The Clintos Administration has approved 33 demonsirations in 29 siates, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in more
* than half of the states,” more thafi the two previous Aﬁmmas{mums mmttmed In an average month, the welfire demonsirations. cover .
6.8 million people, representing 48 percent of alt recipients. Al of the waliverd whick' we have granted build on many-of the central -

principles of President Chinton's vision for welfare reform, including:

‘More Than Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reforin Uiider the Clintonn Administration -

PRINCIFLE

Twenty-One sates are heipmg Wi& move
from welfare (¢ work, from receiving

welfare checks to carning gaym by

- | increasing-education and training -

opportunities and creating pabtmf;;rwm
sector partnerships,

Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South

21 - Arizona, Cemect;wi, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Iadiana,
Michigan, Mississippi, Missosri, Mouatsna,

Carolina, South Dakots, Yermaont, Virginia
Wisconsia, Wyoming

Time Limited Cagh Assistarnce

Seventern itares axe yeaking welfare &
transitional support system, rather thao 8
way of life, by providing opportunity, but
demanding responsibility in return.

17 - Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Indiana, lows,
Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nebrasks,
Qklahoma, South Carolina, Soutls Dakota,
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin

and encouraging families 10 work not stay
on wellare, so they can achieve and
maintain economiz seif-sufficiency.

Child Support Enfor¢ement Foween srates are 5"“;%'5“{“8 child
support enforcement and sending a clear Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
message that both pareats pwst be Montana, New York, Ohio, Oregon,
responsible for their children, Verment, Virginia, Wisconsin

Muaking Work Pay m&xumm are providing incentives | 25 - Arizona, Californis, Colorado,

Connecticut, Delawere, Florida, Hlinois,
Indiana, Jowa, Michigan, Mississippi,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New York,
Ohip, Oklahoma, Gregon, Pennsyivania,
South Carolina, South Dakota, ’s’wmﬁ
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming - '

Parental Responsihilily

ates ate promoting pareatal
mwmﬁiiay by encouraging education, or
fimiting benefits for families who have
-another chitd while on AFDC, -

22 - Arizona, Arkansas, Californis,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Hlinols, Indipna, Mississippi,
Missouri; Nebraska, New York, Ohio,
Oklahoraa, Pennsylvania, South Careling, .
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Maore Than Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administeation

The Clinton Administration has approved 53 demossirations in 37 states, launchiog welfare reforrm for thousands of families in more than haif of the states, more than the
twg previges Administrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstralions cover over 10 million people, representing over 73 percent of all ecipionts,
All of the waivers which we have grantedf build on many of the centrad principles of President Clinton’s vision for wel{lure reform, including:

FRINCIFLE

L

Work

|

DESCRIPTION

Twengy-Fight stotes are helping people move from
welfare 10 work, from receiving wel{are checks
to caring paychecks, by inoreasing education and
training opportwities and cpearing public/private
secter partoerships,

STATES APPROVED
28 . Arsizona, Connestiont, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,
Liinois, ndiana, Maryland, Massachuserts, Michigan, Mississippi, I
Missouri, Muntana, Nebraska, Morth Carcling, North Dakota, f
Ohio, Oklzhoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, i
Vermoont, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Time Liraited Cash Assistance

Twenry-Four suater are making welfare a
transitional suppert system, rather than a4 way of
life, by providing epportanity, but demanding
responsibitity inretom.

24 . Arizons, Colorado, Comnectiont, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, IMinois, Indiana, lows, Louisiana, Marylsnd, Michigan, ‘
Missonsi, Montana, Mebrasks, Monh Caroling, Noth Dakota,
Oklahota, Souty-Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, Wisconsia

Chitd Suppord Enforcement

Nineteen stores ase strempibening child support
enforcement and sending a clear message that

children.

Maryland, Massachuserts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,

19 - Arizona, Conneoticm, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, 1

-Montana,  Now-Yark,- North Carolina-Norh-Digkota, Ohin;
CCregon, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin

| Making Work Fay Ihirry-Three stefes are providing incentives aud | 33 - Arizona, California, Celorado, Connecticat, Delaware,
encouraging families to wark oot stay on welfare, | Florida, Georgin, tllinois, Indiana, towa, Maryland,
so they can achieve and maintain cconomic sell- | Massachusetis, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montans, North
sufficiency. Carolina, North Dakota, Nehraska, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Permsylvania, South Carelina, Sowlk Dakota, {tah,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Vieginia, Wisconsin,
Wryeming
Parental Responsibility Thirty srotes are promoting parental responsibility | 30 - Arizona, Arkansas, Califarnia, Colorado, Connecticut,

by encouraging educstion, or limiting benefits for
famities who have another child whiie on AFDC.

Delaware, Flovida, Goorgia, Dlinois, Indiana, Louisiana, ‘»
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, Missour],
Montana, Nebraska, New York, Monh Carolina, Narth Dakota,
{hig, Okizhoma, Penasyivania, Soutk Carcdina, Texas, Vermont,
Virginiz, Wisconsin, Wyoming
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Michigan Asks U.S. to Consent
To a Work-for-Welfare Plan

Dy ROBYN MEREDITH

DETROIT. June 27 o e Stitn of
MichHisl aked the Clinise Admin-
lsvarien oy dor pErmiissim
undertalie % viat wallary gverhzat
whese contitl sirevision wauld man-
date wark in wthangs tor tepefioy.

This steernoa the Mae detivered
W the Eoderal Departioent of Hegith
snd Human Servioss an tneh
Bk of documems tequesting the
BECEAERFY Walvery w 75 sxemptions
i &3 e chat Would BIOW I 10 devinte
from e Goverunesrs weiters

mies,

In nddition, ces Mictigan Republl
TR — Sendtor SpEntEr Abraham
a0t Representative Doave Lamp o
miroduced in A9 DALY Septata.
thon ikt wnuid mandate the Governe
TRent'y MEIPPOVE! 4f thek watvers,

Michigan's Govermer, John
Engier, aiong with Gov. Tommy G
Thampaon of Wisconsin, hes been
the forelront of & Repubilcan eftor
o1 1 VAST chinge in natonal policy
shat would and weifsew's sieius as &
Federal etutlsmen: and grast the
Tates, Wih virtualty no sirmgs. o
fuchotity e estgr wnd administas
telr own weltase )

Presideny Clnwn  signaled his
supaare last Santember for ane wal
{areovernagt Bl Bpprovas »y e
Senute bul varced 2 WGter version ol
i calling 16 50 nereh va chlidren, in
e meantime, stetcs Hke Michigan,
paned & warlery of waivery oy
W have procesdnt with
helr owr: axperimenns, Imposing re-
strictdong oo waifars benetlciaries
ok creating work centivaes,

in submit the new walver ry
QUENS wxiay, Mr. Engief, fragueniy
mentoned ax 3 possihie runsing
Maia of Bob Dole, the apparent ke
publican  Presidensial TSI,
aikmad the Admindsteation for the
defay in chargitg Use prtion's web
tary Tawes,

TPresiden: Clismton, who has sais
B w1k (0 #nd Wellice a5 we Krow
i, has done NS uimost i prower -
Liled Syntem Eng Sreserve weifire
A we WNOW I the Governo® siid,

Malissh T. Skeitiald an Assiscam
Secesiary of Homih and Humens
Services. defended Mz Thoton's
teLtre

“The Prevident has suid repeazed.
iy (At Re would tice Cong owwn IRpEaE
sational wallera reform legislation,”
ML Skallield 4940, “ha 0 caix meas-
GIE W RRVe Used sur waivar e
INGTIEY anser cateent \gw to TERIRS
sively eeforms the wolfare Sysiern

e by seae

I8 ak, the Admindstraiion hay now
Rranied 46 wates 2 wocel of 87 guen
wWElverT. &n SAAIR AnmE  rmeaias

seemed we hand s month, when
Mr. Cltwion, In 8 *edic sddtey, #p-
PrRred o andorse W Wiscotsis pian
ingended o aholish wellare, By
since then Adminisitation ofiicings
Bave i trey have coderrny sbout
s?me al thae plan's cesiral provie
tiony,

Both  Michigan and  Wintansin
would move weilsre policy in the
e direction: Tivey wasd mequire
nERLly sl wallare recipiany & wark,
and Suy Wl qUICKLY ot off beng-
s to those who did nor, Dz e
Michigan piss 1208 190 of Wiseon-
€274 propussl, would not
Frarartee o 1ob and covid lseva wvien
Mosa who gualily for benefins withe
oug FoveThmant ¥4

THIS differsnce In e rwo upe
proaches May pake I8 sasier for
Michigia W win the Adusisitirnion's
upproval,

M {cs, ob Wadncidny e Afmine
IStTation aptuved san of an sastier
walvel reduest from Michigan: the
Degartment of Wesizh 254 Human
Services agresd 1 allyw e state to
CUR Off TRs denTIRg (0 L Bgh paT-
enift whd do nem Hive with their cwa
SArN or cihey sduits, and t peen
3L parants who akip schoot.

£ ha seher hand, e
ot Agrcuiture, which hamdias waivar

States’ requests for
welfare waivers
continue to fower.

requests for the foodstemp PIoy
gram, today deniesd Michigan pers
BN 1 cut off FURINEE O the vary
W Deveflifaries whe wers 1
Wabjeee of shy Health and Heman
Borvicer waiver, The depurtment
SAK | lacked the epat wyshorlty 1o
RTERL such & walvey,

Mr. gagir day oagied for My
Clinten 1 approve Michigars agw
wwvet tequests within 30 days, B
M. Seolfield ¢ & decliion was
ghikely 2 come 80 Quickly because
Michigan's complex APFHLRLIGS At
DOt meel sequiremants for spcaiied
fasterack approvel As a resgic, she
. 1 I0-Any perind for public com-
ment is lirst Necossary, and o Ag.
MInIRIEUION'S ganlw il e 28 renchi g
decisinn withiht Iour menths.

The New York
Friday, June

The Michigas piss fakes 4 zarTot.
$hdaitk Bpproach o weiare,

The gt wiyld cul off wsiers
benefits ard food Hamps within &
£aye L5 Medipiznis wiG refysed o
wate & (o Dffered 4o, oo lob WK
svaiiable, 19 (huss w3 Tefused (o
parsre community-service work o

i emroll i fob-i78ining Progrems.
Pt the stess weu'd guarantes se
? zeas 0 hewlth care. transpdviation
g ol cpre for those who paritl
peted I e program. Michmgen
wpuld aise pay W continug MHemcns

TEL:9 414 286-8347

P, 002

Tinas
28, 1995

Wl

! mepafits for one year lor welfare -

racipisat) who find fods m the fith

vate weeiot but etk Beakd wnsur

anoe.

Michigen's weitafe caseload hag
dromped Mgrifizantly over e ixst
£ ¥RArE, Dot 1 |5 waziend whether ¢
15 the <hanpes 1 e potineal cimag
or In e ACURDMIC fHmate that 4o
Serve e graaer cradit _

My, Begier has repearedly poiiad
1o e decling in e giates daseiond

1 g% ovidence thal Wi exriier wallars

Lhatgas 168 warking, *‘m& U BOW
176,534 pronle reCening weifage
penelits i the srate doven M pertent
Iy thi Vel of (we yeses ago,
ma::: e N BErE Bve bedn halbied
By Mighzan's simng  2Lonomy.

Buoyet 3y oan pvlomebile sty

wthal ¥ sarmeg record profigy, ihe

H

; tite Dasi beattied m reCent yeRrs,
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More Than Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration

The Clinton Administration has approved 58 demounstrations in 37 states, laonching weifare reform for thousands of families in more than hall of the states, more than te
two previous Administrations combined.  In an average month, the welfare demonsirations cover over 10 million people, reprosenting aver 735 percent of all recipients,
All of the waivers which we have granted build oo many of the central principles of President Clinton's vision for weifare reform, including:

Wﬁ*’ i-s..}ﬁ Vo

PRINCIPLE

DESCRIPTION

STATES APPROVED I]

Twenty-Nine states are helping peopie move from
weifare to work, from receiving weifare checks
4y carning paychecks, by increasing education and
training opportunities and creating public/private
sector partnernsiips.,

29 - Arizons, Connecticur, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,
Hiinols, Indlana, Maryland, Massachosens, Mickigan, Mississippl,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Caroling, Norsh Dakota,
Ohie, CGkizhoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakoss, Texas,
{hah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginis, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Time Limited Cash Assistange

Twente-Seven stares are makiog welfare &
transitional support sysiem, rather thag a way of
ife, by providing oppoctunity, bt demanding
responsibility in return,

27 - Adizona, Colorade, Connecticnr, Dielaware, Florida,
Georgia, Hinois, dinng, fows, Louishum, Marviand,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Missonri, Monmne, Nebraska, Nonh
Carohina, Nopth Dakate, Obio, Oklaboma, Orggon, South
Caroling, South Bakow, Texas, Vermont, Washingon, Wisconsin

Child Support Enforcement

Tiventy states are sirengthening child sappon
enforcement and sending a clear message shat
both parents must be respensible for their
children.

20 ~ Arizona, Connecticuy, Delawsre, Georgia, Indiana,
Maryiand, Massachusens, Michigan, Missssuppt, Missouri,
Monana, New York, Monbd Oaoling, Mo Dakows, Oldo,
Cregon, Texas, Vermont, Virginds, Wisconsin

Making Work Pay

Thirty-Foeur siates are providing incentives and
encouraging families to work oot stay on welfare,
50 they can schieve and maintain economic self-
sufficieney.

34 - Arizona, California, Colorado, Coanecticut, Delaware,
Florida, Jeorgia, [linols, Indiana, tows, Maryland,
Mansachuseits, Michigan, Misslasippt, Missouri, Monans,
Nebraska, New York, Nooth Carelina, Nogh Dakors, ©Ohin,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsybeania, South Caroling, Sowh Dakota,
Texas, Ueah, ¥ermont, Virginta, Washington, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyomang

| Parental Kesponsibility

Thitty-gne sigres are promoting parental
responsibility by encouraging education, or
limiting benefits for families who have another
child while on AFDC,

31 - Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Connrectivut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, {iHnois, Indiana, Lonisians,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippr, Missouri,
Montana, Nebraska, New York, North Caroling, North Dakot,
COhio. Oklahoma, Chregon, Pennsyivania, South Carolina, Texas,
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming
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THE SILENT

WELFARE REFORMS

Many states are finding creative ways tocut e rolls
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" Editorials & Op-Ed

GIVE THIS WORKFARE
PLAN A CHANCE

Rmmb«c%&azan’h 1992 proraiss 15 end wellare a2 wo
Wnow # gt the oor's 1B piadgr e mefort welfare?
Llimson’s propescd avarhanl was oaa on Capltol HIB, and he
veiood two combacked reform plare, 3F ol yoo beard wak U
debatas 1n Weahinglan, you'd esll welfare reform & dead asd,

Tha trith ls almosl the opposte, States s2¢ sxperimenting,
trying 1o soo what policy changes might turs i welfarc sle-
ty net o sn coonomde isdder, Thir burst of welliry iniove-
ton hay heen foeled by te Clistm Adminiemations greting
7 sates poma 30 waivens from right Badenst rules an AR
Fumbies wtth Deperdent Chiidren, the natlore prénsipel wel-
fare progrers. ftw stihning dnw widosprend the innovtiog
Mag beconie: More Yun 36 million pecqle, ar over 15% of wal
{ars miplents, ere affectnt By siste wrperimentation

Nowe, Wiscorln Goverar Toonmy G. Thompeon haa aged
one of the mesl eweeping overhaais of alt, the "Wiscomin
Warks” plan. it world provide weifire peyments only o thow
wifing to work, soek work, o pet Saining. Ty make “warkAs®
pomelbsic, Wimeonsin wil sroviie cild owre, Job raining, tedng-
poration, extended Medicid banefita and, b same masen, sy
shiivs to emplayers, A% i owa momey, ket Wineredn will s
fuslly apand mare snsy, 0l bt In the Ko s,

The progrem hes promine, snd e foders] goverasment
should grast Wisconain the wadvor & needs, Yot
shouid manitar the progrem uelally, There la a ke of skep
Uchm aboul. whether st wakilied single muther oan sups
port Berself and ber chikdres by warking. espectally when the
et eanamic downium etxikes. Yet, s Supreme Court Jus-
Yon barale Drapdole wrote b 1402, “§t de o o sBR BAppY I
tidents of the fadarad apsiam Ut ¢ tiagle cournguons state
may, i hx cishsss choowe, mive &2 & nborutory wind sy
hovel souial and sognomlc experimetta without risk 4 the
of the countey” Let's find ot ¥ workfare renlly warks.
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Question and Answer on D.C. Waiver

Q: Clay Shaw claims that the Administration is allowing D.C. and several states 1o avord
implementing the tougher provisions of the new welfare legislation by granting them
waivers. How do you respond?

A7 Ar Conpgress included a provision in-the jegislation that would give states the option (o
o - continue their welfare reform demonstrations under the new law, Although we believe

that most states will ne longer pecd waivers to implement welfare reform under the new
law, the Administration has granted waivers 1o D.C. and the two other new states (Jdaho
and Kansas) that requested thern, just as we had for 41 staies previously. Representative
Shaw helped add this provision to the legislation; it clearly protected the 4] states that
had already received waivers, as well as those that received waivers prior 10 the jaw’s
gnactmens. :

It is the Admimstration’s understanding that all states would have to meet the work
participation rates in the legislation. }g other words, his is nof geing to undenmine the
work reguirements in the new law.

{Background: 41 states had waivers when Representative Shaw amended the bill. HHS
has since granted waivers to three additional jurisdictions: Kansas, Idaho, and D.C.
Idaho and Kansas have Republican governors.)
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WELFARE WAIVER PROCESSING TIMES
Median time for approved walvers: 138 days.
Hedian time for actives pending requests: 7¢ days.

in FY535 HHS approved & waliver demonsizastion every nine working
daya.
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Oupstion:
Senator Dole noted that the time it takes your agency te grant

waivers takes yoars, not days. How can you justify pending
waiver requests that are otill on the books from 19947

Angwers

[+

Only 4 states have wailver requests going back to 1894:
Califarnia, Xansas, New Hampshire and Pennsylvania. With
one exception, those $tates had asked us to hold rurther
Federal action on thelir requests.

For example, the oldest pending raquest from New Hampshire
was submitted in Septenber 195931. We offered the State draft
terms and conditions under which ve wowld approve their
request one month later, in Ootober 18%3. The waivey
regquest, basad on State legislation, would have increased
earned income disregards for the purpose of encouraging
work. Though the State included a differant scheme to
increase earned income disragards in a waiver request they
supbmitted last September, they never gave us the ¢go ahexd to
approve that waiver and have never formally withdrawn it.

¥We had worked out the specifics of an agreement withh the
State of XKansas in April of 1535 and stocd ready to approve
the waiver when The State asked us to table further action.
On April 30 of this year, the State submitted an amended \
request which ig now undar reviav.

In the case of Pennsylvania, we proaptly initiated a review
process of waiver roequiring school attandance and expected
teo approve gquickly. However, the State scon thereafter
agked us to hold up further Faderal action while they worked
with the scliodls TO work out certain details. It has
remained on hold at the State’s regquest.

Upon receiving the other Pennsylvania waiver reguast for the
Savings for Education Program, we immediately informed the
State that they might prefer te implament the pravisions
through a State plan anmendment rather than as a
denonstration project requiring waivers. ‘The State chese to
lﬁ@? into this cption, and again, asked us to defer further
action.

Tha only "old” application that a state has not asked us to
hold is one from California that would deny additicnal cash
assistance to fanilies following tha birth of & chila
conceajved while receiving AFDC. Re have offered the State
draft terms and conditions on which we would approve that
walver request on more than one occasion, most recently in a
letier dated February 1, 1996,
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TOTAL -~ 25 applications Irom 18 Siates i

States Appiications - 20 applications from 17 States
wyoting (Now Opportunitios and dew Responsibilities: Phase IY ~ Anendsants;

ACTIVE = Median time pending = 70 days

Regelved: 8713796 Ponding: 9 days
Wioconsin (Work Not Welfare and Pay for performance Demanatration Projects -
Xwndoente)

Recoived: §8/8/36 Pending: 14 days

Hawaii (Pursuit of Mow Opportunitiss (PONO} Program)
Recsived: 5/7/96 Pending: 15 days
Tenneaneo {(Famllies Filrsc)
Recoived: B/1/96 ¥enaings 21 days

Fangan [Aevively Crescing Tomorrow for FYamilics Damonstration)

Recadved: 4730798 Pending: 22 dayo
Maryland (Faxily Invcataent Program)’
Recoived: &725/56 Yonding: 26 days

Michigan {To Strengthen Michigan Families Domunstratiocn ~ Amendmonta)’
Recaeivad: 4/26/36 FPunding: 26 days

dinneaota {Work Pigst Program)
Received: 4/4756 Ponding: 48 days

Minneaota {AFDC Barvier Remownl P:&ject}.
Received: 474796 Ponding: 48 dayo

Salifornia (California Werk Poye Uemoagtrarion Prolest - Amendwonts)®
Recoived: 1A/13796 Fending: 70 days

californis (California Work Pays Demonutration Frofeet - Amendmants}’
Raceived: 3713796 Peading: 10 days

tesh [(8ingle Parent Pmployment Damgnscxation -~ Amendmants)

. Recaiveds 27796 Pending: 5% daye
Indiana (Iwyactiaé Pamilisge Welfara Raform Demonstration Project - Amandments)

Racaived: 13714/9% Ponding: 160 daye
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Oklahoma (Welfare Solf-Sufficiency Initiative)
Received: 10727795 Pending: 207 days
Rose Rampahire (Sow Bampshirve Dmployment Progras)®

Recaivad: 10/6/¢5 Ponding: 2238 days
Ploxida (Pamily Responoibility Act)
Rocaived: 1074798 Pending: 230 daye

Haine {(Velfare to Work Froyrasm)
Recehved: 9720/9% Pondings 244 days
Rew Hampshire {New Haspshire Pmployment Progras and Famlly Assistance §ragram;
Recejvad: $/18/85 Ponding: 247 daye
xlliaoﬁs {Six Month Paternity Eotablishment Demonstyation
aeceived: TFiB/WS Pording: J09 daye
Gesrgia {Jobs First Pruject)
Received: 7/75/95 Panding: 2321 days

xuacmxvs'istate has not accepted roasonable offar)

1 applications frox I State

cajlifornia (Califoraia work Pays Demumstration Project -~ Amendmencs)’

INACTIVE {5tate hag asked U3z to hold further Fsderal aciion)

4 applications from 3 States
talifornia (California Work Pays Demonstrstion Project - Asendeents)’
Rew Hampshire (Larned $ncome Disvegsrd Descastration Projecty?

Fenngylvanis (School Attendance Inprovemant Program}

Ponneylvania {Savings for Zducarion Program)

HOTES:

1. Proposal significantly amends a praviously peading proposal received
694, Ve ware praparsad to approve tha parlier prevosal on April 14,
1985, but the Suate asked ug o hold Yadorxal acsion ponding the outcoms
of snational welfare raform legislaxion.

2. Would axpand provislon of surresntly operating pilot component statowide
and sd8d additional statowide gaovigions.
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3. Would amend current demeugtration by adding requirements that minor
parent live in superivised setting and attend sohool.

$. Would add provisions to the previousliy approved Califersnia wWork pPays
Deemonstratian Project that reduced Haxinmunm Ald Payment (MAP) statewide
and enstabiliohed seglon-basad MAP and neaed erendard.

8. Would add provision not Co Guom gZEndparsnt’'s incomé To b RIHOE parent’s
ehild living in same housahold to the previsusly approved California
Wark Payw Damonstration Proifest.

&. Portios of currently pending application resubmitted under Fash Irask/an
day approval procsdures.

% Would sdd fanmily cap provision $o the previocusly. approved california
Wark Pays Demonstrarion Froject.

8. Would add provisions te docrease benafity after perioda of time on
asciztancs vo tha provioucly spproved Cslifornis Work Pays Demonceyation
Pxojecy.

9. Appiication received 8/20/9%3. It would have incressed aarned income

gitraysrds L0 applicante and reclpiente. SLratg wais zaent drafer tame
and conditionn on which o could have approved the proisct Ocrobor 28,
19383 but choge nek to purfue any further action on khe project. They
sovar foxmelly sespondod fn wrlting aoer withdpow the propesal. Howover,
their sewest proposal includss g different incroase in earned income
disrsgards and many other faastures.
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Status of Welfare Reform Waiver Applications

et A et T Al sttt P T W

; QUESTION:

| What ig the gtatuw of the panding wvaiver raguests fron :
i California? |

‘ !
] ANSWER: :
[ o California currontly has four reguasts for welfare refsrm !

démanstracion pending. Each propeses various amendments |
to the operating Assistance Payments Damonstration I
!

e .

Project and California Work Pays Demonstration Project.
They include:

o The €iret application, dealing with reductions in
AFDC cash benefitsz related to the amount of time a
family has boen on assistance was received Marceh 14, |
1954, ‘The State asked us to hold sur review of a |
request. ?

o Tvha seoond application, would i{wplement a family cap
under which additienal benefits would not be
provided to a family following the birth of a child
concaeived while receiving AFDC. It vas recelved
¥aovembar 9, 1994. Drafr tersms and conditiens on
vhich we might yeach an agreemant were offered to ]
the State in August of 1595 and February of this

, yeax. However, the State has rejected these terms

;J and econditions.

o Two c¢ther applications were recaently received on

d March 13. We have begun a review of these
spplications and published a description in the

Federal Register in order te facilitate public

comment, We have also requasted, and are waiting

for, infurmation from the State cvoncerning how they

would prefer to structure one of these initiatives. |

®*  We have approved five previous applications from the f
E€ate.

;i P S——— L = oot
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| vnat is the status or the pending waiver veguest from Flerida?

| ANSWER:

[ HHS yeceived the waiver request, "Family Responsibllity
i ACT," On Qcroper 4, 19%5.

[ A list of questions and issues was sent to the state on

» Aftay digcussions with the state, draft termz and
conditions were sent on April 18, 193§.

» We are awaiting the state’s regponse and cxpect to move

January 22, 198&. F

toward finsl terms and conditions soon.

AT T e 4 b A o
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What
ANSWER:

HHS roceived Ueorgiafe rogquest for waivers fto implenent
the Joks Piret deponstration on June 30, 1995.

ol TS s s R T

is the ntatus of the pending walver resquest from Seorgia?

/S 5 {o_anbndrent -y et WY
2.‘ T ’”w ! #; #’ as

Bowaver, shortly afterwvard, the sState asked us to again
defexr action on Jobs Pirst in srder e concentyate ocur
efforts on another walver reguest (Work fTor Welfare) that
the $tate had aleo previously asksd us to temporary hold
action. That propesal has since been appxaved and
1mp1emenze§,

At the State’s reguest, we resumed our review of the Jobs
First proposal and seént the State a list of issues and
questions resulting from sur Federal roview on January
19, 1996, We are waiting to receive the State’s response
before moving forward on a final decision.
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What is the status of the pending walver request from Hawvaii?
- HHS raceived Hswaii‘g welfare refory waiver raguast

earlier this month, on May 7,

. wWe have bagun a Fedaral review of the application. In
accordancs vith our procedures for processing these
requests, vo will published a description of the state’s
proposal in the Pederal Register allowing for a l0-day
gg?liu comment period.
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{ \nat 1s the status of tha pending walver reque&t from i
| 112inoia? ?
% . HHS received Illineis’ reguest for waivers to imploment

the Six=Menth Paternity Establishment Demonstration on
July 18, 1995.

Draft terms and conditions en which we might reach an ?
agreement wvere offered to the $tate in Novembher ¢f 1995 i
and February of this year. However, the State has :
rejected these ferms and conditions. B

Based on continued digcussions with the gtate, we sent
ravised draft terms and conditiong on April 24. We are
currently waiting for the state’s response.

................ N S

— I - it 4
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| What is the status of the pending waiver request from Indiana?

AMEMER:
Lo Indiana‘e pending velfare reform waiver reguest, which

would amend the currently operating “Impacting Families
Welfare Raform Demonstration,* was originally received on
Dacombear 14, 1$35 and additional amendments were received
on February §, 19%¢,

» On March 4, 1996 we cent the State a list of issues and
guestions resulting from our Federal reviev of the
proposal. We have been vaiting to receive the State’s
response before moving forward, On May 20 we had a
conference call with state staff to discuss the guestions
and lssues and will shertly send them draft terms and
conditions,
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ON:

dﬁkat is the status of the pending waiver request from Kansas?
EWER: ’

e  HHS received the state’s original welfare reform waiver

raquast, YActively Creating Tomorrow for Families," on
July 26, 1984 and recaived apendments on April 30, 1886,

. Drafy terms and conditisng on which approval c¢ould be
granted wvera sent to the state on Harch 15, 18%5.

. Final terns and conditions of approval were being sent to
the Secretary for a decision on April, 19%5 when the
state regquested that a final decision be put on hold.

e  We receivad the awendsd request on April 30, 1995 and met
with state officials on HMay 13.

. We have begun to drarft Lermz and conditions whieh we will
send to the state soon.
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What ic the status of the pending vaiver request from Haine?

ANSWER:

HHS rveceived the "Welfars to Work Progran® waiver reguest
from the state on September 286, 1935,

On October 19, 1995 we sent the state a list of questions
and issues. We received partial responses to these
guestions and issues over several mnnths betwaen Januaxy

and April 1836.

Draft terms and ceonditions were sent to the state on
April 26 and a confersnce call was heid an May 2 to
clarify remaining guestions.

¥e expect to send revised terms and conditions €¢ the
state shortly and move toward a final decision soon.

|
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What is the status of the pending waiver request from
Maryland?

ANEWER:

- BHS received Narylandre welfare reform wilver reguest,
" ®"ramily Investment Program - Améndments,® on April 2§,
1996.

. We have baquﬁ a review of the application, published a
description in the Federal Reglster in order to
facilitate public comment, and begun discussions with the
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Background

| What is the gtatus of the pending walver request fron
| Michigan? ‘

| ANSWER:

Michigsan’s pending walfare reform waiver request, which
would amend the currently operating “To Strengthen -
Michigan Families Domonstration Project," wag recaived
April 26, 18368,

Wa have begun’ a Federal raeview of the reqguest and a
letter addressing certain issues of concern was sent to
the State May 3. .

Michigan alse submitted another non~welfare reform waiver
reguest which ramains pending. It would permit the State
o givert up to iU percent of a famlily‘s AFDC benefit to
a shelter provider who obtains a2 court Judgment for

nonpayzent of rent or property damage. |

KHS878 is currontly reviewing waiver iszsues related to
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QUESTION:

What ig the status of the pending vaiver regquest from

Minnesota?

ANSWER:

. HHS recaived two welrare refornm waiver applicatioens,
*Work First Progran® and "AFDC Barrier Removal," on April
&, 1996.

¢ Wa met with state officials on May 16 to discuss issues
and obtain clawvifications. .

* We are drafting tarms and aan&ztxons which we will send




.t__}
’%

}

03-21-85 07.11PH  FROM 0ASP2 KEWS DIV 70 84565537 2018/025

mey-21~199s 17:43 FROm . TO 26emiee  P.IB

What {5 the status of the pending waiver reguests from New
Hampshire?

ANSWER:

s We received New Hanpshire’s reguest for waivers to
inplenent the New Hampshire Employnment Program and Family
Assistance Program on September 13, 1985,

. We promptly notified the State that a significant
portion, but not all of the walver request was eligible
foyr oxpcdited raview and approval under our fast~track
process. Tho State submitted a separata request for
these provisions onh October &, 1995 and we promptly sent
daraft terms and uqnditzons to the Stata less than two
weeks latexr.

. The State nevar acceptad terms and conditions undexr the
Past=track review, so we proceaded €0 work diligently
with State staff to reach an agreement on the vhele

package.

. After resolving Iinitial issues and reaching an oral
agreement, wa sent the State draft terms and conditions
on March 19, 1996.

. We have continued discussions with the State on
adaitional issues, but nre waiting on the State to
provide language on apendments they are proposing to
their progran.

. As BoON as we receive these amendments, we are confident
that we will issue a final decision on New Hampshires
propesal.
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QUESTION:

What is the status of the pending waiver regQuest fron
Oklahoma?

ANSWER.:

We recelived Oxlahoma’s request for waivers to implement
the Welfare Belf-sufficiency Initiative on October 27,
18935,

An analysis paper was sent to the State on January 26,
15%6, shortly after we returned from the Federal
shutdown.

The State did not send a response to these issues until
April 4, 1996,

We have resolved the remaining issues with the State and
expect to send Oklshoms draft terms and conditions within
the next week. If they find these acceptable, we would
move propptly to isesue a final decision on thelr waiver.
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QUESTION:

What is the status of the pending waiver reguests from
Pennsylvaniat

ANSWER.:
’ Two applications are pending from Pennsylvania.

. HHS recsived Pennsylvania’s reguest for waivers to
inplament the School Attendance Improvement Program
Septembey 12, 159%4. An snalysis paper listing issues and
questions identified as a result of a Federal review of
thoir opplication for the Schesl Attendence Impreovement
Progran wvas sent to the Stavte in November of 1994. The
State is currently working out details with potential
sshool districts before getting batk to ug to continue
the process of finalizing a dacision on this proposal.

* At our suggsstion, the State is also currently exploring
whethar they would prefer to implement the provisions of
thoir proposed Bavings for Education Program through
State plan snmendment rather than as a demonstration
project requiring waivers. The application was received
Decenber 29, 1994.

Background

il ® The State alse recently wrote us to ask vhether there are

any impediments to receiving approval of waivers to allow
the State to deny AFDC to a person who has been sentenced
for a feleny or misdemeansy offencse or who fails to
appear at a criminal couxt procecding when summoned as a
defendant and 1o allow the State Police and Board of
Probation and Parole fo have acoess to resipient
idantification {finger imaging) records.

» We oent o letter reaponding that we do net have the legal
authority o Approve such waivers. The Secratary of
Health and Human Services may approve waivers undar
authority of section 1215 of the Soclal Security act only
for demonstrations that serve the objectives of the Act,
i.e., to furnish €inanecial assistance and increase family
gapability for self-support. The proposed provisions do
not seem to serve thoge purposes but rather appear to
gerve only criminal justice objectives.

u The letter also gays that we support their intentions and
explain the parameters under which they may assist law
enforcement officials in their duties undexr the Act.
continue to receive public assistancs and remain
financially Qependent on taxpayers., Under section
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What is the status of the pending waiver regquest from South
Carolina?

R:E

. HHS received the waiver application, "Family Independence
Program,® on June 12, 1995.

* We worked with the state to resolve issues and clarify
their proposal.

* On May 3, 1996 we issued final terms and conditions of
approval to the state to implement their demonstration.
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gwhat is the status of the pending waiver reguast from
| Tennessea?

ANSWER: .
4 HES received Tennessee’s request for waivers to implenent
Fanilies First on May 1, 1996,
. We mave bogun a Federal review of the proposal and have
begun inttial discussions with Eﬁﬁ State.
T " —r e o T b ey m——
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| QUESTION:
What is the status of the pending waiver request from uaah’
ANSW]?KL

. HES veceived the waiver application, "Single Parent
Enployment Domonstration - Amendments,* on Fehruary 7,
185K,

i » A list of quastions and issues was sent %o the state on
% April 3, 199&.

i Basedd on the response from the state, we are drafting

shortly.
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terms and conditions which we expect to send to the state




05-21-95 CT:11P¥  TEOM OASPA NEWS BiV T G4565557 FO24/028
FRY-21-1996 17145  FRM 1y Wiy P2
| QUESTION: ,
i . |
| What is the status of the pending waiver request from %
| Wiseconsin?
. HHS received the welfare reform wvaiver spplication, which

| would amend two previously approved demonstrations, on
i May 8, 1996,

| o Wa ars currently reviewing the proposgal and will publish
| a description in the Pederal Register to facilitate
publiec commant.

e
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| o HES recantly received the welfare reform waiver regquest,
*New Opportunities and New Rxspanslbilztzes - Phase 1I
{Amendments), ™ on May 13, 1994.

» We are currently reviewing the proposal and will publish
a description in the Federal Register to fagilitate

public comment,
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
Assistant Secrstary
The Administration for Children and Families
",
\\N@M w TR L N
DATE: % 17 19 ¥6
it

FROM:  Mary Jo Bane ’

Assistant Secretary for Children and Families
Telephone:  (202)401-2337
Fax; (202)401.4678
MESSAGE:
o Deparupeat of Health and Human Serviees
& Administration for Children and Familics
: 370 L'Enfant Promenade, 5.W., Washington, D.C. 20447

e

Phone: (202} 401-9200
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DRAFT--B/1£/96 --DRAFT~~DRAFT
MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: What We're Learning from Welfare Reform Demonstirations

BACKGROUNDG

Since the spring of 1893, the Department hasg approved _ welfare
reform demonstratlons in states. Currently over thrae-
gquarters of all AFDC recipients reside in a geographical area
wnich is subject to one or more welfare reform waiver provigions
That the wast majority of staces have enbodied the
Administration’s approach to reform is evident from the
following:

___ states have strengthensd their work and training
regquirenents,
__ States have made work pay by allowing reciplents to Keep
more of their income when they go to work,
__ states have imposed time limits on agsistance with
protections for children,
. suates have expanded child care f£or familigs in work or
training,
___ states -have implemented requirementa/incentives for teen
parents Lo live abt home and stay in schoel,

states have 1mpi&%enhed tougher child support
enforcement, and
__ states have implemented family caps.

The efiect of these welfare relorms, combined with Administration
policies that have created a strong economy and other pelicies to
eneourage work such ags the EITC expansion, have produced the
longest sustained caseload decrease in the hasvory of AFLC-«from
March of 15%4 to February of 1826 the caselcoad has declined by
over 1.5% million individuals. {Internal comment: The only larger
absolute decrease wag in the rmonths following OBRA of 1981 whickh
eut aboul 400,000 families with earnings or stepparents ¢ff the
roles, but which began to pe reversed after only nine months.
Inteyestingly, in the period of the recent decrezase most states
have reversed one or both of these OBRA policies.) In addition,
participation in the JOBS prograwm is up significantly, increasing
by ... percent from FYY2 to FYS5, and over 1 million adults on
AFDC participate in JOBS or work every month. ALl in all,
welfare reform is truly beginning to end welfare as we know i,

WHAT WE'RE LEERNING

When combined with demonstrations approved by earli&x
administrations, there are zurrantly _  approved weifare reforxm
demonstration projects in Statew, abour three-guarters of
which have actually been implemented. Although the vast majority
have bheen approved since the spring of 1383, becavse of the time
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necessary to obtain evaluatlion results, the best impact
information is about older projects. Later this year will *eai}y
be the first vear in which a number of States approved in the
Clinton Administration begin submitting interim reports. In the
meantime, we have learned a considerable amount about: what good
implementation of welfare reform reqgquires {from guarterly
monitoring reports and implementation studies) and aboul what
welfare reform means in terms of costs and savings {(from cost
neutrality reports).

The remainder of this memorandum cutlines what we're learning
from these various sources of information

STRENGTHENING WORX HEQUIREMENTZ AND WORK INCENTIVES

The Urban Institute, undsr contrast with HES, studied five States
(Utah, Colorade, Iowa, Michigan, and Varmont}, fovusing on issues
related to increasing JOBS participation substantially and '
changing the culture ¢f weliare. This report showed that States
have taken different approaches to similar reform goals. Some of
the key findings from the report include:

- It is posaible to increase participation substantially
in work or work-related ac¢tivities in a relatively
short period of time, bur it costs more noney to do sa.

~ - Child care plays an important rcle in transforming ths
welfare gystem intod a more work-orviented system.

- If large numbers of recipients are placed in
unsubsidized employment and caselcoads decline
substantially, those reciplents left behind are likely
to be the recipients with mulbtiple barriers to
guployment . ’

- Sancesions are an important strategy for reforming the
welfare gystem.

These States have not focused exclusively on work reguirements,
however, to en¢ourage employment. They have also implemented
waivers that allow recipients who work to keep more of their
sarnings. The current “earned income disregards" have been
eriticized for being too complicatad, ending too abruptly and not
being gensrous gnough o provide an effective incentive to work.
Mot surprisingly, one of the most popular waivers granted to
States involves changing these disregards to increase incentives
to work. Not only do such changes encourage work among
recipients, but some workers alse report that they are no longer
relugtant to encourage reciplents to take any job., In addition,
me3t States have significantly expanded eligibility for suppert
geyvices to facilicate the transiticn from welfare to work.

wWhile it is oo sarly to draw conclusions abour the overall
effectiveness of these changes in promoting smployment, it is

[
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¢iear that there are now substantially more AFDC recipients who
are combining walfare with work. Thus, between FY%2 and FY 85,
the percentage of cases with earnings increased by about
parcent .

Comprehensive welfare reform necessarily invelves Ilnvestments in
work programs and in child care, Because welfare veform
demonstrations are expected to pe cost neutral oveyr the life of
the project, most states plan on balancing investments in the
early years with cassload savings in later years. The cost
neutyalifty reports that states submit help us to understand the
extent to which this iz actually bhappening. [need to
complete] For example, it is clear that in many States with AFDC
savings, the emphasis on work and partigipacion in JOBS has led
t¢ increases in child care costs.

TIME LIMITS

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) recently

completed & report on implementing time-limited welfare hased on
the early experiences in Florida, Verment, and Wisconsin. It has
impurtant lesscons fory other States contemplating similar reforms.

4

For example:

- Implementing time limits without adequate time for
planning can pose significanr risks both for recipients
and for the c¢redibilicy of the programs. States must
consider critical issues of services capacity, for
example, JOBE services, child care, systems changes,
and staff training.

- Cormunicating the new program rules to rec¢ipients can
be difficulc, especially when a number of far-reaching
changes are implemented simultaneously. It is
important to continually repsat and reinforce the new
polivies.

- Bach State has expanded ivs JOBS program and is trying
to focus on employwment, bubt thely approaches vary.

The MDRC repore showed that utime limitg are just part of a larger
welfare veform strategy, also invoelving changes designed to get
people off assistance To minimize the number who reach a tiuwe
limit, as well as having policies in place Lo easure that those
who do hit a time limiv have the opportunities and resources to
be self-supporting. Time-limited welfare involves wmany difficult
policy cholces and implementation is desmanding. Since several

tates now have cases reaching the time limit, furthexr research
will identify new issues and strategies. -

LEARNFARE

There are twoe types of Learnfare programs: some requiré taen
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parents t¢ be in school and some recuire depegndent ¢hildren wno
‘are not parents to be in school. 8o far the only evidence we
have of success are with respact teo the foxmer. Thus, findings
from the Chio LERP program show that a learnfare intervention for
teen parents can have positive impacts on school atiendance,
conpletion and subsequent employment. However, su¢h resulls are
not automatic, but depend on the guality of implementation and
pernaps the rarget group. Thus, Wisconsin’s Learnfare evaluation
shows that a school reguirement for both tzens and dependent
children had little impact on school attendance. It also
suggesty that, at least in Milwaukee, that the program has
suffered from substantial implementation failures.

FAMILY CAPS

At his point wa have no very cleay results on the impact of
family caps. Very preliminary analysie from the New Jersey
Family Development Program indicates that over 2 cne yeary period
there wag no difference between experimentals and controls with
respect Lo subsequent births. However, other preliminary
information suggests that the research design was not well-
implemented, and that many controls also pelieved that they were
supiect to the cap. Although claimsg and counterclaims will
continue £o be made abour what the ®results® show, it will
regquire longer time and more analysis to have reliable estimates
&f vhe impact of family caps.

CTHER RESULTE

Several other states have submitted interim evaluation findings,
These generally cover a very short period and they should be
viewed as very preliminary. All represent projects that were
approved by previous administrations, eome of which have been
modified in the Clinton Administration.

- After 2 years, Michigan’s "To Strengthen Michigan’s
Families* {TSMF) demonstraticn which dces ...is
producing very small, but positive, impacts on
employment and earnings, while producing reductions in
AFDT payments. Although the State makes great claims
about the sguccess of this demonstration, by showing
fairly large caselcad reductions since implementation
of the demonstration, the impact reports suggest that
this is due to other factors, e.g., an improving
economy .

-~ Urah’'s multi-faceted welfare reform demonstration
inciudes a diversion component, where familieg that
appear eligible for AFOC may be diverted from AFDC.

The diversion payment can be up to 3 times the regular
monthly grant, About 10 percent of all applicants have
been diverted, and only a small number of diverted
families have returned to AFDC. Since Jdiversion is but
cne of many components, it’s not possible to know for
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certain what impact it has had, but it appears to bhe a
pronising approach.

- Under current rules, an AFDC Unemployed Parent {(UP)
family loses eligibilicy if the principal wage earner
ig emploved for 100 hours or more a month, even if the
family's income ig low encugh to otherwige make it
financially eligible, Waivers of the 1¢0-hour rule
have been reguested by many Btates as & way of
gncouraging employment among two-parent families.
However, preliminary findings from demonstrations that
@liminate the 100-hour rule for AFDC-UP families in
California, Wisconsin, and Utzh guggest that the waiver
had little impact on employment and earnings, and
slightly incerveased case duration and public assistance
costsy.

FUTURE ACTICNS

The early implementation experiences of States are extremely
important. For this reason., the Departwment is initiating further
efforts uo augment state evaluations, ¥We will soon bagin a
series of gite visils to a number of States testing innovative
reforms. These visits will include interviews with State and
local staff, case f£ile reviews, and on-site observation of
program operations. The purpose of these visits will be to focus
on implementation and operational 15&&&8, and what proceduzres
were adopted o resolve them. These raviews will becomz a
ragular part of the menitoring process and the information gained
from them will be shared with other States con an on-going basis.
In addition, the Department will shortly iniltiate two new c¢ross-
state projects examnining impiem&ntatian issugs on: |

1! teen parent school attendance and winor parent living
arrangement reguirements, and 2} strategies to facilitate the
rapid employment «f AFDC applicants and recipients.

CONCLUSION

Waiver demos veally are welfare reforrm and they are bringing
apout fundamental changes in the way welfare programs operaté,
Howevey, reforming welfare is a complicvated process and we can
learn a lot and improve operations as time goes on. (nsed to
complete]
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The President’s Radio Address
Welfare Reform
May 18, 1996
ftaped May 17, 1996]

Good morning.

Four years ago, I challenged America to end welfare as we know it, A few days after
I took office, 1 met with the nation's S0 govemors and urged every one of them to send me a
welfare reform plan that would help meet that challenge.

Many of them have. In the last 3 vears, my administration has granted welfare
waivers 1o a record 38 states —— more states than all previous administrations combined. We
have cleared away federal rules and regulations to permit stales to build effective welfare
reforms of their own. The state~based reform we have encouraged has brought work and
responsibility back to the lives of 78 percent of Americans on welfare,

We're doing a lot more than signing waivers. We've also pressed ahead on
fundamental reforms to make the welfare system reflect the basic values that have stood us so
well for so long: That if you bring a child into this world, you must take responsibility for
that child ... That government will not subsidize irresponsible or reckless behavior ... That
welfare is a second chance, not a way of life.

That is why | signed an executive order o require federal employees to pay child
support. | toughencd sanctions on welfare and food stamp recipionts who refuse to work. |
took action carlier this month to reguire teonage mothers to stay in school and sign personal
responsibility contracts, if they are to receive welfare benefits. And it is alse why 1 sent
Congress a sweeping welfare reform plan that would do all this and more.

Our hard work is paying off. America is in the midst of what The New York Timgs
has ¢alled a “guict revolution” in welfare reform under my administration. The number of
Amcricans on welfare has dropped by 1.3 million since ] took office in January 1993. Food
stamp rolls are down. $o are teen pregnancy rates. What numbers are up? Child support
¢ollections, which have jumped 40% ... and the number of people who are required 1o work
as a condition for receiving welfarg,

Today, I am pleased to report that two states -~ Wisconsin and Maryland -~ are
adding momentum {0 this "quief rovolution” Last week, Wisconsin submitted for approval
the outlines of a welfare reform plan that is onc of the boldest yet atternpted in America -
and I am encouraged by what I have scen so far. The Wisconsin plan will replace & welfare
system that is based on dependency with one that is based on work,



Under the Wisconsin plan, people on welfare who can work must work ——
immediately. The state says it will see to it that families have health carc and child care so
parents can devote their energies to getting off welfare and going to a job. They will leam
that if you don't go to work, you won't get paid. And if you do, you will have the dignity of
carning a paycheck, not a welfare check. The plan will send a clear message to tcen parents
as well: if you are a minor with a baby, vou will receive benefits only if vou stay in school,
live at home, and turn your life around,

All in all, Wisconsin has the makings of a solid welfare reform plan. We should get it
done. And I pledge that my administration will work with Wisconsin to make an effective
transition to & new vision of welfare based on work, that protects children and does right by
working people and their families.

And Wisconsin is not alone. Maryland just came up with is own innovative reform
plan. The Maryland plan cracks down on welfare fraud. It comes down hard on parents who
turn their backs on child support, And it helps working parents with child care so they won?t
be driven onto the welfare rolls in the first place.

The reforms in Wisconsin, Maryland, and other states are encouraging for two reasons.
First, because they give us hope that we can break the vicious cycle of welfare dependency.
And sccond, because they make clear that there 1s a widespread national consensus, shared by
both Democrats and Republicans, on what welfare reform should look like.

So the states can keep sending me strong welfare reforny proposals —-~ and T'll keep
signing them. I will keep doing cverything in my power as President to reform wclfare, state
by state, if that's what it takes. But there’s 3 faster way to bring this welfare reform
revolution to the cntire nation.  There are bipartisan welfare reform plans sitting in the House
and Senate right now that do what Americans agree welfare reform must doo require welfare
recipients to work, limit the time people can stay on welfare, toughen child support
enforcement, and protect our children,

So 1 say to Congress: Send me a bill that honors these fundamental principles. I'll
sign it. Let's get the job done, and bring welfare reform to all 50 states. And then we'll
move on to the other challenges we face as we stand at the dawn of a now century,

‘Thanks for listening.
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U.5. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Michael Kharfen
Friday, May 3, 1996 (202) 401~-9215

HH8 APPROVES SOUTH CAROLINA WELFARE DEMONSTRATION

HHS Secretary Donna E. Shalala today announced approval of
Family Independence Act (FIA), a'statewide welfare project in South
Carcolina. This is the second waiver demonstration for South
Carolina approved under the Clinton administration.

"South Carolina's new project brings the total to 60
demonstrations approved by the Clinton administration -- more than
all previocus administrations combined,Y said Secretary Shalala.
"president Clinton ;5 making good on his pledge to help states
change welfare as we know it.”

The Family Independence Act requires that Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) applicants participate in job search as a
condition of eligibility. Recipients must sign an Individual Self-
Sufficiency Plan outlining employment and training reqﬁirements,
family skills training, and, if necessary, substance abuse
treatment. Childreh will also be reguired to attend school. There
will be sanctions for failure to comply with the plan's requirements
or refusing an éffer of employment.

AFDC benefits will be limited to two years, with good faith
extensions. There will be no additional cash benefits for
additional children born 10 or more months after the family enrolls
on AFDé, but vouchers will be available for child-related
commodities,

- More -
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When a éﬁmily reaches the time limit, if the parent requests an
extension, the state may require the family to relocate in order to
accept a bona fide job offer in ancther part of the state. The
state will provide rslecation assistance, including funds for moving
expenses, housing search, child care, and rent for the firsi month.
The relocatiai provision would apply only to families living in
counties where the unemployment rate is 50 percent higher than the
rest of the state. The state will also consider good cause
axceptions.

FIA expands AFDC eligibility for two-parent families by
removing the 100~hour employment rule and inzréasing the resource
limit te $2,500. Recipients can also own one vehicle worth up to
$10,000 and can save up to $10,000 in an Individual Development
Account. They can keep earned income »f children attending school,
and interest and dividends of up to $400 per vear.

FIA requires parents to participate in a family skill training
- progranm when appropriate. It increases the amount of child support
pagsed through to AFDC reciplients incrementally to 1006 percent, and
requires extensive information for paternity establishment.

"south Carclina‘'s’ project combines tough time limits and
ganctions with incentives t¢ help families transition frém welfare
to work," said Mary Jo Bane, assistant sacretary for children and
families. “FIA wili make a difference for the peocple of South
Carolina,®

The demonstration will vpefate for saven years and include a

rigorous evaluation.

#iF
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Wawers Chaf%fge the Face of Welare

bﬁ?zm{&. Tuni, AL™

entitlement.

In letting states go their
own ways, Clinton has
already made relief more
a privilege than an

casclesds, included are Cali-
foraia, illincis, Ohioand Texas.
{New York will ;ﬁw‘:;abiy oin
the lizt soon.)

Many of the walver m{;zzests
subhmitied by states Initially
oroposed an absolule terming-
ton of bengiits after the time

By DGUGLAS 1. BESHAROY

iimit. 8o far, however, the
Clinton adminisiralion hasg

' ¢ Bl Clinloy and Bob Dole ockey
A-fm- positios a8 the candidate who

i tougher on welfare reform, &
iarger point has been migsed. Clinton's
permissiva approach 1o granling states
waivers from the strictures of federal
law has get in motion lorces that are
transforming welfars in ways that even
Ronald Reagan would envy: In more and
mars slates, walfare is leoking more Jike
& privilege 10 pe.earnsd.than an
entitlement.

The Social Sacurity Acl gives the
pxecutive branch authority to waive
many of ¢ requircments embedded in
federal welface law..a power that Clin.
ion hog uged Hiberatly, His adrinistration
has pranted more than 50 walvers to 37
sialer Bofore Clinton, waivers of major
programmatic components wers
exiremely rare, :

During the administration’s first three

years, the waivers wore usually modest

in seope.-The most common aliowed -

recipients who go to work or gt marcied
to keep more of their earnings of te stay
en Medicnid Jengor. Others reduead ban -
afils if weliare methers failed to send
thelr children 1o school, keep thoir
hmmunizations up 1o dsie angd so farth.
Beoneficial as they were, these walvers
amounied o liftle more than tinkerlng
with the basic program.

Bt in recend months, 25 states hava
received waivers that go o the vary
hoari of the program: They end the
absolute and unconditions] entitiemsnt
o long-igrm benefits (five more states
have slnilar waivers pending). Aboul
half compictely terminate sash benefits
and abowt half trigger 2 work require-
meni afier 2 speeific period on the rolls,
asually 24 or 36 months, Thrae athars
terminate bevefits afier a poeriod of man.
datory work.
© Don't assume thal the only stales
making these fundamental cheages are
small ones. with minimel weifare

ingisted that there be gome sort
of preteziion for long-iorm recipienis,
even when Uie state did nat wanl ong-—
aithough there i3 no lelling what ihe
Clinton White House might do in the
heat of the campmgn. According o con-
gressional leslimony by the assistant
geerotary in charge of the program,
“Time limilad benehits mugt be followed
by jobs, supporied work or some oiher
continuing support for thase whe have
plaved by the rules.”

Henczz, ajl approveé stale Whivers'
have stone sort of safety -net-tike oxcep-

. tion al the end of the time imit. The most
commoen oxeepions are personal bard.
enln (14 states), inabilly 1o find a &b
(13}, the caretaker's age {10} andthe
child’s age {(ninel,

Although soma crities argue thai such
exemptiona‘éx‘isceraze the eflectiveness
of 8 time Hmil, mes Americans will wel-
ceme the anparenl assoranse ihat (he
truly needy aro sull being protected.
More importani, it looks iike such
gxemplions will not provent states from
rhrowing people off wetfare—eapociolly
those who do nol comply with new
requirements to ook {or a joby, participate
mgab training or accepl a publin service
fob,

Sinep lowd's 1eughensd roguireinents

ok cifectin Qotober 1884, an averageof
165 families » month have been subjectad
to_six-menth suspensions of cash assis-
tance. ln the {ast sty months, hundreds
have bosn throws off tha rolls in Virginia
for various forms of noncompliance.
. As these numbors suggest, the states
arg unlikely 1o turn the sorows and sud-
gealy tnrow a high proportion of current
recipients off welfare. Even the maost
congervative politicizny witl not want
tens of thousands of horeless families in

“the streets, Nevertheless, this new round
of waivers hag the practical effect of
éaémg the unconditional entitlement 1o

welfare and, in its stead, has given
adminisiz‘awrs and eassworkers vist

new dlSﬁrf‘ﬁﬁﬁ in decldirg w}za gets
welfare.

The siale-by.siate waiver pracess i§
an m{,xz:»ccted and unintended way io
refortn welfare, al least parlisily, The
federal government gets reform on the
ehaap, without an up-front appropriation
of vast.now furiting for iob training and
ehild eare, The states get & measure of
the fiexibiliiy they wani, without the
financial risks inherent in the Republican
Block grants, alithough also without thair

financial advaniage as cageldads decling,

And Bill Clinlon gets a2 cradible claim
that he did, indeed, reform wellare,

" But there is also a downside io using
guch an informal poliey instrument o
make these momedious changes: Many
tmpartant issves go bnaddressed or are
hidden from public view. One troubling
example ig the vague standards being
sstablished for exernpling famities from

“the tine' limits {and the potential for’

arbitrary application}, Ohio's provision s
typicak “Extensions of welfare payments
will ke provided afler reaching = time
Hmit i the famsily chows good cause—
whith includes the imability, through so
faull of Lhe individusl, ta obtath or retain
employment.”

What does i mean tobw unable to work
“through no fault of the individuai™?
Does i, yoean that walfare mothers must
izave thelr children with relstives, must
work at the minimum wage without
medical bonefits, must spend many hours
iraveling to a low -paid job¥ How are sush
grueial dosigions to be made? And by
whom? Anyone whe, iike this old veteran
of the civit rights struggies, remembers
when ragial minorities were routinely
denigd welfare or hassled abeut $taving
on will wish thal such ssues had Geen
margtheroughly addressed.

in 1882 candidaie Clinion promised 1o
“end welfsrg a8 we know 8.7 By affec
tively ending the wellare ontitlement,
that is just what be has done. To hig libe
aral supporiers, Clinton may tlebm that
the Republicans made him do it For the
genera: eiectorate, however, he will be
sure 10 ¢isim Lhal he kept his promise.
Ang, for betier or werse, he has,

Bruglas J. Besharov 8 4 vestdent scholar
af the Awmericen Entorprize Institule for
Public Policy Research and @ visiting pro-
fessor af the Univereily of M aryfzsz Srhool
af Public Affairs,

Arabs Ponder How to S‘alvage Peace

» Middle East: Netanvahu's

zlection might send Israel down a
different path.

In a flagrant breach of this principle,
indeed, of the whole caneapt of peace as
adopied in Madrid, Nﬁtaayahu has openiy
declared that he will nol 1R t?za* Golan

I  mtrmrled or For b tmrcae EE91.:0 - 3. I

comemitiments, There can be no talk of coo-
nomis incentivas snd of a Middie East mar-
ket as long as {syael makes military dizcus.
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Record Type: Record

Ta: Bruce N. Resd/CPOAEGE, Eleng Xagan/OPLIEGP

o6t Cyntivia A, RiogsQPINEQP
Subiect: Wailver info; axpiration dates are in parenthesss

1. The following states used definitions of work or heurs of work in thelr waivers that did
not require waivers of prior haw, but would qualify as inconsistencies under HHR's
proposed reg and therefore could continue:

Connccticut (20033 Delaware (2002}

Hawan (2004-2005) : Miassachusetts (2005)
Minnesota (2001 - 20023 Missouri (2000)

Nebraska (2007} New Hampshire (2001 -2042)
North Dakota 2003) South Carelina (2003 - 2004}
Seuth Dakota {1999) Tennessee 2007 - 2008)
Texas (2002) Utah (2000)

Vermont (2001)

HES says the list above is probably incomplete, and it may also include:
Virginia, Indiana, fowa, llinios, and maybe Oregon and Michigan

II. The Following states have thne limits that could continue becanse they are inconsistent
with current law:

Arizona {2002) Connecticut 2003)
Delaware (2002) Florida (2001

Hawall {2004 - 2005 Hiinow 2000)

indiana 2002} fowa (1998)

Louishuna (20023 Nebraska 2002y

North Caroling (2001 - 2002 Ohio Q00L

Oregon 2002 South Caroling (2003-2004)
Tennessee (2007-2008) Texas 2002

Virgimia (2003} Wisconsin (2006}
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WAIVERS (WI) W“W“ wes

The Clinton Administration approved waivers 1o iimplement four welfare reform demanstrations
for Wisconsin, Walvers tor five welfare reform demonstration were approved previously,
Waivers requested for two demonstrations remainad pending upon the date of enaciment of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act of 1996 (PRWQORA), -

* Learnfare 1 and 11 and Other Demonsiration Compenents {(Approved Sept 1938y
Preliminary Results of im{z:z::zs of Learnfare I {3 semesters)
Some small but significant increasss in school participation were found in the fisst and
second semesters and for specific subgroups (dropouts, teenage parents, older teens, and

teens living cutside Milwaukee]. However, by the third semesier no effects of Learnfare T~
were detectable fur any of the subgroups or for study sample of teenagers as @ whole.

d

’ Parental and Family Responsibility Demonstration Project {Approved April 1992}
. Two-Tier Welfare Demonsiration Project (Approved July 1992}
* Vehicle Asset Wajver Demanstrution {Approved January 1993

. AFDUC Special Resource Account Demonstration (Apgroved Jaousry 1993}
. Waork Not Welfare Deamunstrution (Approved November 1993;

In two counties, combines AFDC and cashed-out food stamps benefits into one Work Mot
Welfare (WNW) pavment with beneftts limited to 24 monthly paymenis and 12 months
of transition bemefits within & 48 month period; after 24 months of paymems no
additional cash payments are gvaiiable for 36 months unless an exemption is granted,
WNW benefit must be "varned” by participation in education, training or work-relaied
activities and in most cases benefits do not change between ¢ligibility determinations as
income changes. The AFDC portiun of the WNW payment for children conceived afier
first receiving 2 WNW payment is nof increased uniess @ child was conceived after not
receiving 3 WNW gayment {07 3ix months; chiid support cotlections are paid directly 10
the family; the 100 hour rule is eliminated for AFDC-UP cages; and earned income
discagard of §30 and 173 i replaced by continuaus disregard of $30 z2nd 1/0.

. AFDC Benefit Cap (ABC) Demonstration Project (Approved June 1994)

Statewide, with exceptions, eliminates increassd AFDC benefit for additional children
sonceived while recgiving AFDC.

» Pay for Performunce Project {Approved August 1995}

Statewide, requires new AFDC applicants o mest with a financiul planning rosourcs
specialist who will emphasize alternatives 1 welfare, reguires all JOBS son-gxempt
individuals to cumplete 60 hours of JOBS activities during a 30 day application period;
eliminates  the [00-hour rule provision for AFDC-UP recipients; requice
applicanis/recipients with children under age 6 to participate full-time {more than 20

BT 0i e
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hours per week} in JOBS! assign JOBS mandatory participants not working 30 houors or
more per week 10 up W0 40 hours of JOBS activities and reduce AFDC benefits for each
hour of non-participation without good cause by the federal minimum hourly wage with
no corresponding zdjustment in the Foud Stamp alloument, and further reduce Food
Stamp benefits at the same rate to make up any difference. Further, in any month when
the hours of panicipation in JOBS fall below 25 percent of assigned hours, feduces
AFDC grant be 10 80 and Food Stamp allotment to $10.

» Wisconsin Works Child Support Demonstrution {Approved February 1997)

Statewide. pavs all current Child support cotiected on behall of families receiving
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) assistance dirgctly o the family and
ali collected arrears accruad on their behalf as of the manth of thelr eligibility for TANF
assisiance.  These ¢hild support paymams will not reduce the amount of the family's
TANF bensfits.

Waives& pending upon enactment of PRWDRA: —
. " Work Not Welfure Demonstration and Pay for Performance Project - Amendments
. Wiseonsin Works {W2}

These waiver requests included a child support pass through provision which was

approved in February 1997 {see sbove). Action on other waivable [V<A provisions is
unwarranied as they may oe implemented under the staze’s TANF plan.

sat iy pe
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WAIVERS (A2)

The Clinton Administeation approved walvers 1o implement one welfare reform demonsteation for
Anzooa,

. Employing and Moving Peyple OF Welfare and Encouraging Responsibility (EMPOWER)
Program {(Approved May 1395)

Statewide, will not increase benefits for additional children cooceived while receiving AFDC;
limit bensfits w0 aduits w0 24 months in any §0 month period; allow recipients w deposit up to
$200/month {with 50 disregarded) in Individual Development ACCOURES; reguire ruinor
moihers 1o Hve with pacents; extend Transitonal Child Care und Medicaid 10 24 months and
elimigate the 100-haur rule for AFDC-U cases.  Also, in 2 pifot site, will provide individusls
with short-term subsidized public or private OJT subsidized by grant diversion which includes
caghing-out Food Swmps. )
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WAIVERS (IL)

The Clinton Adminisuaion upproved walvers 1o implement four walfare reform demonstration
for Hlinois. Walvers for two welfare reform demonstrations were approved previousiy,

» A Chance for Self-Sulficiency {Approved May 1989)
* Fresh Start Demonstcation (Approved January 1993} 5\.} < L\

Note: Originally approved as Multi-Pronged Welfare Reform Demonstcation
* Work Pays Project (Approved November 1993)

Statewide, adds component to the Fresh Start Demonstration which changes earnings
digregards and increases gross inceme test,

. Work and Responsibility Demounstration {Approved September 1995/Amended
T August 1996

The demonitestion includes six components, five of which will be implemented statewide.
1} Targewsd Work Inisative - limits reczipt of AFDC bensfits © z wtal of 24 monts
without sarnings for households whose voungest child 5 at least 13 years of age; any
month with hudgeted income due o employment will not be counted toward the 24 moenth
time limit, 23 Get a Job Initdative - requires new applicants determined to be job ready
and whose childeen are between 5 and 12 to participate in job search for up to six
monchs. 3) Family Accountability - eliminates increase in assistance payments resulting
from the birth of children conceived while the parent was receiving assistance, 4) Job
Track - subjects exempt voluntzers for JOBS 10 the same requirements and sanctions 28
nons-exenipt participants; limits participation in basic education or GED programs o two
years uniess the individual is working or participating in an approved work activity. 3)
Seif-Sufficiency Plan - requires all applicants and reciplients 16 complete a self-sufficiency
plan as a condition of ¢ligibility. 6) Quanterly Budpeting - in selectad sites, requires
cases with earnsd income W report income quartecly; the information will be used w0
prospectively budget income for the next quarter. Falure 10 report earnings will result
in case closure and OVErpayment {eCovery.

Amended 10 include additional two provisions: centrally closes cases for failure © repont
earnings based on compurer matching against wage records; and disregards value of ¢ne
vehicle.

. School Attendance Demonstration (Approved September 1995)
Statewide, may require participation in a plan for pbor elementary schoof attendance and,

upon continuarion of poor anendance, the ‘establishment of a protective payee,
progressing to a sanction resulting in the removal of the caretaker’s portion of the AFDC

grant,

Bl -
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Six Month Paternity Establishment Demenstration {(Approved June 1996)
Sratewide, requires more exiensive information for cooperation with paternity

establishment and incraases sanctions for continued non-cooperation that occurs beyond
six months after notification of requirements for cooperating in establishing patecnity.

TANF STATE PLAN (IL)

The Stare of Nlineis has not submitted 3 TANF State Plan,

Food Stamp Waivers

EaE 108 g

Iinois has received three waivers for certain areas of the suate, partly due to
unemployment greater than 10%, partly due o unemployment 20% abave the national
average, and pantly due to insufficient jobs. There are also three more requests pending.
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WAIVERS (IN)

The Clinton Administration approved waivers to impiement two welfare reform demonstrations
for Indiana,

- Impacting Families Welfare Reform Demonsiration Project (IMPACT) {Approved
December 1994}

Originally approved as "Manpower, Placement gnd Comprehensive Training Program.

Statzwide, for up to 12,000 jobeready AFDC adult recipients, measurad 21 any point in
time: lmits AFDC cash benetlis o 24 consecutive months, extends grant diversion ©
up to 24 months; freezes AFDU benefits for up to 24 months for working recipients at
the payment tevel In effect at entry imo employment; increases the AFDC resource limit
10 31,5000 extends post-zmplovment supportive services (2.2, case management); and
increases sanctions for fallure w0 Comply with JOBS program requirernents, For gl
AFDC families statewide: eliminates the incremental increase in AFDC benefits for
addidonal chiidren conceived on welfare and does not count such additional children for
purposes of the JOBS exemption for the care of a child under age 3; esiablishes fiscal
sanctions for volumazily werminating emplovment; requires AFDC applicants and
recipients to sigh 4 personal responsibility agresment; eliminates the 100-hour rule for
AFDC-UP; requires childran 50 suead school and w be irnmunized; eliminates the JOBS
exemplions for recipients living i roral or hard-to-sccess areas and those empioved 30
or morte hours per week: establishes food stamp eligibitity periods that are consistent with
those in AFDC a0d Medicaid; for the purposes of determining food stamp eligibility and
benefits, disregards child support payments and earnings for a 6-month period following
the initiation of employment, and requires Food Stamp Program fair hearing reguests to
be in writing. Also, inup to § counties, (he State may implement Emergency Assistance
pilots.

L] Impacting  Families Weifure Reform  Demonstration Project (IMPACT) -
Amendments {Approved August 1996)

Statewide, amends previously implemented demonstration to rmpose 24-month limit on
AFDU, provide ! additional month for euch 6 months full-time employment; require
minor parents 1o live with a specified celatives and coum the-relative’s income and
resources; extend fraud penalties: establish 3 unexcused absences as "unacceplable school
atendance” for dependent children; provide one-half the amount otherwise payabia for
family cap child as a voucher; aliow employed AFDC recipient oprion of receiving child
care or an AFDU payment squal 10 the family's benefut before empioyment] require
sstablishment of paternity as 3 condition of eligibillny; establish additional conditions of
eligibility for AFDC, impose penalties for illegal drug use; subject JOBS vulunteers
JOBS sanctions, eligibility test will be 100% of the federal poventy in lieu of 185% of
nged; gxpand voluntary quit penaities; and limit transitional child care (o 12 months in
the period of the demonstcaiion,

Yyt (0 ose
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WAIVERS (1A}

The Clinton Administcation approved waivers o implement two welfare reform demonsurations

S for lowa,

Family Investment Plan (Approved August 1993)

Statewide. changes income disregards, increases resource Jimits. limits JOBS exemptions,
extends child care transitional benelit to 24 months, requires most parents 10 develop seif-
sufficiency plan which includes individually based time frame for achieving self-
sufficiency.  Those unable to achieve selfesufficiency, but demonstrating effort and
satisfactory performance, will have their time frames extended; those failing to do 50, or
choosing nat 1o develop a plan, are assigned to 2 Limited Benefit Plan under which their
AFDC cash benefits can be terminated aher 3 months and their family’s after six months
followed by a period of six months during which they cannot re-apply.

Family fovestment Plan - Amendments (Approved April 1996)

Statewide, smends the Family Invesiment Plan Demonstration, changing the currem JOBS
exempiion from parsris with children younger than § months old 0 vounger thas 3
months ofd. requiting minor parems 10 Iive with an adult parent or legal guardian;
requiring parents age 19 and younger 1 aend parenting classes: requiring minor parents
(o participate in high schoo! completion acrivities: and disregar¢ing earned income of full
time students age 19 and younger.

Findings of the Limited Benefit Plan {LBP) Study ~ May 1997

-7 ST it pan

The results show that the termination of cash benefits appears 0 move soma families
wward self-sufficiency, while removing an important financial safety net for others,
resulting in a decling in their sconemic well-being, The results also show that placement
in the LBP does not appear to shift the burden of depandency from the public sector to
the private, nonprofiz sector, However. this study teveals strong evidence that extended
family, friends, and nsighbors provide importam emotional and material suppornt to LBP
families whose cash assistance has temporarily ceased, Case-study interviews with these
families indicate that this support does not abways endure, implying that these families’
might be more reliant on private, nonprofit social service providers if the LBP period of
no cazh benefits were longer than & months.
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WAIVERS (MD)

The Clinton Administration approved waivers 1o implement two welfare reform demonsirations
for Michigan. Waivers for one welfars reform demanstration were approved previously,
Waivers requested for ong demmonsiration remained pending upon the date of enactment of the
Personal Responsibiiity and Work Opportunities Ast of 1996 (PRWORA).

 J

To Strengthen Michigan Families Demonstration Project (Approved Angust 1962)

To Strengthen Michigan Families Demonstiration Project - Amendments (Approved
October 1994}

Statewide, eliminates deprivation as ebigibility factor; removes certain AFDC and Food
Stamp Program restrictons on salf-employment business income and assers; excludes one
vehigie of any vilue; requires immunization of pre-schooi-age AFDC children; allows
federal funding for visitation and custody services provided by the child support
enforeement agency; pilots applicant job search; efiminates JOBS exemptions; and
changes sanciion under the JOBS t0 25% of AFDC and Food Stamp benefits for the first
12 mopths of non-compliance and loss of Lumily's AFDIC henefits after 12 months of
non-participation,

To Streagthen Michigan Families Demonstrution Project - Further Amendments
{Approved June 1956)

Statewide, adds 2mendments that require minor paraats 10 live in an aduli-supervised
sening as g condition of eligibiifty, and require minor parents who have not graduated
from high school 10 untend school or receive a fiscal penaity eliminaiing AFDC sash
benefits for the minor amd her children.

Prefiminary Results of Impacis of the Provisions of To Sirengthen Michigan Families 3rd
year HNpacis) :

Swatistically significant but modest increases were found In employment {2.8 - 4.2
percentage point increases amung different subgroups) and earnings ingreases were found
for onewparent family cases who were on assistance a1 e time the provisions were
implementad {3 $442 increase) relative o the control group at the three-year point. The
initiative alsp produced reductions in the rate of receipt of cash assistance and the amount
of AFDC payments {3 decrease of zhout $114 over the third vear. In addition, the
project was found w ingrease the proportion of cases which combingd work and welfare
by abhowt 2.5 percentage poing.

Waivar& ending upon & &n: of PRW ;

To Strengthen Michigan Families Demonstruation Project - Further Amendments

i
Though never formerly withdeawn by tha state, activn un waivable TV-A provisions is
unwarranted as they may be implemented under the state’s TANF plan.

A LXpm
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WAIVERS (OR}

t

The Clinton Adminisiration approved waivers w implemeant two welfare reform demonstrations for
Orggon.  Waivers for one welfare reform demonstration were approved previously.

L]

JOBS Waiver Project (Approved July 1992) %a\ggﬂ,\
JOBS Plus Demonstration {(Approved September 1994}

I six counties, provided program participants with shors-term subsidized public or private OIT
at State minimem wage and supplemental payments 10 offser any loss of benefus, provided
participants with workplace mentoring and other support services, created smplover-funded
“individual education sccounts,” and distributed child support collections directly to custodial
family. Modified eligibilhy compuiation and income disregard, and increased resourge Hmitation
w SH0.000 for program parvicipams.  Subseguently consolidated into Oregon Option
demonstration.

Oregon Option (Approved March 1996

tatewida, incorporatey waivers already approved in 1992 for JOBS Welfare Program and in 1954
for the JOBS Plus Damonstration with previousty pending waiver requests (0 increass the AFDC
vehicle asset fimit and extend transitional child care. Also, with some exceptions, limits receipt
of AFDC berefits 1o no more than 24 out of 34 months for families with emplovable parems;
alfows case manager w determing JOBS exemptions on an individual basis; eliminates the time
restrictions on job search; imposes progressive sanstions, leading 1o full-family ineligibilicy, for
non-compliance with JOBS; requires incligible alien pareats of AFDC children to participate in
JOBS; requires counseling fOr recipients with substance sbuse problems; requires {2en parenis o
hive in an adult-supervised setting; eliminates the 100-hour rule and work history requirements
tor AFDC-UP; increases asset Limit 1o 2,500 tor non-JOBS participants and $10,000 for JOBS
parzicipants, and treats lump-sum paymenis as an asset; and requires annual AFDC eligibility
redelerminaions. ,

3
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I don't know if you've seen this report, but it's an interesting
compendium of what state plang reveal about inconsistencies between
walvers and the law. See pages 4-7, for example.

It raises the question of whether it i1s vime to revisit the

gquestion of these inconsistencies., HHS's strategy is to ignore
this issue, as you know, and hope it doesn’t become public.

Diana



Center for Law and Social Policy

Waivers and the New Welfare Law:
CIMP Initial Approaches in State Plans

by Mark Greenberg and Steve Savner

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opponunities Rezonciliation Act (PRWORA} imposes a
set of requirements on States receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block
grants. However, the PRWORA also provides that if a State opts 10 continue a waiver that was
in effect on the date of enactment of the new law (i.e., August 22, 1996), the State need not
comply with PRWORA provisions that are inconsistent with the waiver until the expiration of
the waiver. There are many unresaived questions about how 10 determine whether a State’s
waiver should be considered *inconsistent” with a PRWORA provision. The federal Department
of Health and Human Services (HHS) has not vet provided an interpretation of when it believes a
waiver s “inconsistent” with a PRWORA provision. Instead, HHS has suggested that when a
State submits a State Plan, the State should describe the areas in which the State believes that its
waiver is inconsistent with one or more provisions of the PRWORA,

CLASP has reviewed the State Plans submiited @t&tes‘ This document sunumarizes
the areas in which those States have identified inconsistencies between requirements of the
PRWORA and their waivers. In their submissions, at least half of the States are indicating an
intent to continue one or more waivers, but States are taking a range of approaches: some States
have been quite explicit and specific in identifying areas of inconsistencies, some States have
worded their plans in more ambiguous ways, some have made no reference whatsoever to their
current waivers; and some have expressly indicated that they have no applicable waivers or wish
to terminate their existing walvers,

A State’s silence or ambiguity (or assertion that it has no applicable waivers) should not preclude
the State from arguing the existence of inconsistency at a later point, because HHS has requested
States to identify inconsistencies in their State Plan submissions, but there is no legal
requirement that States do so. At the same time, if a State that believes it is not subject
particular requirements of the PRWORA because they appear inconsistent with the State’s
waiver, the State may conclude it is advantageous 1o explicitly describe the inconsistencies in its
State Plan. This is because most penalties that States risk in relation to their TANF block grants
are subject to a “reasonable cause” exception. A State that has expressly articulated the basis for
believing a provision of the law 15 inconsistent with the waiver may be in a befter position to

assert that the State had reasonable cause for its conduct or non-conduct.

' Por example, Arizona’s Siate Plan expressiy notes: “Arizona expects DHHES to advise the State of any
Federal statates which conflicr with this State Plas and 0 notify the State of any potential penalties.”
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WARHINGTON, DO 20036-1434
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Waivers and the New Welfare Law: Initial Approaches in State Plans November 11, 1996

The following text first briefly summarizes the law concerning the relation between waivers and “Ta
inconsistent PRWORA requirements,’ and then spcmﬁcally outlines the appmach of each State
whose plan CLASP has had the spportunity to review.’

Provisians of the Law

The PRWQORA creates a new Section 415 of the Social Security Act, which relates to both
waivers that were in effect as of the date of enactment of the PRWORA (1.e., August 22, 1996),

and to waivers that were pending as of the date of enactment and approved on or before July 1,
1997,

First, Section 415 provides that if a State has a walver which relates to the provision of assistance
under a State plan {as in effect on September 30, 1996) and which is in effcct as of the date of
enactment of the PRWORA (i.e., August 22, 1996), then the amendments made by the
PRWORA (other than those relating to the repeal of certain child care programs) shall not apply
to the State before the expiration of the waiver “to the extent such amendmenis are inconsistent
with the waiver.”

Second, the PRWORA provides that if a waiver application was filed before the date of
enactment, but is granted subseguent to the date of enactment (but on or before July 1, 1997),
then such a waiver is 10 be treated in the same manner as waivers in ¢ffect as of the date of
enactment, subject 1o two key differences:

. The state will only be freed from the obligation to comply with inconsistent provisions of
the Act if the State demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Secretary that the waiver will
not result in Federal expenditures under Title IV of the Social Security Act (as in effect
without regard to the amendments made by the Act) that are greater than would occur in
the absence of the walver; and

« Receiving approval after the date of enactment for a waiver application pending on the
date of enactment “shall not affect the applicability of section 407 1o the State.” Section
407 is the provision of TANF that establishes the all-family and two-parent-family
participation rates, the requirements for sanctioning in connection with non-compliance

2 This text only discusses the faw relating to the effect of a provision of the PRWORA being inconsistent
with & State waiver. Thers muay also be other factors that could affect whether a State retalng a waiver, e.g,, €SI~
neutrality and evaluation considerations. A more detailed discussion of Section 415 may be found in CLASP's
WAIVERS AND BLOCK GRANT IMPLEMENTATION: INITIAL QUESTHONS (August 12, 1596}

3 The States whose plans are covered in this report include: Alabama, Arizona, California, Commecticu,
Florida, Indiana, Kansag, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maioe, Maryland, Massachusents, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Mebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South
Caroling, South Dakotz, Tennesses, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Wisconsin, and Wyoeming.

Center for Law and Social Policy (202} 328-5140
Washington, DC e hatpZwww.clasp.org



Waivers and the New Welfare Law: Initial Approaches in State Plans November H, 199¢

with work requirements, and the limited protection for single parents of children under
age 6 who are unable to comply with work requirements due to the unavailability of
needed child care.

The wording of Section 415 provides little guidance to a State seeking to decide whether it
considers the requirements of the new law inconsistent with an existing waiver. Te date, HHS’
only written discussion has been a suggestion, in draft State Plan Guidance, that a State’s Plan
should include a discussion of whether the State intends to continue ong or more individual
waivers, along with an identification of each waiver provision and provision of the new law that
the State believes is inconsisient, and the basis for the assessmert of inconsigtency. HHS' draft
guidance also notes that: “Future legislative or regulatory action may limit which provisions of
the TANF may be considered inconsistent with waivers for purposes of determining penalties. If
this happens, States will have an opportunity to submit a new plan in order o come into
compliance with the requirements.*™

State Approaches, In General
To date, State approaches can generally be categorized in the following ways:
. Twelve States have expressly identified one or more inconsistencies in their State Plans.

{Alabama, Arizona, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Nebraska, New,
Hampghire, Oregon, South Caroling, South Dakota, Texas).

. Five States generally agsert their intention to continue a waiver, without specifically
identifying areas of inconsistencies. (Indiana, Oklahoma®, North Carolina, Tennessee,
Vermont}

. Twao States appear to be awaiting State legislative sessions. California appears to be

expressing an infent to assert inconsistencies until State law is changed and Utab
indicates that because #ts waivers are referenced in State faw, the waivers must be
retained until after the next legislative session,

. Two States (Florida and Mississippi) expressly assert their interest in engaging in further
consultation with federal officials before deciding whether to terminate their waivers.

v Two States (Kentucky and Nevada) indicate that they do not have any Section 1113
WaIvers. '

! Deparment of Health and Human Services, DRAFT State Guidance for the Temporary Assistance for
Meedy Familizs Program (September 1996), p 4.

> Oklahoms's waiver is a two-county learnfare waiver; the State indicates it intention to continue it untl
completion but does not indicate which, if any, TANF provisions the waiver is inconsistent with,

Center for Law and Social Policy {2632} 328-3144
Washington, DC “3- htp/iwww.clasporg
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» Four States express an intent to terminate waivers or indicate that no walvers are
applicable (Louisiana, Maryland, New lersey, Wyoming):

. Three States are silent on the question of waivers (Kansas, Maine, New York).

. Two States have language in their State plans which is difficult to ¢classify (Ohio,
Wisconsin).

Note that in some cases, a State originally sought a walver in order to implement specific State
legisiation. 1f a waiver is based on the requirements of State legislation, the State agency may
lack the authority under State law to act o lerminate the waiver withoul authorization from the
State legislature, {California and Utah expressly note that they intend to continue under their
waivers until there is a change in State law.) Once a waiver is terminated, 1t may not be possible
to reinstate it even if the legislature subsequently decides that it was inappropriate for the agency
to have acted 1o terminate it. Accordingly, in any State in which the ageney is seekingto

" terminate the State’s waiver, it is appropriate to ensure that the agency has the authority to do so
under State law, '

Arcas of Inconsistencies

States have asserted inconsistencies with a range of PRWORA provisions, including {but not

limited to) those relating to teen parent school attendance, teen parent living arrangement
requirements, child support cooperation penalties, work and participation requirements, penalties -
for non-compliance with work requirements, transitional assistance, and time limit policies® The
approaches taken by each individual State are described in the subsequent section of this

document.-

There has been considerable discussion about the relationship between Section 415 and the
PRWORA waork and participation and time limit requirements. Somie States are specifically
asserting inconsistencies relating to the work and panticipation requiremnents and/or the time limit
provisions of the PRWORA. No Siate has asserted that it believes it is not subject to any
participation rate, but some Siates are asserting that they believe that participation or
participation rate requirements should be modified to reflect exemption, hourly requirements, or
countable activities under their waivers. Similarly, no State has asserted that it believes it is not
subject to any time limit, but some States are asserting that time-limit policies under their
waivers should apply.

% In the following discussion, it Is possible — and in some instances likely -~ that additional States are
intending to assert inconsistencies, but we have limited our listing t0 those instances where the identification of an
inconsistency is expressiy noted in the State Plan,
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Work and Participation Requirements: The single most common area in which States have
dentified inconsisiencies concerns the law’s work and participation requirements. Under the
PRWORA, a State’s Plan must outline how the State will comply wWith three distinct work and
participation requirements:

. the requirement‘ that individuals must be engaged-in work (as defined by the State) within
24 months;

. the PRWORA’s all-families participation rate; and
. the two-parent families participation rate.”

In discussing these State plan provisions, a State might assert an inconsistency relating 1o one or
more of the these three provisions. As a practical matter, however, States asserting
inconsistencies relating to the all-families participation ratg have either been silent about the two-
parent rate, or have worded their assertions of inconsistencies in such a way that the assertion
may also apply to the two-parent rate, but it is difficult to be certain,

As to the 24-month work requirement, the statutory provision does not expressly provide for any
exgmptions. Cemnecticut, Massachusetts and New Hampshire each indicate that they will use the
exemption policies operating under their waivers for purposes of the 24-month requirement.
Texas may be envisioning a similar approach: in addressing the 24-month requirement, Texas
notes it will “require parents or caretakers 10 engage in work at least 20 hours per week in
accordance with the terms and conditions of the State’s Title IV-A waiver,”

As to the all-families participation rates, a State might assert that the PRWORA’s exemption
provisions, the Act’s hourly participation requirements, or the Act’s definitions of countable
activities are inconsistent with its waiver. Each of these has been expressly asserted by one or

more States.
Ty
. Connecticut, New Hampshire and South Dakota are asserting that the Act’s exemption
provisions are inconsistent with their waivers
. Connecticut and Massachusetts assert that the Act’s hourly participation requirements are

inconsistent with their waivers.

¥ A fourth requirement, that non-exempt parents or caretakers participate in community service

employment after two months of receiving assistance, applies to the State within one year from the date of
enpctment of the sew Iaw uniess the State opts opt,

¥ Other States may be envisioning a similar approach, but do not explicitly assers the inconsistengy. Foj N

exampie, Mebragka indicates that the State will use its existing exemption policies, without expressly aating thas
they are incongistent with PRWORA requirements, Texas indicates that it will ase "the participation rate
methadologies previnusiy approved for JOBS under the waiver”
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. Seven States (Connecticut, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, South Carolina, South
Dakota and Texas) assert that they will apply a definition of countable activities different
from the definition generally appiicable to participation rates under the PRWORA.,

In some instances, a State is asserting that there is a direct conflict between a specific provision
of the PRWORA and a specific provision of the State’s waiver. However, when a State asserts
an inconsistency with the exemption, required hours, or countable activities provisions of the
TANF participation rates, the State may instead be asserting an inconsistency in a broader sensg;
‘the State may be asserting, in cffect, that the details of the participation rate requirements would
force the State to operate its program in a manner inconsistent with the approach the State was
taking under its waiver-based welfare reform initiative. For example, many States had used the
waiver process to broaden the number of families who were subject to program participation
requirernents, but States often operated with flexible and individualized determinations of the
activities in which individuals were required to participate, or the levels of required participation.
The PRWORA does not prohibit States from making extensive use of activities such as job
search or education and training, but sharply limits when they are countable toward the Act’s
participation rates. A State may conclude that an inconsistency exists because the redesign of
atlowable activities that would be necessary to meet the TANF participation rates using the
TANF definition of countable activities would require a fundamental alteration of the approach
taken under the State’s wai’fer.

Note that under a narrow reading of Section 413, one might suggest that no State was operating a
waiver inconsistent with the Act’s new participation rates.” However, the plain language of
Section 415 creates a strong implication that it was envisioned that States with waivers in effect
on the date of enactment could assert inconsistencies with the participation rate requirements of
Section 407.°

"
Time Limits: As to time limits, three States (Arizona, Connecticut, and South Dakota) expressly
identify inconsistencies, and several others describe seemingly inconsistent vime limits without
expressly asserting an inconsistency.

kH

¥ Under prior law, no State had ever received a waiver to narrow whe was suisject to JOBS participation
rates, of to reduce countabic hours requirements for JORBS participation rates, or to change which activitics counted
" toward JOBS participation rates. This was because HHS® waiver zuthority under Section 1115 of the Social
Secutity Act authorized walvers of Section 402 of the Social Security Act, and the requirements relating to JOBS
participation rates were contained in Section 403, a

0 We reach this conclusion because Section 415 draws an explicit distinction between waivers in offect on
the date of enactrnent, and waivers pending on the date of enactnent and granted subsequently. As to the latter
group, the Act says that the granting of the waiver “shall not affect the applicability of Section 407 o the State ™
The existence of this language in reintion 1o pending waivers and its absence in the discussion of waivers in effect
on the date of enactment creates s strong implication that Congress did envision that States with waivers in offzct on
the date of enactment would be abic to assert inconsistencies that would affect the applicability of Section 407,
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A State might be asserting that its time limit is inconsistent gither because it wishes to use its
waiver exemption and extension policies rather than the PRWORA's 20% hardship exceptions,
or because the State wishes to take an approach other than terminating family assistance (e.g.,

- reducing assistance, requiring participation in a work program} after a family reaches a time
limit. Bven if a State envisions making use of a time limit shorter than five years, the State still
may assert an inconsistency if, for example, the State anticipates that the percentage of cases
subject to exemptions or extensions could exceed the federal 20% cap.!! For example,
Connecticant is making use of a 21.-month lHimit for non-exempt familics, but asserts that tis
exemption and extenston policies create an inconsistency with the 60-month-limiv/20%
exceptions provisions of the PRWORA.

Specific State Approaches |

The following text specifically summarizes the approach to inconsistencies taken in each State Plan
we have reviewed, This listing of identified inconsistencies is not intended 1o suggest that HHS will
necessanily agree with each identified inconsistency (or that CLASP necessarily agregs with each
identified inconsisteney}; rather, we have simply sought to list the approaches taken by States to
dae.

Alabama: The State Plan indicates that the State intends (o contimie implementation of its ASSETS
waiver in three counties designated in the waiver as pilot sites. In those three counties, waiver
provisions conceming income, assets, and assistance unit composition will be fellowed, The State
expressly notes that it intends to continue 8 provision inconsistent with TANF conceming the
eligibility of a child living with a non-relative caretaker,

Arizona: The State indicates that it intends to continue operating under the terms and conditions of
its EMPOWER waiver. While a number of the terms and conditions are consistent with TANF, the
State identifics the following specific inconsistencies:

Time Limits: The State indicates that time limits “will follow the we!fare reform walver
initiative implemented November 1, 19957 and that adult houschold members can only receive cash
assistance for 24 months during a five year period, and will only receive 60 months of assistance
during their lifetime, Exemptions from the time limit may be due o being physically or mentally
unable to go to work or training; being the only member of the assistance unit who can stay home
t¢ care for another physically or mentally disabled household member; or being a participant in the
JOBSTART demonstration project. Up to two four-month extensions can be allowed for completing
education or iraining, and an extension of up to six months can be allowed for good cause.

1Y Por example, in CLASP's review of State time-timit approaches in the waiver process, a number of |
Sates seeking 1o implement time-limits shorter than five years were making use of exemption policies under which
mors than 20% of the caselnad was projected to be exemypt from the time Himit. See Greanberg, Savner, und Swartz,
Limits on Limits: State and Federal Policies op Welfare Time Limits (Conter for Law and Social Policy, June
1996).
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Transitional Benefits: Under the EMPOWER waiver, Transitional Child Care and
Transitional Medicaid are each extended to 24 months., The State notes that while the length of
Transitional Child Care is left to State option under the new law, Transitional Medicaid remains a
1 2-month program, and so the continuation of the waiver is required.

Teen Parents: Under the State’s waiver, teen parents are reguired to live with a parent or
other responsible refative in order to receive cash assistance. While this is also required under
TANF, the State notes that it will not provide or assist the teen parent in locating a second-chance
home, maternity home, or other appropriate adult-supervised living arrangement (as required under
TANF).

California: The State Plan indicates that California’s Program “will include California’s existing
Section 1115 demonstration projects, including the Califormia Work Pays Demonstration Project
{CWPDP).” The State indicates that it intends to seek a change in state law to require work in
accordance with the TANF 24-month requirement; however, until State law changes, the State will
continue to operate its GAIN program under its federally approved waiver and the State stannte,
Under the waiver, GAIN participants who have received aid for 22 of the last 24 months and meet
other specified criteria are reguired to participate in at least 100 hours a month in preemployment
preparation or work experience activities.

It is unclear whether the State ts also asserting that its waiver is inconsistent with the
participation requirements of Section 407, The text describes operations of the State’s GAIN
Program and work requirements applicable to certain families “consistent with the CWPDPR”

Connecticui: The State Plan expressly notes that the Terms and Conditions for the State’s Reach
for Jobs First Waiver are to be considered part of the State Plan, and the following inconsistencies
are expressly identified: :

Statewideness: The State notes that itg waiver provides for different treatment of control
group cases in the research sites, and that “[tlo the extent this different treatment would be
considered to be a separate *program’, as opposed to 2 lack of uniformity permissible under the new
law, this watver provision is inconsistent with the law, and therefore supersedes 1"

Child Support Distribution: The State’s waiver provides for passing-through to a family
the first $100 of child support received, with federal participation in the cost of the pass-through.
Under prior law, the federal government participated in the cost of a $50 pass-through, but the
PRWORA climinates this federal participation. The State indicates that “[s]ince federal financial
participation in this pass-through is inconsistent with Title IV-D distribution provisions, as amended
by PRWORA, the waiver provision takes precedence. Federal financial participation should
continue for the pass-through.?

1 The PRWORA provides that a State electing to continue its waiver will only qualify for its TANF block
grant amount, as epposed 1o funding under prior AFDC rules. Connecticut appears o e asserting, however, that
this provision does not prevent federal participation in additional costs through the V- system (rather than through
TANFYL Nate, however, that the waiver must stil] maintain overall federal cost-neutrality.
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Time Limits: The State’s waiver inchdes a 21-month time limit for non-exempt families
and provides for extensions for qualified families who reach the time limit. The State notes that the
waiver provisions are inconsistent with the 60 month time limit in the PRWORA with regard to both
extensions and exemptions provided for in the waiver.

Extensions: The waiver provides for extensions for six months at a time, and the
mumber of six month extensions 1s not limited so long as the family qualifies. A family that reaches
the time linit will qualify for an extension if the adult in the family has made a good faith effort o
find employment, but has income less than the state’s payment standard. In addition, families
suffering from domestic viclence or other circumstances beyond their control which prevent the
adult from working may qualify for extensions. As the overall duration of the extensions for which
a family may qualify is not }imited, and the number of families who may qualify is not limited to a
specific percentage. “Federal financial participation:is available for all these qualifying for an
extension, regardiess of the length of the time receiving assistance.”

Exemptions The waiver specifies that the following families will be exempt from
the state’s time limit a family with an adult reiative who is incapacitated or of advanced age; a
family with an adult refative needed in the home o care for an incapacitated household member; a
family with an adult relative caring for a child under the age of one who is niot covered under the
watver's family cap provision; a family with a pregnant or postpartum adult relative who is unable
te work; and a family with an adult relative who is determined to be unemployable.

Families that megt any of these criteria and do not include another adult who is non-exempt
are not subject to the time Himit during any period in which they qualify for an exemption. There
is no limit to the number of families that may be exempt at any peint in time. “Federal financial
participation is avatlable for those exempt from the time limit for the duration of their assistance.”

Definition of Wark Activities: The State’s waiver requires pon-exempt individuals to
participate in job search and job readiness activities for up to 12 months prior to an emplovability
assessment, and may provide for additional periods of job search thereafter. This State asserts that
this provision is inconsistent with provisions of the PRWORA that limit the extent to which job
search may be treated as a countable activity in calculating 2 state’s participation rate. Therefore,
*[iindividuals participating in job search and job readiness activities should be considered to be
“engaged in work” for the purposes of calculating the participation rate for as long as they are
satisfactorily participating in such activities.”

Hours of Participation: Under the State’s waiver, required hours of participation will vary
based on the specific activity to which an individual is assigned, and full participation may be less
than 20 hours per week. The State asserts that this provision is inconsistent with the provisions of
the PRWORA that mandate minimum hours of participation in calculating a State’s participation
vate. Therefore, an individual who is participating in a work activity to the extent required in the
individual's employability plan should be considered 1o be “engaged in work” for purposes of
determining the state’s participation rate,

_ Assessment/Employability plan: The State’s waiver includes a two step assessment process.
The first step requires participation in self-directed job search for §ix to 12 months. If an individual
satisfactorily completes (he job search component but fails to secure unsubsidized employment, an
emaployability assessment is undertaken to develop an individualized employability plan. The State
asserts that these provisions of the waiver are inconsistent with timing and substance of the
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employability plan provisions of Section 408(b)(2)(B), and therefore the waiver provisions take

precedence. '

Exemptions from Work Requirements: The State’s waiver exempts several categories of
individuals from work requirements, including: children under 18, except for minor parents who are
not in school; individuals who are incapacitated or of advanced age; individuals needed in the home
to care for an incapacitated household member; individuals caring for a child under the age of one
who is not covered under the waiver's family cap provision; pregnant or posiparium women who
are unable to work; and individuals who are determined to be unemployable.

The State asserts that these exemption policies are inconsistent with the requirement that all
aduits must engage in work by the 24-mont point, and are also inconsistent with the all-families
participation ratg, which only allows an optional exemption for parents of children under age one
when calculating a state’s participation rate. The PRWORA does “...not recognize additional
exemptions by considering them in the calculation of the participation rates.” “Individuals exempt
under these waiver provisions should not be required to participate in work activities and should not
be considered in calculating the state’s participation rate.”

Minor Parents and School Aftendance: Under the State’s waiver, a minor parent who does
not have a diploma or GED, and who is not in school, loses her exempt status from JOBS
participation. [f the minor parent then fails to participate in JOBS without good cause, she is subject
to the JOBS sanction (as modified by the waiver), which is a percentage reduction of the grant that
increases with each violation and upon the third or subsequent violation results in ineligibility for
the entire family. The State asserts that this provision is inconsistent with the provision of the
PRWQRA which specifies that if the minor parent fails to attend school she is ineligible for
assistance. The “...waiver provision prevails.”

Penalties for Failure to Comply: In the event an individual fails without good cause to
comply with child support cooperation or work requirements, the State’s waiver provides a specific
progresston of penalty amounts based on the number of prior violations, and minimum durations for
each penalty, without regard o whether the individual begins or resumes compliance prior to the end
of the specified period. The PRWORA penalty for non-cooperation with child suppont is a 25%
reduction in the assistance payment -or complete denial -at the state’s option. The penalty for fatlure
to comply with work requiremnients 15 2 pro rata reduction in benefits during the period of refusal. The
State asserts that *,..this is an area of inconsistency and the waiver prevails.”

Miner parents Living with Adults: The State’s waiver includes 2 provision requiring
certain minor parents to live with a parent or legal guardian.

. The waiver, unlike the PRWORA, requires mapried teen parents who are not living with their
spouses to live with an adult or in an adult supervised setting.

. The waiver specifies that a minor parent who is not living with her parent or legal guardian
must live in adult supervised setting regardless of whether the current living arrangement
would be considered appropriate. The minor parent 1s only allowed 1o hive in the current
arrangement tf no adult supervised setting is available. The PRWORA specifies that if a
parent ot legal guardian 1 unavailable or inappropriate, the nunor must live 1n an adult
supervised setting unless her current arrangement is determined to be appropriate.

. The waiver requires the supervising adult with whom the minor is living to act as
representative payee for the minor, The PRWORA does not include such 8 requirement.
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The State asseris that because of these inconsisiencies, .. the waiver provisions take precedence.”
Medicaid Extension: The State’s waiver provides for a 24-month extension of Medicaid for
families who become ineligible because of increased earnings, loss of earned income disregards, or
an increase in child support. Families are also eligible for the extension if an individual becomes
employed within six months after leaving AFDC, even if no one in the family was employed at the
time their case closed. There are no quarterly reports required, nor income tests during the period
of the extension. The State asserts that since these provisions are inconsistent with the Medicaid
exiension provided for under the PRWORA, “.. the waiver provisions take precedence.”

Florida: The State Plan doss not identify specific inconsistencies, but notes that the State has three
surrently approved waiver packages and does not opt to terminiate these waivers at this time, Rather,
the State wishes to consult further with the Administration for Children and Families regarding the
usefulness of continuation of some of the evaluation activities before making this decision.

Indiana: The Siate Plan indicates that Indiana intends (o continue 10 operate the IMPAUT waiver,
as modified in August 1996, The State Plan does not expressly indicate which provisions of the
PRWORA are inconsistent with the State’s waiver package, but does state that “those provisions
which are inconsistent with the waivers received by the State of Indiana prior to enaciment of the
Act shall not apply.” ‘

Kansas: The State Plan makes no reference to the State’s currently approved waiver.

Kentucky: The State has no current waivers, and accordingly indicates that the issue of relation of
waivers 1o the PRWORA 15 “not applicable.”

Louisiana: The State Plan expressly states that “No Waivers will be applicable.”

Maine: It is unclear whether the State is asserting any inconsistencies. The State Plan makes no
reference to existing watvers, but in describing its Plan in relation to the 24-month-work requirement
and the participation requirements of Section 407, the State attaches its manual pages describing
JOBS exemptions and also.notes that “recipients of AFDC based on unemployment and single
parents with skills necessary 1o work who have no children under age S will be referred immediately
to ASPIRE for Job Search activities. These activities will continue throughout receipt of AFDC.”

A

Maryland: 1t is unclear whether the State is asserting any inconsistencies.. In its Plan, the State
makes no direct assertion of inconsistencies, but does describe a 20-hour-a-week work activity
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requirement and states that exemptions from this requirement will include adalts and children who
are severely disabled. The State does indicate that it is opting to terminate 1fs Primary Prevention
Waiver and the cash assistance component of its Family Investment Waiver,

Massachusetts: The State Plan indicates that the State will comply with requirements of the .
PRWORA with the exception of those provisions identified in a section of the State Plan entitled
*Provisions which Massachusetts will Continue to hnplement under its 1115 Waiver Authority,’

In that section, the State identifies the following areas;

Work Requirements: Under the State’s waiver, a recipient who is nonexempt and whose
youngest child is of school age must work and/or perform community service for 20 hours & week.
In two-parent households, both parents are subject to the work program requirement unless exemp,
The State has its own definition of *nonexempt.” The State indicates it will retain this work
requirement. The State expressly notes that it is applying its work requirement rather than the
commaunity service requirements of TANF, that it is applying its own definition of “nonexempt” for
purposes of the Z4-month-work requirement, and that it will apply its own standard for number of
required hours {20 hours a week) and its own penalties (deseribed below) for purposes of the TANF
participation rate requirements. (The State does not expressly say that it is applying ifs own
definttions of who is exempt for purposes of the TANF participation rates.)

Sanctions: Under the State’s waiver, a mandated parent or cargtaker who fails to comply
with work requirements without good cause will be ineligible for cash assistance. Failure to do so
on more than one occasion will result in termination of assistance for the entire household. For
two-parent houscholds, both parents may be sanctioned for failure to comply. The State indicates
it will continue this waiver approach.

Job Search: Under its waiver, the State may require job search without a Hmit on the number
of weeks, The State indicates it will continue this waiver. H is not clear if the State envisions that
such extended participation in job search would be countable toward participation rate requirgments.

Child Support Ceoperation: Under the State’s waiver, a caretaker relative who fails to
cooperate with child support requirements without geod cause will have his or her grant reduced by
an amount equal to the caretaker’s portion of the grant. Massachusetts indicates that it will retain
this sanction for failure to comply with child support requirements.

Transitional Child Care: Under its waiver, a family may be eligible for Transitional Child
Care without having miet the requirement to have received assistance in at least three of the prior six
months. The State indicates it will continue to provide Transitional Child Care assistance to such
recipients under its waiver authority.

Transitional Medica} Assistance: Under its waiver, a family may be eligible for
Transitional Medical Assistance without satisfying quarterly reporting requirements and without
meeting the requirement to have received assistance in at least three of the prior six months. The
State indicates it will continue to provide Transitional Medical Assistance to such recipients under
its waiver authority.
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Michigan: Michigan’s Plan includes z copy of the State’s “To Strengthen Michigan Families
1992-1994-1596 Waiver package booklet” to describe the policies that Michigan intends to
implement in the future. In addition, the State Plan identifies three specific inconsistencies:

Sanction policy: The State will maintain its policy, approved by federal waiver, of reducing
the cash assistance grant by 25% for persons who fail to cooperate with work requirements without
good cause. This is in lieu of the TANF provisions which provide for reducing assistance on a pro
rata basis for failure to comply with work requirements.

Child Support Cooperation: Michigan will, if its pending waiver is approved, remove the
needs of the non-cooperating person from the grant until cooperation ocours; 1f cooperation has not
accurred by the ead of a four-month-period, the family’s grant will be terminated. Michigan's policy
would be in lieu of the TANF policy, which requires a minimum 25% grant reduction for failure to
cooperate with child support enforcement requirements,

Reporting Absence of a Child: Michigan will allow 10 days for clients o seport changes
in family circumstances, rather than the TANF requirement that a child’s absence affecting eligibility
must be reported within five days.

Mississippi: The State Plan does not expressly identify any areas of inconsistency, but does state:
“Mississippi wishes 0 continue all approved waivers at this time. Based on our conversation with
federal, APWA, and NGA staff we do not believe that is has been definitively determined what
provisions arc meonsistent with TANF and with other aspects of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconcilintion Act.  For example, the Medicaid linkage implications of
terminating a waiver in TANF have not yet been decided. Continuing all of our waivers until all
appropriate federal decisions are made will ensure that Mississippi will have the ability 1o continue
all aspects of its current program.”

Missouri: The State Plan states that Missouri will retain its Missouri Families Mutual Responsibility
Plan (MF-MRP) which is statewide, and its 21st Century Communitics Demonstration Project,
which operates in specific zip codes of Jackson County. The State indicates that: “Allowsable work
activities in the Missouri Families Mutual Responsibility Plan are inconsistent with the new law. -
MFMRP counts all components under the previous Title IV-F JOBS Program. The state intends
continue allowing all work activities as defined in the Social Security Act Section 482, and
previously approved under the State’s Title IV-F JOBS State Plan, to meet work participation rates
as required under PRWORA”

Nebraska: The State expressly indicates an inconsistency in the context of countable activities for
work requirements: the State Plan indicates that the State will use Its existing policies and procedures
to define the activities that will be accepted as meeting work requirements, and will use the
definition as outlined in the State’s waiver which differs from the Act. The State also indicates
{without expressly noting an inconsistency between State wajver policies and the Act) that the State
will use existing policies and procedures to define those individuals who are temporarily exempt
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from work requirement; use existing sanction procedures; and Hmit services to families with an
employable adult to no more than two years without earned income and no more than 60 months
regardless of source of income.

Nevada: The State Plan indicates: “There are no 1115 waivers in Nevada™

New Hampshire: The contents of New Hampshire's State Plan describe the program in effect on
Qctober 1, 1996, The Plan inddicates that on January 1, 1997, the State wall begin implementation
of the “New Hampshire Employment Progranmy/Family Assistance Program,” as approved in New
Hampshire’s prior waiver application . HHS approved the waiver in June 1996. The Plan indicates
that amendments will be made as implementation occurs. The Plan indicates that inconsistent
provisions of the waiver will supersede the provisions of the Act, and that additions or changes to
the list of inconsistencies described below may be made in the fiture,

Definition of Work Activities: The State notes that the definition of the activities that gount
toward participation for purposes of the work and participation requirements of the PRWORA are
more restrictive than the work activities that may be required under the State program. Under the
State program, activities that qualify as work include: job search, unsubsidized work, a subsidized
iob, on-the-job training, community service, alternative work experience programs, work
supplementation, adult basic education services, job readiness programs, community services and
resources, traimng programs and.post secondary education activities, work for benefits programs,
and any other employment related activity as determined by the state agency. The Plan indicates that
the State will use its own definition of work instead of the definition included in the Act.

Limitation on Job Search: The Act mits the duration of job search activities that will
count toward the work and participation rates. As these activities are not time-limited under New
Hampshire's program, the State asserts that itg provisions supersede the limitations included in the
Act,.

Limitation on Vocational Educational Training: The state’s waiver does not limit the
number of individuals who may be treated as being engaged in work as a result of participation in
vocational education activities or being the head of a household with satisfactory school attendarnice.
Under the waiver, participation in all approved activitics are treated equally, The State asserts that
its waiver provisions supersede the Act’s limitation on the number of individuals who may be
counted as being engaged in work as a result of participation in vocational educational activities or
being the head of household with satisfactory school attendance.

Exemptions from Wark Requirements: The State’s watver provides exemptions from
participation consistent with prior JOBS exemptions and provides for an additional exemption based
on an agency determination that an individual has “.. significant employment related barriers.” The
State asserts that its waiver provisions supersede inconsistent provisions of the Act which specify
both for purposes of calculating the state’s work participation rate, and for purposes of the 24 month
work requirement,” that the only exemption available is for those caring for a child under the age
of 12 months.
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Medicaid: The State’s waiver allows it 1o use the income aod resources methodologies of
the waiver demonstration in place of those contained in the state’s AFDC State Plan, The State
asserts that its provisions supersede inconsistent provisions of the Act which specify that States must
continue 10 use pre-Act eligibility criteria for determining Medicaid eligibility.

Transitional Medicaid: The state’s waiver provides that a family need not have received
cash assistance during three of the last six months in order o be eligible for transitional Medicaid,
The State asserts that these provisions supersede the Act's requirement that eligibility for transitiona
Medicaid be conditioned on having received aid in three of the last six months.

Definition of Dependent Child: The State’s waiver defines a dependent child as including
achild up to age 20 provided the chiid is a full-time student i a secondary school or in an equivalent
tevel of vocational or technical training. The State asserts that its provision supersedes the Act’s
provision defining a minor child as an individual under the age of 18, or under the age of 19 and a
full-time secondary school student or in an equivalent level of vocational or technical training.

Use of TANF Funds for Medical Services: The state’s waiver authorizes payment for
medical and dental services if the agency determines that such services are needed to help an
individual obtain or retain employment. The State asserts that ity provision supersedes the provision
of the Act that bars the use of TANF funds to pay for medical services. )

New Jersey: The State Plan states that “New Jersey wishes to discontinue its Title IV-A/F waivers
since the law allows states the flexibility to implement provisions without the need for waivers.”

New Yeork: The State Plan makes no refercnce to existing waivers. The Plan, in outlining how the
Riate will conduct a program that provides assistance to needy families, indicates that the State will
“fulfill this goal for the immediate future by implementing a program which o the extent practicable
conforms with the program policy provisions™ of the State AFDC and JOBS plans that existed as
of September 30, 1996, (subject to new penalty policies when an adult applying for assistance fails
to perform assigned job search activities or fails to submit 1o required finger imaging. Instead of
outlining how the State will satisfy the participation rate requirements of Section 407, the Plaa states
that New York will “ensure that parents and caretakers receiving assistance under the program
engage in work activities in accordance with the aforementioned JOBS Swuate Plan,”

North Carolina: The State Plan notes that a waiver package was approved i February 1996 and
took effect on July 1, 1996. The State Plan asserts: “This state plan is based on North Caroling’s
existing state plan for Title TV-A of the Social Security Act and waivers that were approved in
February, 1996. Inconsistencies between this state plan and the requirements of P.L. 104-193 fie,,
the PRWORAY], not expressly prohibited by federal law, are supported by approved waivers, as
interpreted with reference to the laws in effect at the time.”

The State Plan does not expressly identify any inconsistencies, although the narrative does
describe the State’s sanction policy ($50 for three months, then $75 for three months, then §735 for
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six months, then $75 for twelve months) and notes that these sanctions were included in the
approved waiver package,

Ohia: The State Plan indicates that for the immediate future the State will implement a program
which to the extent practicable conforms with the program policy provisions of the Ohio State
AFDC and JOBS plans, and the Terms and Conditions to Waivers of the AFDC and JOBS programs
as of September 30, 1996, However, the plan aiso states that in implementing TANF “the State will
defer to any existing TANF provisions or subsequent changes in federal law which may be in
conflict with its AFDC and JOBS state plans.” The State does not specify whether it will also defer
to TANF provisions which may be in conflict with its waivers.

Oklahoma: The State indicates that it will continue a two.county learnfare waiver until its
completion (although the plan does sot indicate what, if any, provision of TANF the waiver might
be inconsistont with.}

Oregon: The Sate Plan repeatedly makes references 1o features of the Oregon Option Waiver
Project which appéar inconsistent with PRWORA requirements, but the State Plan only expressly
notes one inconsistency!

Child Care: Parents of infants under 90 days are exempt under the Gregon Option Waiver,
and the State Plan says that “[t]he State will continue to use the Oregon Option exemption for infants
less than 90 days old, rather than the new federal exemption for parents of children under age 6 who
claim that suitable child care is not available.”" '

In addition, the State describes a set of exemptions from required participation under the
Oregon Option. These exemptions are not provided wnder the PRWORA., The State also desenibes
its tirne limit (24 months in an 84 month period), and describes exemptions and extensions for its
tirne hmit, without expressly noting whether the State is asserting inconsistency with the federal
sixty-month limit.

The State may also be asserting inconsistency with the participation rate requirements of
Section 407, In Section (1} AX]) of its State Plan, the State describes its approach under its JOBS
Program. Then, in describing its approach to Section 407, the State Plan says “The State will ensure
that parents and caretakers receiving assistance under the program engage in work activities through
the J OB§ Program as described in Section {1YAXT) of this docwment.”

3 Note, however, that federal law does not provide for an exemption for parents with children under age 6
when child care is unavailable. Rather, the federal law provides that s State may not reduce or terminate assistance
to & single parent of & child under age § if the parent is unable 10 comply with work requiremments due to the
urvailability of aseded child care
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Seuth Carolina: The State indicates that it intends to retain certain waivers which “appear to be in
conflict with the TANF legislation.” Five specific areas are identified:

Transitional Medicaid: The State indicates that it will provide ap to 24 months of
transitional Medicaid for AFDC recipients who lose eligibility because of employorent or who
become unemployed after losing eligibility due to the AFDC time Hmit, whose earnings are less than
the Federal Poverty Guidelines and whose employment would be jeopardized by medical
expenditures. ’

Non-Custodial Parent Participation: The State Plan indicates that the State will require
court-ordered non-custodial parents of children receiving AFDC to participate in the Family
Independence Employment and Training Program.

Individual Development Accounts (IDA): The State indicates that under its waiver, the
State will exclude as a resource for applicants and recipients funds up to $10,000 deposited in an
IDA and will disregard from income a lump sum payment of 310,000 or'less that is deposited in an
IDA within 30 days of receipt. (The State will count any amount toward the family’s resource limit
that is transiferred to a non-exempt account or withdrawn for other than allowable purposes )™

Ninety-Day Medicaid Extension: The State indicates that it will extend Medicaid eligibility
to individuals who are participating, in an alcohol or drug freatment program for up to 90 days afler
termination of AFDC benefits due to the removal of the dependent chiki({ren) from the home due 1o
abuse or neglect.

Definition of Work: The State indicates that “[ulnder the Terms and Conditions agreed to
in the Section 1115 Waiver, [the State] will continue to define work as involvement in specific
components that will lead to employment or improved employability as specified in the legislation.
Components which will continue 10 count toward participation are (1) the Family Life Skills
requirements mandated by the Family Independence Act andd (2) the various Job Club curricula.
Included within Job Club is the mandatory 60-day job search. In addition, {the State] intefids to
define as work participation various components required under the Family Independence Act of
1995. Participation in Literacy Classes, Adult Education, GED classes, technical schools, vocational
tratmng, Work Experience and On-the-Job Training will all count toward the participation rate, all
of which were countable components as of the date waiver terms and conditions were granted to

. South Carclina.”

South Daketa: The State’s Plan identifies four “primary inconsistencies” with TANF provisions:

Treatmaent of Disabled: The State Plan notes that under the Sitate’s currently approved
waiver, disabled adults and adults needed in the home to care for a disabled family member are
exempt from work requirements and time limits. Accordingly, the State indicates an intent to

* The State does not spocify how its IDA pravision is inconsistent with the PRWORA. Under the
PRWORA, a State would be free 10 develop its own rules for treatnient of resources and lump sums, The PRWORA
does contain its owa DA provision, which generally provides that if an 1DA is desigred in accordance with the
statutory provisions, a State may elect o provide that the funds deposited in the IDA will not affect eligibility for
federal means-tested programs. It is not clear whether the State is seeking to combine His own 1DA design rufes with
those in the statute.
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exciude such individuals from the numerator and denominator for purposes of calculating
participation rates, and that the State will not count these individuals against the 20% hardship
exceptions to the 60-month time limit.

Twenty-Four Month Work Reguirement: The State notes that TANF allows for up to 24
months of benefits prior to requining & parent or caretaker to engage in a work activity, but that South
Dakota plans ta count months of benefits received urder the State’s waiver when determining if the
parent or carelaker is ready to engage in work or has received 24 months of countable benefits,
whichever is earlier.

Secondary Educatien and Job Readiness: The State Plan notes that TANF is more
restrictive about when secondary edugation and job readiness components count as participation than
iz trug under the State’s waiver, so the State will continue current provisions regarding both
activities. “All participation tn secondary ¢ducation, (high school, alternative high school, GED,
baste/remedial education, or English a5 a gsecond language instruction), will count towards an
individual’s first 20 hours of participation regardless of the person’s age for both “all families’ and
‘two-parent families.” Likewise job readiness pre-employment training will be defined as a work
activity for determining participation rates.”

Postsecondary Education and Voeational Training: The State indicates that college
education and vocational training will be considered as acceptable work activities and counted when
determining South Dakota’s work participation rates for both “all families” and “two-parent
families.”

-

Tennessee: The State expresses its infent to continue operating its statewide waiver. The State does
not explicitly identify inconsistencies with TANF, but at least the following areas of inconsistency
appear to exist from the State’s Plan: 1) Exemptions: The State allows a set of exemptions from its
work requirements (i.e., disabled, age 80 or greater, providing in-home care for a disabled relative,
not included in the assistance group, incapacitated, parent of a newbomn whe is four months of age
or less). TANF does not allow all of these exemptions. 2) Countable Activities: The State’s Plan
provides that nonexempt parents and cargtakers must engage in work plan activities, but the list of
countable activities is broader than the list counting toward TANF participation rates. 3) The State
has a 60-month lifetime time limit but provides for an express set of exemptions.

Texas: Texas initially states that “Texas operates a TANF block grant assistance program on a
statewide basis in accordance with state law, the terms and conditions of 1ts 1115 walver, and state
policy to the extent that they are inconsistent with federal law.” The two areas of inconsistency
speeifically noted are:

24-Maonth Work Requirement: In describing the State’s approach 1o the 24-month work
requirement, the State Plan states: “Texas requires parents or carstakers 1o engage in work at least
20 hours per week in accordance with the terms and conditions of the State’s Title [V-A waiver.”

Participation Rates: In describing the State’s approach to the participation rates of Section
407, the State Plan states: “Texas requires parents or caretakers (o engage in work activities in
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accordance with the terms and conditions of the State’s Title I'V-A waiver. This includes the use of
participation rate methodologies previously approved for JOBS under the waiver.”

Utah: The State Plan notes: “Because all Single Parent Employment Demonstration Project waivers
are currently referenced in the Employment Assistance for Utah Families State Statute, the State
must keep all waivers untii afler the next legisfative session. The State flly intends to comply with
the TANF requirement that the Federal Government miust be notified no later than 90 days after the
end of the State’s legislative session conceming which waivers the State will elect to maintain, ™

Vermont: The State Plan does not expressly identify inconsistencies, but notes that Vermont
implemented a 7-year welfare restructuring demonstration project on July 1, 1994, and that the
Welfare Restructuring Project provides transitional assistance through Vermont's AFDC program,
Aid to Needy Families with Children (ANFC), and its welfare-to-work component, Reach-Up. The
State Pian further states thar “Submissien of this State Plan commits the State of Vermont
operating TANF in accordance with current stat¢ policies and procedures applicable to Vermont’s
AFDC program, Aid to Needy Families with Children, and JOBS program, Reach Up.* The State
further notes that “the State will continue to require a parent or cargtaker receiving assistance
engage in work according 1o the provisions of the WRP waiver terms and conditions, Act 106, and
applicable regulations in Vermont’s Welfare Assistance Manual.”

Wisconsin: The State Plan does not identify any areas of inconsistencies, but references, among
other docurnents “as policy for phase-in of the TANF block grant” the State’s currently approved
waivers amd the W-2 (pending watver) program narrative.

Wyeming: The State Plan indicates that “Wyammg has rcquf:sicd the approved and submitted
waivers be terminated.”
Future Updates

CLASP will update this histing of identified inconsistencies as other State Plans are submitted in the
coming months,

'* Note that Section 415 does not require that a State provide such a notice within ninety days of the end
of the next regnlar State legiclative session, but does provide that if the State has accrued any federal cost-neutrality
lisbility, the State will ba held harmiess if the waiver is tarminated by that date.
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NOTE FOR BRUCE REED
JEREXY BEN-AMI
EMILY BROMRBRERG
DIANA FORTUNA
FROM: John Monahan
Attached arve the final talking peints relating

to States’ use of the inconsistency ﬁmviaien of the

welfare rafsvm law. .
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Final Talking Points
State Welfare Waivers and ths New Welfare Reforn lLegislation

= We are novling ahead rapidly with the Congress and our
gtate partners to implement the new welfare reform
legislation and achieve cur goals of moving familles
“from welfare to work, promoting parental .
responsibllity, and protecting children. i

o The new legislation provides states with broad new
fiexibility to design their own programs. It allows
them to decide how they can best move families to work
-= while containing ¢lear reguirements that they must
move fanmilies from welfare Lo work.

o we are working with the Congress te clarify statutory
provisions which allow states to continue existing
waivere that are ““inceonsistent'’ with the new statute.
Beoause there is some ambiguity in the statutory
language, the Adminigtration and the Congress have
agresd to a process under which states will include in
their state plans a list of any waiver provisions that
they helleve are "~ inconsistent'' with the statute and
that they would like to continue.

o Thie approach will z2llow the Administration, the
Congresse, and the stateg to make thoughtful decisions
about how to interpret the ambiguous language, based on
real examples of the policies that states would like %o
put in place.

G The Administration does not expect states to use the
- waiver provision to circumvent the work requirements
and time limits in the new welfare reform law and would
oppose efforts by states designed tc do s6. ¥We balieve
that work requirements and time limits are central ¢o
the new welfare reform law and will work with Congreass
to ensure their integrity.

© I¥ ABKED: The Administration acknowledges the fact
that BHE will not determine a state TANF plan to be
incomplete on the grounds that it asserted the
"tinconsistency'! provision in the areas of work
regquirements and the limits., If states do choose to
use the “~“inconsistency'' provision to circumvent work
regquirements and tipe limits, we will work with
Congress to ensure the integrity of the welfare reforn
iaw.

TOTaL P.a3



\}‘/(&.,(A_)Cu_\z&rj

NOTE TO:
-Carol Rasco
Bruce Reed
Diana Fortuna
Lyn Hogan
Dcbbic Fine
Emily Bromberg
Ken Apfel
Elena Kagan

FROM: Jeremy Ben-Ami

SUBJECT: HHS DRAFT MEMO TO LEON PANETTA WITH ATTACHMENTS
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NOTE TC JEREMY BEN-AMI -,

FROM JOHN MONAKAN

Attached you will find a draft version of the proposed' joint

memorandun  relating o welfare refornm

Please share with your colleagues.

z

Thank

+
»

implementation
you very much.

H
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MEMORANDUM TO LEON PANETTA

o ~ DRAFT

FROM:

Following iz the current thinking of HHS and regarding
three key issues that have emerged in our implementation of the
welfare reform law: how the 485 day comment pericd reguirement
should be handled for states that have submitted plans within 4%
days of  enactment; interpretation of the Section 415 waiver
authority; and certifying %completeness™ of TANF state plans.
There is a need for quick resolution of these issues.

48-Day Copment-Period Recquiremsant

Section 402(a)(4) of the Act, as anended by the PRWORA, contains

a reguirement that a state Iinclude Iin its state plan a
certification that local governments and private sector
erganizations have been given at least 4% days to comment on the
plan. in order for this comment-periocd requirement to be
meaningful, the comment peried must occur at a time when the plan
has heen formulated and the law under which the plan will operate
ls known.

Maintaining the inteqrity of the comment~periad r&qug?ement ig of
prime importance, since there may be noe other forum for the
citizens of a state t¢ learn about and influence the structure of
the state TANF program. While the PRWORA was bglng-gonsidered in
Congress, thae Administration advogated %
opportunity for public input in each statdlsg

process.

In that light, the Department proposes that with respect to any
state that submits its plan after Oetober 1, 1936, the following
procedure be Iollowed: The state will be notified of the
Department's receipt of ite plan and that the 48~day comment period
must have occurred at a time when the plan had been formulated and
the law under which the plan will operate (the Social Sscurity Act,
as amendad by the PRWORA) 1s known. Wwe will suggest that the
gtate, if it has not done so already, begln the comment period.
We will assure the state that once the comment period has expired,
the state has informed us of any amendments the state wishes to
make to the plan ag a result of comments received, and the state's
plan has otherwise been determined by the Department to be
complete, the state will be declared to be an eligible state and
will receive TANF block grant funding calculated from the day the
plan wag first received by the Department.

For TANF state  plans submitted prior to October 1, 1896, a

Ny = d‘“é
R
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different yationale is necessary.

The PRWORA stipulates that a state cannot receive block grant funds
for any fiscal year unless it was an “"eligible stateY (i.e., had
submitted a TANF gtate plan that the Department had found ¢ontained
all of the elements listed in section 402 of the Social Security
Act, as amended by the PRWORA) during that fiscal year. Thus, in
order to receive any TANF funds for fiscal year 1896, a state must
be an eligible state before October 1, 1996,

Wisconsin submitted its TANF plan on 2August 22 and Michigan
subnitted its TANF plan on August 26. Both states are eager to
start receiving funding under the block grant as soon as possible.

L4
-

Michigan has notified the Department that it began a comment period
with respect to its state plan submission on August 15, 1938,

Thus,..it will be possible for the Department to find that Michigan

“detTthe comment-pericd requirement before the end of filgcal 1996

and provide Michigan with TANF block grant funding as of August 26,
1996 {assuming the plan it has submitted otherwise meets the

requirenents of section 402}).

H

While Wisconsin hasgs not conducted a comment period formally so
styled, the Department believes that Wisconsin has had in effect
an informal comment peried since at least August 15, 1896.
Wisconsin's plan is based quite extensively on its walver
application, which was the subject of a formal federal comment
pariad, Additionally, during the Wisconsin leglsistiveée process
and thergafter, there was opportunity for public comment. The W2
plan continues to ke publicly available. Thusg, the Department is
able to find that Wisconsin met the comment-period requirsment
before the end of fiscal 1936 and provide Wisconsin with TaNg block
grant funding as of August 22, 1586 (agsuming the plan it has
gubmitted otherwise mects the reguirements of section 402).

Section 415 Walver Authority ;

With very limited exceptions, new section 413 of the Social

Security Act allows states to delay the application of any
provision of the new legislation (not just title I, the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant) to the extent that such
provisicn is inconsistent with one or more approved waivers that
were applied for before enactoment and approved before July 1, 1997,
The delay is =ffective t¢ the e¢upiration date of the walver,
determined without extension, and the exceptions are that all
states ars subject to the repeal of title IV-A child care, and all

states approved after enactment and before July 1, 19897 are subject

to the section 407 work requirements,

Because they have penaliies assoeciated with them, two of the
significant areas of potential inconsistency with.the PRWORA that
states are most. concerned with are whether section 415 allows
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gtates to have alternative, and presumably more achievable, work
reguirements, and to have alternative time limits.

With respect to work reguirements, although it has not been
suggested that the participation rates not apply to all
states, probably about one-half of all states would be able
to count more activities as work than would be allowved under
TANF if section 415 were read to permit that flexibility.

With respect to time limits, a large number of states would
provide for more generous extension poelicies than the 20% TANF
exemption pelicy would allow, and there is the open guestion

Cien of whether a waiver demonstration with ne time limit could be

dstermined under section 415 as allowing a state to not impose
the S-year time limit,

The Statement of Managers sugqgests a narrover reading of the

e Gttt ute that would net permit states to continue some of these

T 7 waliver policies under section 415. However, some members of

Congress, including Charles Stenholm who has written the
Department, believe that the floor debate supports providing a
bread interpretation. Any approach will involve a trade-off
between, on the one hand, broader state flexibility and a large
number of states that would advocate for it both with their members
of Congress and with the Executive Branch, and, on the other, =a
tighter view of state accountability for enforcing a narrower
interpretation of work reguirements and ftime limits under TANF.
A decision bkased on a narrower interpretation is likely to be
criticized as undermining state flaxibility and disrupting the
progress of the states that have been most in the forefront of
welfare reform. A decision grounded on & broader view is likely
to be criticized as updermining work reguirements and time limits.
Thess potential oriticisms could be directed at éither the Congress
or the Executive Branch toe the extent that either takes action to
advance an interpretation.

HHE favors an approach that would initislly reguest that states
identify in their state plans specific provisions of their
denonstrations that they believed were inconsistent with the
v PRWORA. [We would also alert them that subseguent legislative or
regulatoly action regarding TANF penalties wmight limit their
flexibility in the future,lalthough such action would be effective
only prmspactivelyﬁ] seeing how states view this lssue through the
state plan process could lead to better informed decisions on an
interpretation of s=ection 4158, The Department has recently
received a Jjoint letter from Chairman Archer and Chairman Roth

strongly supporting this approach.

TAKF state plan guidasnce

The Persenal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation -

Act of 1996 ({PFub. L. 104-193) replaces the AFDC, JOBS and EA
programs with # new block grant -~ the Temporary Assistance to
Heedy Families program. To be eligible to receive its block grant
funds, the law requires a State to submit a State plan to the
Seeretary ne later than July 1, 1997, which the Secratary has found
neets the statutory reguirements,

P
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DRAFT
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Section’ 402 of the Social Security act (as revised by the
legislation) provides, in general terms, the statutory framework
of the State plan and requires States to outline the program of
job preparation, work, support services and benefits which will
enable clientg to become selfwgufficient. ,
Because of the encormous flexibility that states have under the
PRWORA, it is extremely important that the plan lay out in sone
detall the benefits and serwvices that the state will provide, the
eligibility criteria for benefits and services, the regquirements
that the states will inpese on recipients and other features of
their program. The plan will be the basic document through which
citizens and potentlal recipients will understand program rules.
There are many ¢onstituencies that have an interest in this
information. Clients, advocacy groups, state officials, Congress
and the administration all have an interest ‘in a <clegar.
underetanding of the state's program. Moreover, the plan will be
the bagic document from which the federal government obtainsg
information about what states are doing, toc compare with their
reports of how well they are doing. -

To help states develop complete plans, ACF has @repared a draft
guide for States to use in preparlng thelr plan submissions {draft
attached) consisting of an overview, the statutory text, State plan
certificaticonsg and funding instructions, Rather than the current
uniform preprint state plans, we envision a very aaacriptive plan
that clearly outiines for the public the expectations, gservices and
benefits availabie, .

To agsist states in preparing a "cemplete” progran description that
is understandable to the public and addresses all statutory
requirements, ACF is planning to supplement the state plan guidance
with a more detailed checklist that states can use to make sure
they have coversd the reguired elements of the plan. This checklist

will also b used by ACF in determining whetheyr or not the plan is;]’Jo
canplets for purposes of funding. { See aidatMm=d
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*...our nation's answer to this’ great social challenge will
] no longer be a never-ending cycle of welfare, it will be the L
dignity, the power and the ethic of work. Today, we are s
taking an historic chance to make welfare what it was meant

to be: a second chance, not a way of life.* President
william J. Clinton
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"welfare to work.

A ¥ew Beginning...

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Fanilies (TANF) Program

On August 22, President Clinton signed intc lav the "Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1986,%
a comprehensive bipartisan welfare reform bill that establishes
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF] program. This
legislation will dramatically change the nation‘s welfare system
into one that reguires work in exchange for time~limited
aaaiaﬁance. It contains atrong work requirements, a performance
bonus to reward States for moving welfare recipients into jobs,
State maintenance of effort requirements, eomprehanszve child
support enforcement, and supports for families moving from

In signing the bhill, President Clinton said, "This is not the end
of welfare reform, this is the beginning." He went on to say:

Todsy, we are ending welfare as we know it. But I hope this
day will be remembered not for what it ended, but for what
it began -~ a new day that offers hope, honors
responsibility, rewards work, and changes the terms of the
debate..,.

The new legislation gives States the opportunity to ¢reate a new.
system that promotes work and responsibility, and strengthens
families. It challenges us all to remedy what is wrong with the
old system, and to provide opportunities that will help needy
families under z framework ¢f new expectations.

Starting the Program :
The new TANP program xeplaces the AFDC, JOBS and EA programs with
a new block grant program. A State is eligible to participate in
the new program no earlier than the submittal of its State TANP
plan. A State will receive its block grant funds once the
Secretary has found the State's plan to be coamplete.

States must submit thelr TANF plans no later than July 1, 1997,
but can subnit them earlier if they choose. States should
consider several factors in declding whether to implement the
TANF program prior to July i, 1$57. 1In States with reduced
caseloads, funding for the AFDC, EA and JOBS programs may be less
than the amounts the States would recelve under the new block
grant. Thus, it may be financially advantageous for gome States
to accelerate their effective date. i

In addition te the financial implications, States should also
weigh other considerations in determining vwhen to implement the
new program. Given the complexity of the new legislation and the

¢
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tremendous range of optlons available, designing and 1mplament1ng _
a nevw program will require a significant effort on the part of
States. They must consult and coordinate with numerous parties,
undertake staff training and meodify computer systems. Inadequate
attention to these activities could undermine the long~term
effectiveness of the State's program. Further, once States

subnmit their plans, the work requirements and the 5-year time

1limit begin. Penalty and data collecgtion requirements begin July
1, 1997, or 6 months after the plan has been submitted, whichever

is later.
Buggested State Plan Outline

The statute regquires States to outline how they intend to conduct
a program that provides assistance to needy families with

L o__children and provide parents with dob preparaticn, work and
support services to enable them to leave the program and becone
self~sufficient.

We recommend that States use the Stalte plan process 1o consider
and address a set of important guestions, and to cutline to the
citizens of the State, other interested parties, and the Federal
government how those questions will be addressed in the operation
of the State's progran. Toward that end, we suggest that a State
plan include discussion of the lssues aatllned below as well as
addressing all other reguirements specified in the law.
Attachment A provides a copy of the statutory text.

A possible format is a 13-20 page document that describes the
State's progran goals, approach, and program features. . Some
States may emphasize some areas more than others depending on the
circumstances in the State. States must submit plans every two
years. They may submit amendments to keep the plan current
whenever they wish to make changes in thé administration or
operation of the program. A State plan will be considered
complete as long as it includes the information required by the

Aot
GORLS, RESULTS ARD PURLIC TNVOLVEMENT

What are the overarching goals for your programn? How were local
governments and private sector organizations involved in
designing the TANF plan? How has the public bsen involved in
programn design and has the public had the opportunity to provide
input? How will you judge and measure progress toward goals?
What results will be measured and how will accountability be

ensured?
HEEDY FAMILIES

Who will be assisted under this program? How will *“needy
families™ be definsd? Will all familles in the State have access
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to the same program or will it vary? Will the same services he
offered to families who have moved from ancther State? How will
eligible non-gitizens be treated within the program? How will
the privacy of families be protected? What rights will
applicants and beneficiarles have to challenge decisions?
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WORK AND SELF~SUFFICIENCY o

What are your overall geoals for work and self-sufficiency? How
will the prograwm move families €0 work and ultimately to self-
sufficiency? What gservices will be available to move clients to
work? How will you identify and provide additional, targeted
support to victins of domestic violence and others who may have
particular difficulty successfully making the transition from
welfare to work? How will current workers be protected from
displacement? How will various comamunity, education, business,
religious, local governments, and non-profit organizations be
invelved in the effort to providas work for clients? How will the
delivery of services vary across the State?

BENEFITS

What benefits will be given to needy families? Will benefits be
delivered through cash, in-kind, vouchers, or electronic benefits
transfer (EBT}? How will time limits and sanctions be
incorporated into the program? What supportive services will be
available to c¢lients? How will ¢hild care be provided to allow
parents to go to work?

CULTURE CHARGE

What measures will be taken to¢ change the culture of the welfare
cffice to support work and self-~sufficiency? what kind of
training will fake place for staff who will be involved in
administering the program?

¥

PARENTAL EESPONSIBILITY

How will parental responsibility be encouraged? How will child
support enforcement interact with the TANF program? Will non-
custodial parent be involved in any work programs?  What efforts
will be made to reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock birthsg?
How will problems of domestic vielence and statutory rape be

addressed?
TRIBES

‘ How will you ensure equitable access to yvour program for members
of Indian tribes who are not eligible for assistance under a
tribal family assistance plan? How will you assist tribes in
implementing their programs? What kind of assistance will be
available to tribes in implementing their prograns?

ADMINISTRATION
What 1is the strucsture of thg agency administering the program?

What will be the role of public or private contractors in the
delivery of services? How will elements of the program be
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phaseééin? Will the implementation date differ from the plan

—

submrittal date? -
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WAIVERS

‘Po you intend to continue one or more individual waivers as

provided under section 415% If so, please identify each waiver
provision and each provision of new law that you believe are
inconsistent, and provide the basis for your assessment of
inconsistency. (You may wish to consult with the chief law
officer of your State in making this assessment.) W®hat is the
name of the 1115 demonstration which ¢ontains the waiver? ¥hat
are the beginning and ending dates of the demonstration? Is the
waiver incorporated into your TANF plan applicable statewide? If
not, how.will TANF operate in those areas of the State not
covered ‘by the continuing waivers? Note: Future legislative or
regqulatory action may limit which provisions of the TANF may be
considered inconsistent with waivers for purposes of determining
penalties. If this happens, States will have an opportunity to
submit & new plan in order to come into compllance with the
requirements.

Degsceription of Attachments

In additions to this guldance, we are providing three attachments
that State policy makers may wish to use in developing their
State TANF plans., Attachment A is a copy of the statutory
requirements regarding the state plan. Attachment B contains
suggested formats for the required certifications that must be
submitted with a state plan. Aattachment ¢ provides technical
inforpation for financial officers of the program regarding
funding and a mechanisn for States to reguest TANF funds.

Papervork Reduction Act

The information in the Btate TANF plan is collected in accordance
with section 402 of the Social Security Act, as amended.
Information received in the State plans sets forth how the TANF
program will be administered and gperated in the States.

The response burden for this collection of information is
esfinated to be 60 hours per response, including the time for
reviewing the 3tatﬁta, this guidance gathering and preparing the
information, and reviewing the information.

The infermation collected is wandatory in accordance with the
above-mentioned citations.

This information is not considered confidential; therefore, no
additional safequards are considered necessary beyond that
customarily applied to routine govermnment information.

Inquiries
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Inquiries should be addressed to the appropriate Reglional -
Administrator, Administration for Children and Families. -
’ Information about all State plans will be posted on the ACF hone
page. . .

[ o
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STATUTORY TEXT

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation

O —

Act of 1996 (Public Law 104~193) was signed by the President
August 22. The following is the statutory language relative to
the State TAKRF plan.

SECTION 402" —— STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS
{a} (1) QUTLINE OF-  FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM,~

{A)- General Provisions.~A written document that outlines how
the State intends to: :

{i} Conduct a program, designed to serve all political
subdivisions in the State (not necessarily in a uniform
manner}, that prévides assistance to needy families
with {or expecting} children and provides parents with
job preparation, work, and support services to enable
them to leave -the program and become self-sufficient.

{ii) Require a parent or caretaker receiving assistance
under the program to engage in work once the State
determines the parvent or caretaker is ready to engage
in work, or once the parent or caretaker has received
asslatance under the program for 24 months, whichever
is earlier. «

{iii) Ensure that parents and caretakers receiving
assistance under the program engage in work activities
in accovdance with section 407.

{iv} ‘Take steps to restrict the use and disclosure of
information about individuals and faﬁiliex receiving
agsistancs.

{v} Establish goals and take action to prevent and
reduce the incidence of out-~of-wedlock pregnancies,
with special ewpphasis on teenage pregnancies, and
establish numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy
‘ratio of the State for calendar years 1996 through
2005,

(vi) Conduct a progran that provides education and
training on the problem of statutory rape so that
teenaye pregnancy prevention programs may be expanded
in scope to include nen. ‘

{B} Special Frovisions.- ,

{i} The document shall indicate whether the State
intends to treat families moving into the State from
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Statutary Text - ' oy

another State differently than other families under the
program, and if o, how the State intends to treat such

families under the progranm.

" (ii} The document shall indicate whether the State
intends to provide assistance under the program to
individuals who are not citizens of the United States,
and if so, shall include an overview of such
assistance.

{iii)} The document shall set forth objective criteria
 for the delivery of benefits and the determination of
eligibility and for fair and eguitable treatment,
including an explanation of how the State will provide -
opportunities for recipients who have been adversely
: affected to be heard in a State administrative or
appeal process.

a

{iv) Hot later than i yvear after the date of enactment
of this Act, unless the chief executive officer of the
State opts ocut of this proevision by notifying 'the
Secretary, a $tate shall, consistent with the exception
provided in section 407(e){2), reguire & parent or
caretaker receliving assistance under the program who,
after receiving such assistance for 2 months is nob
exenpt from work requirements and is not engaged in
work, as daetermined under scction 407{c¢c), to
participate in community service employment, with
minimum hours per week and tasks to be determined by
the State.

{2} CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL OPERATE A CHILD SUPPORT
ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM.~A certification by the chief executive
officer of the State that, during the fiscal year, the State will
operate a child support enforcement pxagr&m under the State plan
approved under part b,

(3) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL OPRPERATE A2 FOSTER CARE AND
ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.-A certification by the chief
executive officer of the State that, during the fiscal ysar, the
State will operate a foster care and adoption assistance program
under the State plan approved under part E, and that the State
will take such actions as are necessary to ensure that children
veceiving assistance under such part are eligible for medical
assistance under the $tate plan under title XIX.

{4) CERTIFICATION OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE PROGRAM.-A
certification by the chief executive officer of the State
specifying which State agency or agencies will administer and
supervise the program referred to in paragraph {1} for the fiscal
year, which shall include assurances that local governmants and

private sector organizations-

s
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{R) have been consulited regarding the plan and design of
welfare gservices in the State so that services are provided
in a manner appropriate to local populations; and ;

(B) have had at least 45 days to subnit comments on the plan
and the design of such services.

(5) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL PROVIDE IHDIANS WITH
EQUITABLE ACCESS TO ASSISTANCE.~A certification by the chief
executive officer of the State that, during the fiscal year, the
State will provide each member of an Indian tribe, who is
domiciled in the State and is not eligible for assistance under a
tribal family assistance plan approved under section 412, with
equitable access to assistance under the State program funded
under this part attributable to-funds provided by the Federal
Govarnment.,

{6) CERTIFICATION OF STARDARDS AND PROCEDURES TO ENSURE AGAINST
PROGRAM FRAUD AND ABUSE.~A certification by the c¢hief executive
officer of the State that the State has established and is
enforcing standards and procedures to ensure against progran
fraud and abuse, including standards and procedures concerning
nepotism, conflicts of interest among individuals responsible for
the administration and supervision of the SsState progran,
kickbacks, and the use of political patronage.

(7} OPTIONAL CERTIFICATION OF STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES TO ENSURE
THAT THE STATE WILL SCREEN FCOR AND IDENTIFY DOMESTIC VIGLENCE.-

{2} In General.-At the option of the State, a cartification
hy the chief evecutive officer ¢of the State that the State
has established and is enforcing standards and procedures
Lo

{i} screen and identify individuals receiving
asgistance under this part with a history of domestic
vislence while maintaining the confildentiality of such
individuals;

(ii} refer such individuals to counseling and
supportive services; and ;
{ili) waive, pursuant to a deternination of good cause,
other progranm requirements such as time limits (for so
long as necessary} for individuals receiving
assistance, residency regquirenments, c¢hild support
cooperation regquirements, and family cap provisions, in
cases where compliance with such requirements would
make it more difficult for individuals recelving
assistance under this part to escape domestic violence
or unfairly penalize such individuals who are or have
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Statutory Text

been victimized by such violence, or individuals who
are at risk of further domestic violence.

(b) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF STATE PLAN SUMMARY.-The State shall

make available to the public a summary of any plan submitted by
the State under this section. '
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ATTACHMENT B

+ State Plan Certifications ¢ :
This has been designed to enable the Chief Executive Officer of a
State to certify that the State will operate its Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF} program in accordance with
the statutory requirements in section 402(a} {2} through (7}.




CERTIFiC&TIOHS

The State will operate a program to provide Temporary Assistance .-
to Needy Families (TANF) so that the children may be cared for in
theiy own homes or in the homes of relatives; to end dependence

«f needy parents on governent benefits by prowoting dcb

preparation, work, and marriage; to prevent and reduce the

incidence of out-of~wedlock pregnancies and establish annual
nunerical goals for preventing and reducing the incidence of

these pregnancies; and encourage the formation and maintenance of
two~parent families,

This program is known as

Executive Officer of the State (Name)

In~administering and operating a program which provides Tenporary
Assistance for Needy Families with minor c¢hildren under title Iv-
A of the Bocial Security Act, the State will:

1. Specify which State agency or agencies will administer and
supervise the program under part A in all political
subdivisions of the State:

is (are) the agency(ies)
responsible for administering the program;

‘ 1s {are} the agency{ies}
responsible for supervising the program;

Z. Assure that local governments and private sactor
organizations: .

{a) Have been consulted regarding the plan and design of
welfare services in the State so that services are
provided in a manner appropriate to local populations;
and

{b) Have had at least 45 days to submit comments on the
plan and the design of such services.

3, Cperate a Child Support Enforcement program under the State
plan approved under part D;

4. Operate a Foster Care and Adoption Assistance program in .
accordance with part E, and certify that the State will take
all necessary actions to ensure that children receiving
assistance are eligible for medical assistance;



A EEvRk s S ‘ i L
J?a&.ﬁ{‘ %.ﬂl}“& i “t\ Al ff‘%“?““

£ A W‘oﬁ;”‘“& e
e S o & % -
g z,.r J' 1‘

q\«.c »(Zf 2

N

MR
*,at .

Cartifications e

5. Provide cach member of an Indian tribe, who is domiciled in -
the State and is not eligible for assistance vnder a Tribal 7
Family Assistance plan approved under Section 412, with
equitable access to assistance under the State program
funded under this part attributable to funds provided by the
Federal Government. .

6. Establish and enforce standards and precedures to ensure
against program fraud and abuse, including standards and
procedures concerning nepotism, conflicts of interest among
individuals responsible for the administration and
supervision of the State program, kickbacks, and the use of
political patronage.

7. Make avallable to the publlc a summary of the State plan;
_and

4

GPTIONAL CERTIFPICATION

{ 1] The State has established and is enforcing standards and
procedures Lo: ,

{1) Screen and identify individuals receiving assistance
under this part with a history of domestic violence
whiile maintaining the confidentiality of such
individuals;

{2) Refer such individuals to counseling and supportive
services; and

{3) Waive, pursuant to a determination of good cause, other
program requirements such as time limits (for as long
as necessary) for individuals receiving asglstance,
residency reguirements, child support coaperat;on
requirements, and family cap provisions, in case vhere
conpliance with such reguirements would make it more
difficult for individuals receiving assistance under
this part to escape domestic violence or unfairly
penalize such individuals who are or have been
victimized by such viclence, or individuals who are at
risk of further domestic violence. |

CERTIPIED BY THY CHIFPY EXFCUTIVE OFFICER OF THE STATE: .

Date Signature and Title
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FUNDING

Section 403(a) (1) {A) provides that each eligible State shall be
entitled to receive for each of the fiscal years 1396 through
2002, a grant in an amount equal to the State fanily asszstanaa
grant as defined in section 403(a) (1) (B).

I. Payments to agené? Administering the TANF Program
» Payments for the TAKNF program will be made to the

< organization managing the AFDC/JOBS programs as of
Avgust 22, 1996, uniess the State indicates that the
TANF administering agency is changed. If a change is
made, describe the name, address and EIN number of the

new organization.,

II. 8State Payments for 'TANY Program

* Section 405 requires that grants be paid to States in
guarterly installments, based on State estimates., The
State’s estimate {or each quarter of the fiscal year by

-percentage is:
For FY 1988 and Future Yeaprse

1st 2nd irad dth
quarter guarter guarter quarter
i
» For FY 1997, States should indlicate bzlow the

percentage of TANF funds requested for only those
guarters in which they plan to operate the program.

For FPY 1997

15t 2nd - 3ra
41t:h

guarter guarter gggg&é; quart
. ex
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IXII. Changes and Inguiries

» If a State determines that these estimates reguire
changes, a letter indicating the change in percentages
should be sent to your ACF Regional Office and to ACF's
Central Office. The Central Office address is:

The Administration for Children and Families
“The Office of Prograr Support
The Division ¢f Crants Management
éth Floor, Aerospace Building
. 370 L'Enfant Promenade
*  Washington, D.C. 20447
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CHECRLIST :
E FOR STATE PLANS FCR THE ‘ . i
TEM?QR&RY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF).
PROGRAM

This checklist 18 intended to serve as 2 planning aid when
developing the TANF plan. It includes the stated 'statutory
raqulrewents, as well as optional areas which are important to
cover in descoribing the State's program for assisting needy
families and encouraging self-sufficiency. Specific statutory plan
reguirements are identified with an arrow {=} for your convenience.

uring vour planning for the TANF program and the preparation of
the plan document, you may find it helpful to consult the following

. checklist to ensure that your program description is complete and

understandable to your constituents. ,

ABSIBTANCE

-+ { ] What benefits and services will be provided tQ needy
families? [Section 402{3}{1}(8}(111}]

e [ 1 ¥hat standard(s) will you use to determine £ligibllity?
(Section 40%2(a) (1) (B} {iii)) *

- { 1] How often will vyou issue benaefits? ISection
402 {a} (1) (B) (1ii)] ’

- [ 1 How will yvou treat families noving inte the &Gtate from
another State? [Section 402¢a) (1) (B} {1i}]

- [ 1 Will benefits ke issued as direct c¢ash assistance,

vouchers, services, wages, certificates, or other? Will
an elegtronic benefits transfer system be utilized?
{Sections 402(a) (L} {(BI{ii1)], 4041{g), and 104{a}(1){B}}

{ 1 what are the methods and processes for raadvering
overpayments (e.¢. use of IRS tax intercept} and
correcting underpaynments to beneficiaries of the program?

IT1. Appligation Process

- { 1 How will needy families gain access to benefits and
services? [Seatian 4ag2tal (Li¢ay{i))

f } Have you established time frames for processing the
application for assistance?
e [ 1] For what pericd will beneflts be authorized, before
eligibility must be reestablished? (Bection
402 (a) (1) (B) (iiiy} : :

-+ [ 1 How will the initial assessment of the skills, work

axperience and employability of each adult recipient be-

completed? [Sections 403 (a) (1) (A} and 408(b} {2) (B){i}]

—y



thecklist for $iste Plan for the Yemporsry A%sis{m to Meedy Famiiies Program

1.

wi-

{

[

J

Will you reguire Individual Respongibility Plans? {If
yeés, please describe the process and include a copy?)
[Sections 402{a) (1) {A) and 408(b)(2)}{A}]

Rill you exempt single custodial parents with a child
under 12 months of age from work requirements?

IIT. Assistance Unit

-+

Iv.

{

(

{

a!

]

]

.

]

How will the State  defins the asgistance uniit for
benefits and services? [Section 402{a){1){a) (i}

How do you define the term "caretaker relative”?
[Sections 402{(a) (1) {A} and 408{a} (1) {A){(i}]

What is your definition of a family? #hich individuals
in the home will be included as part of the family for
the purposes of eligibility and determining the amount
of henefits?  {[Sectlion 402(a) (1} {(A)Y{1)]

For purposes of receiving assistance, how many.days may
a child be absent from home? What are the good cause
exceptions? {Sections 402{a3) (1) (B)(iii) and 408{aj(10)]

Eligibility, 1gg§§e‘and Resgurces

[

]

[

1

What income levels will you use in determining nesd?
what rasourcge levels if any, will you use in determining
need? {Section 402({a) (1) (B} {iii)]

How will you budget income? [Section 402(al{il)(B)(iii}}

Wwhat are the disregards that will apply to income and
resources [Section 402(a) (1} (B} {iii)]

Do you have deprivation factors for determining
eligibility?

Do you have any other conditions of eligibility in
addition to income or resource iimits?

What are your criteria for covering pregnant women with
no other minor children? ([Sections 402(a) (1) (A} (i) and
408(a) (1) (A) (1))

Do you have legislation that allows benefits o be given
to an individual who is convicted of possession, use, or
distribution of a controlled substanoe? ISections
402 (a) (1) (B} {(iii) and 115{4))

will you provide benafits to individuals who ars not
citizens of the United States? Have wyou included an
overview of such assistance? [Sections 402{a) (1) (B} (ii)
and Bection 431 of the Perscnal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1998]

Time Limits

-

-~ x
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{

[

[

{

3‘5

]

]

]

. Will you impose any time limite of less than 60 months

for racelipt of benefits? {Sections 402 (a) (i) (Ay¢(i) and
408{aj (7)1} o '

What are the criteria for exempting families from the
time 1limit due %o hardship or domestic wviolence?
{Sections 402(a) {1){(A) and 468(a)(7){C)]

What criteria will vou used to determine which families,
if any will be exempted for the time limits?

How will you ensure that the nunber of exemptiaﬁs does
not exceed 20 percent?

what benefits and services, if any, will b= provided to
non-exenpt families that reach the time limit?

EMPLOYHENT BERVICES

I.

Ir.,

11T,

£

{

[

]

]

]

5 and ategies .

What are your overall goals for work and self-sufficiency
and your strategy for ensuring that the program will
promote work and enable families to becowne self-
sufficient? ‘ . )
What models or othser effective programs or practices did
you use in developing your goals and strategy for
promoting work and gelf-sufficiency?

Have vyou established Stats numerical goals for
participation in work activities and for placements?
What are your goals?

Work potivities .

¥nhat work activities does the State include in its d&finition'
of work? [Sections 402{(a) (1} (A)(ii) and (iii} and 407(d)]
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unsubsidized employment;

subsidized private sector employment);
subsidized public sector emplovment;
wWOrk exparience;

on-the~iob training

job search and job readiness assistance;
community service programs;

vocational education training;

job skills training directly related to employment;
education directly related to employment; )
satisfactery attendange at  secondary  school or
egquivalent; ‘

provision of child c¢are services to an individual who is
participating in & communit{y service program.

Work and Participation Reciroments
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‘What are year*criteria will be used to detaxmxne whathax
a parent or caretaker relative is ready to engage in work
bafore 24 months? {Section 402{a) (1) (A){ii}]

Will you require community service employment for parents

Loy caretaker relatives who are not exempt and not engaged

in work and who have received assistance for two months?
If not, have vyour Governor notifled the Seoretary?
[Secticon 402{a) (1) {BY{iv)]

How have you definsgd "satisfactory attendance" for teén
haads of households who attend secondary schoaol or
gducation directly related to enmployment? {Sections
402 (a) (1) (A3 {iii) and 407{c) (2} (T}) ,

Do you exempt single custodial parents who care for
children under 12 months of age? [Sections
402{a} (1) (A) (iiil} and 407(b} {(5)} '

what criteria have you established relative to a single
custodial parent's Ydemonstrated inability" to cobtain
needed child care? {Bections 402(a) {1} (A} ({1iil) and
407 (e) (2} 1
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Enployment Placement Program - ‘

Iv.

e

——

VI.

VIT.

VI

{

]

¥Will you use the grant to operate an employment placement
program? Will this program make payments (or provide
vouchers) to public and private -job placement agencies
to provide employment placement services? {Section
402{a) (1) {A} (i) and 404(f)]

Penalties on Individuals

(

[

{

]

]

]

what are your sanction criteria and methodology for
calculating penalties for individuals whe refuse to
engage in work or who fail to comply with the Individual
Responsibility Plan? {Sections 40z¢a) (1) (A} {iii),
407{e} (1), 40B{b}(2)(A) and 40B(bL}{3}}

what are your good cause and other axmaptlons from the
work regquirements? {Sections 402 ¢a) (LY (A {iii),
407 (e} {1} and 308({p) (3)]

Will you impose a sanction on a famlly that includes an
adult if such adult fails to ensure that the winor
dependent children attend school? If yes, what are your
criteria and methodology for imposing a sanction on the
family? [Sections 402{a} (1) {(A){i} and 404({i}]

Will you impose a sancticon on a family that includes an
adult who is older than 20 and vounger than %1, if the
adult does not have and is not working toward a high
schaol diploma or equivalency diploma unless exempt?
[Sections 402(a) (1) {A) (1) and 404(73))

Grisvance Procedurss and Worker Protection

(

{
f

(

[

k!
2

]
]

what is your grievance procedure £or rasolving complaints
by regular employees regarding alleged viclations of the
reguirement regarding filling vacancies? [Sactions
402{a)y (1) (BY{iily and 407{Lf}{3)]

How will you prevent displacement of regular employeas?
How will your program ensure that a1l regular workers

continue to receive the full r&ﬁga wage and hours and
other labor protections?

Special Populationg

i

¥

Will you reguire noncustodial, non-gupporting minor:
parents to fulfill community work abligations and attend
appropriate parenting or money management classeas after
schorl under the TANF program? (Sections 402(a) (1} {A) (1}
and 407{h)]

Suppnoriive Services

]

which supportive sarvices do you intend to provide while
individuals are receiving TANF services and after they
become independent of TANF due to work? Will vou impose
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any limits on the 1angth amount, or ‘type of supportive

services?
IX. Incentives
{ ] ¥hat bonuses or stipends do vyou intend to offer to
individuals engaging in work activities?
{ } What c¢riteria will you use for awarding the bonuses or
stipends? z

- [ 3 will.you allow hkeneficiaries to establish indivigual
development accounts {IDAs)? {[Sections 402{&)(1}{8}{&11)
and 404{h) (2} {(A}]

b { } Which "gualified purposes" for IDAs will you pernit?
[Sections 402 (a) (1}{B)(1ii) and 404 (h){(2}(B)]

~ WAIVERS
"'“”“ﬁzgim oo ﬁiiﬁg@tgan of Waivers

-+ I} ﬁoes your TANY plan basically mirror ths welfare roform
policies approved for the State under ane or npore 1118
waiver demonstrations, and the underlyving AFDC and JORS
provisions that were not waived? Which demonstration{s}?
what are the name{s} of the demo(s}. [Sections
402 (a)} (1Y EA) (1) and  A15(a) (13 {&)]

- { ] Are there any policy differences hetween your TANF plan
and the approved demonstration or demonstrations?
{Sections 402(a)(1)¢A){i) and 415¢(a) (1} (A}}

s { )] What are the beginning and ending dates of +the
gemcnstration? Is the demonstration{s) incorporated into
your TANF plan applicable statewide? If£ not, how will
TANF operate in those areas of the 8tate not covered by
the demonstration{s}? [Sactions 402{a) (1) (A}{i} and
418{a} {1) (A)]

1Y. Inconsistent Waiver Provisions

I 3 Are .there any provisions of TANF that ths &tate
considers to bhe inconsistent with the approved
waiver demonstration{s) incecrporated inte this plan?
what 38 the basis for your assgssment of
inconsistency? (You may wish to consult with the
chief law officer of your State in making this
assessmant. ) {Sections 402 (a)y (LY (AY{iy and
415{a} (1) {8)]

Rote: If any inconsistent provisions have been identified,
then the State Is assumed (o be operating a welfare reform
demonstration for the period of the demonstration in lieu of
a program under the block grant. If this ig the case, then
cost nentrality and evaluation reguirements apply.

Limitations an which provisions of the TANF may be considered
inconsistent with walvers for purposes of dJdatermining



. \ - . W
\”*l""g ) . L AL ‘)‘,:ﬁ TS S, “y*a, ’='wf' LD

; g w *r -l
e LT ‘;‘ . o ’31 f‘ ,t O

VR IR ¥ -
"".‘ e e ¥

5o
[

dhes PR Lt -
ot "t\‘ s ’g*- i * - i S

Checklbist for State Plan for the Yemporary Assistarke to Needy Fumiliss Program o 7

penalties may be established through ‘future legislative or:
regulatory action. If this happens, States will have a pariod'
of no more than one vear to submit a new plan coming into
compliance with the requirements.

STRENGTHENTING FPAMILIES

ek

{

{

gy

]

]

Ls

Fd

Have you certified that the State will operaie a ¢hild
support enforceaement progran? [Sectlion 402{a}{2))]

Have you certified that the State will operate a foster
care and adopitian assistance progran? {Baction
402 (a) (3)]

wWhat geals, programs, and initiatives have you developed
to prevent or reduce the incidence of out~of~-wedlock
pregnancies, with special emphasis on  teenage
pregnancies? What collaborative activities de you have
with State and local law enforcement officials, the
education system, and relevant counseling services?
{Sections 302(a) (1} (A} (v) and (vi})).

How will you conduct a program, designod to reach State
and local law enforcement officialis, the education
system, and rsalevant counseling services, that provides
education and training on the problem of statutory rape?
How will your teenage pregnancy prevention programs be
expanded 1n  soope  te include men? _ [Section
402 (a) (1) (A) (vi)]

Have you exercised the option to certify that the State
will establish standards and procedures to ensure that
it will screen for and identify domestic viclence?
[Baction 402{a}{7}]

If you exercised the option above, how will you screen
and iddentify individuals with a history of domestic
vioclence, and refer them te counseling and supportive
services? wWhich TANF progran reguirements will be waived
pursuvant to & good cause determination? What constitutes
good cause?

What progranmns deo ydu have that encourage non-custodial
parents to particivate in the rearing of their children?

H

What family preservation services will be available to
TANF families? Will TANF funds be used to cover such
services?

ADMINISTRATION ,

I.

Oraanizational Structure

[

]

Which State =agency or agencies will administer and
supervise the program¥ ([Section 402(a) (4)]
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{ 1] Have you inciuded a description or an organizational
chart which reflects the involvement and relationship of
other oyxganizations, community agenciaes or private
antities? [Section 402(a){4)]

. f ] Which program unit(s) or individuzal(s) will be
responsible for responding to issues and guestions
regarding TANF?, .

I¥., Program Uniformity .

{ 17 Which agency (ies) will be responsible for the supervision
of the program and describe the role of the supervising
agency, 1if the program is county {or otherwise}
atlninistered?

¥

- [ ] Have you instituted uniform program policies in all
political subdivisions? If noet, what and where are the
variations? {Sectlion 402(a) (1) {A} (i)}

Al o b ALt S bt R

[ 1 what procedures and agreements have been established to
coordinate contracts and agreements betwsen the $State
agency{ies) and other entities?

II1. Client DProtections

-5 {1 How will cese information be safeguarded? What
information will be digclosed? [section

402 (a) {1} (A) (iv}]

- [ ] What is your notice and hearing process and the ¢riteria
for appeal? {Section 402(a){1}{B){iii))]

How will you ensure fair and eguitable. treatment?

f St
Ll

{ ] How will vou ensure that affordable, suitable child carse
is available for single custodial parents with a child
under the age of 67

b

{ 1 How will you ensure that trikal families will have agual
access to TANF assistance?

IV, ERrogaran integrity

[ 1 What progedures have yvou established to prevent fraond and
abuse?

[ 7 How will you assure effective services and accurate
benefits?

¥, Consultations

{ ] What process did you use to consult with local
govarnments and private sector organizations regarding
the plan and design of welfare s&rv;ces? Did vyou
consider and incorporate thelir comments ’

VI. Pata Svsten
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{ ] What are your plans to develop a data system needed to
-track the provisions of the legislation?

L LTI T

-



