
--- - -- --

--

- -

.,
More Tlian itiiTf tlie Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Uiider UieClintoo Administration· 

The Clinlotl Adrninisuali.Qtt lJa.$ appr9ved 33 demonstrations in 29 SlaIeS, launching welfare refOttn for thousaruls of mmilies in more 

.. 

. than hlilf of 1M Siiltes, more tIWllhe !WI> previous ·P,dminiStrations·.xllnbine<l. In an average month; thCwelfoi.rc,demottSl",tloos <over . ~ ,6.8 million poopie, l'epresentilig 48 (ieiceftt of ail reCipients. All of ihe waiveri w~ich· we hayegranl"" build lin many·of the central· 
principles of P",si((ent Clin1!Jn's vision rot we1ti1re reform, including: 
-

PRlNCIJ'LE 
. 

Work 

. . ... .. .. -

Time Umltod Cash_ 

~ - -

Child Support Ilnfe_t 

iIIaking Wort< Pay 

.. . .. . .. 

. 
-

.. . '". ,. .. ­ ... . . . _._---_.. 

Parental Res:punsibilily 

. 
- -._------------------- ----------~~~ 

Sl'ATI!S APPROVED DESCRIFrlON 

1We1f/l!-01!e statu ar. helping people move 21 ~ Arizona. Connecticut, Dd.aware. 

from welfare to wort, from n:ceiving 
 Roriaa, <itMg1a. Hawaii. indiana. 

welfue dleds \0 caming payche<:b, by 
 Midtigan. Mississippi, Miuouri~ Mootanat 

. increasingedneation ond training . - . Nebraska. Ohio, OkIahoma.- Oregon, South 
opportllnilieo ond ""1m, publidpcivate Carolma, South Dakota. VtrmOnt, Virginia 
sector partnerships. Wisronsin, W,.,.rung 

kl'flll«a 'lDIes are making welfare I 17 - Ariz..... Colorado. Co"""",i",, •• 

tnnsitiolllll support system ........ Illan • 
 Delaware. florida, Indiana, Iowa, 

way of life. by providing opportunity, 00' 
 Midligan, Mu.ouri. Montana, Nebraska. 

demanding responsibility in return. 
 Oldahomat South Carolina, South Dakota. 

Vermont, Virginia, WisCOlI$in 
-

-~~~ 

FOlltTtJ:n 1IiJI(I are strengthening child 
lUppon enfur<ement ond ,endm, • et... 
......~. that both parents must be 
responsible nlr their dlildr ... 

~~lik'CAtal" are providing incentives 
and encouraging familie! to work not stay 
on welfare:., so they can achieve and . 

< •maintain economie setf~sutr)Ciency• 

. . .. - . 

1We!l(l'-Il!!1 SIfIIu Ire promoting parenllll 
respolISibility by _lng education, or 
limiting bentfilS for families who have 
.notbe.- dlild while on AFOC < . 
~~. _ .__~w_· ___ ___,____._____________ 

j,r; A,iWna;-Connecticu1; Dei........ 
 -
Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri• 
Montana~ New York, Ohio, Oregoo l 

Vermont, Virginia, Wiscon~io 

25 . Arizona. California. Colorado. 
Connecticut. Delaware. Florida, Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa. Michigan. Mi$si£sippi. 
Missouri. Montana, Nebtaka, New York" 
Ohio. Oklabo .... Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
South Caroltna, SOUlh Dakota, Vermont, 
Vltginla;Wisconsln; Wyoming 

22 - Arizona, Am..... Caliro..;., 
Colorado, Connecticut~ Delaware. florida, 
Georgia. Illinois, Indiana, Mississippi~ 
Missouri. Nebraska. New York t Ohio, 
Okl_. PennsylviIlIi•• _ Carolina,· 
Verm<lill;Vttgiilta;·WI"""",In;-Wy<nnlng·­
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More Th.n Half !be Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under !be Clinton Admini'llration 

The Clinton Admini.stration bas .approved 53 demonstrations in 37 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of fmnilies in more than half of the states, more than the 
two ptevions Admini&lrtlions corubioed. In an avetage month, the welfare demonstraliollS cover over 10 million people, representing over 73 percent of aU ttcipic.nts. 
AU of the waivers which we have granted build on many of the central principles of President Clintoo's vision for wdfare rtfonn. including: 

I'RINCIPI.E DESCRII"l10N 

Work JwentyHF;ight stutes are helping people move from 
welfare to work. from receiving welfare checks 
to earning paychecks, by increasing education and 
training opportwlities and creating public/private 
sector partnerships. 

Time LImited Casb Assistancf: Twtntr-Fmtr nalrs are making welfare: II 

transitional support system. rather than II way of 
life. by providing opPortunity. but demandins 

STATF.5 APPROVED 

28 . Ariwna~ ConnectiCUI, Delaware. Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, 
llJiooLs, Indiana, Maryland. MIS.ow:husetts. Michigan. Mississippi, 
Missouri, Mo!uana, Nebr.asb. North Carolina. North Dakota, 
Ohio, OkJahoma, Oregon, South Caronna, South Dakota, Utah, 
Vennom. Virginia. West Virginia. Wiscoosin. Wyoming 

24· Ari7Dna, Colorado. Connecticut, Delawart, Florida. 
Georgia. Illinois. lndiana, Iowa, Louisiana. Maryland, Michigan, 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska. North Carolina, North Dakota. 

responsibmty in-return. Oklahoma, Soulh-Carolina, South lJakota, Vermont. Virginia. 

Child Support Enforc-ement Nint't,een SIOft.! are strengthening child support 
enforcemem and sending a clear message Ihat 
both parents must be ~nsiblc"for.thei(__~ 

--_. - ~ --~ ~ 
~ 

Washington, Wi$tO~ 

19 - Ari7.QM. Cormecticut. Delaware. Georgia. indiana, 
Maryland. M:wachuselt.\, Michigan. Mi1oOSissippi, Missouri. 

-Monl.ma•. Ncw-York.~North Carolina,North·Dakola.- Ohio, 

so they can aclli.eve and maintain ttooomic sclf­

children. . Oregon, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin 

11Urrv-Thru SlalU ate providing ~jves andIMokin& Work I'oy 33 - Arizona. California. Colorado, Connecticut. Delaware, 
encou.r.'Iging families to woik DO( stay on welfare, Florida, Georgia. Illinois, Indiana, Io-wa, M~ta.od. 

Ma$33Chusetl!>. Michigan. Mississippi. Missouri. Montana. North 
suftteieney . Carolina. North Dakota, Nebraska, New yort. Ohio, Oki.norna. 

Oreson. Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, 
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, WtSCt>fl§in. 
Wyoming 

Parental RespomIbUity Thirty SUlfa are promoting parental responsibility 30 - Arizona, Arkansas, Califurnia, Colorado, Connecticut. 
by encouraging education. or Umiting benefilS for Delaware. Florida. Georgia. Illinois. Indiana, Louisiana, 
families who have another child while on AFDC. Maryland, Massachusetts. Michigan. Mississippi. Missouri. 


Montana, Nebrnska. New York. North Carolina, North Dakota, ~ 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania. South. Carolina. Texas. Vermont, 


S 
\

Virginia. WW:.onsin, Wyoming 

5 
, ~ " 
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Michigan Asks U.S. to Consent 

To a Work-for-Welfare Plan 


-
St4tes'requesb for 
welfare waive,. 
continue to flower. 

TEL,9 414 186-8547 P. 002 
The New York Time. 

Fl:iday. June 28. 1996 
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More Than Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration 

;; 
The Clinton Administration has approved 58 demonstTlUions in 31 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in more than half of the states, more than {he

" twO previous Administrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover over 10 million people, rcprescntins over 75 percent of all :recipients. 
]• All of the waivers which we have granted build on many of the central principles of President Clinton'$ vision for wel.fare reform. including: 
, 

'>I. -
PRINCIPLE DESCRIPTION ;,'TATES APPROVEIl 

Work Twenty~Nine slales are helping people move from 29 - Arizona, Conncclk"Ut, Delaware. Honda, Georgia. Hawaii, 
welfare to work, from recei.ving welfare checks Illinois, lndiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mlchigan, Mississippi. 
to earning paychecks, by increasing education and Missouri, Montana, Ncbra.'lka, North Carolina, North Dakota, 
training opportunities and creating p~blic/private Ohio, Oklahoma. Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tc,;as, 
sector pannerships. Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisronsin, Wyoming 

Time Limited Cash Assistance Twenty-Seven stmes are making welfare a 27 ~ Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut. Delaware, Florida, 
lransitional support system, rather than a way of Georgia. Illinois, Indiana, Iowa. Louisiana. Maryland, 
life, by providing 0pporlunity. but demanding MassachuseHs, Michigan, Missouri, Momana. Nebraska. North 
responsibility iii relurn. Carolina, North Hakola, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South 

Carolina, South Dakota, Texas, Vermont, Wasbington, Wisconsin 
- - - - - - - - - ---------­ -------

Cbild Support Enforcement 

Making Work Pay 

Parental Responsibility 

Twenf}, staUs are strengthening child support 20 - Ariwna, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Indiana, 
enforcement and sending a dear message Ihat Maryland. Ma."saehuseHs. Micbigan, MiSSISSIppi. Missouri, 
both parentS muSl be responsible- for lheir Montana, New York, North C"arolina, North Dakota. Ohio: 
children. Oregon. Te-xa~, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin 

Thim'-Four Slates are providing incentives and 
encouraging families to work uot stay on welfare. 
so Ihey can achieve and maintain economic selfw 
sufficiency. 

Thim'-Qne $lales are promoting paremal 
responsibility by encouraging education, or 
limiling benefits for families who have anmher 
ehild while on AFDC. 

34 ­ Arizona. California, ColoradQ, Connecticut, Delaware, 
Florida, Georgia, Illinoi~, Indiana. Iowa, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Ml~~issipp'l. Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, New York, North Carolina. North Dakota, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, SOUlh Dakota, 
Texa'i, Utah, Vermont, Virginia. Washington, West Virginia, 
Wisconsin, Wyom.ing 

31 - Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado. CCIUtCCtiCUl, 
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, fliinois, Indiana, Louisiana, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi. Missouri, 
Montana, Nebra.'ika, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota. 
Ohio. Oklahoma. Oregou, PellllSylvania, South Carolina. Texas, 
Vermon!, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming 
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PLAN ACHANCE 
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\ Revised 

Question and Answer on D.C. Waiver 

Q: 	 Clay Shaw claims that the Administration is allowing D.C. and several states to avoid 
implementing the tougher provisions of the new welfare legislation by granting them 
waivers. How do you re'poed? 

/"; A: Congress included a provision in' the legislation that would give states the option to 
-"",1"1.1 ~. 

continue their welfare reform demonstrations under the new law. Although we believe 
that most states will no longer need waivers to implement welfare reform under the new 
law t the Administration has granted waivers {O D,C. and the two other new states (Idaho 
and Kansas) that requested them. just as we had for 41 .t.tes previously. Representative 
Shaw helped add this provision to the legislation; it clearly protected the 41 States that 
had already receiv~d waivers, as welt as those that received waivers prior to the law's 
enactment. 

It is the Administration's understanding that all stares would have to meet the work 
participation rates in the legislation. In other words. this is not going to undermine the 
work reguirements in the new law, 

(Background: 41 states had waivers when Representative Shaw amended the bill. HHS 
has since grante(i waivers to three additional jurisdictions: Kansas. Idaho, and D.C. 
Idaho and Kansas have RepUblican governors.) 
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WEL<AlE WAIVER PROCESSING TIMES 


Median ~ime for approved waivers: 158 days. 


Median time for active pending requesta: 70 days. 


In FY'S HHS approved a waiver den~nstration every n~ne working

days. 
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MAV-21-1996 17:39 FROM TO 

i21.!I:u.tiQll , 

senator Dole noted that the time it takes your agency to grant
waivers takes years, not days. Hov can you justify pendinq 
waiver requests that are stil~ on the books from 1994? 

o 	 Only 4 states have waiver requests going back to 1994: 
california, Kansas, New Hampshire and Pennsylvania. With 
one exception, those States had asked us to holo rurther 
Federal action on their requests. 

o 	 Par example, the oldest pendinq request from New Hampshire 
vas eublnitted in Septeuber 1993. We offered the state draft 
terms and conditions under which we wo~l4 app~ove their 
request one month latar, in October 1993. The waiver 
request, based on State leqislation, would have increased 
earned income disregards for the purpose of encouraging
vork. Though the State included a different scheme to 
increaso aarned ineomQ disregards in a waiver request they 
sub=1tted last Septeuber, they never gave us the go ahead to 
approve that waiver and have never formally withdrawn it. 

o 	 We had worked out the speCifics of an agreement vith the 
state of Kansas in April of 1995 and stood ready to approve
the waiver when the state apked us to table further action. 
On April 30 of this year, the State submitted an a~ended 
request whieh is n~ under review. 

o 	 In the ease of Pennsylvania. we promptly initiated a review 
process of vaivBr requiring school attendance and expected 
to approve quickly. However, the State soon thGreafter 
Asked uS to hold up further Federal action while they worked 
with the SChools ~o work out certain details. It haG 
remained on hold at the State's request. 

o 	 upon receiving the other Pennsylvania vaiver re~Qst far tbe 
Savings tor Education Program, we immediately informed the 
State that they miqht prefer to implement the proviSions
thrcuqh a State plan anendment rather than as a 
demonstration project requiring waivers. The state chose to 
look into this option, and again, asked us to defer further 
action. 

o 	 Tho only flo1d" application that: a stato h.as not asked us to 
bold i6 one from California tha~ WQuld deny additional cash 
assistance to families following the birth of a child 
conceived while receiVing AiDe. Wo t~ve offered the State 
draft terms and conditions on which we WQul« approve that 
Yaiver re~est on more than one occasion, most recently in a 
letter dated FebrUAry 1, 1996. 

http:i21.!I:u.ti
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SOMMARX OF PENnING WAIVER APp~ICATrONS ~ As of 5[22[96 

'O~AL ~ 2S app11eatioas froa 18 States 

lIC'frvll ~ ....dia.. ~.. "",,41"\1 .. '0 <Say_ 

State9 ~~'eation! ~ 20 Applications from 17 states 

Wyoainq (NOV Opport\lnltloa- and Mew Reeponsibil1tles: PhuQ Il - JUMn=ents) 

Kece1v04: 5/13/'6 

W1peon.Ln (Work _at Welt.re and Pay fo~ P.~for.mance Demooatration Projects ­
.....nw..n~.) 

Received, 5/8/96 

Halolaii CPvr,ui~ of!' tfQW OppO:'tun.i.t1aa (POHO) Proqram} 

.eeeived; 5/7/96 Pending! l' days 

Tannceaeo (PAmil1•• r~8t) 

1\cC1!!.lvech 5/1/96 P8n4ing, 21 4ay~ 

~a. (Actively cceating !cmorrow for 'am11i.~ Oemonstr&t~on) 

"caived; '1%5/96 

Hichlgon (To Strengthen Kiehi9an raml1iea Ocmonotration - Amendmont.)' 

'endlng: 26 day. 

Roeeived' 4/4/96 Pending: 48 days 

ae••ive4: 3/13/96 pendtnq: 10 days 

Pending: 10 day. 

Pending; '5 daye 


In4lafta (Impacting FamLlie6 Welfaro Rstor,m Oe~onstrat!on ,roject - ~Qndmento) 


Pending: 160 dayo 


http:W1peon.Ln
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Oklahoma (~elfare solf-Svff1cLeney initiative) 

Roceived: 10/6/95 tondingl 228 day. 

ae••1ve4: 10/4/" Pen41ng~ 330 day. 


~iJlC (Wolfare to Work: program) 


Re~ivad: 9/18{9S 

Aecelved, 7/18/9S 


GeQr9ia {~ob. ~tEst Pro;ec~} 


l\eeel.ved: 1,5/95 


~~!VE [state bas not accepted rca.o~le ofter) 

1 app1ications from 1 state 
ca11forn1& (C&liforni. WO%K paya Demonat:ation Project - Amendments)' 

!NACTIVE (State bas asked Us to bola further re4eral action) 

• applications from 3 States 

eal~tornia (CAlifornia Work rays Dftmon$trotion ?~Qjeet - ~endmQntg)1 

Naw Hampahire (larne4 tngQmQ ni.regard n~nat~ation Proj~ct)t 

Panp*ylvanie jSchool Attondance I~provemsn~ ?rcgremt 


Penneylvan1a {S6v1nqs tor ~ucat1on progr~) 


NOTES: 

1. 	 Ptopo$&l s~gnlflc.ntly amond_ a prev~oQ51y pending p:oposal recotvc4 
7/26/t4. We wore prepared to approve the earlier propoGa~ on Ap.ll 14~ 
19S5I but eh4 $~ate aSkeO U~ eQ hQl~ rn4~r$1 Q~~ion pondinq the Qute~ 
of AatiQn~l welfare reform lesialation; 

2. 	 Would ••pand pro~i.lon of eurren~ly Qper&tinq pilot eomponenc statewide 
and add addition41 statewide provisions. 



FROM OASPA NEWS DIV 1006/025 

TO 	 261lS1sa p,e6 

IJ~-Z,!-95' O'I:IIPM 

3. 	 Would &mend ~rent domo~strAelcn by adele9 re~Lr~en~S that minor 
pateftt lLVC 1n super~vlGed &ettlnq and attend wahool. 

•• 	 Wo~14 ad4 prgyuiOtl\!ll to che p,t'wiouely approvOd cal1fort\J.a Work pays: 
Deemonstratiaft Pro~e~ that. :o4~~cd HAx~ Ai4 Poymon~ (~) o~a~ido 
~nd eet~liobod rogLon-basa4 MAP and need st.Adard. 

s~ 	 Would add: provision not to oeM gr&nGparen~' D l.ncoma ~o ". miuen: pu:ent· .. 
child li9L&g Ln lame hQusebold to the prcviouely Approved California 
Work P"y* Damon.t~.tion 'roject. 

6w 	 Portion of currently pending appl1catio~ resubm1t~ed un~er F4$~ 7r4ck/30
day Approv.l pro¢edu~e•• 

1. 	 ~oul4 &dd famlly cap provi.io~ to tho p~evLou81y·approv&4 calitornia 
Work Pays Demon$t~&~ion P~oj.et. 

B. 	 ~ould add provision. to decrease benefits atter pe~lod. of ttme en 
a.c~ctanC8 to the p~OY1o~~ly .pprovQ4 california Work Pay. Demon~~~ation 
P.o;.ct. 

,~ 	 ~pplieation ~eeeiv8d 9/'0/93. It woqld have incre••e4 earned lnc~ 
d1,ro9&rd8 ~or appl1~anta ~d r.c1p~entD. CtatQ vaB Qant draft te~Q 
an4 eo~ditlona on wblch WG could haye approve4 ~bo project Qc~obcr 28, 
1993 b~t chooe ~t to puroue any fucther action on the proj$et. 7hoy 
nevor form411y ~••~o~ In v~itin~ ftor ~ithd~GW ~hQ pro~.a1. Rawovar. 
their newea~ propoS&l 1neludea a dirterent incr8Aue in tarned income 
d~.~.g&rds an4 many other teat~ea. 

http:provi.io
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Status of Welfare Reform Waiver Applications 

QUESTION: 

What 	 to the statu. ot the pandinq va1~er requests from 
cal1fornia? 

ANS\VER: 

• 	 Califo~nia QurrQntly has four requests for valfare reform 
demonstration pending. Each proposes various amendments 
to the operating Assistance Payments n~onstration 
Projee~ and Calitorniu Wo.k Poys Damonotration ProjGot. 
They 	include: 

o 	 The first application, dealing vita redUctions in 
AFDC cash benefits related to the &mount of time a 
family has bOQn on ass1staneo was received March 14, 
1994. The State asked us to hold our reviev of a 
:reql'lest. 

o 	 The second application. would implement a family cap
under which additional benefits would not be 
provided to a family following tbe b~n or a ·child 
conceived while receiving AFDC. It vas received 
Novomb~ 9, 1994~ Draft terms and conditions on 
wh1cb we might reach an agreement Were offered to 
the state in August of 1995 ana Feb%'u.ry of this 
year. However, the State has rejeotQd these tQrme 
and conditions .. 

o Tvo ether applioations were recently reeeivG4 on 
Karch 13. We haVQ begun " ravi.. " ot these 
applications and publishad a description in the 
Federal Register in order to facilitate public 
comment. Wa have also requested, and are waiting 
fori information tro~ the State concerninq how thoy 
would prefer to strueture one of these in1tiatives. 

• 	 We have approved five previou.s applications frollt the 
State. 

http:Feb%'u.ry
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• 	 HHS received the waiver request, "Family aespons1b11ity 
AC~,· on october 4, 1995. 

• 	 A list ot questions ancl issues vas Gent to the state on 
Janu4ry 22, 199'. 

• 	 AftQ~ ciiGC\lssione vith the s.tata, tirrlt terms and 
conditions were sent on April 18, 1996. 

• 	 We are awaiting the state's response and expect to move 
toward tinal terms and conditions Goon. 
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QUESTION: 

What is the status of the pend1nq waiver request from Georgia? 

ANSWER: 

• HHS ~oceivea C4orgia~# rQquQ~t tor waivQrs to implement 
the Jobs First 4amonstration on June 30, L995. 

• 

• However, shortly attGrward, tha State asked us to again
deter action on JobG Pirst in order to concentrato our 
efforts on another vaiver request (Work for welfare) that 
tha State had alec previously askad us to temporary hold 
aetion~ ,~h~t proposal has sincB been approve4 an~ 
i!l1plelllented. 

• At the st~te's request, we resumed our revie~ of the.30bs 
First proposal and sent the state a list of issues and 
~e&t1ohs resulting from our Foderal revi9~ on 3anuary 
19, 1996~ We are waiting to raceiva the statels response 
betore moving forward on a final deciSion. 



TO 

0UES1l0N; 

What is the Gtatus of the pending waiver request frOlti Hawaii? 

ANSl'VJmi 

• XHS ~Qeoivod Hawaii's wAlfare :r-efQn waivor request 
earlier this 1II0nth, on May 7. 

• We have b49un a Federal review of the applicatiQn. til 
accordance vith ollr for processing these 
.' ;, ". vill ,,"'.>'.~ a description of the state's 

in the Register allowing for a 30-day 
~c_ent~~ 



10 g4565551 PO 11/015 

TO 260918B P. U 

QUESDON; 

Whae 	 18 the status of the pen4in9 waiver request from 
nUno.,,? 

• 	 HHS received Illinois' request for waiyo~s to implomant
the Six-Month Paternity Establish~ent Demonstration on 
3uly 18, 1991i. 

• 	 Draft terms and ccndit10ns on which we miqht reach an 
a9roemant vore offered to the State in November of 1995 
and February of this year. HoWever, the State nas 
rejected these terms and conditions. 

• 	 Based on continued discussions with the state, we sent 
revisod draft terms and conditions on April 24~ We are 
currently waiting %cr the $~ate#s response. 
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Tw 


OJ!ES:rION; 

Wha~ 	is the s~atU$ of the pendinq waiver requ~st from Indiana? 

AlISII'!It: 

• 	 Indiana's pen41ng velfare reform waiver request, which 
would amand tha currently operatinq UImpactinq Families 
Welfare l\af'orm DeDonstratioD, to 'WAS originally received on 
Daca=bQr 14, 1995 and additional amendments were rec4ived 
on February 6. 1996. 

• 	 On March 4, 1996 va Gent the state a li5t of issues and 
ques~ion9 rcsultin9 fro. o~r Fo44ral rQv1ew of th~ 
proposal. Wa hava been vaitinq to receive tha State's 
response before movinq forward. On May 20 we had a 
conference call V1th state starr to discuss the questions
and issues and will shortly ~end them draft terms and 
conditions. 
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Wbat 	 is the status of the pending waiver request from Kansas? 

IUISWD, 

• 	 HaS received the state's original welfare refor. waiver 
request, NActively creatinq Tomorrov for Families," on 
~uly 2', 1904 and rceaiv@d a~endmahts on April 30~ 1996. 

• 	 Oraft te....s and conditions on which approval COUld I)e
grante4 were sent to the state on March 15, 1995. 

• 	 Final terms and eonclitions of approval were being sent to 
the Secretary for a decis10n on April. 19S5 when the 
state requested that a final decision be put on bold. 

• 	 We received the amended request on April 30. 1996 and met 
with state officials on May 13. 

• 	 We have begun to draft terms and conditions which we will 
send 	to the state soon. 
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What 	is the ctatUB of thB pending waiver request from Maine? 

MSWE!I; 

• 	 HHS re=e1ve~ the 'Welfare to Work Program" waiver request
fro= the state on September ~O, 1995_ 

• 	 On October 19. 1995 we sent the state a list of questions
and issues. We received partial responses to these 
questions and issues over several months between 3anuary 
and Aprll 1996. 

• 	 Draft terms and conditions were sent to the state on 
April Z6 and a conference call was held on May 2 to 
cl~ity remaining que»tton~. . 

We axpe=t to send revised terms and conditions to the 
state shortly and move toward a final deCision soon. 
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What is the statuS Of the pending waiver request from 
Harylan4? 

• 	 HaS received ~aryland's welfare re~ora waiver request, 
~Yamily Investment Program - Amen~ents,· on April 26, 
1996. 

• 	 We have begun a review of the application, published a 
description in the Federal Register 1n order to 
facilitate pUblic comment, and begun discussions with the 
stata~ 
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TO 

QUFSTION: 

What is the status of the pending waiver request from 
Itlchigan? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 Michigan's pending welfare reform waiv~ request, which 
would "",end the cw:""ntly oparating »'1'0 stren;Jthen " 
Hiehig4n Families OOltl.Qn&tr4tic:sn Project., If v.au: roc.oivl!Cl 
April 26, 1996. 

• 	 WG have begun: a Federal review ot the rWiUe&~ and ~ 
letter addressinq certain issues of concern was sent to 
the Stato Kay 3. 

Back;Jround 

• 	 Michigan also submitted anothsr non-welfare reform waiver 
raquest which" remains pending. It would permit the stat. 
to divert up to 10 perc.n~ of a ramily's Afoe benef~t to 
a shelter provider who obtains a court jud~ant for 
nonpayment of rent Or property damage. 

• 	 HSS/s is currontly reviewing waiver issues related to 
rc ost:. 

• 
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QtmSTION: 

What is the status of the pendin9 waiver request trom 
ll.l.nnesoU,7 

ANSWER: 

• 	 HRS racalve4 two welrare rerorm wa1ver applications,
"Work First P:roqram" and "AFDC Barrier Removal, II on April 
•• ~996. 

• 	 We met with state offioials on May 16 to discuss issues 
and obtain clarifications. 

• 	 We are 4reftin9 terms ana conditions which we will send 
to the ptata. 
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What is the statuS of the pending vaive~ requests f~om Nev 
HiUllpsh1re? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 We received Nev H~pshire's request for waivers to 
lmpleaant the Nev Hampshire Employment Proqram and Family 
Assistanee Proqram on September 18, 1995. 

• 	 We promptly notified the State that a significant
portion. hut not all of the waiver request was eliqihle 
t~ oxpc~it.d roviev aftd approvaL und.~ our fac~-tra~ 
process. The State submitted a separate request for 
these provisions on October 6, 1995 and we promptly sent 
dra~t terms and cond1~ions to the State less than two 
weeks, later. 

• 	 The state nevar accepted terms and conditions under the 
fast-track review~ 90 we proceeded to work diligently
with stata staff to rC3ch an a9rQG~ent on the unole 
packag.. , . 

• 	 After reeolv1n9 1n1t1al 1ssues and reaching an o~al 
agreement, wa sent tha State draft tarms and conditions 
en March 19. 1995. 

• 	 We hav.. continued discussions vith the state on 
.dd1tional issge~1 bu~ ~~e waitin9 on th~ State to 
provide lanquaqe en a~endments they are proposing to 
their proqra... 

• 	 As soon as we receive these amendments, ve are confident 
that we will issue a final decision on New Hampshire'S
proposal. 
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QUESTION: 

~at is the status of the pending waiver req~est fro. 
Oklahoma? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 We recdved Oklaholla'. request for waivers to implement
the Welfare Self-Sufficiency Initiative on Ootober 27, 
1995. 

• 	 An analysis paper was .ent to the state on January 26, 
19'6, shortly after we returned from the Federal 
:sbutdown. 

• 	 The state did, not send a response to these issues until 
Apdl 4. 1.996. 

• 	 We have resolved the rema~n1ng issues with the State and 
expect to send Oklaholla draft terms and conditions within 
~he next week. If they find these acceptable, we would 
move p~omptly to i65ue a final Qecision on their w~iver. 
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What is the status of the pending waiver requests from 
fennsylvania? 

• 	 TWo applicatiOns are pending froa Pennsylvania. 

• 	 HHS reeeive4 Pennsylvania's request for waivers to 
implement th4' School Attenoance Imprcv_mant Pro9ram 
September 12,' 1~94_ An analysis peper listing issues an~ 
questiolls identified as a result of a Federal review of 
thoL~ Qppl~c6:ion for the S~hool AttenaunQo rmprovemont 
frogram was sent to the state in November of 1994. Tne 
State is currently workinq out details with potential
SChool districts before 9attins back to us to continu~ 
the process or finalizing a decision on this proposal. 

• 	 At our Buqg6stion, the State is also currently exploring
vhether they voul~ prefer to implement the provisions of 
thoir propose' Savingo for Edu~tion Proiram through
State plan amendment rather than as a demonstration 
project requiring waivers. The application vas received 
pecember ~g. 1994. 

Bacleground 

• 	 The State &lS9 recently wrote US to asle whether there are 
any impgdiscntc to receivinq approval of waivers to ailow 
the state to deny AFDC to a person who has been sentenced 
for a felony or misdemeanor offen&e or who fails to 
appear at a criminal court proceeding when summoned as a 
defendant and to allow the State Police a~ 80ard of 
Probation and Parole to have access to recipient
identification (finger imagi.ng) records. 

• 	 We aent G letter ~eepondin9 that Ye dQ not hove the leqa~ 
a~thority to approve such vaivers. The Secretary of 
Healtb and Huaan Services may approve vaiv~rs undor 
authority ot $eetlon 1115 ot the Social Security Act only
for demonstrations that serve tbe objectives of the Act, 
i.e., to furnish financial assistance and increase fa~ily
capability for self-support. The proposed proviSions do 
not seem to serve those purposes but rather appear to 
serve only criminal justico objectivos. 

• 	 The lotter also eays that we support thei~ intentions And 
c~p14in tho parameters under which they may uS3iat law 
enforoement offioials in their duties under the Aet~ 
continue to receive public assistance and remain 
financially 4ependent on taxpa erG. Under see~~on 

http:imagi.ng
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QUlls,.r01U 

What 	 is the status' ot the pending waiver request from South 
Ca.rolina? 

l!!ISPR , 

• 	 HHS received the waiver application, "Family Independence 
Proqram," 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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TO 


QUESTION: 


What is the status of th$ pending waiver request from 

Tennessee? 

• HRS rQceived'~ennQssee's request for waivers to implement
Familiee First on May 1, 1996. 

• We h~vc bogun a Federal review of the proposal and have 
begun initial discussions with the State. 
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What 	is tho status of tha pendinq waiver request trom Utah? 

ANSWER: 
• 	 HaS received 'the waiver application, ~sinqla Parent 

Employment Demonstration - Amen¢=ents,' on February 7, 
1996 .. 

• 	 A list of qu~stions and issues ~as sent to the state on 
IIpril J, 1996. 

• 	 Based on the :response from the atate, vc aro drafting 
terms and oonditions which we expect to send to the state 
shorcly. 

-. 
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QtJESTION: 

Nhat is the statUG ot the pendin9 waiver request fro~ 
Wisconsin? 

• HHS received the "",lfare reforll> vdver application, which 
would anend two previously approved 4emonstration3( on 
Maya, 1996. 

• We are CUrrently reviewin9 the proposal and vill publish 
a desoription in the Federal Register to facilitate 
p\a,blio COlIiJIi;ont. 

• 
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What is the status of the pending vaiver request from wyoming?, 

• HHS recently reoeived the welfare reform waiver request# 
~New opportunities and Ne~ Responsibilities - Phase II 
(Amendme.nt.&) # .. on May ll, 1.,.96. ' 

• We are currently revieWing the proposal and will publish 
a description in the Federal RegLster tofaoilitate 
public C""",,Ollt. 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 

Assistant Secretary 


The Administration for Children and Families 

\ ., 

\JJ~- Wa.,J<..6: 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: MIllY Jo Bane 
Assistant Seaetaty for Children and Families 

Telephone: (202)401-2337 
Fax: (202)401-4678 

MESSAGE: 


Dopa..... oCHadth awl B...... _ 
AdnUnistntion for ChUQren ud Fa.milics 

370 L'Enfant Promcna4e. S.W_ Wasbitlgton. D.C. 20441(;t 
Phone, (2OZ) ~1-9200 
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DRAFT--S!lb!96--DRAFT--DRAFT 

ME:-!Ol<ANDu'M TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: What We1re Lea~ning from Welfare Reform Demons~rations 

BACKGROUND 

Since the spring of 1.993. the Department has approved welfare 
reform demons~rations in states. Currently over three-
quarters of all AFDC reciPIents reside i~ a geographical area 
which is subject to one or more welfare reform waive~ provisior.s. 
That the vast majority of states have embodied the 
Administration/ $ approach to reform is evident from the 
following: 

states have strengthened their work and training 
require':Y\ents l 
__ states have ~ade work pay by allowing recipients to keep 
more of their income when they go to work. 

_ states have imposed cime limits on assistance with 
protections for children, 

states have excanded child care for :amilies in work or 
training, • 
_ states·have implemented requirements/i~centives for teen 
parents to live at home and stay in school. 
__ states have implemen~ed tougher child s~pport 
enforceme~tr and 
~ states have implemented fanily caps. 

The effect of these welfare reforms, combined 'with AdminJ.st.rat.icn 
policies that have created a strong eco~cmy and other policies to 
encourage work such as the EITe expansion, ~~ve produced ~he 
longest sustained caseload decrease in the hiseory of AFDC~·from 
March of 1994 to February of 1996 the caseload has declined by 
over 1.5 million individuals. (Inter:;al comment: The only larger 
absolu~e decrease was in the months following OBRA of 1981 which 
cut about 400,000 families with ear~ings or s:epparents off the 
roles, but which began to be reversed after only nine months. 
Interestingly. in the period of the recent decrease most states 
have reversed one or both of these OBRA policies.] In addition, 
partlcipaeion in the JOBS prog:::-a'T. is up sign':'ficantly, increasing 
by _ percent from F):,,92 to FY95, and over l 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 it. 

WHAT WE'RE LEARNING 

When combined with demonstrations app~oved by earlier 
administrations, there are currently __ approved welfare reform 
de~nstration projects in __ States, about three-quarters of 
which have actually been implemented. Although the vast ~ajority 
nave been approved since the spring of 1993, because of the time 
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necessary to obtain evaluacion results, the best impact 
inforrr.ation is about older projects, Later this year will ~eally 
be the first year 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 
implerr,entation of welfare reform requires {from qiJarterly 
monitoring reports and implementation studies} and about what 
welfare reform means in te.rms of COS~$ and savings (from cost 
neutrality reports}. 

The reroainder of this memorandum outlines what we1re learnin~ 
from these various sources of information 

STRENGTHENING WORK REQUIREMENTS AND WORK INCENTIVES 

The Urban Institute, u~der contract with HHS, studied five States 
(Utah, Colorado~ Iowa, Michigan, and Vermont), focusing on issues 
related to increasing JOBS participation substantially and 
changing the culture of welfa~e. This report showed that States 
have taken different approaches to similar reform goals. Some of 
the key findings from the report include: 

It is possible to increase participation substantially 
in work or work-related activities in a relatively 
short period of time, bue it costs more money to do so. 

Child care plays an important role in transforming the 
welfare system into a more work-oriented system. 

If large numbers of recipients are placed in 
unsubsidi2ed employment and caseloads decline 
substantially~ those recipie~t6 left behind are likely 
to be the recipients wi~h multiple ba~riers to 
employment. ' 

Sanc~ions are an important stratesy for reforming the 
welfare system. 

These States have not focused exclusively on work requirements, 
however/ to encourage employment, They have also implemented 
waivers that allow recipients who work to keep more of their 
earnings. The current "earned income disregards!! have been 
criticized for being too complicat~d, ending too abruptly and not 
being generouS' enough to provide an effective incentive to worK. 
Not surprisingly. one of the most popular waivers granted to 
States involves changi~g these disregards to increase incentives 
to work. Not only do such changes encour'age work among 
recipients, but some workers ~lso report that they are no longer 
reluctant to encourage recipients to take any jOb, In addition; 
wost States have sig::i£icantly expanded eligibility for support 
services to facilitate the transit~on from welfare to work. 

While it is too early to draw conclusions about the overall 
effectiveness of these changes in promoting employment! it is 
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clear chat there are now s'J.bst.an'Cially more AFDC recipients who 
are combining welfare with work. Thus, between FY92 and FY 95, 
the percentage of cases with earnings increas~d by about __ 
percent. 

Comprehensive welfare reform necessarily involves invest~,ents in 
work programs and in child care. Because welfare reform 
demonstrations are expected to be cost neutral over the life of 
the project, most states plan an balancing investments in the 
early years wit.h caseload sav~ngs in· later years. The cost 
neutrality reports that states s~bmit h~lp us to understand the 
extent to which this is actually happening. [need to 
complete] For example, it is clear that in many States with Arne 
savings, the emphasis on work and participation :"n JOBS has led 
~o increases in child care costs. 

TIME LIMITS 

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)- recently 
completed a report on implsr.lenting time-limited welfare 'based on 
the early experiences in Florida, Vermont. and Wisconsin. It has 
impo~tar.t lessons fer other states conteffiplati~g similar reforms. 

For example: 

Implementing time limits without adequate time for 
planning can pose Significant risks both for recipients 
and for the credibility of the programs. States must 
consider critical issues of services capacity, for 
example, JOBS services, child care, systems changes, 
and staff training. 

Communica~in9 the new prcgraw. rules to reCipients can 
be difficult, especially when a nu~ber of fa~-reaching 
changes are implemented Simultaneously. It is 
irr,portant to contlnually repeat and reinforce the new 
policies. 

5ach State has expanded its JOSS program and is trying 
to focus on employment, but their approaches vary. 

The MORe report showed that ~lme limits are just part of a larger 
welfare reform strategy, also involving cbanges designed to get 
people off assi9~ance ~o minimize the number who reach a time 
limit, as well as having policies in place to ensure that those 
who do hit a time limit have the opportunities and resources to 
be self-supporting. Time-limited welfare involves many ,difficult 
policy choices and implementation 1s demanding. Since several 
States now have cages reaching the time li~itf further research 
will identify new issues and strategies, 

LEARNFARE 

There are two typ&S of Learnfare programs: some require tee~ 
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parents to be in school and some requ~re dependent children who 
are not parer.ts to be in school. So far the only evidence we 
have of success are with respect to the for~er. Thus, findings 
from the Ohio LEAP program show that a learnfare intervention for 
teen parents can have positive impacts on school attendance, 
completion and subsequent employment. However, such results are 
not a~tomatic, but depend on the quality of implementation and 
perhaps the ~arget group. Thus. Wisconsin's Learnfare evaluatio~ 
shows that a school requirerr~nt =or both teens and depende~c 
Children had little impacc on school attendance. It also 
suggests chat. at least in t4ilwauk.«u'!/ that the program has 
suffered from substantial implementation failures. 

FAAILY CAPS 

At his point we have no very clear results or. the impact of 
family caps. Very preliminary analysis from the New Jersey 
Family Development Prog~arn indicates that over a one yea~ period 
there was no differenc~ between experimentals and controls with 
respect to subsequent births. However, other preliminary 
informatio:: suggests that the research desi9n was not well­
implemented, and that many cont,rols also believed that they were 
subject to the cap. Although claims and counterclaims w~ll 
continue to be made about what the "results ll show. it will 
require longer time and more analysis to have reliable estimates 
of the impact of family caps. 

OTHER RESULTS 

Several other states have s~bmitted in~erim eva:uation findings. 
These generally cover a very short period and they should be 
viewed as very preliminaI}~, All represent projects that were 
approved by previous administrations, some of which have been 
modified in the Clinton Administration, 

After 2 years, Michigan's wro Strengthen Michigan's 
Fam:.lies ll (TSMF) demonstration which does ,.,is 
producing very small I but posieive, impacts on 
employment and earnings, while producing reductions in 
AFDC paymQnts, Altho~9h the State makes great claims 
about the success of this de~onstration, by showing 
fairly large~caseload reductions since imp::'ementation 
of the de~onstrationt the impact reports suggest that 
this is due to ether factors, e.g., an improving 
economy. 

Utah's multi-faceted welfare refoTrr, demonstration 
includes a diversion component, where families that 
appear e~igible 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 applican~s have 
been diverted, and only a small number of diverted 
families have returned to AFDC. Since diversion is but 
c~e of many componentS I it's aot possible to know for 

http:parer.ts
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certain what impact it has had, but it appears to be a 
pro~isi"-g approach. 

Under current rules, an AFDC Unemployed Parent (UP) 
family loses eligibility if the principal wage earner 
is employed for 100 hours or ffiore a month, even if the 
family's income is low enough to otherwise make it 
financially el!gible. Waivers of the lOO-ho'Jr rule 
have been requested by many States as a way of 
encouraging employment among two-pare~t families. 
However, preliminary findings £ro~ demonstrations that 
eliminate the 100-ho~r ru!e for AFDe-Up families in 
California, Wisconsin, and Utah suggest that the waiver 
had little impact on employment and earnings, and 
slightly increased case duration,a~d public assistance 
costs, 

FUTURE ACTICNS 

The early implementatio~ experiences of States are extremeiy 
important. For this reason, the Department is initiating further 
efforts co augment state eva:uations. We will soon begin a 
series of 6i~e visits to a number of States testing innovacive 
reforms. These visits will include interviews with State and 
local staff, case file reviews. and on-site observation of 
program operations, The purpose of these visits will be to focus 
011: implementation and operational issues', and what. procedures 
were adopted to resolve them. 7hese reviews will become a 
regular part: of the monitoring process a"nd the information gained 
from them will be shared with other S~ates en an o~-going basis. 
In addition, the Department will shortly initiate two new crOSSa 
state projects examining implementation issues on: , 
li teen parent school attendance and minor parent living 
arrangement requirements, and 2) strategies to facilitate the 
rapid employment of AFDC applicants and reCipients. 

Waiver demos rea:ly are we:fare refo=m anc they are bringing 
about fundamental changes in the way welfare programs operate, 
However, reforming welfare is a complicated process and We can 
learn a lot and improve operations as time goes on. (need to 
complete] 
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The President'. Radio Address 

Welfare Rofann 


May 18, 1996 

[Iaped 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, I met with the nation's 50 governors and urged everyone of them to send me a 
welfare reform plan that would help meet that challenge. 

Many of them have. In the last 3 yearS, my administration has granted welfare 
waivers to a record 38 states -- more states than all previous administrations combined. We 
have cleared away federal roles and regulations to penni! states to buHd effective welfare 
rdonns of their own. The state-based refonn we have encouraged bas brought work and 
responsibility back to the lives of 75 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 
w9lfare is a second chancc1 not a way of life. 

That is why 1 signed an executive order to require federal employees to pay child 
support. I toughened sanctions on welfare and food stamp recipients who refuse to work, j 

took action earlier this month to require teenage mothers to stay in school and sign personal 
responsibility contracts~ if they are to receive welfare benefits. And it is also why I sent 
Congress OJ 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 Times 
has called a "quiet revolution" in welfare reform under my administf"d.tion. The number of 
Americans On welfare has dropped by 1.3 million since 1 took office in January 1993. Food 
stamp r01ls arc down. So are teen pregnancy rates. What numbers are up? Child support 
collections, which have jumped 40% ,.. and the number of people who are required to work 
as a condition for receiving welfare. 

Today. I am pleased to report that two states -- Wisconsin and Maryland -- are 
adding momentum to this "quiet revolution." Last wcek~ Wisconsin submitted for approval 
the outlines of a welfare refonn plan that is One of the boJdest yet attempted, in America - ­
and I am encouraged by what I have Seen so far. The Wisconsin plan will replace a welfare 
system that is based on dependency with one that is based on work. 



,
• 

Under the Wisconsin plan, people on welfare who can work !lliJ§.! 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 wilt learn 
tbat if you don't go to work, you won't get paid. And if you do, you will have the dignity of 
earning a paycheck. not a welfare check. The plan wJH send a clear message to teen parents 
as wen: if you are a minor with a babYl you win receive benefits only if you stay in school, 
Jive at home, and tum 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 a new vision of welfare based On work, that protects children and docs right by 
working people and their families. 

And Wisconsin is not alone. Maryland just came up with its own innovative reform 
plan. The Maryland plan cracks down on welfare fraud. It comes down hard on parents who 
tum their backs on child support. And it helps working parents with child care so they won't 
bC driven onto the welfare IOU, 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 second, because they make clear that there is 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 reform proposals -- and I'll keep 
signing them, I will keep doing everything in my power as President to reform welfare. state 
by state, if that's what it takes. But there's a faster way to bring this welfare reform 
revolutinn to the entire nation, There are bipartisan welfare reform plans sitting in the House 
and Senate right nOw that do what Americans agree welfare reform must do: require welfare 
reCipients to wotk, limit the time people can stay on welfare, toughen chHd support 
enforcement, and protect our children, 

So I say to Congress: Send me a bill that honors these fundamental principles. {In 
sign it. Let's get the job done, and bring welfare reform to all 50 states, And then we1U 
move on to the other challenges we face as we stand at the dawn of a new century. 

Thanks for listening. 

2 
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U.S. DEPART"'ENT OF HEALTI-I ANO I-4U"'AN SeRVICES 

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

HBS APPROVES SOOTH CAROLINA WELFARE DEKONSTRATION 

HHS Secretary Donna E. Shalala todn¥ announced approval of 

Family Independence Act (FIA), a statewide welfare project in South 

Carolina. 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 previous administrations combined, II said Secretary Shalala'. 

"President Clinton is making good o~ his pledge to help states 

change welfare as we kno.... 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 requirements I 

family skills training, and, if necessary, substance abuse 

treatment. Children will also be required to attend school. There 

will be sanctions for failure to comply with the plan's requirements 

or refusing an offer 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 AFDC, but vouchers will be available for child-related 

commodities. 

- More ­

• 
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When a family reaches the time limit I if the parent requ'ests an 

extension, the state may require the family to relocate in order to 

accept a bona fide job offer in another part of the state~ The 

state will provide relocation assistance, including funds for moving 

expenses, housing search l child care, and rent for the first month~ 

ThG relocation 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 ~il1 also consider good cause 

exceptions, 

FIA expands AFDC eligibility for two-parent families by 

removing the 100-hour e~ployment rule and increasing the resource 

limit to $2,500. Recipients can also ovn one vehicle worth up to 

$10 1 000 and can save up to $10,000 in an Individual Dev~lopment 

Account. They can keep earned income of children attending school, 

and interest and dividends of up to $400 per year. 

EIA requires parents to participate in a family skill training 

program when appropriate. It increases the amount of child support 

passed through to AFDC recipients increnentally ~o 100 percent. and 

requires extensive information for paternity establishment. 

"south Carolina's'project combines tough time limits and 

sanctions ~ith incentives to help families transition from welfare 

to work," said Mary :10 Bans, assist.ant secretary for children and 

families. HYIA will make a difference for the people of South 

carolina. u 

The demonstration will opera~e for Seven years and include a 

riqorous evaluation. 

### 
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casclczds, Induded atc, Cali·
In letting states go their for!lia, ilIir.ois, Ohio and TeX31t 

(New York will probably join own ways, Clinton has 
t:'e list soon. ) 

already made relief more Many of the w!liver requests 
a privilege than an submitted by stales Initially 

~roposed an absolute tcrmma­
entitlement. tion 0: benci:ts after th'c time 

limit. So far, however. the .. DOUGlAS J. BESIIAJIOV 
Clinton adminlsltalion has 
insisted thai ~hctc be some SOrt 

of protetti(m for long-terre redpic:lls,

A
s Bill Clinlo::J and Bob Dole jockey 

even winm the state (hd not wa:tt one­for pOS;tioo all the candidate who 
Ulthough there is no telling what theis ~ougher on wcl!are re/o:m, a 
Clinl.on White House rnighl do in thelarger polot has been missed. Clinton's 
he~t cI the campfngn. According !o con·permissive approilch to granting states 
gressiona, tCStimo!1Y by tha ilssistar.twaivers from the! strictures of federal 
secretary jn charge of the program, law has set in motion forces that are 

Waivers 
=::=,1,,,<- ;A 0'" 

"Time limited her.cflts must be followedtransforming- welfare in ways that ewiO 
by jobs. supported work or some olhe:Ronald Reagan would envy: In more and 
(ontir.u:ng support for t:l0se who heve more S!l'Ites, welfare hi' looking marc like 
p!aycd by ~he rules,"a ,pr.:vilege ~o be.,,~atned.than an 

entitlement. . Hence, all approved sia'te 'waivers' 
have SC1me so:-t of safety -net-like cxcep-The Soda! Security Act gives the 

, t:on at the end of the time jimi:. The moote-xecutive branch authority to waive 

mar.y of the requiremc:1ts embedded ;n common cxCeptlOns nrc personal hard· 


s~ip (':1 Slales), :nability to find a Jobfederal welfare l.nw-a power that CHn­

ton has used liberally, His admlnistration (13). the caretaker's age (0) and·the 


child's age (orne), has granted mort" than 60 wah'crs to 37 
state:'t Before CH;Hon, waiverl; of :najor Although some crilJcs argue :hat such 
programmatic corr:ponents were exemptions' c'-iscerate the effetllvcncss 
eXlremely rare. ' _ of a tiree limit, r:1ost Americans will wel­

DUring the admimstration's f;rst tht/;<! IXlmc the a~parcnl as.",nrance lhat the 
years, the waivers were usually modest tru:y needy "are $tlll being prolec~cd. 
in scope. ,The most' comf:10n allowed' More important, it looks like such 
recipients who go to work or get married exemptions wi!! not prevent slal<lS from 
to keep more of their earnings or ~ stay thrOWing people oft we~fare-especially 
en Medicaid longer. Others rC<luced be;)· those who do not comply with new 
cfi:.s if welfare mothers faded to ser.d requirements to look for a ;ob. partidpate 
their children to School. keep their ir. job training or accept a pubhc service 
immUnizations up to cale and so forth. job" 
Bcneilclal as they were. these waivers Smce Iowa's ~ot:ghent.c requirements 
amounted to li~[e more tha.n lmkerlng took effect in October 1994, an average of 
w~th thc basic program. 1(:5 families il month have been subjected 

'But in recent months, 25 Slales t>.aVe to_six-mo;"jth suspensions of cash assis­
received waivers !hat go to ,he very tance, In the last six rr.onths, hundreds 
hoart of, the program: They er.d ,he hwe bt't'n thrown oft L.'c rolls m Virginja 
absolute and uncor.ditiona! entitIement for various forms ,or noncompliance. 
to long-lurm benefits (flve'mQre states , As these numbers suggeS\., the states 
have slmilar waivers pending). About are unlikely to turn the screws and sud­
half completely terminate cash bC!1e!its denly throw a high ;noportion of currenl 
and about half trigger a work require­ redpi{!I'.ts off welfare. Even the moot 
ment after a specific period on the roJ~s. conservative politicians wi!l not want 
usually 24 {j( 36 mo!'!ths, Three othc~s tens of thousands of horr.eless families in 
terminate benefits nflcr a period of man­ - the strcets, Nevt:l1helcss, this new round 
datory work. of waivCl"s has the practical eIfect of 
, Don't assume thal the only slales ending the \mconrlltlonal entitlement to 
making these fundamental changes are welfare ar.d, in :ts stead, has given 
small ones. with minima! welfare edmir:istr2tors and Casewor~;ers vust 

new discretion in decidir.g who gets
y.oelfarc. 

The state-bYcstate waiver process is 
an unc~eted and ·JnintcndOO way to 
reform welfare, at least ~rbaily, The 
fcderal government gets reform on the 
cheap, withootan up-front appropriation 
of vast, new funding {or j:>b training and 
child CafG. The states got a measure of 
the flexibility they want. without the 
financial risks inherent in the Republican 
block grams, a:though also Without their 

, financial advantage as case-loads dec'ine. 
And Bill Clinton gets a credible chum 
that he did, inde('d, reform welfare. 

Sut there is also a dowr;side to using 
sLd. an informal txll;cy instr'Jment to 
make these momentous changes: Many 
i:nportant issues go unaddressed or a:e 
hidden from pUblic \'icw, One troubling 
example is the vague star::dards being 

,.esta,9-l\sh~d for e;o:e'Ep.ting"ta~i.nes frolb•. 
the time limits (and the potential tor 
arbitrary application). Ohio's provision is 
lypical: "Ex:ensions of welfare payments 
will be provided after reaching a time 
limit if the family shows good caUS€ ­
which includes the mability, through no 
faull of the indiv:dual, to obtain or :ctaln 
employment:' 

What doea it mean to be unable to work 
"through !l{) fault of the individual"? 
DoC'S it mean that 'wc:fare mothers must 
leave lhc:r childre!l with rcJt;tjves. must 
work at the minimun:. wage without 
medical benefits, mtlliit spend tm<ny hours 
trllveling LO a low-paid jOb: How arc s'Jch 
crucial decisions to be mark? And by 
whom? Anyone who. like this old veteran 
o! the civU rights struggles. remembers 
when racial minorities were routinely 
denied wdfllfC or hassled a:xn:t stay:ng 
en will wish that such :ssues had bet:n 
mor~ thoroughly addressed. 

In 1992', candidate Clinton promised '.0 
"end welfare as we know iL" By effec­
tively ending the weltare entiUement, 
that is just what he has done, To his hb~ 
eraI supporters, Clinton may claim that 
the Rep~bUc(lns rrade him do it For U:c 
genera; elec:o-rale. however, he will be 
sure to daim that he kept hls promise. 
And, for better or wo~sc, he has. 

Douglas J, .J3(:sharl)V IS l'l resfdclIl schoWT 
at Ihe Arncriro1l. Enterprise lnstitute fer 
Public Pnliqj Research and a t,isiiillg pro­
;es;;vr at the Univcrri!y of Mary1and School 
oj f'ufAic AJfairs. 
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Rccord Typo: Record 

To; Bruce K ReediOPD1EOP, Elena K;:;ga"l/OPD/EOP 

cc: Cynth:a A. RicelQPDJEOP 
Subject: Waiver info: expiration dales ort) 1n flarent~eses 

I, The foHowing states used definitions of work or hours of work in their \\'~dvel's that did 
not require wuivers of prior la'\\\ hut would (IUaUfy as inconsistencies under HHS's 
proposed reg and tberefore could continue: 

Cnnm..'Cficut (2003) 

!lawaii (2004-2005) 

Minnesota (20m - 2002) 

Nebraska (2002) 

North Dakota (2003) 

South Dakota (1999) 

Tt:xas (2002) 

Vermont (2001) 


Delaware (2002) _ 

Mpssm;husett:; (2005) 

Missouri (2000) 

New Hampshire (2001-2002) 

South Carolina (2003 - 2004) 

Tenm::ssec (2007 - 2008) 
Utah (2000) 

HHS S~tys the list above is probably incomplete, and it may also include: 
Virginia, Indiana. Iowa. lIlinios. anti maybe Oregon and Michigan 

II. The folluwiug stales bave time limits that wuld continue because they urc inconsistent 
\vith current law: 

Arizona (2002) 

Delaware (2002) 

Hawaii (20()4 • 2005) 

Indiana (2002) 

Louis;'na (2002) 

North Carolioa (2001 - 2(J()2) 

Oregon (2002) 

Tennessee (2007-2008) 

Virginia (2003) 


Connecticut (2(XJ3) 
Florida (2(J() I) 
lIIino;s (2000) 
Iowa (1998) 
Nehraska (2002) 

Ohio (200 I) 
South Carolina (2003·2004) 
Texas (2002) 
Wisconsin (2006) 

/ 
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WAIVERS {WI} 

The Climon Administration approved v.aivers to implement four welfare reform demonstrations 
"" ...,' 	 for Wisconsin. Waivers for five we/fan: n:form demonstration were approved previously. 

Waivers requested for twO demonstrations remajn~d pending upon the date of enaClment of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work O.oportuniries Act of 1996 (PRWORA). 

• Leurnrllre ! l':lnd n and Other Df'mOOStr3tion Components (Appro'\led St!pt 1988), 

Preliminary Results uf Impacts of Learnfar~ I (3 semesters) 

Some small but stgnifl,ant im::reas;,':s in school participation were found in the first and 
second semestl!:-S and ~or specific subgroups (dropouts, teenage j;)arents. older teens, and 
t~ens riving outside M;lwau'k.ee). HIl,wever, by the third semester no effects of Learnfare 
were detec:tabte for any of the subgroups or tor STudy sample of teenagers as J who-Ie. 

• Parental and Family Respon$ihility O~munstr<ltion Project (Approved April 1992) 

• T~Q·Tier Welf:m: Demonstration Project (Approv~d Juty 1992) 

• Vehicle A.~et Waher Oemnn~trilti;)n (Approved January 1993) 

• AIDe SpeeiaJ Resource- ,\C:Courtt Demonstration (Approved January 199J} 
~~--" 

• Work Not Welfare Demunstrathm (AppTo"eti November 1993) 

In twO counli~, combines AFDC and i;ashed~oul food stamps benefits Into one Work Not 
Welfare (WNW) paym~nt with beneti{$ limited to 24 monthly payments and !2 months 
of transition benefits within Ii 48 month period: after 24 months of payments no 
additional cash payments a:r~ avaii~b:e for 36 months unless an exemption is granted. 
W}.,'W benefit must be "earned" by parti::ipatl0n:n education, training or work~related 
acrjvlties and in mOSt cases benefits do not change: between eligibility deterrni~tions as 
Income changes. The AFDC pOrtion Of the WNW payment for children conceived after 
ftr~t receiving a W~'W payment IS not increaSed unless a child was conceived after not 
receiving :t WNW payme:lt fo~ six mortths~ chiid support c:oHecrions are paid directly to 
the family; the 100 hour rule is eiirr.;:r,.lted for AFDC·UP cases: and earned incom¢ 
disregard of 530 and 113 is replac~d by continuous disregard of $30 and iJ6. 

• AFDC Benom Cap (ABC) DemonStr>!ion Project (Approve<l June 1994) 

Statewide. wilh exceplions, eliminates increased AFDC benetit for additional children 
eonccelved while f1!~i¥ing AFDC. 

• Pay for P('rformllfict: Project (Appruved August 1995) 

Statewide. requires new AfDC applh:-:mts to meet with a financial planning resource 
spedalist who will empha~ize alte:nutives to welfare; requires all ,JOBS non-ex.empt 
individuds to complete 60 hours of JOBS acti .... ities during a 30 day appHcation period: 
e1iminmcs the JOO-hour rule prOV1S\On for AFDC-UP reCipients: require 
applicants/recipients wlth -:hildren under age 6 to pan:kip3te fulHlme (more than 20 
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f WisCQnsln 

hOUfS per week) in JOBS~ assign JOBS mandatory participantS not working 30 hours or 
mOre per we~k to up to 40 hOurs. of JOBS acriviries and reduce AFDC benefits for tach 
hour of nor.-panicip:;tior. without liood caus,e by the federal minimum hourly wage with 
no correspondir.g a.djustment in the Food Stamp allotment, and furthe.r reduce Food 
Stamp benefits at ;he same rate to make up any difference. Further, i:'l any month when 
th:e hours of panidpation in JOBS fall below 2S pl:lrcent of wigned hours. (educes 
AFDC grant be to SO ;.me Food Stamp allotment to $10. 

• Wisconsin Works Child Support Dt!monSrf:ition (Approved February 1997) 

$tatev,:ide. pays :til current :hiW support colle;:;ted on behalf of families recoeiving 
Temporary ASSistance for Needy FamiEes (TANF) assistance directl)' £0 the family and 
al; collected arrears accru¢d on their hehalf as of the month of their eligibil:ty for TANF 
ass.iSlance. These child suppOrt payments will not r-educe the .amount of the family's 
T ANf benefitS. 

WaiV¢f;.-pending upon emctment of P~QRA: __ 

• " Work i\'ot Welfare Demon,trtltion and Pay for Perrorm.wee Prujt'(:t • Amendments 

• Wisconsin Works (W2} 

These waiver requests included a child support pa:;s through provISion which was 
approved in F.;:bn.:ary 1997 ($e~ abo\e). Action on other waivable IV~A provisions is 
un',l,'arramed as they may bl!' impl¢m~:1red under Ihe s[ate's TANF plan . 

• 
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WAIVERS (AZ) 


The Clinton Adl'l'liaiSh'ation approved waivers. [0 implement or.e \lreU':ore refonn del'flQl\Str:lJiQo for 
Ari:z.olla, 

• 	 Employing and MO\'ing People OfT \\'tlfare and Eneol.lraRing Responsibility (E1\fPOWER) 
Program (Approved May 1995) 

Sta~ide. will not increase benefits for addilional ch.ildrtn coocelved while rec::eivtl'lg AFDC; 
limit benefil.$ t9 adults ;0 24 months in arlY 60 mOfl~b period; allow teeiplents to deposit up to 
S200/month (with 50'! diSregartkd) in lndividual Development ,~ccour.ts: require minor 
molbm to live with parentS: ex:el1d Transitional Cbild Care and Medicaid to 24 months and 
ellm.Uiate the lOO~hour !'\lie for AfDC-U cases. Abo. in 2: pilot ,lte. will provids: Individuals 
'With snotNerm subsidiud public Of private on subsidized by srant diversion wruth iltclu.d~ 
~g-otJ( Food Stamps. 	 ' 

http:ccour.ts
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WAIVERS (ILl 

The Clinton Administration approved waivers. to implement four welfare reform demonStration 
for 11Iinois. Waivers for !wo welfare reform demonstrations were approYeQ previously. 

• A Chance for Se.Jr-Surfidency (Approved May ](89) 

• Fresh SUirt DemonSlralion (Appro¥ed Jnnu:u'y 1993} 

Note: Originally approved as Multi.Pronged Welt'are Reform Demonstration 

• 	 Work Pays Project (Appro'Ved Novt!mber 1993) 

Statewide. adds CO!'11pOnem to the Fresh Start Demonstration which changes earnings 
disregards and increases gross income test. 

• 	 Work and Responsibility Ikmonstration (Approved September 1995/Amended 
AUiuS! 1996) < 

The demonstration includes six components. five of which will be implemented statewide. 
I} Targeted Work Inir:adve ~ limits f¢ceipt of AFDC benefits to a total of 24 months 
without earnings for households whose youngest child is at leas~ 13 years of age: any 
month with budgeted income due to eIT,plorment will not be counted toward the 24 month 
time limit, 2) Get a Job Initiative· requires new applicants determined to be job ready 
and whose children are between 5 and 12 to participate in job search for up to s.ix 
monclu, 3) F:unily Accountability - eliminates increase in assistance paymentS resulting 
from the binh of children conceived while the parent was receiving assistance, 4) Job 
Track - subjects e~empt volunt1!en for JOBS to the same requirements and sanctions as 
non-exempt participants: limits partlcipinioIi in basic educalion or GED programs to two 
years u:lless the individual JS workIng or participating in an a?proved worle activity. 5) 
Self~Suffi;;ier.c:y Plan ~ requires a!} .l?pUcams and recip:ents to complete a self-sufficiency 
plan as a condition of eligihlHty_ 6} Quarterly Budgeting ~ in s~lected sites, requires 
cases with eatnoo income to report income quarterly: the inrormation will be used to 
prospectively budget income for me n,;;xr quarter, FaHure to report earnings will r\'.Sult 
in case closure and ovapaymem recovery. 

Amended to include additional two provisions: centrally closes cases for failure to report 
earnIngs based on computer matching aglitlst wage records; and disregards value of one 
vehicle. 

• 	 School AHendanc.e- Demoostr:Ulon (Appro,'ed Seplember 1995) 

StateWide. may require participation In a plan for poor elementary.school attendance and. 
upon continuarlon of poor anendance, the 'establishment of a protective payee, 
progressing to a sanction resuhing in the r~rnoval of the caretaker's portion of the AFDC 
grant. 

J 
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J lUinois 

• Six Month Paternity Establishment Demonstration (Approved June 1996) 

Statewide. re.qui:es more exte:nsh·~ infDrmation for cooperation with paternhy 
establishment and increases S"lnc(iQOS for cominuea non~cooper:Hion that occurs beyond 
six months afil!T nmifica:ion of requirementS for coopera!lng in estJ.blishing paternity, 

TA.l\'F STATE PLA.1Ii (IL) 

The Stale of llIinois has nO( submitted a TANF State Plan. 

Food SUtmp Waivers 

Illinois has received three waiven for certain areas of the state. partly due to 
unt!mployment greater than 10%, partly due to unemployment 20% above the na(ional 
average. and partly d~e (0 insufficient jobs. There 3re also three more requests pending, 

• 
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W AlVERS (IN) 


The CHnwn Administration approved waivers to implement two wl!lfare reform demonstrations 
for Jnd iana. 

• 	 Impal;:ting Families Welfare Reform Demonslration Project (IMPACT) (Approved 
DKfm b.er 1994) 

Orlginally approved as ~Manpower. P:dcement and Comprehe::.sive Trai::.ing Program. 

Statewide, for up to 12.000 joh.ready AFDC adult recipients. musured at iln'f point in 
time: limits AFDC cash benetits to 24 consecutiv¢ mOnL'lS; extends gram diversion to 
up to 24 month5~ freezes: AFDC benefits {or up to 24 months tor worKing re<:ipients at 
the payment level in effect at entry inw employment: increasts the AFDC resource limit 
to S I ,500: extends post-employment supportive services (e.g.• cue management): and 
increases sanctions for faifure to comply with JOBS program requirements. For aU 
AFDC families statewide: eliminates the incremental increase .in AFDC benefits for 
additional cMldren conceived on wdfare and does not coum such additional children for 
purposes of the JOBS exemption for the c:tIe of a child under 3ge 3; establlsh.es fiscal 
san;;tio:'s for voluntarily terminating employment; requires AFDC applicants and 
recipienrs to sign a personal raspon:.ihiHty agreement; climinates the l('O-hour rule for 
AFDC·l}P: requires children to attend school ana to be immunized; elimina£es lhe JOBS 
el:emptions for recipients living in rural or hard-to·access areas and those employed 30 
or more hOUfS per week; establishes food st;tmp eligibillry periods. tfiJt aro::- consistent with 
those in AFDC and Medi.:aid: for tht: purposes of determining food sta...np eligibility and 
benefits, disregards child suppOrt payments and ¢<.1rnings for a 6-mon6 period following 
the initiation of employment: and requires Food Stamp Program fair hearing requests to 
be in writing. A!so. in·tlp to 5 counties, me State may implement Emergency Assistance 
pilots. 

• 	 Impa~tlng F.umilies Welfnre Reform Demonstration Proj@ct (IMPACT) ~. 

Amendments (Approved August 1996) 

Statewide. amends previously imp!ement&.:! demonstration to iP.1pose 24-moflth limit on 
AFDC; provide t additional mOnth for el1ch 6 mont.'ls fulHirr.e employment: require 
minor parents to Jive with a spedf:td relatives and cOunt the' rdativ-t\ 's incorr.e and 
resources~ extend fr3.ud penalttes: establish 3 UMXC"JSeO: absences as "unacceptable school 
attendance" for depend>!nt children; pro"jd~ Mi·half the arnOl..::lt" othe:wisc payable for 
family cap wild as a voucher; aBowemployed AFDC reci?iem option of receiving child 
care or 	an AFDC payment equal to the family's benefit before employment; require 
establishment Qr paternity as a condition of eligibility; establish additional conditions of 
eligibility for AFDe. impose penalties for illegal drug use; subject JOBS v\Jlunte.ers to 
JOBS sanctions. eligibility test will be 100'% uf the federal poverty in lieu of 1&5% of 
need; expand voluntary qun penalties: and limit transitional child care to 12 months in 
the period of the demonstration . 

.. 
 , 
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WAIVERS (1A) 


Th~ Clinton Administu:j(}n approved waivers to imi'lemem two welfare reform demonstrations 
for Iowa. 

• Family Investment Plan (Approved August 1993) 

Statewide. ~hanges incom" disreg;uds, lncreases resource jimits.limits JOBS exemptions, 
~x~ends child care transitional benetit to 24 months, requir.es most pareOlI:S to develop self­
sufflci~ncy plan which includes ir.dividually based time frame for achieving self~ 

sufficiency. Those unable to achieve self~sdficlency. but demonstrating effort and 
satisfactory performance, will have their time frames extended: those failing to do so, or 
choosing not (0 develop a pian. are <issigned to a Limited Benefit Plan under which their 
AFDC cash benefits can be terminated after 3 months and their family's after six: months 
followed by a period of six months during which they cannOt re-apply. 

• Family Investment Plaa ~ Amendments (Appro\'ed April 1996) 

Statewidl!", amends the Family Jnve,srn:ent Plan Demonstration. changing t.1C current JOBS 
exemption from parents \Vim children younger than 6 months old to younger than 3 
months ~!d, requiring minor parents- to liVe with an adult pare;)t or legal guardian; 
requiring parents agl: ;9 and younger LO arrend pa:enring classes: requlring minor parents 
to participate in high school comple;.ion activities: and disregarajng earned income of full 
time studenLS age ~9 and younger. 

findings of the Limited Benefit Plan (LBP) Study - May 1997 

The results show thal the terminatiun of cash benefilS appears to move some families 
toward self~suffldency, while remuving an import.3f1t financial safety ner fOf others, 
resulting in a decline in their economic well-being, Th¢ results also show that placement 
in th¢ LBP does not appeOif to shift the burden of dependency from the public !5e~tOr to 
the private, r.onpr<,dit SeCtor, However. this srudy reveals strong evidenCe that extended 
family. frie:lds, and neighbors provide important emotional and m:nerla! support to LSP 
families whose cash assistance has t<!mporarily ceased. C3se~study intervitws with these 
famiHi's indicate that thl;; suppon cO<!S nOt always endure. implying that these families' 
might be more reliant on private. nonprofit social service provldt:cs if the LBP period of 
no cash benefits wert longer than 6 months. 

) 
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WAIVERS 	 (M}) 

The Clinton AdministratIon approved waivers to implement two welfare reform demonstrations 
',-,-". 	 for Michigan. Waivers for One welfare reform demonstration were approved previously. 

Waivers requested for one demom.rraciJn remained pending upon the date of enactment of the 
Personal R«>pons;bility and Work Opportuni[:es A;;t of 1996 (PRWORA). 

• 	 To Strengthen Mkhigan Familit'$ Demonstration Project (Approved August 1992) \5u ~ 
• 	 To Strengthen Michigan Families Dtmonstr.ation Project· Amendments (Approved 

October 1994) 

Statewide, eliminates oo!.privation as eligibility ftictor; removes certain AFDC and Food 
Scamp Program restrictions on self-em?loymem business income and assetS; e~c:1ude:s one 
vehicle of any value; requi:es immunization of pre-schooi-age AF'DC children; allows 
federal funding fOf visitation aed custody services provided by the child suppon 
enforct"ment agency; pilots iippJicant job s'¢arch; eliminates JOBS exemptions; and 
changes sanction under we JOBS to 25 % of AFDC 3:td Fcc\! Sramp benefits for the first 
12 months of f1onA:ompEam:e and IOSf; of f<L."llUy's AFDC benefits after 12 months of 
non-panicipat:on, 

• 	 To Strengthen Michigan Families Demonstration Projerct - Further" Amendments 
(Approved June 1996) 

Sfatewide. adds amendments that require minor parents to live in an adult~s\lpervised 
setting as a cond,tion of eligibility; and require minor parents who have not graduated 
from high. school to aue:.d schoul or re<;eive a fiscal penalty eHmin:uihg AFDC cash 
benefits for to.\e minor Hno h'!r chllun:u. 

heliminary Results of Im~cls of the PrMisions of To StrengthEn Mkhigan Families (3rd 
year impacts) 

Statistic:dly significant bet modest bcre<tsts Were found In employment (2.8 ~ 4.2 
percentage point i:1creases 3:nong different subgroups) and earnings In::reases were found 
for -on.e*patl!f'll family clties who were on assistance at (he time the provisions were 
implementoo (a $442 increase) rli:lative to the camrol group at the rnree"year point. The 
initiative also. produ;:ed redu~lions in the rate of rece:pt of cash assist3:lCe and the amount 
of AFDC payments (3 decrease of a.hOut $: 14 over the third year. In addition. the 
pNject was found to incretls.e the proportion of cases which combined work and welfare 
by about 25 percentage points, 

Waivers pending ul?2n enactment of PRWQE.A..­
~ 

• 	 To Strengthen Michigan FamiJit'S Demonstrution Project - Further Amendments 
, 

Though never formerly withdrawn by !.h: state, action un waivable IV~A provisions is 
unwarranted as the)' may b~ implemented under the state's TANF ptan. 

". - . , 
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WAIVERS (OR) 


The Clinton Adminis!fal:on approved waivers w implemenT two welfare refann demor.strations for 
Oregon." Waivers for one welfare reform demonsnation \Vert approved previously. 

• JOBS Waiver Proje<:t (Approved July 199~) i\I'~ 

• JOBS Plus Demonstration (Appro\o'ed Septemhr 1994} 

In six counties, provided program participants with short-term subsidized public or private OJT 
at State mjnimum wage and supplemental pJ.ymen!s to offset any loss of benefas, provided 
particlpatlt5 with workplace mentoring and other support services, created employer-funded 
"individual education ;:ccQunts." and distributed child support collections directly to custodial 
family. Modified eligibility computation acd in,,:or:le disregard, and increased resource limitation 
to 510,000 for progrlm panidpams. Subsequillltly consolidated into Oregon Option 
derr.onstration. 

• Oregon Option (Apprvved !\Iarch 1996) 

Statewide, inco:pora!e.s waivers already appro-vee: in 1992 for JOBS Welfat:e Program and in 1994 
for the JOBS Plus DilmOnStration with previously pending waiver requests to increase the AFDC 
vehlde asset limit and extend transitional child care. Also, with some exceptions. !imtlS receipt 
of AfDC benefits to no more than 14 out of 84 months for families with employable parents; 
allows case manager to determine JOBS exemptions on an individual basis; eliminates the time 
res.trictions on job s~;tr'h; Imposes progressive sanctions, leading [0 full~famHy ineligibilhy, for 
non~cam?liliOce- with JOBS; requires ineligible :rlien parents of AFDC children to panicipate in 
lOBS; requires cQuns.eling for recipients with substance abuse problems: requires (ten parents to 

live in an adult-supervised setting; eliminates the )OO~hQlJr rule and work history requirements 
fOI AFDC~UP; increases asset limit to S2.5oo for non-JOBS panidpa.nts and StO,ooo for JOBS 
patticjpa."ltS, and treats llJmp~sl.lm p3ymems as an asset; lind req:!ir~s <l:;:nua! AFDC eligibility 
redeterminations. 

.3 
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Bruce: 

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

It raises the question of whether it is time to revi.si. t the 
question of these inconsistencies. HHS'g strategy is to ignore 
this issue, as you know, and hope it doesn't become public. 

Diana 



'. ,. , . 
en"" fm L.w"", Soc.. R,t;<y 

Waivers and the New Welfare Law: 
Initial Approaches in State Plans ClASP by Mark Greenberg and Steve Sayner 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) imposes. 
set of requirements on States receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block 
grants. However. the PRWORA also provides that if a State opts to continue a waiver that was 
in effect on the d.te ofenactmeot of the new law (i.e., August 22, 1996), the State need not 
comply wlth PRWORA provisions that are inconsistent with the waiver W1til the expjration of 
the waiver. There are many unresolved questions about how to detennine whether a State's 
waiver should be considered "inconsistent" \vith a PRWORA provision. The federal Department 
of Health and Human Services (HHS) has not yet provided an interpretation of when it believes a 
waiver is "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 submitted ~y~tates. This document summarizes 
the areas in which those States have identified inconsistencies between requirements of the 
PRWORA and their waivers. In their submissions. at least halfof 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 spccitk in identifYing areas of inconsistencies. some States have 
worded their plans in more ambiguous ways, some have made no reference whatsoever to their 
CUITent waivers; and some have expressly indicated that they have nO' applicable waivers or wish 
to temlinate their existing waivers. 

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, ifa State that believes it is not subject to 
particulafrequirements of the PRWORA because they appear inconsistent with the State's 
waiver, the State may conclude it is advantageous to explicitly describe the inconsistencies in its 
State Plan, This is because most pe~alties 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 is inco~istent with the waiver may be in a better position to 
,assert that the State had reasonable cause for its conduct or, non-cQnduct. I 

I For example, Arizona's State Plan expressly notes: "Arizona expects DHHS to advise the State ofany 
Federal statutes which conflict with this State Plan and to notify the State ofany potential penalties." 
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Waivers and the New Welfare Law: lnitial Approaches in State Plans 	 November I J, 1996 

The following text first briefly summarizes the law conceming the relation between waivers and ",:, 
! 


inconsistent PRWORA requirements,' and then specifically outlines the approach of each State 

whose plan CLASP has had the opportunity to review,' 


Provisions or the Law 

lbe PRWORA creates. new Section 415 of the Social Security Act, which relates to both 
waivers that were in effect as of the date ofenactment"ofthe PRWORA (i,e" August 22, 1996), 
and to waivers that were pending as oCthe date of enactment and approved on Of before July I. 
1997. 

First) Section 415 provides that ifa State has a waiver which relates to the provision of assistance 
under a State plan (as in effect on September 30, 1996) and which is in effect as of the dare of 
enactment ofthe PRWORA (i.e., August 22,1996), then the amendments made by the 
PRWORA (other than those relating to the repeal ofcertain child care programs) shall not apply 
to the State before the expiration of the waiver «to the extent such amendments are inconsistent 
with the waiver." 

Second, the PRWORA provides that ifa waiver application was filed before the date of 
enaclment, but is granted subsequent to the date ofenactment (but on or before July I, 1997), 
then sllch a waiver is to be treated in the same manner as waivers in effect as of the date of 
enactment. subject to two key differences: 

• 	 The state will only be freed from the obHgation to comply with inconsistent provisions of 
the Act if the State demonstrates to the satisfaclion of the Secretary that the waiver will 
not result in Federal expenditures under Title IV ofthe Social Security Act (as in effect 
wi~out regard to the amendments made by the Act) that are greater than would occur in 
the absence of the waiver; 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 to the State." Section 
407 is the provision ofTANF that establishes the all-family and two-parent-family 
participation rates, the requirements for sanctioning in connection with non-compJiance 

1 This text only discusses the law relating to the effect of a proyision of the PRWORA being inconsistent 
with a State waiver. There may also be other factors that could affect whether a State retains a waiver, e,g" cost~ 

neutrality and evalWltion considerations. A more detailed discussion ofSection 41 S may he found in CLASP's 
WAIVERS AND BLOCK GRANT IMPLEMENTATION, INITIAL QUESTIONS (August 12. 1996) . 

.3 The States whose plans are covered in this report Include: Alabama, Arizona,. California, Connecncut. 
Florida, Indiana, Kansas. Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts. Michigan, MississIppi, Missouri, 
Nebraska. Nevada. New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South 
Carolina. South Dakota. Tennessee. Texas, Utah, Vermont., Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 
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Waivers and the New Welfare Law: Initial Approaches in State Plans 	 November}', 19% 

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 incol1.<;ib1ent with an existing waiver, To date, HHS' 
only v.TItten discussion has been a suggestion. in draft State Plan Guidance, that a State's Plan 
should include a discussion ofwhether the State intends to continue one or more individual 
waivers, along with an identification ofeach waiver provision and provision of the new law that 
the State believes is inconsistent, and the basis for the assessment ofinconsistency. 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 pJan in order to come into 
compliance with the requirements,1I4 

State Approacbes, [0 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, 
Hampshire, Oregon, South Carollna, South Dakota, Texas). 

• 	 Five States generally assert their intention to continue a waiver, without specifically 
identifying areas of inconsistencies. (Indiana. Oklahoma', Nonh Carolina, Temlessee. 
Vermont). 

• 	 Two States appear to be awaiting State legislative sessions, California appears to be 
expressing an intent to assert inconsistencies until State law is changed and Utah 
indicates that because it.<; waivers are referenced in State law, the waivers must be 
retained until after the next legisiative session. 

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

• 	 Two States (Kentucky and Nevada) indieate that they do not have any Section 1115 
waivers. 

4 Department of Health and Human Services, DRAFT State Guidance for the Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families Program (September 1996), p.4. 

5 Oklahoma's waiver is a two-county leamfare waiver; the State indicates its intention to continue it until 
completion but does Mt indicate which, ifany, TANF provisions the waiver is inconsistent with. 
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• 	 Four States express an intent to tenninate waivers or indicate that no waivers are 

applicable (Louisiana, Maryland, New Jersey, Wyoming): 


• 	 1b.ree States are silent on the question of waivers (Kansas, Maine, New York), 

• 	 Two States have language in their ~tate plans which is difficult to classify (Ohio, 

Wisconsin). 


Note that in some cases, a State originaUy sought a waiver in order to implement specific State 
legislation, Ifa waiver is based on the requirements of State legislation, the State agency may 
lack the authority under State law to act to tenninate the waiver without authorization from the 
State legislature. (California and Utah expressly note that they intend to continue under their 
waiyers until there is a change in State law.) Once a waiver is terminated~ it may not be possible 
to reinstate it even if the legislature sub~equently decides that it was inappropriate for the agency 
to have acted to terminate it Accordingly, in any State in which the agency is seeking to . 
terminate the State's waiver, it is appropriate to ensure that the agency has the authority to do so, 
under State law. 

Areas of Inconsistencies 

States have assened inconsistencies with a range ofPRWORA 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 poJicies.6 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 
PRWQRA work and participation and time limit requirements. Some States are specifically 
asserting inconsistencies relating to the work and participation requirements and/or the time limit 
provisions of the PRWORA No State has asserted that it helieves it is not subject to any 
participation rate, but some States are asserting that they believe that participation or 
participation rate requirements should be modified to reflect exemption. hourly requirements, or 
countable activities Wlder 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. 

'--' 

11 in the following discussion. it is possible - and in some instances likely W~ that additional States are 
intending to assert inconsistencies., but we have limited our Usting to those instances where the identification of an 
Incons.istency is expressly noted in the State Platt. 
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Work and Participation Requirements: The single most common area in which States have 
identified inconsistencies concerns the law's work and participation requirements. Under the 
PRWORA, a State's Plan must outline how'the State will comply with Wee 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.? 

[n discussing these State pian provisions. a State might assert an inconsistency relating to one or 
more of the these three provisions. As a practical matter. however, States asserting 
inconsistencies relating to the all-families participation rate have either been silent about the two~ 
parent rate, Or have worded their a'isertions 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 requjrement, the statutory provision does not expressly provide for any 
exemptions. Connecticut, Massachusetts and New Hampshire each indicate that they will use the 
exemption policies operating under their \\'aivers for purposes of the 24-ruonth requirement 
Texas may be envisioning a similar approach: in addressing the 24-month requirement. Texas 
notes it will "require parents or caretakers to engage in work at least 20 hours per week in 
accordance with the tenns and conditions of the State's Title IV-A waiver," 

As to the aU-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 coWltable 
activities are inconsistent 'With its waiver. Each oftbese has been expressly asserted by one or 
more States. 

• 	 Connecticut, New Hampshire and South Dakota are assening that the Act's exemption 
provisions are inconsistent with their waivers.! 

• 	 Co~ttcut and Massachusetts assert thai the Act's hourly participation requirements are 
inconsistent with their waivers. 

7 A fourth requirement, that non~exempt parents or caretakers participate mcommunity service 
employment after two months of receiving assistance. applies to the State within one year from the date of 
enactment of the new law unless the State opts out. 

i Other States may be envisioning a similar approach, but do-..!!QLC:xplidtly assert the inconsistency." Fol 
example, Nebraska indicates that the State will use its existing exemption policies, without expressly noting thal 
trwyare inconsistent with PRWORA requirements. Texas indicates that it will use "the participation rete \ 
methodologies previously approved for JOBS under the waiver." ~ 
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• 	 Seven States (Connecticut, Missouri. Nebraska, New Hampshire. South Carolina. South 
Dakota and Texas) asselt that they ....ill apply a definition of countable activities different 
from the definition generally applicable 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 n specific provision ofthe State's waiver. However, when a State asserts 
an inconsistency with the exemption, required hours, or countabJe activities provisions of the 
TANF participation rates, the State may instead be asserting an inconsistency in a broader sense: 
'the State may be asserting. in effect, that the details ofthe participation rate requirements would 
force the Slate 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 
requirements, but States often operated with flexibJe 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 cOWltable toward the Act I s 
participation rates. A State may conclude that an inconsistency exists, because the redesign of 
allowable activities that would be necessary to meet the TANF panicipation rates using the 
TANF definition ofcountable activities wouJd require a fundamental alteration of the approach 
taken under the State's waiver. 

Note that under a narrow reading of Se<:tion 4J5, one might suggest that no State was operating a 
waiver inconsistent with the Act's new participation rates.9 However, the plain language of 
Section 415 creates a strong implication that it was envisioned that States \\lith waivers in effect 
on the date ofenactment 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 time limits without 
expressly asserting an inconsistency. 

<,) Under prior law: no State had ever received a waiver to narrow who was :robject to JOBS participation 
rates, or to reduce countable hours requirements for JOBS participation rates, or to change which activities counted 

. toward JOBS participation rates. This was because HHS' waiver authority under Section 1115 of the Social 
Security Act authQrir.ed waivers of Section 402 of the Social Security Act, and mil requirements relating to JOBS 
participation rates were contained in Seclion 403. 

10 We reach this conclusion because Se<:tlon 41 S draws an explicit distinction between waivers in effect on 
the date of enactment, and waivers pen.ding on the date ofenactment and granted subsequently. As to the latter 
group, the Act says that the granting of lhe waiver "shall not affect the applicablllty of Section 407 to the State.'" 
The existence of this language in relation to pending waivers and its absence in the discussiOn of waivers in effect 
on the date ofenactment creates: a strong implication that Congress did envision that States with waivers in effect on 
the date ofenactment would be able lU assert inconsistencies that would affect the applicability ofSection 407, 
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A State might be asserting that its time limit is inconsistent either because it wishes to use its 
waiver exemption and extension poHcies rather than the PRWORA's 200/0 hardship exceptions, 
or because the State wishes to take an approach other than tenninating family assistance (e.g., 

. reducing assistance. requiring participation in a work program) after a family reaches a time 
limit. Even ifa State envisions making use ofa 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.n For example, J 
Connecticut is making use ofa 21 ..month limit for non..exempt families, but asserts that its 
exemption and extension policies create an inconsistency with the 6O-month~limitl20% ' 
exceptions provisions of the PRWORA. 

Specific State Approaches .; 

The following text specificaUy surrunarizes the approach to inconsistencies taken in each State Plan 
we have reviewed. This listing of identified inconsistencies is not intended to suggest that HHS will 
necessarily agree with each identified inconsistency (or that CLASP necessarily agrees with each 
identified inconsistency}; rather. we have simply sought to list the approaches taken by States to 
date. 
Alabama: The State Plan indicates that the State intends to continue implementation of its ASSETS 
waiver in three counties designated in the waiver as pilot sites. [n those three counties, waiver 
provisions concerning income, assets, and assistance unit composition will be followed, The State 
expressly notes that it intends to continue n provision inconsistent with T ANF concerning 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. \\'hile a number ofthe term, and conditions are consistent with TANF, the 
State identifies the following specific inconsistencies: 

Time Limits: The State indicates that time limits "will follow the welfare reform waiver 
initiative implemented November I, 1995" and that adult houSehold 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 to being physically or mentally 
unable to go to work or training; being the oniy member of the assistance unit who can stay home 
to care for annther 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 training. and an extension ofup to six months can be allowed for good cause. 

II For ex:ample" in CLASP's review of State lime-limit approaches in the waiver process, a number of 
States seeking t.o implement time-limits shorter than five yean; were making use of exemption policies under which 
more than 20% ofthe caseload was projected to be exempt from the time limit ~Greenberg, Savner, and Swartz, 
Ul'flits on Limits: State tmd Federal Policies on WeUare Time Limits (Center for Law and Social Policy, June 
(996). 
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Transitional Benefits: Under the EMPOWER WIDver, 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 
12·month program, and so the continuation of the waiver is required. 

Teen Parents: Under the State's 'waiver, teen parents are required to live with a parent or 
other responsible relative in oroer 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 adulHrupervised living arrangement (as required under 
TANF), 

Calif.rnia: The State Plan indicates that California's Program "will include California's existing 
Section 1115 demonstration projects, including the California Work Pays Demonstration Project 
(CWPDP)." The State indicates that it intends to seek a change in state law to require work in 
uccordance with the TANF 24-month requirement; however, until Slate law changes, the State will 
continue to operate its GArN program under its federaHy approved waiver and the State statute. 
Under the waiver, GAIN participants who have received aid for 22 of the last 24 months and meet 
other specified criteria are required to participate in at least 100 hours a month in preempJoyment 
preparation or work experience activities. 

It is unclear whether tbe State is also asserting that its waiver is inconsistent with the 
panicipation requirements of Section 407, The text describes operations of the State's GAIN 
Program and work requirements applicable to certain families "consistent with the CWPDP," 

Connecticut: 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 its waiver provides for different treatment of control 
group cases in the research sites, and that "[t]o the extent this different treatment would be 
considered to be a separate 'program', as opposed to a lack ofuniformity permissible under the new 
law, this waiver provision is inconsistent with the law. and therefore supersedes it." 

Child Support Distribution: The State's waiver provides for prosing-through to. 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. $50 pros,through, but the 
PRWORA eliminates thi, federal participation. The State indicates that "[s]inee federal frn"""ial 
participation in this ~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 pastHhrough,·t2 

12 The PRWORA provides that a State electing to continue its waiver wilt only qualify for its TANF block 
grant amount, as opposed to funding under prior AFDC rules. Connecticut appears to be asserting, however. that 
this provision does not prevent federal participation in ndditi()ttal costs through the IV~D system (rather than through 
TANF). Note, however. that the waiver must still maintain overall federal eost~tleutrality. ) 
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Time Limits: The State's waiver includes 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 \.vaiver provides for extensions for six months at a time. and the 
munber ofsix month e"tensions is nOllimited so long as the family qualifies. A family that reaches 
the time limit will quali!)! for an extension if the adult in the family has made a good faith effort to 
find employment, but has income less than the Slate'. payment standard, In addition. families 
suffering from domestic violence 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 
• family may quali!)! is not limitod,arld !he number of families who may qualify is not limited to a 
specific percentage, "Fe&tallinancial participatioll,is·available for all those quali!)!ing for an 
extension. regardless of the length afthe time receiving assistance." 

E••mpll""'" The waiver specifies that the following families will be exempt from 
the state's time limit: a family with an adult relative who is incapacitated or of advanced age; a 
family with an adult relative needed in the home to care for an incapacitated household member; a 
family with an adult relative caring for a child under the age of one who is not covered under the 
waiver's fumiJyeap provision; a family with a pregnant or postpartum adult relative who is unable 
to work; and a family with an adult relative who is detennined to be unemployable. 

Families that meet any of these criteria and do not include another adult who is non-exempt 
are not subject to the time limit 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 point in time. "Federal financial 
participation is available for those exempt from the time limit for the duration of their assistance." 

Definition of Work Activities: The State's v,."aiver requires non-exempt Individuals to 
panicipate in job search and job readiness activities for up to 12 months prior to an employability 
assessment, and may provide for additional periods ofjob search thereafter. This State asserts that 
this provision IS inconsistent v.ith provisions of the PRWORA that limit the extent to which job 
search may be treated as a countable activity in calculating a state's participation rate. Therefore, 
"[i]ndividuals 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 activitics.1J 

Hours of Participation: Under the State's waiver, required hours of participation will vary 
based on !he.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 
rate. Therefore, an individual who is participating in a work activity to the extent required in the 
individual's employability plan should be considered to be tlengaged in work" for purposes of 
detennining the state~s participation rate. 

AssessmentlEmployability plan: 'The State~s waiver includes a two step assessment process. 
The first step requires participation in self-directedjob search for six to 12 months. Ifan individual 
satisfactorily completes the job search component but fails to secure unsubsidized employment, an 
employability 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 Wider 18, except for minor parents who are 
not in school; individuals who are incapacitated or ofadvanced 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 postpartum 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 
adui,ts must engage in work by the 24·mont point, and are also inconsistent with the all-families 
participation rate, which only aUov.'S 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 nfthe 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 Attendance: 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. If 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 
PRWORA which specifies that if the minor parent fans to attend school she is ineligible for 
assistance, The ",..waiver provision prevails,f' 

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 
progression ofpenalty amoWlts based on the number ofprior violations, and minimum durations for 
each penalty, without regard to whether the individual begins or resumes compliance prior to the end 
of the specified period. The PRWORA penalty for non-cooperation with child support is a 25% 
reduction in the assistance payment ..orcomp)ete deniaJ -at the state's option. The penalty for failure 
to comply with work requirements is a pro rata reduction in benefits during the period ofrefusal, The 
State asserts that" ",this 1S an area of inconsistency and the waiver prevails," 

Minor parents Living with Adults: The State's waiver includes a provision requiring 
certain minor parents to live with a parent or legal guardian. 
• 	 The waiver, unlike the PRWORA, requireS married 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 Jiving 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 is only allowed to live in the current 
arrangement if no adult supervised setting is available. The PRWORA specifies that if a 
parent or legal guardian is unavailable or inappropriate. the minor must live in 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 a requirement. 
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The Stale assertS that because of these inconsistencies, OJ .. ,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 ArDe, 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 
extension provided for under the PRWORA~ "...the waiver provisions take precedence," 

FlQrida: The State Plan does not identify specific inconsistencies, but notes that the State has three 
currently approved waiver packages and does not opt to tenninate 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 State Plan indicates that Indiana intends to continue to operate the IMPACT waiver. 
as modified in August 1996. The Stllte Plan does nol expressly indicate which provisions of the 
PR\VORA are inconsistent with the StateJs waiver package, but does state that "those provisions 
which are inconsistent with the waivers received by the State of Indiana prior to enactment 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 to the PRWORA is "not applicable." 

Louisiana: The State Pian 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 \\'alveTS, but in describing its Plan in relation to the 24-month-work requirement 
and the participation requirements of Se{;tion 407. the State attaches its manual pages describing 
JOBS exemptions and.also.notes thai "recipients of AFDC based on unemployment and single 
parents with skills neoessary to work who have no children under age 5 v.ill be referred immedillrely 
to ASPIRE for Job Search activities. These activities will continue throughout receipt ofAFDe," 

Maryland: It 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 win include adults and children who 
are severely disabled. The State does indicate that it is optlng to tenninate its Primary Prevention 
Waiver and the cash assistance component ofits 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 Pian entitled 
'Provisions which Massachusetts will Continue to Implement 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 ofschool age must work and/or perform community service for 20 hours a week, 
In two-parent households, both parents are subject to the work program requirement unless exempt 
The State has its own definition of "nonexempt" The State indicates it win retain this work 
requirement. The State expressly notes that it is applying its work. requirement ratner than the 
cornmwtity service requirements ofT~'lF. that it is applying its own defmition of"nonexempt" for 
purposes of the 24~month-work requirement, and that it wiH apply its own standard for nwnber of 
required hours (20 hours. week) and ilS own penalties (described below) for purposes of the TANF 
participation rate requirements, (The State does not expressly say that it is applying its own 
definitions of who is exempt for purposes of the TANF participation rates.) 

Sanetions: Under the State's waiver, a mandated parent or caretaker who fails to compiy 
'With work requirements without good cause will be ineligible for cash assistance. Failure to do so 
on more than one occasion will result in tennination of assistance for the entire household. For 
two-parent households, both parents may be sanctioned for failure to comply. The State indicates 
it win continue this waiver approach. 

Job Search: Under its waiver> the State may require job search without a limit on the number 
ofweeks. The State indicates it will continue this waiver. 1t is not clear if the State envisions that 
such extended participation in job search would be countable toward participation rate requirements. 

Child Support Cooperation: Under the State's waiver, a caretaker relative who tails to 
cooperate with child support requirements without good 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 faiiure to comply with child support requirements. 

Transitional Child Care: Under ilS waiver, a family ll1lly be eligible for Transitional Child 
Care without having met 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 Medical Assistanee: Under its waiver, a family rna}' 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 Transitiona1 Medical Assistance to such recipients under 
its waiver authority. 
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Micbigan: Michigan's Plan includes a copy of the State's "To Strengthen Michigan Families 
1992-1994-1996 Waiver package booklet" to describe the policies that Michigan intends to 
implement in the future, In addition. the State Plan identifies three specific inconsistencies: 

S~netion 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 vyith work. requirements without 
good cause, This is in Ueu of the T ANF provisions which provicic for reducing assistance on a pro 
rata basis for failure to comply with work requirements. 

Child Support Cooperation: Michigan wilt, if its pending waiver is approved) remove the 
needs ofthe non..eooperating person from the grant until cooperation occurs;"if cooperation has not 
occurred by the end of. four-month-period, the fiunily'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 io 
cooperate witjl child support enforcement requirements, 

Reporting Absente of. Cbild: Michigan will allow 10 days for clients to report changes 
in family circumstances, rather than the TANF requirement that a child's absence affecting eligibility 
must be reponed within five days. 

Mississippi: The State Plan does not expressly identify any areas ofinconsistency, but does state: 
"Mississippi wishes to 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 dete-mined what 
provisions are inconsistent with T ANF and wjth other aspects of the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity ReconciHation Act For example. the' Medicaid linkage implications of 
tenninating a waiver in TANF have not yet been decided. Continuing al) of our waivers until all 
appropriate federal decisions are made will ensure that Mlssissippi will have the ability to continue 
all aspects of its current program." 

Ml'lsouri: The State Plan states that Missouri will retain its Missouri Families Mutual Responsibility 
Plan (MF-MRP) waica is statewide, and its 21st Century Communities Demonstration Project, 
which operates in specific zip codes ofJackson County, The State indicates that: "Allowable work 
activities in the Missouri FumiJies Mutual Responsibility Plan are inconsistent with the new law.. 
MFMRP eounts all components under the previous TItle IV-F JOBS Program. The state intends to 
continue aHowing all work activities as defined in the Social Security Act Section 482, and 
previously approved uuder 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 ofcountable 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 wiU 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 waiver 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 limit services to families with an 
employable adult to no more than two years without earned income and no more than 60 months 
regardJess of source of income. . 

Nevada: The State Plan indicates: "There are no 1115 waivers in Nevada." 

New Hampsbire: The contents of New Hampshire's State Plan describe the program in effect on 
October 1, 1996. The Plan indicates that on January 1, 1997, the State will begin implementation 
of the "New Hampshire Employment ProgramlFamiJy 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 ~e 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 future. 

Definition of Work Activities: The State notes that the deftnition of the activities that count 
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 Stale program. Under the 
State program, activities that qualify as work include: job search, unsubsidized work, a subsidized 
job, on-the-job training. community service. alternative work experience programs:, work 
supplementation. adult basic education servICes. job readiness programs, community services and 
resources, training programs and.post secondary education activities, work for benefits programs, 
and any other employment related activity as detemrined by the state agency. The Plan indicates that 
the State will use its OOW11 definition of work instead of the definition included in the Act. 

Limitation on Job Search: The Act limits the duration of job search activities tbat \\111 
count toWard the work and participation rates, As these activities are not time-limited under ~cw 
Hampshire's program. the State a~erts that its 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 ofparticipation in 
vocational. education activities or being the bead ofa household with satisfactory school attendance. 
Under the waiver, participation in aU approved activities 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 
bcing the head ofhousehold with satisfactory school attendance. 

Exemptions from Work Requirements: The State's waiver provides exemptions from 
participation consistent with prior JOBS exemptions and provides for an additional exemption based 
on an agency detennination that an individual has >I •••significant employment related barriers." lbe 
State asserts that its waiver proviSIOns supersede inconsistent provisions of the AC.t which specify 
both for purposes ofcalculating the state's work participation rate, and for purposes of the "24 month 
work requirement," that the only exemption avaiJable is for those caring for a ,child under the age 
of 12 months. 
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Medicaid: The State's waiver allows it to use the income and resources methodologies of 
the waiver demonstration in place of those contained in the state's AFDC State Plan. The S~a!e 
asserts that its provisions supersede inconsistent provisions of the Act which specify that States must 
continue to use pre~Act eligibility criteria for detennining Medicaid eligibilJty, 

Transitional Medicaid: The state's waiver provides that a family need not have received 
cash assistancc during three of the last six months in order to be eligible for transitional Medicaid, 
The State asserts that these provisions supersede the Act's requirement that eligibility for transitional 
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 
a child up to age 20 provided the child is a full-time student in a secondary school or in an equivalent 
level of vocational or technical training. The State asserts that iL~ provision supersedes the Actls 
provision defining a minor child as an individual under the age of i8. or under the age of 19 and a 
fuH~time secondary school student or in an equivalent level ofvocational 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 its provision supersedes the provision 
of the Act that bars the use ofTANF 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 aHows states the flexibility to implement provisions without the need for waivers," 

New York: The State Plan makes no reference to existing waivers. 'me Plan, in outlining how the 
State 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 to the extent practicable 
confonns with the program policy provisions" of the State AFDC and JOBS plans that exi>ted 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 to required finger imaging. Instead of 
outlining how the State will satisfy the participation rate requirements of Section 407, the Plan states 
that New York will 'Iensure that parents and caretakers receiving assistance under the program 
engage in work activities in accordance with the aforementioned JOBS State Plan," 

Nortb Carolina: The State Plan notes that a waiver package was approved in February 1996 and 
took effect on July I, 1996. The State Plan asserts: "This state plan is based on North Carolina's 
existing srate pian for Title IV-A of the Social Security Act and waivers that were approved in 
February, 1996, Inconsistencies between this state pian and the requirements of P.L. i 04N 193 [i.e.! 
the PRWORAj, 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 inconsjstencies, although the narrative does 
describe the State'ssanction policy ($50 for three months. then $75 for three months. then $15 for 
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six months~ then $,75 for twelve months) and notes that these sanctions were included in the 
approved waiver package. 

Ohio; The State Pian indicates that for the immediate future the State will implement a program 
which to the extent practicable confom1s with the program policy provisions of the Ohio State 
AFDC and JOBS plans, and !he Terms and Conditions to Waivers of !he AFDC and JOBS programs 
as ofSeptember 30, 1996, However, the plan also states thai in implementing T ANF "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 phins," 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 leamfare waiver until its 
completion (although the plan does not indicate what, if any, provision of TANF the waiver might 
be inconsistent with.) 

Oregon: The State Plan repeatedly makes references to features of the Oregon Option Waiver 
Project which appear 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 Oregon Option Waiver, 
and the State Plan says !hat "[tJhe State will continue to use the Oregon Option exemption for infants 
less than 90 days old, rother!han the new federal exemption for parents ofchildren under age 6 who 
claim that suitable child care is not avaiiab1e.lIIJ 

In addition. the State describes a set of exemptions from required participation under the 
Oregon Option, These exemptions are not provided under the PRWORA. The State also describes 
its time limit (24 months in an 84 month period). and describes exemptions and extensions for its 
time limit, 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 (I)(A)(I) 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 
!he JOBS Program as described in Section (1)(A)(l) of this document." 

Il 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 providl!$ that a State may not reduce or tenninate assistance 
to a Single parent ofa child under age 6 if the parent is unable to comply with work requirements due to the 
una\'aililbility of needed child care 
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South Carolina: The State indicates that it intends to retain certain waivers which \Iappear to be in 
conflict with the TANF legislation." Five specific areas are identified: 

Transitional Medicaid: The State indicates that it will provide up to 24 months of 
transitional Medicaid for AFDC recipients who lose eligibility because, of employment or who 
become unemployed after losing eligibility due to the AFDC time limIt, 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~custodia1 parents of children receiving AFDC to participate in the Family 
Independence Employment and Training Program. 

Individu.al Development Accounts (IDA); The State indicates that under its waiver, the 
State "ill exelnde as a resource for applicants and recipients funds up to 5lO,000 deposited in an 
IDA and will disregard from income • lump sum paymentofSIO,ooO odess that is deposited in an 
IDA within 30 days ofreceipt. (The State will count any amount toward the family's resource limit 
that is transferred to a non ..exempt account or witbdru\\o'TI for other than allowable purposes,i4 

Ninety-Day Medicaid Extension: The State indicates that it will extend Medicaid eligibility 
to individuals who are participating in an alcohol or drug treatment program for up to 90 days after 
tennination ofAFDC benefits due to the removal of the dependent chlld(ren) from the home due to 
abuse or neglect. 

Definition of Work: The State indicates that "[uJoder the Terms and Conditions agreed to 
in the Section 1 J15 Waiver, [the State] will continue to define work as involvement in specific 
components that will lead to employment or improved employability as sped ned in the legislation. 
Components which will continue 10 count toward paniclpation are (0 the Family~ Life Skills 
requirements mandated by the Family Independence Act and (2) the various Job Club curricula. 
Included within Job Club is the mandatory 60-day job search. In addition, [the State] in1Cnas to 
define as work parti,cipation various components req'cired ~"der the Family Independence Act of ') 
1995. Parddpation in Literacy Classes, Adult Education, GED classes, technical schools, vocational::; 
training. Work Experience and OnAhe~Job Training will all COWlt toward the participation rate. all 
of which were countable components as of the date wa.iver tenns and conditions were granted to 

. South Carolina." 

South Dakota: The State's Plan identifies four "primary inconsistencies" onith T ANF provisions: 
Treatment of Disabled: The State Plan notes that under the State's currently approved 

waiver, disabled adults and adults needed in the home to care for a disabled family member are 
~xempt from work requirements and time limits, Accordingly, the State indicates an intent to 

" The State does not specifY how its IDA provision is inconsistent with the PRWORA. Under the 
PRWORA, a State would be free l(I develop its own rules for treatment of resources and lump sums, The PRWORA 
does comain its own IDA provision, which generally provides that ifan IDA is designed in accordance with the 
statutory provisions, a State mal' elect to provide that the funds deposited in the fDA will not affoct eligibility for 
federal means-tested programs. It is not clear whether the Stafe is seeking to combine its own IDA design rules with 
those in the statute. 
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exclude such individuals from the numerator and denominator for purposes of calculating 
panlcipation 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 Requirement: The State notes that T ANF allows for up to 24 
months ofbenefits prior to requiring a parent or c~er to engage in a work activity. but that South 
Dakota plans to count months of benefits received under the State's waiver when detennining if the 
parent or caretaker is ready to engage in work or has received 24 months of countable benefits. 
whichever tS earlier. 

Secondary Education and Job Readiness: The State Plan notes that TANF is more 
restrictive about when secondary education and job readiness components count as participation than 
is true under the State*s waiver, SO the State will continue current provisions regarding both 
activities. "All participation in secondary education. (high school. alternative high school, GED, 
basic/remedial education. or English as a second language instruction), will count towards an 
individual's first 20 hours ofparticipation 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 Bnd Vocational 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 intent to continue operating its statewide waiver, The State does 
not explicitly identify inconsistencies with T ANF, but at least the foHowing areas ofinconsistency 
appear to exist from the State's Plan: l} Exemptions: The State allows a set ofexemptions from its 
work requirements (I.e., disabled. age 60 or greater, providing in-home care for a disabled relative, 
not included in the assistance group, incapacitated, parent ofa newborn who is four months of age 
orless), TANF does "otallow all ofthese exemptions, 2) Countable Activities: The State's Plan 
provides that nonexempt parents and caretakers must engage in work plan activities. but the list of 
countable activities is broader than the list cOWlting toward TANF participation rates. 3) The State 
has a 60-month lifetIme time lim't but provides for an express set of exemptions. 

Texa$~ Texas initially states that "Texas operates a TANF block grant assistance program on a 
state\\1de basis in accordance with state Jaw, the terms and conditions of its 11 I 5 waiver, and state 
policy to the extent that they are inconsistent with federal law." The two areas of inconsistency 
specifically noted are: 

24-MoDth Work Requirement: In describing the State's approach to the 24-month work 
requirement. the State Plan states: "Texas requires parents or caretakers to engage in work at least 
20 hours per week in accordance with the tenns and conditions of the State's Title IV~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 to engage in work activities in 
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accordance with the terms and conditions of the State's TitJe JV-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 Demonstrotion Project waivers 
are currently referenced in the Employment Assistance for Utah FamiJies State Statute, the State 
must keep all waivers until after the next legislative ses-Oilon, The State fully intends to comply with 
the TANF requirement that the Federal Government must be notified no later than 90 days after the 
end of the State's legis.lative session concerning which waivers the State will elect to maintain."H 

Vermont: The State Plan does not expressly identifY inconsistencies~ but notes that Vermont 
implemented a 7-ye3! welfare restructuring demonstration project on July I. 1994. and that the 
Welfare Restructuring Project provides transitional assistance through VennonCs AFDC program) 
Aid to Needy Families with Children (ANFC). and its welfure-to-work component, Reach-Up, The 
State Plan further states that '''Submission of this State Plan commits the State of Vermont to 
operating T ANF in accordance with current state policies and procedures applicable to Vermont's 
AFDC program, Aid to Needy Families with Children, and JOBS progr3!O. Reru:h Up," The State 
further notes that "the State will continue to require a parent or caretaker receiving assistance to 
engage in work according to 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 documents «as policy for phase~in ofthe TANF block grant" the State's currently approved 
waivers and the W-2 (pending waiver) program narrative, 

Wyoming: The State Plan indicates that "Wyoming has requested the approved and submitted 
Walvers be tenninated." 

~'uture Updates 

CLASP will update this listing ofidentified inconsistencies as other State Plans are submitted in We 
coming months. 

IS Note that SectfQn 415 does not require that a Siale provide such a notice within ninety days of the end 
nfthe next regular State legislative session, but does provide that if the State has accrued any federal cost-neutrality 
liability, the State will be beld harmless if the waiver is tetminated by that dale, 
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" SPE I"Al"REPORT: :-VVelfare waivers 

H ow states are limiting benefit'; 

FDl )'-1'111.'0 slates now 

are Uf ng their own rules 
to rut Ie people olf1J.d. 
fare I JUs - and kec:p 
them off. After getting 
appn -",a).from the feder~ 
at gc emmel'll. known 
as 3 :alver, each· state 
uses differen1 combi~ 
nauu of limits on rime. 
requi :ments for 'WOliI: 
and I stritrions: on teen· 
age , ot.hets or those who have chil­
dren Iter going on wclf.are. 

11. '> page outlines major variations 
in lh way e:adi stati: runs its major 
aid J. Jgrnm., the Aid to familk-s with 
Dep. Ident allJdren. The cight states 
that; ,"e without waivtrsare A1:llx.una, 
Ala:.!), Idaho. K.eti'tucky, Nev. 
New .\iexiro, Rhode Island and Ten­
ne:.s, !. Some states ate still in d,e pro­
ces.s .f mceiving apptoval for pans of 
tbtll plans. Others ate staging exr;rri­
men, known as demonstration or pi~ 
lot I :ojeds in only a few oountio. 
Mar. I already vary greatly from feder­
alia .'. Under C1.lll'eUt federal law: 
~ Hme Umits; Most recipients can 

stay m we1fm: for at! unlimited time. 
'.. ::bi1\1 QU'e/MediaJd: Federal law 
d~ l't strictly require school for mi· 
non but a child over 16 who IS not in ........ _. ,.......- -' 


school may be subject to 
job. training require~ 
ments.. Fedtn.l law a,I.. 
tows a family that works 
its way off welJiu"e to 
qualify for Medicaid 
health care and transi­
tiona! child care for up 
to a year. Many sLateS 
are extending those 
bendits.. 

.,. Job' creation/pllr~ 
dcipation: Fedem! law requires states 
to rmuce a family's grant if a parent 
Wls to comply with job search and 
trnining requirements. 

... Assfts/aunin~: Fet.lerallaw sets 
specific limits on the number cfhours 
recipients c:m work, the inrome they 
earn and the value ofassets they an 
keep, including cars. to receive bene­
fiK A formula sets that limit on a sute 
by state tmis. Now many staleS are 
raising those limits. to enCOUl"a8C j)!'O­
pte 10 work and save money SQ that 
they can be sclf-Mlfficient. 

The most common type of reform 
among states is increasing the reo 
sources and earned income a family 
can keep without losing benefits. ­
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EMILY BROMBERG 
DIAllA FORTOIIA 

FROI'{: 	 John Monahan 

A~tached are the final talking points relat~ng 

~o States' use of the incons~stency provision of the 

welfare re£ot'r4 law.. 
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Final Talking Points 

State Welfare Waivers and the New welfare Reform Legislation 

o 	 We are moving ahead rapidly with the congress and our 
state partners to implement the naw welfare reform 
leqislation and achieve our qoals of movinq families 

. from welfare to work, promoting parental 
responsibility, and proteoting ehildren. 

o 	 The new leqislation provides states with broad new 
flexibility to design their own programs. It allows 
them to dQcide how they can best move families to work 
-- whilo containing clear requirements that they must 
move families from welfare to work. 

o 	 We are workinq with the Conqress to clarify statutory 
provisions Which allow states to continue existing
waivers that are ~~inconsistenttt with the new statute~ 
Because there is some ambiguity in the statutory
language t the Administration and the congress have 
agreed to a process under which states will include in 
their state plans a list of any waiver provisions that 
they believe are ~~inconsi$tentf! with the statute and 
that they would like to continue. 

o 	 This approach will allow the Administration, the 
Con9ress~ and the states to make thoughtful decisions 
about how to interpret tbe ambiguous language, based on 
real examples of the policies that states would like to 
put in place. 

o 	 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 to do so. We believe 
that work requirements and time limits are cont~al to 
the new weltare reform law and will work with Congress 
to ensure their inte9rity. 

a 	 IF ASKED: The Administration acknowledges the fact 
that HHS will not determine a state TANF plan to be 
incomplete on the grounds that it asserted the 
~~ineonsistency" provision in the areas of work 
requirements and the limits. If states do choose to 
use the ~'inconsistency'f provision to circumvent worX 
requirements ana time limits l we will work with 
Congress to ensure tho integrity of the welfare reform 
law. 

TOTRL P.03 
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FROM: Jeremy Ben-Ami 

SUBJECf: HHS DRAFf MEMO TO LEON PANETTA WITH ATIACHMENTS 
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NOTE TO JEREMY BEN-AMI 

FROM JOHN MONAHAN 

Attached you will find a draft version of the proposed jOint 
memorandum relating to welfare reform implementation issues~ 
Please share with you~ colleagues. Thank you very much~ 



DRAFT DRAFT
MEMORANDUM TO LEON PANETTA 

FROM: 

Following is the. current thinking of HHS and regarding 
three key issues that have emerged in our implementation of the 
wel fare reform law: how the 45 day comment period requirement 
should be handle'd for states that have submitted plans within 45 
days of ~ enactmenti interpretation of the Section 415 waiver 
authority; and certifying ncompleteness i1 of TANF state plans. 
There is a need for quick resolution of these issues. . 

45-Day Com!IL~nt-PeriQ.g. Requirement 

Section 402(a) (4) of the Act, as amended by the PRWORA, contains, 
a requirement that a state include in its state plan a 
certification that local governments and private sector 
organizations have been given at least 45 days to comment on the 
plan. In order for this comment-period requirement to be 
meaningful f the comment period'must occur at a time when the plan 
has been formulated and the law under which the plan will operate 
is known. 

Maintaining the integrity of the comment-period requi~ement is of 
prime importance, since there may be no other forum for the 
citizens of a state to learn about and influence the structure of 
the state TANF program. While the PRWORA was be' sidered in ( 
Congress, the Administration advocated gorousl for an 
opportunity for public input in each stat ' development 
process. 

In that light, the Department proposes that with respect to any 
state that submits its plan after October 1, ],996, the following 
procedure be followed: The state will be notified of the 
Department's receipt of its plan and that the 45-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 Security Act, 
as amended by the PRWORA) is known. We will suggest that the 
state, if it has not done so already, begin 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 as 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 was first received by the Department. 

For '1'ANF state. plans submitted prior to October 1, 1996/ a 
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different 

The PRWORA stipulates that a state cannot receiye block grant funds 
for any fiscal year unless it was an "eligible state" (Le' l had 
submitted a TANF state plan that the Department had found contained 
all of the elements listed in section 402 of the Social Security 
Act t as amended by the PRWORA) during that fiscal year; Thus, in 
order to receive any TANF funds for fiscal year 1996, a state must 
be an eligible state before October It 1996. 

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

Michigan has notified the Department that it began a comment period 
with respect to its state plan submission on August 15, 1996~ 

_~Thus,_it will be possible for the Department. to find that Michiga~ 
. lii"ef"'tlie comment-period requirement before the end of fiscal 1996 
and provide Mi.chigan with TANF block grant funding as of August 26 , 
1996 (assuming the plan it has submitted otherwise meets the 
requirements of section 402). 

While Wisconsin has not conducted a comment period formally so 
styled I the Department believes that Wisconsin has had in effect 
an informal comment period since at least August 15 1 1996. 
Wisconsints plan is based quite extensively on its waiver 
application, which was the subject of a formal federal comment 
period. Additionally I during the Wisconsin legislative process 
and thereafter, there was opportunity for publi.c comment. The W2 
plan continues to be publicly available. Thus! the Department is 
able to find that Wis90nsin met the comment-period requirement 
before the end of fiscal 1996 and provide Wisconsin with TANF block 
grant funding as of August 22, 1996 (assuming the plan it has 
submitted otherwise meets the requirements of section 402)~ 

ScctiQn 415 WaiVer Authority 

with very limited exceptions, new section 415 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 
provision is inconsistent with one or more approved waivers that 
were applied for before enactment and approved before July l. 1997. 
The delay is effective to the expiration date of the waiver~ 
determined without exte.nsion, and the exceptions are that all 
states are subject to the repeal of title IV-A child care, and all 
states approved after enactment and before July Is 1997 ar.e subject 
to the section 407 work requirements. 

Because they have penalties associated with them, two of the 
significant areas of potential inconsistency with.the PRWORA that 
states a.re 'most. concerned with ore whether section 415 allows 



states to have alternative I and presumably more achievable, work 
requirements, and to have alternative time limits. 

with respect to work requirements, althou9h 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 allowed under 
TANF if section 415 were read to permit t~at fle~lbility. 

With respect to time limits, a large number of states would 
provide for more generous extension policies than the 20% TANF 
exemption policy would allow~ and there is the open question 
of whether a waiver demonstration with no time limit could be 
dat~rmined under section 415 ~s allowing a state to not impose 
th~ 5-year time limit. 

The statement of Managers suggests a narrower readinq of the 
_____~_statute that would not permit. states to continue some of these 
---_. - waiver policies _under section 415. However t some members of 

congress E including Charles Stenholm who has written the 
Department, believe that the floor debate supports providing a 
broad interpretation. Any approach will involve a trade-off 
between t 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 requirements and time limits under TAMP. 
A decision based on a narrower interpretation is likely to be 
criticized as undermining state f;J..exibility and disrupting the 
progress of the states that have been most in the forefront of 
welfare reform. A deci.sion grounded on a broader view is likely 
to be criticized as undermining work requirements and time limits. 
These potential criticisms could b@ directed at either the Congress 
or the Executive Branch to the extent that ejther takes action to 
advance an interpretation. 

HHS favors an approach that would initially request that states 
identify in their state plans specific provisions of their 
demonstrations that they believed were inconsistent with the 

,PRt"'ORA. rNe would also alert them that subsequent legislative or] 
regulatory action regar.ding TANF penalties might limit their NO 
flexibility in the future,lalthough such action would be effective 
only prospectively:) Seeing how states view this issue through the 
state plan process could lead to better informed decisions on an 
interpretation of section 41.5. 'rile Department has recently 
received a joint letter from chairman Archer and Chairman Roth 
strongly supporting this approach. 

18.NF state plan guidance 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation' 
Act of 1996 (Pub, L. 104-193) replaces the Af'DC, JOBS and EA 
programs with a new block" grant -- the 'l'emporary Assistance to 
Needy Families program. '1'0 be eligible to receive its block grant 
funds, the law· requires a State to submit a State plan to the 
Secretary no later than July 1, 1997, which the Secretary has found 
meets the ~tatutory requirements. 



DRAFT 

•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 clients to become self-sufficient~ 

Because of the enormous flexibility that states have under the 
PRWORA, it is extremely important that the plan layout in some 
detail the benefits and services that the state will provide t the 
eligibility criteria for benefits and services, the req·uirements
that the states will impose on recipients and other features of 
their program. The plan will-be the basic document through which 
citizens and potential recipients will understand program rules. 
There are many constituencies that have an interest in this 
information. clients, advocacy groups, state officials, 'Congress 
and the administration all have an interest 'in a clear, 
understanding of the state's program. Moreover, the plan will be 
the basic document from which the federal government obtains 
information _about what states are doing, to compare with their 
reports of how well they are doing. 

To help states develop complete plans# ACF has prepared a draft 
guide for States to use in preparing thei.r plan sUbmissions (draft 
attached) consisting of an overview, tho statutory text# state plan 
certifications and funding instructions. Rather than the current 
uniform preprint state plans! we envision a very descriptive plan 
that clearly outlines for the public the expectations I services and 
benefits available. 

To assist s'tat:es in preparing a,ucomplete" program 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 covered the required elements of the plan. This CheCklist)
will also be used by ACF in determining whether or not the plan is ,..IO 
complete for purposes of funding. (s ....... ,~........ cO.) 
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- •••our nation's answer to this"great social challenge will [b no longer be a never-ending cycle of welfare, it will be the 
digni ty, the power and the ethic of work. Today, we are 
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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A New Boqinninq••• 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program 

On August 221 President Clinton siqned into law the ftpersonal 
Responsibility and work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996," 
a comprehensive bipartisan welfare reform bill that establishes 
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) progra~. This 
legislation will dramatically change the nation's welfare system 
into one that requires work in exchange for time-limited 
assistance. It contains strong work requirements, a performance 
bonus to reward States for moving welfare recipients into jobs, 
state maintenance of effort requirements, comprehensive child 
support enforcement, and supports for families movinq from 

·--:-:~·.~~lf~:;-e, to work~ . 

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

Today, we are ending welfare as we know it. But 1 hope this 
day will be remembered not for what it ended I but for what 
it began -- a new day that offers hOPOf honors 
responsibility, rewards work, and changes the terms of the 
debate. ~. ~ 

The new legislation gives states the opportunity to create a new, 
,system that promotes ~ork 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 a framework of new expectations. 

Starting the Program 

The new TANF program replaces the AFOC t 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 TANF 
plan. A State will receive its block grant funds onCe the 
secretary has found the state's plan to be complete. , 

States must submit their TANF plans no later than July 1t 1997 , 
but can submit them earlier if they choose. states should 
consider several factors in deciding whether to implement the 
TANF program prior to July 1, 1997. In States with reduced 
caseloads, funding for the AFOC, EA and JOBS programs may be less 
than the amounts the States would receive under the new block 
qrant. Thus, it may be financially advantageous for some States 
to accelerate their effective date. 

In addition to the financial implications, states should also 
weigh'other considerations in determining ~hen to implement the 
new program. Gfven tho complexity of the new legislation and the 

I 
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tremendous range of options available, designing and implementing 
a new program will require a significant effort on the part of 
States. They must consult and coordinate with numerous parties,
undertake staff training- and modify computer systems. ;Inadequate 
attention to these activities could undermine the long-term
effectiveness of the State's program~ Further, once states 
submit their plans t the work requirements and the 5-year time 
limit begin. Penalty and data collection requirements begin July 
1, 1997 , or 6 months after the plan "has been submitted, whichever 
is later .. 

suqqest~ State Plan outline 

The statute requires States to outline how they intend to conduct 
a program that provides assistance to needy families with'·-=..~~~,_._,children and provide parents With job preparation I work and 
support services to enable them to leave the program and become 
self-sufficient~ 

We recommend that States use the State plan process to consider 
and address a set of important questions, and to outline 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 program. Toward that end., we suggest that a state 
plan include discussion of the .issues outlined below as well as 
addressing all other requirements specified in the law.r 
Attachm~nt A provides a copy of the statutory text~ 

A possible format is a 15-20 page document that describes the 
State·s program 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 the administration or 
operation of the program. A state plan will be considered 
complete as long as it includes the information required by the 
Act. 

GoALS, ttESULTS AND POBLIC It-."VOLVEMENT 

What are the overarching goals for your program? How were local 
governments and private sector organizations involved in 
designing the TANF plan? How has the public been invo~ved in 
program 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 
~nsured? 

NEEDY .FAMILIES 

Who will be assisted under this program? How will "needy 
families" be defined? will all families in the state have access 
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to the same program or will it vary? Will the same services be 
offered to families who have moved from another state? How will 
eligible non-citizens be treated within the program? How will 
the privacy of families be protected? What rights will 
applicants and beneficiaries have to challenge decisions? 
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WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY 

What are your overall goals for work and self-sufficiency? How 
will the program move families to work and ultimately ~o self­
sufficiency? What services will be available to move clients to 
work? How will you identify and provide additional, targeted 
support to victims 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 community, education, business, 
religious, local governments, and non-profit organizations be 
involve~ in the effort to. provide 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 I or electronic benefits 
transfer (EST)? How will time limits-and sanctions be 
incorporated into the program? What supportive services will be 
available to clients? How will Child care be provided to allow 
pa~ents to go to work? 

CULTURE CHANGE 

What measures will be taken to change the culture of the welfare 
office to support work and self-sufficiency? What kind of 
training will take place for staff who will be involved in 
adwinistering the progran? 

PARENTAL RESPONSIB!~ITY 

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 births? 
How will problems of domestic violence and statutory rape be 
addressed? 

TRIBES 

How will you ensure equitable access to your program for ~embers 
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 programs? 

ADMINISTRATION 

What is the structure of the agency administering the program? 
What will be the role of public or private contractors in the 
delivery of serv'iccs? How will elements of the progran be 
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phased-in? will the implementation date differ from the plan
submittal date? -. 
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W1\IVERS 

"Do you intend to continue one or more individual waivers as 
provided under section 4151 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.) What is the 
name of the 1115 demonstration which contains the waiver? What 
are the beginning and ending dates of the demonstration? Is the 
waiver incorporated into your TAMF 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 
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 to come into compliance with the 
requirements. 

Description of Attachments 

In additions to this guidance, 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 
submitt,ed with a state plan. Attachment C provides technical 
information for financial officers of the program regarding 
funding and a mechanism for States to request TANF funds. 

Paperwork Reduction Act 

The information in the state 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 operated in the states. 

The response burden for this collection of information is 

estimated to be 60 hours per response, including the time for 

reviewing the statute! this guidance gathering and preparing the 

information, and reviewing the information. 


The information collected is mandatory in accordance with the 

above-mentioned citations. 


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

Inquiries 



• 
Inquiries should be addressed to the appropriate Regional 
Administrator, Administration for Children and Families. 
Information about all state plans will be posted on the ACF home 
page. 



ATTACHMENT A 

• statutory TeKt Relating to state Plans • 



statutory Text 

STATUTORY TEX'l' 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193) was signed by the President 
August 22. The following is the statutory language relative to 
the state TANF plan. 

SECTION 402· -- STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS 

(a)(l) OUTLINE OF· fAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.­

(AI" General provisions.-A written document that outlines now 
the state intends to: 

(i) Conduot a program, designed to Serve all political 
subdivisions ip the state (not necessarily in a uniform 
manner)1 that provides 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 parent or caretaker is ready to engage 
in work I or once the parent or caretaker has received 
assistance 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 accordance with section 407. 

(iv) Take steps to restrict the use and disclosure of 
information about individuals and families receiving 
assistance. 

(v) Establish goals and take action to prevent and 
reduce the incidence of out-ot-wedlock pregnancies, 
with special emphasis on teenage preqnanci~s, and 
establish numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy 

'ratio 	of the State for calendar years 1996 through 
2005. 

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

(BJ Special Provisions.­

(i) The document shall indicate whether the State 
intends to treat families movinq into the State from 
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another state differently than other families under the 
program, and if so, how the state intends to treat such 
families under the program. 

(ii) The document shall indicate whether the state 
intends to provide assistance under the progra~ 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 equitable 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. 

(iv) Not later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act, unless the chief executive officer of the 
State opts out of this provision by notifying 'the 
Secretary, a State shall, consistent with the exception 
provided in section 4Q7(e)(2), require a parent or 
caretaker receiving assistance under the program who, 
after receiving such assistance for 2 months is not 
exempt from work requirements and is not engaged in 
work, as determin~d under section 407(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 t during the fiscal year, the State will 
operate a child support enforcement program under the state plan 
approved under part D. 

(3) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL OPERATE A FOSTER CARE AND 
ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.~A certification by the chief 
executive officer of the State that, during the fiscal year, 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 
receiving assistance under such part are eligible for medical 
assistance under the State plan under title XIX. 

(4) CERTIFICATION OF THE ADMINIS1'RATION 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 governments and 
private. sector drganizaticns­
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(A) have been consulted regardin9 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. 

(5) CERTIFICATION THAT THE STATE WILL PROVIDE INDIANS WITH 
EQUITABLE ACCESS TO ASSISTANCE.-A certification by the chief 
executive officer of the State that, during the fiscal year, the 
state w~il provide each member of an Indian tribe, who is 
domiciled.in the State and ~s not eligible for assistance. under a 
tribal family assistance plan approved under section 43.2', with 
equitable access to assistance under the state program funded 
under this part attributable to-funds provided by the Federal 
Government .. 

(6) CERTIFICATION OF STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES TO ENSURE AGAINST 
PROGRAM FRAUD AND ABUSE~-A certification by the chief executive 
officer of the state that the State has established and is 
enforcing standards.and procedures to ensure against program 
fraud and abuse, including standards and procedures concerning 
nepotism, conflicts of interest among individuals responsible for 
the administration and supervi.sion of the state program, 
kickbacks, and the use of po~itica~ patronage. 

(7) OPTIONAL CERTIFICATION OF STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES TO ENSURE 
THAT THE STATE WILL SCREEN FOR AND IDENTIF¥ DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.­

(A) In General.-At the option of the State, a certification 
by the chief executive officer of the state that the State 
has established and is enforcing standards and procedures 
to­

(i) screen and identify individuals receiving : 
assistance under this part with a history of domestic 
violence while maintaining the confidentiality of such 
individuals; 

(ii) refer such individuals to counseling and 
supportive services; and 

(iii) waive, pursuant to a determination of good cause, 
other program requirements such as time limits (for so 
long as necessary) for individuals receivin9 
assistance, residency requirements, child support 
cooperation requirements, and family cap provisions, in 
cases where compliance with such requireruents 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 

http:domiciled.in
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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. 



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 
Assistanoe to Needy Families (TANF) program in accordance with 
the statutory requirements in section 402(a)(2} through (7). 



CERTIFICl\'UONS 

Tbe State will operate a program to provide Temporary Assistance 
to Needy Families (TANF) so that the children may he cared for in 
their own homes or in the horues of relatives; to end dependence
of needy parents on government benefits hy promoting job 
preparation f work, and marriage; to prevent and reduce the 
incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies and establish annual 
numerical 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 ~mporary 
Assistance for Needy Families with minor children under title IV­
A of the social 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 programj 

is (are) the agency(ies) 
responsible for supervising the programj 

2. 	 Assure that local governments and private sector 
organizations: 

(a) 	 Have been consulted regardin9 the: plan and desi9n 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. 	 Operate 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 w~ll. take 
all necessary actions to ensure that children receiving 
assistance are eli.gible for medical assistance.; 
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Certificat.iolls 

5. 	 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 4~2, with 
equitable access to assistance under the State pr~am 
funded under this part attributable to funds provided by the 
Federal Government. 

6. 	 Establish and enforce standards and procedures to ensure 
against program fraud and abuse, including standards and 
procedures concerning nepotism, conflicts of interest among 
individuals respo,nsible for the administration and' 
supervision of the state program, kiokbacks, and the use of 
political patronage. 

7. 	 Make available to the public.a summary of the state plan; 
and 

OPTIONAL CERTIFICATION 

[J 	The state has established and is enforcing standards and 

procedures to: 


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

(2) 	 Refer such individuals to counseling and supportive 
servicesj 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 assistance, 
residency requirements, child support cooperation 
requirements, and family cap provisions, in case where 
compliance with such requirements 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 violence, or individua~:s who are at 
risk of further domestic violence~ 

CERTIFIED BY T§E CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF THE STATE, 

Date 	 Signature and Title 
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FUND:tNG 

section 403(a) (1) (A) provides that eaCh eligible state shall be 
entitled to receive for each of the fiscal years ~996 through 
2002, a grant in an amount equal to the state family assistance 
grant as defined in section 403(a) (1) (6). 	 ' 

I. 	 Payments to Agency Administering the TANF Program 

Payments for the TANF program will be made to the . 
orqanization managing the AFDC/JOBS programs as of 
August 22, 1996, unless the state indicates that the 
TANF 	 administering agency is changcd4 If a change is 
made, describe the name, address and BIN number of the 
new organization. 	 ­

II. 	 state payments for TANF Program 

~ 	 section 405 requires that grants' be paid to States in 
quarterly installments, based on State estimates. The 
State's estimate for each quarter of the fiscal year by 
Qercentage is: 

For FY 1998 and Future Years­

1st 2nd Jrd 4th 
quarter quarter guart~:K quarter 

• 	 For FY 1997, states should indicate below the 
percentage of TANF funds requested for oniy those 
quarters in which they plan to operate the program. 

For FY 1997 

1st 2nd 	 3rd 

quarter 	 quarter quarter 



• 
. . 

• 

III. 	Changes and Inquiries 

• 	 If a State determines that these estimates require 
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 Program Support 

The Division of Grants Management 

6th Floor, Aerospace Building 

370 L'Enfant Promenade 

washington, O.Cw 20447 


• 
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CHECKLIST 
<.< FOR STATE PLANS FOR THE 

TEMPORARY ASSISTAHCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TAHn 


PROGRAM 


This checklist is intended to serve as a planning aid when 
developing the TANF plan. It includes the stated Istatutory 
requirements, as well as optional areas which are imp,ortant to 
cover in describing, the State1s program for assisting needy 
families and encouraging self-sufficiency. Specific statutory plan 
requirements are identified with an arrow (... } for your conyenience. 

During your 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. 

ASSISTANCE 

- [] 	What benefits and services. will be provided to needy 
families? (Section 402(a) (~) (B) (iii») 

- (] What standard(s) will you use to determine eligibility? 
(Section 402(a) (1) (B) (iii») 

(] 	 How often will you issue benefits? [Section 
402(aH1) (8) (iii») 

- ] 	 How will you treat families moving into the State from 
another state? [Section 402(a) (~) (8) (i») 

[J 	will be:tefits be issued as direct cash assistance, 
vouchers, services, wages, certificates, or other? will 
an electronic benefits transfer system be utilized? 
(Sections 402 (a) (~) (B) (iii) J, 404 (9), and 104 (a) (1) (Bl) 

[] 	What are the methods and processes for recovering 
overpayments {e.g. use of IRS tax intercept} and 
correcting underpayments to beneficiaries of the program? 

II. 	 Application process 

- {J 	 How will needy families gain access to benefits and 
services? [Section 402(0) (1) (A) (i)) 

[J 	Have you established time frames t;or processing the 
application for assistance? .', 

[] 	For what period will benefits be authorized, before 
eligibility must be reestablished? (Section 
402(.) (1) (B) (iii)) 

-+ [} 	 How will the initial assessment of the skills, work 
experience and employability of each adqlt recipient be" 7 
complatad? (Sections 402(a) (1) (A) and '08(b) (2) (8) (i»), 



" , . 
~ . [ ] . 	Will you require Individual ResponsIbility Plans? (If 7 

yas, please describe the process and include a copy?) 
[Sections 402(0)(1) (A) and 408(b)(2) (A)] 

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

III. 	Assistance Unit 

- [ 	 How will the State. define the assistance unit for 
benefits and services? [Section 402{a) (1) {A) (i)] 

[ J 	 How do you define the term IIcaretaker relative"? 
[Sections 402 (a) (1) (A) and 408(a) (1) (A) (i) J , 

[ } What is your definition of a family? Which individuals- in the home will be included as part of the family for 
the purposes of eligibility and determining the amount 
of benefits? [section 402(a) (1) (A) (i)J 

... [] 	For purposes of receiving assistance I how ma'ny,days lllay 
a child be absent from home? What are the good cause 
except;.ons? [Sections 402(a) (1) (8) (iii) and 408(a) (10)] 

IV. 	 EliqiDility. Income and Resources 

-t< [J 	 What income levels will you use in determining- need? 
What resource levels if anYT will you use in determining 
need? [Section 402 (a)(l) (S)(iH) 1 

~ [] 	How will you budget income? [Section' 402{a) (J.) (6) (iii) J 

~ [ 	 What are the disregards that will apply to income and 
resources [Section 402(a) (1) (B) (iii)) 

J 	 Do you have deprivation fa.ctors for determining 
eligibility? 

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

- [] 	 What are your criteria for covering pregnant women with 
no other minor children? [Sections 4Q2(8) (1) (A) (1) and 
40S(a) (1) (A) (ii) 1 

(] 	 Do you have legislation that allows benefits to be given 
to an individual who is convicted of possession, use, or 
distribution of a controlled substance? {Sections 
402(0) (1) (8)(111) and 115(d)] 

[J 	 Will you provide benefits to individuals who are not 
.citizens of the United states? Have you included an 
overview of such assistance? [Sections 402{a) (l} (B) (ii) 
and Section 431 of the Personal Responsibility nnd Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996] 

v. 	 :riroe Limits 
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( 	 J. Will you impose any time 
for receipt of benefits? 
408(a) (7)] 

-
limits of less than 60 months 
[Sections 402(a) (~) (A) (i) and 

[ 1 what are the criterla for exempting families from the ?time limit due to hardship or domestic violence? 
(Sections 402(a) (1) (A) and 408(a) (7) (e) 1 

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

r) 	How will you ensure that the number of exemptions does 
not exceed. 20 percent? 

{ 1 • 	What benefits and services, if .any, will be provided to 
non-exempt families that reach the time· limit? 

EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 

I~ 	 Goals and strateQ4gs 

[] 	What are your overall goals for work and self-sufficiency 
and your strategy for ensuring that the proqram will 
promote work and enable families to become self­
sufficient? 

[ 1 	 What models or other effective programs or practices did 
you use in developing your goals and strategy for,
promoting work and self-sufficiency? 

( 1 	 Have you established state numerical 
participation in work activiti(~s and for 
What are your goals? 

II. 	 Work Activities 

What work activities does the State include in its 
of work? [Sections 402{a) (l) (A) (ii) and (iii) and 

[] unsubsidized enployment; 

(] sUbsidized private sector employment; 

[] subsidized public sector employment; 

() work experience;

{J on-the-job training

r] job search and job readiness assistance; 

[) community service programs; 

{l vocational education training; 


goals for 
placements? 

definition 
407 (d) 1 

• 

f J job skills training directly related to employment; 
() education directly related to eruploymentj 
[) satisfactory attendance' at secondary school or 

equivalent; 
[) provision of child Care services to an individual who is 

participating in a community service program. 

III. 	WQr,k and Pa1::.ticipation Reguirc:nents 



- [ J 'What are your ,criteria wl11 be used to determine whether 
a parent' or caretaker relative is ready to engage in work 
before 24 months? [Section 402(a) (1) (A)(!!» 

r] 	will you require community service employment for parents 
,or caretaker relatives who are not exempt and not engaged 
in work and who have received assistance for t~o months? 
If not, have your Governor notified the 'Secretary? 
[Section 402(a) (1) (B) (iv) J 

- r J 	 How have you defined "satisfactory attendance" for teen 
heads of households who attend secondary school or 
education directly rel{lted to employment? [Sections 
402{a)(1) (A)(ili) and 407(c) (2) (e) J 

[ 1 	 Do you exempt· single cust'odial parents who care for 
children under 12 months of age? [Sections 
402 (a) (1) (Al (iii) and 407 (b) (5) J 

.... ---~C 'j 	 What criteria have you established relative to a si"ngle 
custodial parent I s "demonstrated inabilityll to obtain 
needed child care? [Sections 402(a) (1) (A) (iii) and 
407(,,) (2)) 
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IV. 	 gmployment Placement Program 

.... [] 	will you use the grant to operate an employment placeme·nt 
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)(&)(i) and 4041!)] 

V. Penalties on Indiviguals 

.... [] 	What are your sanction criteria and methodology for 
calculating penalties for individuals who refuse to 
engage in work or who fail to comply with the Individual 
Responsibility Plan? [Sections 402(a) (l) (A) (iii), 
407(<;;)(1), 408(b)(2) (A) and 408(b) (3)] 

[ ] 	 What are your good cause and other exceptions from the 
work requirements? (Sections 402(a) (1) (A) (iii), 
407(e) (1) and 40S(b) (3) J 

.... [] 	Will you impose a sanction on a family that includes an 
adult if such adult fails to ensure that the minor 
dependent children attend school? If yes, what are your 
criteria and ~ethodology for imposing a sanction on the 
fa.ily? [Sections 402(a) (1) (A) (i) and 404(i)] 

[] 	Will you impose a sanction on a family that includes an 
adult who is older than 20 and younger than 51, if the 
adult does not have and is not working toward a high 
school diploma or equivalency diploma unless exempt? 
[Sections 402(a)(1)(A)(i) and 404(j)] 

VI. 	 Grievance Procedures and Worker Protection 

.... [J 	 What is your grievance procedure for resolving complaints 
by regular employees regarding alleged violations of the 
requirement regarding filling vacancies? [Sections' 
402 (a) (1) (B) (iii) and 407 (f) (3) 1 

(] 	How will you prevent displacement of regular e~ployees? 

(] How will your program ensure that all regular workers 
continue to receive the full range wage and hours and 
other labor protections? 

VII. Special Populatiq.!)s 

.-+ C] 	 Will you require noncustodial f non-supporting ~inor' 
parents to fulfill community work obligations and attend 
appropriate parenting or money management classes after 
school under the TANF program? (sections 402(aj (1) (A) (1) 
and 407(h)] 

VIII. Sllppot;'tive Services 

(J 	 Which'supportive ser.vices do you intend to provide while 
individuals are receiving 'l'ANF services and after they 
become independent of TANF due to work? will you impose 
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any limits on the length, amount, or 'type of supportive
services? 

IX~ 	 Incentives 

[] 	What bonuses or stipends ,dO you intend to offer to' 
individuals engaging in work activities? 

{ J 	 What criteria will you use for awarding the bonuses or 
stipends? 

r ] 	 Will you allow beneficiaries to establish individual 
development accounts (IDA5)? [Sections 402 (a) (1) (B) (iii) 
and 404 (h) (2) (A) 1 	 ' 

( ]- Which Uqualified purpose-gil for IDAs will you permit? 
[Sections 402(1) (1)(6) (iii). and 404 (h) (2) (B) J 

WAIVERS 

--~ -.:t::-------SdIDtTriuation or waivers 

~ [} 	 Does your TANF plan basically mirror the welfare reform 
policies approved for the state under one or more 1115 
waiver demonstrations, and the underlying AFDC and JOBS 
provisions that were not waived? Which demonstration(s)? 
What are the name(s) of the demo(s). [Sections 
402(a) (l)(A)(i) and 415(a) (l)(A) J 

f 1 	 Are there any policy differences between your TANF plan 
and the approved demonstration or demonstrations? 
(Sections 402(a) (1) (A) (i) and 415(a) (1) (A)] 

(] 	What are the beginning and ending dates of the 
demonstration? Is the demonstration{s) incorporated into 
your TANF plan applicable statewide? If not, how will 
TANF operate in those areas of the State not covered by 
the demonstration(s)? [Sections 402 (a) (1) (A) (i) and 
415(a) (1) (A) J 

II. 	 Inconsistent waiver Provisions 

( J 	 Are ·there any provisions of TANF that the State 
considers to be inconsistent w'ith the approved 
waiver demonstration(s) incorporated into this plan? 
What is the basis for your assessment of 
inconsistency? (You may wish to consult with the 
chief law officer of your state -in making this 
assessment.) [Sections 402(a) (1} (A) (i) and 
415(0) (1) (A)] 

Note: If any inconsistent provisions have been identified I 

then the state is assumed to be operating a welfare reform 
demonstration for the period of the demonstration in lieu of 
a program under the block grant. If this is the ease, then 
cost neutra~ity and evaluation requirements apply. 

Limitations on which provisions of the TANF may be considered 
inconsistent with waivers for purposes of determining 
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penalties may be established through future legislative or' 
regulatory action. If this happens, states will have a period' 
of no more than one year to submit a new plan coming into 
compliance with the requirements. 

STRENGTHENING FAMILIES 

... [] 	Have you certified that the state will operate a child 
support enforcement program? [Section 402(a)(2)] 

( 1 	 Have you certified that the State will operate a foster 
care and adoption assistance program? (Section 
402(a)(3)] 

.... [). 	What goals( programs! and initiatives have you developed 
to prevent or reduce the incidence of Qut-of-wedlock 
pregnancies, with special emphasis on teenage 
pregnancies? What collaborative activities do you have 
with State and local law enforcement officials, the 
education system, and relevant counseling services? 
(Sections 402 (a) (1) (A) (v) and (vi) J. 

[] 	 How will you conduct a program, designed to reach State 
and local law enforcement officials, the edUcation 
system, and relevant counseling services, that provides 
education and training on the problem of statutory rape? 
How will your teenage pregnancy prevention programs be 
expanded in scope to ir.clude men? . [Section 
402 (a) (1) (A) (vi)] 

[J 	 Have you exercised the option to certify that the state 
will establish standards and proCedures to ensure that 
it will screen for and i~entify domestic violence? 
[section 402(a) (7) J 

(J 	 If you exercised the option above, how will you screen 
and identify individuals with a history of domestic 
violence, and refer them to counseling and supportive 
services'? Which TANF program requirements will be waived 
pursuant to a good cause determination? What constitutes 
good cause? 

( ) 	 What programs do you have that encourage non-custodial 
parents to participate in the rear.ing of their children? 

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

ADMINISTRATION 

I. 	 Orqard,z;atlo:1al St..fJ.,lcture 

{ ] Which State agency or agencies will administer and 
supervise the program? (section 402(a) (4)] 



[) 	Have ·You included a description or an organizational 
chart which reflects the involvement and relationship of 
ot~er organizations! community agencies or private 
entities? (Section 402(a)(4)] 

[ ] 	 Which program unit (5) or individual(s) will be 
responsible for responding to issues and .questions 
regarding TANF?, 

rl. 	 program Uniformity 

( J 	 Which agency (ies) will be responsible for the supervision 
of the program and describe the role of the supervising 
agency, if the program is county (or otherwise) 
administered? 

- ( ] 	 Have you instituted uniform program policies in all 
political subdivisions? If not, what and where are the 
variations? [section 402(a) (1) (AJ (i)] 

[J 	 What procedures and agreements have been established to 
coordinate contracts and agr.eements between the State 
agency(ies) and other entities? 

III. 	Client Protections 

- [ J 	 How will case information be safeguarded? What 
information will be disclosed? (Section 
402 (a) (1) (A) (iv) J 

[ J 	 What is your notice and hear ing process a'nd the criteria 
for appeal? [Section 402(a) (1) (B) (iii)] 

r J 	 How will you ensure fair and equitable. treatment? 

(J 	 How will you ensure that affordable, suitable child care 
is available for single custodial parents with a child 
under the age of 6? 

[] 	Haw will you ensure that tribal families will have equal 
access to TANf assistance? 

IV. 	 fKQgka~ Int~grity 

[] 	What procedures have you established to prevent fraud and 
abuse? 

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

V. 	 Consultations 

[] 	What process did yo~ use to consult with local 
governments and private sector organizations regarding 
the plan and design of welfare services? Did you 
cor.sider and incorporate their comments? 

VI. 	 Data System 
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[) 	What are your'plans to develop a data system needed to 

track the provisions of the legislation? 


