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February 18. 1998 Administration for Children and Families, Office of 
Family Assistance, 5th Floor E;ru;t, 310 L'Eoiant 
Promenade. SW. Washington, DC 20447. 

Dear Assistant Secretary Golden: I extend my compliment" (0 {he Department for the 
solid draft regulation on welfare reform that you made available to the 

public last November. The proposed lUle is thorough. well 
wriuen. and thoughtful. I find myself in agreement with mOSt of the 

specific requirements sec forth in the regulation. There are, 
however, a few issues I hope you will conSider before publishing the 

final rule. 

The b~L.issue involves the assumption. which seems to un~ of your 
propos1ll5. that states will take advantageorevery~opponunity to foil the 1996 welfare 
reform'legislation. i confess that many of us in Congress. ~--
expener;(;e with a number of previous programs. assumed 
more -or Jess the'same thing. But I have now somewhat changed my views:. 

In the first place. there is no question that the welfare reform movement ~as receiving 
subsrantial energy from the wJ.ti~r ~pgirnenls states had been conducting since the 
late 1980,. By the time we passed the welfare reform law in 1996. more 
than 40 states were already implementing therr own 
reforms, some of them qUite original and far-reaching. Atthough a few 

states may resist some: fearures of the welfare reform 
law. most states show no signs of res is lance - and indeed seem in some 
respec.ts to be ahead of the federal requirements. 

In addition. since the welfare Jaw W3.." signed in August 1996. J have 
experienced something between shock and amazement at the 
progress states have made ~""CJilifiging ih'iOJa AFDC program and the 

bureaITCfacies iljat supported if. tiKe yoo: we bave been~ 
visiting prot;ranrsltes;reading reports.lt!.lking with others who are jconducting systematic studies of state programs. and watching 
the remarkable decline in the welfare rolls. As a veleran of efforts to 

reform various fc:deraJ and state social programs, nearly aU 
of which came to little or nothing. I am asrounded al the rapidity of 
ehange we are now witnessing. 

http:respec.ts
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The most obvious example is the spc:ctacWat ckcRne in welfare rolls. 
Although newspapers and schowly papers are full of reporl< about the decline, two 
factS are especially noteworthy. FirSt, nearly ~ry~5tatt..has bad 
subs~ - :lO stat.s, for eumple, had declines of 
over 20 percenl between 1994 and 1997, Second, the rate of decline is 

still increasing. The caseload decline for the 6o.montll 
perio;r;;;;;fu,g in January 1995 was • little over I percent. By July 
1996. the 6-month decline was nearly 4 percent. the fastest 
rate of decline in the programs W,tory. Eve. so, the 6-month declines 
forth. periods ending in January 1997 and July 1997 were 
greater still ..- about 8 percent and 12 percent respectively. I believe 
we can conclude the case10ad declines will continue fOf the 
foreseeable forure. 

Finally, despite all the scrutiny state reforms are receiving. I aI!LllOliware of 
eVtaCncc that states are attempting [0 undermine the major provIsions afthe 
welfare'reform::lfiw-:-RiCe to me oorrom. severe redUCLtO~in state spending. 
curung benefits. avoiding work programs. setting up separate programs ? 
(0 foil federal requirementS -- none of these dire 
predictions have come 11ue. In shon. states initiated the welfare 
reform movement and. as far as anyone can tell. tney are 
continuing theIr spirited effons to reform their welfare programs. I 

take comfort from the very concrete results stateS are noW 
producing and believe their perf~e~hali ~amed them more leeway 
than I was wmin8~give .amere l~~ths ago. 

In this regard, I now have mixed emotions about the waiver provision we placed 
in section 415Ofi6e So.:lifscc.rnij'ACf."TlfoSeotm ' 
working Onme legIslation were greatlyconcerned thaI states would use 
thelr section 1115 waivers to preempt e!'sential features 
of the legislation. We wer~ particularly conc:em~Jhat slates wo~ld 

weaken the wor~J:~-,ilJirem~'!J.{s ofsection_407 @d the time 
limits ~cified in s~!i()nAOg(a)a)'_Oiyen the growing evidence of 

succe:ss'tul refonn in most Slates. plus the lack ofevidence 
[hat states are using their waivers to preempt federal requirements. I 

WGuld now recommend that we let the waivers run their 
CoUrse. If SlateS do use their waivers to avoId the woTk requiremeot~ 

ortimelimtrs. they will in all likelihood experience a serious 
jOlt when their experiment ends and they mUSt immediately comply with 
federal rules. In addition. they may find that such moves 
wHl make them a magnet for reCipients from sOITounding states that. 

continue to operate aggressive reforms. 

Similar suspicions about state intentions are raised by the separate programs a few Slates 
are establiShing and many more are contemplating. In 
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discussions with stares and advocates. we have noted the consistent 
concern thaI the draft regulation's data rep()rting 
requirements and restrictions on penalty reductions and corrective 
compliance are likely to discourage staleS from setting up 
s.eparate programs. Like those. at HHS who drafted the regulaTions. I am 
greatly concerned th., by establishing sep"""" 
programs. stales 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 J 
imagined -- programs for noncitizen children or for 
.ddic<s, for example, 

We understand that a number of individuals and 
organizations favor combining the repMof ~parate state' 
programs with the 4th uarter report mat is required by the 
regUl~11ie roblem with thi~ approach is that the regulation 
requires repon.ing-~e:fe\?i(£lata and the 4th quarter repon is 
aggregate data. The issue, of course, is whether we need *' 
case-level data. on separate stare ~. I have uied to conclude 
that we do not 'because I am sympathetic with stale 
complaint~ abo~t data repo~8. On me other hand, we won't know much 
about the recipients in these programs if we have only 
.ggregate data, We h.". been infonned by !he Congressional Research 
Service that Colorado. Hawaii. and liIinai, have already 
established separate programs and that these programs involve 25 

percenr. 50 percent. and 8 percent respectiveJy of their . 
mainlenance-of-effotl funds. Hthree states, including two large 
states. have already established separate programs. it ~ms 
likdy that:nore stales will do so in the future. Th~. TcanoQt avoid J 

the conduslon that we need to have case level data-m order 
toknow precisely who is participating in these pro~MOreQYeT, it 
mayliCdffftculffor eitlitrHHS or the Congress to ,­
determine wbether separate programs have been established to avoid 

federat requirements unless we have case-level data. 

Given that ca"ie-level data seem necessary. perhaps you can respond to 5 
the state concern about the high level of clara reponing 
by reducing the number of data elements that must be reported abom 
se~rate programs. 

One more point about sepimlle state programs, I sympathize with 
your intention to deny penalty nolief if !he Dep.nment detects a 
"significnnt pattern" of diverting families into separate programs in order to evade 
federal rules and goals. The fIrSt point [0 mate here is that you are correCI to 

threaten penalties if states use separate programs to avoid federal 
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rules. Bur my concern, which is widely shared, is how the 
Department will know that thE: state program i!; de'libera~ly. designed to 

avoid federal rules on work. time limits, child support. 
data reporting. or other matters? I cannot tmswer this question, bur I 
would suggest that if me Department is nol confident thai. it 
can make this determination witb a high degree of accuracy. then we 
should err OD the side of allowing more state flexibHity. 
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 tty to take 1 
advantage of the flexibility thai is the heart of the welf"'" 
reform Jaw, Congress and the Department can work rogether to figure out 
an effective way to stop them. In fact. the need to 
carefully glonitor separate state progratllS is a major justification for 
requiring stales to report case level data. 

Here is one suggestion that mighr be aecep~bJe to all sides in this dehate. 
Perht.lpl> you can develop~delines ~.~t reguire ful1..case~le'Vel 
reponinglor some type"s of separate state programs and less com )ete, 

perhaps c:vcn aggreg!. fa or 0 r types a suue 
pr~r:or example, if states estabiisliCdaseparate program to ....fY 
subsidize private-seclor employment by using a wage subsidy r. 
or an EIe-like mechanism. I would be much less concerned about rpisuse 

of these funds. On the other hand. if a Slate set up i1 

separate program and put most of its 2~ parent caseload in the program, 
I would be concerned and would wan! to know morc 
about both the program and the people participating in !be program. 

The problem of how much flexibility states should have in 
implementing their programs also arises whh the use of child-ooiy.... 

cases. In effect. the drnfi regulation would disallow the ' 
"~rsion" ofregular cases intO child-only cases if the Department 

finds that the (;onversion was performed to avoid federal 
rules. As in rhe case of separate state programs. the issue here is 

judgiog sta~.mQtivati9n. How can the Department develop a 
reliable method for detecting the statc's rrue motivation in allowing 

cases to be treated as child~only cases? Again. 1 cannot 
answer this question. 1 recommend that. unless the Department has a 

compelling answer to this question, the regulations err on 
the side of allowing more state flcxibHity. Once again. we can work 
togclher to discover and deal with Statc:s that try [0 subvert 
federal rules. 

A fmal issue I want to mention i .. the draft regulation 
on work participation rates in 2- parent families. On il5 fnee. 

---------. 
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the statutory retII:I1rement that slateS involve 90 percent of the 2­
parent caseload in work activities seems reW'oonablc..lJowe~ 
we have sean:hed the literature and have !lot found any work programs 
that\~re~ful-in ichievi~~ a 9O_Eerc~i-- ~ 
particIpatIon rate. Moreover. our discus!Oions with slate officials and 
scbo~lfare have left us with the clear 
impression thaI manY families in the 2-parent +caselo~~ have seriOUJ; 

harriers to work. I applaud yoor propOSaj,O adjllStilie 
pcnaJly1Or1'iillure to meet the 2-parenl requirement so that the 

penalty reflects the proportion of lhc entire: TANF caseload in 
2·parent families, but would sug;port other measures to modify the work * .. - -­rcqllirell.lent for ~s group.:,...One possibility would be to -1 J.d 
allow s.tates to count families above the number required to meet the l. V\ ~~fP1 ( ..#-­

work requirement in the l-parent caseJoad toward fulfiHing 
the 2-parent requirement. Thus. for example, if a state exceeded by 100 

cases the number of families required to meet the 
I-parent work requirement in a pafticular year. they could count these 

100 cases (oward fulfilling the 2- parent requirement:. 

Again, I congratulate you on a fine job on the proposed regulation. I 
am confident that you wilt carefully consider the many 
thoughtful recommendations you are cenain to recelve. and mtLke 

appropri.,••djusun.at. in Ill. draft rule. In so doing, I bope 
you will find ways to eXpru1d even fwilier the substantial flexibility 
stales are now using (0 such good effect in reforming their 
welfare programs. Sincerely, E. Clay Shaw. Jr.. Chainnan. Subcommiltee 

on Hurnatl Resources. Committee on Ways and 
Means. U.S. Hou~e ofRepresemarives.=20 

http:djusun.at
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Total Number of Data Elements--Data Reports 

(/IV?,,""! 7'ftI.Jf'- ()P./i I~ 

"'ype of Repor'". - ET;)R 
~~ 

Final Rule i, 

TANF Data Report; 55 106 76 

Disaggregated,daca 0:1 , 
, 

, 
TANF recipients. i 

TANF Data Report: 6 53 30 

Disaggregated data on 

I 
, 

, 

closed cases. 
, 

I TANF Data Report: 7 19 18 

IAggregated data. , , 
II I 

i 
, subtotal 68 178

i I 124 , 

, , 

, 

, SSP-MOE Data Report: 96 70 

1Disaggreg.ted data on 
I 

, , 

IreCl.plents, , 
, 

, 

I 
SSP-MOE Data Report: 49 27 

IDisaggregated data on 

closed cases. 
,, 

i 

Ij SSP-MOE Da'.:.a Report:: , lS 

I 
13 

I 
, ,

Aq re ated data, 

B 

-Ic 

-Ll. 

- t 

\ 
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 Total 68 338 234 

c. Publishing 	the Appendices As a Part of the Rule 

Comment: We received two types of comments on chis issue, A 

few commenters urged tiS to publish the specific data 

.. 	 elements as a part of the final rule and to codify them as a 

part of the Code of Federal Regula,tions (erR), This 

approach, they bel~evedf would help ensure that Sta~es would 

not only have early acces's to the requirements but:, once 
. 	 . 

they were codified, the requirements w~~ld be less subject 

to change, given the time it takes to revise Federal rules. 

• Other commenters urged us to publish the data eleme~ts in 

the Federal Register at the same time we published the final 

rule for the purpose of advance notice to the States of the 

specific data requirements, but they did not recommend that 

they be a part of the final rule in the CPR. 

Response: We ag~ee with the importance of giving States 

early access to the specific data elements and have 

It was never OUl' intention, however, that these data 

• 	 748 
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SUMMARY OF MhJOR CHANGES IN THE TANF DATA REPORT 

This document is a summary of major revisions made in the TANF 
Data Report that affected tne total number of data. elements. F~r 
each item discussed, we show the number of the data element as It 
appears in the final rule and the number of that data element as 
it appp.ared in the N?RM in parenthese5~ 

CHANGES IN TaE ~ANF DATA REPORT -- SECTION ONE 

1. ! Data element 20,: Amqunt of child Ciue disrsgard 

-I We eliminated this element. 

2. Data elements 21-26122-31 es of AS$istance-'I We reduced t e reporting bur en iminat~ng reporting on the 
following types of assistance: 

Break-out Item t23 educational 
B~eak-out Item .24 Employment Servioes 
Break-out Item 128 Other SUPPQrcive Services and Special

Needs, including Assistance with Meeting 
Home Hea~in9 and Air conditioning Costs 

Break-out Item #30 Contributions to Individual Development 
AccOunts 

3. Data element 127(32-42): Reasons for and Amount of Reduction,0 
iri~ Assistance 

This data element was revised for clarity and specificity dnd rs-­
formatted to reduce burden. Instead of requiring States to enter 
the dollar amount of the reduction in assistance for eleven 
reasons, we ask States to report the dollar amount of reductions 
only for three categories of reductions (the same three 
cate90~ies that are in the Emorgency TANF Data Report) and 
indicate a YES/~O response for the eleven specific reasons for 
reduc t ions. 

4. Data element '36(51-55): Receives Disability Benefits 
We clar.ified that data·element: #52 (in the NPRMi applies to 
di.tlability henefits received under non-Social Secu.:jty Act 
progLams. To reduce the number of data elements and the 
reporting burden f we re-fcrmatted five data elements as one data 
clement with five break-out items. w~ ~ado tho came chanqea in 
data ol~ent item H71(94-95) for children . 

..;.-; S. Data element lHO (data e.l;err.ent no': in the NPRM): Needs of a 

1 
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Pregnant Woman, 

We added this as a new dat~ element for cla~ity. In the NP~M. 
this information was requested under the instructions for 
~repo~ing on Child Characteristics~ 

6. Data ele~ent i41{59-60): Educational Level 

We colrapsed two data elements ("Highest Level of Education 

Attained!! and "Highest Oegree Attaifled tl 

) into a sin91e data 

element as requosted by APWA and numerOUS States. ~~ made the 

samo chanse in ~tcm Hi4{97-98) reqarding children. 

1. Data elem&nt .e44(62-63}! Number of Months countable Toward 

Federal Time LImit 

We cOllapsed two data elements into on~~ Le., "Number of Months 

Countable within the State (Tribe)U and "Number of Monthe 

countable in other States {Tribes)tI·is now "Number of Months 

Countable Toward Federal 'rime Lin'lit. If 


S. Data eleruent 464 (B3-84j; Amount of Earned Income 

We moved the itern "Earned Income~T.ix Crealt (EiTe)" fxom the 

Earned Income data alernont to the: Unearned Income data element. 


We also allow States to report either tor the reporting month or 
fot the month used to budget for th.e reporting month. 

9. Data element *65(65-88: Amount of Unea~ned Income 

We ac. ed the ~tem IErrC" to this ata element. Vle also allow 

States to report either for the 'reporting month or for the month 

used to budget. for the reporting month. In addition, we reduced 

thQ number of data elements by re-formatting five data elements 

in the N~RM as break-out items unde~ 165. Wo mado the s~e ra­

formattinq chnnqo in data o1emcnt 816(102-103) for chi1d-~BV01 


dat:a~ 


la. Data elements #104-106 in the NPRM: Child Care 
We deri£ed these three dafa elements f~om the final rule. Some 
of this information is now required to be included in the S*.:.ate's 
annual report. See §265.9. 

2 
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~t& 
'v 

El$lD8l\tQ 
-

l. State FIPS Code 

, 2, County FIPS Code 

Ii 3 , Tribal Code 
, 
, 

4, Reporting Month 

, 5, Stratum 

!"am.i~y Level Data 

II 6, 
Case Number 

, 
: 7. ZIP Code 

I!, 
I, ,Fund1.ng Stream 

Justifioation 

Implicit in administe=ing data 
collection system 

411 I.) (1) (AI (i) 

, Irr.plJ.cit in administering data 
i collection system 

Implicit in administering data 
collection system 

1 Implicit in administering data 
i collection system 

Items 6 - 29 
,i Implicit in administering data 
collection system 

, 
: Needed for geographic coding
j (and rural/urban analyaes}' and 
is readily available. 

, ' ' ,,411 la, (1) IAI (xu), Use _n 

, 

, 

, 

, 

I 

St&tutOry"d~ef~~~nee~d>lf):h ~!l'Fli" A 
I ~. i r<{ Ii A:,- 81\\,\ IC's R.f'CQ.{ f i'V'C,­

calculation of participation 
rate. /' 

9. OiSP09itio~ Implicit in aa:nHllst;ering data 
collection e stem 

10. New Applicanc 421 (bl. requires the 
secretary co report to 
Congress on families applying 
for TANF assistance. This 
ele~~nt identifies applicants 

, that are newly 1 approved
families receivin assistance. 

411 (.1 (1) (A) (ivl11. 	 Nu~ber of Famil Members 

12. 	 Type of Family for Work 411 lal (1) (AI (xiii, Use in 
Participation calculation of participation 

rate. 
I,13. 	 Receives Subsidized .411 (.) (11 (AI (ixl 

Housin 

l4. 	 Receives Medical 411 (a) (1) (AI (ix) 
Assistance 

15. 	 Receives Food Starn s 411 (a) III (AI lix) 
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Data lUementil : Just1f1cation ,, 
16. Amount of Food Stamp 411 la) (1) fAl (ix) 

Assistance 
, 

, 17. Receives Subsidized Child 411 (al (l) IAl lixl , 
, Care , 

18. Amount of subsidi2ed 411 (a) ill (A) (ix) 
Child Care 

, 
of Child Support 

. 
fa) (1 ) (A) (xiv) , break-B. Amount 411 

out of unearned income. 
, , 

20. Amount of the Families' 411 (bl • requires the 
Cash Resources Secretary to report to 

Congress on financial 
circumstanees of families 
receivi~q TANF assista:\ce. 

, 
Amount of Assiotance Received ite:ns 21 . 26 are types of,, , 
and Number of Months tbe assistance , 
Family Received A.uiatancG by ,, 
Type under the State TANP 

i
Program , 

, 21. Cash and Cash Equivalents ~11 (a) (11 IA) Ixl & (xiii I 

IE, 
, 

Work Subsidies Hl (a I f 1 I (AI (xl & {xiii.} , 

I, 23. TMF Child Care 411 (a) (11 IAI Ix l & (xiil.! ,, 
24. Transporta:ion 411 ( a) III (A} (XI & (xiii! , 

25. Transitional Services 411 I. I (1) IA) I"I I< (xii i) 

2 6 . Other 411 lal III IAl (xl " (xiii) 

27. Reason for and Amount of 411 (a) (1l (AJ (xiii) 
Reduction in Assistance 

2 e . Waiver Evaluation 41l lal III (AJ (xU) , Use to 
Experimental and Control calculate the participation 
Group rate for States with an 

, ongoing waiver evaluation for 
impact analysis Durposes 

, 
29 . Is the TANF Family Exempt 409 (a I (9 ) , 

, from the Federal ~ime 
Limit 

Adult CharaeteristicQ items )0 . 6S 



,ent ay: OhHS; 202 205 5902; 

Da.ta Sle.ments JUBtlfleat10n , 

, 

30. Family Affiliation 411 (a) (1) (A) (iv) a:1.d 411 I 
(ll) : Needed to identify 

; persons in eligible family 
receiving assistance and other 
individuals living in the 
hQusehold. 

411 la) (4) : Report on Non~ 
Indicator 

31. Noncustodial Parent 
custodial Parents requires the 
number of non-custodial 
Parents. To provide 
assistance to non-custodial 
parents under the State TANF 
Program. States must include 

: them in the family, Data 
: could be collected under the 
! element Relationship to Head­
, of-Household, Element. "'as 
; broken out to make the coding 

, cleaner and easier for States ,, 
to "",,ort.

I---­
411 (s) (1 ) {Ai {i 1i} ; Age ­
Date of birth gives the earne 

32. Date of Birth 

, information but is a constant. 

This information is also 
i readily available. States uee 
: Social Security Numbers to 
; carty out the requirements of 

IEVS (see sections 409 fa) (4) 
and 1137 of the Act} . We need 
this information also for 
research on the circumstances 
of children and families as 
required in section 413(9) of 

33 . Soc~al securicy Number 

, ,, the Act ,(i.e, , to track 
individual members of the TANF 
familyi . , i 

411 lal (1) (Al (vii) II; 34. RaceiEthp,icitv 
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ient ey: DHHS; 	 202 20!:l 5902; Page 10123 

, 
Justifioation 	 II,I Data El9lnente 

II 35. Gender Data could be cOllected under , 
the element Relationship to 
Head-af-Household (e. g. , ,, husband, wife, daughter, son, 

:etc.), Elemen~ was broken out , 
! to make the coding cleaner, and 
, easier for States to report. 
, Used the Secretary's Report to 

, the Congress. 

411 (a) 11 ) IA) (ii) asI , 36. Receives Disability ,
revised by P.L. 105-33Benefits 

411 ( a) ill (A) (vi) 
, 

37. Marital Status 
,411 (a) (1 ) (Ai (iv) asI 38. :Relationship to Head-of­ ,, 

Household reviaed by ~.L. 105-33 

39. Parent with Minor Child 411 (a) 11) IA) Ixvii) as .. 
revised by P,L. 105-33 and 411 

jl 
in the Farr,Hy 

(a) (11 IA) ~xii) : Needed to 	
II 
" " "calculate the work 

I p, t' iP'·', 	 .. ar 1C1 
, 

40. Needs of a Pregnant Woman , 411 (al 
i 4:1 (a) 

, a""l,on ra•...e, 	 " 

(1 I (A) {lv! and I:,,(1 ) IAI (xiii) , 

U. Educational Level 	 1411 {a) (1) (Al (vii) i,,
42. 	 Citiz.enshi~ /Alienage ' 411 :a; (1) IAI {xv} ; We have 

i updated our prior coding of 
, 
,, 

~ citizenship status to reflect 
, 

,i 	the comp:exity of TANF; also 
409 (a1 il) 

409 (a) (5 ) 


Support 

43. Cooperation with 'Child 

409 ( a) (9 )H. Number of Months ,
Countable toward Federal 

,Time Limit 
, 

45. Number of Countable 	 . 409 Ia) (9J,
Months Remaining Under 

State'S Time Limit 


409 (a) (9: ) 

from the S-;:ate's Time 

Limit 


46. Is Current Month Exempt 

...~ .. 

411 ('!LJ..lJ IAl IIf)47, Etr,ployment Statue II 

4 
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, 

, nata Elemonta Juetification 

48. Work participation Status 411 (a) (1 ) (A) (xiii, Needed 
, to calculate the work 
I i part.icipation rate., 

Adult Work ParUcip..tiQn Itema 49 62 are the work 
,- ,, 

Acti.viti.es participation activities and ,, 
, are needed to calculate the 
i work participation rate. 

, 

, 
49. Unaubeidized Emolovment 411 (.1 (1) (AI (xi) (IIII 

50. Subsidized Private Sector 4ll (01 (1 I (AI (xi) (II ) ,,
Employment 

51. Subsidized Public Sector 411 (a I (1) (AI (xi) ( IV) 
Employment 

52. Work Ex'Oerier.ce 411 la) (11 (AI Ixi) ( IV) 

53. On-tho-job Training 411 (a) (1 ) (AI (xi) (VI) 

54. Job Search and Job 411 (a) (1) (AI (xii (VI 
Readiness Assistance 

55. Community Service 411 (a) (1) (A) (xi) [rV) 
l'rOQrams 

56. Vocational Educational 411 (a I (1 ) (A) {xi) (VII) 
Trainina 

57. Job Skills Training, 411 (-I. (11 IA I Ixil (VI I 

, Directly Related to 
, E".ploym'mt 

58. Education Directly Ul (" I (1) (AI (xi) (II 
Related to E~ployment tor 
Individuals with no High 
School Diploma O~ 
Certi!icaee of High 
School Equivalency 

, 59. Satisfactory School 411 (a I (li (AI (xi) (I) 
, 

Attendance for , Individuals with no lIigh, 
I, School Diploma or, 

Certificate of High 
School Equivalency 

60. Providing Child Care 411 (a) (1 I (A) (xi I 
services to an Individual 
who is Participat~n9 in a 
community Service PrOQram 

5 




sent ay: vHKSj 	 202 ZOti ~902j page 12/';;:;;:' 

JustificationData 	ElelrumtB 

6l. 	 Adciit.ional Work ! 411 (a) (ll (Al (xii): Cae to 

Activities Permitted i calculate work participation 

under Waiver 
 'rate, when approved 1115 ,waiver permits other work , 

I activities. 
, 
Related to 411 (a I (1) (AI62. 	 Other Work Activities 
(xii) ar.d 409 (a) (3 I . 

63. 	 Required Hours of Work 411 (a I (1) (A) (xiH: Use to 
Under waiver calculate the Work 

participation rate, when 
approved 111$ waiver pormits • idifferent number of hours of , 
work participacion to count aai engaged in work 

, 64. Amount of Earned Income 411 (a I (1) (AI (v) 

,,65. 	 Amount of Unearned Income i 411 (al (1 I (AI (xiv). 

Child Characteristics ltems 66 . 769 

,66. 	 Family Affiliation 411 la I (11 (AI I iv) a:ld 411 I 
(b): Needed to identify 
persona in eligible family
receiving assistance and other 
individ'.lale living ir:. ehe 
household. 

, 67. Date of Birth 411 (a I (l: (AI (iii I , Age ­
Date of birth gives the same. 
information but is a consta:1t. 

68. 	 Social security Numl::er This 	informatton is also 
readily available. States use 
Social Security Nuwhers to 
carry out the requirement s of 
IE:VS (see sections 409 (a) {4} 
and 1137 of the Act) . We need 
this 	information 4:30 for 
research on che c1rcu~stances 
of children and families as 

; required in section 413(9) of 
the Ace (i.e., to track 
individual members of the TANF 
fami:v) . 

69. 	 Race/Ethniciw 411 10.) III (AI (viii' 

6 
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Sent ay: QHHS; 	 202 205 5902; Jan·22·99 2:08PM; page 13/23 

. 

J\UiI't1fic&tionData. Eleme.nts , 

Data could be collected under 
the element Relationship to 
Head-of-Household ie.g., 
husband, wife, daughter, son, 
etc.}. Element was broken out 

10. 	 Gender 

'Ito make the coding cleaner and 
easier for States to report. 
used the Secretary's Report Lo 
the Congress.I .._. 

71. 	 Receives Disability 411 (a I (ll IAI (ii) as 
Benefits revised by P.L. 105-33 

I 
,72. 	 Relationship to Head-of- I

, 

4ll (al (1) (A) fiv) as 

household revised by P.L. 105-33 


73	 Parent with Minor Child 
I 
' 411 la) (1) (AI {xvii} as ,

1 . in the Family 	 i revi.sed by P .L. 105-33 

I 74. Educational Level 1411 (al . (1) (A) {viii} 
,, 

, 75. Citizenship/Alienage 4ll (al (1) (AI (xvi; We have 
updated our prior coding of 

, 
, citizenship status to reflect 

TANFi also 409 (a) (1) , 

411 (al i 1) (A) (xiv)76 • 	 Amount of Unearned Income I 

7 




t By: OrHS; 20;;: 205 !l902; Page: 14/23 

, Pata J:leunents JuutifioatioD 

Implicit in administering data 
~________________________________~c~o~l~l~.~c~t~i~o~n~.~YL·~t~e~m~____- ­ __----~I 

State FIPS Code 

2. county YIPS Code 411 (b) ~ Use to const~uct 
comparable statistics based on 

, 
: .3. 
I 
, 
4. 

Tribal Code 

Reporting Month 

Hl (a) (l) (A), for families 
receivinq assistance. 

Implicit in administering data 
collection sYstem 

Implicit in administering dataIr________________________________~c~o~l~l~ction system 

, Implicit. in administeri.ng data ' 
: collection system 

5 . Stratum , 

, Pamil.y Level Data 

Case Number 

ZIP Code 

ltems 6 ... 13 

.Implicit in administering 
collectio~ system 

data' 

Needed for geographic ceding
(and ru~al/urban analyses) and 
is readily available. 

Diepos:tion Implicit in ad~inister~ng data ' ir-____________~______________~~c~o~l~l~e~c~t~l~·o~n~svstem ' 

As ex<;t.", 
l)Ac1.P-"Y 

T7'\lJC 
(aJ--hV'.1't'­'ot (~ 
Gl6~u~ 

~ 

Reason for Closure 411 (al (~I (AI (xvi) 

IReceives Subsidized 411 (b): Use to construct 
Housing ; comparable statistics based on 

4ll (al (11 (AI, for families 
receiving assistance. 

4~1 (bl: Use to construct 
Assistance 
Receives Medical 

comparable stat!s~ics baaed on 
411 (al (1) (AI. for families 
receivinq assistance. I 

411 (b): Use to construct 
, comparable statistics based on 
i 411 (a) III (A), for families 

L-______~________________________~'~r~e~c~e~i~v~i~n~ assistance, 

12. Receives Food Stamps 

8 




page 15/2"3Sent By: OhbS; 2C2 205 5902; 

JUDt.1ficationData £lementll 

411 (b): Use to construct ' 
Care 

13. Receives Subsidized Child 
comparable statistics based on 
411 (al (11 (AI. for families 
receiving assistance. 

14. Family Affiliation Needed to identify persons in 
State-defined family and other 
individuals living in the 

: household. 

411 {bt: Use to construct 
comparable statistics based on 

i 15. Date of Birth 
i 

411 (al (1) lA) I for families 
receiving assistance. 

,.This information is also16. 'Social Security Number . 
readily available. States use 
Social Securiey Numbers to i 
carry out the requirements of 
rEVS (see sections 409 (al (41 
and 1137 of the Actl. We need 
this information also for 
research on the circumstanoes 

: of children and families as 
i required in section 413 (gi of 
, the Act (i. e. I to track: 

individual members of the TANF 
, family) . 

r-··------------------~~~~--------------__41 
17. Race/Ethnicity 411 (bi: Use to construct 

comparable statistics based on 
4~1 (a) Ui tAl, for ::amiliee 
receiving assistance. 

Data could be collected under 
the element Relationship to 
Head-af-Household (e.g., 

'husband, wife, daughter, son, 
etc.}. Element was broken out 
to make the coding cleaner and 
easier for States to report. ! 

Used the Secretary's Report to 
the Ccnqress, 

18. Gender 

411 (hl; Use to construct 
Benefits 

19. Receives Disabi:ity 
comparable statistics based on 
41l (a) [l) (A} for familiesf 

receivina assistance. 



__________________________ 

Sent By: OHHS. 

JustificationData 	El~f!nts 

411 {b); Use to construct 
comparable statistics based on 
411 (al (1) (Al, for families 

, receivil'l:9' assistance. 

20. 	 Marital Status 

21. Relationship to Head-of­ 411 {bl: Use to construct 
Household comparable statistics based on 

: 411 (ai (~) CAl, for familiee ' 
i receiving assistance. 

Parent with Minor Child 1411 fbI J Use to construct 
in the Family , comparable statistics based on 

I i 4:1 cal (ll CAl, for families 
Irl________--____________~_________ri~r~e~c~e~i~v~ipg assistance. 

: 23. Needs of a Pregnanl Wo:nan : 411 {bi: Use to construct 
i i comparable statistics based on i 
, 	 : 411 (al (11 CAl. for families ' 

I receiving assistance. 

I 24. Educational Level 

I 25. Citizenship/Alienage 

Number of Months 
Countable :oward Federal 
Time Limit 

28. Employment StatusI 

If' 

27. 	 Number of Countable 
Months Remaining Under 
Stats'~ Time Limit 

i 411 fb); Use to construct I 
I comparable statistics based on 
, 411 lal (11 (AI, for families
I receiving assistance. ' 

! 411 (b): Uee to constru;:t 
, comparab:'e statistics baaed on 

411 lal (ll IAl and 409 (al 
(1). 	 for families receiving 
Assistance. 

411 (bl: Use to construct 
comparable statistics based on 
409 (a) (9). for families 
reeeiving aesiatance. 

411 (b): Vse to oonstruct 
comparable statistics based on 
409 (a) (9) r for families 
receiving assistanc_e. 

411 (b): Use to construct 
comparable statistics based on 
411 Cal III IAl, for families 

rr~e"'c~e"i~vc:inq assistance. 

, 29. Amount of Earn :ncome ,411 (b)! Usa to construct 
, comparable statistics based en 

411 (a) III (Al f for famill.es 
receivin assistance. 

10 
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!'It sy: DHHS; <:02 20~ :>902j "age If!~~ 

, 30. Amount of Unearned Income 

Justification 

411 (b): Use to construct 
comparable statistics passe on 
411 (al (1) (AI. far famili •• 
receivinq assistance. 

11 




Sent By: OHHS; 202 205 5902; 


. " 

se~~r~ RUelle,!!.'l'~~rr ~8n,*~ _1.('(. i} ~, \-(.s '''''I {or, Ik ... 

I Data Elementa Stat.utory 88.918 

1. Stat" HI'S Code Implicit in administering data 
• collection sYstem• 

2 . Tribal Code Implicit in administering data 
collection system , 

·3 . Calendar Quarter Implicit in administering data 
collection system 

II 4 . 
Total Number of 411 (bl : Uae in Report to 
A:PD:ications Conqress. 

, 
Approved (al , ImplicitI 5. Total Number of 411 in use of,, Applications samples. Needed to weight

· ; sample data report for the 
· newly, approved applicants , 

portion of the sample. · 
411 (hi, Use in Report to 
Conar"Be. 

I 6. i~~~l Number of Denied 411 (hi, Uee in Report to , 
lications Conqress. 

7 . Total Amount of 411 (al (61 as revised by l'.L. 
Assistance 105-33 

S. Total Number of Families 411 (a) (61 as revised by P .L. 
105-33 

407 (hi (31 , Use in · 
calculation of caseload 

. reductiof'. for adjusting the , 

, participation rate standard. 

; 411 (a I , Implicit in use of 
, samples to weight State data, 
· to national totals, 
, 

of (a I (61, 9 . Total Number 411 as revised by P.L.
I Recipients 105-33 ,, , 

10. Tota: ~umber of Adult 411 (a I (6 ) as revised by P.L. 
Recioients 105-33 

11­ Total Number of Child 411 (al 161 as reviJ;:ged by 
Recinients P.L. l05<33 

12 




Sent By: OHHSj 202 205 5902 i Jan·22·9d 2:10PM; Page 1912;! 

, ­

:Data Zlfllmellts 1 Stat\Ltory Ba"sia 

12. Total Number of '1"wo­ 4 :'1 (a1 (61 as revised by P,L, , 

Parent Families 105-33 , 

407 (bl (3) : Use in 
calculation of caseload 
reduction for adjusting the 
narticiP3tion rate standard. 

13 . Total NumhAr of One­ 411 (al ( 6) as revised by p, L, 
Parent Families 105-33 , 

14, Total Number of No-Parent 
Families 

' 
, 

411 
P .1:... 

(a I (6) 
105-33 

as revised by I
'I , 

15, Total Number of Non-
custodial Parents 

4ll (al 141 , 

Participating in WOrk 

16 ' 

Activities 

Total Number of Births H. I e I : Needed to calculate , 

: the Annual Ranking of States 
i related to Out -of -Wedlock , 
, Births. 

17, Total ~umber of O\1t-o£­ 413 (e): Needed to calculate 
WedloCK Births the ~nual Ranking of States 

related to Out-ot-wedlock , 
Births. 

18, Total Number of Closed 411 {a I , Implicit in use of 
Cases samples. Needed to weight 1,

sample data report for

i ,families no longer receiving
aesist.anee, 

M __ " 



ri1tS ~)~-h
&vvi VV\0vvf5 00­

• 

programs . 
 '~ ~cvhV'f 

~~(Lvn~ 
Scates were also concerned about sample sizes, 

requi.rements, and the standards for j'complete 

reports that we proposed to apply in relation 

reporting penal~y. A very few States reported an inability 

to report any data beyond basic caseload data and described 

long-standing problems in developing their information 

systems, Also, some States reported continuing proble~s ir. 

submitting standardized reports due to the autonomy of local 

jurisdictions. 

C. Sum~~ry of Departmental Responae 

• We continue to be committed to gathering informatior. that is 

critically important in rr.easuring the success of the TANF 

prograrr and meeting the statutory requirements for progran 

accountability. 

,We have seriously considered all comments and concerns of 

commenters in making changes to this rule, We appreciate 

the partnership approac~ many commenters evidenced in 

developing their co~ents. It was clear that many hours of 

analysis and policy discussion went into the exter.sive, 

detailed. a~c thoughtful CQmme~ts we received . 

• 736 
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In preparing this final r'.lle, we have worked to ensure t.hat 

our rules support the creativity and comrr-itmertt that States 

and communities have shown in supporting families and moving 

them to work. 'As a result. we have accepted many of the 

recommendations to eliminate or reduce the b~rden of 

::-eporting, and we have made several substantive changes in 

this part. We have also modi:ied or expanded a very limited 

n'J.mbe!' of data elements. 

We address the specific changes in detail i~ the section~by~ 

section discussion below. Briefly, however, we have: 

{l} 	 Provided a phase-in period for the implementation of 

the data collection and other requirements; in the 

interim, the Emergency TANF Data Report (ETDR) will ~ 
remain in effect; 

(2) 	 Retained the definition of l1familyl! for reporting on 

the TANF and the separate State MOE programs, but made 

reporting of some data elements optional for certain 

members of the family; 

(3 ) 	 In seetior. on~f the TANF Data Report, reduced the 

nU:Tlner 	of and modified some data elements 

(disaggregated data on TAMP ~pients, Appendix A) ; 

737 • 
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(4) 	 In section two of the TANF Data Report t reduced the 

number of data elements, clarified that only data from 

the month of closure is required to be reported, and 

modified the data element on reasons for case closure 

to include additional break-out items (disaggregated 

data on closed cases, Appendix B) i----..--~".-~ 

{S} 	 In section three of the TANF Data Report, reduced the 

number of data elements (aggregated data, Appendix C) j 

(6) 	 Changed the name of the TANF-MOE. Data Report to the, 

SSP-MOE Data Report to reflect the specific focus of 

the data collection in this report; sp~cified that 

States must report information only on separate S~ate 

programs that provide on:-going payments to the family 

to meet basic needs; and reduced the number of aata 

elements to be reported (Appendices E through G) ; 

(7) Dropped the provision that required disaggregated and 

aggregated reporting on separate State programs as a 
,- I., -/b i

condition for penalty reduction; v(.:.1 cYC:..'v(f/~';.rV\; 1" 
\ v I "? 

. r". ·v),\cA !--. ~I'-"J !(..,v--./ •• .....,"
I .) 	 -, -." 0 J ' ., - ,-,

~"'L(~( .t~ ·r~~1. ( !:l'.~ ~ U;'e-(' :1.l q 'I •. ~. J 

(B) 	 Clarified that States have considerable flexibility in 

designing their sampling plans; 

(9) 	 Reduced by one item and expanded by a limited number of 

. -'. 
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items the informatio:}" :r,:eported annually that were 

in~luded in the A~~du2':~nd are now in t.he annual 
-----<-«­

report on, the TANF and'the State's MOE program(s); • 
<'< 

(10) 	 Eliminated t.he a:-:.nual program and performan:::e report 

int.ended to gather additional information for the 

Secretaryls report to Congress; 

< < 

(11) 	 ~larified our policies on issues such as reporting on 

non-custodial parents and penalty relief for less than 

perfect ("complete and accurate") reporting; and 

(12j 	 Consolidated the annual reporting requirements in part 

265< 	

•IL.... 	 Section-by-Sectiop Summary of and Re§ponse to Comments 

CROS8-CCTTING ISSUES 

Before we discuss the comments associated with specific 

sec~ions 0: the regulatory text or the Appendices, we want 

to respond to several c~csscutting issues. 

ex. 	 Phase-in/Transition Period 

Comment; More than 36 States and other commenters 

739 
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• 
of concern or the basis for their objection. Also, some did 

not distinguish between those data to which the reporting 

penalty .applied and other dat.a,. 

Some commenters rejected collection of any da.ca chat would 

be used for research and evaluation purposes and argued ~hat 

the increased reporting requirements were due =0 the 

collection of information the Department thought it would be 

ttin:erestir:g to knew. 11 As an alternative, a few commenters 

recommended that we develop all reporting requirements using 

a collaborative approach that would identify o~tcome 

measures a:;.d performance indicators from which the data 

elements would then be derived. 

• Regarding the proposed annual program and performance 
. 

report. many commenters stated that we had merely shifted to 

States the responsibility for preparing reports to congress, 

They suggested that we obtain data needed fo= =hese reports, 
by means of a r.ational sample or other mechanism. 

At the same time, many of the more detailed and analytic 

comments based their objections on administrative and/or 

programmatic concerns, The data col~ection that generated 

the most concern in this area was the proposed reporting of 

data or. closed cas~s and on participants in separate State 

MOE programs. Commenters said that the proposals on MOE 

744 
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reporting illustrated the distrust that States found 

throughout the N?RM and viewed it as an attempt to control tit 
State programs. 

Response: We generally disagree with the comments indicating 

we lack authority to impose the 'proposed data collection 

requirements. We continue to believe that States are the 

primary ,source of the data needed for the report to 

Congress. The 8TDR collects only that information that was 

clearly specified in the statute. The Secretary was 
, 

authorized to define the data elements and to specify the 

data elements needed to determine work participation rates. 

However, these definitions and data elements required the 

issuance of regulations and, therefore, could ~ot be 

included in the ETDR. The additional data elements that go tit 
beyond the £7DR are baaed on our rulemaking authority u~der 

section 411(a) (7) of the Act. 

Howeve~. we have re-doubled our efforts to reduce 

unnecessary reporting burdens on'the States and have 

carefully reviewed the justification fori and value of, each 

data element that we had proposed. Based on that review, 

and in response to the comments we received, we have 

eliminated or streamlined many data elements in the 

Appendices published with this final rule. See the chart 

below and a further description of the changes we have made 

, 
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• 
in the ~ection-by~section discussion of §265.3, We believe 

this reduced set of data represents a reasonable balance 

between the requirements for data, our statutory authority, 

and the burden p:aced on· States in providing this 

information . 

• 


• 746 



--------

----------

.' 

POLICY ISSUES IN TAN!' RULE 

Note: Text in [1 denotes unresolved issue 

Note also that this is to be preceded by a statement that the passback i!) lJn integrated position where aU parts fit together, and we 
reserve on other areas depending on HHS' response on lhe~e issues; we also await Ihe language reflecting aU the clarifications we 
discussed 

-

Tentative Passback HilSnus Initiall)osition in Duft Fina) Rule HHS 
OK NO 

-

I. General Tone 

HHS has made changes based on new infonnation, and retains the 

NPRM, that legal authority in NPRM was questionable; uses 

Indicates, in certain places where changes were made from the 

legal authority \0 regulate in the same manner as the NPRM if 

this to' bo1ster reason for change, 
 other evidence demonstrates the need to do so. HHS will carefully 

monitor data to determine whether future regulatory changes are 
warranted based On the evidence. 

II. 'Vaivers 

Agree. 

states that continue waivers inconsistent \\'ith T ANF and no 

longer requires states to abandon \\'3iver program as part of 

corrective compliance 


A. No longer denies pt,':nalty relief and penalty reduction to 

Agree [stin thinking about exemption policy with respect to time 

continued under TANF to include the entire range ofwork rules 

R Expands the definition of inconsistent waiver that can be 

IimilS]. 

((~xemption..<.;, ac,tivities, hours, and who counts in the numerator 

and denominator of the work rate) or lime limit provisions that 

existed in a state under the waiver jf they have waived one or 

more technical provisions related to work or time limits under 

prior law. 




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

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

-------

-----

--------

A Deletes the provisions requiring states to report annually on 
cases excluded from work rate and time limit calculations 

~~~ ~~ ~ 

HllS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative Passbac:k IIIIS HHS 
OK NO 

~ 

III. Child Only 

~ 

R Deletes provision)) allowing the Secretary to add cases back Agree. 

into a calculation if found to have been exduded to avoid 

penalties 


, IV. Dumestic Violence 
• 

Agree. 

month redeterminations" 

A Allow waivers for as long as necessary, while requiring 6­

~ 

R Expand the reasons for a domestic violence \vaivcr to avoid 
time limits from "inability to workn to a variety of factors 
related to the victim"s condition. 

C. Allows the clock to stop when a family has a waiver (rather 
than NPRl ...1 provision which allowed exemption from time 
limit if individual reached 60th month and was unabfc to work) 

Ensure that sufficient lnfonnation is collected from States to track 
whether States are converting cases into child-only to avoid work 
requirements; if key information was dropped from the child~only 
report in the NPRM (including whether case was previously child-
only), add back in [either as new data clement(s) in the current 
reporting or a separate reportl. 

Agree, 
, 

[Oppose ;;ttapping the clock Instead expand the policy from the 
NPRM to allow states to provide assistanee past the 60 month 
time limit 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 inabHlty to work or to leave assislance due to a 
current DV situation, but recognize time spent under a DV waiver 
earlier in the past 5 years even though they may no longer be in the 
DV situation. ] , 



------ -

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

HHS Injt!lll Position in Draft Final Rule Tentative: Pass back HHS HHS 
OK NO 

IV. Separate State Programsr-------------- ­
Agree 'Wi.th elimination of direct link to penalty relief, but propuse 


SSP and e-ligibility for penalty rehef, but maintains plan io 

A. ElimInates proposed link between state decision to establish 

an intermediate step for States where data indicates a pattern of 

monitor state actions through data reporting and other 
 diversion, including evidence ofmass shifts of two-parents 

procedures, 
 families into SSPs [could be disaHov.;ng a portion of the ca~load 

reduction credit] 

Agreed_ 

qualifY for high pe-rfnmlance bonus and case!oad reduction 

credit, but not fOl' penalty relief~ with reduced number of" data 

elements. 


B. Maintains participant-level data reporting in order to 

Agree v.':ith limited reporting but make the definition of«welfi:tre~ 


that are "welfare-like", i.e. which provide ongoing payments to 

C. Limits case-Icvd data and aggregate data reporting to SSPs 

like" more like the definition of"AssistanceU
; have already asked 


the family designed to meet basic needs of the rccipit~nts, 
 HHS to consider explicitly defining these programs based on 
actual State activities from existing reports, rather than retain the 
unclear "welfare-like" standard related to "basic needs1

', 

-
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A 
th 
c 
E 
h 

P' 
th 
u 

H HS lnitilll Position in Draft Final Rule 

--~~----

, Definition of Assistance 

Continues to include in the definition of assistance spending 
3t provides explicit or implicit income support, including 
ild care, transportation, and related work supports, 
'pressed policy support for excluding them, but indicates they 
ve no legal basis to do so. Omtinlles to inc.lude workfare 
,yments and some "vage subsidies in assistance, but clarifies 
at certain payments to employers might he excluded (e.g. 
,der performance bas"cd contracts). 

Tentative Passback 

Disagree with HHS counsel's position that there is no legal room 
to define assistance dHferentJy. As a policy maner. narrow the 
definition to include activities traditionally associated with AFDC 
that ha~ direct and explicit (not implicit) monetary value (e.g., 
cash assistance) and exclude other services generally related to 
work supports (e,g" child car~, transportation) [See revised 
definition from Werfe1]. 
[Exclude IDAs as impracticaL] 
[Include certain wage subsidies, which have direct and explicit 
monctary value J 
[Base legal argument on fact tha.t three primary areas where 
regulatory ddinition of "Assistance" should apply are in the areas 
addressed by this regulation (e,g.) data reporting, time limits. work 
par1icipation~ caseload counts, child support assignment) and not 
on areas where HBS is precluded from regulating (e.g., workplace 
protections, rainy day funds, disclosure) wheTe a broader 
definition can and should apply.] 

-

HHS HHS 
OK NO 

-

~9 
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Tentative Passback HHS Initial Position in Braft Final Rule HHS HilS . OK NO 

R Removes time limits on one~time short-term assistance; Agree with removal ofone time per year. Add language rto the 
clarifies that it can be used to prevent a farniJy going on, or regulation if legally pennissiblej to indicate an expectation that 
returning (0, assistance; and makes general distinction that recipients of diversion payments be told that they remain eligible 
assistance is to meet ongoing or feelUTing needs. and should apply for Food Stamps, Medicaid, and other 

appropriate social services, to maintain strong linkages v.'ith these 
programs. With a narrow definition of "assistance", ,can provide 
other support~ during period of diversion payments. 

'lDefine as: "Assistancell excludes cash payments totaling 
(3)(4)(6) months ofassistance, where the period of TANF 
ineligibility is no longer than the period for which the payment is 
made.] 

. 
VI. Administrative Costs 

~ ~ ~~---~~ 
~ 

A. l:xplicitJy includes eligibility detennination within the [Agree J 
.definition ofadministrative costs in the regu1atory text. 

B. Count in the exclusion from the 15 % administrative cost [Count in the exclusion all costs associated with the purchase, 
cap for infonnation technology used in monitoring and installation, operation, and maintenance of the information 
tracking. all administrative (:05tS directly charged to the use of technoiogy; do not count general program costs like data entry. 
the technology for this purpose. Do not count indirect Do not address issue of whether costs were directly charged to the 
administrative costs charged to the graIn. grant.] 

~~ 

.J/Jj9 
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HHS Initial Position in Draft Final Rule 

VII, Data Collection 

A HHS eliminated 30 data elements and made others optionaL 
None of the deleted elements appears critical to understanding 
prograrn trends. HHS also reduced reporting on SSPs to coUect 
only information on programs that serve "ba.<;.ic needs" (e,g., 
SSP reports on cash assistance prognuTls would be required but 
reports on child care programs would not), HHS eliminated 

1 separate reports for child only cases and annual program 
summaries, finding that similar infonnation can be produced by 
looking across a number {)fother instruments and the regular 
TANF reporting is sufficient to monitor trends. Conversely; 
HHS has cxpi:.mded 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 

October 1, 1999, to allow for a transition consistent with the 

nev,,' fiscaJ year. 


r entative']'assback 

----­

lions, except as noted above and for 
rting; for financial and annual reports, 
uion (and burden) that will be reported 
1 of"assistance", expand reporting to 
istance" services like transportation and 
liunily" for these purposes. 
:;tates report on total State expenditures 
as MOE, so that the expenditure data 
to the amount claimed as MOE.l 

... 

. 

IIlIS , 
OK 

-

- .. - --­

HHS 
NO 

Agree with gt:neraJ red 
financial and annual rcpo: 
given the reduced inform 
with a narrower definit 
include mOre on "non~as 
child care and to define 
[Delete requlrertlent tha' 
for each program claim 
that is reported is limite 

Agreed. 

1../0/

.;m/99 
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Tentative PassbackH is Initial Position in Draft Final Rule HHS HHS 
OK NO 

V II. Fiscal Issues 

A MOE Spending Test. HBS would use general reports and fHHS' strategy is not specific enough, In light of recent reports 
a dits to determine whether States maintain spending on that raise a concern about supplanting, propose a specific strategy 


:-vices for tow-income families with children equal to 75 or 
 to asses.'iI Stale spending against MOE requirements.]s' 
8 percen! of 1994 spending on AFDC-related programs, and 
d not supplant previous spending with spending Irom the 
T. \NF grant ­

-

For Slates that design tax credits (such as ElTCs) that only go to 

P inion ofEITCs to be counted for MOE.ElTC 
B Stale EITC Counting as MOE: Allow only rcfundllble 

TANF-eHgible families and are tied to a TANF purpose, aUew 
entire credit as MOE; require that States report on the toral amount 
used for MOE and be able to document the fumily-spedfic 
amounts as an audit requirement. 

IXX. Cascload Reduction Credit 
~~---

A States do not have the option 10 use the t\vO-parenl Or all­ (Provide state~ with the flexibility to use either rate for credit 

trcnt rate in de1ermlning their credit. . 
 purposes]P 

[Provide this chan for our review and add it to the preamble and 

fo r determining the credit, including the way HHS expects 
B Do not include in the rule or the preamble the rnethodology 

possibly'an appendix.] 

S ates to account for changes in eligibility. 

1128199 
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HHS Initial Position in Draft J'lnal Rule 

X. Recipient and \Vorker Protections 

A. lndudc is preamble and regulation specific references to 

Tentative Passback HHS HHS 
OK NO 

-------- I ---­

[Agreed with D IOL edits.] 
applicable worker "P.:.:fo:..:'.:.ec:..:'.:.io:..:n:..:I:::•.:.w.;;s___________J-_____ 

'128199 




STATE TANF SUCCESS 


OVERVIEW: A \vide variety of evidence demonstrates that the nation's welfare system has 
J • dramatically changed. The message has changed. States have adopted work-first os their primary 

approach for moving families from welfare to work. Welfare-ta-work programs have expanded. 
Employment, participation levels, and sanctions arc up. :V1any States have implemented more 
rigorous time limits. States are making extensive use of diversion programs, expanding supports for 
working families, find focusing more attention On the needs of the hard-to-servc. Decision-making 
and program responsibilities continue to devolve, 

The autbors of the ImplementatiQn Qfthe Personal Responsibjlity Act Qf19...2Q [Dick Kathan and 
Tom Gais] summarize this drama~ic change. as follows: 

The central theme of this Overview Heport is thut a lot is happening now and that there are 
surprises in the implementation of the Personal Responsibility Act. As researchers and 
participant-observers in this field for a lor.g time; we have never seen, or expected to sec, a 
period of so much and such pervasive institutional change iii. social progrmns .... These 
changes have occurred in large part because strong signals have been scnt by governors and 
state legislators that a work~based approach to welfare reform is no longer just one Federal 
priority among many but is nuw a central objective within each state ... 

While there are differences among States" counties, and communities about the extent ofchange; all 
States have implemented work-oriented changes-

EVIDENCE OF CHANGE 

1) States were sllccessful in m~cting the overall TANF participation rates for 1997 (and the vast 
majority meets the rates without any waiver adjustments). The mdonal average r{l;tidpa~ion ratc 
for 1997 was 27.3 percent and percent or welfare recipier.ts engaged in work has tripled since 1992. 

In addition, several States that were not subject to participation requirements in FY 1997 have 
reported significant participation rates to us. For example, lIlinois is showing that 40% of recipients 
are employed, and employment rates in Cook County are now 34%. In Minnesota, 44% of the 
cascload arc involved in paid employment and another 22% in job search, 

2) Cascloads (number of recipients) are down 44 perccr.t since Janudry ~ 993 and based on the latest 
data, every ~ is now showing a cascload decJir.c. Caseloads in Florida went down 65%; in Texas, 
56% 

; in Georgia, 48%; in Ohio, 42%; in Wyoming, 84%; and in Wisconsin, 77%. States with 
relatively low dcdines ~- below 20% -- include: Alaska (20%), Rhode lslaed (11 v/{:), Hawaii (16°/v), 
and Kew Mexico (18%). 

3) Por adult recipients, durir:.g the last quarter ofFY i 997, employment levels increased by about 35 
percent. Compared to October 1996 to June 1997, when 14 percent of adult recipients were 
employed for the 39 reporting states. in the lu:y-Septemb-cr period,I8 percent were employed. The 
average monthly carnings of those employed i:icreased from about $506 10 $593, an increase of 

http:recipier.ts


about 17 percent. 

4) Work participation was mandatory for three of every five adult recipients during the last quarter 
of FY 1997, States reported that a total of 16 percent of participants werc exempt under federal 
statutory provisions: 7% were exempt from work participation because they were single custodial 
parents \\itb a child under 12 months ofage. 3% were exempt because of a sanction or participation 
In a Tribal Work Program, and 6% were teen parents who were required to participate in education. 
In addition, states exempted about 20 percent because of good cause due to disability or in poor 
health, 

5) Employment faleS of individuals who were on welfare in the prior year increased 30% from 1996 
to 1997. 

6) New evaluations show significant successes in moving recip:ents to work: 
,. 	 LA's evaluation showed a 33% increase in employment levels and a 46% increase in 

earnings (among participants, compared to a control group) after 6 months in the program. 
This program served a population that was largely minority, 

.. 	 Portland's program achieved'a 17% decline in welfare and 35% gain in earnings, with 
positive outcomes [or hath job-ready and hardcr.to-servc partidpants. It 2.150 showed gair:s 
in job quality (Le.) a 13-pcrcentage point increase in full-time jobs and lO-percentage point 
increase in health benefits), 

.. 	 Minncsotats MFIP program showed ~t 40% increase in employment and a 17% decrea.'lc in 
poverty among single parents who were long-tenn recipients living in an urban environment 

• 	 Florida's Family T!1U1sition Program increased employment by 7,5% and increa~ed ave.ruge 
earnings 15.7%, over its first two years. 

7) State claims ofwaiver inconsistency did not substantialiy affect the States' abiEty to meet the all 
family participation rates, though waivers made more of a difference: fo~ '.he two-parent rates. While 
a total of 13 states claimed a waiver inconsistency for the all [tmily rotc, l i met the rote without the 
waiver (CT, IN, MA, MO, NH, OR, SC, SD, TN, UT, VA). Of the 12 states claiming waiver 
inconsistencies for the two~parent ratc, 4 met the rate without the waiver (CT, ,\:10, NH, SC), 6 met 
the rate with the waiver (IN, MA, :;v1T, OR, TN, and VT), and 2 failed even with the waiver (TX 
VA), 

t ~" ..,:5"""­
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8) There is little evidence that States arc setting up separate State programs for the pllrpose of 
avoiding work requirements or diverting the Federal child support co\!ecriomt 

• 	 Only two States that were subject to participatioIl rates for the last quarter of fY97 :lvoidcd 
them by setting up ~parate State programs-Florida and Maryland. Bo~h have strong work 
policies for tw-o~JXtrent families_ Also, Floridr.. met the old JOBS UP rates (which indicates 
an excellent history of moving 2~parent families into work), Maryland's UP rate for JODS 
was 38-5% (against the 50% standard in effect under JOBS). Gmrgiaavoided the two-parent ~ Pf~W 
requirements by funding its two~parent cases entirely with State mon:es. South Dakota did 



not have any 2~parent caSC$ (outside Tribal Work programs) during the quarter. 

• 	 OCSE IS reporting no evidence that States have developed or arc planning State-only child 
support programs that would divert the federal share of collection:L It reached this 
conclusion bused on: (a) this year's audits ofprograms by the OCSE auditors; (b) the Lewin 
Group study, which surveyed IV-D directors IDld State budget srail; ~ (c) internal analysis 
of collections information. 

9) In the fourth quarter ofFY (997) about 23 percent ofTANF families had no adult recipients. The 
number and percentage of child-only cases have been steadily rising since 1988, but the rate of 
increase slowed slightly between PV 1996 and October~June 1997. Thus, our data suggest that the 
growth in child·only cases may be slowing, Also, they provide no evidence of a shift in State 
policies or practice with respect to child-only cases. V',,-L.:"i ~""u- $~J 

lO),States have not shifted significant shares of their TANF caseloads into separate State programs, 
(SSP's), According to the thiro-quarter FY98 fiscal reports, SSP's represent Ie,s than 3 percent of 
State MOE expenditures and are reported by only (4 States. They represent more than 20% of the 
expenditures only in Colorado. Hn....ro.ii. Maine, and West Virginia. 

, 	 $!!! I ... " ­

c. c--.0.4,:) GAlu~M/~ 
11) We expect that nearly all States will participate in the High Perfomumce Bonus and thus will 
compete for awards based on job placements and recipients' success in work 

12) In FY 97, States made signiftclmt investments in cbild care services, serving an average of 125 
million children a month (up 25 percent over 1996). AU States made their MOE and matching 
requirements for child care, and States spent 99(Vo of the Federal funds. The total Federal and State 
dollars spent increased 35% between 1996 and 1997, rising to $42 billion in 1997, ~..>1... ,C.r c..c_ 

13) Most Slates an:: moving forward on implementing the Family Violence Option or devclopir:.g 
other speclalized strategic)'; 10 serve victims of domestic violence. Early indications arc that States 
arc taking a et1l1tious approach in sc~cnil1g (md granting waiv-crs. We have limited data that suggest 
that the number of victims idcntified and the number of waivers grunted is very modest {O date. 

14) There have been substantial decreases in sexual activity among high school students (11 % 
between 1991 and 1997) and in (ccn binhs (12 percent between 1991 and 1996). 



HIGHLIGHTS OF WORK EFFORTS rN KEY STATES 

California: On January 1, embarked on Cal WORKS, which creates a strong fr(tJ1)cwork for 
implementation of work requirements throughout the Stare (lnd\!dingjob acceptance requirements, 
up~frontjob search, and county perfonnance expectations), The State has also instituted generous' 
c-amings disregards and achieved signiHcant easeland reductions, The LA evaluation showed large 
earnings and employment gains for a highly urban. largely minority population (I.e" 33% and 46%, 
respectivciy), State shows high participation in unsubsidizcd ,employment 

District of Columbia: Recently took major step forward in moving its wclfare~to-work agenda; 
effective December I, entered performance-based contracts with third-party providers 10 provide 
welfllrc~to~work services for redpients. 

Florida: WAGES program has shown very strong results along a variety of indicators. including 
caseload reductions, employment entries, and reductions in time on assistance. Claims best results 
of the big-cight States. Also, FTPevaluation shows significant gains in employment and earnings. 

Hawaii: Working in most difficult economic environment, has federalized assistance for two-parent 
families, instituted stronger work requirements (32 hours for all families), and adopted a full-family 
sanction (to be effective 7/99), 

1I1Inois: Has instituted strong requirements, especially for those with children over 13, and strong 
financial incentives tor those finding employment lmpresslvc record ofjob retention, case closures 
due to employment (for both State and Cook County), and employment rates (for both Stale und 
Cook County). 

!Y1inncsota: High employment levels (30%): strong support tor working families; 40% gains in 
employment and earnings and 17% reduction in poverty in demonstration for sjngle~purcnt, urban 
participants 

New Mexico: Had achieved significant caseload reduction (27%). but progress has been slowed by 
internal political and legal disputes. 

New York: Has achieved a significant caseload reduction (25%) and provides strong support for 
working families through disregard policies. 

. 
Ohio: Has achieved a significant caseload reduction (26%), implemented strong sanetton policies 
and strong work supportS (including Significant, timc~limitcd carnings disregards), and an employer 
tax credit to expand job opportunities, Participation and work levels are high statewidc and in 
Cuyuhoga. 

Pennsylvania: Has achievcd significant caselaad reduction (37% dccrc:ase in recipients since 8/96) 
and implemented a very tough approach to 24-month work requirement. State rules arc raising 



• 

concerns that State policies are too lough~ especiuJly in Philadelphia. 

Rhode island: Has only recently come under data collection ahd work penalty provisions. Work 
focus evident in requirement for participation within 45 days, progressive sanction policy. and 
enhanced disregards. 

Texas: Began to focus more intensively on work about onc year ago. too late to be evident in . 
participation rates. State qata show significant sanction activity. Evaluation shows high level of 
employmenl among individuals diverted from the rolls or leaving welfare for work and offofTANF 
for 6 months (liS well as some evidence of good job quality). 

Vermont Has achieved significant cnse\oud reduction (32%). Supports work through earnings 
disregards and job acceptance requirements. 

Washington: Has achieved significant caseload reduction (27%). Supports work through enhanced 
disregards and progressive sanctions. 37 percent of the TANF caseload in King County employed. 

West Virginia: Has experienced very significant cnseJoad reduction (58% between 8/96 and 6/98). 
WV Works expanded from 9 counties to statewide in January 1998. Governor is leading eftort to 
create jobs (9,696 as of November 1998), 



TOMMY G. THOMPSON 

"Governor 
St.te of Wisconsin 

November 5.1998 

Mr. Bruce Reed 

Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy 

White House, 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW. 

Washington, D.C, 20500 


Dear Mr. Reed: 

I am writing in regards to the proposed Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
program regulations submitted to you by the Administration for Children and Families (ACF). 
In February 1998. Wisconsin, along with other states, submitted comments to the ACF, federal 
Department of Health and Human Services, regarding their proposal. One of our major 
concerns was that flexibility given to states by the enactment of welfare block grants would be 
negatively impacted by these proposed regulations. 

I understand the ACF recently submitted its version of the proppsed final i ANF regulalions to 
the White House and U1e Office for Management .and Budget (OMB)fo! approyaL I apPN>ciate 
that the ACF'responded to·some of the expressed concerns ~y makl,ng changes in the 
proposed regulations, However, I have been informed that many of the'ar'eas of concerns 
noted by Wisconsin and other states have not been addressed. 

Specifically, I am concerned the definition of assistance has' not be'en'niodified, Under the 
proposed regulations, transportation subsidies (such as a monthly bus pass) and TANF·funded 
child care would count against the 60~month lifetime eligibility limit. Wisconsin, as you know, 
has been very successful in moving families from welfare to work. Support services such as \ transportation and child care are critical to helping these families remain employed, Excluding 
child care assistance transportation subsidies, or benefits for working families that are not 
directed at their basic needs, from the definition of assistance, would allow states more 
flexibility in serving !ow~income families. -This will allow Wisconsin and other states to effectively 
help individuals reach and maintain se!f-sufficiency. 

tn addition, data collection reguireme!!1s under the proposed regulations impose a significant 
workload on states. The proposed federal repor1ing requirements are more than double those 
required under the Emergency TANF Data Report and go far beyond the statutory mandates. 
To meet these data collection requirements, considerable resources will be directed toward 
dealing with systems issues rath13r than direct serVices which help move families to 5elf~ 
sufficiency. , ", t ~ 

In 'ge~eral",AC~'S proposed regulations ~tgnificantiy fimit s.fa.t·es':~lexibiiity gri"u1ted:Un.df:r the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act oj 1996 (PRWORA): 
Modification of these proposed regu'lations to reflect states' concerns wI!1 restore the sp'jrl~ of, 
state and federal partnership in we!fare reform initiated with the enactment of PRWORA, '. 

Room 115 f!aSI, State Capitol, P.O. Box 7863, Madison, Wisconsin 53707 • (608) 266.1212 • FAX (60S) 261..{1.983 
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November 5, 1998 
Page Two 

I look forward to working with you to ensure states' flexibility is maintained in the proposed 
TANF regulations. Thank you for your consideration. 

Govern 

cc: Secretary Linda Stewart 
Department of Workforce Development 
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American Federation of Labor and Corigress of Industrial Organizations 

Gemklw.~ John T. Jcyce_u..,.. ..,""'"~J.Notton 
Artrlur Po.. COla""""­ -­~;::~ StepN:n f! ltlkid> 
M.A. 'ME"FlBmillO CtltOIyn FQff«;t 
Jcot L. G(-.e w__ _...... 

__ffl """'''''' 
, 1\.1., "MW~""""e._ --EdWMlt L fil'e Martin J. Ma6d(l;\ofli 
R..~&4t~f &ydD.~ 
S!uart~'U 

July 30, 1998 

Mr. Bruce Reed 

Advisor to the President fur 


Domestic Policy 

The White House 

1600 POllllSYlvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


The AFL-ClO and the Clinton AdministratiOllsbare a keen interest in the fair treatment 

ofindividuals who """ required to work as a coitdition of receiving Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families (fANF). The Administration bas ftequently stated its view, which we strongly 

share, that such individual. should he affurded the same status and PIOtections os other work=, 

and should not he subjeotc<! tosecond-<>Iass status or iDiotior treatment. 


W. undetstand that for several months, the Treasury Deportment and Internal Revenue 

Service bave been working on a draft regulation to address the tax treatment ofTANF paym",'" 

for TANF recipients en~ed in work activities. W. believe that Treasury's proposed approach 

would relieve states and TANF recipients ofall "'" liability (income tax, FUT A, and FlCA) for 

TAl'lF payments under the lRS's"_al ""lWedoctrine." .That doctrine bas typicalJYbeen 

applied in circumstances where individuals receive benefit payments and receive training but do 

not perfunn services in exchange for their benefits. We are greatly concerned that applying the 

doctrine to TlI.NF payments in circum.lances where individuals are clearly parfonnlng services 

sends the message that these individuals are not Ureal w()tk~.., and jeopardizes their status as 
employees und.,.labor and employment laws. Given its prior pronouru;ements on the . 

importance ofemployment protections for workfare participants.l am oonfident that the 

Administiation shares this concern. 

We have consistently taken the view, and have conveyed a derailed analysis supporting 

Qur view. that an approocl1 utilizing existing ~ork relief' exemptions in the governing statutes is 

superior to the approach under consideration by Treasu:ry. because the ~ork reUef' a,twl.roach 


. ,1 • rr 



Mr. Sruce Reed 
July 30,1998 
l'ageTwo 

both meets 1he policy ol1iectives offue Administration and the states ",thou! expanding IRS 
precedent and endangering employee states and related protections for T ANF workers. 

Earlier 1hiswoek, we learned that Treasury had deeidod to proceed with its originill 
"general welfare" approach, albeit with 1he addition oflanguage allned at making cleat that the 
ruling in no way was intended to MVe any effect on labor and employment laws. To 1he extent 
laoguage bas b<en added to address OOllceros regerding potential adverse implications of the 
Treasury ruling~ we appreciate those efforts. At th¢ same time~ we do not believe this cures the 
problem, because by issuing. directive applying the "general welfare doctrine" to TANF 
payment' where redpienls are clearly engaged in services, Tte:lS1.!lY's approach still sends the Ill_ that TANF recipients angaged in work aetivities are not like other workers. We believe 
such an approacb would also constitute a significant e;<pansion ofth. general welfare doctrine 
from current precedrot. 

We are greatly disappointed tha1 the Administration appealS to Mve decided to 'proceed 
down this path when a snperior and less hannfulapproach is available to it, and we ask that the 
Administration reconsider its decision. If the Administretion insists on following the "general 
welfare doctrine" course, it inust ensure that it corre<:tly applies, and does not expand, the 
doctrine. We ask that the Administretion not publish any notice until we have an opportunity tQ 

discuss Ibis matter. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

dent fur Govemrnent Aff,"", 
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oFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

a01SF 133720-0:'.)34 

PHILIP E. BATT 
COV~RNOP 

Mareh 26, 1998 

.The Hono,~ble Bill Clin!qij . 

Pr.,ident ofth. United States ofAmerica 

White House 

Washington, D,C. 


Dear President Clinton: 

Thank you for the letter regarding transportation, housing and child-care as they 
relate to Idaho's participants in the TA.",,' program. From the beginning of Welfare 
Reform i;lldaho, I have been supportive of a plan to uS< TANF mpnies to IlXparid 1\O"es. 
to transportation and affordable housing for TANF participants. We believe the 
continued availability and use of a wide range of supportive service options will help us 
move cash assistance participants and their fal:niiies toward self-reliance. To that end~ we 
have dedicated much ofOUT TANF fimding to assure supportive services are available to 
our participants. 

Because Idaho is p~marily a rural. agricultural state with few large cities and 
limited transportation, we have found it necessary to be as flexible as possible in meeting 
needs on an individual t local basis. Because ofthis,J. wHlgrsatly appreciate yOU! 

<, cQntinu::~ wO!,k.!~-..ldaho·5 C?~es~i0t.!{ti :!e~~~<tr...t~o,,:ativ.7..9pU'l!!!~~._ 
~:",;:atj;_m~~.!!!xib,~!2'-in",~~~..2H~~~a.!!?ilie!.~):.,n:~!:~~

towar sc ~reuance" . . , . 
+""t "'_' ,.r__ 

Vel)' truly yours, 

Philip E. Batt 
,Governor 

I'ES:pmd 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINOTON 


February 17, 1998 

The Honorable Frank Q'Bannon 
Governor of Indiana 
Indianapolis! Indiana 46204 

Dear Frank: 

When I delivered my 1998 State of the Union speech to Congress, 
I was joined by Elaine Kinslow from Indianapolis, one of the many 
individual heroes of the welfare revolution. After 13 years on and 
off welfare, Elaine now works as a transportation dispatcher with a 
van company. This job is not only helping Blaine create a better life 
for her familYI but it's also helping other welfare recipients travel 
to and from work. Her company takes patients to doctors aPPointments 
and provides rides to former welfare recipients who cannot reach their 
jobs by public transportation. 

Throughout our country -- in rural, urban, and suburban areas - ­
there is a critical need for transportation to move people physically 
from welfare to work. As you know l few welfare recipients own cars. 
In many areas, either there is no mass transit or'che transportation 
available does not provide adequate links to jobs within a reaaonable 
commute time. In addition, many entry-level jobs require work during 
evenings or weekends. when transportation services are li,mited. 

To support innovative efforts such as the one in Indianapolis. 
I have proposed a $lOO-million-a~year welfare-to-work transportation 
plan as part of my ISTEA reauthorization bill, Funds could be used 
for both capital and operating expenses l and local transportation 
and human service systems would be strongly encouraged to collaborate·, 
This competitive grant program will assist states and localities in 
developing flexible transportation alternatives to help welfare 
recipients and other low-income workers get to where the jobs are. 
This plan, if enacted, and the 50,000 new welfare-to-work housing 
vouchers I've proposed will help welfare recipients mov~ closer to 
new jobs or obtain stable housing. 
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Because of the tremendous need for transportation' services~ 
urge you to use existing funds for this purpose wherever possible. 
Both the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant 
established in the 1996 welfare reform law and the Welfare-to-Work 
grants created by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 offer considerable' 
flexibility to provide certain transportation services. For example, 
TANF funds can be used for families eligible far TANF, and Welfare­
to-Work funds can be used for a subset of the welfare population, 
those long-term recipients with specific employment barriers. To 
encourage each state and community to take full advantage of current 
funds, the Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and Transportation will provide 
you with written guidance by early April. 

Together, we"' ve helped reduce the welfare rolls by 4.3 million 
people over the last five years -- by 2.4 million in the new welfare 
law's first 13 months. I urge each of you to take the savings from 
these lower case loads and use them to help even more 
from welfare to work by investing in transportation, 

people move 
child care, and 

other critically needed services. 
partnership in this area. 

I look forward to our continued 

Sincerely, 
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UNlTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

THE: DEPUTY SE:CRETAAY 

JUL - 8 1991 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Assistant to the President 

for Domestic Policy 
Office of Policy Developmen~ 
Executive Office of the Presidenc 
~600 Pennsylvania Ave,~N.W4 
2nd Floor, West Wing 
washington, D,C. 20500 

Dear Bruce: 

I am writing to convey the Department1s views regarding one issue 
under the House and Senate versions of the reconciliation bill 
that raises irr,portant considerations for education. The issue 
concerns a provision in the welfare legislation which pro~ides a 
cap on ,the number of TAN? recipients <I (participatingj ir'.. 
vocational'educational training!! who nmay be determined to be 
engaged in workY for purpose of meeting a State's mandatory work 
participation requirements. (Section 407(0) (2) (D) of the Social 
Security Act, as amended last year by the Personal Responsibility 
and work Opportunity Reconcilation Act of 1996, P.L. lO~~193} 

Under current section '107, as generally unders,tood by the States 
and by our Department, 20 per cent of ~ State!s welfare caseload 
{including teen parents who may remain in high school or complete 
their GED} may be co~nted for work participation purposes by
virtue ·of parcicipat-ion in vocati~nal educatiol1al trainir..g. 

The House reconciliation bill {H.R. 2015) contains two revised 
versions of this provision. One version, sac. 9003, emanating 
from the Ways anc Means Commit~ee, would reduce the cap to 30 
percent of the number of T~~F recipients ~who are treated as 
engaged in work for a month," but would remove teen pare:1:ts froID 
:he computation. The o~herf sec. 5002 !rom the Com~ittee on . 
Education and the Workforce, would limit the cap to 20 per cent 
of those Ittreated as engaged in work. for a month." including teen 
parents. The Senate version, section 590Stk) of S4 947 f as passed 
by the Senate on wune 25. would clarify that the cap is 20 per . 
cent of llindividuals in all families and 2-parent families," or 
the entire caseload , the same language as is in che current Tk~F 
statute I and would ramOV$ the., teen parents from the calculation. 

http:Ave,~N.W4
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In several letters to the relevant committees, the Administration 
opposed any changes in the cap as not within the scope of the 
Budget Agreement and recommended that the current law limitation 
(20 per cent of caselcad, including teen parents) be retained. 

However, both Houses, by their different actions on the 
provision. have indicated an intent to change current law. For 
the reasons seated below, we believe that the Administration 
should now e:-...-press a preference for the Senate version. 

1:' The Senate versior. is closest to the Admir.istration position
(no cha~ge in current law) except tha~ it removes teen pare~ts. 
In removing teen parents from the computation, the Senate bill 
simply and properly avoids differences in treatment among States 
based on their significant variations in teen parent counts, thus 
putting States on a more equal footing in serving their adult 
TANF populations who need vocational educational trai~ing to be 
placed in a job that: will permanently rerr,ove them from the 
welfare rolls. 

2. The Senace version gives greater flexibility to the States in 
responding to these needs without jeopardizing receipt of ~~~F 
funds. Both House versions reduce the flexibility of States in 
responding to the educational needs of their adult TANF 
recipients as compared with current law. The option of how to use 
this flexibility lies with the States. The National Governors! 
Association wrote the House Corntr.ittee on Ways and Means on June 
5, regarding an earlier version of its proposal: liThe proposed 

. new 	cap would "place states a~ risk of financial penalties and 
greatly limit the state flexibili~y and discretion that we 
believe is essential to s~ate implementation of the TANF 
prog-ram. II 

3. The Senate version retains the overall emphasis of the TANF 
statute on Qlacement i~ work ~ather than vocational education. 
No change is made in the work requirements app:icable to 
individuals. However, data indicates that acquisition of 
targeted, sustained vocational training provides a welfare 
recipient with a greater opportunity to find and hold a job 
providir.g a wage sufficient to support a fa~ily. A healthy mix of 
education and training has contributed to the success of welfare­
to-work programs. Education, along with work experience, i6 
clearly importar.'.: to furthe:!" the careers and~ financial well-being 
of TANF recipients. Based on a survey of a number of models of 
welfare-to-work prograns, including the successful Riverside. 
California GAIN program, a recent study concluded that the most 
successful prograrr.s were those that invo:'ved a "mixed" approach, 
including strong education and training components, as well as 
job search. See Dan Bloom. W~lf.ere-hQ-Work Choices and Challeng=e 
for StAtes, at 40-50 (MDRC,1997) 
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We believe that "the Administration should state a clear 
preference for the Senate version as closer to current law and 
the Budget Agreement, and as more likely to enhance State 
flexibility and foster links between education and work in 
the interest of moving recipients from welfare to work. An 
identical leter has been sent to Director Raines. 

Sincerely, 

Marshall S. Smith 
Ac:ing Deputy Secretary 

, 
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WAS>I'N(HON. tn::. ~I)'(li 

MAY I 6 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: State Use of"Excess" TANF Funds 

Recent news stories have asserted that states. have "excess'~ or "'surplusI' funds available to them 
under the new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANI') block grant created by (he 
welfare reform legislation. In fact, many states are receiving more federal funds in Fiscal Year 
(FY) 1997 under TANF than they received in the previous year under the predecessor programs 
(Aid (0 Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance (EA), and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) Training progrdln), largely due to setting the funding at 
historically high levels followed by dramatic caseload decreases. However, these extra funds are 
distributed very unevenly across states and may be only a first- and possibly second-year 
phenomenon. Given our commiunem to moving welfare families to self-sufficiency, we must 
take advantage ofevery OpportWllty 10 urge Congress and the states to view these resources not 
as a "surplus," but rather as essential for making critical early investments to enable welfare 
families to transition to work. 

We all must use every available occasion to strongly encourage states to invest these federal 
resources (along with state Maintenance of Effon resources) to support the welfarc-to~work goals 
of the legislation. Based on what we know $0 far about the costs of reaching and serving the 
most disadvantaged welfare families, we need to ensure that states and cities receive the 
additional we1fare~to~work resources provided in the new budget agreement, and states need to 
invest wisely to prepare all welfare families for self~sufficiency within the lime limits in the 
statute. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to: 

• 	 explain what we know now about the level of resources available to states for investment 
in welfare refonD under TANF; 

• 	 describe what we know at this interim point in state legislative sessions about the choices 
that state legislatures are currently making about the usc of these resources, and provide 
some examples both of promising state choices that seem likely to attain the goals or the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (llRWORA), and of 
less promising choices that could undercut those goals; 

• 	 argue that I:\ehicving lhe goals ofwclfarc reform, especially in high unemployment arcas 
like inner cities and rural areas, requires h.n1h the additional wclfmc·to-work resources 
and 10015 provided in the new budget agTI.-oclTIcl1t illlll that states invest wisely the federal 
and state resources available to them; and 
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.. highlight what you can emphasize in your speeches and meetings about this issue. 

Resources Available to States 

Since January 1993, the number ofwe1fare recipients has dropped in nearly all states. However, 
the reductions have not been uniform, and the financial impact varies across states. Table I 
shows that all but four states have a smaller number of welfare recipients now than they did in 
January 1993, with 36 states experiencing at least 20 percent reductions. The welfare reform law 
provides fixed federal funding at historically high levels for child care, work programs. and other 
assistance; for FY 1997 TANF funding exceeds FY 1996 funding for AFDC and related· 
programs by about 10 percent, or $1,5 billion, While the great majority of states are receiving 
more moncy under TANF than their combined federal funding for AFDC, EA, and JOBS in FY 
1996) as Table 2 shows. 24 states are receiving only a modest increase, and seven states are 
actuully receiving less federal funding. 

States experiencing sizeable reductions in welfare caseloads and funding increases under TANF 
that have atready made substantial investments in work and child care are in an especially good 
position to continue the historic transfonnation from welfare programs to job programs. On the 
other hand, states that have experienced smaller caseload reductions, have 1m\' benefit levels. or 
have unmct needs for supportive services face a tremendous challenge. 

Child care is one of the most important services lhat families need in order to work. As TANF's 
work requirements (both participation rates and hours) increase, stales must make more child 
care services availabJe. Investments are also needed to provide child care for the working poor in 
order to enable those parents to sustain tbeir employment and to ensure continuity of care for the 
children whose parents are making the transition from welfare to work, The PRWORA provides 
separate and enhanced funding to states for child care tbat allows thcm to pay for child care in 
any of a variety of ways: out of the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF). by transferring (up 
to 30 percent) TANF funds into the CCDF. or by paying for child care services directly out of 
TANF. States can also use their 0\\1) state money on child care. Despite the child care funding 
increases, resources still may not be sufficient to meet the needs of both transitioning and'low­
income working parents, We will advise you as we get closer to the next blHJgct cycle about tbe 
umnet child care needs and our deep concerns about quality standards, 

There also arc otber important areas in which states must maintain or enhance their investment h) 

help recipients move from welfare to work. One critical area is job creation and partnerships 
with the private sector, including subsidized workfare positions. In addition, it is generally 
accepted that after the most employable recipients have made the transition from welfare 10 

work) the remaining adult participants will have more barriers to seJf~sufficicncy and will require 
more intensive services. These supportive services run the gamut from expanded job readiness 
and job search programs, public sector jobs, literacy programs, and intensive case man~tgcmen1 
services, to drug testing and treatment, services to address domestic vi()lcncc. accommodating 
populations with special needs such as mental and physical disabilities, and rural transportation, 

, 
f ,I 
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States are required to maintain only 80 percent (or 75 percent if the state meets its mandatory 
work participation requirements) of historic expenditures. Because the law permits states to 
disinvest up to 25 percent of their prior expenditures on needy families with children, there is 
some risk that some or all of these "surplus" funds will simply be used to substitute for state 
dollars, thereby effectively reverting to state treasuries. The initial choices that states make in 
spending their TANF funds and in providing child care and other supportive services to families 
are critical to their success in moving families from welfare to work and to the overall success of 
welfare reform. 

What We Know 

It is still too early for the Department to have a full picture of how states will decide to use these 
"surplus" funds. Many states have not yet made the funding and program design decisions that 
will shape their TANF programs, but from what we can tell now most changes are incrementaL 
Many states appear to be basing their TANF programs on their welfare reform waiver 
demonstrations or the AFDC program, without making signific..'lnt program design changes at 
this point. Therefore) from a budget perspective, most states are asstuTIing that they will have to 
spend a certain amount ofTANF money on cash assistance and eXlstingjob training programs. It 
should be noted that few state legislatures have completed their sessions for this year, so the 
information we do have on allocation of funds comes from several different stages in the 
decision-making process and may represent only preliminary steps in that process. Reports from 
the Department's Regional Offices and other sources have given us some information about what 
some states are propOSing to do with "excess" TAl'-iF funding. Enclosure A includes a fuller 
discussion of the early information we have on state decisions and the critical investments they 
are making to spend "excess" TANF funds. 

Welfare~to-Work Programs and Child Care.' It is widely acknowledged that helping recipients 
move from welfare to work often reqUlres up-front investments in training and supportive 
services. (Enclosure B provides some infonnation on the costs associated with operating work 
programs and providlng child care services, It should also be noted that the Congressional 
Budget Office (CBO) estimated that the state costs of meeting the PR WORA work requirements 
'were tmderftl11ded in the TA~F block grant. If the CBO were to re~estimate the costs of the work 
program, it is. likely that the shortfall would be considerably smaller, given the larger-than­
expected case:1oad decreases.) Many states are assuming that. as time goes on, the remaining 
adult participants wHl have more barriers to self-sufficiency than those who have already made 
the transition from welfare to work, and that such recipients wilt require more intensive services. 
As a result, states are also considering spending more money on drug testing and treatment, 
intensive case management services. rural transportation. job preparation, job training, and public 
sector jobs. Many states are also considering putting more money into child care services, 
although it is: not yet clear if this represents simply the increased CCDFallocations states 
received under the PRWORA, plans to spend state "malnre-nance of effort" (MOE) dollars on 
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I
child care, or shifts ofTANF welfare funds for additional child care funding. We all need to 
eU£Ourage states to use any "excess" federal lANE funds to SUpplement rather than supplant I 
state funding needed to access the CeDE, ,i 

Other TANF Purposes: States are also looking at the broad flexibility they have under the TANF 
block grant and are considering other types of programs, inciudingjuvenile justice and other 
services fonnerly funded WIder the Emergency Assistance program. housing and nutrition 
programs, teen pregnancy prevention initiatives, energy assistance. family pJanning, fatherhood 
conferences, and transfers to the Title XX social services block grant to offset previous federal 
reductions. 

Rainy Day Funds: Notwithstanding the availability of the contingency fund, state allocations are 
fixed regardJess of the state of the economy or caseload trends, Therefore, a number ofstates are 
considering building a reserve in the event of a recession, since there is no requirement that states 
spend their full federal allocations in the fiscal year in which they become availahle. 

Services 10 Immigrants: Under the welfare law, qua1ified aliens are barmed from receiving Food 
Stamps and 5SI benefits, and qualified aliens who arrived in the United States after August 22, 
1996 are banned from receiving assistance from federal TANF funds for a pcriod of five years. 
A number ofstates have indicated that they expect to continue benefits fur such aliens 
nonetheless, using state funds. States also have the option ofcontinuing TANF benefits for 
immigrants who arrived before the bill's enactment. Only Alabama, South Carolina and 
Wyoming have indicated tha.t they willllQ! be continuing benefits for these aliens. 

Choices that Undercut the Goals ofPRWORA: Not all states, however. intend to reinvest their 
savings in welfare-related services or assistance for immigrants, In addition to authorizing 
federal TANF funding. the welfare refornllaw requires states to maintain a certain level of 
historic effort (MOE) in order 10 access the TANF block grant Both TANF and MOE funds 
must be spent to provide assistance to needy families with children and to promote job 
preparation and work, among other purposes. Some states are treating the difference between the 
MOE requirement and the amount they would have spent in the absence of welfare reform as a 
general surplus j to be used for any purpose they desire. Proposed uses include dividing the funds 
between the state and local governments for unrestricted spending. allocating them to the state's 
genera) fund, and repJacing state spending on child protection services and the elderly. The state 
fonds thus freed can be used for any purpose including underwriting it lux cut, which has already 
been proposed in several states. 

Do States Need More Funding? 

tn contrast to the increased child care funds and "excess" TANt' funds many stales currently have 
available, other provisions of PR WORA cut funding and increased demands on states. The new 
law significantly reduced federal funding for other programs serving low-income popUlations, In 
particular legal immigrants. 11 established increasingly tough work requirements Vfithin a 
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framework of time~limitcd federal assistance for needy families with children. The requirement 
that families to achieve self-sufficiency within five years or less presents a tremendous chalJenge 
to states and demands a commitment to making critical investments as early as possible. 

, 
Moving families from welfare to work requires increased state investments in critical services 
such as child care, supports and subsidies for work, services to address barriers like substance 
abuse and domestic violence. literacy programs, expanded job readiness and job search programs 
and expanded case management Some states have an especially great need for supportive 
services, have experienced smaller reductions in caseloads, or have other special circumstances 
(like inner city or rural areas of high unemployment and poverty or large numbers of noncitizen 
residents) which might nece.o;sitate costly investments in economic development or 
transportation. In addition, since the 80 (or 75) percent MOE requirement is based on FY 1994 
expenditures, some states that have experienced significant caseload reduclions since 1994 
potentially could be requtred to commit larger sums of state funds under TANF than they would 
have spent under the predecessor programs. The wide variation in benefit levels across states (as 
illustrated in Table 3) highlights the difficulties some states will face. Clearly the states with 
higher benefit levels and a history of greater statc effort on low~jncome assistance have more 
capacity to invest in additional services to help ramilies move from welfare to work and sustain 
their employment. 

States mllst bcginnow to make front-end investment') i[they arc to have iu place the programs 
they wiU need to move large numbers of single parents from welfare to work in the later years, 
when partiCipation and hours of work requirements are higher and popUlations begin reachjng 
state time limits. States must also obtain unprecedented commitment from business, non-profit 
organizations, and religious institutions. Ifuu2:-called '''excess'' TANF funds are not a windfall. 
m~Y be only tempQuny. and are not uyailable to aU states. 

Getting Out the Message 

The new budget agreement wHl enable us to ensure that needed funding is available to states and 
communities to achieve the goals of welfare reform, especially in areas with high unemployment 
Three initiatives jncluded in the new budget agreement have been and continue to be particularly 
important: enabling \velfare families to transition to work. restoring unacceptable cuts in benefits 
to immigrants, and providing support for low~income working families to sustain their 
employment. As 3 result of your efforts, states and communities will have $2 biltion over the 
next five years to spend on wage subsidies and job creation and retention activities to help tho: 
hardest-tO-elllploy long-term welfare recipients find and keep jobs. An additional $500 million is 
available in the form eftax incentives to employers to create Job opportunities for long-term 
welfare recipients and able-bodied childless adult food stamp reCipients who face work and time 
llmit requirements. Legislation to fulfill your goa19f moving people from welfare to work must 
include the grants and tax incentives necessary to support states, cities~ and the private sector in 
creating job opportunities for the hardest to employ welfare recipients. 
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The budget agreement will also protcct the most vulnerable populations oflegal immigrants N~ 
children and individuals with disabilities ~~ from the restrictions placed on their receipt of 
Medicaid and SSI benefits. It helps to protect a minimal safety net for the most needy legal 
immigrants and supports our immigrant traditions and protects public health, 

We are already taking the lead in reducing the number of children without health}nsurance, and 
this is one of the most important things we are doing, Twenty~three states currently have 
expanded transitional Medicaid benefits through waivers, some by extending the period of 
eligibility beyond 12 months and others by expanding who is eligible. Four additional waiver 
requests are under review, including two new states. In addition, the new budget agreement 
expands bealth coverage for millions of uninsured children, including a new grant program that 
provides additional dollars 10 supplement state efforts to cover uninsured children in working 
families. 

As I indicated earlier in this memorandum j it is a little too early to know how short the states are 
on child care money, We arc increasingly concerned about quality standards for -child care. The 
recent White House Conference on the Brain highlighted the need fOT substantial quality 
investments and high standards. The White House conference planned for later this year will 
focus on quality child care. 

We need your help to encourage states to make the right decisions for their needy citizens and 
taxpaying citizens alike. Your achievement of the recent historic budget agreement presents a 
pruiicularly opportune time to take the lead and through your speccbcs and meetings with public 
and private sector leaders to encourage all states to make the serious investments that arc needed 
to help move families from welfare 10 work and sustain their employment. These investments 
will require not only effective usc of federal funding (including the new funds provided through 
the budget agreement) but also a commitment to continued state funding. The needs are great; as 
are our opportunities to make a difference in the lives of the nation's most vulnerab!e 
populations -~ welfare families, children without health insurance, and legal immigrants. 

1am sending a copy of this memorandum to Bruce Reed. 

Enclosures 



TABLE I. 

CHANGE IN WELFARE CASELOADS 


Total AFDCrr ANii' recipients by State 


Parcel'lt 
change 

State Jan.93 Jan,94 Jan,95 Jan.97 '93·'97 

Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Or_n 
West Virginia 
Indiana 

241,099 
18,271 

117,656 
119.916 
209.882 

230,621 
16,740 

116,390 
115,376 
218,061 

214,404 
15,434 

107,610 
107,668 
197,225 

123,758 
10,117 
66,919 
68,600 

121,224 . 

..9 

..5 
-43 
..3 
"2 

Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
M~pp! 
Mll$Mchusetts 
North Oakota 

146.454 
320,709 
174,093 
332,044 
is,n4 

133.152 
3C2,608 
161.724 
311,732 

16,785 

127,336 
291,962 
146,3Hl 
266,175 

1-4,920 

97,144 
194,860 
108,365 
207,932 

11.904 

..0 
·39 
·38 
-37 
·37 

South Carolina 
Alabama 
Kansas 
utah 
Michigan 

151.026 
141,746 
67,525 
53,172 

666,356 

143,883 
135,096 

87,433 
50,657 

672,760 

133,567 
121,837 
ai,504 
47.472 

612,224 

91,146 
91,569 
57,528 
35.442 

460,793 

·38 
-35 
-3' 
·33 
·33 

Florida 
South Oak01a 
Virginia 
Colorado 
Kentucky 

701,842 
20,254 

194,212 
123,)09 
221,879 

689,135 
19,,413 

194,959 
118,081 
206,710 

657,313 
17,652 

189,493 
110.142 
193,722 

478,329 
14,050 

135.908 
67,074 

161,150 

-32 
·31 
·30 
·29 
-29 

New Hampshire 
Ohio 
New Jeruy 
Arkansas 
Maine 

28,972 
72<),476 
349,902 

73,982 
67,836 

30,386 
691.099 
334,760 

70,563 
65,000 

28,671 
629.119 
321,151 
65,325 
60,973 

20,627 
518,.595 
256,000 

$4,751 
,51,031 

·29 
·26 
·27 
·26 
·25 

Montana 
Nebraska 
Georgia 
North Carolina 
Maryland 

34,848 
48,055 

402.228 
331,633 
221,338 

35,415 
46,034 

396,736 
334,451 
219,863 

34,313 
42,038 

388,913 
317,836 
227,887 

26,294 
36,490 

305,732 
252,564 
169,723 

·25 
·24 
·2. 
·2' 
·23 

Iowa 
Arizona 
Louisiana 
T."", 
Pennsytvania 

100,943­
194,119 
263.338 
795,271 
004.701 

110,639 
202,350 
252,&60 
796,348 
815,581 

103,10B 
195,082 
258,100 
785,460 
611,215 

78,076 
151,526 
206,562 
825,376 
483,625 

·23 
·22·22 
·20 
·20 

_ 

• Mmouri 259.039 262,073 259,595 208,132 ·20 
Vermont 
Nevada 
Minnesota 
Oelaware 

28,961 
34,943 

191,526 
27,652 

28,095 
37,908 

189,615 
29.286 

27,716 
41,846 

167,949 
26,31. 

23,515 
28,917 

159,655 
23,141 

·1. 
·19 
.17 
·16 

Illinois ass,5oa 709,009 710,032 599,629 ·13 
Rhode iSland 
New York 
Washington 
idaho 

61,116 
1,179,522 

286,258 
21,116 

62,737 
1,241,639 

292,608 
23,342 

62,407 
1,266,350 

290,940 
24,050 

54,588 
1,074,100 

263,792 
19,925 

-11 
·9 
·6 
<l 

New Me:.dco 
Connecticut 
California 
District of Columbia 
Alaska 
Hawai 

94,836 
160,102 

2,415,121 
65,660 
34.951 
54:511 

101.616 
164,265 

2,621,383 
72,33C 
37,505 
60_975 

105,114 
170,719 

2,692,202 
72,330 
37,264 

______65,207 

89,B14 
155,578 

2,474,669 
67,671 
36.169 
65 ..312 

·5 
-3 
2 
3 
4 

20 

United states 11 141114,992 14,275,677 1319181412 11 ,359.562 ·20 

1ttoc!ude$ Guam. Puerlfl Rioo, aoothe v~ t¥l;md$, 
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TABLE 2, 


COMPARISON OF FEDERAL FUNDING FOR AFDC AND RELATED PROGRAMS 

AND FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS UNDER PRWORA..-, 


P..­
FY 1996 Grants for Fy 1997 state Famity ,~- II'lCreaSe 'rom""., AFoe, EA & JOBS 11 ry 1996 level PI 1996 Level 

""""""" ""'" 21,"""'" $133,119 "",799 $13,681 55.3 
14,969 2'1,781 6,813 455 

114,252 11i3,912 ",720 43. -T",,,,,,,,, 137,445 191,524 54,079 393 """"'" 00. 543.'" 727;968 1&4,303 33.' 

Dis!. or CoIumtlla 7D,813 92,61!) 21,796 30.• 
Virginia _ .. 121,366 156,265 ...... 30.4 

3S3,06O 459,371 100,311 30.' 
WF!9. VirgInia .7,683 110,176 22.'" 25.7 
~, 118,234 14M14 ",;no 25.2 

215,259 266,788 51,529 Zl9 
70,341 86,768 Zl4 

Alabama -"'" $75.009 $93,315 11,406 22.. 
Michigan 632,232 775,353 143,121 22. 
MiMesota 220.839 47,146 2'.3 

"""""""'" 16,427 

267."" 
64.'" 76,829 12,134 18.6"Ia" 142,045 167,925 25,879 18.20".""T"", 419,021 466,257 67,236 16.0 

157,238 161,288 24,050 15.3 
WIsconsin 276357 318,158 41,831 15.1 """'''''''' 
Georgia 288,410 330,742 42332 14:1 
Ka_ 89,753 101.93j 12.178 13.S 
NewYQ(!( 2,160,002 2,442,931 "".219 13,' 
r:Jorida 497,539 64,601 13.0"".3<0 

40.391 45.534 5,143 12,.,""""'" ""'"'" 197,754 222,420 24,666 12.5 
Vefll'lont 42,378 47,353 4,975 11,7 

195,388 217,052 21,664 11.1"''''''''" New Hamps:;n 34.517 3(U521 3,844 11,1 
1u1<M~, 5t,854 56.733 4.879 9" ,- 56.005 63.... 4._ 0.4 
SOuIh Dakota 20,242 21,694 1,652 8.2 

214,292 219.098 14,806 6.• 
41,367 4l.9n 2,620 6.3 

Rhodetsland 96.022 62 -"""'" ".479 >.543 
Sooth Carolina 94,4(l1 99~ 5.567 59 
NewJeiWy 3S3,ln 404.035 20,851 SA 
MaIne 74,788 78.121 3.335 4.5 
Noh""'" 56,014 58.029 2,015 '.6 
California 3,622,756 3,133,818 111,062 

North Dakota 25.6S0 26.400 740 " ,. 
to.. 128,853 131,525 2,672 2.1 
W,ho 31,297 31,938 ..., 2.0 
Hawaii 97,l,KIB ".005 997 '.0 
Washington 415,384 404.332 -11,053 -V 

lHlf'IOi$ 601,059 585.057 -16,002 -2.7 
North caroMa 312.630 302,240 -10,390 -3,3 
New MEoxico j32,129 126,103 -6,025 ·4,6 
Pennsy1vanla 770,096 71$,499 -50,599 -se 

35,'90 32,291 -2.699 ".2 
Coiorado 158-,311 136,057 -22,2$5 -141 

Siale Total. $14,1Il1.a44 $16,.f88,fi7 $1,557,623 'OA 
11 u,..,~ IV·A ct..ld <:Nt AFJC bm¢fu ir.cluo;!c 1M F~a-«clnld IUpJJ!lIt <»11eWO<a '" «00 1(1 t.. ~ l:>!he FAmily Aaillal'wt: GRn:_ 

'lI [)oe,nc\ wlu4e l&)'li<llll<l i!.l!'\lh.....:hnlit..,.l "IlIkf I' 1, 1~3n 
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TABLE 3. 


Maximum AFDC Benefit for a Three-Person Family by State 

July, 1m 

State 

Alaska 
Hawaii 
Now York 
Guam 
Conneeticut 

Vermont 
California 
New York 
Utah 
Massachusetts 

Rhode Istand 
New Hamp$hfre 
Washington 
North Carolina 
Minnesota 

WISconsin 
Michigan 
Oregon 
Michigan 
Montana 

North Oakota 
South Dakota 
Kansas 
Iowa 
New Jersey 

Pennsylvania 
Maine 
District of Columbia 
NewM$klco 
llincis 

Matyland 
Nebraska 
Wyoming 
Colorado 
Virginia 

Nevada 
Arizona 
Ohio 
Delaware 
Idaho 

Oklahoma 
Florida 
Mi$SOuri 
Indiana 
Georgia 

Kentucky 
West Virginia 
Virgin Islands 
Arkensas 
South Carolina 

louisiana 
Texa. 
Tennessee 
Puerto Rico 
Alabama 
Mississippi 

ScheduleIGeography _...... 
Statewide 
Suffolk Co. 
Statewide 
Region A 

Chittenden 
Statewide 
New York City 
Statewide 
statewide _...... 
Statewide _...... 
s_-Urban 
Region VI (Wasl1tenaw Co.) 

State\Yide 

Region IV (VJayne Co.) 

Statewide 


State'Nide 
Statewide 
Schedule 1 
Statewide 
State'Nida 

Group 1 
Statewide 
State'Mde 
Statewide 
Group 1 

Statewides_ 
Urban 
Statewide 
Group 3 

Statewide 
Statewide 
Statewide-
Statewide 
Statewide 

Statewide 
Statewide 
S~ewide 
Statewide 
Statewide 

Statewide 
Statewide 
Statewide 
Stat()Wide 
Statewide 

Urban 
Statewide 
Slatev.ide 
Statewide 
Slatewkie 
$1atCYYide 

Monthly 

$923 
712 
703 
673 
636 

633 
596 
577 
568 
565 

554 
550 
546 
544 
532 

517 
'69 
460 
459 
436 

431 
430 
429 
4Z$ 
424 

421 
416 
415 
389 
'577 

373 
364 
380 
356 
354 

34B 
347 
341 
338 
317 

307 
303 
292 
2as 
2aO 

262 
253 
240 
204 
200 

190 
1sa 
185 
'80 
164 
120 

Annual 

$11,076 
9,544 
9,436 
9,076 
7,632 

7,596 
7.152 
6,924 
6,816 
8,780 

6.648 
6.600 
6.552 
6,528 
6.384 

6,204 
_ 5,B69 

5,520 
5,508 
5,256 

5,172 
5,160 
5,14B 
5,112 
5,Oas 

5,052 
5,016 
4,980 
4,6as 
4,524 
4,476 
4,368 
'.320 
4,272 
4.248 

4,176 
4,164 
4,092 
4,05<l 
3,804 

3,684 
3,636 
3,504 
3,456 
3,360 

3,144 
3,036 
2,880 
2,448 
2,400 

2,280 
2,256 
2,220 
2,160 
1,_ 
1,440 

Source: Congr'C""..siona! RilSiltlfch SCl'\lioo, AId to Fllmilies\lllilh 0cperukmI Chik!<1111 (AfDC): ProgrnM 6000fi1 Rules, Juty 1, 1996, 



ENCLOSURE A 

EARLY INFORMATION ON 

HOW STATES ARE SPENDING «EXCESS" TANF FUNDS 


Vcry Preliminary Indications 

Information about how states propose to spend "excess" TANF funds is only preliminary. Most 
state legislatures are working out their welfare reform plans now, and are at different stages of 
decision making. Information from newspaper articles. state press releases, as well as eatly 
reports from HHS Regional Offices suggest that many states are making investments in child 
care. work programs, and supportive services while other states are putting money into less 
"desirable" practices such as supplanting state funds with federal dollars. At this stage, it is hard 
to get information on state expenditures and categories of spending. It is particularly difficult at 
this lime to determine whether states will be spending federal TANF monies or stare maintenance 
ofeffort (MOE) monies on an activity, and whether they are spending new monies or merely 
supplanting state funds with federal dollars. The following material summarizes our early 
infonnation. 

Welfare-to-Work Programs and Child Core 

It is widely acknowledged that helping recipients move from welfare to work often requires up~ 
front investments in training and supportive services. Many states are considering putting more 
money into child care serviees. 1~lorida, Michigan and Tennessee reportedly are adding $60 
milHon, $44 million and $25 mHlion, respectively, to child Care. It is not yet clear if this 
represents simply the increased CCDP allocations states received under the PRWORA or shifts 
ofTANF welfare funds for additional child care funding, Georgia's budget includes $3.5 million 
in federal TANF funds to hire additional staff to coordinate and determine eligibility for child 
care services. Under the child care provisions ofWisconsin's W~2 program, the state intends to 
increase annual ehild care funding from $48 millioo in 1996 to $186.2 million in 1999, The state 
has requested legislative authority to transfer $63.637 million from TANF to child care in 1998. 
They believe that cash outlays originally targeted for assistance can, as a result ofcascload 
dccreases~ be rebudgeted for child care, provided that their economy stays strong and their 
caseload trends continue. Among all states) Wisconsin has had the largest percentage drop in 
welfare caseloads. These state actions to increase child care subsidies may benefit the working. 
poor as well as welfare recipients. For example, the Wisconsin legislature is considering 
expanding eligibility for child care by raising income eligihility limits from 165 percent of 
poverty to 200 percent. 

In discussions with our Child Care Bureau, state officials have indicated orally that they arc 
transferring TANF dollars to CCDr in order to invest in child care, States appear to be spending 
their own funds to draw down fully the CCDF fundjng as well. States report using these monies 
for welfare families. quality improvements and working poor families, Because of the multiple 
demands on TANF dollars. it is worrisome when states spend federal TANf funds on child care 



in lieu of state funds or without first having drawn down aU of tbe child care funding to which 
they arc entitled under the CCDF, which can be spent only on child care. Ifthe Administration 
makes a concerted push to have states spend their excess TANF funding on child care, the 
message hal) to be that federal funds should supplement, rather than suppl~t, state funding 
needed to access the CCDF. 

States are also considering spending more money o.n drug testing and treatment, intensive caSe 
management services. rural transportation+job preparation,job training, and public sector jobs. 
CaHfomia.lndiana, Maryland and Massachusetts are reported to be considering these 
possibilities. These states are aware of the possibility that the remaining adult participants wm 
have more barriers to self-sufficiency than those who have already made the transition from 
welfare to work, and thus that such recipients win require more intensive services, Georgia's 
budget includes $& million in federal TANP funds to purchase job placement services for 
recipients who have traditiQrudly been hard to place. New York's proposed budget would set 
aside $42 million for dient work activity assessments, medical examinations. and incentive 
bonuses for local district pcrfonnance. $45 million to expand work training activi:ties, and $57 
million for a variety of targeted initiatives involving work activities. 

Other TANF Purposes 

States are also looking at the broad Oexibility they have under thc TANF block grant and are 
considering other types of programs. California is considering putting $J41 million into juvenile 
justice services fonncrly funded under the Emergency Assistance prograrn.. Indiana, whose 
welfare caseioads have dropped more than most other states, plans to use MOE monies to create 
more positions for child welfare workers and to increase funding for employment and training 
activities, Plans for the state's TANF funding include rural transportation, energy assistance, 
family planning, working with non-custodial parents, as well as employment services, child 
care. and data collection, Connecticut reports p~annjng to put $24 million ofTANF funding into 
programs such as housing and nutrition. Georgia1s budget includes $3.5 million from the 
Indigent Care Trust Funds to implement teen pregnancy prevention initiatives in support of 
welfare refonn. Indiana is considering funding energy assistance, famtly planning, and 
fatherhood conferences, among other services, . 

Rainy Day Funds 

Because TANF is a block grant, state allocations win not increase in the event of a recession. 
Therefore, a number of states are considering building a reserve in case the economy cools down 
and cascloads increase. While only actual expenditures of state funds can count towards the 
TANF maintenance of effort requirement. there is no requirement that sta.tes spend their full 
federal allocations in the fiscal year in which they become available. Ohio, New York and 
Vcnnont are three states that arc reportedly considering saving significant portions of their 
"excess" TANF funds. 



Senices to Immigrants 

Under the welfare law. qualified aHens are bruUled from receiving Food Stamps and SSI benefits. 
Those qualified aliens who arrived after August 22, 1996 are banned from receiving assistance 
from federal T ANF funds for a period of five years. A number of states have indicated that they 
expect to continue benefits for such aliens nonetheless, using state funds. For example, 
Massachusetts has estimated that it will spend $26 million on legal immigrants who are not 
citizens. In states with substantial immigrant populations, most notably California, continuing to 
provide services to qualified aliens is expected to be a significant financial burden. 

Other Purposes 

Not aU states intend to reinvest their savings in welfare-relatcd services. Some arc treating the 
difference between their MOE requirement! and the amount they would hayc spent under prior 
law as a general surplus. to be used for any purpose they desire, For example, the Governor of 
New York has proposed to divide $416 million between the state and the local governmems, to 
be spent without restrictions, California is considering allocating $562 million over two years 
into the state?s general fund. Texas' Govl"."f11or has proposed to use federal TANF funds and part 
of the state's required maintenance of effort expenditure to repiace $190 million in state spending 
on child protection services and the elderly. The state funds thus freed can be used for any 
purpose including underwriting the Governor's proposed tax cut. 

J, Each state's maintenance of effol1 {MOE) level is set at 75 percent of the state's FY 
1994 spending for AFDe, EA, JOIlS and IV·A enihl care (80 percent if the state fails to meet 
TANF work participation rates), 



ENCLOSUREB 

INFORMATION ABOUT COSTS OF 

INVESTING IN WELFARE REFORil1 


It is difficult to estimate how much more it will cost states to operate welfare to work. programs. 
Since the mid-1980's, MORe and Abt Associates have evaluated numerous work-oriented 
demonstrations with relatively high participation rates, and the per recipient costs reported in 
their major studies have vaned as the table below shows. The gross per person costs to the 
government range from about $2,200 (in FY 1997 dollars) under Florida's Project Independence 
to about $27,000 under the Supported Work program', 

Estimated Gross Costs' Per Person 
for Selected Welfare 10 Work Proqrams 

Program Period of Costs ! In 97 Dollars 

Supported Work" (many sites) 27 months $26,938 

,,, 

,iHomemaker- Home Health Aide" !man;,> sites) NA 14,588
i i, ,Grand Rapids JOBS (Labor Force Attachmenf) ,I 2 years 4,915 

Allanta JOBS (Labor Force Attachmenf) 
'Riverside GAIN 

2 years 

2 years 
, 3,695 

3,299! 

San Diego SWIM 2 years 2,272 

Florida Proiect Independence 2 years 2,1891 
,

Source: MORe {the Homemaker·Home Health Aide project was evaluated by Abt Associates.) , 

• Includes costs of job clubs, case managers, child care, and training..... These costs include: program 
wages paid to participants, but do not include non~we!fare agency costs. Costs shown in this table are for i 
single·parent AFDC recipients averaged across all experimental group members, including those who did I 
and those who did not ~rticipate in program activities. 

It should be noted that while each of these programs produced significant increases in 
employment and declines in welfare outlays) these outcomes do not replicate the work 
expectations and time limits of the PRWORA, Under the Riverside GAIN program which 
produced particularly impressive results, only 23 percent of the program participants were 
working and off AFDC at the end of the project's three-year follow-up period, indicating the 
chalienge, faced by these programs, 

Some states have an especially great need for supportive services, have experienced smaller 
reductions in case1oads, or have other special circumstances (like large urban centers, significant 
areas orruml poverty, Indian reservations, and pockets of high unemployment) which might 

The Supported Work Demonstration provided work experience to hard-to-employ target 
groups including long~tenn AFDC recipients. To help them achieve self-sufficiency, participants 
worked in crews in closely supervised jobs vlith gradually increasing demands. 



• 

require that they make greater costlier im'cstmcnts in economic development or transportation. 
The wide variation in benefit level' aeroSS states (as illustrated in Table 3) highlights the 
difficulties some states win face. Under the ArDC program. the maximum annual benefit for 
family of three ranged from $1,440 in Mississippi to $11,076 in Alaska. Nationally the eost of 
a parHime child care slot is $3,160 a year; • full-rime, full-year slot costs $4,406. In II states 
and territories the cost for part~time child care is greater than the welfare benefit. 

More than in its predecessor programs, TANF requires that states deal with special needs 
populations. These include individuals who are substance abusers as well as those who are 
victims ofdomestic violence. Over a quarter of the AFDC easeland includes adults with 
disabilities and~ under prior law, these individuals were exempted from the training and work 
requirements of the JOBS program. States have never a.ddressed preparing recipients with 
disabilities for work including special case management, remedial services and accommodations. 


