEMBER 1957
TOTAL, AMERC AN

STATE ADLLTS WHITE  BLACK  HISPANIC HATIVE ASHN  OTHER UNKNOWY

TOTAL 26118 380 354 282 1.4 £ 0r 1.3

ALABAMA 18,283 244 75.2 &2 2.1 a1 84 8.0
ARIZONA .830 330 18 338 18,3 0.2 o3 8.0
CALIFORNIA 735.010 287 £8.7 38.0 06 123 0.0 27
CONNECTIOUT 40,099 B2 nz R 2.0 .3 0.1 iRy
GIST. OF 04 25223 6.0 945 oo 0.0 0.8 8.0 0.0
FLORIDA 154 405 27 50,8 1.8 1R 40 832 0.3
GEDRGIA £0.021 18.2 79.2 0.8 6.4 0.8 Y L
INDIANA 32157 533 £33 5.0 ¥ e 0.4 1.0 80
HAWA 25,518 845 168 2.3 08 o5 0.7 0.4
KANSAS 14,760 838 254 8% 1.8 2.1 0.6 1.3
KENTUCKY 47 805 BLE 18.7 8.2 %1 0.4 8.6 0.0
LOUISIANA 36.65) 15.2 218 6.9 80 1.1 Y 2
MANE 20,044 358 1.3 0.3 1.0 1.8 o0 02
MARYLAND 55,383 265 5.8 10 6.1 0.4 0.0 23
HASSACHUBETTS 88,087 47 HE reld 0.3 56 0.0 6.0
RECHIGAN 132,482 465 55 o8 1.7 14 42 0.0
MISSISSEE 21486 153 4.5 e 0.4 6.0 46 Q.1
MESSOURI 53,534 488 49.5 a7 0.2 0.7 1.4 3
KONTANA 8,580 825 1.4 0.8 44,5 4.8 0.0 8o
NEBRARKA 12,486 601 28 8.3 89 14 0.7 K4
MEVADA FA78 466 382 119 26 83 - 03 0.0
HEW HAMPSHIRE 2548 81,6 20 +¥ 8.0 2.4 an a2
NEW JERSEY B0.046 18.3 50.5 82 8.0 0.6 13 88
HEW YORK 338,408 238 34,1 35.2 g pE: 0.8 a7
HOTOTH CAROLINA 82,314 &13 452 1.8 28 21 1.8 2
OHID 135,628 52.8 422 36 0.2 o1 08 0.2
OKLAHOMA 17 573 358 3 135 0.5 6.0 0.0
OREGON 16,656 788 8.6 %8 24 36 8.1 e
SOUTH CAROLINA 1017 %5 68.5 1.1 a8 ¢.8 LT 8.0
BOUTH DAKOTA 2,919 313 8.0 0.6 851 048 a8 ke
TENNESSES 45 852 34 849 83 0.2 83 0.1 0.0
TEXAS : 138520 197 32.1 485 2.7 0.9 6.8 $.0
UTAH 12,086 724 32 28 &3 1.9 3+ 14

VERMONT 8071 955 0.8 0.2 8.3 06 8.0 24
VNS 53480 u? 824 2.7 6.0 0.6 8.0 88
WASHINGTON 84 505 §5.9 ¥ 108 5.8 3.4 as 0.9
WEST VIRGINIA 23713 896 $.5 04 oC o1 0.4 0.0
WISCONSIS 24,871 259 54,8 p 7 58 an 104
WY CORING 1,263 58,0 1.6 $.2 0 0.6 8.0 B

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TARF DATAFEE AS OF 129788
PREPARED BY DHHEACFIOPRE —~ Decamber 14,1998

i



TABLE 12

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY MARITAL STATUS
JULY - SEPTEMBER 1897

TOTAL MARITAL STATUS

STATE ADULTS SINGLE MARRIED SEPARATED WIDOWED DIVORCED UNKNOWN

TOTAL 2,679,716 453 16.2 12.7 07 83 16.8
ALABAMA 18,283 68.0 5.1 14.8 0.8 11.4 0.0
ARIZONA 36,830 47.0 14.4 17.0 1.0 20.2 0.4
CALIFORNLA 736,010 356 29.3 155 0.8 6.6 12.2
CONNECTICUT 49,099 66.5 1286 11.8 1.4 7.7 0.0
DIST. OF COL. 23,223 83.0 28 1.6 0.0 26 0.0
FLORIDA 104,406 55.3 11.2 17.4 1.1 151 0.0
GEORGIA 60,021 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
INDIANA 32,157 60.2 131 10.7 0.6 15,3 0.0
IOWA 25,519 516 29.9 6.9 0.1 10.9 07
KANSAS 14,700 47.8 17.8 156 0.3 18.4 0.0
KENTUCKY 47.505 61.5 22,0 14.9 0.0 0.2 1.4
LOUISIANA 38,803 448 a7 54 0.2 28 431
MAINE 20,044 63.7 16.8 53 0.4 13.8 0.0
MARYLAND £5,383 77.3 a7 10.7 0.8 4.5 2.9
MASSACHUSETTS 58,087 68.2 11.9 128 1.5 5.5 0.0
MICHIGAN 132,482 51,0 13.0 14.7 c.9 20.4 0.0
MISSISSIPPI 21,465 67.9 5.8 15.9 0.9 0.5 0.0
MISSOURI 53,534 68.6 47 12,9 0.3 136 0.0
MONTANA 8.590 478 256 9.7 0.6 16.5 0.0
NEBRASKA 12.486 52.9 221 114 0.6 12.8 0.0
NEVADA 7371 51.6 8.5 183 0.9 .81 12.7
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7.048 50.2 17.7 18.8 0.5 12.0 0.9
NEW JERSEY 80,046 69.6 9.4 15,5 0.4 4.9 0.0
NEW YORK 338,405 59.2 1.6 15.0 1.1 6.6 6.3
NORTH CAROLINA 92,311 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.0 100.0
OHIO 136,628 £6.9 18.7 11.4 0.4 126 0.0
OKLAHOMA 23.117 a7.4 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 21,077 51.9 13.4 21.3 1.3 121 0.0
SCUTH DAKOTA 2.918 nys 8.9 5.6 0.0 a7 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 4.4 18.3 205 0.5 25.4 0.0
VERMONT 8.071 61.6 8.9 21.4 [ 01 7.7 0.3
VIRGINIA 53 460 57,6 18,7 15,0 1.8 6.8 0.0
WASHINGTON 84,938 56 26.1 14.3 0.4 16.7 6.9
WEST VIRGINIA 33,713 399 24.4 17.1 0.4 176 0.6
WISCONSIN 24,077 98.7 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
WYOMING 1,263 38.2 17.4 133 0.9 29.1 1.1

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/9/88
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE - December 14, 1998
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YABLE 13

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS
RECEIVING FEDERAL DIBABILITY BENEFITS

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1887
TOTAL

STATE ADULTS YES No UNKNOWN
TOTAL 2,679,116 1.3 sy &8
ALABAMA 16,283 0.3 9.7 0.0
ARIZONA 26,830 0.5 99,5 0.0
CALIFORNIA 736,010 10 6.6 24
CONNECTICUT 40,089 0.8 9.2 0.0
DIST, OF Q0. 2320 5.2 g2.7 2.1
FLOMIDA 104,406 6.3 59.7 0.0
GEORGIA 60,021 0.2 99.8 0.0
INDIANA 32,987 0.6 99.4 0.0
KRVA 2551 0.0 100.0 0.0
KANSAS 14,700 3.1 96.9 0.0
KENTUCKY &7 805 6.1 214 78.5
LOUISIANA 39,883 60 1008 0.0
MANE 20084 8.9 8.0 $0.1
MARYLAND £5.36% 2.1 1.8 6.0
MASSACHUSETYS £8.087 1.2 9§83 0,0
NICHIGAR 132,482 00 100.0 0.0
SRS SRR 21486 AT 100.0 0.0
MISSOUR £3.5%¢ 1.7 843 op
MONTANA 8,590 84 398 )
NEBRASKA 12,485 oo 106.5 80
NEVADA AN 1z 85.8 © 5.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 114 855 8.0
NEW JERSEY 8045 8.0 100.0 0.0
NEW YORK 438405 52 §57 37
NORTH CARDLINA 92,394 5.2 e9B 88
OHIO 136,628 £.2 94.8 o8
OKLAMOMA 2309 az 96,8 4.6
OREGON 18,896 1.5 8.1 84
SOUTH CAROLINA 21077 18 98.7 8.3
SOUTH DAKOTA 2919 06 §7.9 1.4
TENNESSEE A5 852 14 88.9 B.h
TEXAS 139.920 0.0 0.0 100.0
LITAH 12.086 16 88,4 0.0
VERMONY 8,071 1.8 ga2 ' 0.0
VIRGINIA 53 450 .1 99.9 0.0
WASHINGTON B4 §38 36 95.3 1.1
WEST VIRGINIA 33712 28 93.7 2.5
WISCONSIN 24077 03 pay 0.0
WYOMING 1263 0.4 896 )

SOURDE. NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANE DATAFILE AS OF 12/5/98
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACFIGPRE - Decermber 14, 1998
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TABLE 44

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS
BY RELATIONSHIP TO THE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

JULY « SEPTEMBER 1997
RELATIONSHIP TO HEAD OF HOUSEROLD
TOTAL HEAD OF GRAND-  OTHER

- STATE ADULYS MOUSEHOLD SPOUSE PARENT CHERD CHILD RELATED URRELATED UNKNOW
TOTAL 2,679,745 852 az 04 38 o 03 1.7 1.
ALABAMA 18,283 86.0 26 0.0 8.0 38 5o 2.1 s
ARIZONA 36,830 946 37 0.0 58 g6 = 0z 4 ¢
CALIFORMIA 736,010 75.8 148 1.0 42 0.1 0.3 1.7 . 2
CONNECTICUT 49,009 52.4 §.2 0.0 8o 0.0 0.8 o0 o
DIST. OF COL. 23273 4.8 12 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ¢
FLORIDA 104,406 7.4 0.4 0.0 0.8 6.0 B2 1.3 0
GEORG® £0,021 66.8 16 0.0 282 1.8 1.5 6.0 g
INDIANA kR )Y 452 a2 .1 04 0.0 0.2 n.e ¢
IOWA 25515 B5.0 8.8 0.4 09 0.1 40 0.8 0
KANSAS 14,700 .4 &6 0.0 00 0.0 20 o.a 0
KENTUCKY &7.505 $3.2 8.2 8.2 o0 ) 0.2 0.2 0.
LOUISIANA 38,893 $7.7 z3 8.0 0.0 5.0 0.3 0.0 o
MAINE 25,044 £8.5 10.5 ao 04 0.0 0.0 0.2 0
MARYLAND §6.383 458 87 8.2 3.2 80 oA o.0 0.
MASSAGHUSETTS £8.087 $27 45 a5 24 ¢ 0.0 0.3 )
MICHIGAN 132 482 g18 5.8 o4 a1 5.0 6.0 1.8 o.
MISSISSIPM 23485 986 14 8.5 o8 g0 8.4 0.0 o
MISSOURI LR AT 869 25 83 8o 20 8.0 0.3 2.
MONTANA 8,500 8.0 a0 8.0 6.0 8l 8.0 ) 100
NEBRASKA 12485 #5.4 13.2 04 8.0 a0 o0 g0 g
NEVADA 7471 g3.8 16 5.0 9.6 8.0 ag 1.4 1
NEW HAMPSMIRE 7,048 968 24 os 0.9 60 o0 85 ¢
NEW JERSEY 80,046 826 36 8.0 f.0 6.0 6o 3.8 o
NEW YORK 438 405 84.9 5.5 0.2 7.3 G4 6.2 14 8
NORTH CAROLINA $2.319 77.2 22.8 0.0 0.0 6o o 8.0 o
OHIC 126,628 1.8 58 0.4 0.7 0.0 6.2 1.9 g
OKLAMOMA 23117 93.4 £5 9.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 o5 8.
OREGON 15,836 80.9 08 . 00 0.0 8.0 0.0 - 5.0 %
SOUTH CARGUINA 21077 93.2 5.7 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.5 e
SOUTH DAKGTA 208 §7.5 19 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 v
TENNESSEES 45852 g7.7 1. 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 o
TEXAS 139320 918 6.2 0.0 0.0 00 oo 0.0 o
UTAH 12088 9.1 55 80 0o 8.0 ) 0.0 0
YERMONY B o7 256 185 o4 ¥ 4.6 4. 4.0 0
VIRGINIA 53 480 864 82 1.3 14 4.1 23 1.2 " 0.
WASHING TN 84 538 850 11.3 &4 8.0 6 6.4 ag g
WEST VIRGINIA 337143 853 124 o1 1.4 00 0.0 0.8 e
WISCONSIN 74,077 565 28 4.0 B3 6.0 oo 1.1 ]
WYOMING 1,263 50.0 .1 8.1 oo 0.0 2.8 11 6

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/5/88
FREPARED BY DMHSIACFIOPRE « December 14, 1998



TABLE 15

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS
WITH TEEN PARENT STATUS IN THE FAMILY
JULY - SEPTEMBER 1897

TOTAL TEEN PARENT STATUS

STATE ADULTS YES NO UNKNOWN

TOTAL 2,679,716 36 91.1 53
ALABAMA 18,283 0.3 99.7 - 0.0
ARIZONA 36.830 1.1 86.8 0.0
CALIFORNIA 736,010 1.7 96.1 23
CONNECTICUT 49,008 5.1 84.9 0.0
DIST. OF COL. 23,223 3.3 94.6 2.1
FLORIDA 104,406 . 69 83.1 0.0
GEORGIA 60,021 59 94.1 0.0
INDIANA 12,157 . 68 934 0.0
IOWA 25,519 28 972 0.0
KANSAS 14,700 83 81.7 0.0
KENTUCKY 47,505 1.1 20.4 785
LOUISIANA 38,693 0.0 100.0 0.0
MAINE 20,044 5.0 85.0 0.0
MARYLAND 55,383 5.2 66.5 28.3
MASSACHUSETTS 58,087 6.5 3.5 0.0
MICHIGAN 132,482 7.2 82.8 0.0
MISSISSIPPI 21,466 6.9 83,9 0.0
MISSOURI 53.534 54 84.6 0.0
MONTANA 8,590 0.0 100.0 0.0
NEBRASKA 12,486 6.4 93.6 0.0
NEVADA 7.471 1.8 86.2 -0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 40 96.0 0.0
NEW JERSEY 80,046 41 5.9 0.0
NEW YORK 338,405 27 83.6 37
NORTH CAROLINA 92.311 0.6 99.4 0.0
OHID ' 136.628 5.1 94.9 0.0
OKLAHOMA 23,117 03 9.7 0.0
OREGON 18.896 87 81.3 0.0
SOUTH CAROLINA 28077 | 5.2 84.6 0.2
SOUTH DAKOTA 2.919 6.0 84.0 0.0
TENNESSEE 45,852 2.4 87,9 0.0
TEXAS 139,920 9.1 80.8 0.0
UTAH 12,086 0.0 100.0 0.0
VERMONT 8.074 4.9 5.1 ! 0.0
VIRGINIA 53,460 44 956 0.0
WASHINGTON 84,838 3.0 285 68.5
WEST VIRGINIA 33.713 47 §2.4 3.0
WISCONSIN 24,077 0.0 100.0 0.0
WYOMING 1,263 11 889 0.0

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/8/88
PREPARED 8Y DHHS/ACF/OFRE - Dacember 14, 1998
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’ YARLE 18

’ PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

JULY - SERTEMBER 1937
TOTAL YEARS OF EDUCATION
STATE ADULTS Y -6 7.9 10-1t 12 AND OVER  UNKNOWN®
TOTAL 2679716 42 11.5 228 428 107
ALABAMA 18,203 05 21.4 256 51.2 0.8
ARIZONA 6,830 2.8 8.5 17.5 38.3 L M4
GALIFORNLA 736,010 9.2 8.8 24 B 428 14.3
CONNECTICUT 49,089 42 8.3 258 533 D4
DIST. OF COL 23293 1.6 143 M7 «r. 8.6
FLORIDA 108 406 1.8 A 18.3 264 54.8
GEORGIA B0 10 10.0 138 247 50.4
INDIANA 32,467 27 136 26.1 58.8 1.4
OWA 15538 8 223 8.1 262 3.6
RANSAS 14700 8 80 82 80 1000
KENTUCKY 47508 28 188 215 344 248
LOUISIANA 33,893 14 13.1 2z 348 285
MAINE 20,044 8.9 135 155 58.3 1"
MARYLAND 55.38% o4 73 22 282 a1
MASSACMUSETTS 58,087 24 10.3 20 587 56
MICHIGAR 132,482 28 83 274 1.8 0.4
MISSISSIPR 21,466 1.0 17.2 307 0.7 0.4
MISSOURI 53,534 o8 137 324 534 o6
MUONTANA 8,550 1)) 1.7 18.% E?.8 1.8
NEBRASKA 12,486 0.5 27 14.0 50.5 121
NEVADA 7474 24 8.2 26.3 39.9 233
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 0.2 6.7 9.6 58,8 24.8
NEW JERSEY 80,048 2.2 16.8 29.6 51,0 0.5
NEW YOR¥ | 235405 34 12.9 254 $1.5 8.9
NORTH CAROLINA 92,311 0.1 113 143 6.5 67.1
OHIO 136,528 16 103 257 a0 15.4
ORLAHOMA 23,417 07 10.8 221 84,8 16
OREGON 16,836 28 0.5 23.8 $1.8 141
SOUTH CARGLINA 21077 18 14.1 28.5 55,4 0.3
SOUTH DAKOTA 2819 oo 9.5 2.5 80.5 3.4
TENNESSEE 45852 | 2 81 151 zzgaﬂb
v\w 138820 85 23‘?E\“‘ 21{Ma?,s m
UTAH , 2,085 1.6 16 2538 BE e85
VERMONT so71 13 112 18.1 883 1.4
VIRGINIA £3.480 45 84 234 ¢ &1 2.3
WASHINGTON 84 438 32 .4 51 187 88.6
WEST VIRGINIA 31713 1.4 8.1 2833 54.5 67
WISCONSIN 24,077 69 g1 3.7 165 324
WYOMING 1,263 16 73 185 718 o8

NGTE: “sintiucng oy Rorol scfosalion.

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFLE AS OF 1/0/%8
PREFARED BY DMMBACFIOPRE - Ducamber 14, 1598
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YABLE TF

PERCENT DISTRIBLUTION OF ADULT RECIPIENTS

BY CITIZENSHIP STATUS
JULY - BEPTEMBER
TOTAL

STATE ADULTS 1.8, CITIZEN NONCITIZEN UNKNOWA
TOTAL 2879748 g1.2 62 2.0
ALARAMS 18283 239 8.1 D.D
ARIZONA a8 830 g3 6.5 8.0
CALFDRMIA ¥ 736,090
CONNECTIRUY 45,055 85.9 4.1 0.0
TEST, OF GO 23.22% 0.8 0. 0.0
FLORIDA 104,406 867 13.3 6.0
GEORGIA 804021 8g.7 1.2 0.0
INDIANA 33,557 88.9 1.1 0.0
HYWA 25,519 5.7 0.3 0.0
KANSAS 14,700 5.6 2.4 0.0
KENTUGKY &£ 505 B9.3 0.2 04
LOUNSIAMA 38,892 §8.2 0.8 0.0
MANE 20,044 98.3 1.7 B
MARYLAND 55982 3.4 1.0 56
MASSACHLISETTS 58,087 870 120 in
MISHIGAN 132 AB2 o910 10 05
MISSISSIPR| 21,468 95.8 0.1 oo
MISSOURI £3.53%4 988 1.2 o
MCITANA 8,550 5.2 1.6 8p
NEBRASKA 12,486 2.8 8.5 s
NEVADA 7,11 1.6 7.8 o8
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 715 2.7 18.8
MEW JERSEY 80,046 834 0.0 66
NEW YORK 338405 an.s 147 49
NORTH CAROLINA ¥ 92,314
OHIO 138,578 966 1.4 0.5
OKLAHOMA 25417 886 g5 0.9
OREGON ¥ 18,6896
SOUTH CARDLINA 21477 392 0.5 2.3
SOUTH DAKOTA 2418 wWas o8 o8
TENNESEEE &4,852 SE8 1.2 0.0
TEXAS 9920 50.4 88 o8
LUtAH 12088 4.8 82 0.0
VERMONT B8O 983 18 01
WIRGINIA KIALD 871 2B 3
WASHINGTOH 84908 8% 4.3 oo
WEST VIRGINIA 33743 956 0.0 0.4
WISCONSIN 24577 105 0.0 4.0
WYORING 1,083 358 D4 0.8

NOTE: ‘a*sDats nol mporist.

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 122008
PREPARED BY DHMSALFOPRE «~ Dugamber 14, 1508
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TASLE 13

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF AUULT RECIPIENTS BY WORK EXEMPTION STATUS
SULY - SEPTEMBER 1997

WIRK EXEMBTION STATIS

YOTAL CHILD UHDER  SAMOTIONEDS HSABLED! TEEN FARENT NOT
STATE ADULYS REQURED +7 MONTHE TRIBAL i N EBUCATIIN  APPLICABLE  INKNGWN
TOTAL 2679716 61.5 7.5 27 2.7 58 1.¢ 1.4
ALABAMA 1} 18,283 3 13 14 8 12 337 3.4 2.0
AREZONA 38,830 62.0 8.5 148 22 15 6o a8
CALIFQRMIA 35010 80,0 2.8 0.6 %0 8.8 80 2.
CONNECTICUT 49,005 4.8 0.4 1.2 33 4.5 g8 45
oIST OF COL 2322 81.2 116 0.5 1.7 23 12.3 0.5
FLORIDA , 104,408 50.1 157 2.4 a7 124 ks o0
GEORGA 0021 0t 4 88 &35 0.8 102 0.8 g
FNESANA, 12487 5.8 128 p.0 k1% 4] T. 240 {0
HOANA, 25819 r.2 0.2 37 &9 184 2.0 8.5
KANSAS 14,700 £8.1 18,5 0o 848 4.8 a0 oo
KENTUCKY 47,505 65.4 &5 128 0 194 20 HEY
LOUSIANA 38,883 76.9 $.4 &7 %1 28 S 1.0
MAINE 20 b 854 74 14 3.5 e 8.5 X
RARYLANG 55361 85,4 2 8.0 on i 2.0 Ry
MASSACHUSETTS 58,087 b2 ¥4 125 . 8.0 56,4 5.8 83 80
CHIGAN 132,482 ar 1554 8.3 50 8% 0.0 a8
MISSIESIPP 21,468 718 134 4.0 15.4 X4 0.0 0.0
MISS LR 51534 B2 124 88 7.8 9.3 0.6 82
MONTANA 8550 571 5.5 284 an o8 &0 37
HEBRASKA 12488 783 g1 1.2 1.2 0.0 Do 02
NEVADA 757 446 £2 57 83 153 77 1%
NEW MAMPSHIRE 7.042 ] 7.9 49 kLR 6.4 8.8 +14]
HEW JERTEY E0.045 §23 4 #.6 3.5 .0 o.0 o.p
NEW YORK 238,408 BOS 7.3 1.4 253 £3 8.0 %o
HORTH CARDLINA 241 858 s Py 0.5 25 a6 49
Oy 136,828 7.5 128 5. .0 4% a0 (Ao
OKLAHIMA 20T k3 X 171 80 n.o 1.2 % I 84
OREGON 15,594 84.9 80 2E AN ne a.5 40
SOUITH CARQLINA 2,077 8.5 108 54 W 3.5 58 &0
SCAITH DAKAOTA 2819 0.3 52 430 2.3 13 0.0 85
TEMKESSER 48,852 §2.0 0.0 15 52 £.2 8.0 130
TEXAS 139.520 6.2 8.2 &8 535 33 0.0 48
UTAH 12086 5.4 118 25 o] 16.4 8.0 1.6
VERMONT g0 48 6.8 &40 0.0 0.0 958 8.0
VIRGINIA §3.440 70.3 5.1 3.5 %3 R 8.0 0.0
WASHINGTON 84,538 801 g2 oA 3 4.3 2.1 LY
WEBT VIRGINIA bk g & 6.5 &0 1,2 14,7 5 3 '¥
. WISCONSIN 2461 224 16,4 4.7 58 42.8 &o &n
WYDMING 1.263 5.3 ng ny i 5.9 0.0 8.5

SOURCE. NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFLE AZ OF 12/998
FREPARED BY DHHSACFIOPRE — Detsrder 14, 1958
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS

TABLE 12

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1887

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT STATUS

STATE ADULYS EMPLOYED UNEMPLOYED® NOT IN LABDSE FOROE™ UNKNTWHN

FOTAL 2578718 8.7 39 31 10.8
ALABAMA 48,283 264 57.1 154 8.0
ARIZONA 36,830 na 788 8.0 53+
CALIFORNIA 736.010 24.3 s 2.0 11D
CONNECTICUT 45008 87 £33 8.1 8.0
LHSY. OF GOL. 23223 33 0.3 36,5 0.0
FLORIDA 154 406 24.4 39 716 4.0
GEQRGIA §0,021 21.6 56.3 22 0.0
INEHARA 30457 127 59.5 i oh
WA 35540 264 84 Z.1 801
KANZAR 14,786 155 874 na 0.0
KENTULKY 47,505 117 812 7.1 0.0
LOUISIANA 33,833 a5 858 08 o
RAAINE 20,044 k] 598 5.3 80
MARYLAND £5.383 1.0 7.3 737 ab
MASSACHUSEYTS 58 687 Wiy 8 6A6 0.0
MSCHIGAN 132 482 385 45,5 6.0 0.0
MISSISEIFF 21,466 3.7 708 258 00
MISSOUR 53,534 1138 443 435 50
MONTANA 8.530 17.8 83.0 8.0 60
NEBRASKA 12.485 154 841 8.0 ad
NEVADA 747 4.4 36 w7 9.8
NEW HAMPEHIRE 7.048 19,0 13.4 413 9.8
" NEW JERSEY BO,04E B0 8.0 153 8.0
MEW YORK 138405 184 578 528 3]
NORTH CARCUIRA g2 $5.2 24 0.0 82.8
GHIO 135,628 255 5.0 46 0.0
OKLAHOMA 23,117 20.1 8B.7 13.9 0.0
OREGON 18,656 9.3 90.7 00 o5
SOUTH CAROLINA 25 077 153 825 34 8.0
SOUTH DAKDTA 2915 118 78.7 B 8.2
TENNESSEE 45852 115 7.8 59.5 0.0
TEXAS 135,520 3.1 68 50.3 2.0
LUTAM 12,085 28,2 4.2 40.8 %8
VERMONT 8871 283 447 ; 212 o
VIRGINIA 53,450 34 43 0.4 92.0
WASHINGTON 54,938 i3 ¥y 18.8 65.0
WEST VIRGINGA 33713 8.8 30 532 83
WISCONSIN 24,677 234 166 0.0 88
WY ORNG 3.263 231 75.8 9.0 2.0

NOTES: ™ = Unemployed, iooking for work,  ““aunemploysd, not eking for work finCiudes disconireped workers),

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENDY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/0/88

PREPARED 8Y DMHS/ALFIOPRE — Cecember 14, 1958



TABLE 20

TANF ADULT RECIPIENTS BY TYPE OF NON-TANF INCOME

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1957
TOTAL AL  MONTHLY  BARKED  MONTHLY  UNEARNED — MONTHLY

STATE ADULYS INCDNE  AVERAGE INCOME ~ AVERAGE INCOME ~ AVERAGE
TQTAL 2875.748 257% 45081 17.9% 554,87 190% sI25 9%
ALABAMEA 9263 113 73.87 1.2 17850 131 50.55
ARIZONA 36,630 851 381.41 182 33550 54.9 < 32558
CALIFORNLA 35,210 331 580 49 25.1 89542 8.1 188,60
CONNELTICUT 4598 454 51872 T A5 E28.50 35 336,39
DIST. OF GO, 23,293 138 £33.85 2y 135047 115 £28.52
FLORIDA 104,406 19.5 40018 - 6.5 46754 30 137.42
GEORGIA 60,021 My 411,38 214 537,00 t4ha ., w258
NOIANA 3287 M7 £91.10 6.5 632 48 28076
OWA 25,519 3 568.85 314 L8612 28 196.57
KANSAS 14,700 76.2 41651 15.5 38656 7.5 357.91
KENTUCKY 47,505 14.9 332.81 1.7 37651 33 18078
LOUISIANA 35895 13.3 178.08 25 375,85 83 14263
MAINE 25064 7.8 512.77 208 663.84 4.8 305.73
MARYLAND 58383 {74 145 .46 i29 132.11 54 155310
MASSACHUSETTS 86,087 137 511,04 124 £50.27 16 21312
MISHIGAN 132,482 414 47113 k- 1 A75.14 5.8 187.25
MISSISsIoR ¥ 21 ASS
MISSTURI 83834 178 475,67 7.8 85006 10.2 330.15
MONTANA 8550 288 434,83 18.7 AkR A L3 356.56
NEBRASKA 12,488 235 451,58 158 57475 10.1 156.74
NEVADA tAFa 187 39835 187 76734 218 84.62
NEW HAMPSHIRE 7,048 Tz 52089 155 £33 47 S X 22087
NEW JERSEY 80,045 g3 58478 85 538.02 15 20160
NEW YORK 338,408 1886 34552 83 £81 47 127 21475
MORTH CARCLING 92.311 234 384.43 152 ASE A7 88 14302
OHID 136,628 231 €52.20 234 §52.25 d
OKLAMOMA 23117 234 30,17 203 1.3 34 534,17
OREGON 13,896 15.6 287 .85 14,4 31594 16 2414
BEOUTH CARDLINA 23077 38.1 323.26 18,3 AB4 52 3.8 141.72
SOUTH DAROTA 2,919 135 268.91 118 314,53 2.1 178.72
TENRESSRE 45,852 145 629.18 135 Ha2.79 1.1 40542
TERSS ' 99,420 24 588.50 24 588.50 b
UTAM 12086 284 $50.98 9 507,74 55 26018
VERMONT 8071 305 A78.85 274 448,60 45 226.36
VIRGINA 53460 11.6 agem 168 52158 1.0 n7n
WASMINGTON 54 938 221 31451 1.5 41620 12.2 212.48
WEBT VIRGINIA 7 13.3 43645 &3 A80.47 5.7 212.23
WIBLONSIN 24077 298 &38.71 218 455,68 10.1 303.56
WYCHRARG 1,283 54 208 59 214 518.08 288 $00.84

NOTE! ‘a/nlouta now reponsd.

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERTGENDY TANF SATAFILE AS OF 124208
PREPARED BY DHHGACF/OPRE « Decamper 14, 16888
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY AGE GROUP

TABLE 2t

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1537
TOTAL AGE OF RECIPIENT CHILDREN

STATE CHILDREN Bt 2-5 6-11 1215 1618 UNKNOWNY
TOTAL 5489, 183 7.4 5.7 333 15.8 &5 &8
ALABAMA LY 734 g9 242 - 74 g: %] &5 F 3
ARIZONA 124,26% 7.6 251 358 163 8.0 45
CALIFORNIA 1,433,978 8.4 28 328 145 55 g1
CONNECTHUY WO =X 26.% 385 172 .Y 885
BIST. OF COL. 3,280 38 34.8 331 128 58 $.0
FLORIDA 287 418 68 e 357 154 83 7.1
GEQRGIA T7RE &3 283 355 154 #4 &4
INDIANA 84,052 1.9 328 AWy 125 47 8.5
IOWA 45,758 18 28.5 W4 15.5 58 7.2
KANSAS 31503 48 it X3 36 14.7 4.8 0.5
KERTUCRY 102,181 &3 254 M4 167 6.8 6.2
L CUISIANA 126,904 54 ey g 208 157 10.4 0.9
REEINE 452 &5 24 8 o * 181 8.4 58
MARYLAND 07,802 5. az.3 "5 14.8 55 5.6
MASSACHUSETTS 130,065 62 30,2 35,5 1E.0 77 44
MICHIGAN 200,566 87 260 80 16.8 6.7 8.8
MISSISSIPPI 03,245 6.0 252 29.4 16.0 12.1 1.4
MISSOURI 131,579 6.1 30.9 365 15.0 6.8 57
MONTANA 16.838 6.8 21 - 353 17.7 5.0 7.4
NEBRASKA 28,168 6.9 281 328 14.8 46 12.6
NEVADS 14,767 8.7 a4 357 3.1 5.1 78
NEW HAMPSHIRE 11,155 8.4 31.5 M7 12.8 g8 84
NEW JERSEY 78,044 6.3 278 6.4 16.8 70 5.9
NEW YORK 705,529 1.5 252 323 180 7.7 50
NORTH CARGLINA 174,543 5.9 3.1 34.8 13.2 %3 92
OHIO 262,987 1.7 wE 328 14.9 £2 7.8
OKLAHOMA, 81,759 87 8.5 43 174 7.4 3.0
OREGON 38,700 T P 326 165 7.4 8.2
SOUTH CAROLINA 54,371 8% 274 3T 184 54 7.2
SOUTH DAKOTA 4,385 7.8 269 348 168 87 58
TENNESSEE 116,088 13 284 384 158 8.4 88
TEXAS 326 367 as 302 33,1 152 58 88
UTAR 23,384 re 368 e 4.3 53 g9
VERMONT 11800 €3 w7 are 17.0 81 58
BRGRNA 84,842 57 k33 3.1 134 % 43
WASHINGTON 50 952 7.3 g B3z 178 £3 B4
WEST VIRGINIA 85,074 8 213 B2 157 7.8 73
WISCONSIN £9.924 9L .2 28 155 654 B4
WYOMING 108 74 288 a5 4 173 5.1 8.4

NOTE: ™singiuding unbom chikt.

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF {25908
PREPARED BY DHHE/ACF/OPRE ~ Decernber 14, 1898
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF YOUNGEST RECIPIENT CHILD BY AGE GROUP

TABLE 32

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1897
TOTAL AGE OF THE YOUNGEST CHILD
STATE FAMELIES G4 3 3-8 5-8 B-11 12-15 16-18 UNKNDWN*
TOTAL 3040527 14 7.9 19,5 152 12.2 4.0 an 155
ALABSRA 28,263 50 B8 210 8.0 155 20.5 8.7 3.1
ARIZONA 80.912 $4.3 1.9 210 154 87 74 30 20
CALIFORNIA 87 828 43 50 88 13.7 367 13.4 7.3 26.1
CONNECTICUT 83042 58 5% 163 74 7.2 18.2 DA 83
DIST. OF COL. 23852 82 58 v & 05 135 173 7.8 48
FLORIDA 147 574 87 58 1845 188 5.5 183 -3 835
GEORGHK $2.350 104 117 5 17.2 120 12.3 87 87
INDIANA 5573 128 108 178 125 0.5 131 82 178
WA Z1A35 57 87 183 7.8 4.1 8.5 828 87
KANSAS 17.588 3.4 $.4 187 114 2.8 €12 49 223
KENTUGKY B80.486 89 85 4.9 154 115 134 52 121
ECHUSSRANA 50.460 43 &1 8.3 15.0 134 %8 171 88
MAINE 15,987 8.1 8.0 162 8.0 5.2 258 118 15
MARYLAND 54 432 87 1.7 1% 6.0 0.7 115 48 134
MASSACHUSETTS 128 47 8.2 269 148 34.0 174 128 §.2
MICHIGAN 142,186 1.0 %7 208 17.3 2.3 57 5.4 8.1
MISSISSIPR 32113 &5 8.1 183 5.0 140 171 154 92
MISSOURI 66,191 39 Ak 24 12 152 183 122 ¥
MONTANA 8,179 5.2 8.5 170 17.3 14.4 21.5 g0 29
NEBRASKA 13.900 9.7 8.5 2.2 13.0 83 122 18 24,6
NEVADA 11914 2.1 4.0 12.5 10.5 11.8 108 5.2 43.4
NEW HAMPSHIRE 6820 7.5 7.3 19.3 18.3 143 151 107 6.7
NEW JERBEY 85,167 41 87 17.8 17.2 16.4 20,4 11,5 5.9
NEW YORK 364,690 6.9 £8 6.7 14.1 13.8 211 122 B.2
NCETH CARGE, A, 91,384 1.6 §.3 21.2 17.1 11.5 104 36 15.5
OHIC 165,008 10.8 9.0 18.7 115 B.0 80 42 8
CHLAHOMA T7.341 43 6.2 17.4 16.8 134 214 124 8.1
GREGON 21397 7.0 87 8.1 16.5 144 18.8 114 7.9
SOUTH CARDLINA 22970 £3 44 14 180 15.4 23 a3 7.0
BOUTH DAKOTA 4.8 58 8.4 14 18.6 17.5 180 8.2 7.3
TENNESSES 51067 58 B3 176 16.5 16.5 8.9 1.0 5.8
TJEXAS “HS.4 14 4 112 2.5 14.2 57 BB 4.3 156
UYAH 14,370 87 % 20 147 135 14.8 58 10.8
VERMONT TS £.4 54 15.8 1838 187 188 .3 1.y
VIRGINIA $5.617 45 838 225 198 15.5 193 72 £3
WASHINGTON 8T 485 114 8.5 233 135 432 1.4 ¥4 124
WEST VIRGINIA 29,118 B4 7.4 228 208 t1hE 138 8.1 &1
WISCONSIN 33,88% 159 17 246 123 87 114 33 192
WYCMING 1,244 85 60 120 168 17.5 203 1] £9

NGYES: ™ = ingluding arhon ohifs

SOURCE: HATIONAL EMERGENTY TANF DATAFLE AR OF 1988
FPREPARED BY DHHBACFOPRE - Davermnber 14, 1838



TABLE 23

FERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN 8Y RACE

JULY - SEPTEMBER 19487
TOTAL AMERICAN

STATE CHILDREN WIITE  BLACK  MISPANIC RATIVE  ASIAN  OTHER  UNKNOWN
TOTAL 5,489 183 202 39.8 235 1.5 33 0.7 2.0
ALABAMA 57,927 %9 783 83 60 ¢.3 6o 6.0
ARIZONA 121,783 271 10.5 £2.8 180 ¢a 8.3 0.0
CALIFORNIA 1,933.875 200 .2 a8 ta 114 0.8 a1
CONNELTICUT 100,038 M5 332 352 a1 18 &0 0.0
DIST. OF COL. 43,260 0.0 99.5 6.0 6.0 8.4 8.0 0.0
FLORIDA 287,518 23.8 56.3 194 8.0 8.t 0.4 0.3
GEORGIA 179,806 182 80.4 0.8 8.0 D4 85 6.3
INCHANA 84,032 410 46,5 5.5 80 8.2 5.8 0.0
HOWA 48,758 777 159 a9 o7 as 87 o8
KANSAS 21,503 535 337 22 12 B o3 14
KENTUCKY 102,141 774 21.6 0.6 0.0 23 oo a0
LOLISIANA 25 904 122 258 0.5 13 1.1 ! 1]
MAINE $0.452 95.0 1.4 03 1.2 2.0 6.0 0.1
MARYLAND 107 802 77 785 08 0.0 0.8 8.0 2.1
MASZACHUSETTS 150,568 417 178 3.5 0.8 Ba Do 0.0
MICHIGAN 288,565 3538 535 0.7 19 0.6 6.5 0.0
MISSISSHIPE 83,245 1.2 BET 00 0. 0.0 0.0 0.0
MISSOURI 13,576 414 56.2 1.8 03 0.4 08 0.0
MONTANA 15,838 504 18 o7 487 0.7 0.6 6.0
NEBRASKA 78,168 525 213 104 4 09 1.3 68
NEVADA 14,747 31 428 152 25 04 . 03 6.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 14,155 00,0
NEW JERSEY 176.044 15,5 54.8 254 8.0 54 10 Yo
NEW ¥DORK 705,529 203 344 38.6 8.4 28 6.2 41
RORTH CARDLINA 174,543 32.4 60.¢ a1 28 t.5 1.2 k]
OHIO 262,987 45.4 a5 A 37 8.1 8.3 10 8.1
DKLAHOMA 61,758 478 337 40 143 8.2 0.0 0.0
OREGUN 38,706 70.8 10.9 12.5 2.7 ab a1 8o
SOUTH CAROLINA 54,371 22.4 76.5 0.7 0.0 85 6o 6.0
SOUTH DAKDTA $.385 19.7 00 0.0 T 2.0 28 6.6
TENNESSEE 116089 289 651 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 8.9
TEXAS 326.367 16.5 34.1 48.0 0.3 08 0.0 00
UTAN 23,364 578 3.5 155 1.0 25 0.0 0.7
VERMONT 15800 841 1.3 0.1 5.2 0.6 0.0 139
VIRGINIA 84,842 285 8.1 25 80 0. 0.0 0.0
WASHINGTON 150,852 58.1 118 187 5.4 14 4.1 10
WEST VIRGINIA 55,074 855 1.8 5.} 8.8 8.0 1.8 6.0
WISCONSIN 53,924 14.0 7.8 45 1.8 1.4 0.0 401
WYOMING 3.218 53.6 35 10.4 32.8 6.2 0.0 0.4

SDURCE: RATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS CF 12888

PREFARED BY DHHSIACFIOPRE - Cecembper 14, 1935
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TABLE 24

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN
RECEIVING FEDERAL DISABILITY BENEFITS

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1997
TOTAL

STATE CHILDREN YES NO UNKNOWN

TOTAL 5,489,183 0.8 8s5.6 12.6
ALABAMA 57,927 | 0.0 100.0 0.0
ARIZONA ' 121,762 2.0 98.0 0.0
CALIFORNIA 1,133,979 0.4 839 56
CONNECTICUT 100,038 a7 6.0 0.3
DIST. OF COL. 43,260 - 1.4 $8.1 0.5
FLORIDA 287.518 1.4 8.6 0.0
GEORGIA 179,806 07 99,3 0.0
INDIANA 84,032 0.2 99.8 0.0
IOWA 48,758 0.3 99.7 0.0
KANSAS 31,503 0.1 99.9 0.0
KENTUCKY 102,191 0.0 21.2 78.7
* LOUISIANA 126,804 0.0 100.0 0.0
MAINE 30,452 1.0 0.0 89.0
MARYLAND 107,802 33 91.4 53
MASSACHUSETTS 130,865 36 96.4 * 0.0
MICHIGAN 286,566 0.0 100.0 0.0
MISSISSIPPI 83.245 _ 0.0 100.0 0.0
MISSOURI 133,579 45 954 0.0
MONTANA 15,838 16 98.4 0.0
NEBRASKA 28,168 0.0 100.0 0.0
NEVADA 14,787 0.3 99.2 - 05
NEW HAMPSHIRE 11,155 0.0 100.0 0.0
NEW JERSEY 178,044 0.0 100.0 0.0
NEW YORK : 705,529 0.6 6.4 1.0
NORTH CAROLINA 174,543 00 0.0 100.0
OHIO 262,987 0.3 99.7 0.0
OKLAHOMA 51,759 0.0 100.0 0.0
OREGON . 38.700 2.2 97.8 0.0
SOUTH CAROLINA 54,371 0.5 99.1 0.4
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,385 0.0 9.0 1.0
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 13,800 45 85.5' 0.0
VIRGINIA 84,842 0.0 100.0 0.0
WASHINGTON 160,952 2.2 96.0 1.8
WEST VIRGINIA 55,074 15 86.5 2.1
WISCONSIN £9,824 0.1 99.9 0.0
WYOMING 3.218 0.7 89.3 0.0

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/8/98
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE -- December 14, 1898
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TADQLE 28

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN
BY RELATIONSHIP TO THE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
JULY - SEFTEMEER 1997

RELATIONSHIP TO HEAD OF HIHISEHDLD

TOTAL HEAD OF GRAND.  OTHER
STATE CHILDREN | HOUSEROLD SPOUSE PARENT  CHILD  CHLD RELATED UNRELATEDR UNKNOWE
TOTAL 5489 183 04 a0 22 79.5 4 2.1 2t 14
ALABAMA 51921 0.0 0.0 Do 78.6 15.8 56 0.3 o
ARIZONA 121,762 0.0 0.0 0.6 -89.3 1.5 28 0.1 0.
CALIEORNEA 1,123,479 oD 0.1 D5 830 34 o8 0.0 8.
COMNESTIOUT 100,004 6.4 88 6.0 918 8.5 15 0.8 0.
DIST. OF 0L 423280 0.0 8.0 6.3 923 38 32 a3 6.
FLEORIDA 281518 35 40 o8 512 &5 3.0 318 8.
GEORSIA 176,806 a9 ay 0.0 573 83 28 058 B
INDIANA 84,002 8.0 48 0Q S0.8 72 25 R g4
WA 48,758 a.0 00 0.0 g1a 5.8 23 0.8 .
KANSAS 31,503 2.0 0.0 0.0 B5.4 .1 32 0.2 0.
KERTUCKY 102,194 28 0.2 00 80.5 61 26 0.0 0.
LONSIANA 125,504 28 0.6 o8 825 By £8 03 o
SAINE 30452 0.1 B4 03 959 28 1.0 6.4 o1
MARVLAND 07808 65 8.1 0.3 P4 .4 22 25 on T
MASEACHUSETTS 130588 0.3 T3] 08 B4.8 38 25 8.1 a4
MICHIGAN 286 866 0z 8.0 s 938 38 31 ot ou
MISSISSIBPI 53,245 0o 6. 0.0 B2.5 12.8 47 08 ol
MISSOURI 133,578 0.0 00 0.0 §0.7 7.0 1.8 04 0.l
MONTANA 15,858 o0 0.0 0.0 ¢.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10K
NEBRASKA 28,168 1.3 ] 82 98,0 8.2 0.4 6.0 o
NEVADA 14,767 o1 0.0 63 g 87 15 0.0 o
NEW HAMPSHIRE 14,158 48 04 88 81,3 08 18 1 68 o
NEW JERSEY 128 pa4 o0 88 98 a5% $4 38 08 B
NEW YORK 708,520 06 8 0.4 424 37 1.7 63 1
NORTH CAROLINA 174,543 0.0 8.0 0.0 88 wo 8.0 00 .
OHIO 262987 0. Do 9.1 87,4 1.8 38 $3 0.
OKLAKOMA 1,758 0.1 0.0 00 815 1.8 38 0.3 0.
LREGON 38,700 o0 6.0 o0 BE.5 6.0 04 0.0 13.
SOUTM CAROUNA 54,371 Wk 8o 02 522 126 5% 0.1 0.
SOUTH DAKOTA $.388 88 88 R 8.8 136 80 4.0
TENNESSEE 145,089 846 60 2.8 882 58 28 8.0 g
TEXAS 326,367 u.0 840 a0 838 8.0 8.0 op 100
UTAH 23,554 60 03 0.0 978 ng 0.5 4.0 o
VERMONT 13,800 0.0 0.0 a0 96,1 a0 1.8 R o
VIRGINIA B4 542 0.2 0.2 0.1 B2 10.3 5.0 0.1 .
WASHINGTON 180,952 0.0 E+) 0.0 B2.5 A5 28 04 D.
WEST VIRGINIA £3.074 03 8.1 0.3 gE0 ‘0.6 8.7 8.1 .
WISCONSIN £9.824 LR 48 2.0 88,7 86 2.5 0.2 0.
WIOMING 3218 oL o4 0.8 8.5 138 56 1) 2.

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATARILE AS OF 12/avme
PREPARED BY DHHSACPIPRE — Decamber 14, 1988
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TABLE 26

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN
WITH TEEN PARENT STATUS IN THE FAMILY

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1857
TOTAL TEEN PARENT STAUS

STATE CHILDREN YES NO UNKNOWN
TOTAL 5489,183 0.3 e1.9 7.8
ALABAMA 57,927 0.0 100.0 0.0
ARIZONA 121,762 0.2 998 | 0.0
CALIFORNIA 1,133,879 0.1 94.0 5.9
CONNECTICUT 100,038 0.0 9.3 6.6
DIST. OF COL. 43 260 : 0.0 99.7 0.3
FLORIDA 287.518 0.0 100.0 0.0
GEORGIA 176,806 0.0 100.0 0.0
INDIANA 84,032 0.6 89.4 0.0
IOWA 48,758 0.0 100.0 0.0
KANSAS 31,503 0.0 100.0 0.0
KENTUCKY 102,191 0.2 85.8 0.0
LOUISIANA 126,904 0.5 994 0.0
MAINE 30,452 33 96.7 0.0
MARYLAND 107,802 06 87.1 23
MASSACHUSETTS 130,965 0.2 899.8 0.0
MICHIGAN 286,565 0.0 100.0 0.0
MISSISSIPPI 83,245 0.7 59.3 0.0
MISSOURI 133,579 0.9 09.1 0.0
MONTANA 15.838 ' 0.0 0.0 100.0
NEBRASKA 28,168 0.0 1.8 8.2
NEVADA 14,787 0.3 99.0 - 07
NEW HAMPSHIRE 11.155 0.0 100.0 0.0
NEW JERSEY 178.044 0.3 89.7 0.0
NEW YORK 705,529 0.5 98.5 1.0
NORTH CAROLINA 174,542 0.0 0.0 100.0
OHIO 262,987 0.5 99.5 0.0
OKLAHOMA 51,759 0.0 100.0 0.0
OREGON 38,700 0.0 100.0 0.0
SOUTH CAROLINA 54,371 0.5 99.3 0.2
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,385 0.0 0.0 100.0
TENNESSEE 116,089 06 £9.4 0.0
TEXAS . 325,367 0.3 99.7 0.0
UTAH 23,384 0.0 100.0 0.0
VERMONT 13.800 0.0 100.0' 0.0
VIRGINIA B4,B42 0.1 89.9 0.0
WASHINGTON 160.952 0.3 12.4 87.3
WEST VIRGINIA 55,074 1.1 a5.6 34
WISCONSIN 69,924 0.0 100.0 0.0
WYOMING 3,218 0.8 98.2 0.0

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/8/98
PREPARED BY DHHS/ACF/OPRE — December 14, 1898
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. YABLE 27

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

JULY - BSEPTEMBER 1897
TOTAL YEARS OF EDUCATION

STATE CHEDREN { b T OVERS  UNKNOWN"
TOTAL 5 aEE 183 236 g 47 £3.0
ALABAIA R vl 33 13.2 1.1 £2.4
ARIZONA 121,762 238 B4 K 64.2
CALIFORNIA 1435879 4 14,1 47 838
CONNECTICUT 100038 355 1.3 83 &2
DIST. OF COL. £3.350 3.5 9.2 4.2 520
FLORIDA 287513 88 3] 5 859
GEORGIA 179,808 80 8.2 8.0 8.8
INDIANA 83,032 276 78 2.3 828
WA 45,158 32.4 123 377 443
KANSAS 31808 3+ &0 0.0 190.0
RENTUCKY 102 10 15 0.8 &3 §7.2
L OUISIANA 128 804 15.4 80 58 gra
SAARNE 30 462 9.2 3.2 38 84.6
MARYLAND $0T602 256 67 pd 53.8
MASSACHUSETTS 130,065 Ty 13.7 73 46,3
MICHIGAN 208,568 377 0.9 58 458
MISSISSIPP 83245 0.8 128 178 385
MISSOURL 133,578 18 124 59 50.2
MONTANA 15,8385 4 11.8 48 £2.0
NEHRASKA 28168 46° 13 0.5 838
NEVADA 14,787 330 0.7 47 52.7
NEW HAMPEHIRE 14,958 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
NEW JERBEY 178.044 340 12.4 6.0 474
NEW YORK 105,629 34 1358 8.9 a4
NORTH CARCEINA 174,543 o8 0.0 0.0 100.0
OHID 262,987 0.5 118 52 525
DKLAKOMEA 51,740 350 10n.e 6.1 439
OREGUN 38,750 02 0.5 1.1 73
BOUTM CAROLINA 88,911 e "r 25 488
SOUTH DAKOTA 8,385 330 12.2 &7 48.1
TENNESSEE 148,088 343 118 &1 8
TEXAS 376367 D4 28 3an 84,1
LITAH T84 0.0 88 80 picexd]
VERMONY 13800 273 88 1.3 622
VIRGINIA 64 842 302 7.3 24 802
WASHINGTON 150,852 80 4.8 1.5 848
WEST VISIGINA 88074 308 10,1 33 54
WISCONSIN 68,824 8.3 231 8.1 888
WYOMNG 3218 312 12.4 56 543

NQTES: ™ » inchiiing o formal educaton.

SOURCE. NATIORAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12958

PREPARED BY DHMIACFOPRE — Deosrnbeer 14, 1308
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TABLE 28

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TARF RECIPIENT CHILDREN BY CITIZENSHIP STATUS
JULY - SEPTEMBER 1897

TOTAL

STATE CHILDREN LS. CITIZEN NONCITIZEN UNKNOWN
TOTAL 5,489,183 §5.4 1.6 5.0
ALABAMA, 57.827 1089 0.0 0.0
ARLZONA 329762 - k¢ 3.3 0.7
CALIFORNIA ¥ 1,133,978
CONNECTICUT 100,038 283 42 48
DIST. OF COL. 43280 %8 8.0 Tik
ELORIDA 287,515 g1.3 27 6.8
GECORGIA $79,806 436 0.4 6.0
INDHANA T 84,002 595 04 8.0
(OWA 48,758 - R 0.1 I
KANSAS 41,503 §9.5 0.5 8.0
KENTUTKY 02,191 #.5 02 0.2
LOUISIANA, 125,504 210 a1 1.9
MAINE 30452 5.2 0.8 8.0
MARYLAND 107,802 D45 2.3 &7
MASSACHUSETTS 130,965 bl 87 ]
MICHIGAN 286556 .y 13 80
MISSISSPR 83245 1060 0.0 o9
MIESOURI 133,579 957 0.3 8o
MONTANA 15.838 85 0.3 $0.2
NEBRASKA 28,168 204 0.0 X
NEVADA 14,787 10.5 0.0 a85
NEW HAMPSHIRE 11,155 88,2 1.8 0.0
NEW JERSEY 178,044 5.1 ¢0 a4y
NEW YORK 705,528 4.3 3 26
NORTH CARDLINA ¥ 174,543
GHID 252587 14 0.4 88
L AHDRES §1,75% B4y 8.2 1.1
OREGON ¥ 3B.700
SOUTH CAROLING 84 371 896 0.3 0.1
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,385 1600 0.0 0.0
TENMNESSEE 116,089 989 1.1 0.0
TEXAS 326,367 $9.0 1.0 0.0
UTAM 73364 884 1.1 0.0
VERMONT 13,000 3 o1 us.8
VIRGINIA B4 842 7.3 O g2.B
WASHINGTON 180,852 s Eivd 3]
WEST VIRGINIA 55,074 E 88 1.2
WISCONSIN 69,824 10e 235 894
WYOMING 3,218 R a.1 6.1

NOTE: ‘a’eDatn not reported,

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 12/4/98
PREPARED BY DHHSIACFIPRE ~ Decamber 14, 1998
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TANF RECIPIENT CHILDREN WITH UNEARNED INCOME

TRRLE B8

JULY - SEPTEMBER 1897
TOTAL UNEARNED MONTHLY
STATE CHUMREN INCOME AVERAGE
TOTAL 5,489,183 irs $189.95
ALABAMS ¥ 1o
ARIZONA 121.762 52 249,57
CALIFORNIA 1133979 2.4 $76.50
CORMELTICUT 160,008 2.4 23535
DIST. OF LOL. 43,260 16 #4817
FLORIDA 287518 3.9 123.32
GEORGIA 179,806 a7 15127
INDIANA 86,032 53 188 35
HOWA 48758 wa 130,57
KANSAS 31,503 24 10e.83
KENTUGKY 102,191 47 10501
LOUHSIANA 126 904 17 28T E7
MAINE 30,452 £6 1796
MARYLAND 107,802 25 289.08
MASSACHUSETTS 130.965 6.3 181.28
MICHIGAN 286,566 0.2 £0,00
MISSISEIER * 3248
MISSOURI 13878 55 325.26
MONTANA 15,838 2.4 B4, 41
NEBRASKA 28 188 124 1621
NEVADA 14,787 28 w011
NEW HAMPSMIRE ¥ 11,458 ’
NEW JERSEY 178,044 2.1 161,65
NEW YURK 705,528 28 189,85
RORTH CARDLINA 174,543 6.7 149.65
oic v 262587
CHLAHOMA 31758 52 17219
CREGON ¥ 38,700
SOWTH CARGLINA 84,401 &% 123,02
SOUTH DAKOTA 8,388 1.6 106,43
TENNESSEE ¥ 116.089
TEXAS ¥ 126,387
rAX . 23364 2.5 10%.39
VERMONT 13,800 45 128.70
VIRIENIA 84,842 0.4 78.53
WASHINGTON 150,452 8.8 256.27
WEST VIRGINIA £5.0574 74 183.74
WISCONSIN £9,82¢ 15.0 180.76
WYDMING 3,218 ety B5.02

NOTE: ‘a™Dain not mported,

SOURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAFILE AS OF 1270158

PREPAREE 2Y DMMS/ACF/OPRE « Decwrbar 14, 1898
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PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF TANF CLOSED CASES BY REASON FOR CLDSURE

YABLE IO

SULY . SEFTEMBER 1887
TOTAL. \ SYEAR STATE
STATE CASES | EMPLOYMENT MARRIAGE  UMIT  SANCTION POLICY QTHER®
TOTAL §73.622 6.2 0.3 6.0 6.4 10.2 65.6
ALABAMA €855 8.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 9.7
ARIZONA 19.603 245 a0 0.0 0.0 0O - TH4
CALIEORNIA 181775 3 8.3 0.0 0.3 0.5 #5,9
CONNECTIOUY 5,924 28 00 0.0 1.0 oD 86.4
DIST. OF GOL. 130 284 6.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 70.4
ELORIDA 73364 14.1 8.0 0.0 22,5 0.8 £3.0
GEORGH, 11708 00 60 0.0 0.0 0.0 1000
INDIANA 14,346 20 0.1 0.0 45,0 1.2 437
IOWA $.617 2.3 0.0 0.0 254 0.0 474
KANGAS 2734 62.9 0.0 0.0 6.4 0.8 207
KENTUCKY 16,472 180 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 85.0
LOUISIANA 10,102 365 0.3 0.0 12.0 8.2 5.3
MAINE 3,545 2.3 57 0.G o3 a.c 517
SARYLAND 1,476 B2 K% 0.0 7.7 8o 840
MASSACHUSETTS 8521 56.4 1.0 0.6 0.0 8.3 333
MICHIGAN 15,669 a7 .1 0.0 21 528 93
MISSISSIPP) 6,600 2.0 6.0 0.0 235 8.0 745
MISSOURS 14,856 B.S ns 8.0 158 22 151
MONTANA 3002 06 00 6.0 8.0 8.0 858
NEBRASKA 1,442 16.1 ke 6.0 8.0 80 £33
NEVADA 1.526 3.0 6.0 oo 60 6.0 §7.0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.038 28.2 4.4 8.5 0B -  ag 55
NEW JERSEY 11,148 %7 60 5.0 ¢t 703 6.8
NEW YORK 32.838 156 6.0 8.8 60 444 40
NORTH CARDLINA 20,448 43 a0 5.0 0L 0.0 857
OHIO 46,2471 283 0.0 0.8 87 6.0 81.9
* OKLAHOMA 12.438 Wi 6.8 B 127 0.0 £7.1
OREGAON 8818 £2.8 18 0.6 4.5 8.0 a1.0
SOUTH CAROLINA 7084 203 0.0 oo 28.2 6.0 45.6
SOUTH DAKDTA 1,778 374 8.0 0.0 ¢o 4.4 14,6
TENNESSEE 19,368 "y 8.0 0.0 52 10.2 83.9
TEXAS 47,388 374 ) 00 0.0 9.8 22.2
UTAH 2925 IBE 1.6 0 17 238 3.3
VERMONT 3,106 330 8.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 7.0
VIRGINIA 8034 2 5.0 00 ' g3 4.8 268
WASHINGTON 10514 34,9 2.9 0.9 0.0 14.0 473
WEST VIRGINIA 1.608 2.7 6.0 2.0 06 50 121
WISCONSIN 10.729 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.6 oo
WYOMING 1,214 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 W00

NOTE: ™Al pther gremown mesans inciuding that demdy voluniteanly Coses the cese.

SCURCE: NATIONAL EMERGENCY TANF DATAEILE AS OF 12508
PREPARED BY DHHSIACTFIOPRE «~ December 14, 1598
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434 *
Sublant: Looks Bke 8 pretty good Republican food fight at the moment.

Congraegs Eves Linspeant Wellare Monhey
By LAUHA MECKLER Associated Press Writer

WASHINGTON {AP) -- Unspent welfare mbney totaling
biliorss of doflars is proving tempting to some in Congress whao
want 1o reclaim the cash windfall from the states.

It's wausing a fight among Republicans who want the money for
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 sea fit,

" "VWe made 8 deal,’t House Wavys and Means Commilles
Chairman Bill Archer, R-Texas, wrote 1o Senate Majority

Leader Trent Lott, R-Missg, © ™ As state lagisiaturas sonfront the
toughest challenges of welfare reform, Congress is proposing 1o
putl the rug from under them.”’

Angd Wisconsin Gov. Tommy Thompsen, a Republican, said he
and ather governorg will Hight any raid on siate money.

TP Thars i no question that the Congress made 2 pledygs, 8
promiss,”’ Thompson said Tuesday, ™ " How can you ever be
trusted again if on such 8 serious issue as this you give your
word and give your pledge, and then you go bask on it?"

Ameticans have left the welfars rolis more quickly than anyone

predicted, lsaving statas with extra meney not spent on welfarg
cshecks. A strong economy halped people find jobs, and tougher
rules discouraged people from staying on assistance,

But the amount the federal government gives to states was based
on earliar yesrs when caseloads were much higher. Undar the
1986 federsl weifare overhaul, a total of $158.5 billion is put in
fadaral accounts asrmarked for states esch year. Many states
have saved the money in case the economy turns down, and
many $ay i will be nesded 10 provide mers intensive services for
wellare recipieants who need ths most help geiting off waliare,



At the end of Septermnber, after two years under the new system,
more than $3 billion promised o the states was sitting unused in
federal accounts.

In the Sanate, an emergenay spending bil woudd use $3580
million of that money. And in the House, a Republican
instrumantal in grafting the 1398 walfare law wants to let states
use their welfare money for aducation programs that may hove
nothing to do with the pogr,

That would lst Republizans support populsr sahool progrems
without having to find anv new cash, responding to President
Clinton’s edugation initiatives while stll allowing for a tax cut,

MNaither proposal is going over well with other Repubdicans who
heiped shape the 1986 weifare low, which fundamentally
charyied how the nation sids ity poor,

The federal government used to sot the rules and promiged to
help pay the benefits of each person who qualified {or
zgsistance. Under the new system, states agreed 10 live with a
sat tevel of funding in exchange for enormous flexibility in
creating their programs.

Like Thompson, Archer warnad that future sttemptg W turn
education, child protection, hausing, food arel health geograms
into gimilar * “block granis® to siates will {ail ¥ Congress breaks
the welfare deal. Indeed, apporents of the walfars overhayd had
warnad that Congress would raid weiisre maney when it kit a
financial crungh.

T Congrass cannot be trusted 1o keep its ward L. 1 will be all
hut impossible to enact additional reforms,” seid Archer's lefter
to Lott, also signed by other welfars averhaul legders, Reps,
Clay Shaw, R-Fia., and Nangy Johnson, BConn

in the Senate, Appropriations Commities Chalrmman Ted
Stevens, R-Alaska, wants to use $350 million to help provide
dizsaster rajisf 1o the Coentral American victims of Hurricane
Miteh,

Gtates that have spent all their welfare money wouldn't be
minishaed, but those with money left would lose a portion. The
biggest loger would be New York, which would forfeit more
than 379 million of the $689 million it has still unsgant,

Mesnwhile, House Budget Committea Chairman John Kasich,
who was central to creation of the 1998 weifare overhaul,
introduced a plan Tuesday to let siates usa thalr weifars monay
for edugation programs, such as building new schools or hiring
maore teachers.

TR should be as broadly based on sducation as possible,” said



Bruce Cuthbertson, spokesman for Kasich, who is seeking the
GOP prasidential nomination,

Even Republicans who support flexibility in faderal funging reject
thal.

* “Using it for school construction and things of that nature is a
nonstarter,'' said Archer's spokesman, Trert Dufly.

Thoenpson agraed: " " You'vs got 10 be in the realm of what's
good for the welfare cliertsls."”’

AP-NY-(02-16-88 1650E5T



Mr. Brunos Excellent [dea =

i is not often that the major sovial welfare
ageacles i New York Hue up to sapport & proposal
advanced by Joseph Bruno, the upstate Repubiican
who is majority leader ol the State Senale, I3
kappened last week whes Mr. Brung, previsusly an
advacate of cutbacks in weilare and health gares for
ihe powr, proposed n fax bres% for lowdncome
workers, It would be gaid for by savings that have
resulted from the drop in wellare rolls, The idea
makes particalar sense because iE weuld reward,
among others, precisely those people who managed
to get low-paying jobs afler belng on welfare.

Mr. Brumur's proposal world kel working people
who earn less than 30,082 keep more of theélr
earoings. Even morg aftractive. it would pive o cash
refund to working famiites niaking Jess than $14400,

who pay no lncome Y 3t Al This payment, known
&8 (he edrsad-ncome tax credil, was a canterptece
of President Clinfon’s tax inkintive of 1883 It has
tarned out in be one of the most successfal dnd-
poverniy programs of recent vears,

The parlicular sttraciion of the csedit, which
would cost §HE milllon 2 year 1o fngnce, I3 that

ey of i wonlid be paid for with Federal funds.
Under the welfare reform act, Congress converied
is matching pavmenis to the siate nic a biock
grant that has Kept level since 1997, The decline
welfare rofis means thet $500 million ia Fedeyal
maiching funds have not been spent, & sum expect-
el to vise to §1.4 bilon in 8 year. Under Federal
rates, this money cans be spent only to help the poor
thraugh day-cars, drug-assistance or other pro-
grams designed 1o help them hold down jobs, In
sugpesting that same of the money go far 2 tax
credit fo supplement the income of the working
poor, Mr. Bruno s adepting an approgeh already
being pursued by about 8 dozen stales,

New York has been slow 1o spend all the surplis
maney avaiiable owder wellarg reform, m part
because of & desire {0 save some in case there is a
reqession and the wellare rolls expand again, Bu
using a8 mueh money #5 pessible for 4 tax credit
will ereate a bigger incentive Tur peapie Lo get off
the rolls. That is unportant, beoause with each
passing vear Fedeoral law requinss larger percent-
apes of people on welfare 1o fiad work,

P L . S
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{a} {1} The term “assistance”™ includes cagh, subsrdies payments, vouchers, and other
forms of benefits designed to meet a family’s ongoing basic needs (1., for food clothing, shelter,
utilities, houschold good, personal care items, and general incidental expenses).

{ii} It includes such benefits everrwhenrthey-are provided ia the form of payments by a
TANF agency, or other pubhe agency omits-behadf fora &&E ggeﬁcy to mézvzéuai mcx;zxmig
as part of and-conditiorred-on their participation in g work ac s

TANE work-experiente-or-community-service-activities,

(b} It excludes:

(1} Onewtime; short-term benefits {may be defined {urther] (such as payments {or rent
deposits or appliance repairs) that:

{i} Are designed to deal with a specific crisis situation or episode of need; and

(1) Are not intended to meet ongoing or recuring needs;

(2) Work subsidies or other payments paid 1o cmg} eyem to help cover {iie CO3IS izf
employee wages, benefits, supervision, and training, qr ser :

{4} Bamed iIncome tax credits;

{5y Contributions to, and distributions from, Individual Development Accounts;

(6) Servises such as counseling, case management, peer support, child care information
and referral, transitional services and other employment-related services that do not
provide basic income support;

{73 Transportation benefits provided under un Access 1o Jobs or Reverse Comuraite
project, pursuant o section 404 (k) of the Act; to an individual who is not otherwise receiving
R H T

{¢] The definition of the term assistance specified in paragraphs {&) and {b) does not apply
1o the vse of the torn assistance at part 263, subpart A, of this chapter. [HHS needs to explain



why MOE treated differentiy]

For the purpose of 264.1 {b) (1} (iii} of this chapter, WtW cash assistance only, includes

benelits that: :

(A) Meet the definition of assistance at 260.31 and

{(B) Are provided in the form of cash payments, checks, reimbursements, electronic funds

transfers, or any other form that can legally be converted to currency.

ISSUES

b

(4

(6}

Resolves wage subsidy/work subsidy issue by making payments to individuals assistance
and payments o employers “nonassistance™. We ¢ould not find a meaningfut way to
draw the line within payments to employers. By broadening from community services
and work experience 1o 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 someong is getting a check from

the welfare agency for any of these work activities, that's always assistance.
May want fg explain in preambie how intermediaries would be treated,

NOTE: | 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

Clarifies in {(b)(3) that education/training for someone who is working (and the child care
ard transportation they receive) is not assistance,

Payments for education and training services could be covered under “other employment-
related services” in (6}, but we've left HHE language intact which is consistent with the
1/97 guidance and NPRM on this1ssue.  The preamble currently mentions education and
training as an example of an employment-related service. The definition could mean that
someone who only gets education services but no other assistance would not count
towards the work rates or time limits, but if they got ¢hild care and transportation then
they would count (since they are net working), However, this dees not seem like a big
enough risk to justify carving out a specific exception 10 the excluston (which would
further highlight i),

The term subsidies in 260.31{a)(i} could cause confusion ~ may be interpreted as wage
subsidies. Suggest substituting another term.

OMB had suggoested adding “directly to the emplover” afler “provided” in 260.32 but
that’s no longer necessary given the proposed revised delinition for 260.31 {a} (i),



(7

®

9

Might be better to use “Short-term payments” rather than benefits. Had already agreed to
strike one-time. Further definition of short-term is heing reviewed by HHS.

Unintended consgquences:

*

could pay 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 eare/transportation for someone doing applicant job search - if not working,
i"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 bencfitor
expand (3) to include job search under certain cirgumstances,

proposed definition for a(ii) could make it harder to draw the ling that working
families in b(3} are just those in a job.

Consequences:

*

States will be able to provide supports for working familics without having the
time Jimits, 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
10 time limits, work requirements or data collection. Individuals are already
working so tbey’re not avoiding work requirements. 1o the extent removing
subsidized employment from assistance makes it more altractive, states may
create more. This may create an incentive for states to put more people in
subsidized employment {vs. workfare or just getting a check). It doesn’t make
subsidized employment more attractive than unsubsidized employment.

Caseloads: narrowing definition of assistance could result in lower caseloads
{because only those receiving assistance are counted as a case).

Work patticipation rates: may be wougher to meet because individuals who are in
unsubsidized cmployment and those in subsidized employment where the cheek
goes 1 the emplover will likely be excluded from the numerator and denominator.,
Al the same time, because they are not part of the caseload, states will get
caseload reduction credit,

Data: we will lose participant level data on individuals whe are not receiving
assistance, although we will got aggregaie financial datg,



Cashonly | Working and | Working and | Net working
cash no cash and no ¢ash

Cash, vouchers ete to meet A A - "

ongoing hasic needs

Benefits paid to individual A A = =

for a work activity, L.e. :

workfare (and all other

activities counted toward the

work rate)

Shori-lerm payments = - Not A Not A (but

{diversion} usually tied 1o

employment)

Subsidized employment -- NA {but NA -

where payment goes to requirements

employer apply to the
cash)

Child Care - NA (but NA not specified
requirements but not likely
apply to the 1o orowr
¢ash)

Transportation - NA (but NA not speeified
requirements but not likely
apply 1o the to poeour
cash)

Services {counseling, case NA {but MA (but NA NA

management, child care 1&R, | requiremen | requirements |

transitional services, other tsapply to | apply to the

emplovment related the cash) cash)

{includes education and
training] services that do not
arovide basic income
support}




AkssSistance “

7T

NPRM

HHS Revised Proposed Final

EOV Position

Assistance frelides:

Every form of support
provided to families under
TANF {incloding ¢hild
gare, work subsidies, and
aliowances to meet Hiving
SXENEES) exonpt

+

Assistance exefndes:

1} one-time, short=term
assistance {Le., assisiance
pald within a 30 day
periad, no more than once
ingmy §2-month period, o
meet needs that do not
extend beyond a 90-day
period, such as sutomobile
repaly {0 retain
smplovment and avoid
welfare receipt and
appliance repair to
maingzin hiving
arrangemens.

7Y services that have no
direct monetary value to an
individual family and that
do net involve implicit or
explicit income suppor
fsuch us counseling. cast
manageneni, poer support
ard employment serviges
that do not involve
subsidies or other fovms of
inconig supporn); and

Asgistance fnclades:

1) Cash, subsidies, vouchers, and other forms of
benefits designed (o meet a family's ongoing basie
reeds (Le. foed, clothing, shelter, utifities, household
goods, personal care items, and gensral incidental
expeuses) -- basically welfuredike sxperses

23 “Wage subsidies”™ Benefils provided in the form of
paymens by a TANF agency, or other sgency fora
TANF agency, to or on behaif of individual recipients
as part of their participation in work experience or
community service activities,

Assistance exclyides;

1} short-ferm benefils desipned w deal with a specific
crisis sifuation or episods of nead Jand preventa
family from golng on, or reluming o, assistance] and
are nwt intended to moet ongoing or recurting needs -
such as payments for automobile or appliance repair.

2} *Work subsidies™: Payments made to employers to
help cover the cost of employee wages, benefits,
supervision, and fraining,

3% Bupptrs for workiog families such os
frusmportation and child care

4) refundable EITCs
5% cantributions to and distributions from 1DAs

6} Services such as counseling, Case managament,
neer suppost, child care informmtion and referral,
wansitional services and oibor employment-related
services [includes education antd training] that do not
provide basic invome suppuort,

7} Transportation benefits provided under Access to
Jubs project to an individual not otherwise receiving
REE AR MY

Lgfinay Wolfore 1o Work Cash Assistance:

Benefis that moeet the dotfinition of agsistance ebove
and wre paid by cash, or other payinems thig cen
lepally be converted 1o currency [work
exporiencefoommunity service included, sehsidizad
singloyment exeluded].

OK

inciude gl wage subsidies locludiog
paymends to private employers for subsidized
empleyment and grant diversion,

UMB advocates limiting/defining short-torm
{probably 4 or 6 months).
3P0 doesn™ foel this is necessary.

Include subsidies Lo cover wages in

assistance. Bxelude: Payiments made to
gmnplovers 1o help cover the work-related
soals of supervision, training, benefits and
suppon services.

GK

OK?
Ok

0K, but may wani to specify education wd
fraining.

Ok

NOTE: Wiw statele excludes ron-Cush
gssistance from tme Umits. Conforenee
Report Hated wage subsidies as an sxample
of cash assistance, Copoers nbout thuiting
subsidized amploymant.
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* A
February 10, 1999

The Presidemt
The White House
Washington. D.C, 20300

Pear Mr. Presidens:

The aatton’s Governors appreciate your résent scknowisdpement of the aununding drop 1o welfare caselpads and
the wemeadous success in welfare reform across the country.. Indeed, as Governars, we believe our aclisvements,
n partnecship with the federal government, have surpassed sli ongnal expeomtions.  However, our work i far
from aver, (As you know, success in welinre reform connot be measured solely by caseload decline. As welfare
reform evolves, we are {acing new chullenges in moving families wward selfwuffiviency that can be addressed
only with innovation and flexibility within the Temporary Assistance for Needy Fumilies {TANF) block pram.
Although e 1996 welfare reform sgreement that, we entered ante with the administration and the Congeess
embraced this concept of siate innovation and flexibility, we beliove the proposed TANF regulations will hamper
staies’ efforts and undermine the continued surcess of welfare reform.

As your administration finalizes the TANF regulations. we want 1o reiterate o few key concerns of the nation's

Ciovernars. More comprehensive comments were submitied 10 the Department of Heatth und Humap Services on

behalt of the Governors last year. We feel it is important, however, ta once agutn emphastze the need for
b stgnifienm revistons tn certain issue areas of the regulations,

Definition of Assistance

As welfare recipients move nto the workfarce, states are increasing thelr efforis 1o help these families remain
amplaved and advance 1o better jobs, We think that the sdministration would agree that providing support services
ts these individualy i concistens with the original purpose of welfure reforse10 proowde setl-sufficiency, The
proposed rﬁguiaziéns. however, wopld inhibit states from using TANF funds for work supponss. such o5 child cure
and wansporition, by including such services in the definition of sssistance. |t sczons umeasonable 1o require 3
siate Wy count againal o family’s 60-month Gme Umitsupport services provided 1o working parents leaving welfare,
or 1o working familios airisk of eniering the caseluad.  Further, this policy seems fo be o odds with the
sdministration’s emphisis on cocouraging states 1o provide services 10 the working poar. The saticn's Governors
strongly vege you to revise the proposed definition of assistance o reflect the evolving direution of TANF services
which inctude helping individuals sustain employment and self-sutficiency.

Separate State Programs

We believe that the administrations’ concerns about separate siate programs have not been reatived. Whle some
states have created separate siate programs. they have done so 1o provide greater flexibility o addrossing specific
neads amang some of the most vulnerable populations.  For example, states have estublished sepatiste stae
programs to provide eohanced sccess to education and training sctivives, and 10 provide tood assistance to
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immigrant children. Fears that states would creale separate state programs to 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 aspects of separate siate programs and revise the
regulations to encourage, rather than penalize. state innovation in this area.

Waivers

In many states, innovation in welfare reform began long before the passage of the.1996 welfare reform legislation.
Rather than impede states’ ability to continue efforts already underway, the statute recognizes the value of waivers
and explicitly allows states to continue those that are “inconsistent” with the TANF law. However, in the proposed
regulations, “tncensistency” 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 submitted by
the National Governors™ Association in February 1998, Specifically, we want to call your attention to the
Governors® concerns with the burdensome data reperting 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
quite extensively in the original comments.

Success in welfare reform would not be 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 states 1o 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 place or from creating new innovations. We are
hopeful that you will consider the views of the nation’s Governors before issuing the final TANF regulations.

Dbl O Do U

Sincerely,

Jem

Governor Thomas R Carper Gavernor Michuel O. Leavin
Chairman Vice Chairman
%’-7'! é ) 8 7 \740‘0‘ aﬁacwm
Governor Tommy G. Thompson Governor Frank O’Bannon
Co-Lead Governor on Welfare . Co-Lead Governor on Welfare
cC: The Honorable Donna E. Shalala

Bruce Reed, Domestic Policy Council
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Buackgrournd

HHS 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
agamst tax credits, which may be more efficient ways to provide relief for poor families. In other
words, the State could either collect $500 from a family in taxes and pay out 3400 in cash from
the welfare program; or reduce the family’s tax lisbility by $400, which would have the same net
effect on both the family and the State Treasury and would not require the additional
administrative steps invelved in paying out the $400.

‘ oakg LBV
States argue that this will algd be inequitable to States that have chosen the more administratively
efficient option. Advochies, on the other band, support [HHS deaft policy as consistent with the
statute, which describes “expendiiures” as those items eligible for MOE; in addition, HHS and
advocates are concerned that it would be difficult both to verify the amount of the tax credit used
for MOE for TANF families, and 1o prevent expansion ¢ other forms of tax credits that are not
related to the purposes of the TANF program, like property tax relief.

malysis

HHS® draft policy is consistent with the lettér of the statute, 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 betier off and the State has sacrificed 3400, although in the tax
credit the State saveg administrative costs involved in writing an additional check. As welfare
rolis decline and Siates look for more avenues 1o spend MOE funds, i seems illogical to require
them to create more bureaucracy (providing more cash assistance} in order (o claim as MOE the
same net dotlarg that it could not claim without that bureaucracy {via a tax ¢redit). In addition,
the Administration supports tax credit progrars to aid the disadvantaged like Stale EITCs; this
would encourage their growth,

© As to the concern that this could extend to credits unrelated to the purposes of TANF, such asg
general tax relief, States could be required to demonstrate thai their credits were designed
specifically to meet a TANF purpase for TANTF-eligible families {like the Virginia EITC); this
would be sublect to HHS approval, Asto the concern that this would be difficudt to track, HES
could require that the State document the amount of the credit spent for TANF eligible families if
States choose o ¢laim such expenditures. Given the potential (or a significant reduction in MOE
that could lead ro both penaltics and 1 reduction in the succeeding year's grant, States would
likely not claim the MOE unless they were sure they could identify the credit as assisting only
TANF-gligible fagsitics for a TANY purpose, and could document the amount provided.

Recominendstion: For States that design tax eredits (such as EFICs) that only o 1o TANF
eligible familics and are tied o a TANF purpose, allow entire credit EITC as MOE; require that
Sates report on the towal antount used tor MOE and be able to document the family-specific
arpounts as as awdit requivement. Treal the non-refundable part of the EITC the same way as the
refumtable part is treated in terms of whether i1 1s considerad “assistance”.
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Waorker Protections

Background

TANF .

The TANF statute's nondisplacement provision says a family receiving TANF assistance may il
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 layvoiT rom the same or substantially equivalent
job or 2} if the employer has terminated a regular employee or caused an involuntary reduction of
its workforce to create the vacancy. A state with n TANF program shall establish and maintain a
grievance procedure for resolving complaints of alicged violations. The provision contains a
non-preemption clause,

The Secretary of HHS does not have the authority o regulaie this provision and there is no
penalty for a state which violates it (section 417 of the Act only allows HHS to regulate wherg
explicitly authorized and this provision does not provide that authority}.

In addition, the TANF statute confirms (hat ceriain ¢ivil rights laws apply to TANF programs
{Age Discrimination, Rehabilitation Act, Americans with Disabilities Act, and Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act).

One of TANF's 14 penalties is for use of funds "in violation of this part."
Welflare-to-Work

The Welfare-to-Work statute provides stronger worker protections which also: 1) prohibit
programs from viclating collective bargaining agrecments or other contracts; 2} prohibit partial
displacement {reduction in hours); 3} provide a more explicit grievance procedure which must
include a hearing, certain types of remedies, and appeal rights. The provision coniains a non-
precmption clause.

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

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

NPRM ’

The NPRM reiterated the TANF statwtory worker protection Ianguage. The preamble mentioned
the applicable non-discrimination statutes but noted that HHS's Office of Civil Rights, not ACE,
has regulatory authority,

Uniens and civil rights groups submitied detailed comments which urged revisions 1o the
regulation o 1) provide greater attention to these issucs, including more explicit language about
federal autharity outside of ACF; 2) encourage states to adopt Welfare-to-Work's more vigilant
worker protection provisions; and 3) preposed varivus incentives for states to enforee the statute
stringently (see more below).



Proposed Final Rule

{omment

Propoesed Figal Rule

1) Reference the Welfare-to-Work displacement
language and recommend states have one set of
displacement protections and grievance procedures,

Pone. Presmble discusses more extensive
WIW non-displacement provisions and notes
that it would be easier {or states, eraployers,
and workers if states adopied coe set of
procedures, but notes that that may not e
appropriate in oll states,

2} Require states to provide natice o current workers
at welfare work sites informing them of their
displacement prolections and available remadies.

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.QCR and other
agencies were making information available
1o welfare agencies.

3} Set guidelines on the structure and nature of state
grievance procedures and ensure such grocedures
don't precmpt other legal remedies.

Change not made. HHS in preamble argues
that this requirement would not be consistent
with section 417 of law Himiting its regulatory
authority

4) Impose penalties on states that do sot establish
gricvance procedures using the avthority 1o penalize
states for improper expenditure of TANF funds.

Change not made. HMS believes that they do
ot have the anthority 10 penalize States for
this a5 8 TANF viclation becavse the
griovance procedures would nol be set up
using funds from the block grant.

5) Require states to establish a grievance prosedure (o
qualify for a high performance bonus

Not addressed. HHS acknowledges they
could state in the preamble thelr infention fo
do 56 it the MBP rule. HHS has not
determined its policy views on this matier.

6} Reference existing DOL and EEQC guidance on
worker protections (on applicability of FLSA and
Title VIT)

Refercnce 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 "goud cause” if the person dogs not
comply due 1o an employver's violation of employment
standards

Change not made. HHS cxplains in preamble |
that it has chosen not to regulate “good 2
canse” eriteriy and that states have substantial
experience in this ares and that 3 is not clgar,
given section 417 of act, that HEHS bas the
authority to reguiate good cause.

&) Require states to report data ont how many
recipionts are sanctioned but 9o not have the number
of hours they must work reduced, how much their
beneflis are raduced, how much they receive in
benclits after they arc sanctioned, and the number of
tiours they have (o work Tor those benefis

Under the rule HHS will coliect this data, but
the discussion does not link it ta the worker
protestion issues and the ability to track how
many sanctioned casces are required o work
for ess than the minimum wage (the statute
allows thal by saying states are not required
to reduce the sumber of hours worked in the
evenl of a sanction that reduces benefits).




Comment Proposed Kinal Rule

9 Allow good Faith effors 1o comply with Change not made. HHS argued in preamble
employment laws as a reasonable cause exception for | that 1) gates should not be rewarded for
a state that has failed the work partivipation rate. samplying with the law; 2) other agencics
Reguire states 1o have an system 1o monitor work with jurisdiction over employment laws
programs for violations of employment lnw in order o | should onforee such laws. 3} it would be
qualify for ponalty reliefl difficult 1o get timely and accurate
2 information; 4} it would be difficuii o
iranslaic this informaution inlo a quantifiable
i standard for use In penalty determinations

in the preamble, see pages 139-150, 224-247 (233233, 2393440, 242-247 o vacticular), 400-404; in the rule see
page 856-B57 (section 260,353, pages (section 261A) and pages 910-911 {section 261G}

These comments were submitied in detail by AFSCME; the AFL.CIO submitted a shorier letter
reiferating the sanie poirsts. In addition to the issues described above, (he unions encouraged
HHS to: 1) narrow the definttion of assistance by excluding compensation for work performed;
2} provide maximum penaklites 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 relicef for states that have diverted families to separate
state programs that achieves the effect of avording the work participation rates; 4) make the 15
percent cap on administrative expenses should apply equally to government and coniracted out
costs; and 5) raake changes to the domestic violence provisions like those proposed by other
advocates {extend beyond ¢ months, stop the clock).

21299



TABLE Ui-1. CHARACTERISTICS OF LUMP SUM PAYMENT PROGRAMS (n=23)

“need

Siate Datein .. Howalfes Maximum Maximem Buration of Repayment teres if applying Caunt
effect | canapply for | Amount for 3 pEYImRt neligibilisy for during period of fowxrds
emp sum persos family formuls®™ TANE inetigibiliny™ $ifetime limit
Alaska! 188 1 Oncg-gownar S840 2 moehs 3 reonth entire Smount st e repssd
arsf methad of repayment 8
: prorated
ATKaRSS R | no wated Umit | $612 3 months 109G days EERL TRAPRYIRNING mnount
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 TANF aid repayment is profated ot
promihy! counted egainst the Hmis
Ceisrado’ 7 3 months
E .
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lowa 107 squivalent 1o ez repaymenl
. wice TANF
aid wignths i
Kenueky’ 2757, | onoe s yeer (TR £2 months ne repayment bt can reapsly
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promed _
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TANF aid peried of ineliginilsy
months"
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theee yesss TANF aid period of incligihitiy
monthst!
Montaa %6 1 ot Gme oy Sbash 3 montis VSNt 0 CABIeH 29Dty Fr TANE dUHng
twice TANF period of incligibithy
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Nevads! 698 | me amed it 1 $1000% T thonths equivalentto | SANTIUL Apply for TANE Gunihg '
TANF aid period of ineligibiiy !
ronths!
Horth Caroline | 3/417 | anteayess L5l6 3 monthe aonbe specificd™? | entire amount must be repaid
angd mrcthod of repayment is
prorsisd”
Ohic® 1657
Rhode [siand’ one Lz ooty | $1662 + 2 3 months squivalent w cannot apply Rr TANF during
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and method of repayment is
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excepioas for childen®®
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tates 1o Table I-

' Although Alaska, Nevads and Rhode Isiand have not yet implemented their diversion lump sum program, we inciuds them in this table
Decause they have a detailed plan whick will be implernented, Rhode Island does sot have an implementation date 2 this time.

2 ilank eniries for the Californis, Cotorado, and Tows indicate that the scope and nature of the terms are determined at the county Jevel
with varying levels of guidance from the states. For exumple, Towa seis the period of ineligibility for TANF assistance st 11, L, twa
montlss af ineligibitity for sach equivalent TANF aid month representad by the fump sum ammant,

? A blank entry for the Kenmucky indicates that sase workers have disgretion pvar the seope and nature of the terms,

* Although Maing does not consider its diversion program 1o be Jump sum, we have classified Maine’s program as a lump sum payment
programs because its progran: matches our definition of diversion and the elements of & fump sum paymen: program in other states,

* Fexas offere a fixed amount of$1000. The lump surs is not s function of monthly TANT benefits.

¢ the lump sum payment diversion program is impicmented on loss than » stafewide busis in wwo states: Iowa, and Texas. lown currently
operates its jump sum diversion program in three courtties and is planming 16 expand fo additionsd counties for state fiscal year 1999; and
Texas currently cpgrates the program in gne county but plass 1o sxpand the program ¢ 15 counties in Ape! 1998 and go statewide in
August 1998,

? Keraucky offers a maximuss amounst of$1 500, The lump sum is not a function of monthly TANF benefits,

¥ I special circurmstances the hamp susm ampunt can exceed $1000 in Nevada with sdministrative approval. In Maryland, diversion
recipients with competling circumstances can receive up to 12 month's worth of assistance with admisistrative approval.

® Minaesota is the onfy stute in whizh the lirp sum amsunt inclidas the cask valus of the food stamps 5o the actual cash asmount an
spplicant will receive is $763/month and pot the monthly maximum TANYF cash acsistanee amount of $532. Diverted Families apply for
Fooit Siamps and the diversion hanp sum payment is not counted as income o resourees in the Food Sitamp spplication. All other stzates
offer lump summ equal o monthly cash assistancs an applicant wonld get under TANT based on family size.

" for Maximum Payment Formula, the number of months refer t a muitiple of the montsly benefits an spplicant weald get under TANF
based on family size. '

" in Caiifornia, Maryland, Minncsota, and Nevada, iF an individus! takes & hunp sum eash payient the period she must wall to reapply for
TANF it cquivaient tw the pumber 6f TANF aid months representad by the lump sum amount. In Virginia, the pericd of ineligibility is
1.23 times the cquivalent number of TANT ¢id months represented by the fump sum amonnt,

2 {n daho, lowa, Montang, and Rhode Isiand, if an individuss takes 3 fump sum cash payment, the period of ineligibility is two time the
equivalent number of TANF aid months sepresentad by the lump sum amount. Noe other states double the period of inshigibitity based on
the vahie of the jmp sum payment,

* Nonh Carolina d0es not have 5 specifie period of ineligibility for recipients of lemp sum payments. While the current program provides
for repayment, proposed revigions 1o North Carsding’s TANE plan, which sre about 10 be eppraved by tie legisiature, provide that the
lump suns payments do aot have to be repaid,

" Repayment terms describes the amount divertad families must repay and the method of repayment. Pro-rated amount indicares that
fumitlics who receive diversion payments equivident e 3 months may only have o payback 2 months of it A pro-smied method of
repayment indicates i there i 8 porcentage withhold,

" Texas makes some exceptions with regard o children, For exampie, if families break up in the interim and the children for same reason
are living with the grandmother, then the grandmother can sppiy for TANF cash assistance on behalf of the children.

10 Arkansas, hunp sun assistance is westad Lke & Joan and the repayment reguicament applies 1o all diversion recipients, regardiess of
whether they reapply for TANY assistance. While the applicant agroes 1o foregs TANFE assistance for 100 days upon receipt 6F lump sum
payment, this peciod of inelipibifity hos oo bearing oo the pavback requirement, If the stpayment is ol dedgted from future TARF
assistance, the wrms of repsyment gre determined between the caseworker sad the srcipient. By sontrasy, in most stawes repayment i
associnted with reapplying for TANY during ihe period of incligibility.

" In Califomia, there may be & cost of ancepting diversion.  The month it which the hump suim payment is madefrsceived counts oward
the 60~month dine imit even though the diverted individual has comglied with the durstion of ineligibiiity. In contrast, mmost states count
the amouit towards the dime Jitit tems only whea families come back during the pered of ineligibitity.

¥ 1datm, Nevada, Utah, and West Virginia impose an antomatic cost for accepting diversion.  Lump sum recipients witl bave their hunp
sum counted iowards toward the fifetime limit sven tiough they camply with the duration of ineligibility. Nevads and West Virginia
tanslate the lump sigm amount inte the equivalent number of TANE asgistance months and spply these months against the recipienty’”
lifetime TANT limit. For zach episode of diversion assistanse, Uteh counts ong monrth against the diversion recipient’s lifctime TANF
Hmit. idabo is panticularly unigue in that the individual has two moenths for every equivaiont TANF month counted foward the lifstims
Vizsit, :

? Although Wisconsin officisls di¢ aot ideatify the state's Job Ascess Loun as 4 lumgp sum payment program, the major components of
the job access loan programs ace very similar 1o components of fump tum payment programs. Job wooess loans are lump sum payrsnts
made zvaitabls to TANF appiicants, as well s TANF recipients, o belp them avoid recsiving TANF benefits by obtaining or maistaining
employment.  Although this lentp sum payment i expressiy a inan that muss be paid back, several states essentisily require full repayment
of lnmp sum paymsnts Sirouph tw opetation of “panalties.”

i Gtvio, alt B8 counties have substantisf fexidility in designing and implemnenting their ump sugn payment programs, The staie does
provide the counties with 2 madel fmmework for developing their diversion programs « the Ghie model is knows as the Prevention,
Retention, and Contingeney program {PRC). For exmmpie, the paramerees include a maximus fump sum payment of 51800, Hmited
cligibifity to families carning 150 percent of poverty mic or Jess, and that PRC {5 a one-time grant. Counties have the flexibility to use
PRC funds 1o sreae aon-lump sum paymeat programs. For example, one county kas used this money to purchase vans to transpert slicms
w ther jobs.



?OLICY ISSUES IN TANF RULE (2/11)
Note: Text in | ] denoles unresolved issue

The passback is an integrated position where all parts fit together, and we reserve on other areas depending on HHS response on these
issues: we also await the language reflecting all the clanfications we discussed.

HHS Inttisl Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passhack HHS | HHS
' 0K NO

i, General Tone

Indicates, in certain places where changes were made from the | HHS has made changes based on new information, and retains the
NPRM, that legal authority in NPRM was questionable; uses tegal authority to regulate in the same manner as the NPRM i

this to bolster reason for change. other evidence demonstrates the need to do so. HHS will carefully
mionitor data o determine whether future regulatory changes arce
warranied hased on the evidence.

H. Waivers

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

B. Expands the definition of inconsistent waiver that can be Agree]
continued under TANF to include the entire range of work rules
(exemptions, activities, hours, and who counts in the numerator
and denominator of the work rate) or time inmit provisions that
existed in a state under the waiver if they have waived one or
more technical provisions related 1o work or time limits under
prior faw.




HHS Initial Pesition in Draft Final Rule

Tentative Passhack

HH»
OK

HHS
NO

I11. Child Only

A. Deletes the provisions requiring states (o report annuaily on
cases excluded from work rate and time limit calculations

Ensure that sufficient information is collected from States 1o track
whether States are converting cases into child-only to avoid work
requirgiments; i kev information was dropped from the child-only
report in the NPRM (including whether case was previously child-
only), we're generally interested in adding back ing spu:ziaw
we would Like to see a data element added 0 &;}pendzx A igggg

PSR T N S

asks if a ¢ hild- orﬂ} case w.:zs previously (

period of time, such as 6 mionths) a TANF aoa»uhafaﬁggly CRase.

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

Agree,

IV. Domestic Viokence

A. Allow waivers for as long as necessary, while requiring 6-
month redeterminations.

Agree.

B. Expand the reasons for a domestic violence waiver 1o avod
time limits from “inability to wark™ to a variety of factors
related (o the viehm’s condition.

Agree.




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule

Tentative Passhack

HHS
0K

HHS
NO

. Allows the clock to stop when a family has a waiver {rather
than NPRM provision which allowed exemption from time
Tt if individual reached 60th month and was unable 10 work}

Oppose stopping the clock, Instead expand the policy from the
NPRM to aliow states to provide assistance past the 60 month
time Hmit for victims of domestic violence 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 due to a
carrent DV situation, but would also recognize previous time
spent under a IV waiver that may necessitate a time limit
extension even though they may no longer be in the DV situation,

V. Separate State Programs

[HOLD ON ALL SEP ISSUES FOR-NOW]




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule

Tentative Passback

HHS
OR

HHS
NG

A. Eliminates proposed link between state decision 1o establish
SSP and eligibility for penalty relief, but maintains plan to
monitor state actions through data reporting and other
procedures,

[Agree with elimination of direct link to penalty relief, but propose
an intermediate stratepy that could include the following elements:
1) Indicate in the preamble that HHE will closcly monitor trends in
SSP data 1o see whether States are moving groupséclasses of
families, especially two-parent famnilies, into welfare-like $§Ps
support, and will report on these trends in its annual report to
Congress. The Secretary will indicate the extent 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 shail take into
account the extent to which states diverted families into welfare-
like SSPs with the effect of avoiding TANF work requirements,

2} include in the preamble language (drawn from previous HPB
guidance)} that in determining a State’s 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 performance);

3) explicitly add to the regulatory text that patterns of diversion
into welfare-like S8Ps will be treated as eligmbihity changes in
calculating the CRC; and

4} require that in the CRC report, States indicate the purpose of
eligibility changes that have the effect of placing families in SSPs
wheo otherwise would have participated m regular TANF,

5 in notifyving a state of it's CRC, the Secretary shall indicate if
she detects a pattern of diversion to welfare-like SSPs with the
effect of avoiding the TANF work requirements andfor child
support requirements. The state would have the opportunity 10
explain any policy rationale other than avoidance of work
requirements or associated penalties.]




HHS Initial Positlon in Draft Final Rale

Tentative Passback

HHS
OK

HHS
NO

B. Maintains participani-level data reporting in order to
qualify for high performance bonus and caseload reduction
credit, but not for penalty relief, with reduced number of data
clements,

Agreed.

(.. Lumits case-level data and aggregate data reporting 10 88Ps
that are “welfare-like™, i.e. which provide ongoing payments o
the family designed to meet basic needs of the recipients.

Agree with himnited reporting but make the definition of “welfare-
like™ maore like the definition of “Assistance™; have already asked
HHS 1o consider explicatly defining these programs based on
actual State activities from existing reports, rather than retain the
unclear “welfare-like” standard related to “basic needs”,




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passhack HHS | HHS
' OK. NO
VI. Definition of Assistance
A. Continues to include in the definition of assistance spending | Disagree with HHS counsel’s position that there is no legal moom
that provides explicit or implicit income support, including to define assistance differently. As @ policy matter, narrow the
child care, transportation, and related work supports. definition 1o include sctivities traditionally associated with AFDC
Expressed policy support for excluding them, but indicates they | that has direct and exzﬁzczi {not implicit) monetary value {e.g.,
have no legal basis to do so. Continues 1o include workfare cash assistance and other supporls to meet basic neads) and
payments and some wage subsidies in assistance, but clarifies exclude other services generally related to supports for working
that certain pavments to employers mught be excloded {e.g. fzg}{;ziteti {e.g., child care, transpottation, cm%;gwags gg%}@%fys‘,?
under performance based contracts). Eeduc&zw’tmz ning]). Make the definition cle: “and explicil
with regard to what ¢ included and what § excluded) IWe're
working on some oplions for a definition but want to begin
engaging HHS on this].
[Exclude IDAs as impracrical. ]
[Base legal arpument on fact that @ primary areas where
regulatory definition of “Assistance” should apply are in the areas
addressed by this regulation {e.g., data reporting, time limits, work
. participation, caseload counts, child support assigniment}, and not
on argas where HHR is precluded from regulating (e.g., workplace
protections, rainy day funds, disclosure} where a broader
detinition can and should apply.]
A7




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule

Tentadive Passhack

HHS
OK

HHS
NO

B. Removes time limits on one-time shori-{erm assistance;
clarifies that it can be used to prevent 4 family going on, or
returning to, assistance; and makes general distinction that
assistance is {0 meet ongoing or recurring needs.

Add fanguage, 1o the regulation if legally permissible, to indicate
an expectation that recipients of diversion payments' (and
beneficianes m general) be told that they remain eligible and
should apply for Food Stamps, Medicaid, child care, and other
appropriate social services, 10 maintain strong linkages with these
programs, With a narrow definition of “assistance™, can provide
other supports during period of diversion payments.

G

?m Se the fol EGwzz}g Q;&ii&ﬁs Tor HHS reaction in light of State

Qiversion program }Vgﬁam’z&zmn

I i

P
Tee mih mzmmi {}f z:zm» zm&: pem’ea;r szzz}

MW

3-4-6 mos.}

VH. Administrative Costs

A. Explicitly includes eligibility determination within the
definition of admimstrative costs i the regulatory text.

Agree. but strengthen the preamble discussion that recognizes that

Sta{fes are wa}rkmg an %}lended service delivery, HHS does mt

intend to dmcz&urage this trénd;-and cost allocation could be done
§ i
without undue burden {provide an‘example)!

B. Exclude from the 15 % administrative cost cap for
information lechnology used in monitoring and tracking, all
administrative costs directly chargcd 1o the use of the
technalogy for this purpose. Do not exciude indirect
WM‘”W Y By
administrative costs charged to this technology.

Count in the exclusion all costs associated with the purchase,
installation, maintenance, and personnel (such as help) for the
information techinotogy; do not count gdmmastrahve COSIS not
asaoudicd w1th thc purchase msta}}a‘uon mamwnanca, .;mé

costs hkc data entry). Do not address issue of whether costs were
directly charged to the grant as admin, Are there any unintended

consequences from this approach?,

VHI Data Collection




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passback HHS | HHS
OK NO
A. HHS eliminated 30 data elements and made others optional. | Agree with general reductions, except as noted above and for
None of the deleted elements appears critical to understanding | financial and annual reporting; for financial and annual reports,
program trends. HHS also reduced reporting on SSPs to collect | given the reduced information (and burden) that will be reported
only information 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 information 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
A. MOE Spending Test. HHS would use general reports and fHHS" strategy is not specific enough. In hight of recent reports
audits to determine whether States maintain spending on 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 [Delete requirement that States  report on total State expendllures
do not supplant previous spending with spending from the for each ch program ¢ claimed as. MOQE, so that the expcndlture data
TANF grant. that ns_r“éfi)"rtved is limiled to the amount claimed as MOE, |
<I728100 )




HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule

Tentative Passback

HHS
OK

HHS
NO

B. State EITC Counting as MOE: Allow only refundable
portion of EITCs 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 ]




SSP Steps
2/12/99

Agree with climination of direct link to penalty relief, but propose an intermediate strategy that
could include the following elements;

1} Indicate in the preamble that HHS will closely monitor trends in SSP data to see whether
States are moving groups/classes of familieg, especially two-parent families, into welfare-like
S8Ps 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 extent to which the
work patticipation rates of individual states was affected by diverting familics to a welfare-like
SSP. in the annual ranking of states reguired by Section 413(d), the Sccretary shall take into
account the extent to which states diverted families into welfare-like S8Ps with the effect of
avoiding the TANF work requirements.

2} include in the preamble language (drawn from previous HPB guidance) that in determining a
Siate’s high-performance bonus, HHE may adjust the State’s performance if there is evidence of
diversion {e.g. if state moved more difficult {0 employ cases 1o S8P, this would unfairly inflate
performance);

3) explicitly add te 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 CRC report, States indicate the purpose of eligibility changes that have the
effect of placing familics in 88Ps who otherwise would have participated in regular TANF,

5) in notifying a state of it’s CRC, the Secretary shall indicate if she detects a pattern of diversion
to welfare-like S5P's with the effect of avoiding the TANE work requirements and/or child
support requirements. The state would have the opportumity to explain any policy rationale other
than avoidance of work requirements or associated penalties.

Maintain two links with penalty relieft

* 6} in determining work participation rate penalty reduction based on the degree of non-
compliance, the Secretary could consider the extent to which a stade has diveried families nto a
welfare-like SSP with the effect of avoiding the all family or two-parent work rate.

7 deny child support penalty reduction based on substantial compliance if the Secretary deteets =
significant patiern of diversion 1o a SSP to avoid federal child support collections.
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Separats State Program During FY *98

1. Arizons

2. Cetifomia

3, Fiorida

4. Geomgla

5, Hawail

8. ilinols

Separate State Programs (MOE) refors ta expendilures reported on the
ik Care Financlal report ACF-606 for the period ending 9/30/88,
These ara expenditures the State expendsd an behalf of TANF allgibies
in the CCDF program that can count toward the TANF MOE, Child Care
MOE axpenddures of $10.032.838.

Cash Assistance - Expendilures refgted to TARF siigible reciplents in the
Migrent Seasonal Warker Food Frograo adminisiered by the Califomis
Dspanment of Communlly Services snd Dovelopment. The Departmant
cafculated 70 percurt of program expenditures associnted with the
YANF eligibie popuiation. Expendilurss of $1.400,000 reporied.

Work Activitins - Expendiiures lated to eligible recipients in programs
sdministerad by the Californis Depaniment of Education. The
Dapartment calctlated 100 parcerd of program expanditures in the
category 1o he asseciated with the TANF eligible popuiation,
Expenditures of §2,204,000 reported.

Child Care - Expendituras reported towards Ihe COOF MOE on the
ACF-888 repord DY TR IS ISEET yEET 1998, Thess sxpenditures
are sansistent with former BW-A program activities gligibte in FFY 1694,
The Depariment calolined 23.4 percent of program expenditBures to be
associated with the TANF pepulation. Expenditures of $117,162,638

soported,

Qiher Expengitures - Expenditurgs refated 1o TANF siigible ceciplents In -
Community Challenge Grant Progrem administered by the Depantment

af Hesith Sorvices, The depaniment cafculated 7.7 parcant of fragram
expenditures 10 be assodiated with the TANF sligide population,
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Expenditures of £388.950 reported. C@ g

Cash Assistance and work requirermonts for two parent famities. The
State reporied $25.895,615 in Cash Assistance and $4.637,583 in Other
Expanditures, .

[RET——_

Expundiures comprise of the following:

Child Suppont pass through $16,659,514 .

Adoptions by two-parent families $8.647.86D

Untelmbursed ohid profective services
{amgeied case management for children
a1 risk of abuse or out of homa placementy $4E 414,530

Energy benefits 741 78y

A
R

Siate reports tolat expentitures of $71,913 885, o

Cash assistance for non-qualified afiens and two parent families, State
reports expenditures of $46,194,948 for Dash Assistence. ... wliaf welow

Separote Stete Program provides cash assistance and emergency
a5sislancs o pregnant women. State reporis $32,882.835 for Cash
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Assistanca, $5,470 805 for Administration arwd $135,681 for Systems

Losts,

7. indiane Cperation of a Healthy Families Program.  Stats repons Other
Expenditures of $11,730,862,

& lowa Stats repons expenditures of $256,874 for Work Activitles and
$7,945,43€ for Child Care.

8, Maing Maine reports experditures of $10,917,164 for Cash Assistance and

£8.187,485 for Other Expendilumes in Sepamte Stuste Frograms. Stats
aperates a Slate Genergl Assistancs Program and an Emergency
Assistance Program. Stale also roponts an eﬁueaiiona program for
Paronts of Seholars,

10, Maryland State reparts expenditures of $4,488,324 in Cash assistance for two
parert famiies.

11. Rhode isiand " State soparts expenditures of $5,181,011 in Other Expenditures. State
operates & Dilizenship Inilintive, Siate funded Food Stamp Program, FIP
replasemant checks, Waatherlzation and Ememgency Housing.

12. Tennessoe State reporis expenditures of $187,810 In Cash Assistance Separate
Siata Program fo askigl cerialn catagories of aliens who are ineligibis
under TANF bt had been allgibls under the former AFDC program.

3. Washington Biete reports expengitures of $2,325,920 for Cush Assistance, $476,402
for Adswinistration, $186.087 for Systems, end $1,089,731 in Other
Expenditures. State opsrates & Cash and Food Assistance Prsgram for
non-qualified atiens and pregrant woman.

14, Wiscansin Stuie reparis expenditures of §20,202 6882 for Cash Assistance,
$400.887 for Wark Activities, $80 285 Adminlstration, $358,740 Sysfems
Costs, and $339,208 ia Other Exprrnditures, Expenditures cover Cash
and Work Activities, Adminisirative and Systerns Costs for guslified
aliens, Interim assistance for SSEapplicants.and g Childref Firgl

PG, # Children First program promotes financlal o emotional

responisibilities of nop-custodial parents,  Alsa includes Tribal Child
Care and EITC programs.

15, Wyoming Stete reponts expenditures of $1,553,781 far Child Care,

TTML 2,44
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Background

HHS would allow only the portion of a State’s earmed income tax credif program that is
“refundable” — meaning that portion in excess of tax liability and ihus paid as cash to the
TANF-eligible family — to count as MOE. States argue that thig creates perverse incentives
againsttax credits, which may be more efficient ways to provide relief for poor families. In other
words, the State could either collect $500 from a family in taxes and pay cut $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,

oala GOV
States argue that this will a}g&e inequitable 10 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 ehigible for MOE; in addition, HHS and
advocates are concerned that it would be difficult both to verify the amount of the tax credit used
for MOE for TANF families, and to prevent expansion to other forms of tax credits that are not
related to the purposes of the TANF program, like property lax reliefl

Analysis

HHS" draft pelicy is consistent with the letter of the statute, which speaks of "expenditures” for
MQOE, but the actual effect of the two kinds of tax credits 15 identical — in boih cases in the
example above, the family is $400 better off and the Stale has sacrificed $400, although in the tax
credit the State saves administrative costs involved 1o writing an additional check. As welfare
rolls decline and States look for more avenues to spend MOE funds, it seems illegical to require
them te create more burcaucracy (providing more cash assistance] in order to claim as MOE the
same net dollars that it could not claim withowt that bureavcracy (via a tax credit), In addition,
the Administration supports tax credit programs to aid the disadvantaged like State EITCs; this
would encourage their growth,

As fo the concern that this could extend to eredits unrelated to the purposes of TANFE, such as
general @ax relief, Smies could be required to demonstrate that their credits were designed
specifically to meet a TANT purpose for TANF-eligible families (like the Virgina EITC); this
would be subject to HHS” 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 familfes if
States chaose o elaim such expenditurcs, Given the potential for a significant reduction in MOE
that could lead to both penalties and a reduction in the succeeding year’s grant, States would
tikely not claim the MOE anless they were sure they could identify the credit s assisting only
TAaNF-cligible families for a TANF purpose, and could decument the amount provided,

Recommeondations For States that design tax credits {(such as EITCs) that only po 1o TANF
cligible tamilies and are tied to a TANF purpose, allow entire credit EITC as MO require that
Stales repott ofr the total amount used for MOE and be able to document the family-specilic
amounts as a$ audit requirement. -Treat the non-refundable part of the EITT the same way as the
refundable part is treated in torms of whoether 1t is considered “assistaned™
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mmmwzmmmw%&&emmrm
faith negotintions; and
{0} 18 wrged o include the {cllmg w{?;me mesasures

in the plan developed under subparag
{i) Placements in unsubs emp and
placements in unsubsidized amplamezxt t Jast for
at least € months.

{il} Placemesnts in the privete and lic sectors.
iziz} Enrpings of individuals who obtain employ-
meon

{iv E&Wm&m placeent,
{Z}ﬁmmmm per =

(ﬁ)ﬁm&e«a&axy msmwt : ﬁ

Lafm' of and ‘Urban
mmzmmw 2 o Hoing onthe%
funded under section 403(a); tmd )(B)andonthe
. evaluations of the

projects.
mﬁeg&eﬁary aﬂh:n?{xw tmmrepgrin v 1@
an in o
dencribed in (A).
R {{}3Mmremmmotlamthanammz 2001,
o (ora.talatwdm iftheSemtnryinﬁnmsthaGnmmittees
. -of the thmsdicﬁonmthﬂsutuectmwof
the report) the Secretary shall submit a final report on the
matter described in subparagraph (A).
m«a[ammummmmmmmm.
- (a) In Gengrat~The Bureau of the Census shall continue £
collect data on the 1992 and 1993 panels of the Survey of Income
end Program Participation as necessary to obtain such information
mwﬁmﬁemmwwmwmmmmmﬁ&e
amendments rade by.title I of the Peraonal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Beconciliation Act of 1996 ou & random national
sample of recipients of assistance under State progrums funded
under this part and {as appropriate) other low-income families, and
in doing se, ahall particular attention to the. issuss of outof
wedlock birth, w dependency, the: beginning .and end of wel-

&)mmm«mﬁwmwt&emmyufﬂm
$10,000,000 for wach of fiscal years }.996 1887 2988 1999
2@Laﬁ28@fwmmzmmﬁms§%mwm
out subsection (s}, |

SEC. 4L [€2 VAL, #1857 WAIVERS,
{a} CONTINUKTION OF WAIVERS ww
(1} WAIVERS IN EPFROT ON DATE OF ENACTMENT OF WEL-
A Wmiﬁ“ ~Exoept s provided in subparagraph
{HINERAL.
(B},ﬁ’mymmwaSmwmmnzﬁof
or otherwise which relates to the provision of as-
mmmwammmmm{mﬁaeﬁ‘e&m




REEGA
A
s Sec. 415 FTLE 1Y OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 0
SBeptember 38, 1898) is in effect ns of the date of the enact-
e ment of the Personal Kesponsibility and Work rtunity
AN Heconciliation Act of 1996, the amendments made by the
o Persenal Responsibility and Work Cpportunity Reconcili-
atwa &:2; of 1996 {ether than by ssction 10%{¢) of the Per.
g nsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
i MOfig } shall mapplywlthmpmmthﬁsmte be-
S ) e?m&m {(determined without regard to any ex-
R , mons) of the waiver to the extent such amendments are

inconsistent with the waiver.

i (B) FINANCING LIMITATION —-Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, with fiscel year 1996, &
R Stat:}zmemtmg under & waiver described in subp kz
s (A) be entitled to-payment under ssction. 408 for
e fiscal mr. in lieu of any athar payment provided for in the
A ' i2} WAIVERS GRANTED SUBSEQUENTLY e :
i {(A) In GENERAL~~Except as ptwided mbpsrafmph
{B), if any waiver granted to s State under ecction 1115 of
thin Act or stherwise which velates to the provision of as-
i mmwasmtapzmm&is {as in effect on
: ‘Secretary before

- the of the s
that the waiver will not result in Federsl- expendi i)
e under titie IV of this Act {ss ip effect without regard to the S
amendments- made by .the Personal ‘Respansibility, and A
P Werk Reconcilintion Act .of 1996) that are
¥ . grester d oceur in the sbseges of the waiver, the
S - amendments. made by the - Pergopel. ikity and
A Waork f)pparh:mty Reconciliation Act of 1995 {other than
section: 108(c) of the Pmaz Reéspopaibility end Work
without regard to any. extensiong). of g fver.
. tent the amendments made by the: Personal- W
G -and. Work W :Reconcilistion Act of are in-
A ‘ congintent the waiver. -
B (B} NO EFFECT "ON -NEW. WORK mmm-—-ﬁob -
L i daragre . (A)} & waiver ted wnder

or athe relates to the provision of
mmasmhwmﬁmdedmwthmpm

e (as in effect on September 37, 1996) shall not affect the ap-
sl licability of section 407 to the State.
A% (bj ng OPTION To TREMINATE WAIVER we © *
5 {1) I GENERAL-—A State may tenuinate s waiver de-
smbedmmbaecﬁon{n}mths expiration of the waiver.
4 {2} REPORT.—A State which terminates a walver under

87 (1) uizai}. mi:mit 8 to the Secretary summariz-
0 vm information concerning the

i, mu}t or eﬂ‘ect of the waiver.

(8) HOLD BARMLESS PROVISION

;:,'Semmimr 17, 1987
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1 YIME V OF THE SOCIAL SECURMY ACT sec. 416

) (A) IN GENERAL,~-Notwi ing any other provision
of law, a State that, pot iater than the date described in
eubpnragraph (B) cfzhxswagmph, submits 8 written re-
fuest to terminate s waiver described in subsection (8)
siall be beld harmless for accrued cost peutrality labil-
ities incurred under the waiver,

B Iiaris: DESCRIBED ~The aagjﬁ?im in &i:fmfﬁt
mw 80 days following curmment -
firat repular session of the State that begins

after the date of the enaciment of the Personal Respon-
waiwandtoevaimﬁe,mgmm

“&
hi ics of accepted ecientific eval-

) &m&&m OF INDIVIDUAL WAIVERS.—A State may elect
&mmzwmin&m&m}mmﬂm

mmamdescdbed

ma&.mzz&asmmm .
The programs under this part and D ghall be adminis-

‘memmmﬁwﬁwmmﬁ;m

of Fealth and Boman Services, who shall be
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,
and who shall be in addition to any other Assistent Secretary of
hal et B it the Departnt. o

block under the Personsl bility and Wark
oy ty‘&ctofi%ﬁmdthamwtgnmmdebifsgehm

an amonnt iz:?ﬁpwemt partion total
foll€ime - u’:t. ﬁmatsuch

block grant unﬁwtha?mmal Wm-k

Mﬁmmmmmm&ehymm
mmchamuntmi::ftothewwlmm Mﬁrm
such Depsartment, notwithstanding any s
theSmmuahaﬂmsuchmammwbe , includ-

jog reductions
‘%%dﬁﬂafi UnitedStates to reduce the fuli-time equive-
jent tions withinﬁhe ot of Health and Human Serv-

Sepremiser 17, 1997

ices by 245 full-time equivalent positions related to the program
mnm'tedmtonhlock tmmmmmmx&ebyw-
ton 103 of the P and Work Opportunity Ree-
onciliation Act of 1996, and by 60 full-time equivalent managerial
pos‘iﬁmmthal)apart:m
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A Sec. 417 TITLE I OF THE SOCIAL SECURRTY ALY 1
ey SEC. 417. [4€2 US.C. 617) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL AUTHORITY.
fi No officer or employee of the Federal Government masy regu-
-“.:f( Iate the conduct of States under this part or enforee any provision
o of this part, except to the extent expressiy provided in this part.

GEC. 418. {42 U5.C. 818} FUNDING FOR CHILD CARE.

o {a} GENERAL CHIOLD CARE ENTITLEMENT —
seud” (1) GENERAL ENTTTLEMENT.—Subject to the amount appro-
pnated umier aragraph (3}, each State shall, for the purpese
M J) cave sasistance, be entitied o payments
A meramtmmmmforaﬁmwmm

e . mount ual to the greater af—

i thamtﬂmomtmqmmdwbepmmtﬁas‘zam
5 im.dar gection 408 for:fiscal year 1894 or:1998 (whichever
Ay in } with respect .to expenditures for -child. care
g ) subsections (g) and (i) of section 402 (as in effect be-
b o o WI e of the total ta required to be
< aonoun’ to
N paid o the State nrﬁsmlyeml&%ﬁ:mu&)lmnndcr
R the subsections referred to in lubpm'aph
5 @ m&mm
fh termined paragraph be allotted
A msmmmmmmmmmmm

W amount of Feders]l payments to each State under section
A 403(n) (an in offect beforas October 1, 19385).

{C)? FPEDERAL MATCHING OF STATE EXPENDITURES £X.
W CEEDING  HISTORICAL EXPENDITURES ~The Secretaty sball

S pay to each lamwfwaﬁmmmmtw
v o the lesser ‘of the State’s allotmient under s ;

¥ (B) or the Federsl med:mlammmm th
Rh Smfurtheﬁnmlm(mdeﬁmdinmmlm m
“h such gection was in-effect .oni:September: 30,: 1995)°
A : wuch of the State's expenditures. archﬂdminmtﬁs-

. csl yeur a5 excoed the total amoumt of expenditures by the

v Siate (inch from amouvnty inade avail-

it able from Federal funds) in fiscnl wenr 1994 or 1995

ST O s e e S e

el mmy:. €} prior to tha amandment sade by wection SEUACHOY

o Mavoanwg —Tha Secretary shall pay to wach aliglide Btase in « Ge-

v Stk e X ety iy gy ey o~ righoe gt
iy ADOSERTS of 0o wyochs of tha expesditores by the Btate for <hild ore in PORT W T
bk nend ‘mmkmswm pei fa‘t&%mm}ﬂ&
?,} m%m&m’ thare for tbe programa wapmngrapts (A3 o passe
" Septembar 17,1997
i
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~'PART 274-—0THER ACCOUNTABILITY
PFIOVISIONS

: Other Progrum Penattles?
274 0 What deﬁnilions apply to this pn.rt?

 of time Federnl TANF. mistance may be,
: pmvidnd'f .

274 2 What happens ifa sme does nnt
uomply with the five-year Umft? - -

failure to comply w:th tha ﬁva—-
"Hmit?. : i
274.10. 1Must States do mmputer matching
* -, of data records’ undet[BVStoverify

" ‘recipient information? -

puticipaung inIEVS? -

g sln,gle parent of & child under six who -
;+ +'cannot got needed child care? 7.
2?4 30°° What procedures exist in’ ensure
* ! cooperation with the child support
" enforcernent requiremarits? . :
! 274.391" What happens if a Stnta,does not
! cogply with the W—D sanctiun
¢+ requirement? .. .
274 40 ' Whiat hnppsm H Y Stnle dous uot
: mpuy a Federal loan? "

_-State does not expend, with'its own®

. . funds, an amcunt equal to the mduction
" to the ar:liustud SFAG multmg Erom ai

.:0 .penalty? - s

1 - SUbMB—tharetheFundlng R

Hoqulmonts for the Contlngoncy Fund?

2?4 70 ' What funi restrictions apply to

o thamofmndﬁI::an funds? " Pp)’ ,

. '274 71. How will wa determine 100 pement'

" 'of historic State expenditures, the MOE~

..’ lavel, for the annual reconcillation? . °

: 274.72" For'the annual reconciliation

"+ requirement, what reatrictions apply in -

) ',.‘ determining qualifying State - :
.+ axpenditures?: ! '

2?4 73 . What other requi.mmunts apply to

" qunlifying Stata axpendittl.ms? Lo
: 274 74 When mu.st a State remit

: mntlngancy funds undar tlm annu.nl

+ " reconciliation?” |~ .

Fails to remit fonds as required?: -
: 274 .76 . How will we détermins if a Stata h.a.s
“matits Cont.{ngency Fund reconcilinlion
" MOE lavel 1 requirement and made "

" expenditures that exceed its MOE -

* requirément?, :

2?4 77 Are oontinguncy funds suh]act to t.hu
. same rsstrictlunu th.at npply to other Faclernl

TANT" Funds'i' .

‘ Subpm C—What Rules Pertaln Spacmeqny
< 10 the Spending Levels of the Territoriea?

, 274.80, a 'I‘erritury recaives Matching -
~.274.81 ' What expenditures qualify for . "
. Territoriss to meet the Matching Gmnt :

g . MOErequimment? el )
5 27482 ‘What expenditures qualify for |

mquimment? p

.SubparlA—WI'IBISpacfﬂcﬂuhsAppIytor B 27484 Whatwillwadoifa'l‘enitoryfaila- '

274.1 :-What restrictions apply to the length .
’ .. 609, 854, 1302, 1308, end 1337,

" Subpart A--What Spaciilc Ftules Applyr

:,"-'2?4.3 How can a Stitg avoid a penalty for - .-‘"or Other ngram Pmm”?

- §2740" whameﬂnmonupplymhispm?

. § 270. 30 of this chapter apply to tl:ds
o o part, SR
~274 11 . How much ia the penally fornot ce \ '

.274.20  What happens ifa stata lanctions B, "‘Ibe provided? e

.* ‘séction, no State may use any of 1ts
.' - Federal TANF funds to provide -
.n.sslstanca [gm defitied In § 270.30 oi‘ this

o ad
o total of five years (80 curhulative™:.
D months whather or not cnnsacutive]
" 274:50. . What happens If, in a ﬁ“‘”"" f‘ o ":403(a1(5) of the Act (WTW) is not "
.subject to the time limit Jin pamgmph

© on the number of families excluded
. becausa of the State’s definition’ and the

». . excluded families for the purpose of "
‘avoiding a penalty for the five-year tims .
limit, we shall'include those families in -
. ithe caleulation under paregraph (c) of

i . .. * State has  complied with time-Hmjt
I:zn 75" What action will we take ifa Sma "+ extension rules and is subiect tq_ the "

i by an
" 'married to the head-of-household; .
" lwad in'Indian country {as'defined in *

\ Grant funds, what funds must it axpend? . :empl oyed; and | N L=

*. meating the Matching Gmnt FAG eununnt e
. . assistance fmm Federal TANF funds

274 83 : How will we kn ifa 'I‘enitory
falled to meat the Ma Grant "
requirements ot § 274.807 -

- 1o 'mest the Matching Grant ftmding
*requirements at § 274.807

- 274.85 ' What rights of nppeal am avn.ilabla, v

', . tothe Territories? - -
Anthorlty‘ 31 U.S.C 7501 etseq 42USC

The general TANF definitipns at "

§574.1' What festrictions sppiy 1 the -/ o
length of time Fadoral TANF mtatam may

.(a)(1) Subiect tn tha axceptions in thts ‘

chapter) to a family that includes an’
t who has receivad assistance. for a !

. (2) Assistance provided under section -

__..-

* (a}(1) of this section.-

. - ={3) States may define !‘a famnly that
- .includes an adult,” but may not exclude
.. :families from their definition solely for .
' the' purpose of uvoidmg pana]tias under
L §274.2.. :

TR States sl:wll report to us annually

circumstances undarlyl.ng mh
exclusion.. * .°
(ii) Where we ﬂnd thnt a State has

-this section in determining whethera-

panalty described in §274.2." g
- (b) States must not count tuwards ths

g ﬁve-year limit: .

(1) imilmomh of m;calpt uf asststn.nce
ividual when she was a minor -

who was not the head-of- household or
"(2) Any month in which an adult

section 1151 of title 18, United States.
Code) or Native Alaskan Village and at .
least 50 percent ¢ of the adults ware nut )

.(3) Non-cash assmtance pmvided

under, secuon 403[&][5} ofthe Act Vo
(WTW)." ;

{c) States ha\re I.he 0ption 10 extund

‘to the individual; .
{74 (1) Sexual nctivity 'im'.?olvmg

: relative of a dependent child to engag;

: ',sectlon 1115 of the Act, which wag"
* submitted befof& Augus \
was approved by July 1,1997; the State -,
. peed not comply with the inconsistent.
 provisions of the ﬁve-year limit‘until

" the waiver :

- waiver policy in order to cumply with '
the five-

beyond the ﬁve-year limit for \ up 520
percent of their cages. This provision "

* requires computation of an average = ... -
. . monthly percentags for each fiscal year. Ce
"with the numerator for each month™

equal to the nutmber of families that -
includes sn adult receiving assistance

" beyond the five-year limit and the . - -
" 'denominator equal to the average -
' mont]:.ly number of- families that '

‘includes an adult recefving’ asslstance R
_ during the fiscal y yearorthe: [

> immedjately preceding fiscal year,” .
.whichever the Stata elects. States’ are

Y K Eﬂrmitted to,extend’ assistance toa

only on the basis of; | Lok
ship. as definad by the State._- S

(2] The fact that tha famxly includes T
someond who has been battered, or. - ,' o

(1},

‘subject to extreme cruelty based on the
. fact that the individual has been
* - subjected to:

(i Physical acts that resulted in or
. threatened to result in physlcal in]ury

- (if) Sexual abusa

ndent child; - £
iv) Being forced as tha camtaker

de

in non-consansual sexual acts or
acﬁvittes. . v
(v) Threats of, or attempts at physical
or soxual abuse;” .. - .
.. (vi) Mental abuse; o e
[vxi] Neglect or deprivauon of medical R
B .;- ,\ i . l 1

(dl Ifa State opts tu axtand asslstnnce

~t

'- to pat of its caseload as permitted -
: under paragraph (c) of this section, it

only determines whether ornot the -

. 'extension’ applies to'a specific fami]y
- once an adult in the family has l'BCBl\Fed

60 cumulative months of assistance,
* {e} If the five-year liniit is im:onsistent
mth a State’s waiver granted iinder ©. .-

st 22, 1998; and'

expires. -7
"{1) The five-year limit would be :
inconslstant ‘with the State’s waiver: = -
(i) If the State has an approved walver

.that provides for terminating cash L t' :

assistance to individuals or familles

*" becausa of the receipt of assistance 'for DA
',-.n period of time, spec:ﬂed by the RO

raved waiver; and . X
F ii) The State would hive to change its S

limit," -
-(2){i) g:uem.lly, winder 3 an appmvad

© - iwaiver, a State will count, toward the- .
;.. five-year limit, all imonthis for which the " v
*.adult subject to a State waiver time l1m1t A
-recawas nsststance with Federal TANF s



.

M

”"‘< > {
. G196

A, just g8 1twﬁuid ifit &id not hm '

© " percant lunitaliém on exceptlons to the

" mores than 80 cumuistive wauths

- conditions of its approved waivar, &5
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approved wilver, i
State need not mnnt “toward -
e Aveyenr it any moaths o
_ which an sdult vecelves sssistance with ',
_ Fodoral TANF Kinds while the adaltis™
exempt from the Stats's tine Hemit under

" the immqfthwﬁtates ap;mwad
" wajver,”
(3} The ﬁtate Y Contitus to pmvide

as&ismwe with Fedarsel TANE ﬁmda for,

_ without a numérics! Himit, to families -
;zmidatl extensionk ¢y the time Jimit, -
".under the provisions of the wrins and

kmg as the S&a{s’x waivar anﬁxority kas

m‘?im ﬁva»year Iimit would a!.sa ba
muﬂnsisml with # State’'s walver to the
“sxtant thet the State Needs to mdtntsin,’
'prioy law pelictes for contrel grovp or
; experinfontal treatment cases ordar tn
- continue an experimental msearch
- design for the purpese of complaling m
fmpact’ evalnazion nfthe waiw;r RPRARS
pahciee DA

{8) The ax!é!timai uirmanis at
52?2 8 of this chapter applymzhe wse
- of continiing waivers with’ Mﬁve
. thme-dimit m&}nmments trhihe ;
cslmieiwn the time lmit ;zemity W

52?4.2 m happﬁﬂsii am dm m:i
romply with the five-year fimit?.-
"1 we 'dotermine that 8 Saia haa :Lai
smptied with the omts uf

o § P, we will reduce the SFAG 7
gayable 1 fhie Stats for the imm@di&taiy
. succeoding fiscel year by five percant of
the adjusted 8?&5; unless the Stata®:
" demenstratod to oursstisfaction that it
"' had teasenable cause or we appmw A

. cc&xmcﬁvs camplime gzizm

gzm,a wanaﬁm md &panattyiu;
&&mwmplyﬁmmwr llndt?

- {8} Wo wﬂlmtimme ﬁmpemli‘yif K

z}:e Stite demanstiates to cur

. . smtisfaction thay it had’ reasunahiﬁ W
- for falling
it compie}m & corrective com

v

Hante

{b}{zz
demonstrites that it exceaded tha :w

* time it becausa of danss .
waivm pmviﬁei& o it ctims of domesﬁc -

izl(i] ch demmtmm mmbie causve

) zmdar poragraph (bH1) of this section, a®

* State must de evidence that, whem

- individuals with active good causs .

| walvars a?;; ihelr fumiliss are mluﬁeti
from tiw culation, the Stage -::f
‘amiliss Tegaiving fedemded

iselstance for o thay ﬁﬁ months :Eid
mmwd 20 par?m‘{?}fthﬁ wt&L L

Ers

 Secretery will not grant teasonab

521410 Mwmaowm Sister -
demuwmw o~ '.. .
=iverlfgmmmmmu? S o

(4] Stated Tonst meat the wqairemams
ofthYS fritsiant o section 1187 ofthe

1o mont the five-year Hmit' 9:;
27zsef f:

‘ add:!ion we iviii del&miua
~ . State has. twsgoneble cause i it

{zi} To qualify fm' m!usiou. suc.h
ﬁmilias must hivé good dase dnmeg:zc

- violence waivera that:’ ~

- (A} Beflact the Siate’s mesma’a:t titat

‘it individual i1 'the family was& at'the
" thme the waiver was

‘temporarily unableto wa:k becauua of

) domestic violence; - T

.- (B} Were in’ ‘offact &hﬁr tha Eaxmly had |
mivad s hatdship oxamption fron; the
 Hsuit on receiving federaliy-funded -

- adtstancs fnrﬁﬁ of inore months; ami
s ) Were gz&mﬁxi appm;;riatzi% i

_‘aocordant:a with ths criteria apezziiiad .
~'§ 270,30 of this chapter. v

i} X o State fntls to edt ths critena
specified for “gatd ceute domestic
. winlence waivers" at § 276,30 of this -
.. chapter or any of the othet conditions in
paragraph {(b){(2){ii} of this samionl;&tha
oRUsY, unds: pmgr&ph {bj{i] af ﬂﬁa
sactiﬂn' o

Acimximqumtha follc RS

:‘ inforination fromm 'the Intarns Ruvm}?m

.\ Sarvice [IRS), the Siats Wage.©
-Information Collections ,&genmas
T(SWICA), the Socisl Securit
ﬁ&ministratiun {884}, and

- Immlgmuzm ami Nanmlizatkm Swim

{INS)« s

[1)m$nnameﬁmcom, N 5

© {2) SWICA smployer qnazteriy mparts

;£ of income and unampk}yment msurance
v bsmi‘iz payments;”

'(3) IRS sarned mém mmtainad by

fGSA: andt . -

REY stion status inﬁxrmahm
malntained by the INS: [States way
rafuest a %aivar of this riatch under thﬁ
mthurity

‘) The wq&immanm at §§205.51 .
through 205.6% of thix chapter alsé
apply Zc t}w ’?»ﬁNF IEN?: {‘equ{zem@nt

11 wo détermine thattiza Sﬁam ha& zwt
compliod with the requirements of .
§ 22410, wo will-veduce the SFAL *

- puyable for the immediately sucueadizxg

fiscal yoar by twe
adtusted SFAC unfess

ot of e
the Siste. |

demonstsatas to gur satisiaz:tzﬁn ﬁm it, .
' hadressonable cause or.we approve &

correctivis compliance plag pursmnt t;
§§ 2’.’2 3 and 272.8 nfthis {:Zxaptsr N

5274& %s!hapmiia%sandm
" @ single paront o1 & child under six who o
mm;ﬂnmw&&ém? i -\'

{u] If i detsrmine that a Stath E:ms zmt yaar. we will seduce the SFAG Y

mmplied with the requirements of

-_; §2711850f this si:aplar. we will m&mx :

" eamblishs:i modified or anfema& to
“+ child support enforcoment ggendy |

af 42 11.5.0. 13201327, m}

A ro i N

'_3t Y ey sk m; take
npf:w tsacuonhr Bt
{4} wﬁngﬁamzhawﬁstmce

A

. the SFAG payahia to the 3% &y 1::::
more thas fve percent fog ths - Ea
-immediately succeeding fiscsl ym g ‘4

unless the Sute demonstrates to our,
_ satisfaction that it had redéonable cam
'Gr We approve a'zorrective action plan .
ymmt to §§ 2?2.,5 &mi 2 2,6 of ﬂz;s &

(‘b Wa will impm &m mwcimum
pmml i .
{n Sm daes ot have a v
' statewide prociss in place that mﬁ§ﬁ8 .
' families o demonstrats that they Kavp .
bas:m usabla to obtain ohild vare; or -
(2} Theralsa pattern of sahsta.nﬁated 2
oampiaims ﬁ‘ompmnt& ar - L
$nixa s veritying that & Stata h&s
ugod or termicated assmmnma izx
vwlatio’n "of thia quimmant &
~{c] We will tinpose » raduced paﬁaity .
$fthe State demonstrates that the <

:aﬁat ali appm{maw inzhvi aix in the
&mﬂy ofachi

{tho.,.,
. D 1. Fhiosa individuals mstst
l:ﬁﬂpamta in establishing paternity, and
in esigbiishing, modifying, or enforcir

ugpm order wtth mpm i:c the

<. hifthe IV—D aganz:y e!aszarminas that .
:an individial is not Coopsiating, asd
the individual does not gualify for'a |
. good cilse or other exception 1 i
-, ‘established by the Stale In accerdance
™ with' aectinzz 454{29) of the Act, then the 1
-F¥-D agency must notify tlw W-A

", wonld atheywise bo jded to th
ﬁamﬁy of the'individual an ammuzt
" equal to not lesh then 25 parcﬁnt f}fﬁlﬁz
munt of sch assistonico; or | ‘

- 2} Denytag the fmnily any mimm
andar the progrant. .

5274,31 mhwpens namw

ompiy with the av..n mwm

{a}{‘i} Fwn find, ﬁ}r & §mi .

* the State FV~A'agency did not enﬁ)m

* the penalties against reciplents reg!

zméafr § 274.3000), wa will reduca ﬂw

S?AG payabis for the figxt fiscnl y
ardent of the adjusted SFA&
rljpon a fimding for a second

\

- percent of the mfizksted SFAG
fnliowing year e
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or
{2} For any specific incongistency, the date upon
which the State discontinued the applicable waiver policy.
{ej The State nust submit the Governor's csrtification
gpecified in §360.73.
{f} The policies do not have the effect of delaying
the work or time-limit penalties a¢ §§261.50, 261.84, and
264.1 of this chapter or the data collection requirements at

part 265% of this chapter.

§2€60.73 How do exigring welfare reform waivers affect the

{a} If a State iz lmplewenting a worx parvicipation

M

component under a waiver, in accordance with this subpart,

- AR &+ At R A
R 44T R I R LT

the provisions of section 407 of the Aot will not apply in
determining if a penalty should bes imposed, to the extent
that zhe provisicn is inceneistent with the wailver.

{l) For che purpose of determining if the State’s
dgemonstration has a work participation mdmp@m&nnf rhe waiver
list for the demonstration must include one or more specific
provisicons that directly correspond to the work policies in
sectuion 407 of the Act {(i.e., change allowable JOBS
activities, exemptions from-JOBS participation, hours of
required JOBS participation, or sanctions f£or non-compliance

with JOBS participation).

+
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{c} Corresponding to the inconsistencies certified by

the Governor:

[

{1) We will calculate the State’s work participation
vates, by:

{1} Excluding cases exempted from participation under.
the dewmonstration component and, if applicable, experimental
and control cases not stherwise exempted, in calculating the
rate;

{ii) Defining work activities as defined in the
demonstration component in determining the numsrator; and

(iii} Including cases meeting the regquired number of
hours ¢f participation in work activities in accordance with
demonstration component policy, in determining the
numerator.

(2} We will determine whether a 8tate is taking
appropriate sganctions when an individual refuses Lo 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 rvalculate and make public a
State’'s work participation rafes under both the TANF

requirements and the State’s alternative waiver

requirements.

B&7
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{a} {1} If a Stave is implementing a time-limit
component under a waiveyr, in accordancge with this subpart,
the provisions of gecnion 408i{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 purpose 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 t%& time-limit policies enumerated in section
408 (a}) (7) of the Acet (i.e., address which individuals or
families are subject to, or exempt from, terminations of
assistance basged solely on the passage of time or who
gqualifies for extensions to the time limit).

{b} (1} Genexrally, under an approved waiver, except as
provided in paragraph (b} {3} of this section, a State will
count, toﬁard 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
sasistance with Federal TANF funds, 4dust as it wouid if it
did net have an approved waiver. |

| {2) The State need not count, toward the Federal
five-year limit, any months for which an adult head-of-
househald or gpouse of the head-of -household receives
assistance with Federal TARF funds while that individual is
exempt from the Btate’s time limit under the State’'s

approved waivey.

858



{3} Where a State has continued a time limit under
waivers that only terminates assistance for adults, the
State need not count, toward the Federal five-year limit,
any months for which an adult subject to the State time
limit receives assistance with Federal TANF funds.

{4} The State may continue to provide assistance with
Federal TANF funds for more than 60 months, without a
mumerical limit, to families provided extesnsions to the
State time limit, under the provigions of the terms and
conditions of the approved waiver.

{cl  Corresponding to the inconsigtencies 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 regeived by a family:

{1} Any wmonth in which the adult{s) were exempt from
the State's time limit under the terms of an approved waiver
sr any months in which the children recelved agsistance
under a waivey that only terminated assistance to adultis;
and

{ii} If applicable, sxperimental and control group
cages not otherwise exempted; and

{2} Applying the $tate’'s walver policies with respect

to the availability of extensions to the time limit.

§260.75  If a 8tate is claiming a wajver inconsistency for

1252
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TANF Rule Follow-Up
219199

Watvers

. 1Gsiates (AZ, CT, DE, IN, NE, OR, SC, TN, TX, ¥A) have {ims linit waivers that
extend beyond the date when the family would otherwise reach the federal S~year Himit.
HHS estimates the population covered in these siates” waivers represents about 13% of
the national caseload.

- HHS estimates that as of January 2000, 26 states, representing 32% 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 and extensions?

Excmptions: the clock does not begin for individuals who are exempt under a state’s
waiver time limit until the time limit expires. Note that many of these exemptions are of
a time-limited nature, 1.¢. based on the age of child or a disability,

Exiensiong; the state can continue to provide assistance past 60 months for individuals
who are granted extensions under a state tinte limit waiver, but the clock gontinues to
teck.

The only change from the NPRM is to address 3 states who had aduli-only walvers.
Under the NPRM, the state and federal clock ran concurrently for adult only time Himit
watver states. HHS received many comments indicating that this i cffect viclated the
wavier by applving a time limit to the entire case. The final rule stops the clock on the
entire case until the waiver expires (consistent with treatment of other time limit
Waiverss,

If someone moves from a state with ao waiver to a state with a time limit waiver under
which they would be exempt, the months received in the first state stay 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 lime Himit exemption policy is Sec 415{a)(1) which provides broad
authority for treatment of waivers, Since exemptions and extenstons are both
components of some states’ waiver programs, HHS believes the policy covers them.
NPRM Section 274. H{e)(2){i1) specifically addressed time Hmit walvers, as does proposed
final rule Section 260.74,

4 Sanciion inconsistencies: most waivers related to sanctions were in the directios of



TANF, i.c. they had tougher waiver policies than JOBS. Four states have sanction
waivers that could create inconsistencics (CA, CT, Ml and VA).

Are states who modify their policies still considered to be continuing their waivers?
States can modify their waiver 10 make it more consistent with TANF and still continue
the waiver, but cannot ga in the other direction. For exampie, MA can modify it's waiver
to require parents with younger children to go to work, They canrot change the time
frame of the original waiver, In their walver cerfifications, they must explain how they
are deviating from the work requirements and time limits (30 this is where changes from
the original waiver would be highlighted).



1l

Proposed Change from NPRM

1. Waivers

A, No ionger denies penalty relief and penalty reduction to states that continue
waivers inconsistent with TANF and no longer requires state (0 abandon waiver
program a8 part of corrective comphiance

B. Expands the definition of inconsistent watver that can be continued under TANF
to inchude the entire range of work rules {exempiions, activities, hours, and
who counts in the numerator and denominator of the work rate} or Eime limit |

provisions that existed in a state under the waiver if they have waived one or
more technical provisions related to work orfime ilmits|under prior faw

15, Child Only

A. Deletes the provisions reguiring states to report annually on cases sxcluded from
work rate and time Himit caleulations

B. Deletes provision allowing the Secretary to add cases back into a caleulation tf
found to have been excluded to avoid penaltics

IN. Domestic Violence

A. Allow waivers for a5 long as necessary, while requiring 6-month
redeterminations

3. Allows the clock 1o stop when 2 family has g waives {mther than NPEM
proviston wiuch allowed exemption from thme Hinit if individual reached 601l
month and was unable o worky .

IV, Scparate State Programs

A. Eliminates proposed link between state decision to establish SSP and
ehgibility for penalty relief, but maintains plan 1o monitor state actions
through data reporting and other procedures.

B, Maintains participant-lovel data reporting in order to qualify for high
performance bonus and caseload reduction oredit, but not for penally relief,
with reduced number of data elements.

C. Limits case-level data and aggregate deata reporting to S38¥Fs that are “weifare.
like”, i.e. which provide ongoing payments to the family designed to meet basic
needs of the recipicnts.
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Proposed Change from NPRM

Y. Befinition of Assistance

A, Continues to inchude in the definition of assistance spending that provides
explict or implici income support, including child care, transportation, and related
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 i assistance, but clasifies that certain payments o employers might
be exciuded {e.g. under performance based contracis).

B. Remaves tirme limits on one-time short-term assisiance; clarifies that i can be
used to prevent a family going on, or returning to, assistance; and makes general
distinction that assistance is to meef ongoing or recusring needs.




Waivers

Background
States that had waivers before TANF may continue to aperate under their waivers to the extent
they are inconsistent with TANF. The statute also encourages continuation of stale waivers.
HHS has no specific authority to regulate waivers; rather, their authority hinges on their avthority
to regulate three penalty provisions: work regunirements, individual sanctions for fathure to work,
and exceeding time limit.

CA
Thirty-five states contimie to have waivers in effect, of which 3 will expire before the {inal rule
takes effect in Qctober 1999, and an additional 5 will expirg in FY 2008, HHS estimates that if
every cligible state claimed a waiver inconsistency, this would cover about 32% of the
nationwide cascload. However, not every slate will - while a total of 13 states claimed a waiver
inconsistency for the all family rate, 11 met the rate without the warver {(CT, IN, MA, MO, NH,
OR, SC, SD, TN, UT, VA). Of the 12 states claiming waiver inconsistencies for the two-parent
rate, 4 met the rate without the waiver (CT, MO, NH, SC}, 6 met the rate with the waiver (IN,
MA, MT, OR, TN, and UT), and 2 failed even with the waiver (TX, VA). Whilc the
participation targets will increase over time, states will also benefit more from the caseload
reduction eredit, so it is not necessarily the case that more states will claim inconsistencics over
time. -

NPRM .

1) Waivers states: lost reasonable cause for work participation o time limit penalties, must
consider maodifying waiver policy as part of corrective action, and lost eligibility for certain
penalty reductions.

23 Recognized waiver inconsistencies related 1o 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 time-limit exception rates achieved
under both the walvers and regular TANFE rules.

4) Governor must certify waiver inconsistencies & provide additional information about waivers.

5 Time Hmit walvers were limited 1o those which resulted in closing a case or terminating
benefits {did not recognize inconsistencies for time limits which triggered work requirements).

HHS received strong state, congressional, and other organization oppostiion to waiver provisions
" on the grounds that the NPRM violated the Congressional intent to allow and encourage states 1o
continue waivers, Shaw emphasized that most states are not using watvers (o evade work
requirements and recommends that “we let the waivers run their course”, noting that if stales do
use their waivers 1o avoid the work requirements or time hmits, they are likely to experience s



serious jolt when the waiver ends and they may find themselves a magnet for recipients from
other states with more aggressive reforms,

al Rule
1} No longer denies penalty relief and penalty reduction to states that continue waivers
inconsistent with TANFE, and no longer requires states to abandon their waivers as part of
corrective compliance, NPRM approach was based on walver states having an unfair advantage
over other states, but ia light of the comments, HHS is concerned they don’t have defensibie
lcgal 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 rules {exemptions, activitics, hours, and who counts in the numerator and denominator of

the work rate) or time limit provisions that existed in a state under the walver if they have waived

one or more technical provisions related 1o work or time Hmifs under prior law. Time limit

waivers are limited to those which reduce or terminate agsistance -~ waivers which requite work
afler a certain period of time do not count, States may also claim waiver inconsistencies related

io the sanctions on ndividuals who fai} 1o work, Final rule olso clarifies that states can’t expand
waivers bevond approved geogeaphic Jimits or population groups and cannot stop and resume a

waiver.

3) Maintains intent to publish work participation rates under walvers and regular rules, but not
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 ‘

Backpround

Child-only cases have risen as a percentage of the total welfare caseload from 9.6% in 1988 (o
23% i 1997, Most child-only cases fall into one of four categoties:

. ne parent in household

. sanctioned parent

. S81 recipient parent

* unidocumented alien parent.

Though less than half (40%) of all child-only cases have no parent in the household, no-purent
households have witnessed the largest percentage increase over the lngt decade of all child-only
categories. With states strengthening work requirements in thetr TANF programs, we may see
increases in SS81 recipient and sanctioned parent “child-only” houscholds as more recent data
become available. In 1997, of all cases with a parent in the houschold some 38% and 13%,
respectively, consisted of S31 recipient and sanctioned parent households. During the period from
FY 1996 (o the last quarter of FY 1897, decline in the number of child-only cases has generaily
kept pace with the overall welfare caseload decline.

There are three key ways in which child-only TANF cases arc treated different than other cases
under current laws

» they arg ot subject to work reguirements;
L they are not subject to the Federal S-year time Hem,
» they are excluded in calculating {e.g., the denominator} a Swaie’s annual work

participation rate.
Given these differences, there is added concern that TANF parcnis may increasingly relinguish
guardinnship of children to other carctaker relatives.

While the proposed rule allowsd states 1o develop thelr own definition of “family,” it included
also the proviso that states could not create definitions that exchuded adults from cases - thereby
creating child-only cases -- solely for the purpose of avoiding enforcement of Federal
requirements and penalties for failure 1o 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 1o add cases back into the calculation if found to have been excluded for the purpose of
avoiding penalies.

final Rule _

HHS has deleted the provisions requiring states to report annually on cases excluded fron work
rate and time limit calculations, aad allowing the Secretary 1o add cases back into a caleulation if
found to have been excluded to avoid penalties. Instcad, HHS proposes to use the regular TANF
data collection system o evaluate the nature of child-only cases and 1o moniior changes.



Damestic Violenee

Background
Many studies have identified a high prevalence of domestic violence amongst welfore recipients,

PRWORA contains language allowing states to clect the Family Violence Option (FVO) within
their TANF state plans, This option provides for identification and screening of domestic
viglence victims, referral (o services, and waivers of program requirements for good cause,
Though a number of states have ¢lected the FVO, there is little data on how many domestic
vialence victims have received “good cause™ waivers. There were lengthy discussions during the
NPRM process over the FVO issue, and over the Murray/Wellstone amendment which, if passed,
would have affected the treaiment of domestic violence victims under TANFE.

NERM

Under the NPRM, states electing the VO could be eligible for “reasonable cause” penalty relief
for failure o meet the work participation rates or for exceeding the limit on exceptions to the
five-vear limit if caused by program waivers granted under this provision. To be considered for a
“reasonable cause” exception, a “good cause domestic violence waiver” would need 1o )
incorporate three components: (1} individualized responses and service strategies, consistent with
the needs of the individual vicums; (2} waivers of program requirements thal were temporary in
nature {not to exceed & months); and (3) in lieu of program requirements, alternative services for
victims, consistent with the individunlized safety and service plans.

In addition, to be copsidered in determining reasonable cause for exceeding the time-Jimit
exceptions, such waivers had (o be in effect after an individual had received assistance for 60

months, and the individual needed to be tlemportarily unable to work,
. ¥

HHS received a number of comuments on the FVO provisions in the NPRM. While generally
satisfied with the framework presented, most commenters raised certain objections:

* a service plan is inappropriate and could put victims at added risk (victims recciving
waivers should be exempt from work requirements);

. a &-moenth limil on the waiver is inappropriate, especially given that the statute says as
long as necessary;

g allowing time limit waivers only for victims who have already hit the S-year limit

(hardship exemptions} and who are unable to work is wappropriate (the time limit should
stop for victims with god cause walvers).
Commenters also raised the general concern that the NPRM did not assure, or even address, the
issue of confidentiality for victims,

Finaf Rule

The final rule makes two key changes to the NPRM provisions:

. it aflows watvers for as long as necessary, while requiring &-month redetorminations;

* it removes the link between tine-limit walvers and ability 10 wark, and allows the clock
to stop when a family has a waiver,



Separate State Programs

Backpround

Law allows states to meet MOE requirement by spending thetr own funds on: cash nssistance
{including child support collections), child care, cenain educational activities, associated
administrative costs, and anything else reasonably caleulated to accomplish purposes of the Jaw,

State funds spent i a SSP (rather than under TANF program) are not subject 1o key TANF
reguirements inctuding: work participation, child support, time limit, and reporting,

There is little evidence to date that states are using S$Ps to avoid work and no evidence they are
using S8Ps w avoid child support {see attached information),

NEPRM
Proposed 4 steps to prevent states from using 88Ps to avoxd work requirements or divert child
support collections:

1. If HHS detected significant pattern of diversion to SSP that had the effect of avoiding either
the work tates or diverting child support, deny reasonable cause for certain penalties as follows:

[LAvoid Work i Divers Child Sunport
Then Lose Penalty Relief for: Waork Participation Rate Work Participation Ralg

Time Limit Time Limit

individual Work Sanction  Individual Work Sanction

Child Care Child Support Cooperation

2. I HHS detected significant pattern of diversion to SSP that had the effect of aveiding 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 diveried cases to
58P {or purpose of avoiding work requirements,

4. Require data reporting on il families i 881 1n order to get: high performance bonus, caseload
reduction credit, or work participation rate penalty reductiosn.

Widespread commenis (neluding Shaw) universally opposed the NFRM. They objeated 10 tone
of nusirust, limits on state flexibility, chilling effect on state innovations W serve vulnerable
groups and working familics, punishment disproportional to offense, and argued that NPRM was
contrary to statute and congressional intent. While Shaw is sympathetic to the NPRM's threat 10
deny penalty relief when there is a significant pattern of diverting familics to S8Ps in order to
evade TANF goals, he questions how the Departmient can prove intent. In the ubsence of such
proof, he recommends erring on the side of state flexibility and closely monitoring siate actions.
He supports the need for some amount of case level data in order to monitor what states are



doing and suggests collecting full case level data on some types of SSPs (such a8 a separate two
parent program}, with less detatled data on other types of programs {such as subsidies for private
employment or an EIC-like program). {This is what HHS has tried to do in Dinal rule in their
distinetion for “TANFEJike” programs.}

Proposed Final Rule

Eliminates proposed link between state decision to establish SSP and eligibility for penalty relief
(see NPRM steps #1, 2 and 3 above), but maintaing plan to monilor state actions through dats
reporting and other procedures,

Maintains participant-level data reporting in order to qualify for high per{ormance bonus and
caseload reduction credit, but not for penalty relief, with reduced number of data clements.
Limits case-level data and aggregate data reporting to SSPs that are “welfare-like™, i.e. which
provide ongoing payments 10 the family designed to meet basic needs of the recipients.
Maintains quarterly financial reporting on state speading for S3Ps (amount and category) and -
annual reporting on description of S8Ps {purpose, work activities, expenditures, number served,
clhigibility criterin}.

The Emergency TANF data reports, in cffect until the final rule is effective, do not provide
participant-evel information on S8Ps, so we do not currently have information on the number or
characteristics of familics served in §88Ps. HMowever, TANF financial reports provide information
o1 how much states are spending, and on what types of programs, as shown on the chart below,
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Information on State Spending for Separate State I’rpgﬁﬁ; I Ve
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In FY 1997, 15 states reported Mp%peMr Mstaws spent more than 20% of

their MOE funds in 88Ps (Hawaii, llinois, Colorado, and fowa), 4 states spent between 10 and
20%, and the remaining 7 states spent less than 6%.

In FY 1998, 14 states reported MOF spending for 88Ps. While final data is still being compiled,
the most recent FY 1998 financial report (3rd quarter) show only 8189 million, or 3 percent of
total state MOE spending, is for SSPs. The majority of $$P spending is for cash and work based
assistance for families that states have chosen to remove from TANF (fwo-parent families) or
who are not eligible for federal TANF funding (certain immigrants). Those states who have
removed Iwo-parent families from TANF generally have similar work requirements under their
SSP. Final FY 98 financial reports are still being compiled,

FY 98 SSP Expenditures Through 3rd Quarter FY 1998

#of Total % of Comments
states Expen- | SSP
ditures | Expen-
ditures
Cash & 6 $1I2M  59% Mostly Z-parent families (FL, MD, HI), non-
Work Hased - gualified immigrants (H], WA, W), pregnant
Assistance women {IL, WA}, state GA/EA (ME). Georgia
also reports $71M SSP on 4th  report (HHS
seeking info). VA reported in error on 3rd (--
does not have SSP,
Waork 3 3TM 4% 1L {reported in crror on this ling - will be
Agtivitics carrected), [A, W1 (non-custodial parent
DIOgram)
ChildCare | 4 6 M | 9% AZCOIA, WY
Admini- 3 $3IM 2% Costs associated with opersting SSPs (IL, WA,
stralion wh
Systems 3 o6 M [ <1% Costs associated with SSPs (1L, WA, WD
Transitional | 0 N.A.
Services
Other 7 $30M | 26% O, FL, IN (Healthy Families), ME (higher ¢d),
RI (citizenship), TN {non-qualified aliens), WA
(?),
TOTAL 14 $189M 1 100% ¢ 3% of total State MOE spending
Fide ot Oode godk
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Definition of Assistance

Backpround

The definition of assistance is one of the koy policy tssues in the TANF rule. It has major
implications for what kinds of services states will provide to needy families, the nature and level
of spending of federal TANFE funds and state MOE funds, and whether these expenditures will
be subject 1 TANF reguirements including time [imits, work participation, ¢hild support
assignment and data reporting. The term “assistance™ is used throughout the statute but is not
defined, )

In January 1997, HHS released guidance explaining that assistance encompassed most forms of
support, but excluded {1} services that had no direct monetary value and did not involve explicit
or implicit ncome support and (2) one-time shorl-term assistance.  In 1998, the Child Suppont
Incentives Act amended TANF to reflect enaciment of the Access to Jobs transportation program
in TEA-Z1 including a “rule of interpretaiion” stating that the provision of Access to Jobs 7~
transportation benefits {where TANF funds are used as a malch) to an individual who 3 not
otherwise receiving TANF assistance would not be considered assistance.

NEPRM .

Tried to clarify the 1/97 guidance by explicitly including child care and trangportation 1n
definition of agsistance {see chart). In doing so, it was widely perceived to narrow the definition.
NPRM also defined shorl-term, time-limited assistance (see chart).

A wide range of commenters asked us 1o narrow the definition of assistance, Lo, expand the types
of benefits and services that would not count as assistance, Comments focused on three main
issues: 13 the narrow definition of one-time, short-term assistance thwarts stnte diversion
programs and does not reflect the dynamic nature of the cascload; 2) child care, transportation,
and work supports should not e assistance {not subject to time limiis oy child suppont
assignment}, and 3) wage subsidics 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 definition that CLASP believes is legally permissible
{see chart),

Proposed Final Rule
Continues 10 include child care, transpontation, ad related work supports in definition of
assistance. Expressed policy support for excluding them, but indicates they have no legal basis
to do so. Continues to include workfare paynients and some wage subsidies in assistance, but
clarifics that certain payments to employers might be excluded {e.g. under performance based
contracts). Removes time Hmits on one-tinie short-term assistance; clarifies that it can be used o
prevent a family going on, or returning to, assistance; and makes general distinction that
agsistance is to meet ongoing or recurring needs.
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Befinition of Assisfance

Jan 97 Guidanee

NPRM

Proposed Final

NGA/APHSA Proposal

Bvery form of support
provided to families under
TARF exvept for the
following,

i) services that have no direct
monetary vaiue 1o an
individual family and that do
not involve impligit or expliclt
income suppoit {such a5
gounseling, case managoment,
peer support and employment
services that o not Involve
subsidies o other forms of
incame suppor(} and

23 ome-time, short-larm
assistance (e.g. automobile
epair to retain ezﬁ;&ieymam
and avoid welare receipt and
appliance regair to maintain
living arsergoments),

Every form of support
provided to families undgr
TANF {inctuding child care,
work subsidies, and
allowances 1o mest Hying
EXPENsEs) exvepl:

13 services that Bave no direct
monetary valug o an
individial famity and thas do
not involve implicit or explicit
incoms support (suck as
counseling, case management,
peer support and erpiovment
services that do aot involve
subsidies or other fortmy of
income support’); and

2) one-time, shorl-tern
assistance {ie, assigtance
paid within a 30 day period,
1 more han once i any 12-
month period, o mest noeds
that do not extend beyond a
GG-dpy period, such as
automehile repair 1o retain
emplovment and avoid
welfare recelpt and applisncs
repuis @ maintain biving
arrEnganens.)

Every form of suppert
provided to famities under
TANF {ingluding child care,
work subsidies, and
atlowances to meet Hving
expenses) except:

1} services that bave no direct
monetary value fo an
individual family and that do
not invoive implicit or explicit
incone suppert {such ag
counseling, case management,
peer support and employment
services that do not involve
subsidies or other forms of
income suppor; and

2} short-tesm benefits
designed o deal with 4
specific ¢risis situation or
episads of ned and provent a
family from going o, or
retdming 1o, assistance rather
than to mect ongoing or
recurring nesds - such ag
paymanis for automabile or
appliance repuir.

3y Frangportation benefis
provided under an Access W
Jobs or Reverse Conmnute
project, puriianst to section
404 (k) of the Act_toan
individua! whe is not
utherwise receiving
assistuniee.

Evary forn of suppost
wrovided to families vidor
TANF excepi:

1} simie earned income tay
eradis, child care,
transporintion subsidies or
benefits for warking fanilics
that are not divected at their
basic neods,

| 726764

! Breamble clarifios that asistance inchudes child care, work subsidies, and allowances that cover fiving
expenses for individuals i education or training such 68 a) paymemsivouchers for direcc child enre services, and
vatuse of direct child care services provided vader contrpotsiusitar arrangenment. b) pavments employers 1o help
cover the cost of employment or QIT. Assistance excludes child care services such as information & referral or
counseling, short-teemiad hoc child care,




