
Decision Points: Issues Arising During First 2 Years-JOBS Determinations requiring hearing/dispute 
resolution I 

I 	 ' 

A. 	 Establishing the RelationshiD-Recihrocal Responsibility Document 

- How can we ensure that the perlon doing the intake is both clear in laying out expectations 
while also conveying a sense of the supportive role that the agency will play? 

I 
B. 	 JOBS Status Determination (JOBSI Prep) 

- Placlement in JOBS prep is detebined b'y specified categories 

- Case workers should be requirei:l to inform recipients about JOBS Prep categories and how 
to determine whether slbe qualifieS 

- Recipients denied JOBS Prep stkuld be able to request a hearing 

- Recipients in JOBS Prep would not be allowed to challenge determinations, but could 
volunt(~r for JOBS ' 

C. 	 Employability Plan Develwment ., 

I 
- The process needs to accomplish tbreethings; create a realistic plan; give the recipient a 
sense of ownership in the plan; arid be fair in terms of giving recipients the opportunity to 
acquim skills that will enable theni to obtain reasonably paying jobs consistent with the 
recipient's abilities - within a m~imum time period. 

- The employability plans are ke~; failure to receive services specified in the plan will 
partially determine if a recipient rFceives an extension. 

- The procedures for establiShingl and reviewing these plans are critical. These procedures 
should stress mutuality, with reci~ients being given the chance to have a meaningful role in 
determining the elements of the plan. The plans should be developed jointly. 

I . 	 ' . 
- To E~nsurethat reasonable·pro~ses are followed, the Depa.rtn'lent should be required to 
establish regulations regardingprc>cess in the event of disputes between the'le.cli,)i{;nt and 
agency. Options: ' 

a) 	 The agency could be allowed (required) to establish an internal review board to resolve 
disput{~. (This process would be similar to that developed in Florida's and Iowa's§ 1115 

I 	 ' 

demonstrations.) This Board would have the final say. The Department would establish 
regulations for such boards. 

b) 	 Agencies could be given the option to employ trained teams to mediate, rather than arbitrate 
as in option a, the dispute. 

c) 	 The recipient could be entitled to a fair hearing, contesting whether the plan meets the general 
criteria established by the state fot developing employability plans. A fair hearing could be 
the exdusive remedy or could be iallowed in addition to the procedure in (a) or (b). . 

I 

- The need for child care, and 'the appropriate type of care, should be part of the 
employability plan. 'I 

2 



D. .' 	 I
JOBS Assignments I 	 ' 

- The regulations specify a number of factors that must be taken into account in making a 
JOBS assignment. These factors should be included in the employability plan. , I . 

E. 	 Receipt of JOBS Services I 

- Revit~w should not await a crisisl and fair hearings often involve far too much delay. This 
is an inadequate mechanism to make the system work. 

I 

I 
- Regular contact between a caseworker and the recipient, mandatory periodic reviews of the 
participant's progress and up-dating of the employability plan, specified record-keeping 
requirements on the agency, and a conciliation process for resolving disputes about the 
adequac:y of performance of both the recipient and the agency are all needed. The following 
requireinents might be adopted to achieve this: ' 

, 	 . 

a) 	 a form could be sent to the recipie~t ona monthly/periodical basis U, as an attachment to 
the monthly check) asking if he/shJ is participating; is getting the necessary services; or if 
he/she wants to discuss the planlsetvices with a caseworker. Workers would contact 
recipienlts indicating problems. I 

I 

I' 	 , 
b) 	 Caseworkers should be required tojmake monthly (quarterly) entries in the casework file 

indicating what services are being provided to the recipient. This would be based on contact 
with the actual providers of the seryices. Copies of notices to the recipient of any failures 
should be kept as a regular part of the case record. , 

c) 	 At least, every 6 months the casewlrker and the recipient must conduct a face to face review 
of whether the employability plan ,is still appropriate, whether the individual is ,participating, 
and wh(~therservices are being provided. A revised plan should be developed as needed 
(following the same procedures as the original plan.) .' , . 

d) 	 As a lrul,t resort,recipients should be able to request a fair hearing if-they believe that the 
agency 	is not providing agreed upoh services. 

F. 	 SanctiolJS 

- Conc:iliation is required. Failures in participation shouldbe'an event that triggers 
exploration of why there isa problbm.' . 

G. 	 Extensions 

- Case workers must make a determination as to whether a recipient is eligible for an 
, 	 I 

extension or not.. and if not, that a fair hearing process is available. 

- Recipients who believe they are ~ntitled to an extension but are not granted one should be 
entitled to request a fair hearing. The hearing would be based on the elements in the 
employability plan and to what degt'ee the State met its ,obligations. . 

- Determinations that favor the clilnt should result in a revised employability plan. 
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TIME-LJrrING ASSISTANCE 

Current Law 

The AFDC progi"am provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been deprived. 
ofparental suppon (Section 401, Social sJcurity ACt), including two-parent households in which the 
principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP Iprogram, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal 
guidelines, States set standards used todete':mi1l!! need and payment. In order to be eligiblefor AFDC, 
the household's gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State's need stantlard(Section 402(a)), 
its countable income must be, less than the ,Jed standard, and the total value ofits assets must be below 
the limit set by the State. 

The cash assistance is provided to, and accounts for the needs oj, the parent(s) or other caretaker 

relative, as well.as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States 

(those which did not have an AFDC-UP prbgram in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to 

place a type oftime limit on participation in Ithe AFDe-up program, restricting eligibilityfor AFDC-UP 

to 6 months in a'ny 12-month period (Sectioh 407(b)). Thirleenstates presently impose time .limits on 

AFDC-.UP eligibility. Under current law; 
however, no other type of time limits maybe placed on 

panicipation in·,.he AFDC program. 


Most ofthe.people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDCfor many years consecutively. It 

. is much more common for recipients to mov~ in.and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief . 

period each time. 1Wo out ofevery three pkrsons who enter the welfare system leave. within two years 

and fewer than one in jive spendsjive cons~cutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave welfare, 

however, return .within two years, and thrJe of every four return at some point in the future. Most 

recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternative to work,but as temporary assistance 

during times of t:conomic difficulty. I . . 

Whilepersons who remain on·At'<DCfor long periods at a time represent only a modestpercentage ofall 

people who ever enter the system, however,lthey represent a high proponion ofthose on welfare at any 

given time. Alt}wugh manyjace very .seriQus barriers to employment, including physical disabilities, 

others are able to work but are not moving in the direction ofself-SUfficiency. Most long-term recipients 

are not on a track toward obtaining employinent ihat will enable them to leave AFDC. 


The proposal would impose, on adults, a.1cumulatiVe time limit of two years on the receipt of cash·· 
assistance, with.deferrals ofand extensions to the time limit to be granted under cenain 
circumstances. Months in which a recipient ~as worldng part-time woUld not count against the time limit. 
The two-year limit would be renewable..:..onte an individual left welfare; he or she would begin to earn 
back eligibility for assistance. 

The two-year time limit is pan ofthe overall,eifon to shift the focus ofthe welfare .systemfrom disbursing 
funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and the welfare 
agency a structure that necessitates steady progress in the direction 01' employment· and economic 

I 
I 
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independence. As· discussed elsewhere, rec,ipients who reach the two-year time limit without finding a 
private sector job will be offered publicly sUbsidized work assigTU1U!nts to enable them to support their 
families. . . I 

1. 	 Definition of Time Limit 

(a) The time: limit would be a limit of 241 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an 
individual could receive while not deferred from the JOBS program. Months in which an 
individmd was receiving assistance but was deferred from the JOBS program (not required to 
participate) would not count against ithe 24-month time limit. 

I 
. 

2. Applicability ofTime Limits 

(a) 	 The time limit would 'apply to parents (for treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below). 
A record of thenuinber of months of cash assistance received would be kept for each mdividual 
subject u) the time limit. Caretaker Irelatives would not be subject to the time limit. 

I 	 . . 

Ina two~parent family, both parentsl would be subject to the time limit; provided neither parent 
was defelrred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for ·benefits so long as one 
of the two parents had not reachedtbe time limit for transitional assistance. 

EXAMPl:"E: 	 A single father With! two children who came onto the rolls twelve months ago 
marries a woman with no children and no prior welfare receipt. Both . are 
required to participate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty­
four months of bene~ts. The marriage does not go well and they separate after 
ten months~ The father and his children at this point are eligible for only two 
more months of cash assistance. If, on the other hand, the two had remained 
together,the family \vould have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash 
benefits. 

Under current law, thesecondparen~ in a two-parent family is not exempted from participation 
in JOBS. If, however, a State chos~ to defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent 
would Dot be subject to the time limit. The second parent would then be treated as any other 
deferred tecipient-counted toward the maximum number of adult recipients a State is permitted 
to defer (see Deferrals and Extensiobs below). In such an instance, a two-parent family could 
be eligible for as many as· 48 mon~s of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent-· 
family. Again. 'this would only be the case if the second parent were deferred from the JOBS 
program. 	 .. I . 

RATIONALE: While the provision ~described above might be· interpreted to favor two-parent 
families oVer single-parent households, . its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two­
parent families. Applying the time ·fimit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have 
access to JOBS services (due to def~rral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family 
would coIlStitute, to some extent, a bias against two-parent families. NOTE: If a second parent 
were offidally deferred but nonethelbs participated in the JOBS program (i.e., as a volunteer) 
that second parent would be subject ~o the time limit. 

I 2 
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3. 	 Teen Parents 

(a) 	 All teen parents would be required ~ participate in JOBS and would be subject to the 24­
month time limit. The clock woul~ begin to run upon receipt of assistance as a custodial 
parent. I 

I 
(b) 	 Teen parents who would otherwise have reached the time limit would receive an automatic 

extensiOltlS to age 18 (19 if enrolled lin high school). These extensions would not be counted 
against the cap on extensions. Teen parents who received the automatic extension would still 
be eligible for the standard extensiobs (see Deferrals and Extensions below). 

I 
(c) . 	 Teen pai:ents who had reached the t~me limit, extensions notwithstanding, would be permitted 

to enroll in job search (and continue receiving cash benefits) for up to 3 months before 
entering the WORK program. I 

4. 	 Deferrals and Extensions 

Deferrals would be for persons who had not yet reached the 24-month time limit, while extensions 
would be for individuals who had reached the limit. 

Deferral~i 

i 

(a) 	 Adult recipients could be deferred from participation in the JOBS program either prior 
ro or after entry into the prdgram. For example, if an individual became seriously ill 
after entering the JOBS probam, he or 'she could be deferred at that point. Months in , 

,which a recipient was deferred from the JOBS'programwould not count against the 
time limit. 

EXAMPLE: 

I 

An individu~ applies for cash assistance in January of 1996. She and 
her caseworferdesign an employability plan in March of 1996 and 
she begins participating in the JOBS program activities in the plan. In 

, September 1996, her father becomes seriously ill and she is needed in 
the home to bare for him. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS 
participation!. Her deferment lasts for eleven months, until August 
1997, when her father recovers and no longer requires full-time care. 
As of Augu~t 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash 
assistance. She re-enters the JOBS program and reaches the 24-month 
time limit inlNovember 1998. At that point, however, she is only 
four months Ifrom cOmpleting her Licensed Practical Nurse (LPN) 
training. She is then granted a 4-month extension to finish her LPN 
training. I 

(b) 	 Deferral policy would take the following form: 

A,parent of a child Jnder one, provided the child was born either prior to or 
within 10 months of,the family's most recent application for assistance, would 

I 
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be deferred from p~iciPation in the JOBS-program. A parent,of a child bom 
more than 10 montJls after the most recent application for assistance would be 
deferred fora 12O-day period following the birtbof the child. 

\ 
States would be perinitted. in addition. to defer up to 20% ofall adult 
recjpients under thelfOIlOWU.g criteria or for good cause as determined by the 
State: 	 ' 

(1) lllnJss. including mental illness, incapacity or advanced age; ­
(Same as curent law) . 

(2) 	 Needed in the home to care for another member of the 
I 

household who is ill or incapacitated;
I(Same as current law) 
I' 

(3) Secqnd or third trimester of pregnancy; and 
(Same as current law)

\ 

(4) 	 Livihg more than two hours round-trip travel time (by public 
trarulportation or by car. whichever is applicable) from the 
near~t JOBS program site or activity .. 

(Same as current law, specifically CFR 250;30.5)
I ' 
I 

(c) 	 When appropriate, those deferred from the JOBS program would be required to 
engage in activities intendedIto prepare them for the JOBS program. The 
employability plan for a deferred recipient would detail the steps, such as finding 
permanent housing or obtaining medical care. needed to enable him or her to enter the 
JOBS program. I 

Recipients not likely to ever!participate in.the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced 
a,ge) would not be required tp engage in pre-JOBS activities, but would have ac:c~S!l·~ir· 
pre-JOBS services. For individuals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any 
event (e.g., mothers of youtig Children), pre-JOBS activities would .be intended to . 
address barriers, if any, to successful participation in JOBS. 

1be pre-JOBS phase would not,be as service-intensive as the JOBS program. States 
would not be .required to guarantee.child care or provide other supportive services for 
persons in the pre-JOBS phake. Monitoring would be relaxed considerably relative to 
JOBS. 	 States would, however. have the option to sanction persons in the. pre-JOBS 
phase for not following throtigh with the steps in the employability plan. 

I 
RATIONALE FOR PRE-JOBS: Requiring at least a modest number of 

I 
recipients deferred from JOBS to participate in 
pre-JOBS activities would encourage States to 
devote some attention to deferred persons .. 
Moreover, apre-JOBS phase might, to some 
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extent, assuage concerns about the. magnitude 
of the deferral rates. 

Extensic~ 

(a) 	 States would·be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit 
without having adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In 
instances in which a State fiilled to substantially provide the services, including child 
care, called for in the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an . 
"xtension equal to the num~erof months needed to complete the activities in the 
employability plan (up to a ,imit of 24 months). 

I 
~itates would also be permitted to grant extensions of the time limit under the 
drcumstances listed below, iup.to a total of 10% of adult recipients (persons granted 
extensions due to State failure to deliver services, as discussed above,. would be 
included under the 10% cap). 

I 

(1) 	 For completion of high school, a GED program or other certificate-granting 
training program or!educational activity expected to enhance employability, 
provided the individual is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a 
diploma or completfug the program (extension limited to 24 months). 

(2) 	 For completion of p1st-secondary education, provided the individual is 
enrolled ina work-study program or otherwise employed at.least part-time and . 
is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a degree (extension limited to 
24 months). 

i 
(3) 	 For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other 

. substantial barriers to employment. This would include a seriously learning 
disabled person who~e employability plan to date has been designed to 

• overcome that obsta9le·and who consequently has not.yet o.btained the job 
skills training needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura­
tion). ThesedecisioDs would be made on a case-bY'''case basis. 

I 

(b) 	 States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed to 
persons who had received e~tensions of the time limit.· . 

! 

5. 	 Part-Time Work I 

(a) 	 Part-time work (for persons receiving cash assistance) would be treated as distinct from both 
participation in the JOBS program aDd deferral from the JOBS program. 

I 
(b) 	 An individual working an average o~ 20 or more hours per week or earning at least $400 

during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would not be 
considered deferred for purposes of batculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred. 

. 	 I 
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States would have the option of reqpiring parents of children 6 and over to work at least 25 
hours .pe:r week in order to be considered working part-time. 

I 
(c) 	 Months in which an individual worked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted 

against the time limit. Persons working part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the 
JOBS program~ Months in which aP. individual was working part-time and participating in the 
JOBS priogram would be counted against the time limit. 

I 
(d) 	 State participation standards would be expressed as the percentage of adult recipients who 

were eitber in the JOBS program or: working part-time. 
I 	 . 

6. 	 Earning Back Eligibility 
I 	 . 

(a) 	 Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back eligibility for months of 
cash assistance ata rate of one mon~ of cash assistance eligibility for every four months 
during which the. individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK 
program. The total months of assis~ce for which a person was eligible at any time could 
never ex(~eed 24. I 
EXAMPLE: 	 An individual applie;; for assistance for the first time in January 1997, is not 

deferred from theJqBS program and enters a JTPA in-class vocational 
. training program in March 1997..She obtains a private sector position and 
leaves the JOBS pro~am in December of 1997. At that point, she is eligible 
for 13 months of cash assistance. Two years later, she is laid off from her 

I 

job and is unable to find another. She re-applies for assistance in February 
2000, 26 months after leaving welfare. At this point, she has earned back 6.5 
months of cash assistance (26 total months divided by 4), which, when added 
to the original 13 m1nths! gives her 19.5 months of eligibility remaining. 

NOTE: A generous earn-back proviJioncould contribute to minimizing the number of people 
re-entering the WORK program. I 

I
I 	 . 

(b) 	 Persons who left the WORK prograril would also be able to earn back months of cash 
assistance:, just as described above. States would have the option of enrolling WORK 
program re-entrants in job search fot up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list 
for WORK assignments (WORK pro~am re-entrants would be eligible for cash benefits while 
participating in job search)., . I . 

(c) 	 States would be permitted to design alternate methods of allowing persons to earn back 
months of assistance. \ 

7. 	 Job SearchfI'raitsition to Work •. . 

(a) 	 Persons would be required to engagei in job search during a period of not less th'an 45 days 
(up to 90 days, at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. In most cases, the job 
search would be performed during thb 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time 
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I 
limit. An individual who reached die time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of job 
search would not be eligible fora WI'ORK assignment until the required period· of job search 
was completed. 

(b) 	 Persons who through no fault of their own did not complete the required period of job search, 
before reaching the time limit would continue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing 
the 45-90 days. Individuals who ret;used to participate in required job search, either before or 
after reaching the time limit, would not be able to receive cash benefits while completing the 
job search period. 	 "I" 

! 

(c) 	 States w(JIuld have the option of pro~iding additional months of cash assistance to individuals 
who found employment just as their "Ieligibility for cash assistance ended. if necessary to tide 
them over until the first paycheck. 

EXAMPLE: 	 January is the last month in which a recipient is eligible for cash benefits. At 
the " end of January, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his first 
paycheck until the ertd of February. The State would have the option of 
issuing a benefit cheCk for the month of February, even though he reached the 
time limit in Januaryl 

! 
(d) 	 At State option, persons who had .left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for 

selected JOBS services, including caSe management. 

(e) 	 States would be required to continue \proViding transitional Medicaid benefits as under current 
law; States would be relieved of this Irequirement only if and when universal health care 
coverage were guaranteed within the State. " 
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B. IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF­
. I 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES . 

r 
Current law i 

Under the Family Support Act. the Gove)norof each State is required to ensure that program 
activities under.JOBS are coordinated wifh JTPA and other relevant.employment. training, and 
educational programs available in the Stqte. Appropriate components o/the State's plan which relate 
to job training and work preparation mui,t be consistent with the Governor's coordination plan. The 
State plan mu:rt be reviewed by a coordimuing. council. 

The mission ofthe JOBS program will not be to createa.separate education and training system for 
welfare recipients,but rather to· ensure -that they have access to and iriformation about the broad 
array ofexisting programs in the mainstfeam system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned to 
permit States to integrate other employmtnt and training programs into the JOBS program, and to 
implement "one-.stop shopping" educatio~an4,training programs..UndtJrcurrent law, states are 
required to coordinate theirJTPA and JQBS programs. The qudlity ofthose linkages varies 
considerably. Existing barriers are statUtory and traditional; others are regulatory and policy. The 
barriers to better coordination needto bJ examined and addressed. 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: Should we consider chalges in 'AFDC policy to better accommodate participation 
in other training and edhcation programs through such mechanisms as a more 
generous disregard' poli~y ror stipends, training wages, etc. 

I 
ISSUE 2: What is the authority of: the Human Resource Investment Councils (HRICs) and 

how will these bodies interact with the Department orHHS and other Federal 
agencies? I . 

ISSUE 3: How will such a board be comprised and selected? 

OPTION 1: The Department of LaboJ has proposed the creation of a Human Resource Investment 
Council (HRlC) at the FJieral level to be a counterpart of the HRiCs established at 
the locaJ/State level. The purpose of this council could be to act as a mechanism to 
integrate the JOBS and JTPA programs and to increase linkages with other related 
programs. HRiCs could ~ct as an interagency body to consider waiver requests. The 
Department of Labor proPoses that the HRiC would have responsibility for: 

I 
- (1) developing an ovbrall human investment strategy and 'plan; 

(2) consider and establish criteria upon which to evaluate and approve waivers 
I 

from States which facilitate integrated service delivery among the prinCiple 
Federal job trainihg programs; -. 

(3) developing integr~ted staff training and capacity building; 
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NOTE: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

articulation of a national workforce preparation and· national self-sufficiency 
agenda that focus~ on ·improving the access to and the quality of teaching and 

I 

learning in education and training programs; 
administrative.req~irements, performance measures, eligibility requirements, 
sub-contracting sdndards and evaluative instruments; 
design and implerrtentation of inter-agency trouble shooting teams; and 
collaboration with Ithe private sector. 
Membership would include Labor, Education, HHS, OMB, and Defense . 

• 1 

ISSUE: DOEd further states that ob the State level, the vocational educational community has 
had concerns regarding thb State HRICs. 

OPTION 2: Secretaries ofHHS, LaboJ, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and 
training programs to encourage participation of JOBS participants and simplifies 
eligibility for such progrruPs. A waiver board s!&a1! be assembled to examine 
eligibility issues and makei recommendations to promote expanded participa~ion, 
coordinated programs, and simplified and standardized eligibility. Included in such 
programs shall be: 
(1 ) Pell Grant; 
(2) JTPA; 
(3) apprenticeship programs; and 
(4) JOBS programs. I 

NOTE: 	 Options 3 and 4 were fu~nished by DOL and involve full integration of JOBS and 
lTPA. I 

OPTION 3: 	 Run a fully integrated JOBS and JTPA program, Full In~egration of JOJlTPA: 
co-located at the service d~livery area, with one-stop arrangements for JOBS 
participants and irPA Titlb II-A participants. Governors of each State would 
designate which agencies Were responsible for administration. (Th.e IV-A agencies 
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would not have automatic responsibility.) States would have flexibility to include 
additional services for tar~et populations in addition to basic services. Basic core 
services provided would include:' '. 
(1) 	 information on dreer. jobs, education training opportunities, and support 

. • 	 I 
services' • 

(2) 	 eligibilityassessrrient; 
(3) 	 testing and assesshtent; 
(4) 	 counseling; 1 

(5) 	 job search assis~ce (group and individual); and 
(6) 	 job placement. 

I 
I 

Intensive services either dn-site or brokered would include: . 	 I 

(1) 	 drop-in child care; . 
(2) 	 education; 
(3) 	 training; 
(4) 	 work experience; and 
(5) 	 supportive services. 

OPTION 4: 	 Joint planning and admi1nistration between JOBS and JTPA: ·Under this option, 
the Governor of each Stat~,could require'a joint plan from the two ,agencies indicating 
how responsibilities woul~ be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period and the 
post-transitional period. Current law specifies joint review of plan; joint sign-off 
would be substituted. ,I . 

Drafting Spec~ 

I1. 	 COORJ[)INATED EFFORTS ! 
: 
! 

(a) 	 Department of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 483(a) which requires 
that there be coordination betwee .. JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the State 
to specifically require.!'Jl()rdination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational Educational Act. 

(b) 	 Department of Education proposJ: The State JOBS plan must be consistent basic literacy and 
job training goals and objectives df the plans required by the Adult Education Act and the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Educaiion Act. 

(c) 	 Department of Education proposJ: Require employability plan to contain explicit 
considc~ration of basic literacy andl employment skills. 

(d) 	 Department of Education proposd: enhanced case management services be available to 
participants to maximize coordination of services. . , ! 
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C. 	 CONSOLIDATING TIlE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM 

I 
FNS staffhave provided the following options for our consideration for inclusion as part ofthe 
current round ofwel/are. These optionsi,nvolve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T) 
program. I 

I 
OPTION 1: Conforming the Food S~mp E&T program with JOBS. 

1. 	 CONFORM NON-COMPLIANCE SANCfIONS WITH JOBS NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS 

Currently, the sanctionfor non-compliance with Food Stamp work.requirements affects the entire 
household. Under AFDC-JOBS, ,the sanction 'affects only the individual not in compliance. 1 
Recommendation: conform to E&Tpoli~ with JOBS sanction policy. 

(a) 	 Eliminate the distinction between individual and household :ineligibility arising from ,non­
i 

compliance with work requiremen~. 

(b) 	 Eliminate the requirements gOveJing the designation of head of household for E&T purposes. 

(c) 	 Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS Janction periods for E&T. ' 

2. 	 E&T .~XPENSE REIMBURSEMENT I 

Currently, the Food Stamp E&Tprogramprovides payments or reimbursements to individualsfor 
transportation and other expenses (excluding dependent care) related to participation in the program. 
Participants receive payments for actual,chsts up to $25 per monthfor expenses deemed necessary for 

I 

participation in the E&Tprogram. The Federal government matches up to halfofthe amount State 
agencies spend, up $12.50 ofthe $25. Stiue may supplement the amount without additional matching 

, 	 I 

funds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for 
transportation and other costs necessary to elUlble individuals to participate i" lORS. The Federal 
government matches the State agency cost~ up to 50%. State agencies describe in their State plans 
the monetary limits to be applied to transwrtation and otlier support services. 
RecommendatUm: conform E&T reimburs~ment policy with JOBS policy. 

(a) 	 Conform Food Stamp E&T reimb~rsement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by 
eliminating~e $25 maximum and 'allowing State agencies to specify monetary limits to be 
applied to transportation and retal expenses. 

3. 	 FOOD STAMP E&T DEPENDENT <l:ARE EXEMPTIONS 

The Food Stamp E&T program allows StJe agencies to exempt certain individuals from partIcipation 
in program activities. Currently, State agencies may exempt from work registration a parent or other 
household member who is responsible for the care ofa dependent child under age 6 or an 

I 

incapacitated person. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative ofa child 
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individUal must be assured by the Statf! 
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agency that child care will be guaranteed and that s/he will not be required to participate more than 
20 hours per week. A parent or relative who is personally providing care for a child under age 3 (or 

. younger at Steite option) is automatically ~mpt from JOBS participation, Conforming FoodStamp 
E&T exemption provisionsfor dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater 
percentage ofthe Food Stamp population to register for work at the time of application/or benefits, 
thereby reaching a greater proportion ofthe employable Food Stamp population. 
Recommendation: conform E&T exempti~n provisions with JOBS criteria.. 

4. PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR FJoD SrAMP E&T 

Currently, the Food Stamp E&Tprogram ~istributes $75 million as a Federal grant to State agencies 
for the administration oftheir E&Tprogrtuns. Ofthis $75 million, $60 million is distributed 
according to each State's proportion ofwiJrk registrants (nonperformance funding), while the 
remaining $15 million is based on State p"ogram performance. This option would eliminate the $15 
million perfonirance funding category for food Stamp E&T. The USDA would distribute the entire 
$75 million based on the nonperformance formula. 
Recommendation: eliminate the $15 milllon performance funding category. 

. I 

(a) Eliminate the $15 million performJmce funding category for Food Stamp E&T. 
I . 

(b) Distribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according to each State's proportion of . I 
work mglstrants. i . 

I 
I 

OPTION 2: Consolidating E&T with JOBS 
j 

State agencies stress that serving similar populations with different program rules and funding 
structures increases the complexity ofthe p,rogramsandtheir resulting ability to operate the program 
effectively. Consolidating the E&Tprogrdm with JOBS would result in a more effective overall 
administration ofFederal employment and1training programs. While the program would continue to 
serve recipients ofpublic assistance and tJlpse not receiving public assistance (NPA), the 
administrative burden associated with the operation-of2 separate Federal employment and training 
programs would be eliminated. i . 

NOTE: Is this a potential avenue for incorporating the employment & training needs of 
non-custodial parents? 

1. FUNDING 

Currently, USDA distributes $75 inillion in: a 100% grant to State agencies to ad~inister their E&T 
programs. State.s that choose to spend. mor.1e than their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal match 
for administrative costs. Legislation could conform match rates for E&T services with JOBS match 
rates. /ftransfi?rred to HHS, consolidatingfunding structures and Federalfinancial requirements for 
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the aliministrative burden for State operating agencies. 

I . 
OPTION: Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include: 

I 
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(i) transferring funds from USDA to ;HHS; 

(ii) USDA funding States directly through contracts 
. 	 I 

(iii) funding appropriated directly to HHS. 

, I 
2. MINIMUM PARTICIPATIONitEQUlREMENTS 

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 States wererequ~red to place no fewerthan.500;" oftheir E&.T mandatory 
population into E&.T activities. This perj6rmance standard was lowered to 100;" for FY 1992 and 
beyond.. I

I 

. 

. OPTION: 	 As a way to ensure continued participation in employment and training activities by 
Food Stamp recipients, H~S would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number 
of NPAs, possibly based Qn the current 10% required' participation rate. The lowered 
standard allows for more intensive services. States would specify in their State.JOBS 
plans how this population WI'ould be served and how participation requirements would 
be met. ' 
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I 
TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE 

ICurrent Law I 
I 

The .AFDCptogram provides cash assistfl1lce to households in which needy children have been deprived 
ofparental support (Section 401, Social Security Act), including two-parent households in which the 

I 

principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal 
guidelines, States set standards used to determine need.and payment~ In order to be eligiblefor AFDC, 
the household's gross income cannot exteed 185 percent of the State's need standard (Section 402(a)), 
its countable income must be less than the need standard, and the total value ofits assets must be below 
the limit set by the State. . I . 
The ·cash assistance is provided to, arJJ accounts for the needs of, the parent(s) or other caretaker 
relative, as well as the dependent children. (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States 
(those which did not have an AFDC-Ulj 

I 

program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to 
place a type oftime limit. on participation in the AFDC-UPprogram, restricting eligibUityfor AFDC-UP 
to 6 months in any 12-month period(Se~on 407(b)). Thirteen states presently impose time limits on 
AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current ~aw, however, no other type of time limits may be placed on 
participation in the AFDC program. i . 

Most ofthe people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDCfor many years consecutively. It 
is much more common for recipients to move in and out ofthe welfare system, staying a relatively brief 
period each time.1WO out of every three persons who enter the welfarf! ·system leave within two years 
and fewer than one in jive spends jive tonsecutive years on AFDC. Half of those 'who leave welfare, 
however, return within two years;andi three of every four return at some point in the future. Most 
recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternative to work, but as temporary assistance 
during times ofeconomic difficulty. I . . 

While persons who remain on AFDCfO) long periods at a time represent only a modestpercentage ofall, . 
people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion ofthose on welfare at any

• I 

given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employment, including physical disabilities, 
others are able to work but are not moVing in the direction ofself-stifficiency. Most long-term recipients 
are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 

The proposal would impose, on adulJ. a cumulative time limit of two year.s on the receipt ofcash . 
assistance, with deferrals ofand extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain 
circumstances. Months in which a recip,ient was working part-time would not count against the time limit. 
The two-yetir limit would be renewabM..:.oncean individual left welfare, he or she would begin to earn 
back eligibility for assistance. 

The two-year time limit is part ofthe overall effort to shift thefocus ofthe welfare system jromdisbursing 
funds to promoting self-SUfficiency through work. This time .limit gives both recipient and the welfare 
agency a structure that necessitates tteady progress in the direction of employment and economic 
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independence. As discussed elsewhere, jreciPients who reach the rwo-year time limit without finding a 
private sector job will be offered publicly subsidized work assignments to enable them to support their 

Ifi~l'1'les. 	 , 
I 
I 

1. 	 DefinitiOn of Time Limit I 

(a) 	 The time limit would bea limit.of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an 
individual could receive while not deferred from the JOBS program. Months in which an 
individual was recejving assis~ce but was deferred from the JOBS program (not required to 
parti(:ipate) would not count against the 24-month time Hmit. 

I 
I 

2. 	 .Aunlicability of Time Limits I 
I 

(a) 	 The lime limit would apply to p~ents (for treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below). 
A re(:ordof the number of months of cash assistance received would be kept for each individual 
subject to the time limit. Carebker relatives would not be subject to the time limit. 

In a two-parent family, both par~nts would be subject to the time limit, provided neither parent ' 
was d.eferred from JOBS. The fiimily would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as one 
of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance. 

EXAMPLE: 	 A single father lith two children who came onto the rolls twelve months ago 
marries a womtm with no children and no prior welfare receipt. Both are 

I 

required to participate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty-
I 	 '. 

four months ofbenefits. The marriage does not go well and they separate after 
ten months. The father and his children at this point are eligible for only two 

I 

more months o~ cash assistance. If, on the other hand, the two had remained 
together, the family would have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash 
benefits. ' 

I 

~. 	 Und'~r C'..:rrent law,. the second ~arent in a two-parent family is not exempted from participation 
in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent 
would not be subject to the timb limit. The second parent would then be treated as any other 
defeiTed recipient...:counted tow~d the maximum number of adult recipients a State is permitted 
to defer (see Deferrals and ExtJnSions below). In such an instance, a two-parent family could 
be eligible for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent 
family. Again. this would only be the case if the second parent were deferred from the JOBS 
program. I 

I 
RATIONALE:· While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent 
families over single-parent households, its int.ent is actually to equalize treatnient of one and two­
parent famiiies, Applying the time Hmit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have 
access to JOBS services (due tb deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family 
would constitute, to some exten~, a bias against two-parent families. NOTE: If a second parent 
werC;I officially deferred but notietheless participated in the JOBS program (Le., as a volunteer) 

I . 

that second parent would be subject to the time limit. 
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3. Teen Parents· \' 	 , ' 

(a) 	 An tr-en parents would be requi~ed to participate. in JOBS and would be subject to the 24­
;:::.time limit. The clock WOrld begin to run upon receipt of assistance as a custodial 

I 
i 

(b) 	 Teen parents who would otherwise have reached the time limit would receive an automatic 
extenc;ions to age 18 (19 if enrolled in high school). These extensions would not be counted 

. 	 I 

againl;t the cap on extensions. T~n parents who received the automatic extension would still 
be eligible for the standard exten$ions (see Deferrals and Extensions below), 

I 	 ' 
(c) 	 Teen parents who had reached the time limit, extensions notwithstanding, would be permitted 

to enroll in job search (and contfuue receiving cash benefits) for up to' 3 months before 
entering the WORK program. I 

4. 	 Defer1'als and Extensions I 
I 

Deferrals would be for persons who ,had *ot yet reached the 24-month time limit, while extensions 
would be for individuals who had reached the limit. 

I 
i 
, 

(a) 	 Adult recipients could be heferred from participation in the JOBS program either prior 
to or after entry into the program.. For example, if an individual became seriously ill 
after entering the JOBS program, he or she could be deferred at that point. Months in 
which arecipient was defJrred from the JOBS program would not count against the 
time limit. 

EXAMPLE: 

I 
I 

An individual applies for cash assistance in January of 1996. She and 
her casewdrker design an employability plan in March of 1996 and 
she beginsj'particiPating in the JOBS program activities in the plan. In 
September 1996, her father becomes seriously ill and she is needed in 
the home to care for him. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS 
participatidn. Her deferment lasts for eleven months, until August 
1991, whet. her father recovers and no longer requires full.,.time care. 
As of Augdst 1991, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash 
assistance. !She re.,.enters the JOBS program and reaches the 24-month 
time limit in November 1998. At that point, however, she is only 
four monthkfrom completing her Licensed Practical Nurse (LPN) 
training. She is then granted a 4-month extension to finish her LPN 

• .. 	 I ' 

, traiDlng. 1 

(b) 	 Deferral policy would take the following form: 
I 
I 

A parent of a child under one, provided the child was born either prior to or 
within 10 months of the family's most recent application for assistance, would 
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be deferred froJ participation in the JOBS program. A parent ofa child born 
more than 10 m?nths after the most recent application for assistance would be 
deferred for a 120-day period following the birth of the child. 

I 	 ' 
States would be permitted, in addition, to defer up to 20% of all adult 
recipients under the following criteria or for good cause as determined by the 
State: I 

I 

(1) lllness, including mental illness, incapacity or advanced age; 
(Same asl current law) 

1 
(2) 	 Needed in the home to care for another member of the 

I 

household who is ill or incapacitated; 
(Same as \current law) 

(3) 	 Second or third trimester of pregnancy; and 
I

(Same as current law) 
I 

(4) 	 dving more than two houts round-trip travel time (by public 
trimsportation or by car, whichever is applicable) from the 
n~est JOBS program site or activity. 

(Same as current law, specifically CFR 250.30.5) 

\ 
(c) 	 When appropriate, those deferred from the JOBS program would be required to 

engage inactivities intendM to prepare them for the JOBS program. The 
employability plan for a deferred recipient would detail the steps, such as finding 
permanent housing or obttining medical care, needed to'enable him or her to enter the 
JOBS program. I 

Recipients not likely to ev~r participate in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced 
:lg~) ·,1.'ould ,not ,be required, to engage in pre-JOBS activities, but would have access to 
pre-JOBS services. For in<tividuals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any 
event (e.g., mothers of yoJng children), pre-JOBS activities would be intended to 
address barriers, if any, to!successful participation in JOBS. 

The pre-JOBS phase would! not be as service-intensive as the JOBS program. States 
would not be required to gUarantee child care or provide other supportive services for 
persons in the pre-JOBS phase. Monitoring would be relaxed considerably relative to 
JOBS. 	 States would,howe~er, have the option to sanction persons in the pre-JOBS 
phase for not following thr6ugh with the steps in the employability plan. 

'I 
RATIONALE FOR PRE-JOBS: 

\ 
I 

I 

Requiring at least a modest number of 
recipients deferred from JOBS to participate in 
pre-JOBS activities would encourage ~tates to 
devote some attention to deferred persons. 
Moreover, a pre-JOBS phase might, to some 

I 
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. \ extent, assuage concerns about the magnitude 
. of the deferral rates. 

(a) 	 States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit 
without 'having adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In 
instances in which a State failed to substantially provide the services, including child 
care, called for in the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an 
extension equal to the number of months needed to complete the activities in the 
employability plan (up to la limit of 24 months). 

States would also be pembtted to grant extensions of the time limit under the 
circumstances listed beloW, up to a total of 10% of adult recipients (persons granted 
extensions due to State faUureto deliver services, as discussed above, would be 
included under the 10% cilp). 

I 
(1) 	 For completion ofl high school, a GED program or other certificate-granting 

training program or educational activity expected to enhance employability. 
provided the indiv~dual is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a 
diploma or completing the program (extension limited to 24 months). 

(2) 	 For completio~ Of1post-secondary education, provided the individual is 
enrolled in a work.:.studyprogram or otherwise employed at least part-time and 
is making satisfactOry progress toward attaining a degree (extension limited to 
24 months). 

I 
(3) 	 For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other 

substantial barriers1to employment. This would include a seriously learning 
disabled person wh6se employability plan to date has been designed to 
overcome that obsticle and who consequently has not yet obtained the job 
skills training needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura­
tion). These decisi~ns would be made on a case-by-case basis. 

(b) 	 States would be required tol:continue providing supportive services as needed to 
persons who had received e~tensions of the time limit. 

1 

5. 	 Part-Time Work 

(a) 	 Part-tim(~ work (for persons receiving cash assistance) would be treated as distinct from both 
participation in the JOBS program a!oo deferral from the JOBS program.

I 

I 
(b) 	 An individual working an average of 20 or more hours per week or earning at least $400 

during tli.e month would not be requ~ to participate in the JOBS program but would not be 
considered deferred for purposes of ~alculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred·. 
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States would have the OPtionof\reqUiring parents of children'6 and over to work at least 25 
hours per week in order to be cOnsidered working part-time. 

Months in which an indiViduallorked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted 
against the time limit. Persons ~orking part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the 
JOBS program. Months in whiqh an individual was working part-time and participating in the 
JOBS program would be counted against the time limit. . 

I ' 
State participation standards would be expressed as the percentage of adult recipients who 
were ~ither in the JOBS prograrrl or working part-time. . 

I

Earning Back Eligibility 

I 

Persons who had left the cash asSistance program would earn back eligibility for months of 
.cash assistance at a rate of one m;onth of cash assistance eligibility for every four months 
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK 
progr~un. The total months of askistance fot which a person was eligible at any time could 
never exceed 24. ! 

I 
EXAMPLE: 	 An individual applies for assistance for the first time in January 1997, is not 

deferred from the IJOBS program and enters a JTP A in-class vocational 
training program in March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and 
leaves the JOBS p'rogram in December of 1997. At that point, she is eligible 
for 13 months of Cash assistance. Two years later, she is laid off from her 
job and is unable to find another. She re-applies for assistance in February 
2000, 26 months after leaving welfare. Althis point, she has earned back 6.5 
months ofcash assistance (26 total months divided by 4), which. when added 
to the origirtal 13 ~onths. gives her 19.s months of eligibility remaining. 

NOTE: A generous earn-back protsion could contribute to minimizing the number of people 
re-entering the.WORK program. \ ' 

Persons who left the WORK progr~ would also be able to earn back months of cash 
assistance. just as described above.i States would have the option of enrolling WORK 
prograrri. re-entrantsin job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list 
for WORK assignments (WORK p~ogram re-entrants would be eligible for cash benefits while 
participtlting in job search). \ 

States would be permitted to desiJ. alternate methods of alloWing persons to earn back 
•

months of assistance. 
I 
: . 

I 
Job Searchrrransition to Work 

Persons wouid be required to engag~ in job search during a period of not less than 45 days 
(up to 901 days; at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. In most cases. the job 
search would be performed during tI,le 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time 

I 
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I 
limit. An individual who reached the time limit without having finished the 45·90 days of job

, I 

search would not be eligible for a WORK assignment until the required period of job search 
was completed. I 

(b) 	 Persons who through no fault ofilieir own did not complete the required period of job search 
before reaching the time limit W6uld continue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing 

1 
the 45:·90 days. Individuals who irefused ,to participate in required job search, either before or 
after t'eaching the time limit, would not be able to receive cash benefits while completing the 
job search period. \ 	 ' . 

(c) 	 States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance to individuals 
who f()und employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide 
them over until the first paycheckl ' 

EXAMPLE: 	 January is the last\mOnth in which a recipient is eligible for cash benefits. At 
the end of Januar]\, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his first 
paycheck until the end of February. The State would have the option of 
issuing a beriefit check for the month of February, even though he reached the 
time limitin Janu¥y. , 

i 
(d) 	 At State option, persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for 

I 

selected JOBS services, including case management. 

(e) 	 States would be required to contin*e providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current 
law; St,1tes would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care 
coverage were guaranteed within t4e State. ' , 

7 
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0RAFT 
A. 	 I!'.NIIANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM' ~~0:;. 

1. 	 PrQjp'8IXl Enrgllment ; 	 ~d"'" : ,.\~\ 
I 	 . ~~) 

The Family Support Act mandated that upOn enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must . 
an ininal Q.Sses~'rrirenl ofapplicanls with respect to child care needI, 8kills 0/the applicant. prior "WOrk 
e.:cperieflCe. aM. employability o/the appli~ant. On the. basis o/this Q3sessment, dl£ StMe »lust 
develop an employability plan. for rhe applicant. The Srare I'IIIl'J require "Ppltca7lls to enter into a 
jomtJJl agreeJft£nl which speCifies the partihlpQ/IJ:'g obligatl01lJ under the program and the activities 
and services provided by the State. The employability plan is not considered a contr4Ct, Stales may 
require J'ome applicants to Ullliergo job l'eiuch activities/or 8 Weeks fJIId an ailditioNll 8 weeks for 
AFDC recipients. 	 i . , ... 

, 

Slares must c/Wnge the culture ojthe weljdre iyslem by changing the expectations 0/both applicQlllS 
and case workers, This can be done I1y mhdifjing the miSsion Ofthe welfare system Ql rhe poinl

, 
ofthe 

I 

intake process to suess rile shiftfrom eligibUiry and benefit determination to employment and access to 
tdUCQtitJ1J tmd training. '17u! mututll obliganollS of t~ State and 1M participant must be spelled out 
and e.1iforced. Additionally. model programs have demonstrated the benefit 0/case mf.UI(lgement 
services. Under current law, case manag~ment services are not required. '17uJ addition. 0/ case 
nu.urtlgemenr services is an importanl Slep 

I

:in creanng a syslem which aids parricipants in attaining 
lell-sufficiency. JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as Q1I entity designed to link. clients to 
services in 1M comnwniry, 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: 	 To what extent should the Federal government mandate specific orientation 
pOlicies (either through I~w or regulations)? Do we. want to go further than . 
existing law in pre.cteribhtg whal illformalion and orieillalioll jOilould be provided 1 
to applicants for assistance? "1o~ sot(W.f . 

Drafting Spec!l 

(a) 	 All applicants, upon enrollment. 'rill be required to sign a Social Contract with the Stare 
.§peeifying the responsibilities of tXlth the participant and the State agency. Note, this I· 
provision may require more specifiC drafting instructions regarding the contents or the ~*' 
Social Contract. I . 

(b) 	 States are requited to make such &rientatioD and follow-up services available. , 
Subsequent orientation services \\jilt be provided to refer, make information available 
concerning, and to prepare participants to use appropriate services such as Pelt Grant, 
apprenticeship program, JTP A add other educational and training services in the community. 
(Some: of this is already desCri~ in section 482(c) of the Social S~urity Act, 

2. 	 ED!mitions IInder.JQBS i 

Under current law, states must require In-exempt AFDC recipients to participate in the JOBS' 
program to the exleN thDl resources are bvallable, E.xemprlons untIer the curreN JOBS program are 
for those applicants and recipientl who tire ill. incapacitale4. or ofadvanced age,' nuded in the home 
because Of fJu~ illness or incaptJcity Of twJtMr ftJl1liJ.y 11I817Iber,' tM caretaker ofa chiJ.d under age 
3.'(01'. at Start! option. age J). employed inore than 30 hours per week.: a dependant child under age

I 
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16 or tlllending afull time eduCtllional pro~ram•. women in the second trimester ofpreglUlllCY; anti 

residing in on tJrea where the program i& nol available. The parent ofa chUd under age 6 (but aide,. 

thlm the age jot an e.:cemption) who is persbnally providlng care for the child may be required 10 

participate only ifparticipaJ.ion requiremerJs are limited to 20 hours per week aNi child care is 

gllQl'fllUee4. Fo,. AFDC·UPfamilies. tile efempri01l nlating to the age of(J child may only oppty 10 

only one parenl. or 10 ~fw' ptJ1'BI'Il ifchUd care is gIlIJTQIIIeed. 


, 	 I 
Under new p7'OYilions. a grealer numbe,. O/ptmlCtpo.1US will be JOBS mandatory. SUlgle-ptV'BlI.t on4 
rwo-pan1Jtfamilies will be treated .JlmllarlY under the new JOBS system. 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: 	 Should there continue to ~e exemptions from JOBS parti~tpatlon? or should all 
appllcants be enrolled in .JOBS with appropriate adjustments as to what 
constitutes participation? I 

ISSUE 2: 	 If there tontinues to be exemptions, what should they be? Here are some options 
ror consideration. Indivi~ual is ecempl if the Individual: 

i 
I 

(a) 	 is Ill, ilieapadtntq:l, or of advaneed age; 
(b) 	 is the parent or ~her relative of a child under 1 year of age who Is 

personally providing care for the child 

1- c is in the last trimester of pNgD.Ul~y 


'7 . is the t.bild of reckd, tor U weeks 
~ 
Th::~ the following effects vi&.l-vis current law: 

I 
assumes that taking care of another member of the huusehold who is ill or 
incapacitated. will now be ~ eligible activity 
lowers age of youngest ch~d exemption from 3 to 1 with no state option 
drops the part-tim~ requirement for parents of children under 6 
assumes that working part~time will be an eligible activity 
deals with children Dot as ian exemption but by requiring participation only from 
adults and minot case heads 	 ' 
takes away the exemption for the program not being available 

ISSVE3: 	 If lhere are exemptions, what are the state's respon§ibilities regarding people who 
re£ei ...e tbean? For example, would exempt appliQlnts receive as assessment or 
employabillfy plan? 

(a) 	 States will be required to review a11 exemptions from JOBS as part of the 
redetermination Pfoccss for transitional assistance. Exemptions only last until 
the next redetermination. 

i 
ISSUE 4: 	 Are both parents ot a 2iparent family JOBS mandatory'! 

ISSUE 5: 	 Should dependents under 16 be JOBS mandatory?
I 

i
OPrION: 	 Constder a-eatlng a allegory ur people who are "d~ferred· from JOBS 

participation. This in~rporates the APW A notion of pre-JOBS. This ea1eaory 
could indude the foUo~g types of people/activities that are not necessarily 
employment related and therefore perhaps best not considered JOBS acthities 
Creating deferments l0"rers the nwnber or people in the JOBS program per se 

I 
2 
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and lowers the number of extensions 0 which could, under' this model, be 
considered to take place berore the two year JOBS dade. starts ticking.

I 

(a) 	 states are permitted to defer otherwise mandatory JOBS participants who are 
DOt ready to euter ~mp]oyment related activities because of one or more 
serious barriers to employment. Individuals who are deferred from having to 
participate in the J9BS program. will. be required to panicipate in appropriates 
services detennined by the Stale agency in consultation with the individual. 
These include:· I 

persons with sever~ substance. abuse problems which are a barrier to 
employment may ~e required to enroll in substance abuse programs and to 
participate satisfacfurlly iD prescribed treatment 

persoDSwith severl mental health problems may be requited to enter 
counselling and to participate satisfactorily in prescribed treatment 

persons with sever~ learning disabilities may be required to enroll in basic 
skUll training eour~es 

I 

persons with lack qf English language skills may be required to enroll in 
E.nglish as a second language course or other basic skills training courses and 

I 

to participate satisfactorily in those courses. 

(b) 

Should statute s,Jory others? Should states have discretion? Should 
statute limit the n~mber of ca.4iles that can be In deferred status? 

Persons who fail Jcomply with the terms of their ~eferment will be required 

\I r"'. <... 

1~...1 

to enter the lOBS ~rogram (and their two year clock wUl start), Failure to 
comply at this poi~t would bring them under the reguJar JOBS sanction 
process. I . 

Drafting snecs 

(a) 	 See Issue n and Issue IS 

(b) 	 Note, proride ror justifiable deferment polley. see option. 

3. 	 EmplQ)'ability Plan 

ISSUES 	 I 
I 
I 

ISSUE 1 	 Should the statute be am~ded to require that the employability plan be 
developed within 90 day~ or should the time frame be left to state option? J[t we 
sperlfy a 90 day time frame, thls may preclude States I'rom requiring applicants 
to undergo Job seareh or! other activities it the option to require such adivitiM is 1 
available to States. I 

I ~ 
ISSUE 2 Is there-any need to mmtlon In the statute that states haye the authotity to 

amend and update the ertJployability pl811 or is that self-evident? 

3 
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ISSUE 3 Should the requirements ~or wbat is assessed be amended? Is this just an 

. assessment of employabllliy or IS It DII assessment of family needs? 


Drafting Spees 

(a) 	 All JOBS participants are required, in conjuDction with case managers and within 90 daYI. to 

create aDd sign an employability pJ!an specifying the responsibiJitie.s of both the participant and 

the State agenr:y. 


(b) 	 Change current SSA language that state Dmay" require the participant to enter into an 

agreement with the states agency to follow the employability plan as developed to .. must... 


(c) 	 The.Social ConttC!Ct ~ the EmPIJ1YabiJilYpJan.\ shall not be legal contracts. 

4. 	 Case Management 
I 

Curre1Jlly. CIlSti: mantJge~nt servlcu an Mt reqidred by lawlor AFDCparricipa1Jls. State staffing 

levels are. pres£1Il1y set ilnder State or ,ocdljUrildictWlJ', discre.tioIL Ar a rawt, InD1'lY progrQII'IJ' now 

operate with illlufficient levels 0/staffto ~ the grnwi.ng caseloads,


I 

ISSUEl . To what extent should th~ law prescribe what case manageme~t serYica should 
look like or at what leveli they should be pNvided? . 

For example! all applirants will be assigned to a ease IIUlnager or a c:ase 
management team (at state option), who shall be responsible for initiating 
aoe:seulnentadivlties, articulating all program requirements and options, ease 
plan development, deter~ining eligibility, and en.C!urillg the appHcant has a~"S 
to and receives aU available services (including non-JOBS services) which promote . 
the goals Of. the case pwi. 

For example. case mana.ers/team will be responsible for periodic review of 
Individuals' progress with regards to the ease pllan. In tile event of a lack of 
progress, case managers jwill assist participant In amending case plan to define 
and implement steps and corrective actions to be undertaken. States will have 
nexibility regarding how: to measure and determine progress of individuals, and 
how extensive perfodi£ ·review and case plan amendments will be. 

I 
, 

Drafting Specsi 	 ! 

i 
I 

(a) 	 Regarding option of States to protide case management services, cbange language of statute 
from •may" to "must." I 

(b) 	 Move to demo section. States s~all have maximum flexibility to test strategies for assessment 
used by case managers. The Fed~ government will sponsor demonstratioD projects to test 
the eftectiveness of differeDl options.

I 

s. 	 JOBS· Services Available 1n patttdinant.<; 
I 

A range ofsetvices and activities MlISt b~ oJfered by Slates u.nder the current JOBS program, but 
Stares are nor required ro implernenl JOBS uniformly in all parts'of the State and JOBS programs vary 

. ' ! 	 ' 
i 

4 
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Widely among Stater. The serviCS3 which '!"lst be iIlcluded are: educa.rlo1llll activities, including high 
school and equivalent educt1lion, basic literacy, a1Id English proficiency,' jobs sldlll trai1'li1'lg;Job 
readiness acrivi:nes; job developmelll andJpb placement; and supportive sel'Viua to 1M alent thtzl 
theRe s~rvices 'rTe MCBSSory for parricipation in JOBS. Support.lve services include child care under a 
Wlriery 0/circumstances, and transportatiJn arlll work ,elated expenses. Stoles 1ftU3t alS(J offer a.c --\ 
least 2 ofthe Jollowillg services: group and individual job search,· on-tM-Job training (OJT); work '='­
supplementatilin. programs (WSP),· arid c~ work experience progrQllU (CWEP). There is 4 
need to e:rpand the definition and range 0Jj'services available under JOBS. State, would mawain thl! 
flexibility to &tennlne the mix 0/JOBS ssr:vices available and requITed for participants. 

IISSUES 

I 
ISSUE 1: 	 Are there otht.t services that should be induded in the statute as mandatory 


JOBS 5el'vices besides th~ ones nlrendy in the Ad? For eurnple, job search_

I . . 

ISSUE 2.: 	 Require ali new JOBS.~ndatory applicants to engage in flUper~ Job seo.rch 

from the date of application for benefits and extend limit on partldpatlon in job 

search (currently eight ~nseeutive weeks) to 1l weeks at State option. . 

Applicants would be 5andioned for non-participation. Note, do we WDlIt to be 

this prescriptive? I 


ISSUE 3: 	 Should we remove the nO~-dispJaesnent requirement from work supplementatiun 

under JOBS and/or WORK Dnd make other changes to the statute to give States 

more nadbility to promote labor force attachment? For example, such 

assignment rules as: . 


Eliminate requirement to serve volunteers nrst 
I 

Give more nexibi~it' to requi,. early and ongOing job search/placement ~~ 
. I ' 

Minimize requests for up-front assessments (i.e., identify exemptions " 
problems like lack of cc n. asln:ssing skills and work experience) 

. I 	 ' 
Give greater ne:d~mt,. to require job placement prior to education for " ~~. 
those without hi~ school (except ror teen parents)

I 
I 

Allow more nexib~e CWEPruies (hours based o~ ave. AFDC + FS i~S 
benefit; self-identified community ser"ice; reassessment, but no mandatory 
reca.1cul'ation19 mol 

Allow States to rfllluire Job acceptance even where potential loss in inmme \ 
(while allowing continued refusal or jobs where no mild/dependent care, 1 
H&S problems, e*cess distance or overnight travel, incon.4;istenc.y with . 
physic:al or me.nta~ capaelty) 

. Remove diSPlacJent provision 'to allow WSP plaummts in unfilled. \ "t':... S 
priva~r vadmcies \~ 

IDraftinfl Specs 
i 

(a) Amend job search rules to accompli5h the following: 

- mandate proyt4)iolL~ of job iea.rCh as a JOBS service 

I s 
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1 
extead permissible period of mandated job searcb to 12 weeks from 8 upon 
application I . 
permit more than 4 months of job search per year. Should there be a Bmit? If so, 

what? ..\'." 	 . 

remove the requirement that job search after initial period may only be required in 
combiDatioD wirh educatibn and training 

6. 	 mB5,. Participation I 
I 

Under lhe Family Support Act 0/1988 which 61tabltshed the JOBS program, certain minimum 
participalion ~1undardl were ·esttihILtht.dfor fisco1 years 199(H99Sfor lhe AFDC caseload. States 
face a reduceilfederal mtltch role ifthos~stQlflJards are Mt met. In FY 1993 tllle.ast 11% o/the 
non--exempl caseload in each StOle must Pamdpate in JOBS. Ulllkr curre1Jllaw, rM SllJndard.'l 
increase 1015'10/01' FY 1994 and 20Sfdr FY 1995. 7here!r (J need to increase the minimum 
panlCipation ~itandaids in order to fully ~ement JOBS and tro.nsjorm the Welfo.re system from an 
Income !uppDrt fYltem ;lIto a work suppo'n system. 7he ACF cun'elU budget proposaljol' phllse-in 
increase In ptilTidpazion standardSfor JOBSfrom the curre1Jl level 10 20% ofnon-exempt caseload In 
FY 1995.25%/01' FY 1996, .101 for FY~997• .15%/01' FY 1998. 40~ FY 1999. 45"/Or FY 2000. 

ISSUE: 

ISSUE 1: 	 If States am expand theldefinition of which services count towards JOBS 
participation, how ean the Fecleral government measure the intensity of 
partlclpation. 'This imp(ies that participation levels and intensity of participation 

. will be part or a performance evaluation scheme. 

I 
. For example,mode:st changes to lb6 participation rate calculation may be 
made to ma.ke lhe

I 

calculation more equitable among States and to 
aecommodate cer!ti.in types of meaningful participation which is currently 
excluded. 

I 

ISSUE 2: 	 ·Will we require a specific 
I 

number of hours 'or participation? (Note, wha.t counts 
85 participation is defined in the regulation.~.)

I 

ISSUE 3: 	 Will the required nurrmJ of hours per week ot participation in acceptable JOBS 
activities be specified by Ithe State or in tbe ease plan. 

ISSUE 4: 	 What should we do with 'the 20 bour rule? . I 

Draitinl SPecs 
? 

(a) 	 Broaden the definition of JOBS activities to iDclud~ce abuse tr~mental bealth 
counseUing, parentingnife skills cl_es, domestic violence counseling, and other similar 
activities at State option whidl prdmote the goals of a participants case plan and are consistent 
with the goals of the JOBS pro~. . 

. I 

(b) 	 Panicipation in any such State speCified activities would wunt as participation In the JOBS 
program if sucb participation is cohsistent with the goals and needs specified in the case plan.

I 
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7. 	 J.QBS..:for Non=cuuodial Parenli 

ISSUE; 
i 

ISSUE 1: 	 How should nOlH:USto~ parents be included in the JOBS program? Should a 
fixed perc.entage or .JO~ funds be allocated to serve this population? Ir so, what 
percent? Will participa~on ~J, non-custodial parenlS be counted In determining a 
State's compliance with partIcipatiun standards. 

(a) 	 See Issue II. 

8. 	 Tarmina Teen Parents 

Under CU1Tenllaw. teen parents under J6iyears 0/age, or OlrendirJg secondary or vocariona/. school 
jUll..fime aT£ exempt. WhUt it is tmponlllif ttJ recognize rh8 differelll needl and charo.acrisrics ofthe 
reen parelll poJ,ukUion, research and demoMtmtioll projects ht:Ne shown thol speciaJit.ed services 
designed according to the needs 0/ teen ,Jr,lIlS CQII help ma:cimJ:z.e p<J3itive OUlcomes with respect to 
educational attoJnm.enl. pers07llil respo1lS~Ulty.job readiness, child dewlopmehl. life skills. response 
to incelflives. and others. 'l'h.ue imponllnl lessons must be incorporated into the welfare system in 

order to beMjit from them. To do so, e:xe'mptions which In ejJea de.ny Q.Cce~s ofteen parents to 

1IBeded serviceJ; must be modift.ed. i 

ISSUES: 	
\ 

ISSUE 1: 	 Do we mandate spedal Jse management or other services for teen parents? 
I 

I 
ISSUE 2: 	 Do we have separate par~clpation requirements for Teen parents? 

Drafting SPecs 	 I 
I 
I 

(a) 	 State option of appropriate activity Irequirements for dependent children who are .at-risk of 
drop-out Ot teen-pregDanCY., (For exampJe. require school attendance, etc.) Note, sec the 
prevent:lon section) ! 

(b) 	 At State option, States could test ~e effecti~e&~of creating a specialized curriculum of 
aaivities via the case plan geared rowards the needs of teen parents. (For example, in the 
we plan, activities involving parenting and life skills. family planning. and secondary 
education could be required. before attending activities oriented. towards empJoymenL) 

9. 	 ,SanctiOl§ 

Sanai011S for Mn-participalion under the cUrrent JOBS program result in a'loss in the portion of 
be-"ejits for the individual1lOt in compllan.cb with requ.ired activities unrillhe faUure 10 comply ce.ases. 
ll1lhe event ojsubsequent 1JIJn-complianee. ithe sQIIClion is a minimum of3 molllhsfor the secoM 
failure fa campi:;. and a minimum of6 morilhs,for dll ~ubsequ.ent 1I01I-complliJ.nce.(Additionally. the 
StOle CQ1JTIOt require a parridpalll 10 Q.CCtP~ enrploymtlll if the net result to the fam'iIy is a decrease ill 
cash Income] Under the6e provisions, much ofthe sanction policy would remoin illlaa but StOles 
would have gremer flexibility to determine ~he severity and dllFOlion ofme sanctions. A.lthough Stales 
would Dltflin grealer flexibilizy 0Nl oPPO~ to irnpote stricter sanaion, StOles Me encouraged to 
maintain a balQ1lC8 betwee.n ·CtllTot" and ·stick" approo.ches. 

I 
I

ISSUES: 

7 
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Should we allow Stales ~ Impose greater or~ ..;ti9d if '0, how? 

ISSUE 2: 	 Current law does not allow for a sanction for refusing a job (2,0+ hours per 
wflfk) if then Is a child; under 6. Do we need a dau.~ which Hmits the Sandion CJ.tAtJ"~ 
for failure to accept a JOb It a dlild under _Is present. We recommend 
maintain eurreat law 0.- this. ' 

i Co~t~\ ;...~ i.'_ 
Urafting Spet;a ~!r ~ v~rr--

(a) 	 .Severity and Duratiou of Sanctio~: . ') 

1. 	 . iJi~end current law sanctions to experiment wIth Increased 7 
and/or eet'eas everilY,. provided that all sanctions are curable and the severity of r' . 
the sane ins within specified HHS guidelines. AI/ow t,1I- ~l.&o

I 	 rr ~Iil 
2. 	 The Secretary of HHS shall pubJish rules outJ Ining the monetary limits and other basic: .. 

parameters with which states must comply in deVeloping sanction processes. 

(h) 	 Allow States the flexibUity to deyelop expedited sanction process and to redesign the 'sanction 
process. For example: i ~ ~ 

1. 	 allow a minimum initial ~anction period 
I 

2. 	 eliminate the concUiatiod requirement 

(c) 	 Program Interactions 

1. 	 During sanction perlodsJjassume ull5anctioned AFDC benefit when calculating benefits 
for other means-tested prgrams. . 

2. Sanctioned families will still have tomplete access to· oilier available services. 
. I 	 . 

3. 	 Sanction~ months would be. con.~idered months of receipt for calculating time-limits. 

4. 	 Income of san~oned or ~iSqUalified member of unit is counted in determining 
continuing eligibility and income disregards. 

10.. 	 2hw:...inpfJOBS 

ISSUES; 
I 

'. 	 I
ISSUE 1: 	 How wilt States lmplem~l the new system? 

i 

An option being discussed is the possibility of requiring Statts to implement 100% 
partldpa60n requirem~ts for some portions or the populations as opposed to UD 

across-the-board ~tage. For example, a State could achieve the required 
percentage by either requiring all new appllamt~ and new t.8Ses to enter the new 
program, thereby gran4fathering out the old system. Alternatively, States could 
implement lOOc:;, participation requirements on specific geographic zones until the 
entire State is eventually covered. 

. I 
ISSUE 1: 	 How can we ensure that resources are expended adequately for implementation or 

the new JOBS program 
I 

and also ongoing services for current JOBS participants 

8 
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UNler cumm provisions 0/Part F oJtitle IV ofthe Social SeCllrily Act, States receive Federal 
mQlchtng funds Jor JOBS #!.zpeNliJures UP! to an. ambUlIJ alloctlle4 to thDn under a nalion.a/ copped 
entitlement. 1M CIJfJ started at $600 mil/ion In FY 1989, wasfl billion/or FY 1993, riSes to $1.3 
billionjor FY 1995 and g~s bad: down to $1 billion for every focal year tlu!.rt.a}ter. For Ql7l()U1I11 

spe7ll up to their 1987 WIN allotments, States receiw SiOI. Federal marching. For amounts above 
1htJ.t level, they reeeive mtJIc:hlJJg 01 1M gtealer of60% oftheir FMAP rOle-ij'rhe expenditures are on 

. I 
program actiliitie1 or foil-time staff; and 50«1 ifche e::rpendimres are on adminislrOlive COSIS or 
support services. To reeeille e1lhanced mkrchlng funds, Stote nuat nutet certain speclfted parrlctptllloll 
levels and expend 55" 0/their JOBS fu#s on recipie7lls who are members 0/specified target group1. 

. I 

Stales have been sUffering under fiscal cdnsirainlS which were llMnIicipaled tll the rimI! the Family 
. SupptJrt Act passed. and some have been jUlUlble 10 draw doWn theirfull allocation. Resource 

con.rrraints have limited the number ofiniIividuols serw.d wuier JOBS and the JOBS servic:el' provided 

. 	
by State8. AdditioNJlJUnding is essenrub 

I 
ifSctlles are 10 increase their overall levell' 0/participation. 

in JOBS. Increasing the Federal m4tch 7;OIt!f alone may not substantially increase program 
paniclpation /'Jecause SOmi! Stales have rMde minimaljintmcial commitments to the program. The 
p4T1iclpalion .-rtandards are reiMaled a1td increased In order 10 assure thai the additional Federal 
jimJIs result in significant increases ill flU: l'UIJ1fber 0/recipiJ!1Il1-1erved by tlU! program. In order 10 
i1lCrealB the participation expectations. it is 'MCf!lsary to raise Ihe Federal cap. The new ct1.p is set 
high enough to enDble Stales to achieve drese higher expected levels ofparticiptllion. The goal of the 
new JOBS program is ro create an outcoine based incelllive sysrem which works for Slates as well as 
pamcipOJUs. In returnfor enhancedfun4ing. Stales will be aslcd to submit JOBS plans whim will be 
a metlJLf to rt.cord tt.ntI. measure progrcSI in tM fmplemen:arion oJthe new JOBS prograln. 

1 

ISSUES: 
I 


ISSUE 1: What will the fmuOng lrel b::'------


ISSVEl: Bow many special S~i~lIlhere be? 

ISSUE 3: Funding for TA, noncuStodial parents, demos ot special models? 

Drafline- Spec:,&. 

I. 	 JOBS Funding Levels 

(a) 	 Increase the JOBS cap to $ billion for FY 1995:md beyond. Note, for basic JOBS only. 
-I 	 . 

(b) 	 Increase or provide additional fimding to Stales for C~~d special training.
Note~ depends on case managetnent preseriPlions.C=~ - - NO 

(c) 	 F~eral government will encou~e States to expand public-private initiatives by making the 
costs of such activities to Statestnatchable at the rate of other JOBS activities, 

(d) 	 In thE~ event that states do not cllim the full amount.o~ their JOBS entitlement, other states ( { 
which can ~rovide the state matt Can clailD the UDused funds. ~o d" 

2. 	 Enhanced Matching Rate..~ to State-Based on PCrfunnance 

No~ the tuue or performanceistandards bas not yet been resolved. 

9 



-12/06/93 16:35 '5'202 690 6562 DHHS/ASPE/HSP 	 flJOll 
i 
! 	 ­

(a) For States who quality for' eahan¢ed ra.tes, rai~e the Federal match rate for JOBS expenditures 
by 8% (except for amouuts already matchable at the 90% rate). . 

(b) As per provisions pertaining to plrormance Standards, in order to qualify for enhanced 
match rate&. States: I . . 

(1) are required to equal or exceed prior year's spending; 
(2) performance of prior year must meet or exceed performance standards 

outlined in me S~te'5 JOBS plan for that year; 
(3) must submit lOBS plan for current year; 
(4) 
(S) 

with unemploym~t rates which exceed a certain target are eligible; 
demonsl1'ate via. .~.[e JOBS plan how fuods wiJ1 be used to enhance case } 7 
management services; and 

I 
. 

(6) 
I . 

Federal participation standards must be met or exceeded. 
I 
I 

B. 
I
I . 

IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF­
I 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNlJIES
I . 

The mission 0.'the JOBS program wil1llOt be to create a aeparare educarion. and trainin.g system for 
welfare recipiellls. bllt TQl~r 10 ensure rhDl they have access to and injomuztion about the broad 
Ql'ray ofexi.sdng programs ill the malnstteom system. 11I.e JOBS program needs to be redesigned to 
permll States to integrate other tmpl_lIt tmd trGining programs iNO the JOBS program. fJ1II1 to 
implement ·one-stop shopping" educariok and training programs.

I 

ISSUES: 
I 
I . 

ISSUE 1: What does It mean to nniain-stream",JOBS? Who: 
administratES tb~,programs; 
what is paid roriand by which entities; 
wbat is e.oordimded (what are various Departments required to do)? 

I' 

ISSUE 2: What Is the exact function or the waiver boards? 

Drafting Specs 

1. 	 ~liea1 Assi$1ance 

(a) 	 The I)epartment of HHS shall develop guidelines and.manuals and other teehnle.al assistance 
products to help States'develop ~iteria and standards for staff requirements associated with 
case management services. ' 

(b) 	 The Federal government wili prJmote and spon..qor educational activities designed to help State 
staff attain skills and experience in case management and other related adminisl1'ative 
techniques. I . 

(c) 	 The Secrer.aryof HHS or adis~terested contracted party shall conduct studies of each State's 
case management sy~1em. The study shall include a review of automar:ed case processing 
systems and ocher admiDlsttativ~ requirements and- will include recommendations for 
improving ongoing systems. The Department and each State shall develop standards for each 
State based on perfonnance and program needs. State standards shall include sufficient staff 
to accommodate all cases. ' 

10 
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2. 	 Coordinated Efforts 
i 

(a) 	 Secrewies of HHS. Labor, and JUcaLion shall plan and coordinate education and training 
programs to encourage panicipati6n of JOBS participants and simplifies eligibility for such 
programs, A waiver board sball be assembJed to examine eligibility issues and make 
reeomincndatioos to promote 8xpab<ied panicipation, coordinated programs. and simplifie4 
a&td standardized eligibility. lnc1u~ed in such programs shall be: 

(1) 	 Pell Gtant; I ' 
(2) 	 JTrA; , 
(3) 	 apprenticeship prdgrams; and 
(4) 	 JOBS programs. I 

3, 	 Demollstration.Cl 

(a) 	 The Secretary shall authorize demonstration projects to testllte effectS of different State 
polici;.s with regards to allowing ~ivities not directly related to the goal of labor force 
attacbment and referral to other nOntraditional services to be (or not be) considered JOBS 
activities. I, 

I 
(b) 	 The Secretary shan promote employment and training apptoaclle..~ which are directly oriented 

toward employment through dembDStratioD projects to test the effectiveness of various 
approaches. including greater: us~ of performance based. contracting, work-based. and 
c:oote'.lttuaJ learning programs, and programs which integrate educational and training services. 

, 	 , 

(c) 	 The Secretary shall allow States Ju utilize micro-enterprise and other similar self-employment 
strategies as a JOBS option on a demon.lCtration basis. 

I 

(d) 	 The Secretary shall undertake a qemoDStration project to test the effectiv~ess of contracting 
job placement and other approaches used by America, Works to for·profit entities. 

, j 	 , 

(e) 	 Move to demo section. Allow for State ciemonstrations to test different policies regarding the 
requiJrement that applicants partidipate iaunediate1y in an employment related activity versus 
allowing for a grace period befote such requirements commence, or requiring non­
employment oriented activities (family stabilization model), in conjunction with case plans. 

, ' 	 I , . 

(f) 	 Move to demo section. Altern~tive models to be tested include welfare diversion models. in 
which case an aJternative benefi~ payment for a specified.period of time (3-6 months) may be 
an effective means to divert families in crisis from entering the welfare system. If family 
subsequenUy receives AFDC. months of alternative benefit receipt count when calculating a 
• 1" 	 Ittme lmlt. 	 !. 
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TIME-LIMITED ASSISTANCE 0,~u....\t) 
1\vo out ofevery three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years. Fewer than one 
infive remains on welfarefor more thanfive consecutive years. For many persons who receive 
AFDC, the program serves as temporary assistance, supporting them until they regain their footing. 

A significant number ofItFDC recipients, however, remain on welfare for a prolonged period. While 
long-term recipients represent only a modest perceittage of all people who enter the system, they 
represent a high percentage ofthose on welfare at any given time. Although many face very serious 
barriers to employment, including physical disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in 
the direction ofself-SUfficiency. Most long-term recipients are not on a track toward obtaining 
employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 

The two-year time limit is part ofthe overall effort to shift the focus ofthe welfare system from 
disbursingjunds to promoting self-sufficiency through work. 1his time limit gives both recipient and 
caseworker a structure that necessitates steady progress in the direction ofemployment and economic 
independence. 

Current Law and Direction of Proposal 

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been 
deprived ofparental suppoft (Section 401, Social Security Act), including two-parent households in 
which the principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad 
Federal guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible 
for AFDC, the household's gross income cannot exceed 185 percent ofthe·State's need standard 
(Section 402(a)), its countable income.must be less than the need standard, and the total value of its 
assets must be below the limit set by the State. 	 .. 

The cash as~'istance is provided to, and accounts for the needs oj, the parent(s) or other caretaker 
relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some 
States (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as ofSeptember 26, 1988) are 
permitted to place a type oftime limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting 
eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6.months in any 12-month period (Section 407.(b)) . . Thirteen states 
presently impose time limits onAFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no other type of 
time limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program. 

The proposal would impose a cumulative time limit of two years on the receipt ofAFDC, with 
deferrals ofand exemptions to the time limit to be granted under certain circumsti:mces. 

1. 	 Definition of Time Limit 

ISSUE I: 	 Should it be a lifetime limit or a limit on the number of months of receipt over a 
certain period (for example, 24 months over a 6O-month period)? 

'; . 

(a) 	 The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months ofcash assistance 
an individual could receive unless he or she was deferred from the JOBS program. Months in 
whi,~h a recipient was deferred from the JOBS program (not required to participate) would not 
count against the 24-month time limit .. 
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(b) 	 Months in which the State failed to substantially provide or arrange for the services specified 

in the employability plan, including child care, would also not count against the time limit. 
States would be required to establish a process to resolve claims by JOBS participants that 
services were not provided. I yr '" 

1,...,,,,11-,'''+
(c) 	 The time limit could ta1ce either of the following two forms: 

1) 	 A lifetime limit of 24 months (provided the individual was not deferred ffom JOBS 
participation during any of those 24 months), with persons able to earn back months 
for time spent not on assistance (see below). (11 vlfW ~ 

(I;t~ 

2) 	 A limit of 24 months ~ithin a certain period. For example, a person could be limited ,,..., ~*'I (:,-" 

to 24 months of cash assistance within a 6O-month period (again, provided that the ,"" ,"-,f tt-­
individual was not deferred during any of those 24 months). v,...""",W .J.:... 

(3,....,. .;.JJ..~J 
(d) 	 States would have the option of developing alternate time-limited systems consistent with the 

goals of the time-limited system in the welfare reform bill. Any alternative system would 
have to be approved by HHS before implementation. 

2. 	 Applicability of Time Limits 

ISSUE 1: 	 Who in the household is subject to the time limit? Case Heads? Parents only? 
Children? 

(a) 	 The time limit would apply to the case head or, in a two-parent family, both the principal 
earner and the other parent. A caretaker relative would only be subject to the time limit if the 
caretaker relative's needs were taken into account in determining the cash assistance grant. A 

. separate record of duration of cash assistance receipt would be kept for each individual subject 
to the time limit.' ~~,.. c.s 1l>"­

,...."..,\. A... .. 

(b) 	 Dependent children would not be subject to the time limit. A record of duration of cash . 
assistance receipt would not be kept for persons in the household who were not the parent(s) 
or caretaker relative. 

3. 	 Teen Parents 

ISSUE I: 	 How should teen parents be treated under the time limit? 

(a) 	 Minor teen parents. including those living with a parent or relative, would not be deferred 
from participation in the JOBS program. e clock. however. WOll dootoegln to run un . NO 
the teen parent turned 18. Months of cash assistance receiv e ore at ate wou not be 
counted against the time limit. Teen parents would be eligible for extensions of up to 24 ~S ~ '3 ,,",0.$. 

months to complete high s~hool (see Deferrals and Extensions below). 
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4. 	 Defen'als and Extensions 

ISSUE I: What is the dirrerence between deferrals and. extensions? 

Deferrals would be for recipients who had not yet reached the time limit for transitional assistance. A 
recipient could be deferred either prior to or after entry into the JOBS program. For example, if an 
individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS program, he or she could be deferred from 
JOBS participation and consequently not subject to the time limit. Extensions, on the otber hand, 
would be for persons who had reached the 24-month time limit for cash assistance. 

EXAMPLE: An individual applies for cash assistance in January of 1996. She and her caseworker 
design an employability plan in March Of 1996 and she begins participating in the JOBS program 
activities in the plan. In September 1996, her father becomes seriously ill and she is needed in the 
home to care for him. At that point. she is deferred from JOBS participation. Her deferment lasts 
for eleven months, until August 1997, when ber father recovers and no longer requires full-time care. 
As of August 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash assistance. She re-enters the JOBS 
program and reaches the. 24-month time limit in December 1998 .. At that point, however, she is only 
four months from completing her Licensed Practical Nurse (LPN) training. She is then granted a 4­
month extensioll to finish her LPN training. . 

(a) 	 Extensions 

States would be permitted to grant extensions of the time limit to individuals who had reached 
the two-year limit (see discussion above) under the following circumstances: 

(1) 	 For completion of high school, a GED program, other training program or svc..l ....... -­
educational activity expected to enhance employability, provided the individual 
is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a diploma or completing the 
program (extension limited to 24 months). 

(2) 	 For completion of post-secondary education, provided the individual is 
enrolled in a work-study program or otherwise employed at least part-time and 
is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a degree (extension limited to 
24 "months). 

(3) 	 for persons who are learning disabled·, illiterate or who face other substantial 
barriers to employment. This would include a learning disabled person whose 
employability plan to date bas been designed to overcome that obstacle and 
who consequently has not yet 'obtained the job skills, training needed to secure 
employment (extension not limited in duration). 

The number of extensions that could be granted each year would be limited to a fixed percentage (10­
30 percent) ·of the: number of recipients scheduled to reach the ~wo-year time limit during that year. {jJ
States would be required to continue to provide supportive serviceS as needed to persons who receive 
extensions of the time limit. 
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S. EarDing Back Eligibility 


ISSUE I: Should persons be able.to earn back eligibility rorassistance? 


(a) 	 Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back eligibility for months of 
cash assistance at a rate of one . month of cash assistance eligibility for every three months 
during which the individual did not receive cash assis~ The total months of assistance 
for which an individual was eligible could never exc 24.. At State option, months spent 
working could be worth more with respect to earning bac eligibility; for example, a month 
of cash assistance for each 1m2 months spent working. A month of work would be defined as 
a month in which the person was employed for an average of at least 20 hours per week or 
earned at least $400 and was not on assistance. 

(b) 	 Persoru: who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back months of cash 
assistance, just as described under 5.(a). States might be given the option to treat persons 
who reached the time limit for a second time and re-entered the WORK program differently 
from persons entering the WORK program for the first time (Le., place re-entrants at the end 
of the waiting list for WORK assignments). 

(c) 	 States would be given the option of designing alternate methods of allowing persons to earn 
back months of assistance. 

6. 	 lob Seai:chrrransition to Work 

(a) 	 Recipierlts would be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days 
(up to 90 days, at State option) immediately preceding the end of the time limit. The job 
search requirement does notpreclude participation .in other JOBS activities. Persons failing to 
participate in required job search would be subject to the same sanction as for non­
participation in JOBS. 

(b) 	 States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance to recipients 
who fouild employment at the same time as their eligibility for cash assistance ended,' to tide 
them over until the first paycheck (or first two paychecks). 

(c) 	 At State option, persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for 
selected JOBS services, including case management. 

(d) 	 States would be required to continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current 
law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care 
cOverage is guaranteed' within the State. 

7. 	 Phase-In 

(a) 	 States would be required to phase-in implementation of the time-limited system. For 
example, a State could apply the time limit only to first-time new applicants or only to 
recipients below a certain age. Alternately, the State could apply it to the entire caseloadin 
selected counties. States would be required to reach full implementation-all persons not 
deferred from·the JOBS program subject to the time limit-by a specified date. 
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TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE 

Most ojthe people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDCjor many years consecutively. It 
is much more common jor recipients to move in and out oj the welfare system, staying a relatively briej 
period each time. 7\vo out ojevery three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years 

and jewer thall one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Halj oj those who leave welfare, 


. however, return within two years, and three oj every jour return at some point in the future. Most 

recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternative to work, but as temporary assistance 

during times ojeconomic difficulty. 

While persons who remain on AFDCjor long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage ojall 

people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion ojthose on welfare at any 

given time. Although many jace very serious barriers to employment. including physical disabilities, 

others are i:zble to work but are not moving in the direction ojself-sufficiency. Most long-term recipients 

are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 


The two-year time limit is part ojthe·overall effort to shift the jocus ojthe welfare system from disbursing 

funds to promOting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and the welfare 

agency a structure that necessitates steady progress in the direction oj employment and economic 

independence. As discussed elsewhere. recipients who reach the two-year time limit without finding a 

private sector job will be offered publicly subsidized work assignments to enable them to support their 

jamilies. 


Current Law and Direction of Pro.posal 

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been !leprived 

oj parental support (Section 401. Social Security Act), including two-parent households in which the 

principal earner is unemplqyed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal 

guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligiblejor AFDC, 

the household's gross income .cannot exceed 185 percent ojthe State's need standard (Section 402(a)), 

its countable income mustbe less than the need standard, and the total value ojits assets must be below 

the limit set by the State. 


The cash assistance is provided to, and accoUnts jor·the needs of, the parent(s) or other caretaker 

relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some States 

(those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as oj September 26, 1988) are permitted to . 

place a type ojtime limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting eligibility jor AFDC-UP 

to 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407(b)). Thirteen states presently impose time limits on 

AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no other type oj time limits may be placed on 

participation in the AFDC program. 


The proposal would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit oj two years on the receipt oj cash 
assistance, with dejerrals ojand extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain 
circumstances. Months in whic ~ntwas working part-time would not coUnt against the time limit. 
The two-year limit would be nce an individual left welfare, he or she would begin to earnenewable. 
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Definition of Time Limit 

The tilne limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an 
individual could receive within any 120-month period. Months in which an individual was 
receiving assistance but was deferred. from the JOBS program (not required to participate) would 
not count against the 24-month time limit. 

Applicability of Time Limits 

The time limit would apply only to parents and needy caretaker relatives (for treatment ofteen 
parents, see Teen Parents below). A record of the number of months of cash assistance received 
would be kept for each individual subject to the time limit.' Non-needy caretaker relatives would 
not be subject to the time limit. 

~i';";;~t,\< 

In a two-parent family,both parents would be subject to the time limit, provided neither parent 111 
was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as one 
of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance. 

EXAMPLE: A single father with two children who came onto the rolls twelve months ago 
marries a woman with no children and no prior welfare receipt. Both are required to participate 
in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty-four months of benefits. The marriage 
does not go well and they separate after ten months. The father and his children at this point are 
eligible for only two more months of cash assistance. If, on the other hand, the two had 
remained together, the family would have been eligible for fourteen more months .pf cash

"".benefit'). ' 

Under current law, the second parent in a two-parent family is not exempted from participation 
in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent 
would not be subject to the time limit. The s~nd parent would then be treated as any other 
deferred recipient-counted toward the maximum number of adult recipients a State is permitted 
to defer (see Deferrals in JOBS specifications). In such an instance, a two-parent family could 
be eligible for as ,many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent 
family. Again. this would only 'be the case if the second parent were deferred from the JOBS 
~~. .- . 

. . ­
RATIONALE: While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent 
families over single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalizetreat:nlent of one and two­
parent families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have 
access to JOBS services (due to deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family 
would c:onstitute, to someextent,'a bias against two-parent families., NOTE: If a second parent 
were offiCially deferred but nonetheless participated in the JOBS program (i.e., ·as a volunteer) 
that second parent would be subject to the time limit. 

An individual who had reached the time limit for cash assistance would not be petmitted to 
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act as a payee for his or her children. In other words, a parent who had received cash 
benefits for 24 months would not be able to, rather than enrolling in the WORK program, 
continue receiving cash benefits on behalf of his or her children (i.e .• with the parent's needs 
no longer taken into account in determining the grant). 

(c) 	 Dependent children, other than teen custodial parents. would not be subject to the time limit. 
States would not be required to keep .a record of duration of cash assistance receipt for 
persons in the household who were not the parent(s) or caretaker relative. 

3. 	 Teen Parents 

(a) 	 All teen parents would be required to participate in JOBS and would be subject to the 24­
month time limit. The clock would begin to run upon receipt of assistance as a custodial 
parent. Custodial parents under 20 ·could receive cash benefits, even if they had reached the 
24-monlh time limit, provided they were enrolled in high school or a GED program. After 
attaining a diploma or turning 20, they would still be eligible for the standard'extension as 
described below (see Extensions below). 

(b) 	 Teen parents who reach the time limit and are not in school would be permitted to enroll in 
job searl::h (and continue receiving.cash benefits) for up to· 3 months before entering the 
WORK program. ' 

EXAMPLE: A teen mother begins receiving benefits as a custodial parent at age 15, with 
high school as her JOBS activity. At age 17, ·after two years on cash assistance. she leaves 
school before attaining her diploma. She participates in job search (unsuccessfully) for 3 
months, after which she enrolls in the WORK program., At age 19, she decides to re-epter 
high school. By her 20th birthday, she is still six months from completing high schoor' She 
is granted an extension to get her diploma. At that point, if she were not able to find a 
private sector job, she ,would have to re-enter the WORK program. 

RATIONALE: ,While a bit involved, the above structure, when distilled down to its essentials, 
permits ,my custodial parent under 20 who is in high school or a GED program to receive 
cash benefits. This would ,allow teen parents in the WORK program to go back to high 
school or enter a GED program. 

..4. Extensions 

As noted in the JOBS specifications, extensions would be for individuals who had' reached the 24­
month time limit for cash benefits, while deferrals would be for persons who had not yet reached the 
li~it (see Deferrals. in the JOBS specifications for a further discussion of the difference between 
deferrals 'and extc~nsions). 

a) 	 Extensioll policy would'take one of two forms, similar to the two options under deferral 
policy. 
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OP170NONE. 
As with Option One under Deferrals in the JOBS specifications, the criteria for extensions of 
the time limit would not be specified in statute, but would be left to the discretion of States. 
The number of persons with extensions at any given time would be limited to a fixed percent­
age of Mult recipients (4-5%). 

OP170N1WO. 
States would be permitted to grant extensions of the time limit under the circumstances listed 
below, up to the same limit (4-5% of adult recipients) as under Option One. 

(1) 	 For completion of high school, a GED program or other certificate-granting 
training program or .educational activity expected to enhance employability, 
provided the individual is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a 
diploma or completing the program (extension limited to 24 months). 

(2) 	 For completion of post-secondary education~ provided the' individoal'is' . 
enrolled in a work-study program or otherwise employed at least part-time and 
is making satisfactory progress toward attaining a degree (extension limited to 
24 months). 

(3) 	 For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other 
substantial barriers to employment. This would include a seriously learning 
disabled person whose employability plan to date has been designed to 
overcome that obstacle and who consequently has not yet obtained the job 
skills training needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura­
tion). These decisions would be made on a case-by-case basis .. 

(4) 	 For persons who reached the time limit without having adequate access to the 
services specified in the employability plan. In instances in which a State 
failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, called for in 
the employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal 
to the number of months needed to complete the activities in the employability 
plan (up to a limit of 24 months). 

OP170N ONE VERSUS OP170N 1WO: State flexibility with respect to extension policy is 
greater under Option One. Option Two, while permitting considerable State discretion in 
extension policy (see #3 above), provides some direction, in an attempt to discourage States 
from, for example, devoting ·virtually all extensions to JOBS participants who had proven 
difficult to serve. States could still do this under Option Two, but specifying completion of. 
high school or other education and training programs as a criteria for extension might 
encourage States to make some extensions available for these purposes. 

(b) 	 Under either option, States would be required.to continue providing supportive services as 
needed to persons who had received extensions of,the time limit. 
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5. 	 Part-Time Work 

(a) 	 Part-time work (for persons receiving cash assistance) would be treated as distinct from both 
participation in the JOBS program and deferral from the JOBS program. 

(b) 	 An individual working an average of 20 or more hours per week or earning at least $400 
during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would not be 
considered deferred for purposes of calculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred. 

(c) 	 Months in which an individual worked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted 
against the time limit. 

(d) 	 State participation.standards would be expressed as the percentage of adult.recipients who 
were either in the JOBS program or working part-time. 

6. 	 Earning. Back Eligibility 

(a) 	 Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back eligibility for months of 
cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months 
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance. Individuals would not begin 
earning back assistance, however, until they had spent at lcilst twelve consecutive months both 
not on cash ~sistance .and not in the WORK program. The total months of assistance for . 4- 'Ii'!> \;.. ~ 
which a person was eligible at any time could never exceed 24. l,.... 

EXAMPLE: An individual applies for assistance for the first time in January 1997, is not 
deferred from the JOBS program and enters a JTPA in-class vocational training progr~ in 
March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and leaves the JOBS program in DeSember 
of 19?7. At that point, she is eligible for 13 months of cash assistance. Two years later, she 
is laid off from her job and is unable to find another. She re-applies for assistance in 
February 2000, 26 months after leaving welfare. At this point, she has earned back 3.5 
months of cash assistance (26 total months minus the first year, for a net of 14 months, 
divided by 4), which, when added to the original 13 months, gives her 16.5 months of 
eligibility remaining. 

NOTE: A generous earn-back provision could contribute to minimizing the number of people 
re-entering the WORK program. 

(b) 	 Persons who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back months of cash 
assistance, just as described above. States would have the option of enrolling WORK 
program re-entrants in job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list 
for WORK assignments (WORK program re-entrants would be eligible for cash benefits while 
participating in job search). 

(c) 	 States would be permitted to design alternate methods of allowing persons to earn back 
months of assistance. 
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7. 	 Job Searchffransition to Work 

(a) 	 . Recipients would be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days 
(up to 9(1 days, at State option) immediately preceding the end of the time limit. The job 
search requirement does not preclude participation in other JOBS activities. 

(b) 	 An individual would not be permitted to enter the WORK program until he or she had 
completed the required 45-90. days of job search. In other words, a person who reached the 
time limit without having participated in job search for the last 45-90 days would notbe 
permitted to either take a WORK assignment or go on the waiting list. An individual in this 
category would continue to· have access to job search . services, even after reaching the time 
limit, and would have to complete the required period of job search to be able to enter the 
WORK program. While fulfilling this requirement, a person in this category would not be 
eligible for cash benefits or for a WORK assignment. 

(c) 	 States would have the option of providing additional months of cash,assistanceto,Jndividuals """ '. 
who found employment just as .their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide 
them over until the first paycheck. 

EXAMPLE: January is the last month m: which a recipient is eligible for cash benefits. At 
the end of January, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his first paycheck until the 
end of Fe:bruary. The State would have the option of issuing a benefit check for the month of 
February, even though he reached the time limit in January. He could be required to 
reimbursel.the IV-A agency for the benefit check. with repayment to be stretched out over 
time. 

(d) 	 At State option. persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible"rfor 
selected JOBS services, including case management, for up to 12 months. 

(e) 	 States would be required to continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current 
. law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care 
coverage were guaranteed within the State. ' 
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS 

1. 	 PItOGKAM ENitOLLMENT 

CuaentLaW 

DIe FtJIIIIly Support Act 1tI.D.1J4iJu4 thJ1I upon tM'DlIIIU!n1 Into llu! AFDC program, the S1I1le nwsr make 
an initial assessmelll ofapplicQntI with respect to child care needs, skills offlu! applicant. prior work 
experience•. alliJ employability o/the applic01lt. 0" the basis o/this asJeJ5T1J8nt. tlu! StlJte must 
develop an employability plan for the applicanl. 'I'Ir8 State 111111 require parricipants 10 e1ller illto a 
fo17llfll agreement which specijia the pa1ticipanJ's obli,aRons under the program and the activities 
IJ1Id services pruvilled by the Stole. 1M employabUily plan u nor considered a COlJUaLT. Simes may 
require lome appliCtUflJ to UJrderBo job search acllviLiesfor 8 weeks aJtd an addiJiIJnol 8 week.f for 
AFDC rectplenrs. 

At 1M poilU ofthe 1JutJk.e prOt.en, appliclJJIlJ will letirlt oftheir specific rUplJnsibUicies fJJId 

expeaations Te,gardlng the JOBS progrDm and rlmealimir.'. All Slate.' and appltClJllU will now be r 
required to enter Into /III agreement SJI<CfhIng lire rtSpOIISibIIll/es Of t4Ch parry. 711is~~. 
accomplished through a social contract and an employabUity plan. WhUe the= conm . I ~ 
outline a general agreement. the employribiliry plan wUl befocussed on lhe speee emp oyment 
related needs qfrlu! applicQJIl. Although these are 1JDt ltgal C011lrat:t!, llu!!e QgreD1U!nts will serve to 
rqocus the direction. ofthe weif'" program. . 

Rationale 

Stfll(t;)' trUUr clumge the culture 0/the welfare system 'by cJumging me expecralions qfboth opplico.1Ils 
and case workP.rs, Thls can be done by nwdifying the mil'sion of the welfare rystem at the point ofthe 
iruaks prOC4SS fO stress the. shift from eligibility and benefit determination. to emplOYmlf.llt and aCCBliS to . 
eductJJton f1JId trtJining. The mutIllll obligazions of the Stale and tM participant must be. spelled oUt 
CUIIl etiforced. JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as an entiry designed to link clients 10 
services in. the commwtlry. 	 1/ 

. (t~~. 	V"-' 

(a) 	 All applicants. upon enrollment, will be required 10 sign ~~th the Stat. 
specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and ~;fi cy under die revised 
transitional assistan~ (JOBS) program and under a program of time-limited assistance. 

(b) 	 Upon enrollment, aU applicants must be provided with infonnation about the revised JOBS 
) program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for transitional assistance, . \ 
specifically the amount of tim. of remaining eligibility.· """' U~~Io 

(e) 	 The Social Contract sball Dot be a legal contract. 
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2. 	 EMPIA)VABWTY PLAN 

(a) 	 Change current SSA langu8le Ibat a State "may" require the participant to enter into an 
agreemEi.nt with the State llJency to follow the employability plan as developed to n must." 

(h) 	 Add language requiring States to complete the assessmenl and employability plan within a 
time-frame specified by the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(e) 	 The employability plan shall specify a time-frame for achieving selfooSufficiency (pursuant to 
the sections regarding time-limited transitional benefits) and the prescribed activities shall 
reflect 1the needs of the participant to succe.qsfully meet this time-frame. 

CuasmtLaw 

SI4lBl must require Mn.-6JWItfJr AFDC reclplenrs to participate in the JOBS program to the eJ:tenl thoJ. 
resollTcu ore available. Exempriona wuler the current JOBS program are for those appliCQltls and 
recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or ofadvonted tlge," need8d in the home beco.u.se OftIu! illness or 
l.n.capaclry ofdn.other family member: the caretalcer ofa child under age 3 (or, at State option, age 
1); empltJyed more thm' 30 hour! per week; Q dfpendant child wer age 16 or Ullenilin.g afldl rime 
educfllioMl program; women. in the second and third trimeste.r ojpreg1UlllCJ; and reliding in aJl aretJ 
where the. program is not avo.i1oble. 1he parent ofa child under agll 6 (but older than the age for an 
eumptionJ who is pen01llllJy providblg care for the child may be reqlli.red to panicipate only if 
participation requireTllellll are limited to 20 hoIIT'S per -week and child care is guaranteed. FOT AFDC­
UP.familie!, rM exemption relDzing 10 the age ofa child may only apply 10 one parelll. or to neither 
parent ifchild care is gUQran.le.ed. 

Vision '7 

Und£rr. I 'a greater number ofparricipanls will be JOBS mantiaJory. Single·pruent and 
c§i!.are Wnil~ be treated 5imilarty uflder the new JOBS syslem. The current eumptItJn 

lfiiIiCy;w. is ed on an inilivi4ual's characteristics. will be replact'4 with tZ poltcy whtch will 
Q/lowfor remportJry defe17lle1ll from participalion requiTem.elJJS for good CaJl3e as determined by the 
State. 

Rationale 

In order to clumge the culture ofwelfare; It Is necessary 10 Itresl the importance 0/full participation 
in the JOBS program. It is abo importQIIJ to ensure that ail welfiue recipients who ore able to 
participflle in JOBS have such services mode awzilable to them by rhe Srates. ElimintJllon. of 
exemptions sends a strong message tMI full participation in JOBS should be !.he nornwlflow Of 
events, and Mt lhe ezeeption. A limiled t/4ermelll policy gives rhe S,ate... the flexibility 10 temporarily 
excuse recipienrs from paniciparion who are U1rIJble due to good cause. 
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(a) 	 Adult recipients (Re Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) could be 
deferred from paniclpatlon in the JOBS program either prior to or after entry intO the 
program. For example. if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS program, 
be or she c:ould be deferred at that point. Months in which a recipient was deferred from the 
JOBS program would not count aeaiDst the time limit. 

EXAMPLE: 
An individ\l&lapplice for ouh ueiawlco in Jam.w:y of 1996. She ancl het' caacwoJbr dlil8ign an employability plan in 
~b uf 1996 UDd &be begin" ~ in the .rOBS progmm activities in die pll.n. In ~ 1996. hor 
r~ bccOmc8 IGIiouIly ill and aho is DaXIcd in tho homo to C8I8 for him. At that point, abt i.e defe.n:ed from JOBS 
paJticipaliOll. Mar 1Sd'amc:m: 111&8 for eleven mcmtIvi, until August 1m. when her father recovers and no longer 
f'iCluirea ruU-cirne 1WI!i. All of AugLlll 1997. abe i.e eligible for 16 mote montlls of cash BII8~. Sl~ re-entet8 the; 

JOBS pmgram and I'CIIIGhIiIII t.bc 24-month tUDe limit ill Novanbct 1998. At tJw pow, howGYor, she iR only Cuur 
molllhl frOm complcr.ing her LiCCftllCd PI8di.ca.I NulIiC (LPN) 1nIini.og. Sh8 is then granted a 4-month ~n to 

rlllisb her LPN tsaiJling. 

(b) Deferral policy would take the fullowiog fom.. .. @ 
11 . under one, provided the child wa.Il bom either prior to or within 

- I - 0 month of the family's most recent application for assistance, would be defetred 


. 	 fro 'cipation in the JOBS program. A parent of a cbild bom more than 10 
months after the most recent application for assistance would be deferred for a 12()' 
day period following the birth of the child. 

'1? 
StaleS would be pennit.ted, in addition, to defer up to a fIXed percentctge€g .• 20"~~'. , 
with the number to be set by the Secretary, of all adult recipients under me following . IL&­

criteria or for good cause as determined by the State (see attachment on participation tJt.1~~ 
standards for discussion of the numerator and denominator for this calculation): I 

t ",,,''vw~ 

(2) 	 Needed in the bome to care for another member of the household who 
is ill or incapacitated; 


(Same as current law) 


(3) Sec('Jnd or third trimester 08and 
(Same as current law) , 

(4) 	 LiviDg more than two bours round-trip travel time (by public 
ltaDSpOnation or by car, whichever is applicable) from the nearest 
JOBS program site or activity. 

(Same as current law, specifically CPR 250.30.5) 

ND 

~O 
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Dependent children. other than CU5todial parenlS, would not be required to parti~ipate 
in the JOBS program and would not be included in the denominator for the deferral 
c:.alcu1atioD. 

ISSUE: , 	 Should States be required to defer p.nons memng the aiteria specified above, 
unless sueh persons l'olunteer to participate In JOBS (similar to au-renl law)? Or 
should the aiteria above be considered guidelines, with States permitted to 
require some persons meeting the criteria above to participate in JOBS, it G~ 
appropriate? 

(c) 	 Recipients who would otherwise be deferred from the JOBSproll'am would be perm!ged to 
volunteer for the program. but such persons would theD be subject to the time limit. \§tates 
would have the option of giving first consideration to volunteers but wouJd not be required to 
do~J t)~~ , 

(d) 	 When appropriate, persoDS deferred from the JOBS progrdID would be required to engage in 

activities Q:itended to prepare them for the JOBS program. The employability plan for a 

deferred recipient would detail the steps. such as finding permanent housing or obtaining 

mediea1 care, needed to enable bim or her to enter the JOBS program. Services for disabled 

persons coul~ be made available as pan of the pre-JOBS phase. 


Recipients not likely to ever participate in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age) 

would not be required to engage in pre·JOBS activities, but would have access to pre-JOBS 

services. For individuals whose defemd is expected to end shortly in any event (e.g., 

oiothers of young chUdren), pre-JOBS activities would be intended to addR$s barriers, if any, 

to successful participation in JOBS. Ir 


~ StU'" 

The pre·JOBS phase wouJd not be as service-intensive 85 the JOBS program. States would I;;:::!::!~ 
DOt be required to guarantee chUd care or provide other supponive services for persons in th ~ fA. 
pre-JOBS pbase. Momtoring would be relaxed considerably relative to JOBS. States would, ~ At.-/",,­
however, have the OptiOD to :HIru.1ion persons in the pre-JOBS phase for DOt following throug f Ir-_ _ 

A LJ' 
with the steps in the employability plan. 	 l f( ""'F'"';J 

RATIONALE FOR PRE·JOBS: 
Requiring at least a modest number of recipients (e.g., 10% of those deferred. with the 
number to be determined by the Secretary) deferred from JOBS to pan.ieipate in pre-JOBS 
actiVities would encourage States to devote some attention to deferred persons. A pre-JOBS 
phase might, to some extent, assuage concerns about the magnitude of the deferral rates. 

4. 	 DEFINITION OF TIME LIMIT 

Cwrent Law 

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children Iuzve been 
deprived ojparelllal suppon (Section 401. Social Secllriry Act). illduding two-parenl households in 
which the principal eDrlU!r Is IlIII!mplayed (AIDe-up progrDm, Section 407). Operating wlthln broad 

4 
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FedsroJ. guideluJes. SUJles sel SlQ1IdQrds used ro d81ermJ:ne need and payme1ll. In order to be eligible 
for AFDC. lhe household's gross Income cannot e%ceed 185 percent o/the State's need standard 
(Section 402(0)), ils coJUZtable income must be less than the nt!ed standard, and t'hit total value of its 
tlS$et$ IFIIlSl be below the limit set by rhe SltJlf!. 

1he cash tlSslstan.u Is provided 10, and accoUlllrfor the needs of, tlls parent(s) or other corer.r 
relat:fve~ tl8 well a6 the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others. Soclal Security Act). Some 
Sttztes (thole Which did Mt have an AFDC-UP program in place tlS ofSeptember 26, 1988) are 
permlJred ro place a type oftime limit on ]lQTticipalion in the IJFDC-UP program. restricting 
eltgtbUky for AFDc..UP 10 6 monthr In a:ny 12--moTllh period (SeaiDn 407(b)). 1hineen stales 
preselllly impo.'re time limits 011 IIFDC·UP eligibility. Under currellllaw. 1wwever. no other type Q/ 
time limit, may be ploced on participotio1l in the AFDC program. 

Vision 

Most ofthe people who enkr the welfare systena do not nay 011 AFDCfor mtlIly years consecUllveiy. It 
i.f much 1IU)re o)mllJhn for recipiellll ro move in and OUI Ofme welfare .ryJlem, Staylllg tl relattvely 
brfe/perfod edch rtme. nvo out ofevery wee penons who emer the welfare !yllem leQlle within two 
yean andfewer rhiln one in jive spends jive con.secllIive years on AFDC. Halfoftho&e who leave 
tNtiljore. howeVer. return within two years. tlJJtl three ofevery four return at some poi.nl in Ike ./Ulw'e. 
Moat re.clplJ!lIl.y IL.Yt! w. AFDe program. not os a pef'11lillU!nl ollerlUllive to work. bUl. a.t temporary 
tlIslstance during rimes ofeconomic dl.lfl.cuLry. 

While personS who remo.ln on AFDCjor long periods tJI a time represem only tl modest percellltlge of 
all people who ever enter the system. however. ,hey represe1U Q high proportion ofthose on welfQTe at 
0llY given rime. Although mtmy face very serious barriers to employme1U, Including physiCtll. 
dilabililies. others are able to 'M-tJrk but are not moving in the direction 0/self-sufficiency. MOlt long­
lerm recipients are not on a trQCk toWQl'd obtaining employment that will eNJble them to leave AFDC. 

The proposal would impose. em adults. a cumulative time limit oftwo years on the receipt ofcash 
as.sf.st~. with dliferrals ofand extensions to t~ tIJM llmit to be granted wrikr tertain 
cirCll1JlSti:lncu. Mo1lllrs in which a recipient was working pan-time would nor count against the time 
limit. TIle two-ye.JlT limit would be renewable-once ali individual left welJare, he or she would begin 
to earn back eligibilily for llIaista.nce. 

TIle. rwr;year time limit is pan ofthe fJW!roll effon to shift tIut focus ofthe welfare gystemjrom 
disbuni1Jg furlfh' to promoting seif-slflficiency through work. 71Jis time limit gives both recipielll and 
the. welfare agency a l"trU.Cture that necessitate, ste.ady progress in the direction ofemployment and 
economic ind.epen.dence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the rwo-year rime liMit wilhouz 
jinl:l.in.g a private sector job will be offered publicly subsidiz.ed work asSig1Ufl£ntS to enable. them to 
suppon wi,. famUies. 

(a) 	 The time limit WOuld be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of month!: of cash assLc:tance 
an adult could receive before being subject to tbe work requirement (see Teen Parents for 
treatment of custodial parents under 20). Months in which an individual was receiving 
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assistance but was deferred from the JOBS program (not required to participate) would not 
count against the 24-moDtb time limit 

(b) 	 The ume limit. as indicated ill (a) above. would be linked to JOBS participation. Recipients 
required to participate in JOBS would be subject to the time limit. Conversely. the clock 
would not run for persous deferred from JOBS participation. 

5. 	 APPUC.A8JLITY OF TIME LIMITS 

(a) 	 The time limit would appJy to parents (fur treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below). 
A record of the Dumber of lDOuths of cash assistance received would be kept for each 
individual subject to the time limit. Caretaker relatives would not be subject to the time limit. 

In a two-parent family. both parents would be subject to the time limit. provided neither 
parent was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so 
long eLi one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance. 

EXAMPLE: 

A singm father wilh two chlldml wIIo came onto the IOu. twelve mont.hu IIJU 1'I'IIIn'i. e. woman with no children aDd 

no prior WClltar'Cl~. Bodl lito n::q"'~ to pa.ttieipalc in SODS. The family ac thiB point ill eligible! Cor twenty. 

taut mcinthl of bcnefita. The riuuriup doelIlIOt go well and chey 8epIlI1II8 after WI months. The flllbor and hill 

chiJcllUl at this point lin: dipole ror only two 1120& moatba of cuh ossisbmco. If. OD the other MntI. the twn had 

l'el'l'IiI.incd togeth«, the family, '1lII()U1d MVIII hccn eligihle for fClUJ'lce.n mon: months of ouh benefits. 


Under current law, the second parent in a two-parent family is not exempted from 
participation in JOBS. If. however. a State clIos., to defer the second parent from JOBS, the 
second parent would Dot be subject totho time limit. The second parent would then be ~ (jj
treated as any other deferred recipient-counted toward the maximum number of adult . 

recipients a State is permitted to defer (see Deferrals above). In such aD iDstance, a two· 7 

parent family could be eligible for as many as 48 montbsof casb assistance. as opposed to 24 . 

for a single-parent family. Again. this would only be the case if the second narent were 

deferred from the JOBS program. 


RATIONALE: 

While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent families over 

single-parent bouaeho1ds. its intent is actually to equalize treatment of ODe and two-parent 

famiUes. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two--parent family who did not have access 

to JOBS services (due to defezral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family would 

constitute, to some extent. a bias against two-parent families. 

NOTE: If a second parent who would otherwise be deferred volunteered for the JOBS 

program. that second parent .would be subject to the time Hmit. 


6. 	 TEEN PARENTS 

(a) 	 AU custodial parents under 20 (hereafter teen parents) would be required to participate in the 
JOBS and would be subject to the 24--month time limit. The clock would begin to run upon 
receipt of assistance as a custodial parent. 

6 
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(b) 	 Teen patents who would otherwise have reached the time limit would receive an automatic 
extensions to age 18 (19 if earolled in hip school), These exteruions would not be counted 
against the cap on exteDsiODS. Teen parents who received the automatic extellSion would still 
be eligible for the standard extensions (see Extensions). 

(e) 	 Teen parents who had reached the time limit, notwithstanding extensions. would be pennitted 
to emoll in job search (and conrinue rec:eiving cash henefits) for up to :3 months before @
entering the WORK program. oaJ',~'1 

I£o..~?
Ltiee SpedfitatiODS on prevention for a discussion or aU provisions in the pJan conceminl teen 

~ 	 ~~ 

7. 	 PART-TIME WORK J...1:l,;; 
(a) 	 Part~time work (for persons receiving cash benefirs) would be treated as distinct from bo/j~v.... 

partiCipation in the lOBS program and d~tral from the JOBS program. .....;') \,fP~vs. 
~~ ~ / ~ 

(b) 	 An individual working an average of,-to or more hours per week@'earning at least S400 
during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would not be ~,f, 
considered deferred for purposes of calculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred. 

I
t' 

Srates would have the option' of requiring pareDts of children 6 and over to work at least 30 \~ ,I( 

hours per week in order to be considered working part-time. \­

(e) 	 Months in which an individual worked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted ... )5t:\1.. 
against the tIme limit. Persons working part-time would be pennitted to volunteer for the ,q I 

JOBS program. ~onth& in which an individual was working part-time and participating in the 
JOBS lprogram would be counted agaiIlst the time limit') ,..10 

8 . 

.If range ofservices and activities must be offered by Slates Under lh.P. currenz JOBS program, but 
States are nor required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts ofthe State and JOBS programs vary 
widely QI'/IOng StaleS, The services which must be included are: educational activities, includlnghigh 
:iclwoI WId equivQ}enJ e.ducalion, basic literlJCY, IJ1I.d English proficiency; jobs skills IrlJlning.·Job 
readlnsss aaiVicies: job d8velopmenz and job placement: and supportive services 10 the e:x.telll char 
these services ore necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a 
variety ojcircumsllJnCes, and transportation and l4I'Ork related expenses. States must allo offor at 
least 2 ofthe following services: group and individual. job search; on~lhe-job trt2ining (011),' l4I'Ork 
suppl~ntIJlion progrQlnS (WSP),' tl1Ui. co11l1lUlniry work experience programs (CWEP). There is a 
need to expand the definition and rQllge oflervices available Ulu:Ier JOBS. SrQles would maintain the 
jlezibility to determine the mix ofJOBS service.If available and requiredfor participants. 

7 
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71te dejl1l,rtma Qf lQtiqactory participation In rhA JOBS progrQIII will be broadened to include activities 
rluJr are importQnt to helping indivU:lrlllls prepare Jor work aru/l'eJ.fsufftciency. Sta.us will have broad 
lIlIitud£ i1l determining which services are provided. AdditionDlly.job S6fJ1'ch aatvitiel will be 
emphasiz.ed to promote work and employtn8l1t. 

(a) 	 Amend job search rules to accomplish the following: 

(1) 	 Require States to include job search among the JOBS senices offered; 

(2) 	 Extend permissible period of mandated job search for individual applicants to 12 
weeks upon application from 8; 

(3) 	 Remove the requirement that job search after iDitial job-search period may oo1y be 
required in combination with education and training; and 

(4) 	 Clarify the rules so as to limit job search to 4 months in uy l:2.-month period. Initial 
job search would be counted against the 4-month limit. but the 45-90 days of job 
search required immediately before the end of the 2-year time limit (see Trm5ition to 
Work/WORK) would nor: 

(b) 	 Eliminate the requirement that States expend SS percent of JOBS funds on services to the 

W'~ groups. 


(c) 	 Change the anti-displacemeut language to permit work supplementation participants to be 

assigned to established unffiled vacancies in the private sector. 


(d) 	 Limit Alternative Work Experience t(.l 90 days within any 12-month period (by regldation). 

9. 	 JOBS PARTICIPATION 

Current Law 

UlUUr the Family Support Act oJ 1988 which established the JOBS progrom. cerrain minimum 
. ptUficipation itondards were establishedforjisCQ/. years 195(1-1995for the AFDC cQseload. States 
fDa a reduad federal match rate if those sltl1Ulards are net met. In FY 1993 at le(U·t 11 ~ of the 
non..ezempl caseload in each State nwst participate in JOBS. The stanl1t.zrds increase to J5" Jor FY 
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. 17Iere are no slarv.1ards speci/led oper FY 1995. There is a need to 
extend and increase minimum participation standards beyond 1995 in order to· impleme1U JOBS o.nd 
tro.nsform tM welfare system from an income .fuppon SYl1em. buo Q work support ~y:#em. "J'he ACF 
currelll budget proposalfor phase-in I1Icrease In paniciptJllon standardsfor JOBS from th8 curreTU 
lewllo 20% ofllOn-exBmpt caseload in FY 1995. 25%/or FY 1996, 30"lafor FY 1997. 3S%Jor FY 
1998t 40% FY 1999, 45'1 for FY 2000. 
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1!1order for the JOBS program to become the centerpiece ofguveT1l1/lent assLttanc~. the JOBS 
progrtJ1ft ItIlLfl experience a drlImlltic expa1JSion. ojboth servlas t11Id panicipanls. Under IhI! 
provisi01l.J ofthe new transiooMl assistance program, JOBS panldpation will be greally e.zptl.1liJl!d 
and increased participation rotes wUl be phased-in until StDles reach ajull--participarion 1I1Ofh1. 

. Stale.S will be givenjle:d.bUiryin designing systems to achieve these objectives. 

lSSQB 

ISSUE: What adjustments should he made to the 10 hour rule? 

Drafting $peca 

. ; (a) 	 Alter the definition of participation such that an individual enrolled fun-time in an educational 
activity who was making suitable progress would be considered to be participating 
satisfactorily in JOBS (by re,ulation). 

(b) 	 Broaden the definition of JOBS panicipation to include participar:ion in activities. other than 
the optional and mandatory JOBS servi~, whicb are con.~istent with the individual's 
employability plan (agaln., by regularion). 

(c) 	 Permit States to require a parent of a child under 6 to participate in lOBS for more than 20 
bours per week (prohibited I1114er CIlTTent law), 

10. 	 SANCTIONS 

CuuentLaw 

.Sanctions- for non-participation 1UIde, the current JOBS progrmn result In a loss In the portion of 
benejits for IIrs indMdUill not in cmnpllance with required activities until the failure lO comply Cluues. 
111 the evem ofsubsequent Mn-compllance. the sancrton is a minimum 0/3 months for Ilu! second 

. ftzUure to comply. and a minim.lIm of6 months fOT all Subsequt1U non-compliance• . AdditionlJlly, thi 
Swe ClJlUltJr require a panicipanl 10 accept emploYmBfIl Ifdu! net result ro the fomiJ:y is a decrease in 
cash income.· 

For sanctioned two-pare711 families, both parents' shares o/cke total benefit are deducte.dfrom the 
ffJliUly's ,TanI. IPIlUI the Jf:cond p<ucnt is panicipari.ng satisfactorily in the JOBS program. 

Under rhese provisions, SImes would gain 901111: flexibility regarding ranctio!l policy but much ofthe 
current ICUlCtion policy would remain Intact. 

(a) 	 Progrdm Interactions: 

1. 	 During sanction periods, assume an unsanctioned AFDC henefit when calculating 
benefits for other means..tcsted programs. 
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2. 	 Sanctioned famUies would still have complete access to other available services. 

3. 	 Sanctioned months would be considered months of receipt for calculating time-limits. 

(b) 	 EJimiDite the requirement that Slates establish a conciliation pro~ for resolution of disputes 
involving JOBS participation. States would still be required to provide an opportunity for a 
fair heariD&iD such instaDcea. 

(c) 	 Lift the prohibition against imposing a sanction on a. patent of a chUd under 6 for failure to 
accept an offer of a 2O-pJus hour per week job. 

(d) 	 Change the statute such that for sanctioned two-parent families, the second parent's share of 
the benefit would not also be deducted from the arant, unless the second parent were also 
required to participate in JOBS and was similarly non-compJiaot. 

11. 	 TlllANSI1l0N TO WORKIWORK 

(a) 	 Persons would be required to engage in. job search during a period of not less than 45 days 
(up to 90 days. at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. In most cases, the job 
search would be perfonned during the 4S·9O days inuoediately preceding the end of the time 
limit. An individual who reached the time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of job 
search would not be eligible for a WORK assignment until the required period of job search 
was completed. off€dlJ A­

pBI 
(b) 	 Persons who through no fault of rhea own did not complete the required period of job se.irch ~ •I> 

before reaching die time limJt would continue wbe eligible fur cash benefits while finishing , 1D ~ ttE {'r 
the 45-90 days. Individuals who had r~sed to perfurm this required job search, either 
before or after reaching the time limit, . would not be able to receive cash benefits while 
completing the job search period. . 

(c) 	 States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assiStance to individuals 
who found empJoymeat just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary w tide 
them over until the first paycheck. 

EXAMPLE: 

J8AUWI)" it tho last moa!h in which 8 recipient is'eligible (or c:aah benefits. AI dut cod of JILIlUIU)'. he. fandll ajoh. He 

will not, however, receivo hia fint payobeek until the end of FebMU)'. The StAte would have the option of ilIsumg a 

benefit dJeck tor the month of Pebnwy, even though he reodIed. the time limit in Janu8.l)'. 


(d) 	 At State option, persoDS who had leftlhe JOBS program for work would still be eligible for 
seleCted JOBS services, including case management. 

(e) 	 States would be required to continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under elUTent 
law; States would he relieved of this requirement only if and when universal health care 
coverage were guaranteed within the State. . 

10 
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12. 	 ExTENSl()N.1ij 

(a) 	 States would be required to crant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without 
baving adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In instances in 
which a Stale failed [0 substantially provide the services, induding child care, called for in the 
employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal La the Dumber of 
months needed to complete the activities· in the employability plan (up to a limit of 24 
months). [Michael Wald is developing .language for this provision] 

States. 'would also be permittId to gr.ant extensions of the time limit under the circumstances 
listed below, up to a fixed percentage (e~g., 10';, see participation standards attadmlent for 
numerator and denominator), to be set by the Sec;retary, of adult recipients (persons granted 
extensions due to State failure to de1iveiservices. as discussed above, would be included 
uDdertbe t18p). 

(1) 	 For completion of a OED program (extension limitetl to 12 mondls) 

(2) 	 For completion ofbigh school, an English.as a Second Language (ESL) progrclD1 or 
other certl.ficate-granting training program or educational activity, including posr· 
secondary education, expected to enhance employability. The extension is coDtingent 
on the lndividua1's making satisfactory progress [Oward attainjng a diploma or 
completing the program (extension limited [0 24 months). 

(3) 	 For some persons who are leaniing disabled, illiterate or who face odler substantial 
barriers to employment. This would include a serioualy learninJ disabled person 
whose employabUity plan to date bas been designed to overcome that obstacle and 
who consequeat1y bas not yet obtained dle job sldlls training needed to sec..11I'e 
employment (extension not limited in duration). These decisions would be made OD a 
case-by-.;ase basis. 

(b) 	 States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed to persons who 
bad reteived extensions of the time limit. 

13. 	 EARNING BACK ELIGIBILITY 

(a) 	 PeooDA who had left the cash assistanCe progrdID would earn back c1iSibility for months of 
cash assistance at a rate of ODe month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months 
during which the individual did not receive ca.\h assistance and was not in the WORK 
program. The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any time could 
never exceed 24. 

EXAMPLB: 
An iadiyiduul applies lor l18$ista.noe for the (1.I\It tlmo in Janwuy t997, U DOC dd~ from tho JOBS prosmm aM 
cote,. a JTPA in-dUll yoeatiooal tmining program in Marc:h 1997. • obto.ina a privlll» sector position and leave!! 
Ihc lOBS pf'DJJt8Ift in December of 1991. At that point. she i.e eligible for 13 I'I1N'Ilhi of cuh assistance. Two)'c:&l8 
liller, IIhc is Wet off from her job and is unable fD rmd aaothclr. She rc-app1io8 ror lUIlli..td.anl:O in FcbNIU)' 2000, Z6 
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imonthJ aJI\er leaving .IIIM. At dIla polrat, the hai earned back 6.S mtmdm of oaab ~ (26 fOCII monrhtl 

divided IQr 4). which. whr.n .rcw Ia the otisiMl 13 ft'IOl1IhI, giVOI her I!Ui IIIDrILha uC eligibility Rmaining. 
I . 

NOTE: A generous bearu-back" provisiob couJd contribute to minimizing the number of 
people r&«1tering the WORK program.! . 

I 

, I 

Persons who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back months of casb 
asslsWice, just as described above. : 

States would be permitted, subject to the: approval of the Secretary of HHS, to implement 
alternate "earn-back" strategi~. 

i.. 

I 
. I 
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B. 	 IMPR()VING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF­
EMPLOYMENT OPPORnrNI.TIIS 

Current Jaw 

. Und£, the FIJI1Illy Suppon Aa. the Governor ofeach State is requ.ired to ensure lhal program 
activities under JOBS are coordinl1led with JTPA. tJ1fd other relewW employment, /raining. a7Id 
edIIClJlio1llll progrQ/lf.S aVQ/lQble In the Stale. Appropriate components oflhe SltJIe's plan which relme 
to job trainltlg tJ1Id work preparilMn mJUt be consUte.nz wllh the Governor's coordination plan. 1'hI!. 
51mB plD.n m.u.ri 1M reviewed 11y a coordtMting council. 

'TIu! miJ,slon 0/tM JOBS program will nol be ro(;reate a separQIe educari01J and training system for 
weljtue recipient1, but rather to ensure Ihallhey Iulve a£cess to and t1iformarion ilbolll rhe broad 
onay ojexisting progroms In the 11IIllnsl7eQm ryflem. 1M JOBS program needl to be redesigned to 
permit States to inzegrtZle ocher employm£lIl and !training programs into the JOBS program. 01111 rn 
implement "oile-stop shopping· eduClllion and training programs. Under curre1lllaw. states are 
requiTed ro coordintJle lheir J1PA and JOBS programs. The quality o/those linkages varies 
considerably. Exil1ing barriers are SltJl.Ulory and traditio1llll,. ot'MTS are regulmory and policy. The 
barrlers 10 bener coordination need to be examined and addrelsed. 

ISSUES 
I 

OPTION 2: 	 Secretaries ofHHS. Labor, andjEducation shall pJan and coordinate eduation and 
training programs to encourage panicipalion of JOBS participants and simpUties 
eligibility for such programs. A. waiver hoard shall be assembled to examine 
eligibility issues and make recommendatioDS to promote expanded participation, 
QlOniinated programs, and simp,lified and standardized eligibility. Included in such 
programs shall be: 
(1) 	 Pen Grant; 
(2) 	 JTPA; 
(3) 	 apprenticeship programs; a.od 
(4) 	 lOBS programs. 

NOTE: 	 Options 3 and 4 were rurnish~d by DOL and involve full integration ot JOBS and 
JTPA. 

OPTION 3: 	 Full Integration or JOBS-JTPA: RUD a fully integrated JOBS and ITPA program, 
co-located at the service deUver)' area, with ODe-sIOP arrangements for lOBS 
participants and JTPA TiUe D-A participants. Governors of each State would 
designate which agencies were responsihle for administratioD. (The IV-A agencies 
would Dot have automatic responsibility.) States would have flexibility to include 
additionaJ services for target populations in addition to basic services. Basic core 
services provided would include: 

I 
I 
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(1) 	 iDformatioD OD career, jobs, education training opportunities, and support 
services; ! 

(2) 	 eligibility assessment; 
(3) 	 testing and assessment; ,

' 	 I(4) 	 couasd mg; i 

(5) 	 job search assistance (group and individual); and 
(6) 	 job placement. ! 


, 


Intensive services either on-site Jr brokered would include: 
(1) 	 drop-in child care; : 
(2) 	 education; 
(3) 	 training; .: 
(4) 	 work experience; and ! 

(5) 	 supportive services. I, 
i 

OPTION 4: 	 Joint plmming and administration between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option. 
the Governor of each State could require a joint plan rrom the two agencies indicating 
how responsibilities would be sokted out for the 2 year transitionaJ period ad the 
post~ansitional period. Current law specifies joint review of plan; joint sip-off 
would be substituted. I, , 

Drafting Specs 

1. 	 COORDINATlUJ EIiroItTS 

(a) 	 Department of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 483(a) which requires 
that there be coordination between JTPA, JOBS and education programs available in the state 
to specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational Educational Act. 

(b) 	 Department of Education proposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistent basic literacy and 
job trainina aoals and objectives of the plans requited by the Adult Education Act and the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Educatlon Act. 

(c) 	 Department of :Education proposes: Require employability plan to contain explicit 
consideration of basic literacy and employment skills. 

(d) 	 Department of Education proposes: enh~nced case management services be available to 
participants to maximize coordination of services. 

14 




"02/07/94 14: 06 '5'202 690 6562 I DHBSIASPE/HSP 	 Igj 016 

DRAFT: F~r discussion only 	 February 8 
, 

C. 	 CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT&: TRAINING PROGRAM 

FNS staffhave provided the following optionsJot our consitlertJlion for int:lusion OS pan oJ the 
current roUlJd ofwelfare. 17Iese options lnvolvelhe Food Siamp Educalic)1J and Training (£&1') 
program. 

0Pl10N 1: Confonnlng the Food Stamp ~T program with JOBS. 
i,, 

1. 	 CON'J.i'ORM NON-COMPLIANCE SANCJ10NS WITH JOBS NON-COMPLlANCE SANCDONS 

, Ourenl". the ,Janctiunlor non-rompliance with Food Stamp work requirements ajfeas 1118 e1llire 
household. UrAder AFDC..JOBS, the stJllCfi.on ajjecrs only rile ilIdividutIJ not in compll4nce. 
Recommendation: conform to E&Tpolicy with ~OBS sanction policy. 

I 

(a) 	 Eliminate me distinction between individual and household ineligibility arIsing from non­
compliance with work requiremenb. ' 


(b) 	 Eliminate the requirements governing th~ designation of head of household for FAT purposes., 

(e) 	 Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS sanClio~ petiods for E&.T. 
I 

2. 	 EH ExPENSE 'REIMBURSEMENT f 
, 

Currently. Ike Food Stamp EtiTprogramprovides paytne1l1S or reimbuneme1l1s to individualsfiJr 
rTQ1U[KJrrozion an4 owr expe'Ue8 (excluding ~peNk1U c(JJ'e) relared ro ptlTftciparion in lhe progrtl1ll. 
Participants receive paymenls for actual costs up to $25 per monlh for expenses deeme.d nece6sary for 
participtltion in tlls E&Tprogram. 17Ie Federal:goveT1l/1lent matches up to htiJlof the Q/lWIIJII Slate 
agencies apend, up 112.50 ojthe $25. Stale may supplement the amount withoUl addilional matching 
funds from the Federal government. lhe JOBS program provides reimbursement to participantsfor 
rrailSporrOlion and other costs 1II!casory to ~/U2ble tndl.vtdUQ}s to ptUtidpQl~ in JOBS. the Federal 
government mmches the SIme agency costs up t~ 50", State agendes describe in their State plans 
the 11W1IetOry limits to be applied to transportation and arher support services. 
ReCOnutll!1tdatio71: conform Ecft.T reimbursemmt polit:y with JOBS policy. 

(a) 	 Confoml Food Stamp FAT reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by 

elimiDatiDg the 52S maximum and allowing State ageDcies to specify mODetary limits to be 

applied to transportatioD and related expenses. 


3. 	 FOOD STAMP E&;T DEPENDENT CARE ExEMrnONS , 

'DIe Food Stamp E&T program aliowl Stare age~cles 10 e.tempt certain individuall from participation 
in program activities. Currently. State ageru:ies!1MJ exemptfrom work registration. a parent or other 
household member who is responsible/0,. the Co1:e ofa dependt!nt child U1Ide, age 6 or an 
incapacitated person. State aRency may require :Ihe parelll or other caretaker relative ofa child 
under age 6 to panlclpale in JOBS. However. inonJozory indivillulJl must be assured by lhe Sime 

! 

IS 
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agency tIwt child care will be glllUanleed o.nd tIuJl tlhe wUlllOt be required 10 ptliriclptJle more than 
20 hours per week. A parent or rekJ.t#.w who ujJen01ll1lIy providillg ClJI'e /Or a chUd under Gge 3 (or 
younger til StrJte option) is automatically ez.empt;{rom JOBS participtrtion. Conforming Food Stamp 
EclT ewnprlon provisionsjor depe1lllefU CllTelaUra to the JOBS criteria would require a greazer 
percentage 0/the Food SttInrp population to reg~~rfor work Ql W timB ofopplicalionfor benefits, 
thereby reaching a greazer proponlon of tIu! employable Food Stomp populaIion. 
RecOmJ7fl!ir4tJlion: conform E&.T exemption proVIsions with JOBS criteria. 

4. 	 PEltFoRMANcE FvNuING FOIt FOOD STA.MI" E&T 
I 

I 	 . . 
Currentl,. the Food Stomp E&:T program dimibutes $75 millwn as a Federol grant U1 StOle agencies 
/01' lhe. Ddminl.JlTDlIon oftheil' EclTprograms. PI this $75 milliQn, $60 mUllon is distributed 
according 10 each State', proponion 0/work registrants (nonperformance funding}. while the 
remaining $1 j mUlwn is based on State program performance. This optwn 'WOuld eliminate the $15 
million perj'ormonce funding CaMgory jor Food Stamp EdT. The USDA would distribute the entire 
$75 million based on the lIOnper;fo17lJlJnCe fomulIo.. 
Recommendation: eliminate tlu!. $15 mi.llionper:/ormtlllcsfundfng category. 

,I 
(8) 	 Eliminate the $15 million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T. 

I 

(b) 	 Distribution of Federal funds for EAT -;Vill be based according to each State's proportion of 
work registrants. 

0PI10N 2: 	 Consolidating FAT with JOBS 
I 
, 

State agencie,., strus thiU semllg similarpopult¢ons with dUferelll program rules andfunding 
.rrt1l&tU1'ef I1u:reases the comple:dty 0/the progr:ams and their re)'ulling· abUily to bperQlI! tM program 
eJlectlwly. Consolidating the E&Tprogram with JOBS would re.rultln Q more eJfecrive overall 
IJdministration ojFetkrol employmenumd training progrQl1lS. While the program would continue to 
serve recipleillS ojpllblic assisrance and those not receiving public assistance (NPAj, the 
ailnrinisiraliMt bunlen associated with the aperation 0/2 separate Federal employment flIItllraining 
P1'08rom.r WQ,uld be elimlnDletl.. : 

I 

, 

NOTE: 	 Is this a potential avenue for ,incorporating the employment &: training needs ot 
noo-cuslodial parents? . 

1. 	 FlJ'ND1NG 

Cun'ently, USDA distributes $75 million in a 100% grant' 10 State agendes 10 administer their E&T 
progrtllll3. SIIlleS rhDl choose to spend more thlm their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal mtllch 

I 	 . 

fo, adlHfntrtraliw CfJSU. Legtslattan could co1iform mt/.lch ralBs/or E&.T services wilh JOBS InQ/m 

rates. I/transferred to HIlS, coruolidOlingjiurding stnl(:tures aIId Fetkrol.fi.n4ndol requtremmtsfoT 
the 2 prog'Qiru would greatl, fflluce tM adm1nistrtltive burden/or State operDling agencies. 

OPTION; 	 Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include: 
i 
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(i) transferring funds from USDA toHHS; : 
I 

! 

(il) USDA funding States directly throughCO:ntracts 
I 

I 
(Hi) funding appropriated directly to HHS. : 

2. 

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 SrQleswere required to:place nofeW€r dum 50~ oftheir Ed:Tmtmtlolory 
.	populotion i1itd E&T uctivities; 1his Jierj'orm.an.ee JlaJldard \NI hlwtJred If) 10% for FY 1991 atid 
beyond.' I 

OPTION: 	 As a way to ensure continued participation in employment and training activities by 
Food Stamp recipients. HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number 
of NPAJ, possibly based OD the current 10~ required participation rate. The lowered 
standard allows for more il'iteDsive services. States would specify in their State JOBS 
p1ans how this population would ;be served and how participation requirements would 
be met. i 

J. 
I 

! 

i 

I 

I 
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I 

D. 	 DEMONSTRATIONS 
I 

(a) 	 The Secretary shall authorize demonstrat~on projects to test the effects of different Stale 
policieS with regards to allowing aCtivitif?S DOt directly related to the goal of labor force 
attacbnlcnt and referral to other nontraditional services to be (or not be) considered lOBS 
activities. 

(b) 	 The Secretary shall promote employment and training approacbes which are directly oriented 
toward employment through demonstratiOn projects to test the effectiveness of various 
app['Q~i;b.\'$, including greater use of performance based contractin8. work·based and 
contextualleamlng programs, and. progr8ms wbicb integrate educational and training services. 

(c) 	 Tbe Secretary shall allow States to utUlze micro-eDterprise and other similar $e1f-employment 
strategies as a JOBS OptiOD OD a demoostration basis. 

(d) 	 The Secretary shaIJ undertake a demons~ation ptoject to test the effectiveness of coDttacting 
job placement services It) be evaluated ~ing a random assignment merhodology. 

I 

i 
(e) 	 Move to demo section. Allow for S~ demonstrations to test different policies regarding the 

requirBll1ent that applicants participate iriunediately in an employment related activity versus 
allowIng fot a ence period before such :requirements commence. or requiring Don": 
employment oriented activities (family stabilization model). In conjunction with case plana. 

I 

(t) 	 Move to demo section. Alternative models to be tested include welfare diversion models. in< 

which case an alternative benefit payme~t tor a specified period of time (3-6 months) may be 
an effective means to divert families in I:risis from entering the welfare system. If family 
subsequently receives AFDC, months o( alternative benefit receipt count when calculating a 
time l1mit. 

18 
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS e6UFlPRNTUI 

1. 	 PROGRAM ENROLLMENT 

Current Law 

The Family Support Act mandated that upon enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must make 
an initial assessment ofapplicants with respe~ to child care needs, skills ofthe applicant, prior work . 
~erience, and employability ofthe applican,. On the basis ofthis assessment, the State must 
develop an employability plan for the applica'nt. . The State may require. participants to enter into a 
formal agreement which specifies the participant's obligations under.the program and the activities 
and services provided by the State. The emp~oyabUity plan is not considered a contract. States may 
require some applicants to undergo job search activities for 8 weeks and an additional 8 weeks for 
AFDC recipients. 

• 

. 
I 

! 

At the point ofthe intake process, applicants will learn oftheir specific responsibilities and 
expectation.r regarding the JOBS program and time limits. All States and applicants will now be 
required to enter into an agreement specifying the responsibilities ofeach party. This will be 
accomplished through a mutual responsibilitX agreement and an employability plan. While the mutual 
responsibility agreement will outline a generizl agreement, the employability plan will be focussed on 
the specific employment-related needs ofthe applicant. Although these are not legal contracts. these 
agreements will serve to refocus the direction ofthe welfare program. 

Rationale 

States must change the .culture ofthe welfare! system by changing the expectations. ofboth applicants 
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission ofthe welfare system at the point ofthe 
intake process to stress the shift from eligibil,ity and benefit determination to employmeni and access to. 
education and training. The mutual obligations ofthe State and the participant must be spelled out 

I 	 . 

and enforced. JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as an entity designed to link clients to 
services 'in the community. I 

(a) 	 All aPPlicants, upon enrollment. will be required to sign ~~esPQnsibility Agree~ . 
with the State specifying the general iresponsibilities of both the participant and the State 
agency under the revised transition4 assistance program. 

(b) 	 Upon enrollment. all applicants must be provided with information about the revised lOBS 
program and the time limit on cash assistance. Each applicant would be informed of the 
number of months of cash assistance for which he or she was eligible (e.g., 24 for first-time 
applicants). 

, 
(c) 	 The Mutual Responsibility Agreement shall not be a legal contract. 

,i 
I 
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2. 	 EMPWYABILITY PLAN I 
I 

I 

(a) 	 Change current Social Security Act lan~age that a. State "may" require the participant to 
enter into an agreement with the State agency to follow the employability planas developed to 
"must." I 

· 
(b) 	 Add language requiring States to complete the assessment and employability plan within a 

period of time (e.g., 90 days from dat~of application) specified by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, I 

, 
(c) 	 The employability plan shall specify a ~ime frame for achieving self-sufficiency and the 

prescribed activities would be designedi:to enable the participant to obtain employment within 
th"'od . IIS time pen . 	 : 

I 
I 

(d) 	 Amend section 482(b)(1)(A) byaddingi"literacy" after the word "skills." 
. 	 I I 

i 
3. 	 JOBS-PREP · · 
Current Law 

States must require non-exempt AFDC reCipients to participate in the JOBS program to the extent that 
resources are available. Exemptions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and 
recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or ofadvanced age,' needed in the home because ofthe illness or 
incapacity o/another family member,' the caretO.ker ofa child under age 3 (or, at State option, age 
1),' employed more than 30 hours per week; a qependant child under age 16 or attending afull time 
educational program,' women in the second and third trimester ofpregnancy,' and residing in an area 
where the program is not available. The parent ofa child under age 6 (but older than the age for an 
exemption) who is personally providing care for the child may be reqUired to participate only if 
participation requirements are limited to 20 hoUrs per week and child care is guaranteed. For AFDC­
UP families, the exemption relating to the age ofa child may only apply to one parent, or to neither 
parent ifchild care is guaranteed. 

Under new provisions, a greater number ofparticipants will be JOBS-mandatory. Single-parent and 
two-parent families .will be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current eiemption . 
policy, which is based on an individual's chardfteristics, will be replaced with a policy under which 
persons not yet ready for participation in JOBS, will be assigned to the JOBS-Prep phase. 

I, 
Rationale 	 I. 

I 
! 

In order to change the culture ofwelfare, it is ~cessary to stress the importanceoffull participation 
in the JOBS program. It is also important to ensure that all welfare recipients who are able to 
participate in JOBS have such services made akzilable to them by the States. Elimination of 
exemptions sends a strong message thatfull pa1;ticipation in JOBS should be the normalflow of 

I 
, 
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events, and not the exception. The JOBS-Prep policy gives States the ability to consider differences in 
the ability to work and panicipate in educatio~ and training activities. . 

(a) 	 Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were 
not able to work or participate in edu~tion or training activities (e.g., due to care of a 
disabled child) could be assigned to the JOBS-Prep phase either prior to or after entry into the 

I 

JOBS program. For example, if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS 
program, he or she would then be pla~ed in JOBS-Prep status. 

I 

I 
(b) 	 Persons in the JOBS-Prep phase would be expected to engage in activities intended to prepare 

them for employment and/or the JOBSiprogram. The employability plan for a recipient in 
JOBS-Prep status would detail the step~, such as finding p~rmanent housing or obtaining 
medical care, needed to enable him or 'her to enter the JOBS program. 

I 

Recipients not likely to ever participa~ in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age) 
would not be expected to engage in JOBS-Prep activities. For individuals whose 'are expected 
to enter the JOBS program shortly in any event (e.g., mothers of young children), JOBS-Prep 
services could be provided, when appropriate, to address any outstanding barriers to 
successful participation in JOBS. 

(c) 	 o nmds would be set aside for servic¢S to persons in JOBS-Pre status. States could 
provi e servIces to individuals in the JOBS-Prep p ase, using JOBS funds, but would not be 
required to do so. Likewise~ States would not be required to guarantee child care or provide 
other supportive services for persons in JOBS-Prep status •. Persons in JOBS-Prep status 
would not be subject to sanction for fa~lure to participate in JOBS-Prep activities. In other 
words, in order to actually require an individual to participate in an activity, a State would 
have to make him or her JOBS-mandatory. -----', ..... 

(d) 	 States would be required to maintain an employability plan for persons in JOBS-Prep status. 
• I 

I 
(e) 	 Persons in JOBS-Prep would not be subject to the time limit, e~g., months in which a 

recipient was assigned to JOBS-Prep w~uld not count against the two-year limit on cash 
benefits. . 

E~LE: II 
An individual applies for cash a.ssistance in January of 1996. She and her caseworker design an employability pIan in .... 
MlI.1"Ch of 1996 and she begins participating in ~ JOBS program aclivities in the pIan. In September 1996, her 
father becomes seriOWliy ill and she is needed in the home to care for him. At that point, she is placed in the JOBS-
Prep phase. Her father's condition improves and by August 1997 he no longer requires full-time care. As of August

I 
1997, ilhe is eligible for 16 more months of cash '/ISlIistance. She rcH:nters the JOBS program and reaches the 24­
month time limit in November 1998. At that poiPt, however. she is only four months from completing her Licensed 
Pl'1ICtica1 Nurse (LPN) training. She is then granted a 4-month extension to. futish her LPN training.. . 	 . 

I 

(f) 	 The criteria for JOBS-Prep status would be the following: 
! 

(1) 	 A parent of a child under one, provided the child was conceived prior to the 
family's most recent application for assistance, would be assigned to the 

,, 
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JOBS-Prep phase. A parent of a child conceived after the most recent 
application for assistance would be placed in JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week 
period following the birth of the child (consistent with the Family and Medical 
Leave Act). 

(Under current law, parents of a child under three, under one at State option, are 
exempted from JOBS participa(ion, and no distinction is made between children 
conceived before .and childrenjnCeived after application for assistance) . 

I 	 . 

(2) Illness, including mental illness, incapacity or advanced age; 

(Same as current law) . 

[see specifications on substante abuse for discussion .of the approach for persons 


I 

with drug or alcohol problems] 

(3) 	 Needed in the home to !care for another member of the household who is ill or . . I 

incapacitated; I 

(Same as current law) 

(4) 	 Third trimester of preJ,ancy; and 
I 

(Under current law, pregnant ,,"omen are exempted from JOBS participation for both 
the second and third trimesters) 

(5) 	 Living' more than ·two hours round-trip travel time (by public transportation or 
by car, whichever is applicable) from the nearest JOBS program site or 
activity. 

(Same as current law, specifi~ly CFR 250.30.5) 

(g) 
parent§} in JOBS-Prep for good cause as determined \>y the State. 
specified in statute. 

(h) . 	 Recipients who meet the criteria for placement in the JOBS-Prep phase would be permitted to 
volunteer for the JOBS program. States would have the option to apply the time limit to such 
persons and would be required to notify each volunteer as to whether he or she were subject. 
to the time limit. I 

,.' I 

(i) 	 States would be required to promptly ~orm a recipient of any change in his or her status 
with respect to JOBS participation and/or the time limit (e.g., movement from the JOBS-Prep 
phase into the JOBS program). : 

. 	, 
I4. 	 DEFlNITION OF TIME LIMIT ,. 
I 
t 
t 

Current Law 	 I 

j 	 . 

The AIDC program provides cash assistance ti? households in which needy children have been 
deprived ofparental support (Section 401, Soci!d Security Act), including two-parent households in 
which the principal earner is unemployed (AIDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad , . . 

. States would be permitted, in addition, ,to place up to 5% of all ~~~~~~~~iL!:./ 
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Federal guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible 
for AFDC, the household's gross income cannot exceed. 185 percent ofthe State's need standard 
(Section 402(a)), its countable income must be 'less t1J.an the need standard, and the total value ofits 
assets must be below the limit set by the State. ; 

The cash assistance is provided to, and accounts for the needs oj, the parent(s) or other caretaker 
relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some 
States (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as ofSeptember 26, 1988) are 
permitted to place a type oftime limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting 
eligibility for AFiJc-up to 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407(b)). Thirteen states 
presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, howeVer, no other type of 

I 	 . 

time limits may be placed on participation in t~ AFDC program. 

. . i 	 . 
Most ofthe people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDCfor many years consecutively. It 
is much more common for recipients to move it, and out ofthe welfare system, staying a relatively 
briefperiod each time. TWo out ofevery three:persons who enter the welfare system leave within two 
years and fewer than one infive spends five c~nsecutive years on AFDC. Halfofthose who leave 
welfare, however, return within two years, and three ofevery four return at some point in ·the future. 
Most recipients use the AFDC program not as :a permanent alterilative to work, but as temporary 
assistance during times ofeconomic difficulty. i 

While person.i who remain on AFDCfor long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of 
all people who ever enter the system, however,i.they represent a high proportion ofthose on welfare at 
any given time. Although many face very se~us barriers to employment, including physical 
disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction ofself-sufficiency. Most long­
term recipients are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC. 

I 

the proposal would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit oftwo years on the receipt ofcash 
.assistance, with deferrals ofand extensions to the time limit to be granted under certain 
circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would not count against the time 
limit. ·The two-year limit would be renewable-"{)nce an individual left welfare, he or she would begin 
to earn back eligibility for assistance. 	 . 

The two-year time limit is part ofthe overall effort to shift the focus ofthe welfare system /rom 
disbursing fuiuls to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and 
the welfare agency a structure that necessitateS steady progress in the direction ofemployment and 
economic independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limit without 
finding a private sector job will be offered publicly subsidized work assignments to enable them to 
support their families. . 

(a) 	 The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance 

an adult could receive before being subject to the work requirement (see Teen Parents for 

treatment of custodial parents under 19). Months in which an individual was receiving 
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assistance but was in JOBS-Prep rather than in JOBS would not count against the 24-month 
time limit. 

(b) 	 The time limit, as indicated in (a) above, would generally be linked to JOBS participation. 
Recipients required to participate in JOBS' would be subject to the time limit. Conversely, the 
clock would not run for persons assigned to JOBS-Prep status. 

(c) 	 States would be required to update eacp adult recipient every month as to the number of 
months of eligibility remaining for hirrior her. 

5. 	 APPLICABILITY OF TIME LIMITS 

(a) 	 The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen parents,see Teen Parents below). 
A record of the number of months of eligibility for cash assistance remaining would be kept 
for, each individual subject to the time limit. Caretaker relatives would not be subject to the 
time limit. 

(b) 	 In a two-parent family, both parents wquld be subject to the time limit, provided neither 
parent was placed in JOBS-Prep status~ The family would continue to be eligible for benefits 
so long as one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance. 

EXAMPLE: 
A single father with two children who came onto the rolls twelve months ago marries a woman with no children and 
no prior welfare receipt. Both are required to participate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty­
four months of benefits. The marriage does not go well and they separate after ten months. The father and his 
children at this point are eligible for only two more months of cash assistance. If, on the other hand, the two had 
remained together, the family would have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash benefits. 

Under current law, the.second parent in a two-parent family is not exempted from 
. participation in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to place the second parent in JOBS-Prep 
status, the second parent would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would 
then be counted toward the maximum Dumber of adult recipi<mts (and minor parents) a State 
is permitted to place in the JOBS-Prep phase. In such an instance, a two-parent family could 
be eligible for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent 

. family. Again. this would only be the case if the second parent were not reguired to 

~ipate in JOBS. 


RATIONALE: 
While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent families over 
single-parent households. its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two-parent 
families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have access 
to JOBS services (due to placement in J,OBS-Prep) but not to a single parent assigned to 

Uk,JOBS··Prep would constitute. to some extent, a bias against two-parent families. 

NOTE: If a second parent who would otherwise be placed in JOBS-Prep status volunteered 
for the JOBS program, that second parent would be subject to the time limit. 
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6. 	 TEEN PARENTS 

(a) 	 All custodial parents under 19 who had not completed high school or the equivalent (e.g., a 
GED program) would be required to participate in the JOBS program, with education as the 
presumed activity. The 24-month time clock, however, would not begin to run until a 
custodial parent turned 18. In other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the 
age of 18 would not be cou,nted against the time limit. 

(b) 	 Custodial parents under ·19 with very young children would in general be·required to 
participate in JOBS, rather than be placed in JOBS-Prep status. States would be permitted to 
assign such parents to JOBS-Prep status in exceptional circumstances, for example, when the 
parent has a serious illness which precludes school attendance. 

(c) 	 Nineteen-year-old custodial parents would be subject to the same rules with respect to 
placement in JOBS-Prep status and to the time limit as all other adult recipients. Education 
would, as under current law, be the presumed activity for nineteen-year-old custodial parents 
who had not completed high school or the equivalent and were required to participate in 
JOBS. 

(d) 	 Individuals who were in. special education would receive an automatic extension up to age 21 
if needed to complete high school. [more detailed language forthcoming from Department 

.of Education] These extensions would not be counted against the cap on extensions. 

(e) 	 States would be required to provide comprehensive case management services to all custodial / /110 
parents under 19 (under 20 if enrolled in' high school). 

[see Promote Parental Responsibility and Prevent Teen Pr~nancy specifications for a discussion 
of all provisions in the plan concerning teen parents, including further detail on comprehensive 
case management.] , 

7. . JOBS SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS • 

Current Law 

A range ofservices and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, but 
States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts ofthe State and JOBS programs vary 
widely among States. The services which must b~ included are: educational activities, including high 
school and equivalent education. basic literacy. aTuJ English proficiency,' jobs skills training;job 
readiness activities; job development and job placement; and supportive services to the extent that 
these services ate necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a 
variety ofcircumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. States must also offer at 
least 2 ofthe following services: group and individualjob search,' on-the-job training (OJT); work 
supplementation programs (WSP); and community work experience programs (CWEP). There is' a 
need to expand the definition and range ofservices available under JOBS. States would maintain the 
flexibility to determine the mix ofJOBS services tll1(lilable and required for participants. 



Draft -for discussion only 	 March 14 

The definition ofsatisfactory participation in the JOBS program will be broadened to include activities 
that are important to helping individuals achieve self-su.fficiency~ States will have broad latitude in 
determining which services are provided. Additionally, job search activities will be emphasized to 
promote work and employment. 

(a) 	 Amend job search rules to accomplish the following: 

(1) 	 Require States to include job search among the JOBS services offered; 

(2) 	 Extend permissible period of initial job search from 8 weeks to 12; 

. .­Option One: 	 Require all persons to perform job search from the date of application. 

Option 1Wo: 	 Require all job-ready persons to perform job search from the date of 
application. States would have to enroll a certain percentage of j~
applicants in job search. 5'o~. 

Option Three: Same as Options One or Two, except that the job-search requirement 
would kick'iIi after eligibility determination, rather than after 
application. 

Option Four: Require job search to be the first activity in the employability plan. 

Option Five: State discretion 

(3) 	 Remove the requirement that jot? search after initial job-search period may only be 

required in combination with education and training; and 


(4) 	 Clarify- the rules so as to limit job search to 4 months in any 12-month period. Initial 
job search would be counted against the 4-month limit, but the 45-90 days of job 
search required immediately before the end of the 2-year time limit (see Transition to 
Work/WORK) would not. . ' 

(b) 	 Eliminate the requirement that States expend 55 percent of JOBS funds on services to the 
target groups. 

(c) 	 Change the anti-displacement language to permit work supplementation participants to be 
assigned to established unfilled vacancies in the private sector. 

(d) 	 Limit Alternative Work Experience to 90 days within any 12-monthperiod (by. regulation). 

(e) 	 Amend section 482(d)(1)(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic 
literacy level" with "employment-orien~ education to achieve literacy levels needed for 
economic self-sufficiency. " 

8 
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8.PART·-TIME WORK 

[Detailed specifications awaiting resolution of key questions] 

9. 	 JOBS PARTICIPATION 

Current Law 

Under the Family Support Act of1988 which established the JOBS program, certain minimum 
participation standards were establishedfor fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States 
face a reducedfederalmatch rate ifthose standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% ofthe 
non-exempt caseload in each State mustpartlcipate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% for FY 
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no. standards specified afterFY 1995. There is a need to 
eitend and increase minimum participation standards beyond 1995 in order to implement JOBS and 
transform the welfare system from an income support system into a work support system. 

In order for the JOBS program to become the centerpiece ofgovernment assistance, the JOBS 
program must experience a dramatic expansion ofboth services· and participants. Under the 
provisions ofthe new transitional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded 
and increased participation rates will be phased-in until States .reach a full-participation ,model. 
States will be givenjlexibility in designing systems to achieve these objectives. 

(a) 	 The FY 1995 participation standard (20 percent) would be extended with respect to persons 
not phased-in (there are no participation standar~s in current law for FY 96 and beyond). For 
example, if the phase-in of the new rules. began with adult recipients and minor parents born 
in 1973 or later, States would be required to meet a 20 percent participation standard 
(basically, 20% of non-exempt recipients participating in JOBS) with respect to persons born 
before 1973. 

(b) 	 Alter the definition of participation such that an individual enrolled full-time in an educational 
activity who was making suitable progress would be considered'to be participating 
satisfactorily in JOBS, even ifsuch a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 hours per 
week of the educational activity (by regulation). 

(c) 	 Broaden the definition·of JOBS participation to include participation inactivitieS, other than 
the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are consistent with the individual's 

. employability plan (again, by regulation). 

(d) 	 The broadened deftnitionof participation would include participation in the Small Business 
Administration Microloan Demonstration program or another struetured self-employment 
program. As above, satisfactory participation in astructured self-employment program would 
meet the JOBS participation requirement, even if the scheduled hours of the self-employment 
program were fewer than 20 per week. 

9 
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(e) Permit States to require a parent of a child under 6 to participate in JOBS for more than 20 
hours per week (prohibited under curr~nt law). 

10. ANNuAL AsSESSMENT 

(a) 	 States would be required to conduct an assessment of all adult recipients and minor parents, 
including both those in the JOBS-Prep phase and those in JOBS, on at least an annual basis to 
evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the employability plan. This assessment could 
be integrated with the annual eligibility redetermination (see Reinyent Government Assistance 
specifications). Persons in JOBS-Prep.status found to be ready for participation in employ­
ment and training could be assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment. 
Conversely, persons in the JOBS program discovered to be facing very serious obstacles to 
participation could be placed in the JOBS-Prep phase. 

(b) 	 The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent to which the State was providing the 
services called for in the employability plan. In instances in which the State was foupd not to 
be delivering the specified education, training and/or supportive services" the agency would be 
required to document that failure and establish a plan to ensure that the services would be 
delivered from that point forward. 

11. 	 SANcIl0NS 

Current Law 

The sanction for non-compliance under the current JOBS program is the loss ofthe non-compliant 
individual's share ofthe grant, until the failure fO comply ceases. In the event ofsubsequent non­
compliance, the sanction is a minimum of3 months for the second failure to comply, and a minimum 
of6 months for all subsequent non-compliance. The State, however, cannot sanction an individual for 
refusing to accept an offer ofemployment,i/that employment would result in a net loss ofincome to 
thefami/y. 

For sanctioned two-parent families, both parents' shares ofthe total benefit are deducted from the 
family's grant, wiless the second parent is panicipating satisfactorily in the JOBS program. 

Under these provisions, States would gain some flexibility regarding sanction policy but much of the 
current sanction policy would remain intact. '-, 

(a) 	 Program Interactions: 

1. 	 Sanctioned families 'would still ,have access to other available services" including JOBS 
activities, child care and Medicaid. 

2. 	 Sanctioned months would be counted against the time limit on cash benefits. 

10 
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(b) Eliminate the requirement that States establish a conciliation process for resolution of disputes 
involving JOBS participation. States would still be required to provide an opportunity for a 
fair hearing in such instances. 

(~(" 
~ 

(c) Lift the prohibition against imposing a sanction on a parent of a chil<J under 6 for failure to 
accept an offer of a 20-plus hour per week job. . 

(d) Change the statute such that for sanctioned two-parent families, the second parent's share of 
the benefit would not also be deducted -from the grant, unless the second parent were also 
required to participate in JOBS and was similarly non-compliant. 

12. TRANSITION TO WoRK/WORK 

(a) Persons would be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days 
(up to 90 days, at State option) before taking aWORK-assignment. In most cases, the job 
search would be performed during .the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time 
limit.. An individual who reached the time limit without having finished the 45-90 days of job 
search would not be eligible for a WORK assignment until the required period of job search 
was completed. 

(b) Persons who through no fault of their own did not complete the required period of job search 
before reaching the time limit would cOntinue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing 
the 45-90 days. Individuals.who had refused to perform this required job search. either 
before or after reaching the time limit, 'would not be able to receive cash benefits while . - , 

completing the job search period. 

(c) States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance to individuals­
who found employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide 

-them over until the first paycheck. 

EXAMPLE: 
Jantwy is the last month in which a recipient is eligible for cash benefits. At the end of January, he finds a job. He 
will not, however,·~ive his rust paycheck until the end of February. The State would have the option of issuing a 
benefit check-for the month ofFebruary.~ven though he ~hed the time'limit in Jan~. 

(d) At State option,persons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for 
selected JOBS services, inc1u<ling case management. 

(e) States would be required to continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as undercurrent 
law; States would be relieved of this requirement only if 'and when universal heaithcare 
coverage were guaranteed within the State. 

13. EXTENSIONS 

(a) States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without 
having had adequate access to the servi~ specified in the employability plan. In instances in 

11 
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which a State failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, called for in the 
employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal to the number of 
months needed to complete the activities iIi the employability plan (up to a limit of 24 
months). States would be required to take the results of the annual assessment(s) into account 
in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. [Office of the General Counsel is 
developing language for this provision] 

(b) 	 Persons enrolled in a structured learning program (including, but not limited to, those created 
under the School-to-Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension up to age 22 for 
completion of such a program. A structured learning program would be defined as a program 
that begins at the secondary school level and continues into a post-secondary program and is 
designed to, lead' to a degree and/or recognized skills certificate. Such extensions would not 
count against the cap on extensions (s~ below). 

(c) 	 States would also be permitted. but not 'required. to grant extensions of the time limit under 
the circumstances listed below, up to 10% of either all adult recipients and minor parents, or 
of adults and minor parents required to participate in JOBS. Persons granted extensions due 
to State failure to deliver services, as discussed above, would be included under the cap. 

(1) 	 For completion of.a GED program (extension limited to 12 months). 

(2) 	 For completion of a certificat~granting training program or educational activity, 
including post-secondary education or a structured microenterprise program, expected 
to enhance employability or income. The extension is contingent on the individual's 
making satisfactory progress toward completing the program (extension limited to 24 
months). 

(3) 	 For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other substantial 
barriers to employment. This would include a seriously learning disabled ,person 
whose employability plan to date has been designed to overcome that obstacle and 
who consequently has not yet obtained the job skills training needed to secure 
employment (extension not limited in duration). 

(d) 	 States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed to persons who 
had ,received extensions of the time limit~ 

(e) 	 A State would be permitted, in the event of unusual circumstances, to apply to the Secretary 
to have its cap on extensions raised. 

14. 	 EARNING BACK ELiGmILITY 

(a) 	 Person~ who had left the cash assistance program would earn back 'eligibility for months of 
cash aSsistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months 
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK 
program. 'The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any time could 
never exceed 24. 

12 
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EXAMPLE: 
An individual applies for 888istance for the fll'llt time in Ja.riua.Iy 1997, is not deferred from the JOBS program and 
enters Il. JTPA in-elass vocational training program in March 1997. She obtains a private sector position and leaves 
the JOBS program in December of 1997. At that point. she is eligible for 13 months of cash assistance. Two years 
later. she is laid off from her job and is unable to fmd another. She re-applies for 888istance in Fcbn.wy 2000, 26 
months after leaving welfare. At this point. she tiU earned back 6.5 months of cash assistance (26 total months 
divided by 4), which, when added to the original 13 months. givea her 19.5 months of eligibility remaining. 

(b) 	 Persons who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back months of cash 
assistance, just as described in (a). 

(c) 	 States would have the option of limiting the number of months of cash assistance an individual 
could earn back to 12. 

EXAMPLE: 
A person exits welfare with 3 months remaining on his 24-:nonth time clock. Five and a half years later. he reapplies 
for 888isiance, At that point. he Would have ~ back 16.5 months of assistance (66 total months divided by 4). 
for a total of 19.5 months of eligibility (provided he was nOt in prison during that period; see below). If the State 
opted to limit the number of months a person could cam back to 12, however. he would accordingly have " earned 
back only 12 months. for a total of 15.5 months of:cligibility. 

(d) 	 Persons would not earn back months of assistance for months spent in prison. StateS would 
have the option of developing procedures to check the criminal history of re-applicants. 

(e) 	 States would, as under current law, be able to assign re-entrants to work activities (e.g., 
CWEP, Work Supplementation) within the JOBS program, when appropriate. 
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A. ENHANCING THE JOBS PBOGBAM 

NOTE: 	 The Departmeut of Education proposes a heavy human capital investmeD.t model to 
welfare reform. In til. memO of December 29, 1993, Bdu~on identities four areas 
where they feel a commitment to educatiou is necessary to ensure that welfare 
recipients re;eive adequate services. These areas are: (1) various legislative initiatives 
from DOP4 should be refereD.ced aDd reinforced; (2) education and training must be 
facilitated during the two-yeai traDSltloo.al period and appropriate exteDSiolJl should be 
granted for completion of such actIvWes; (3) iD.creased c:oordiDation betWeen JOBS 
and education aDd trainiDa providera should be promoted. including case maDagement 
services 10 facilitateRlch coordination; and (4) provisiom ~ would allow welfare· 
recipients to wort part~ and alteDd sdaool without reduction iil beDefitasbould be 
included in the welfare reform propaaat. They have also made lOme specific: 
recommendad.oDS ~ elsewhere in this sec:dOD. ­

NOI'E: 	 Both the Department of Labor aDd the Department of Agriculture have specific 
proposals which haVe also beeD iDcoxpOrated elSewhere in this section. 

1. PROGRAM ENRou..MENT 

Current Law 

7he Family Support Act mandQle4 thDt upon enrollmelll brto rile AFDCprogrYJm~ the State nuut mo.1z 
tJn i1Iiri4l CUSUSllUWof appllcantl with respect to child CJJn 1IU4J. IIrJlIl ofw appllaw, prior.work 
ape.rlI:nce. and employability o/thsllpplICll1ll: 011 rh.e bDsU~thb Q.Ssusme7ll. the St4te inus( 
develop D1i emplt71abUity planlor the appllcQ1U. 1M State eqwire appliamu 10 .,.,. Into tl 
jormtJI agreeml!lII which specifies the ptlItidpant's obligatiD Imdo the program fJ1Id the actMties 
and services prt:rVltld. byrhe SU1ItJ. 1hs employDbUlty plll1l U IlOl COTUidered Q contraa. Srolu may 
reiJ.UU6 snm.eoppltcann to undergo job lrarch activities/01' 8 wed:r tI1I4 till a4diti01llJl 8 ~ for 
MDCn~km~ . 

At the pow Of1M wilke prOCUl, applicants wiU learn oftheir spec1ftt: rupmutbUfties an4 
o;peaanoIU regardmg eM JOBSprogrtJIIIlllJ4 tiIrIe-llmlts. AU SltJzu /WI dppltcant.r will now be 
required to ellter inItJ an agreemslll specifying tht rupo1Ulbl11lieJ 0/each party. '1hi8 will be 
accomplWwl rhrou,gh a soclill contract llIIIl an employobUiIy pion. 'While tM lot:ial CfRIlrQCl will 
outline a general tJgTWllelU, rh.e empll:1yobillly plan will be/DCll3Sed OIlW specijic employment 
related needs 0/rhI! tlppllcant. Although these are not legal conrrDt:tS, dwe agrtemBllS 'Will serve to 
refocus the dlrectton'0/ the welfare program. 

RanoPlle 
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. . 

States must cJumge 1M cu1t11rt 0/due welfare "ltem by clumpg the opectations ofboth llJIPliCIWs 
and case workers. 11W can be 110M by modIhfng the mUlion OftM wsl.fcv'e 8Ysti:m at ..POW oftlu!· 
intake proas! to suess rM shiftfrom eltglbUity and beM/1I tlelermbrDtion to emplt1y_", tznd «cas to 
ed"C/Jlion tind rrllll'llng. 71zt mutual obIigatWlU ofthe SllIU and th8 pt11fidptlnIlrUIIt be Iptlled out 
and enforced. JOBS progT'QTIII must ctJ1Ilinue ro be lIIlllud tu 1111 entity tlesigMd to UlIk dienn 10 
services iil 1M COI1II'IUIIJ1ty. 

Drafting Sgecs 

(a) 	 AllapplicaDrs, upon earollm.eat, will be required to sign a Social Contract widl the State 
specifying the respoDSibllities of both the participant IDd the State IImC)' 1IJIdc:I' the revised 
transitional assistance (JOBS) program and under a prorram of time-limited assistance. 

(b) 	 Upon ,enrollment, all applicants must be provided with information .about the revised JOBS 
program and informed oftbeir·ltatuI regardiDJ eligibility fot ttanlldoDal assistance, 
spec.ifically the amount of time of remaining eUgt'bUity. . ..- . r r. I 1~ 

. v.:;;;: ~ 	 CQ"J,h"". ".I- tl()',.,1 ('"/ 
(e) 	 The Social Contract. sha1~ a legal ~ 

2. 	 EMPLOYABILITY PLAN 

Drafting Specs 

(a) 	 Change current SSA language that a Srate "may· require the participant 10 eDter into an 
agreement with the .State ageu~ 10 fOllow the employabUlt)' plan as developed to -must. ­

(b) 	 Add language requiring Sl3leS to cOmplete the assessment and employability plan ~ a 
time-frame specified by the Secretary of Hea11h aDd Humau Services~ 

(c) 	 The employability pllfl shall specify a time-fcame for achieving self-aufticieney (pmuant to 
the s~ons regarding tlme-limited traDsitional benefits) aDd the ptescrlbed acdYlries shall 
reflect the needs of the piuticlp8Dt to successfully meet Ibis dm..frame. 

3. 	 DEFERMENTS UNDER JOBS 

CulTent Law 

SrtIzu 1fIU3t l'e4ulre lI01I~tAFDC reclpinJu to ~ In tlu! JOBS program tD the e.rtDII t1u:Jt 
resources Me awJ.II.ab14. Ewnptioru lINler the CII1TeIfl JOBS program QTe for those tlpplicants and 
recipients who tu1! Ul, Incapacitated. or D/adl'QllCed age: needed til 1M IIiJ'IM btt:tzIue of* illnas 01' 
inettpacJry oft'lllOther family member,' the ~r 0/Il chJ.ld UlUll.r ai' 3;(07, III State option, age 
1), employed mtN'e thtua 30 hoU'l'l per wtek,. a depeMiw child U1Ider age 16 or attending IlfulJ li1M 
ed"CtlIion.al program; women in 1M leCDiJd and third trInwt8r o/prsg'ltl1nCy; and ruldlng In 1111 area 
where 1M program is 1'IDt avaJlable. 71&e jNuelll ofQ child Ullller age 6 (bill older th4n th8 t.lg6 for QII 

exemptiOn) who is penoNJIlipl'OlIidi.n.g CIlTe jor rM child may be reqvJ.red to panlcIpaJe only if 
participation requireme1lll are'llmlled to 20 ho'llT'l per week IlNl child CtUt IsgllDFQ1Ilu4. For AFDC­

1 


http:ed"CtlIion.al


'\ 01/12/94 16:20 ft202 690 6562 DHBS/ASPE/BSP 	 itJ004 

UPflJmfIie.f, the e::emption relating to the age ofa child mtlJ only apply ro only 07IS pDI'IIJI, ()1' to 
IIBilher parent ifchild Cart is gUtlFtJlll4fm. 

UNkr new provhiolU. Q greater 1UIII'Iber O/parrldptmll will 1M JOBS lIIIlII/laJory. SilI,le-pQrent DNl 
t1No-parelllfiJmU~s will be ""filed similarly UIfdu. the 1IeW JOBS 8J1tem.Ths t:III'Telll ta81tIPrImt. 
policy. which is based em an individJllll's dUuaaerlstics. will bireplat:e4 with G polley whtch wll1 
allowfor I2mporary defermentfrom ptUtidptii/(J" requJrtme1lltfor ,DOd ClJIIIe tIS .nnbu!4 by the 
StOle. ' 

Rationale 

In. orde ro duJIIge 1M culture of~. "iI McaIQl'y to MFa, 1M #mpo1tlJnce offiillpanidpotion 
In the JOBS program. It is aUo imporlilllt to ellSlIJ'e rh4l iJll 'M!.ffare ret:lpimt8 who tn tJble to 
participate In JOBS h4wJ such sfl1'\liCtU 1NJJh tnItIllDble to tIIem by the Statei. Eli.mlnDtItJII 0/ 
exemption.r sen41 a mont message tluJlfull'participatUm. in JOBS Ihould be th8 IID1"IIUllJlaw of 
events, DJtd not the uception. ..( limited dej'ermen: polley ,WeI tM,Stlztes tMjle:clbUIty to temporarily I 7 
aaae rec:ipiennfrom pantclparlOll who are U1Illble due to goo4 CtlIIIe. 

ISSUE 1: 	 IfStates are given a ceiUni, what 'percenl of Ihe taSeJ6ad Ibould be exempt? (See 
Option 1) '. 

ISSUE 2: 	 Should States have the option to make depencleDts UDder 16. be JOBS mandatory 
for some adh1des?' , 

, 	 .Jt 
NOTE: 	 Deferral poliey should be'coordiDl.ted with pba.sHn Itrategy. Gndvally , 

increasin: putidpation rate percentages (It desipatecl tor defer:raJ poliey) amid 
be part ot a phase-in opti~ (if \'fe use total easeload &I the denominator);. 

Adult recipieDts ,could be deferred from participation ill the JOBS program ekher prior ID or afcer 
eatry into the program. For example, If an individual became seriously ill after euteriDg the lOBS 
program, ~e or she could be deferred at that point. MoDths iD whida a recipient was deferred from 
the JOBS program would DOt ~ against the time JimlL 

EXAMPLE: AD iDdividual applie3 for cash assistance ia January of 1996. She -and her casewmker 
design an employability plan in March of 1996 and she begins participating ill the JOBS program 
activities in the plan. In September 1996. her father becomes seriously ill aDd she is Deeded in the 
bame to care for him. At that poillt, she is deferred from JOBS' participation. Her deferment lasts 
fur eleven months. until August 1m. when her falber ricovm aDd DO lODger requires fuI)-ume care. 
As of August 1991. &be is eligible for 16 more mouths of casb assistance. She te-eDtel'S the JOBS 
program, and ,reaches the 24-moDth time limit in November 199B. At thatpoiDt,however, Jhe is ODly 
four moDtbs from completing ber Licensed Prac:dca1 Nurse '(LPN) traiDiDg. She is then granted a 4­
month eXtension to finish her LPN traiDiDg (lee Extensions in TIMIi·I.IMIT1NG A.ssInANC2 
specifications). 

3 
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Deferral policy would take one of three forms: 

omON 1: 	 The criteria for defeml would not be specified Ia 1'CID.lte. States would have complete ' 
discretion as to whom to defer, up to a fixed perceatap of.the easeload. (3O-4Oti). 
Aecord.iDglyJ 60-70~ Of III adult recipieuta (mcluding teeD parems)would be RqUire4 
to participate in the JOBS program or wort part-1lme in order to be eligible for cash 
benefits. 

RATIONALE FOR omON ONE (Wily f50..70"1): .. 
During FY 1992. 51" of adult recipieDrs were ex.~ from participation in JOBS•. Of the 
tp.maining 43" who were required to panlcipate. sli,cbtly UDder oua-fifth (165) wore aaually 
participatiDg in lOBS at any giveD time, mean;", that oaly '" of all adult recipients w.e actaally 
participating in JOBS. To serve.that 7~J StatQ spent a total of about $1 billion (pederallLIKl State). 
These figures imply that if60" of adult reciPients were required to participate, aud of ChOSe $O~ 
were actually participatiDg. the COlt Would be, approximately $4 bRlion. If SO" were reqalred. to 
participate and SO" were actually participating, the cost would be Ia 1be neighborhood ot $5.7S 
bUlion. 

Given that more tbai1 half (27) of all Stales DOW exempt ~ least 60~ of adult recipleDrs, limid", 
States to deferring 30-405 would represent aserious change from current practice. While the 
ballpark cost figures ill the preceding paragraph do DOt con.sider fac:t.ors such as changes in the 
caseload Ot an incrwe in pan-dmework, the numbers do luggest that it might be diffiOllt to get the 
deferral rate below 3().40~, given cost coDStraims. 

OPI'lON 2: 	 A number of criteria for deferral from the lOBS program would be specified ill, 
statute. State:swould be permitted, ig addition. to defer up to a fixed pereeota4i (II).. 
2O~) of adult recipients under other criteria. Eighty-ninety perceat (80-90") of adult 
recipieAtl1lOt deferred. uDder the Federally specified criteria would be required to 
either participate in the JOBS procnm or wort part--time. 

lOBS exemption aiteria ~uld be nanowecl to limit specifted deferral criteria to the 
following (cluzngefrom ClllTent law In JNlTIntlwu); (,:,D .. ~ 

. 	 "......W I~?.
(1) 	 ntne8S. including menraI UlOIIS. incapacity or.adVllP.CCd IP (Same as current law); d.,.CLiJ.fI 

(2) 	 Needed ill the home to care for aaotber member of the bousehold who is ill or . It,..- c.l:IJ -"+'1.. 
incapacitated. (ItI1Ile tIS aimnz law); I ~,...,~ ,\...lk'no 

(3) 	 i) Parent or needy cana.ker talative of a claUd under ODe who Wilborn elthet 

before or within 10. moDthsof the family·, most receDE appUcadon for 

assistance; or 


U) 	 Within a l2O-day period following the birth of I cbUdbom 10 or more 
months after the most recem·applicatiol1 for assistallce; 
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(DistiDctiOD made between elaUd conceived before aDd after appllcatioD for 
BSsistaDce. ace of child lowered from Ihree 10 one for cbllclreA COIIceived 
before applicatioD, deferral for od=' birtbs limited to 120 days) 

(4) 	 Second or dJird trimester of pregnancy (same t.U CIl1TtJ1Illaw); and ";0 

(5) 	 Living mOre than twO bour& round-trip travel lime (by public trmsportmoD or by car. 
whichever is applicable) from the Dearest JOBS program site or activity • 
(JfI11Ie as trlITtnt ~. spedfladly CFR 250.30.5) 

RATIONALE FOR OPDON tWO (Why so.;.,o,;?): 

About 20-25" of adult recipients would be deferred UDder the criteria lilted. here. If Scates were 
permitted to defer an additional 20" of the remaining recipieml. fiO.64S of all adult recipiCldS would 
be required to participate in JOBSt comparable to ,the 60-70" UDder Option ODe. 

'".~ 

OPllON ONE VERSUS OnION TWO: 

As discussed above, the pucentage of the caseload deferred would be rougbly equal UDder both 
options. but Option Two might attract wider suppon, giveD that it avoids using DWDben 18 high as 30 
or 40%. this presumes there is some degree of conSensus-about the appropriatenes$ of the deferral 
criteria listed under Option Two.' ' 

OPI'lON 3: 	 Same as either Option ODe or Two, ucept dlat, when appropriate, those deferred 
from me JOBS program would be required 10 eogaae in activities iDteDded to prepare 
them for me roBS program. The employability plan tbr a defemd nicipieat \\'Quid 
detail the steps, such as fiDdiDg permanent housing or obtainipg medical care, .reeded. 
to eoabJe him or ber to enter the JOBS program. 

Recipients not likely 10 ever participate ill 1he JOBS program. (e.g., diose of advanced 
age) would not be required to eagage ill pre-JOBS activities, but would haVe access to 
pre-JOBS services. 'for iDdividuaIs whOio deferral is expected co eM shonly In any 
event (e.g., mothers of )'Gug children), pnH'OBS acdvities 11IOUld be iDteDded 10 
address barriers, if any, to successful paniclparion ill JOBS• 

. The pre-JOBS pbase Would DOt be as service-lDtIaslve as 1he IOBSpro,&ram. Stales 
would not be required to guaraDlee c:hild care or ptovideother supportive services for 
persons in the pre-JOBS pbase. MclnitoriDa woUld be relaxed considerably relative to 
JOBS. States would. hOW~t have the OptiOD to saDCtioD persons in the pre-JOBS ( 
phase for not followiDI throup witbthe steps in the employability plan. , . 

States might be required to graduate a relatively modest pereentage of petSODS iD the 
pre-JOBS pbase into the JOBS program each year. 

RATIONALE FOR OPnON THREE: 

s 
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Requiring at least some rccipi8Dts def'erred fi'om JOBS to partieipate ill pre-JOBS'activitles would 
encourage States to devote some attention to deferred persoDS.Moreover. a pte-JOBS phase might, 
to some extent, assuage CODCel'DS aboutd:ae magDitude of the defeml rates. 

prafting SPA 

(a) 	 States have the option to defer up to a maximUm of [some spedfted perceII&age] of the 
casdoad from JOBS participation for re&IOas of good cause as deemed by the Stares. Such 
good,cause reasoDS may include: ' 

age, incapacity. or serious iUDess of the panicipant 

if the panicipaDt is Deeded at home to take care of seriously ill or disabled 
reJative ' 

such other reasous which preveot sueeessful particlpadon in thriE>BS 
program. 

NOTE: 	 APDC recipients who are deferred from 1I1e JOBS program will be expected to 
complete an assessmeat a:ad case plan specifyiDg approprlate activities. 

(b) 	 APDC recipients who are workiDg at least 20 hours a week will not be requited to pardcipar.e 
in JOBS program activities. 

(e) 	 States will have,tbe ability to apply to the Secrewy ofHHS to provide defe.rralsto a larger 
percenta,ge of the caseload If clrcu.msWlCeS specific; to the State warrant such 1lCCd. ;;. 

(d) 	 States will be required to review all deferments from JOBS as 'pan of the redetermimlfjou 
process for transitioIialassistaD~. pct'enneDts ~Dly last UDtillhe aext redetenuination. 

4, 	 JOBS SltRVlCES AVA.JL,\JIU TO PAIlTIClPANTS 

A rtmge Df services and acrtviIfa mlIIt beqffered. by StIllelIl1lder. the CIIITe1II JOBS program, blIt 
Stares are iWt required to implemelll JOBS ,uniformly fn Q/J pam ofllle Slate aM-JOBS program.r vary 
widely amOng Stales, The services whlt:h. JIUUt 1M Included are: ffducationill activities, lndu4btg hIgh 
school twl equivalent tilucatiDn, bIulc literacy, IJ1Id EnglWl proJicietaCJi join s1dlls Ut.Jbr.iIJg,'Job 
rl1lJlilness activllie.s,' job delIelop1N!RlaRdJob placement,. tJ1I4 supportlve servlcel to ,. r.:rte1Il du.rt 
chete sUvtces QTe MceSSaTy for pt.lTficipaIion in lOBS. SupporriN lervkel i1Idude chJl4 aue lIIIder Q 

vlU1.ery Df drcumsltlnces, 0IId trOll3ponarioll and. work rekIte4 D:JH!IISU. Strzus mast Illso qffu Ql 
leatt 2 ojthe following services: group fJIfd br4tv1dualJob search; tRl-th.e-job trtlining (OJ1)," lW)r/c 
supplemenlt1tion progrllml (WSP): and CD1fUIUDIity work aperimcB p70grQItU (CWEP). 'There" Q 

need to expand 1M d4finitian and. raiage oflervicu llVtll14ble lI1f4er JOBS. Statu WOIIId m.ai1IttJin Ihe 
jlezibillly to determine ,he mix ofJOBS services 4WJlloble and r~for pDrticiptml8. 

' 
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.Y11iwJ 

, 1M dtfinifiDn oflamtQdOry ptmiclpdtlon In rhe JOBS progrQ/ft will' be bn:xid.eiaed to Ind_ at:livities 
that are imponanr to hAlplng Individuals GCIJiew lelf-SUjJi.c~ru:y.~s MIl have broad larltude in 
derermilling which ,emcsI are pravided. AtI4irImuIlly.Job xarch «tivities wUI ~ emp/ulsfzI!d lD 
promote worktmd mnplt.tymBnl. 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: ,WiD additional slr"fias/programs be reimbursable under JOBS. It so, which 

ones? 


) 

NOTE: 	 Through regulation, the Secretary could allow States to offer addUional serric:es 

as appropriate JOBS acti'fltles. SUch ienic8lmay ladude lOCh seniees which 

aid participants ID attalDlDg goals spedfied in the empiophlUt1 plan. See JOBS 

PAlt11C1PA'nON. which follows." ­

ISSUE 2: 	 Should CWEP and Alternative Work sperience ruJa be morel1eDble (For 
eample, to allow State to require ndpieut.s to particlpate ba CWEP for a 
Dumber of boun which results ill a henefttlhour ration ... dIaD mlDimum 'Wale)? 

ISSlJE 3: 	 Should States have the optiOn of eliminating the requirement to sene voluateen 

farst? 


ISSUE 4: 	 Assuming States IR DOt required to otter ase managed III"rices, shall the 

Federal government take steps to promote S1.DCh ICI"'rices? (See OPI"ION which 

follows) , " 


OPnON: 	 Enbancecl (automated) Case Management 

The Department shall develop (see part 4 below) IDd the States can implemear enb.mced autoJII3ted 
case-managemem systems to ,assist iD. the admjnistration of die new JOBS program. 'Ibis eahanced 
case JDaDalement system shall have certain capabilities In order to appropriately assist in 1he 
adminisU'atiOD and monimriDg of a hIImlIn developmelll a opposed to 111 ~'mppoTt system. 
While inCome support systems are ·Poillt..Jn..Time· oriented (each lDODIhly accoUDtiDg period is 
conceptualized as a discrete evtmt) humandeVe10pmem systemS are 1oll8itDdiaal iii character. A 
"Point·Jn-Process· conceptualization is needed where progress through asystem can be 1'D01lHored and ' 
individual and family change d.et~. 1bisrequires a longitudinal perspective. Wustrative 
cbaraeterisdcs are: 

(1) 	 to measure (OD a micro, or Individual, and macro, or qgtegate, basis the mributes of 
new entrants; 

(.2) 	 U) measure the proportion of new, eDttBDts who actiwJy participate,aDd the time lapse 
between initial agency COntac:l and the completion of key gale keeping activities (c.g.• 
assessment, orientation, social CODtrac:t~ ~tial activitylDvo1wmem. etc.); 

7 
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(3) 	 10 be able to retrieve. OD a real time basis. micro iDformatioD 011 case status-what 
activities has a diem eompleted. tbe aurent'developmeutal stage oftbe elleDt, ad in 
what, activiue5 a diem is scbeduled to participate; 

(4) 	 10 bave some abUity to determine whether proll'es5 is beiq' made. 

Drafting Spg 

(a) 	 Amend job search rules to accomplish the ibllowlDg: 

(1) 	 mandate that States provide job search IS a JOBS service; 

(2) 	 eJ.tend permissible period of mandated job search for individual applicants to 12 
weeks from 8 upon applicatiOn; 

(3) 	 remove the requiremeAt that job search after Initial job-cearcb period III'.ronly be 
required in eombillation wilb' education and t.rairdD&; aDd 

(4) 	 mandatory job-searcb activities at the IDd of the 'time-limit shall DOt count agaiDst the 
4-month row job search limit. (Note, see TIMB-LIMn" secdon) , 

(b) 	 Eliminate the requirement toserve'volunteel'S first. 

(e) 	 ElimiDate the targeting requirements. 

(d) 	 Remove the DOn-displacemeut requirement to allow wort lupplemeatatioD placements J.o. 

private sector vacancies.; , . "" 


s. 	 JOBS PAKTIClPAl10N 

Current Ln.!: 

Undtr the Family Support ;tCl 0/1988 Whlr:hutabllshedtM JOBS program, c:ertaiIImbJImum 

partl.dpaJiOll stfJruJards were ultlblilhlJlfor ji.rall yetJn 1990-1995for 1M AIDe care1tJa4. StI1IeI 

face a reducedftderoJ .mozch rau 1/dID. Jtandanb an not mao 111 FY 199J arl«m 11" qfthe 


, 1J01I-emmpt caseload In ,tlCh State mllltparticipate In JOBS. lIM ltIIII4tJrds ~, to IS" .for." 
1994 IJ1Ili 20%.for FY 1995. '.lh.mt it 4 nad 10 i1u::retue * minimum participalioll ,UWJ.ardS In 
ortkr ro.ful.J:y impl~lIl JOBS rwJ lI't11Uform the weJfore system;/t'Dm 411 bu:ome 8IIppIJ1't ryltem Into Q 

work support syltem. The Aa currmt budgetPl'O]1MaJfor pIwe..fa I1u:rN.se in ponIdpalitm 
srandards for JOBS from rM CIII'TInt lnel to 2Q~ ojMfl-UlUfJlJl CtUtlt:HJ4 In 'FY 1m, 2'" for FY 
1996, JOII/or FY 1997, .1.SIJor1'11998, 40~ FY 1999, 4$S/Dr F12000. 

l!Wml 	' 

In orderfor Ihe JOBS program to beCflme tM t:tln/erplece 0/gtwe1"ll1Mnt IISS~. t1ut JOBS 
.progrtlm .1fUISt experience a dramotic. expan.rItm 0/b(Jth IIlV1ets and participants. Under 1M 
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provisiolll of1M new trtI1ISflio1Jlll tmUtfmce progrllm. JOBS partidplIIlon wU' III grSlllly e:qx.JIJI:I8d 
and mcrlQied panicipatitJn rates wUl be phast.4-tn wufl SraliJs 'I'fJIIda afoll-panlclpatlo1l1lllltlel. 
Statu will be gSwnjle:z:ibUity.1n dlltg1J1ng IYltems ItJ IlChIeve IMII iJbJtt::t:lt1u. 

ISSUE 

ISSUE 1: 	 Win the Federal government specify requin:d participation leYeIS? WiD Ud8 be 
part 01 • pbase-iD strategy? 

ISSUE 1: If States can expand the delialdon or which services roani towards JOBS 
. participation, bow CIJI· the Federal govenunad measure the IDtaIsltJ ot 

partldpadon? 

For example, modest dumges to the partidpaliOD rate t'.8laIlatiou DIllY be 
made to make the caleulation more equitable RID.ODI SCala·and to 
accommodate certaiD Q'pes or mea.Dinlful Parddpation wbidr'are 
curnntly aduded •. 

ISSUE 3: . 	 What should we do willa the 20 hour rule? 

Drafting Spa 

(a) 	 Broaden the definition of JOBS participation to include partidpation in activities (at Stare 
option) which promote the goals of a participants case plan and are consisteut with the goals 
of tbe JOBS program. . 

(b) 	 Participation in any web State specified activities would coUDt as participation in the.J6Bs 
program if such parti~pation is coasistellt with the goals and needs specified in the case plan. 

6. 	 JOBs FOR NON-CllSTODW. PARENTS 

OPTION: 	 States will have the option oiming lOti of JOBS moDics for services to lIDIl-CUStOdial 
pa,renr.s. At Slare option, DOn-cusrodial pareots may be required 10 participate in 
WORK activities for a specified perlod.of time prior ro be1Di eligible for JOBS 
services. 

7. 	 TARGE'IlN'G TEI!:l4 PAltENTS 

Current law 

Omenllaw T~ thtJt ptJn1IlS JI1Ider dI~ 20 panidpale in· QJI ethIcationtll cu:tivily. but Dilly within 
rlu! COnltal 0/other JOBS requirements. targeting guldelina andptI1ffdpallon. SIi11IIlIIrdJ. Current 
law. howeY!!.r. DlsD eumpu children II1IIkr 16 who flltentl Jc/roolftlll-limB. 

~ 
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WhIle It is iirrportQJU 10 r~CJJgnlu thiJ df/fmIII nads and chartJc;tuistia ofth8 180 ptUe1IIpopulllltOll, 
ruetueh and demDn.rrrllllo" projeca haw rhowI1 tIuJt sptdallud services duigruul tJ«Ording to the 
n.etds of teen pare1ll6 CQII h8lp ~ po.rtzllll owtt:omel wiIh rapea tD ·edJu:tzlIonallJlltJlnmenl. 
personal re:rpo1UibUIry.job refJdwfI. chIld developmeru, life dUls. l'UJKI1ISt f() incelUlWs, and 
orher~·. 7M3e importQlI/ lessons mJIIt be fncorporflted Into rJre we{fa:re tyrtem in order to benqfitfront. 
theM. To do SO. I!.UII1prions which in ejJeCl deny OCcell 0/'." ptl1'I1IlS fO needed·services IftIISt be 
modified. the welfare reform pltJII. will DU'IlTe rhtIl rNYlCenager wIlD is 011 or appliafor Wl{f12P'e 
while pregM1ft or having htld Q chtld e"roll, in 1M JOBS prtJgram, jf.nI,sIw their education. and is 
puz 011 Q trlick ro sel/-lujftdt1tCJ. Every tunalS pmwlll (Inale Dr/mKIk, ClUe MM Dr 1IDt, IIItJ Age) 
will be 1JIlI1Idated to parrtcipIZU in JOBS from 1M moment 1M prefM1&CJ orpt1IemIty is emwllshe4. 
11u:re wtll be TID u.empllonsfor teellpDnnts . .tUllOl}S rule, pertIlinlnt 10 loc:ial Ct»IlrtJaS, 
employability plcw. and porrtclpddon wUJ IIpply tIJ teen parents. 7he presuntptltm In currelllltrw tIwt 
the plan shDuld coJ.l jor rh4 completion oIAlgA IchtHJl Dr (J. GED, IlIIlen it Is inDppropritlte, wlll be 
~~. 	 . 

Rationale 	 ­
Finding ways to help t«n4gen who h.tJ.ve chJJJJr,,, while 0" wel/QI'e or die" applyfor welfare Is OM of 
rhe tlJp priorities ofthis welfare rej'o1'lft tnIlt4ttve. Helping chIl4rtll undustaiItI rile impllctJtloIU and 
ruponsibilUies tZSsocitJ.tuJ with Iravlni chfIdren is 0118 ofthe crI.tI02l gOQ/1 ofour prevelltiDn ItI'Ql8gy. 

Equally imixmanl, hoWfNer, is assuring tMt rho. teeMgOl .,w,o do have children $lay In IdtDoI, get 
their eduC4i:ton,tIIId go on ro work and beanne wfsufficient. Dt.mtm.nrDlioll progrlJ/lU have Ihown 
Ihtu services targeted tI) t~1l pareNS on wtlfare CI2II have IlIl ejfeCl 011 their edll.auton iI1Id empltJyme1fl 
prospects. 

ISSUES .; 

ISSUE 1: 	 Do we mandatespedal case·management or other services for teal pareats? 

ISSUE 2: 	 Do We have separate parildpation reqainmeuts for teen parents? For eximple, 
will States be required to make all teen pu1IIfs partldpatelu JOBS actiYities. 

OPI'ION: 	 Require that States develop and include in their State JOBS plans special strategies for 
servioe deliveryro teeDS including: 

indicating what other teen parlllt programs are beiDa provided in the State a.ud bow JOBS 
services will be linked to the teeD parent service network. 

describing how family planniq, parenting aDd life skills traiDing will be made available to 
JOBS teeDs ' 

an.optioD to develop LEAP-like iDcentive/sanction proaram to encourage staying in school, 
other bebavior 
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(a) 	 State option of appropriate activit)' requirel.uents for dependent chDd.rca who are at-risk of 

drop-out or teeD-pregDaDCY. (pur example. require sebool attendaDC8» c.) 


(b) 	 At State option, States could test the effectiveueA of creitlnl a apeclallzed cunicu.1wn of 
activities via the case plaD geared towards the needs of teeD parems. (For atample. in the 
case plan, activitiCi iirvolviJlg parenting and life skills, famlly plBDDiD,g, and secoDdary 
educatiOD eould be required before attending activities oriented towards employment.) 

8.· 	 SANC110NS 

Current Law 

Sanctions/Dr non-partidpatiolt U1I42r 1M CIlTTY!II1 JOBS program rUlllt in 42 loss fit 1M ponti", DI 
benefits for Ih8 indlYidlltllnol In complit:Jna with reqllJre4 tJaMtt.u IIIIlil 1MjQiJun to comply ceIlSBS. 
[n the event 01subsequent non-complltmaJ, WfQlU:tlDIl Is a minimllm ojS In01tlh.rjbr 1M second 
failure to comply, tmd Q minimum of6 mo'"for oJl lubaequent 1I01I-c;ompli.l;rnu. Ad4lffDllDlly, the 
SUllt ,CIJIlIIOt reqwlrs Q pDl'1l.clplmt to flCCBpt emplrJY11lDll ifthe lUll result to the IlI1fI11y 14 a decr«JSS in 
cash illCOllle. 

Uru:ler these provlsto1lS. States would gtlln lome jlexJblIlty ,.,garding sllllCtiDlt policy but TIIIICh D/the 
curren! sD11Cllon policy would remai.nl!u4ct. . 

Draftin, Specs 

(a) 	 Make elimination of the conciliation requirement a State option. 

(b) 	 Prognun Interactions 

1. 	 During sanction periods, assume an UDS3Dctloned AFDC beaefit when calculating 
beaefits for other meaus-tested programs. 

2. 	 Sanctioned famllies wUI·1dll have complete acceas to otheravaUable scmces. 
3. 	 Sanctioned months would be CODSidered months of receipt for cal'culatiDg timo-Jinnts. 

(d) 	 Eliminate separa:e sanction policiCfl aud R4JI.1iremeuts for patems employed (20+) with a child 
UDder 6. 

9. PlIASE-IN 011' NEWllEQVIRBMENTS 

ISSlJES 

ISSUE 1: Does the federalgo,emmeot Wish '0 promote a "saturadon" type full­
partidpation model for JOBS? 
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JSSVE l: 	 If Stal~ implement the Din". pro'fisiODS on.a partial basis, does this preseat 
problems for administration a.d monitoring' 

ISSUE 3: 	 How can we ensure that nsOUfCeJ are apeacled adequately for lmplemeatadaa ot 
the DCW JOBS prograia and also oagolng seniees for awrent JOBS partidpants? 

0Pl10N I: 	 ImplemeotaUon of Ebe JOBS provisions shall be accomplished by expandiDg the State 
JOBS participation rate on a gradual basis, whereby m.lncreasiDg !UlIDber of 
appliamtslreclpieuta will be &el'Ved under lie new tnDSitional asslstaDce provisloDS. 
States would be reqUired to implement fa1I participation requiremeDts for lOme 
poniODS' of the populatioDS as opPoaed to ID KrOSS-dle-State perceDtaCe. SlateS would. 
select a Jub-pottioD of tho AFDC popu1atioD iDclI would make JOBS available IDd 
m3ndatory for every DOnexempt participant with.bl the sub-population. 

The sub-population could be iDitiaIly selacad according to 2 optiODS available to 
Slates. no first is geographic c:cmaidcrations (i.e•• specifieclcouDties on: region 
within the State). All residents within these areas would be subject to Ibe provisions 
of the Dew transitional .istance program.. The secoud'option is for States to 
implement !he new proviaiODS for a designated sub-population $tIlewide. 'Ibis sub.. 
population would be dasiBD3ted according to a selection criteria approved by the 
Departments, such as all new applicants or teeaage recipients. etc. AlterDatively, 
States would have the option to combine 1hese2 approaches. 

If a Srate chooses to implement the system geographically, StaI;es would specify a 
time-frame for when all COUnties wUl have the DeW lOBS program operational. subject 
to Federally Impoaed deadliDes.Altematively. if States targeted new app1i~ 
eveutually the old system would also be •Jf8nd fathered- out of operanon. If taeaage 
recipients are wgeted, the Stile would still be required to preseat a plan for full 
phase-in. 

EXAMPLE: 	 A State now serves ·13" of the JOBS-mandrrorypopulmon aDd must SelVe an . 
additional 2" by next year. Iutead of raising the entire 1he participation level by 
increasing the number of JOBS partieip8llt3 statewide, the State ae1eccs 3 counties 
.where all AFDC QOBS~atory) reclpi.em's IDd applicants will ",,*ve JOBS 
services. The participation in that COUDty will be -IOOS (ucluding all deferred and 
sanctioned clients) whUe tile participation level ~ tbe State will b~me 1541, as 
required. An additional State &cing the same.circumstances chooses to require all 
applleants to partldpate ill JOBS. Amoq new applicant&, the participation level 
approaches lOO~ (again, exeluding defmnems and sanctioned clients). whUe the 
statewide participation rate (among all JOBS..DI8.Ddatory IndIviduals) at dut required 
time frame is 15S and growing. . '. 

OPI'ION 2: 	 States would be required, by a spec;ified date, to serve all new appticams'and teeD 
parents. Statel mu$t dfWelop a plan for eventual phase-in of tCJDaipiog population 
which is consistent with the proVisious of this Act. . 
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Drafting Specs 

(a) 	 For the putpo&es of lmplemeuwion of the provbioDs of this Act, States will iIiclude III 

imp]ementation plan as part' of the State JOBS pIa oudiDlag how the requirem!JU of this Act 

sball be implemented in the St.aEe within the required time-.ftame. 


(b) 	 In the pllUl. Statels would bave the opdon to specify IU1 lrdtial sub-populadon which shall be 

serVed under the exp3llded JOBS program during the implementation phase. nus portioD of 

the State plan' is to be updated anaually (Is required) to ret1ec:t eqJaDSion of the population 

served under the new JOBS propm. uatiJ fuJI pattfclpation lsachievec1 tbrouJhout1he State. 


(c:) 	 AmoUI the iuitial sub-populatim;- to be served as speeified by the Stale plan, l00~ of all 

DOn-exempt rec;ipiealS (or altenJative1y, some percentage of the tOtal sub-population 

reptese.utiDg the mandarorycaseload) shall be required to 'participate in lOBS activities as 

proscribed by the State. 
 -

(b) 	 States shall be required to serve all Dew applicants and teeD parents by [some specified date]. 
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'. 

B. 	 IMPROVING ACCEss TO MAINSTREAM EDUCA110N, TRAlNING AND SELF­

EMPLOYMENT ,OPPORTUNITIES 


CutTent law 

Under 1M FDmI1y Suppon Aer. 1M Governor oj«JCh Stille is requtred to enstII'B tMt prDgnzm 
, acrl.vlttes UlIder JOBS Ql'e tf)Ordi.1uzlBl WlIh mA and other relevant ~. mzl1dng. tmd 

edur:atioMl.progranu avtIllable in the.Sto.te. Approprl4tecompoMllll qfrhe StDte's pion which. reItlle 
to job trtdning QIId \l'mrkpreparaJiDn 1fIlLft 1M collll.ttellt with the Oo.WTJIDT',t:DOrtllru:IIlo plQIL 7he 
Siale plan mIlSt,be reviewed by G CODTdlMring council. 

The mission o/the JOBS program wUlllOt be to ~ale al~e~ Il1I4trainbtg ~jor 
welfare recipients, bur rYllIIu to ,enmre thDt tMy hDw! Gt:ee!1 to and i1{ormiu:ltJ1l tlbout rile brrxltl 
orray ofemlin.g programs in the malnstretlm I1Bem.· 1he JOBS pro,.,am 1IJII!IUtD 'lNrJ1!llesig1ll!d to 
permit StfJll!J to lnugrate other emplriym8l1l and traInJ.ng JH'Of7Yl1IU i1ttD * JOBS FogrtJIII, tIIIiltO 
implemelll ·olle-Bop IhOpping" eduCtJlfon tIIId rralning programs. Under CIl1TtIIIIGW, #IltU on 
nf[lllredlo coordilUlle rheir JTPA tJIId JOBSprog'lJlItI. 17u! iJUDlity ofthmtlliniaJges 'Wlries 
consider@fy. E:dsrbIg IxuTters (J1'e sttlhltfJry tmtl rrIJilIzl01lal.· Dtnen tn rs,lIltJlDTy and policy. The 
barriers 10 better coortltnation 1I.UI1 to beQlllftfned aM tIIl4r1J.81tJ4. 

ISSUES" 

ISSUE 1:" 	 Should we consider c:haDges in AJ'DC polieJ to bea.- accommodate, participation 
in other training and eclucadon programs through sum mec:hanisms u .~re 
geaerous diSregantpoUcy for stipends. training wages, ... " ..,;J 

. ISSUE 2: 	 Wbat Is,the authority of the Buman Resource In_tment Councils (HBlCl) and 
bow wiD these bodies iDterad· with the Department or BBS ~d other Federal 
acendes? 

ISSUE 3: 	 ,Bow wiD such a board be eomprised and seJeded"t 

OPTION 1: 	 The DepattmeDt of Labor bas proposed the creation of a HWDID ReosourcelDvestme.nt 
Councll (HRlC) at the Federal Jevel to be a coUDterpalt of abe DICs established at. 
the local/State level. 1be putpOsc of this aJUDcil could be to act 81 a mcdJanism ro 
integrate tbe·JOBS and JTPA programs aDd to increase IlDtages with other relarai 
programs. HRlCs could act as an Iilteragency body to commer waiver requestS. The 
Department of Labor proposes that the HRIC would have reapoDSIbUity for: 

(1) 	 developing an overall human investment strategy aDd piau.; 
(2) 	 coasider and establish criteria upon which ro evaluate BDd approve waivers 

.from States which faciIitateintegrated serva delivery amDna the priDciple 
"Federal job training programs; 

(3) 	 developing integrated staff trainin& and capactty buDding; 
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(4) 	 setting commoa definitions and administrative requirements among programs; 
(5) 	 ,ettlng common outcome measures; 
(6) 	 developing common reponing systems; 
(7) 	 promoting common eligibility determination; 
(8) 	 overseeing evaluations; 
(9) 	 suggesting regulatory and legislative dlanges to promote joint program 

operation and faeiliute coordination; aDd 
(10) 	 establish objective criteria to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to 

improve Federal program liDkages and coardiaation. 

NOTE: 	 The Depanment of Education has responded to this proposal. They view such a 
council as a positive eudeavor. but (1) not as part of welfare reform. and (2) a multi­
agency coordinating COUl1cil should address DOt oaly welfare and welfare recipients, 
but broader IWionat workforce issues. They propose the scope of the councll should 
also include: -
(1) 	 articulation of a national workforce preparation and Dational self-sufficiency 

agenda that focuses On improviDg the access to aDd the quality of teaclling and 
leaming in education and training programs; 

(2) 	 administrative requiremems, performance measures, eligibility requirements. 
sub-con~cting 5tandards and evaluative iDstwments; 

(3) 	 desigo and implementation of inter-agency trouble shooting t.eamI; and 
(4) 	 collaboration with the private sector. 
(5) 	 Membership would include Labor, Education, HHS. OMB, and Defense. 

ISSUE: 	 DOEd further states that on the State level, the vocational educatioDBl eommUJJ.i1.y has 
had concerns regardiDg the Srate HRICs. ~ 

OPTION 2: 	 Secretaries of HHS. Labor, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and 
training programs to enoou.ruge participation of JOBS participams and simplifies 
eligibUity for such programs. A waiver board shall be assembled to ex;amiIle 
eligibility i5sues and make reoommendatioDS to promote expanded participation, 
coordinated programs, and 'simpJified and standardized eligibility. Included In such 
progIamS shall be: 
(1) 	 Pell Grant; 
(2) 	 JTPA; 
(3) 	 apprcoticesbip programs; and 
(4) 	 lOBS programs. 

NOTE: 	 Options 3 and 4 were tumSshed by DOL and involve fuR integration or JOBS and 
JTPA. 

OPTION 3: 	 Full Integration of JOBS-JTPA: Run a fully integrated JOBS and JTPA program, 
co·located at the service delivetj' area, with one-stop arrangements for 10BS 
participants and JTPA Tide D-A participants. Governors of each State would 
designate which agencies were responsible for administration. (fhe IV-A agencies 
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would not have automatic re.sponaibiJity.) States would have flexibility to include 
additional services for target populations in addition to basic services. Basic core 
selVices provided would include: 
(1) 	 information on cateet. jobs, educatiOIl traiDing opportunities, mel support 

services; 
(2) 	 eligibility assessment; 
(3) 	 testlq and assessment; 
(4) 	 c:ouoselJng; 
(5) 	 job search assistance (group and individual); and 
(6) 	 job placement. 

Intensive services either on-site or brokered would Jnc1ude: 
(1) 	 drop·Jn child care; 
(2) 	 educatioU; 
(3) 	 ttaiaing; 
(4) 	 work experience; and 
(5) 	 supportive services. 

OPTION 4; 	 Joint planning and administratioD between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option, 
the Governor of each State could require a joiDt pia from the two agencies indicating 
how respoDSiblllties would be sorted out for the 2 year traDsitional period aDd the 
post-transitional period. Current law specl1ies joint review of plan; joint sign-off 
would be substituted. 

Drafting SPA 

1. 	 COORDINATED EFFORTS 

(a) 	 Department of Education proposes; Amend the language in SSA section 483(a) which requires 
that there be coord.i.na.tiOD between JTPA. JOBS and educ::atiou pro:nms available in the State 
to specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational Educational Act. 

(b) 	 Department of Education proposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistent basic U[et8Cy and 
job training goals and. objeet.lves of the plans required by the Adult Education Act and the 
Carl D. Perkins VocatioDal Education Act. 

(c) 	 Department of Education proposes: Require employabUity plan to contain explieit 
consideration of basic literacy aDd employment skills. 

(d) 	 Department of Education proposes: enbanced case management services be available to 
participants to maximize coordination of services. 
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C. 	 CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT" TRAINING PROGRAM 

FHS Staffhtlve provided rill! following optionsfor our consithrarionfor inclusion as pan 0/'* 
currelll round o/wel/are. The~'e optio", inwJlM: the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&l) 
program. 

OPTION 1: ConFonning the Food Stamp EAT propa,m with JOBS. 

1. 	 CONFORM NON-COMPUANCE SANcnONS WITH JOBS NON-<:OMPUANCE SANC1'IONS 

Currently, the sanction./or Mn-compliance with Food Stamp work requirements ojfeal ths entire 
household. Uruler AFDC-JOBS. 1M Janaion qffects only rill! bu:lJvldualllOt in compliance. 
Reco~nti.ation: conform to E&.Tpoltt:y with JOBS Imu:tIon pollt:y. 

(a) Eliminate the distinction between iDdividual and household iDeligibility arisiDg-&mn. non­
compliance with work requirements. 

(b) Eliminate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for FAT purposes. 

(c) Adopt provision of APDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T. 

2. E&T ExPENsE RElMBtJllSEMENT 

Currently. the Food SUImp E&'Tprogram provides pa:fmelllS or reinrbWJemelllS to individualsJor 
trDJ2Spontl1loll. and OWl' D{JDLfel (tadl.ldillg depend.en.r C41'e) rell1ledlO panlciplZlion ill. t1l8 P1'O.8'om. 
Participants receive payments for actuol CMU up to $25 per monrh for expenses deemed 1IJ!cesfiuy for 
participation in the E&Tprogram. 1he Federal government mtIlches lip to hal/ofthe amount State 
agencies spend. lIP S12.j() o/the $2$. Stllte miJY Supplemelll the flIIIO_ without addilio1lll1 matching 
.fimdsfrom lhe Federal gOvenurre1U. The JOBS program pf'OYidu reinrbU1'Semelll to participQlltsjor 
uansponanoll and Oth8,. COIlS 1I8CUSary to enIlble individutJls to paniciptJle in JOBS. The Federal 
g0W!17I1IIe1Il mtllches rile State agency. com up 10 50%. SlQle agencies describe in their Stale plons 
1M monetary limils to be applied to transportation and other suppon services. 
Recommendation: colfform E&T re~policy with JOBS pollt:y. 

(a) 	 Conform Food Stamp B&.T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by 
eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State age~cies to specify monetary limits to be 
applied to transportation and related expenses. 
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3. 	 FOOD STAMP EAT DEPENDENT CARE ExEMrTlONS 

1he Food Stomp E&:.Tprogram allOW$ Slme agencies 10 eJU11IJjJI cerraln tndivlilzllils,from pIl1"lId.po.rlOIl 

in progrtllll aaivities. CuTrenlly, Srme o.gende$ mQY exempt/rom work registration a parent or orMr 
JwuseJwld member who is rezpoTUible jor the care of4 tJependimI chiI4 under (Jle 6 or lUI 

incapaciulled person. SttJle agency 11IIl1 require the parent or other t:41"etlIker relatiVtl 0/a chUd 
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandalory indivlduoJ must be asnuetl by th8 Stale 
agency that ddld CIlTe will be guaranteed tl1IIl rIuu sllu! will not be required 10 pani.dpizle more rh4.n 
20 MII1'S per week. .A parelll or relative who is persollJll.ly provl4l.ng care for a chiJ4 I.Ulder age , (or 
younger tJl StOU oprltm) is autonwlica1ly uenrpt from JOBS partidptltton. Conjormtng FotJIl Stamp 
EIcT e:wmption provlslolUjor dependent Cllretaksrs to w JOBS CI"iteriQ would require a greDlu . 
percentage 0/th8 Food Stamp population to registerfor work QZ the ti.m8 0/tJppllctJliDnfor benefits. 
thereby reaching a gret1l8r proportion ofthe employable Food Stamp populQ/ion. 
Recommendation: conform E&T exemption provisions wilh JOBS t:1'fw14 

.,. ­
4. 	 PEItJ!oltMA.NCE IlJNDJNG FOR FOOD STAMP EAT 

Clm'elllly. the Food Stamp E&.Tprogram. distributes $75 mUlion as a Federal grant to Sttlle agencies 
for the admihlstraticm of their E4fTprogrlJllU. OJ this $75 million, $60 mlllion is distrlbu.red 
according ro each State's proportion a/work reguuOJu!, (Mnpeif017lUUlCejurrding)# while the 
remaining $15 million is based on Stareprogramperjormance. 7hll option lNOu1d. eliminate the $15 

million perfo17lllJ1Jce jund.tng cmegory for Food Stamp E&:T. The USDA would dLrrrlbure the entire 

$75 mUlion based on the nunperjormtJ1lCe formula. 

Recommendation: elimi1lOle the $15 million performance funding calegory. 


(a) 	 Eliminate the SIS million performaIlce fundillg category for Food Stamp ,E&.T. 

(b) 	 Distribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according to each Statets proportion of 
work registrants. 

18 


http:provl4l.ng
http:persollJll.ly


~00501/12/94 16:32 ts'202 690 6562 DHHS/ASPE/BSP 

OPTION 2: 	 ConsoUdaling EaT with JOBS 

Stat<l agencies stress rhIIr serving similarpopukltions with dijfere'M program rules and jiIIuling 
smu:tures increases the comple;dry ofthe progrQIIU tmd their relulling ability ro opertJte thB program 
ejfectJ:vely. ConsolidtJtln.g the E&.Tprogram wIrh JOBS K'Ould resulr mIl more effective overt1ll 
arJministration ofFederal employmenl and trlJlnmg progrtUrlS. While the program would continue to 
3enie recipients qfpublk Msl.ltance curd those not recelvlllg public QSsisumce (NPA). the 
fJlJmiJJutraJive burden QllOCttJte4. Wilh the opuation of2 seporate FetkrDl employment and training 
programs would be eliminated. 

NOTE: 	 Is this a potential avenue Cor incorporating the employment " training needs of 
ooo-custodial parents? . 

1. FUNDING 

CUrre1Jlly, USDA distributes $75 million in a Jool. gTQ1ll tIJ Stau dgendes to Ddminlrter tlu!fr E&T 
programs. States thaI choose 10 zpend mon than. their 100'10 gr. CM receive tJ 50~ FederoJ. lMlch 
for admi.ni~1tative costs. Legislation could conform mtJtch ratel for UT services with JOBS match 
t'QIes. Iftransj"e"ed to HHS. consoli.tkltingfimding stTUCIU1'U and Federoljintmdal requiremelflljoT 
the 2 progrtJm.f would greillly reducs lh6 administTalive burdenfor Stale operating Ilgent:i.es. 

OPTION: 	 Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include: 

(i) tr~fetting funds from USDA to HHS; 

(ii) USDA funding States directly through contracts 

(iii) funding appropriated directly to HHS. 

2. MINIMuM PARl1C1PA'I1ON ~ 

In FY 1990 tmd FY 1991 Stales were W/uired ro pl~ MfeM!U than 50~ oftheir EIt.TmandoIory 
population inlo E&T acrivities. 1h.is per/tJnrlQnce standard was lowered to 10% for FY 1992 tmd 
beyond. 

OPTION: 	 As a way to ensurecoDtUwed participation in employment and traiDiDg activities by 
Food Stampreeipieats. HHS would direc::t State agencies to serve a minjmum number 
of NPAs, possibly based OIl the current lOS required. participatiOIl rate. The lowered 
mmdard allows for more inteosive services. States would specify in their State JOBS 
plans how this population would be served and. how participatioD requirementS would 
be met. 

[D. DEMONSTRATIONS specifications rollow bere] 
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OPTION: PART TIME WORK 


There has been discussion of findiDg a way to provide Income support to people working part time 
outside of the AFDC system. Here's an option for discussioD purposes of how such a program. could 
work: 

Divide AFDe into two programs: Transitional Support and Work Support. 

TraDSitional Support would be the time limited AFDe program. lOBS participation would be 
mandatory for receipt of TS, although deferrals and CXteDSiODS would be available as discussed. 

Work Support would be a much simpler income supplement program: 
To be eligible, applicant would have to be working 20 bours a week [Less ill low benefit 
states]. 
WS rules could be simplified much further than TS - D8Dle1y. it might seuse to 8dopt Food 
Stamp filing unit and rules for WS t and determine WS as a percentage of Food Stamps. 
Asset rules for Work Support would be more liberal, and 80y wet accumuJatiOll"'" ,.. . 
demonstrations would only be opeD to those on Work Suppon. 
States could have the option of setting up the Work Support program as a state me (as IDOre 
states are doing - Cuomo just proposed ODe for NY) provided advanced payment was made 
available regularly and simply. 
Work Support would not be rime limited. ' 

This proposal could: 
make life easier for the working poor by Simplifying their interaction with assistance 
programs 
separate two distinct missions - transitional support for no~workers and intome sUPl'09 for 
poor workers - currently captured in one program - jnto two distinct programs JIll 

permit AFDe workers to be trained to link clients with Child Support, WCt Child care, etc. 
- the role we had once conceptualized for the Work Support Agency 

CON: Little more than a cosmetic Dame chlDie. 
PRO: Even a cosmetic distiDctioEl may be important - otherwise AFDC will be moviug in two 

directions: contracting because of time limits while expanding as aD income supplement. 

CON: Comp)p.xity; Counter to reinventing government to create two programs where one exists. 
PRO: Clarity; One two year program for those who aren't working but want to: Another sirnpler, 

more supportive program for those who work. 
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TIME-LOOTING ASSISTANCE 

Most ofthe people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDe for many years consecurively. II 
is much more common for recipi81Us to inove in and out ofthe welfare system, staying a relatively brief 
period each time. 7Wo our ofevery rhree perso1l3 who elUer tIu! welfare SYltem leave within nw1 years 
and fewer than one In ftw spe.nds five conseclllive years Oil AFDe. Half of those who leave welfare, 
however. return within two yetJTs. fJ1Id three of every /Our rerum az some point in the future. Most 
recipients use the AIDe program not as a permanent altematillC to work. bur as temportJTY assistance 
during rimes ofBoo1llJmic difficulty. 

WhUe persoiu who remain 011 AFDCfor long periods ar a tiMe represefIJ only a modest percentage ojall 
people wlw ever enter the system, however. they represent a high propnrrion oflNue on welfare az arry 
given rime. Allhough many face very serious barriers to employment, including physical dlsablllJies. 
orhers are able to work but are lfOt moving in the direction ofseJj-sld/idency. Most long-term recipients 
are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will eTUJble chem ro leave AFDC. 

The two-year time limit il' part ojthe overall effort to shift the focus o/the welfare .tystemfrom disbursing 
fUndS to promoting self-SUfficiencY through work. This time limit gives both recIpient and the welfare 
agency a structure thai necessitazes stefJliy progress in the direaion of employment and economic 
independence. As discussed elsewhere. recipienrs who reach lhe rwo-year time limit withourjinding a 
priWJJe sector job will be offered publicly subsidiz.ed work assignments to enable them to support their 
jomilies. 

Current Law and Direction of PrgposaJ 

The AFDC program provides cash QJ'~'U'lance ro households in which needy childrtn hIlve been deprived 
ofparelual suppon (Section 401, Social Security Act). including two-parent households In whIch rhe 
principal eamer 1s unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal 
guideline')', State5 set standards used to dete1'l'1JiM 7leed and payme7ll. In order to be eligibleJor AFDe. 
the household's gross incOme cannOI exceed 185 percent of the State's need standard (Secrion 402(a)), 
irs cOU1llable income 11UlSt be less than the need standard. and w total wzl~ oftts ass~tI mJJSt be below 
the limit set by rhe SCale. 

'!he cash aS~'istance is provided to, and accounts jor the needs of, the parent(s) or other caretaker 
relative, 'as well as the depende7ll chUdren (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security ACI). Some Stares 
(lhose which did nol have an AFDC-UP program in place as of ~pte1nMr 26, 1988) are permitted to 
place a rype ofrim2limu on participation;'" the AFDC-UP program, restrlcrtng eltglbUlry./Or AFDC-UP 
to 6 months In any 12-molllh period (Section 407(b) J. Thirteen states presently impose time limits on 
AFDC-UP eligibility. Under currelll law, however. 1IIJ other type of rime limits may be placed on 
participation in the AlDCprogram. 

The proposal would impose. 011 adults. a cumulative time limit of zwn years on rile receipl of cash 
assIstance, wirh defs"als ofand extensions to the time limit to be granJed WIder c~rtfllll 
circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would 1IIJr count against the time limit. 
The two-year limit would be renewahle-once an individual left welfare. he or she would begin 10 earn 
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Definition of Time Limit 

The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an 
individual could receive within any 12()..month period. Momhs in which an individual was 
receiving assistance but was deferred from the 10BS program (not required to participate) would 
not count against the 24-montb time limit. 

Anplicability of Time Limits 

The time limit would apply amy to parentS and needy caretaker relatives (for trearm.ent of teen 
parents? see Teen Parents below), A reeord of the number of months of cash assistance received 
would be kept for each individual subject to the time limit. Non·ueedy caretaker relative8 would 
not be subject to the time limit. 

'~'"I''''' •• 

In a two-parent :family. both parents would be subject to the time limit, provided neither parent 
was deferred from JOBS. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits so long as one 
of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance. 

EXAMPLE: A single father with two children wbo came onto the rolls twelve months ago 
marries a woman with no cbUdren and no prior welfare receipt. Both are required to participate 
in lOBS. The family at this point Is eligible for twenty-four months of benefits. The marriage 
dues not go well and they separate after ten months. The father and his c:hildren at this point are 
eI igible for only two more months of cash assistaDce. If, on the other band, the two had. 
remained together, the family would have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash 
benefits. 

Under current law. the secoDd parent in a two-parent famlly is not exempted from participation 
in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS. the secOnd parent 
would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would then be treated as any other 
deferted recipient-counted toward the maximum number of adult reeipients a State is permitted 
to defer (see Defenj!ls in JOBS specificatioDS). In such an Instance, a two-parent family could 
be eligible for as many as 48 months of cash assistance~ as opposed to 24 for a single-parent 
family. Alain. this would only be the case if the second Parent were deferred from the JOBS 
grogram. 

RATIONALE: While the provision described above might be inteI:preted to favor two·parent 
families over single-pareDt households, its intent is actuaUy to equalize tteatm.ent of one and two­
parent families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have 
access to JOBS services (due to deferral) but not 10 a deferred. parent In a one-pareut famlly 
would constitute. to some extent~ a bias against two-parent families. NOTE: If a second parent 
were officially d.eferred but nonetheless participated in the JOBS program (i.e., as a volunteer) 
that second parent would be subject to the time limit . 

An individual who had reached the time Jimit for cash assistance would not be permitted to 
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act as a payee for his or her chUdren. In other words. a parent who had received cash 
benefits for 24 months would Dot be able to, rather than enrolling in the WORK program, 
continue receiving cash benefits on behalf of his or her children (i.e.• with the parent's needs 
DO longer taken into accoUDt in del;er:m.iD.in& the grant). 

(e) 	 Dependent children. other than teen custodial parents, would not be subject ro the time limit. 
States would not be required to keep a record of duration of cash assistance receipt fOI 
persons in the household who were not the parent(s) ot caretaker relative. 

3. 	 Teen PareOLQ 

(a) 	 All teen parents would be required to participate in JOBS and would be subject to the 24­
month time limit. The clock would begin to run upon receipt of assistmce as a custodial 
parent. Custodial parents under 20 could receive cash benefits, even if they had reached the 
24-month time limit, provided they were enrolled in high sebool or a GED program. After 
attaining a diploma or turning 20, they would still be eligt'ble for the standard'exteasion as ' 
described below (see Extensions below), 

(b) 	 Teen parents who reach the time limit and are not in school would be permitted to eoroU in 
job search (and continue receiving cash benefits) for up to 3 months before entering the 
WORK progtam. 

EXAMPLE: A teeD. mother begins receiviD& benefits as a CUAtodial parent at age IS, with 
higb school as her JOBS activity. At age 17, after two years on cash asSistance, she leaves 
school before amdning her diploma. Sbe participates in job search (unsuccessfully) for 3 
months, after which she enrolls in die WORK program. At age 19. she decides to re--enter 
high school. By her 20th birthday, she is still six months from completing high school. She 
is granted an extension to g~ her diploma. At that point, if she were not able to rmd a 
private sector job. she would have to re-enter th& WORK program! 

RATIONALE: While a hit involved. the above structure, when distilled down to its essentials, 
permits any custodial parent under 20 who is in high school or a OED progr&n to receive 
cash benefits. 'Ibis would allow teen parents in the WORK program to go back to high 
school or enter a OED· program. 

4. ExtensioJ.1j 

As noted in the JOBS specifications, extensions would be for individuals who had reached the 24­
month time limit for cash benefits, while deferrals would be for persoDS who had not yet reached the 
limit (see Deferr41s in the JQBS specificatioas for a funher discussion of the difference betWeen 
deferrals and exteasions). 

a) 	 Extension policy would take one of two forms, similar to the two options under deferral 
policy. 
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OPTION ONE. 
As with Option One under Deferrals in the ~ specifications, the criteria for extensions of 
the time limit would Dot be specified in 8WUte, but would be Jeft to the discretion of States. 
The number of persons with extensions at any given time would be limited to a fixed percent­
age or adult recipients (4-5"). 

0P110NTWO. 
States would be permitted to grant extensions of the time limit UDder the circumstances listed 
below, up to the same limit (4-5" of adult recipients) as under Option One. 

(1) 	 Por completion of high school, a GED program or other cert1ftcate-grantiDg 
training program oc educational activity expected to enhance employabil ity. 
provided the individual is making satisf8ctory progreG5 toward attaining a 
diploma or completing the program. (extension limited to 24 months). 

(2) 	 For completion of post-secondary education. provided the individual is" 
enrolled iD a work-study program or othtXWise employed. at least part-time and 
is making satisfd.ttory progress toward attaining a degree (extension limited to 
24 months). 

(3) 	 For m!m persons who are learning disabled, llliterate or who face other 
substandal barriers to employment. This would include a seriously learning 
disabled peTson whose employability plan t.O date has been designed. to 
overcome that obstacle and who coll3equently bas not yet obtained the job 
skills training needed to secure employment (extension not limited in dura­
tion). These decisions would be made on a case-by-case basis. 

(4) 	 For persons who reached the lime limit without having adequate access to the 
services specified in the employability plan. In instances in whidl' a State 
failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, glled for in 
the employability plan. the recipient would be e1iglole for an ex.tension equal 
to the number of months needed to complete the activities in the employability 
plan (up to a limit of 24 months). 

OP170N ONE VERSUS 0P110N lWO: State fllWDility with respect to extension pali(."), is 
greater uDder Option One. Option Two. while permittiDg considerable Srare discretion in 
extension policy (see #3 above)t provides some direction, in an attempt to discourage States 
from. for example, devoting vir.tually iIlI extensions to JOBS participants who had proven 
difficult to serve. States could still do this under Option Two, but specifying completion of 
higb sdlool or other education and training programs as a criteria for extension might 
encourage States to make some extensions available for these pmposes. 

(b) 	 Under either option, States would be required to continue providing supportive services as 
needed to persons who had received extensions of the time limit. 

4 
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S. 	 Part-Time Work 

(a) 	 Part-time work (for persons receiving cash assistance) would be treated as distinct from both 
participation in the lOBS program and deferral from the JOBS program.. 

(11) 	 An·individual working an aVCI7llc of 20 or more hours per week or earning at least $400 
during the month would not be required to participate in the JOBS program but would not be 
considered deferred for purposes of calculating the percentage of adult recipients deferred. 

(c) 	 Months in whicb an individual worked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted 
against the time limit. 

(d) 	 State participation standards would be expressed as the percenta&e of adult recipients who 
were either in tbe JOBS program or working part...mae. 

6. 	 E.amhig Back EliSibility 

(a) 	 Persons who had left the cash assistance progrdll1 would earn back eligibility for months of 
cash assistance at a rate of one month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months 
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance. Individuals would not begin 
earning back assistance, however, until they had spent at least twelve consecutive months both 
not on cash assistance and not in the WORK program. The total months of assistance for 
which a person was eligible at any time could never exceed 24. 

EXAMPLE: An individual applies for a..c:sistaDCC for the first time in January 1997, is not 
deferred. from the JOBS program and enters a JTPA iD-class vocational training program in 
Match 	1997. Sbe obtains a private sector position and leaves the JOBS pIogram b:n December 
of 1997. At that point. she is eligible for 13 months of cash assistance. Two years later, she 
is laid off from her job and is unable to find another. Sbe te-applies for assistance in 
February 2000, 26 months after leaviol welfare. At thl~ point, sbe has earned back 3.S 
months of cash assistance (26 total months minus the first year. for a net of 14 months, 
divided by 4), which, when added to the original 13 months, gives her 16.S months of 
eligibility remaining. 

NOTE: A generous eam-back provision could contribute to mjnimizinl the number of people 
re-entering the WORK program. 

(b) 	 PersOIl& who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back montbs of cash 
assistance. just as described above. States wou1d have the option of enrolling WORK 
program re--entrants in job search for up to 3 months before placing them aD the waiting list 
for WORK assignments (WORK program re-entrants would be eligible for cash benefits while 
participating in job search). 

(c) 	 Stales would be permitted to design alternate methods of allowing persons to earn back 
months of assistance. 

s 
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7. lob .SearchrrransitiQn to Work 

(a) Rccipients would be required to engage in job seareb during a period of Dot less than 4S days 
{up to 90 days. at State optIon} immediately preadirig the end of the time limit. The job 
search requirement does not preclude participation in other JOBS activities. 

(b) AD individual would Dot be permitted to enter the WORK program until he or she had 
completed the required 45·90 days of job searcb. In other worda. a person who reacbed the 
time limit without having participated in job search for the last 45-90 days would Dot be 
pennitted to either take a WORK assignment or go OD the waiting list. An individual in this 
category would continue to have access to job search services, even after reaching the time 
limit, and would have to complete the required period. of job search to be able to enter the 
WORK program. While fulftlling this requirement, a person in this category would not be 
eligible for cash beneftts or for a WORK assignment. 

(e) States would have the option of providing additional months of cash .. assiscmt;e.to.individuals 
who found employment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide 
them over until the first paycheck. 

. 

EXAMPLE: January is the last month in which a recipient is eligible for cub benefits. At 
the end of January, he finds a job. He will not, however, receive his first paycheck uiltll the 
end of February. The State would have the option of isSuing a benefit check for the month of 
February. even though be reached the time limit in January. He could be required to 
reimburse the IV·A agency for the benefit check. with repayment to be stretched out over 
time. 

(d) At State option, persons who had left the JOBS program for work wOuld still be eligible for 
selected JOBS services, including ca&e management. for up to 12 months. 

(e) States would be required to continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current 
law; States would be relieved of Ibis requirement oDly if ud when universal health care 
coverage were guaranteed within the State. 
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A. ENHANCING 'Om JOBS PROGRAM 

NOTE: 	 The Department of Education proposes a heavy human capital investment model to 
welfare reform. In the memo of December 29, 1993, Education identifies four areas 
where tbey feel a commitment to education is necessary to ensure that welfare 
recipients receive adequate services. These areas are: (1) various legislative initiatives 
from DOEd sbould be referenced and reinforced; (2) education and training must be 
facilitHed during the two-year transitional period and appropriate extensions should be 
granted for tompletioD of such activities; (3) increased coordination between JOBS 
and education and training pl'OViders should be promoted, including case management 
services to facilitate such coordination; and (4) provisions that would allow welfare 
recipients to work part-time and attend school without reduction in benefits should be 
included in the welfare reform proposal.. They have also made some specific 
recommendation..q iDcOtpOtaled elsewhere in this section. 

NOTE: 	 Both the Department of Labor and the Department of Agriculture have specific 
proposals which bave also been incorporated elsewhere in this section. 

1. PROGlIAM ENRoLl..MF.Nl' 

Current Law 

The FamUy Support Act 11iandaled thDt upon enrollment into the NVC program, the State must 1TUJla: 
an. initial assessment ojapplicants with respect to dzild care needs, skills o/tlu! applicaTll, prior work 
u.perience, aird emplO}abtiity of the applicant. On the basis ofthis assessment, the State must 
develop an. employabUity plan. for the oppllco.nt. 7irs Stale may require participants to e1l1er i1l10 a 
fomuJI agreement whlch speciftes the participallt's obligalions Il1Ider the progrom tmd the activities 
and services provided by the State. The employability p/Im is not coruidere.d a contract. States may 
require some applicants to undergo job seQI'm aai'IIine! for 8 weeks and an tJdditio1llll 11 weeks for 
AFDC recipients. 

At the point 0/W inzak:e proalS, appliclws wlJl Wun oftheir specific responslbilltla and 
expectutWlV regUl'd;", the JOBS program and time-iimits. All States and applicants wil11lOW be 
required to elUer i1l10 an. agreement specihing the responsibililies ofeach party. This will be 
accomplished through a socilll colllTacr and an. employability plan.. While the sodol C01llTact will 
outline a generQ/. agreement, tire employability plan will be focussed on the specific employment 
relmed needs 0/the applicanl. Although these are not legal C01llracts, these agreemenrs will SI!T1Je to 
refoclU the dire-ctio" ojthe welfore progrQl'lf. 

RatiQnale 
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Siales must change the culture ofthe welfare system by chonging the expectations ofboth opplicanls 
QJuJ. C(He workir~·. '11JiJ. (."QIJ be done by modifYing the mission ofthe welfare system tlllM point ofthe­
intake process to slre3S the shift from e/iglbUity aruJ. btJrur/ir determi1lalion to employmenl and access to 
education and. training. 1be mutual obligati01lS ofthe Stare alI1l 1M pdT'tfCfpflnl musl be spelled our 
01fIJ enforced. JOBS programs must r..olllinue 10 be urUlzed (lS an entity designed to link clltlus to 
services in the contltlllllity. 

Dl'afting Specs 

(a) 	 All applicants. upon enmlliDeDt, will be required to sign a Social Contract wim me State 
specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and the State agency under the revised 
transitional assistance (JOBS) program and under a program of time-limited assistance. 

(b) 	 Upon enrollment, aU applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS 
program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for ua.n.l\ltlonal assistance, 
specifically the amount of time of remaining eligibility. 

(c) 	 The Social ContIK1: shall not be a legal contract. 

2. 	 EMI'LOYABILnY PLAN 

Draftine Spees 

(a) 	 Change c:urrent SSA language lbat a State "may" require the participant to enter into an 
agreement wilh the Stale agency to follow rhe emp]oyability plan as developed to .. must. " 

(b) 	 Add language requirin& States to complete the assessment and employability plan within a 
time-frame specified by the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 

(c) 	 The 8ulployabUity plan shall specify a time-frame for achieving self-sufficiency (pursuant to 
the seCtIons regarding time-limited transitional benefits) and the prescribed activities shaJl 
reflect the needs of the participant to 5uccessfully meet this time-frame. 

3. 	 DEFERMENTS VNDEit JOBS 

Current Law 

Stales must require "",,-exempt AFDC recipielllt to ptUficipllte ill tJu: JOBS program to the extent that 
resources are available. Exemptions under the cllTn1ll JOBS program are for those applicants and 
rec;piimu whb orl! ill, ilJCopo.dtt1ztd, or ofadVD.1lal1 age,' nw:Ied in rhe home because oJ lhE Uln.eas or 
incapacity oftJJI(Jwr jamJ.ly member,' the caretaker ofa child under age J (or. at State option, age 
1); employed more rhlm 30 hourI per week,' a dependant child uNler age 16 or atte1Jding IJ. fuJI rime 
eduaztioMl program," women in rM second end thlrd trimeJrer ofpreg1llJ.1lCY,· tuIIJ residing In an area 
where rhe program is not available. The. parent ofa child under age 6 (but older dum the flge for an 
exemption) who is persontilly providing care Jor rhe child may be requUed 10 participate only if 
participaliolJ requireme1'lll' Ore limited 10 20 hours per week: alI1l child CQI't is gutJranzeed. For AFDC­
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UP .frunilies. the exemption rdatbag to the age ofa child may only apply to one parenz, or to neither 
parelll ifchild care is gUll1'Qnleed. 

Under new provisions. a gremer IUlmber ofparticipants will be JOBS mandatory. Sinsle-pannJ and 
lWO-parenl familieJ wUl be treated similarly wtder the new JOBS system. 1he currelll exemption 
policy. which is based on anlndtvldual', characteristics. will be replaced wilh Q policy wht.ch will 
allowfor temporary defermou from parrlcipalion requirements for good Cllll.Se as detemJined by the 
State. 

Rationale 

In order to cJuurge che culnue o/"'Nttl/DTe, it is necessary to stress lhe importance a/full ptuticipation 
in lhe JOBS program. It is also impOrt4JJt to ensure tluu tJl.l wel/ore recipiellls who Ql'e Dbk to 
parrlcipme in JOBS have such services 'MQI./.e avalltJble to them.", the Stales. Elimi.nlJliollof 
ex.emptiollS sends Q mong message thatfull pamdpatio1f. i1f. JOBS should be the normal.flow of 
everrzs, and IIOt tIU! e:cception.. ..4 limlled dejemll!1Jt policy givu the States the jlexibUity to temporarUy 
excuse recipiellls from participDllon who are IIMble due to good CllJISe. 

ISSUE 1: If States are given a percentage of population as a ceiling, what percent of the 
aseload should be e:nmpt? (See Option 1) 

ISSUE 2: Should Slates have the option to make dependerats under 16 be JOBS mandatory 
for some Activides? 

NOTE; Deren'al policy should be eoorclinated with phase-ln strategy. Gradually 
increasing partidpation rate percentages (it designated for deferral policy) could 
be part or a phase-in op6on (if we use total caseload as the denominator). 

Drafting $,peq 

See TIME-LIMIT sections for legislative specifications 

4. JOBS SERVICES AVA.1I..ULE TO PAlt.UClPANTS 

Current Law 

A l'QIIge Of$~f"IIicell11ld aaivities must be offered by SIDles under the current JOBS program, but 
StDles are 1Iot required to impl~ment JOBS unijorntly in tJll pans oJ1M State I11Id JOBS prog7Ul'llS VfJI')' 

widely tzmlJllg State,_ The services which mus, be iIIduded Ql'e: educational acttvities. including high 
6chool and eqlliVtJlent education. basic literacy, and En.gllsh projidenC'j,' jobs ,WIs training;job 
readiness activitiesi job developmenl and job placement,' a/Id slIpportive services to the utent tIu:u 
IMS/! services are necessary for ponlclpation In JOBS. Supportive services include child care IIIJtler a 
Variety ofcircumstances, and transportalion QJId work rebJted expenses. Stares1IIJlSt tJlao offer at 
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letJ3r 2 a/thefollawing lervl.ces.· group IJ1III. indlvidUlll}ob ,eareh: on-the-job tralnlng (OJT); wort 
supple1/'lenlQlion prog'anu (WSP); and comm.wdty work exp61iBn~ programs (CWEP). There is a 
need 10 exptJJtd c}w definition and range oj services available U1Ider JOBS. Statts would maIntain the 
flexibility 10 determine the mu: ofJOBS JI!MCU available and requiTed far participants. 

The definition qfsatis/uaory ptU'licipatian in the JOBS program will be broadened to Include activities 
that are importunt to helping indlvldUills prepare for worl; and sel,rsuJficiency. SlQIes wiU have broad 
latitude in determbzing whlch services are provided. AddiJion.a11y.job search activities wiU be 
emphIJsi:ed to promote work arrd emp'loym8l11. 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: WiD additional senriCfSlprograms be reimbursable under JOBS. 
ones? 

If S0, which 

NOTE: 'Ibrough regulation, the Secretary could allow States 'to offer additional services 
as appropriate JOBS activities. Such services may Include such services which 
aid participants in attaining goals specined in the employability plan. See JOBS 
PARTIClPAUOH, which follows. 

ISSUE 1: Should CWEP and Alternative Work experienc:e rules be more nexihle (For 
example, to allow State to require recipients to partidpate in CWEP tor a 
numbel' of hours which lI"lISults in a benefitlhour ration less than minimum wage)? 

ISSUE 3: Should Statfs have the option of elimlnatlng the requirement to ~erve volunteers 
rllSl? Adyocates tor persons with disabilities are concerned that eDmlnating this 
requirement may result in less services tor this population. 

ISSUE 4: Assuming States are not required 10 orrer tase managed services, shall the 
Federal government take steps to promote such senica? (See OPTION whlch 
follows) 

OPTION: Enhanced (automated) Case Management 

The Department shall develop (see pan 4 below) and the States can implement enhanced automated. 
case-managcnieDt systems to assist in the administration of the new JOBS program. This enhanced 
case management system sbaJl have certain capabilities in, order to appropriately assist in the 
admIn.istration and monitoring of a humtJn developmelJllS opposed to an income SllfJport system. 
While iDcome support systems are ·Point-In-Time" oriented (each monthly acc:ounting period js 

conceptualized as a discrete event) human development systems are longitudinal in characw_ A 
"Point-In·Process- con~tualization is needed where progress through a system can be monitored 'and 
individual and family cbange detected. This requires a longitudinal perspective. nIustrative 
characteristics are: 

Oju-b,,«
6v- - 0 
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(1) to measure (on a micro, or individual. and macro, or aggregate, basis the attributes of _ 
Dewentr'cmts; 

(2) 	 to measure the proportion of new entrants wbo actively participate and the time lapse 
between initial agency contact and the completion of key gate keeping activities (e.g., 
assessment, orientation, social contract, initial activity involvement, etc.); 

(3) 	 to be able to retrieve, on a real time basis, micro information on case status-what 
activities has a client completed, the current developmental stage of the client, and in 
wbat activities a client is scheduled to paniclpate; 

(4) 	 to have some ability to determine whether progress is being made. 

DraftingSpec:s 

(a) 	 Amend job search rules to accomplish tbe following: 

(1) 	 mandate that States provide job seard! as a JOBS service; 

(2) 	 extend permissible period of mandated job sear~h for individual applicants to 12 
weeks upon application from 8; 

(3) 	 remove the requirement that job seardl after initial job-search period may only be . 
requited in combination with education and training; and 

(4) 	 mandatory job-search activities at the end of the tim&-limit shall not count against the 
4-montb total job search limit. (Note, see TIME-LIMn' section) 

(b) 	 Eliminate the requirement to serve volunteers first. 

(c) 	 Eliminate the targeting requirements. 

(d) 	 Remove tb~ non..wsplacement requirement to allow work: supplementation placements in { ~~ 
private sedor vacancies. !..!?-,/ 

5. 	 JOBS PARTICIPATION 

Current Law 

Under rh8 Family Support Acr of1988 which established the JOBS program, ce71ain minimum 
panidpollon standards were establishedfor fiscal years 1990-1995 for th.e AFDC caseload. States 
foee Q reducedfederal mtJIch rau ifthDse stD1l/Jtuds (},Te IIOt 71II!t. In FY 1993 at least 11" of,he 
non-Qi!fllPt caseload ill each. Siale musl pardcipale in JOBS. The stantlturls increase to 15% for FY 
1994 and 2O~ tor FY 1995. '17Itre me 110 srandIuth specfJii!d ofter FY 1995. 11Iere is Q need to 
mend tWllncrease minimum participation nandards beyo1f4. 1995 in order to lmpleJ7'll!lIl JOBS and 
tra1lSj'orm th.e welfare TYstemjrom an income suppon system Into a work support ~.,stem. the ACF 
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current budget proposQ/. for pluue-in Increase in panlcipDlion It01llitlrds for JOBS from rhe current 
level to 20~ oflJDn-ex.empt coselOQd in FY 1995. 25" lor FY 1996, 30%/Or FY 1997, 35%/or ~ ­
1998. 40% FY 1999. 45~ for FY 2000. 

In orderlor the JOBS program to bet:Om/t the celflerpiece ofgovernment assistance. the JOBS 
program must o:peri.en.ce a dramatic expa1ISion 0/bolh Jervltes and panicipfJ.nlS. Under the 
provisiollS ofthe fttW trOlUition.oI assisttmce progrDm, JOBS participDlion will be grearly expanded 
and increased participation 1YJlel 'Will be phiued-in. wzti1 States reach ajW.l·ptJTt1dpation model. 
StaleS will be giwmjlex.ibility in designing systems to achieve rhese objealvea. 

ISSUE 

ISSUE 1; 	 Will the Federal govemment spetiry required partldpation levels? Will Ibis be 
part or a phase-in strategy? 

ISSVE2: 	 Ir States can expand the definition or which services count towards JOBS 
partldpatlon, how aID the Federal government measure the Intensity of 
participation? 

For example, modest changes to the participation rate calculation may be 
made to make the .caleulalion more equitable among States and to 
accommodate certain types 01 mmningful participation which are 
currently exduded. 

ISSUE 3: 	 What should we do with the 10 hour rule? 

Draffin. Specs 

<a) 	 Broaden tbe defmition of JOBS participation to include participation in activities <at State 
option) which promote the goals of a panicipants ease plan and are consistent with the &oals 
of the JOBS program. 

(b) 	 Participation in any such State·specified activities would eounl as pattlclpation in the JOBS 
program if such participation is consistent with the goals and need./\ specified in the case plan. ... . 

6. 	 JOBS FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Current Law 

Section 482 01 the Social Secflrity Aa (Dtle lV-F) permits the Secretary to fund demonstrations 10 

provide services to non-custodioJ Penis. 1heSecretary ullmited as to lhe extt!1ll· ofthe program 
that can bejim4.ed fI1'Ill2r thu provision. EvtzluatiollS ore required. (lhts. along with section 11/5 of 
me Social Securtty Aa Is rM authorityfor the Parents Fair Siuue Demonstrations cIl1Te1ll1y underway. 
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~ 

A1JIB1Ids Ifde /v-F ofthe Social Securiry Act dnd PL 99-509 (OBlU. '86). Srates MIOuld have 
considerable flexibUiry III rhe design 0/t~ir IItm-custodlDl pare1ll3 JOBS program. JOBS twl WORK 
fundi", could be combined or progrQ11U could be run separately. (-e, W'lLfs lo~,;..f(.. 	 t' -; '4.\"'''' r ..­
Drafting SPA 

((2.AtN /#4"(a) 	 At State option up to 10 perceDt of JOBS progrlID funding c:ould be used for education and 
training programs for noncustodial patents. JOBS and WORK progra.ms c:ould be operated as #t!V

,,rurA€'a combined or as separate programs. States would have to agree to evaluation and reporting 

requirements as det8rm.ined by the Secretary. .SJpfJ~ 


(b) 	 Participation by non-custodial parents could be mandatory or voluntary at State option. The 
non--c:ustodial parents' children would have to be receivinB AFDC 0[" WORK services at the 
time of referral. Non-custodial parents could continue p8ftlcipating in the program even if the; 
their children became ineligible for AFDC. However, if the DOD-Q1Stodiai parent voluntarily . 7 I'") 

left the prognun. was placed in a job, or was terminated from the program, he could not be / 
readoiitted unless bis child(rcn) was once again reliant on AFDC (or similar) benefits. 

. CL.I/ ? 
(c) 	 The non-custodiaJ parent's participation would not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements J-ppA'. 

or 10BSIWORK participation ~Y the custodial pareDt. 

(d) 	 Parenting and peer suppon would be eligible for FFP. 

(e) 	 Payment of ualnlng stipends would be allowed and such payments would be eligible for FFP. , 
(f) 	 State-wideness requirements would not apply. States would not have to provide the same 


JOBS services to custodial and non--c:ustodial parents. 


7. 	 TARGETING TEEN PAltENTS 

Current law 

Current law requires thm pa.r~nll under age 20ponicipaJe in an educationDl tlctivity, buz 01Il1 within 

the contezt Ofother JOBS requirements, targeting guldeltn.es IJIItI participation. srandards. Current 

law, however. also exempts chiTtJrt.1l u.nder 16 who anend schoolfull-tinte. 


While it i.f impondnt to recogniu the diJJefelll netils lJJ'Id chII.racterisllcs ofrhe teen parent population, 
resedTch lJJ'Id demonstration projeas Juzve shown that ~cilllk.ed Jervlces designoJ according to lhe 
needs 0/teen pareNS can lu:lp maximize positive DUtC(J~S willa respect to educatiOtUJi auai~nt, 
penollDl responsibUity,job readiness, chUd development, life 'ldlls, response to incelUlves, and 
others. These imponQIU lessons must be incorporated into the welfare SYSTem In. order to benefillrom 
rhi!m. To do so, ~mplions which in eJfect deny dCcesS ofteen pQT'DIIY to needed services musr be 
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modifU!d. The welfare reform plan will ensllTe rho.t every tUMger who Is on or applies for welfare 
while TJTeg1llUll 01' having hod a child enrolls In the JOBS program,jinilhes their etlucaJion, DJUlls 
plll on a crack to self-sufficiency. Every le8lil.gt pore'lll (male orfemale. case head or not, fl1f1 age) 
will be mandated to participtJle in JOBS from tM moment the pregNlllCY orpazemiry is established. 
There will be liD ezempdo1'l.l/07 teen parents. All JOBS rule.1 pertaining to social COlllradJ. 
employability plans, and participation will apply to reen parellls. 1M presumption in cUlTe1fllaw that 
the plQII. should calllor the completion ofhigh school or a GED. unless it is inoppropriate. will be 
maintained. 

Rationale 

Finding wayr to help lee1lllgers who have children while on wellare 07 then opply for 'Welfare is OM of 
the top priorities ofthis welfare rl'/Drm initiDlive. Helping children understand the implicalio1'l.l and 
re.fponslbtlltte.rr associated with havin, thUdr~1l Is D'IS ofthe critical goals ojour prevention strolegy. 
Equally important, however, is assuri1l.g r1vJt thole teenagers who do have children stay in school, get 
their edlllXltion, and go on to work and become lelf..,uffici8nl. Demnn.,tra.dOIl programs have shown 
tJu:u services wgeted I() teen parents 011 welfare can have an qJect on their education and emplaym.ent 
prospects. 

ISSUES 
\ 

ISSUE 1: Do we mandate special ease mana.gement or other services for teen parerat.4I? 

ISSUE 2: ,Do we have separate partidpation requirements for teen parents? For example, 
will Slates be required to make aU teen parents partidpate in JOBS activities. 

Draffin, Snec.q 

0PI10N: 	 Require that Srates develop and include in their State JOBS plans special strategies for 
service delivery to teens including: 

indicating what other teea parent programs are being provided. in the State and how JOBS 
services wDl be linked to the teen parent service network. 

describing bow family plan.n1ng, parenting and life skills training wiJI be made available to 
JOBS teens 

an option to develop LEAP-like incentive/sanction program to encourage staying in school. 
other behavior 

(a) 	 State option of appropriate activity reqUirements for dependent children who are at-risk of _.1 
drop-out or teen-pregnancy. (For example) require school attendance, etc.) r 

(b) At State option. States could test the effectiveness of creating a specialized curriculum of 
acti'lities via the case plan 'geared towards me needs of teeD parents. (For examp1e, in the 
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case plan. activities involving parenting and life skills. family planning, and secondary 
edUcltDOn could be required before attending activities oriented towards employment.) 

8. 	 SANCtIONS 

Current Law 

StmctiollS for non-porticlptJlitJn under the currem JOBS program rendt in cz loss ill the portion of 
benefits/or rh.e IndlvldUllI not in complionce. with rquireil activlltes Il1Ilil thefoilure to ClJmply ceases. 
In rile eveN ofsubsequent 1IOn..aJmplicznce, the sanction is Q minimum of3 months jor the second 
/aUure to comply, tuUl a minimum oj6 monthsfor aliaubs8qUllnl non..compliance. Addlttolllllly. the 
Stare cannot requITe Q participant 10 accept employmelfl ifthe net relUrt to the /amUy Is cz decrease ill 

ccuh i1JconIe. 

Under these pnwislons, StOles would gain some jlexibUity regarding sancrfon policy but much a/lhe 
current stlllction poli" would remain intaa. 

Drafting Sneg; 

(a) Make elimination of the conciliation requirement a State option. 

(b) 	 Program InteraaioDS 

1. 	 During sanction periods, assume an unsanctioned AFDC benefit when calculating 
benefits for other meaos-tested programs. 

2. 	 Sanctioned families will.still have complete access to otberavailable services. 

3. 	 s ....... ned molltlls WIlUId be toDSidered moDlhs of receipt fur caladatlng time-!imits. J(S 


(d) 	 Eliminate separate sanction policies and reql1iremeDts for parents employed {20+) with a child 
under 6. 

9. PHASE-IN OF NEW R.EQuI:REMENTS 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: Does the rederal go"ernment wish to promote a "saturationtl type full­
participation model for JOBS? 

ISSUE 2: If States implement the new provisions on a partial basis, doec this present 
problems for administration and monitoring? 
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ISSUE 3: 	 Bow can we ensure that resources are expended adequately for Implementation or 
the new JOBS program and also ongoing services for cUlTent JOBS participanL4? ­

NOTB: 	 Pbase-in requirements ~hould be consistent with deferraJ polic)'_ 

OPTION 1: 	 Implementation of the lOBS provision.Cli shan be accomplished by expanding the State 
JOBS participation rate on a gradual basis, whereby an increasing number of 
applicants/recipients will be served under the new tran.c;itlonal assistance provisions. 
States would be required to implement full participation requirements for some 
poniODS of the populations as opposed to an across-the-State percentage. States would 
select a sub-portion of the AFDC populatioD and. would make JOBS available and 
mandatory for every nnnexempt participant within the sub-population. . 

The sub-population could be initially selected according to 2 options available to 
States. The first is pographic considerations (i.e•• specified counties or a region 
within the State). All resideDts within these areas would be subject to the provisions 
of the new transitional assistance program. The second option is for States to 
implement the new provisions for a designated sub-population statewide. This sub­
population would be designated according to a seJection criteria approved by the 
Departments. such as all new applicants or teena,e recipients. etc. Alternatively. 
States would bave the option to combine these 2 approaehes. 

If a State cbooses to implement the system geographicalJy~ States would specify a 
time-frame for when all COUDtiEr6 will have the new JOBS program operational. subject 
to Federally imposed deadlines. Alternatively, if States targeted Dew applicants, 
eventually the old system. would also be -grand fathered" ont of operation. If teenage 
ret:ipieDts are targeted, the State would still be required to present a plan for full 
phase-in. 

EXAMPLE: 	 A State now serves 13" of the JOBS·mandatory population and musr serve an 
additional2~ by next year. Instead of raising the entire the participation level by 
increasing the DUmber of JOBS participants statewide. the State selects 3 counties 
where all AFDC (JOBS-mandatory) recipients And applicants wi11 receive JOBS 
services. The participation in that county wiU.be -100% (excluding all deferred and 
sanctioned clients) while the pardcipation level across the State will become IS", as 
required. An additional State facing the same circumstances chooses to require all 
applicants to partielpate in JOBS. Among new applicants, the participation level 
approaches 100$ (again. excluding defenne.ots and sanctioned recipients). wbile the 
$tatewide participation rate (amoDg all JOBS-mandatory individuals) at the required 
time frame is ISS and growing. 

0Pl10N 2; 	 States would be requited. by a specified datet to serve all new applicants and teen 
parents. States must develop a plan·for eventual phase-in of remaining population 
which is consistent wiEh the provisions of this Act. 

Drafting Sp~ 
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(a) 	 For the purposes of implementation of lbe provisions of this Act. States wUl include an 
implementation plan as part of the State JOBS plan outlining bow the requirements of this Act ­
shall be implemented in the State within the required time-frame. 

(b) 	 In the plan, States would have the option to specify an initial sub-population which shaU be 
servc:d under dle expanded JOBS progrdl1l during the implementation pbase. This portion of 
the State plan is to be updated annually (as required.) to reflect expansioD of the population 
served uDder the Dew JOBS program until full participation is achieved throughout the State. 

(c) 	 Among the initial ~ub-populatioD5 to be served as specified by the State plan. l001Jr of all 
non-exempt recipients (or alternatively. some perQcntage of the total sub-population 
represeutiDg the maridatory easeload) shall be required to participate in JOBS activities "as 
proscribed by the State. 

- or· 

(b) 	 States shall be requited to serve all Dew applicants and teen parents by {some specified date]. 
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B. 	 IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION. TRAINING AND SELF­
EMPLOYMENT OPPOR1'UNI11ES 

Cummtlaw 

Under the FomUy Support A.ct. tIu: GovemtJr ofem:h Stille is requIred to ensure thst program 
activities under JOBS are coordinlJled with J'lPA. and. other rel~ employment, ,raining. and 
educationDl programs available in the Stllts. AppropriDls compOMntl ofthe Slme's plan which relllte
'0 Job lraining and work preparation mwtbe consisre1'll with the Gow17lOr's coordination plan. 71Je 
State plan 1IIUSr be reviewed by a coordinating councU. 

1he mission oj the JOBS program will not be to create a aspOl' educQZfon and traini"g system for 
~ recipumn. but rather to ensure thot they have access to and Information about w brood 
a1"1'trY ofwting programs in the mailUtream "stem. 7"he JOBS program needs 10 be redesigned to 
permit States 10 integrate otlrer employment lJII4 training progl'OlftJ INO the JOBS program. and to 
Implement "one-stop shopping· education and training progrom.r. Under Cllrrellllaw. 810les we 

. required to coortii1lllte their JTPA and JOBS progrom.f. The qll4lity oftlw~'e lin1cagl!S vams 
COnsiderably. Existing barriers are stOlutory and tratlltional: others are rsgulQlory and policy. The 
ba.mers to berter coordl1ll1lion need to be emmind and addressed. 

ISSUES 

ISSUE 1: Should we consider c:hanges In AFDC policy &0 better accommodate participation 
In other training and edualtion programs through such mechanisms as a more 
generous disregard policy for stipends, training wages, etc. 

ISSUE 1: What is the authority or tbe HUllUln Resourte Investment Councils (HIUCs) and 
how will these bodies interact with tbe'Department of HIlS and other Federal 
ageneies? 

ISSUE 3: How will such a board. be eomprlsed and selected? 

OPTION 1: The Department of Labor has proposed the creation of a Human Resource Investment 
Council (HRIC) at the Federal level to be a counterpart of the HRICs established at 
the loc:al/State level. The purpose of this council could be to act as a mechanism to 
integrate the JOBS and JTPA programs and to increase linkages with other related 
programs. HRICs could act as an interagency body to consider waiver requests. The 
Department of Labor proposes that die HRlC would have respoD5ibililY fot: 

(1) 
(2) 

(3) , 

,developing an overall human investment strategy and plan; 
considet and establish criteria upon which to evaluate·and approve waivers 
from States which facilitate integrated service delivery among the principle 
Federal job training programs; 
developing integrated staff training and capacity building; 
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(4) 	 setting common definitions and adminiAttarive requirements among programs; 
(5) 	 setting common outcome measure.CI; 
(6) 	 developing common reporting systems; 
(7) 	 promoting CODUDon eligibility determination; 
(8) 	 overseeing evaluations; . 
(9) 	 ~uggesting replatory and legislative changes to promote Joint program 

operation and facilitate coordination; and 
(10) 	 establish objective criteria to evaluate and measure iDtetageDC;Y efforts lO 

improve Federal program linkages and coordination. 

NOTE: 	 The Department of Education bas responded to this proposal. They view such a 
council as a. positive endeavor, but (1) not a.< part of welfare refonD, and (2) a multi­
agency coordiDating council should addre.!lS not only welfare and weifate recipients, 
but broader national workforce issues. They propose the scope of the council should 
also include: ' 

(I) 	 articulation of a national workfotc.a preparation and national self..gufficiency 
agenda that focuses on improving the access to and the quality of teacbing and 
learning in education and training programs; 

(2) 	 administrative requirements, performance measures, eUgibUity requirements, 
sub--contracting standards and evaluative insb'Uments; 

(3) 	 design and implementation of inter-agency trouble shooting teams; and 
(4) 	 collaboration with the private sector. 
(5) 	 Membership would include Labor, Education, HHS, OMB, and Defense_ 

ISSUE: 	 DOEd further states tbat OD the State level, the vocational educational community has 
had concemsregatding the Stare HRICs. 

OPTION 2: 	 Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and 
traiDing programs to encoUrage panicipation of JOBS participants and simplifies 
eligibility for sueb programs. A waiver board shalJ be assembled r.o examine 
eligibility issues and make recomm'endatlons r.o promote expanded participation, 
coordinated programs, and simplified and standardized eligibility. Included in sueb 
programs shall be: 
(I)' Pen Grant; 
(2) 	 JTPA; 
(3) 	 apprentleesbip programs; and 
(4) 	 JOBS programs. 

NOTE: 	 Options 3 and • were Furnished by DOL and involve full intecration of JOBS and 
JTPA. 

OPTION 3: . Full integration of JOBS-JTPA: Run a fuUy integrated lOBS and JTPA program, 
t;:O-1oeated at the service delivery area, with one-stop 3TT"dJlgement.1t fot lOBS 
participants and JTPA Title U-A participants. Governors of each State would 
designate which agencies were responsible for administration. (The IV-A agencies 
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would not have automatic responsibility.) States would have flcxibility to include 
additional services for tarset plpulatlons in addition to basic services. Basic cote 
services provided would include: 
(1) 	 information On career, Jobs, education training opportunities» and support 

services; 
(2) 	 eligibility assessment; 
(3) 	 testing and a.~ment; 
(4) 	 counseling; 
(5) 	 job search assistance (group and Individual); and 
(6) 	 job pJacement. 

Intensive services either on-site or brokered would include: 
(I) 	 drop-in child care; 
(2) 	 education; 
(3) 	 training; 
(4) 	 work experience; and 
(5) 	 supportive services. 

OPTION 4: 	 Joint planning and administration betweell JOBS and Jl1'A: Under this option. 
tbe Governor of each State could require a joint plan from the two agencies indicating 
how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2 year ttansitional period and the 
post-lrausitional period. Current law specifics joint review ,of plan; joint sign-off 
would be substituted. 

Drafting SUP 

I. 	 COOIWINATED EPJ.i'ORTs 

(a) 	 Department of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA sectiOn 483(a) which requires 
that there be coordination between JTPA, JOBS and edutation programs availabJe In the State 
to specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins 
Vocational Educational Act. 

(b) . 	 Department of Education ptoposes: The State JOBS plan must be consistent basic literacy and 
job training goals and objectives of the pl:ms required by the Adult Education Act and the 
CarH D. Perkins Vocatiorial Education Act. 

ee) 	 Department of Education proposes: Require employability plan to contain explicit 
consideration of basic literacy and employment skills. 

(d) 	 Department of Education proposes: enhanced case management services be available to 
participants to maximize coordination of services. 
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c. 	 CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT It TRAINING PROGRAM 

FNS staffhave provided the following optio1l8 for I)II.T con.d4eranonjor inClusion (JS part ofthe 
currelll roUlld ofwelfare. The" opdDns imIolve the Food Stamp Ed.~lJli.on and 7raifling (E411J 
progTtlItL 

OPI'ION I: Confonnlng the Food Stamp E&T program with JOBS. 

1. 	 CONFORM NON-CC)MPLIANCE SANCl10NS WlTII JOBS NON-COMrLIANCE SANC1'10NS 

Currently, the sanction/or non.-compllance with. Food Stomp work requirements affects th8 eruire 
household. Under AFDC-JOBS, the stmCtion qffects only the lndivtdua1not in compliance. 
Recomm.endtulon: coliform to E&T policy witla JOBS sfJllCtton policy. 

(a) 	 Eliminate the distinction between individual and household ineligibility arising from non· 
c:omplianca with work requirements: 

(b) 	 Eliminate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for E&.Tpurposes. 

(c) 	 Adopt provision of AFDC·JOBS sanction periods for E&T. 

2. 	 E&T ExPENSE REiMBURSEMFNf 

Currently. the Food Sramp E&:.T program provides payme1llS or reimbursements to individuals for 
transponarion and other expenses (excluding depende1ll care) related to participation in ,he program. 
Participants rfCl!ive paymellls for aClUal COlts up to $25 per month for expenses deemed necessary for 
participation in the Ed:Tprogram. '1'he FtdertiJ gove17Jl'llenl malchJJs up to lu:z1fofthe tl1'fIl)unt State 
agencie.s spend. up $12.50 o/the S2S.Stote may supple~nt du! amounr wilhouz additional matching. 
funds from rhe Federal government. the JOBS program provides reimbursement to panicfpants for 
rransportation an4 Olher costs necessary to ewle tndlvidUllls to participate ill JOBS. The Federal 
gowrnme7ll mt1Jche:t rhe Stale agency costs up to 50%. State agencies describe 111 their State plans 
the monetary limiJ.s J.O be applied to trllIISpOnation aNI other support services. 
Recommendazlon: conform E&:T reimbursement policy with JOBSpolicy. 

(a) 	 Conform Food Stamp E&T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by 
eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to specify monetary limits to be 
applied to transportation and related expenses. 

3. 	 FOOD STAMP E&T DEPENDENT CARE ExEMPI10NS 

~ Food Stamp E&T program allows State agencies to exempt certain individuals from participation 
in program. QC,1ivilies. Cu."elJliy. State agencies may eumpl from work regisrrmion a pare7ll or other 
hollSehold member who is responsible for the cme Ofa dependi!7Il child U1IIler age 6 Dr an 
incapacitated person. State agency mayrequlre the pare1ll or other CQl'elak£r relative ofa. child 
under age 6 to panfcipate in JOBS. However. mo.ndQJory intltvidU4l musr be assured by the Stale 
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agency thai ch1J4 care' will be guaranteed and thtlt ,/he will not be requIred to participate 11I0re than 
20 hour! per \W'ek. A parent or relarive who is personally pToviding caTe for a child under age 3 (or ­
younger oJ State nprlon) is automolicolly exonptfrom JOBS parridpotion. Conforming Fond Sramp 
E&T exemption provisionsfor dependent caretakers to tIu! JOBS criteria would require a grealer 
percentage ofthe Food Stamp population to TegL"er for 'WOrk at rhe ti11l£ oflI{Jplication for benefits, 
lhi!reby reachiiag a greater propoTtion Of the employable Food Sttunp population.. 
RecommendaLion: coliform E&T exemption provisions with JOBS criteria. 

4. 	 PERFORMANcE FuNDING J'OR FOOD STAMP EaT 

Ourenlly. the Food Stamp E&Tprogram distributes $75 millioll as a Federal gTfJIIl to Siale agencies 
JOT the administration 0/their E&.T programs. OJthis $75 million. $60 millioll is distributed 
according to each St4te's proportion o/work regisr:ranis (nonpe1:formancefunding), while the 
re",,"ning $1j mUlion is based on State prog1"Qtn perfomu:mce. This option would elimilUUe the $15 
mUlion pe1:formance funding clJlegory for Food Scamp E&T. ~ USDA would distribute thl! entire 
$75 million based on the nonper:/ormtl1lce/OrnuJ.IJ. 
Recommendation: elimiRDle the $15 million performance fttntling calegory. 

(a) 	 Eliminate the $lS million performance funding category for Food StaInpE&T. 

(b) 	 Distribution of Federal funds for E&.T will be based according to each State's proportion of 

work registrants. 


OPTION 2: 	 Consolidating EaT with JOBS 

SIQte agencIes SlrBl6 that serving similarPOpJliatiofLV with different program rules and jimding 
srructures incTetl3u the complexity ofthe progTams and their resulci1fg tJbiliry to opetare the program 
tdfecriveIy. Consolidating the E&T progTam with JOBS 'WOuld resulrln a more ejJecrlve overall 
administration ofFederal employmelll 0lIl1 training programs. While the program would continue co 
~erve recipient! o/public usdsla1l£e mid those IIOt receiving public assistance (NPA), the 
adminisrratllle burden QSsodazed wlth the operation of2 leparOle Federal empluyment and training 
programs would be eliminated. 

NOTE: 	 14 this a potential a'+'enue for incorporating the employment .. training needs of 

noa-custodial parents? 


1. 	 Fl.JNDING 

Cun'eIll1y. TJSDA. distributes $75 mUlion in a 100$ granI to Stale agencies to admtnirter their E&T 
progrQ1Pl.f. States that choose to spend moTe than their JOO~ grant can receive a 50% Federal match 
jor administrative costs. ugisl4tlon could co'lform match rtJIesJor E&T gervices with JOBS match 
rates. 	 /ftraJUfe"1!Il to HHS, co1lS01idatingfunding ftructures and Federaljinancial requirements/or 
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the administrative burdenfoT SrOle operating agencies. 

OPTION: 	 Alternative funding streams for a consolidated mode1 include: 
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(i) transferring funds from USDA to HRS; 

(ii) USDA funding States directly through contracts 

(iii) fuoding appropriated directly to HHS. 

2. MINIMUM PAltTlCII'Al1ON REQUlR.EMENTS 

In FY 1990 turd FY 1991 SIIlleS were requiTed to place nofewer thDn 50" oftheir E&.T mandatory 
, population illlo Ed:.T o.atvlties. This petformonce stlllldard was lowered ro 10% for FY 1992 and 

beyond. 

OPTION: 	 As a way to ensure continued participation in employment and training aaivities by 
Food Stamp recipients, HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number 
of NPAs. pos.~ibJy based on the ~rrent 10" required participation rate. The lowered 
standard allows for more inteosive serviees. States would specify in their State JOBS 
plans how this population would be senred and how participation requirements would 
be met. 
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