Decision Points: Issues Arising During F
resolution

A.

b)

©

irst 2 Years-JOBS Determinations requiring hearing/dispute

Establishing the Relationship-Reciprocal Responsibility Document

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

JOBS $tatus Determination (JOBS| Prep)

- Placement in JOBS prep is detel‘mined by specified categories

- Case workers should be requxred to inform recipients about JOBS Prep categories and how
to determine whether sihe quahﬁes

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

- Recipients in JOBS Prep would
volunteer for JOBS

Employability Plan Development |

- The process needs to accomplis

not be allowed to challenge determinations, but could

h three things; create a realistic plan; give the recipient a

sense of ownership in the plan; and be fair in terms of gmng recipients the opportunity to
acquire skills that will enable them to obtain reasonably paying Jobs consistent with the
recipient’s abilities — within a maxnmum time period.

- The employability plans are key, failure to receive services specnﬁed in the plan will

pamally determine if a recipient r
- The procedures for establishing

determining the elements of the pl

.,cewes an extens ion.

and reviewing these plans are critical. These procedures

- should stress mutuality, with recipients being given the chance to have a meaningful role in

an. The plans should be developed jointly.

- To ensure that reasonable processes are followed, the Department should be required to
establish regulations regarding process in the event of disputes between the recipient and

agency. Options:

The agency could be allowed (reqmred) to establish an internal review board to resolve
disputes. (This process would be sumlar to that developed in Florida's and Iowa’s § 1115

demonstrations.) This Board wou
regulations for such boards.

1d have the final say. The Department would establish

'Agencies could be given the option to employ trained teams to mediate, rather than arbitrate

as in option a, the dispute.

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

- The need for child care, and ‘tha appropriate type of care, should be part of the

employability plan.
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b)

d)

JOBS Assignments

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

Receipt of JOBS Services |

- Review should not await a crisis| and fair hearings often involve far too much delay. This
is an inadequate mechanism to make the system work.

!
- 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 COIlClhathIl process for resolving disputes about the
adequacy of performance of both the recipient and the agency are all needed. The following
requirements might be adopted to achleve this:

a form could be sent to the recnplent ona monthly/penodncal basis (ng, as an attachment to
the monthly check) asking if he/she is participating; is getting the necessary services; or if
he/she wants to discuss the plan/services with a caseworker Workers would contact
recipients indicating problems.

Caseworkers should be required to, make 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 services. Copies of notices to the recipient of any failures

_ should be kept as a regular part of the case record.

At least, every 6 months the caseworker and the recipient must conduct a face to face review
of whether the employabxhty plan is still appropriate, whether the individual is participating,
and wheéther services are being proylded A revised plan should be developed as needed
(following the same procedures as the original plan.)

As a last resort, recipients should b’e able to request a fair hearing if they believe that the
agency is not providing agreed upon services.

Sanctions

- Congiliation is required. Failures in partxclpatlon should be-an évent that triggers
exploration of why there is a problem.

Extensions

- Case workers must make a determmatlon as to whether a recipient is ehglble for an
extension or not, and if not, that a falr hearmg process is available.

- Recipients who beheve they are entltled 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
employablhty plan and to what degree the State met its obligations.

- Determinations that favor the cliclnt should result in a revised employability plan.
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TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE

Current Law

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been deprived .
of parental support (Section 401, Social Secunty 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»detet;'mine need and payment. In order to be eligible for AFDC,
the household’s gross income cannot exceed| 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 of its assets must be below
the limit set by the State.

The cash assistance is provided to, and 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-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to
Place a type of time limit on participation in 1the 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 on .
AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no. other type of time limits may -be placed on

participation in-the AFDC program.
Vision

‘Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively. It

" is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief
‘period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years.

and fewer than one in five spends five conslecuttve years on AFDC. Half of those who leave welfare,

however, return within two years, and 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 of économic difficulty.

- While-persons who remain on-A+DC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage ofall . - - .
" people who ever enter the system, however, |the

given time. Although many face very senous barriers to employment, including physical dtsabtlttles,
others are able to work but are not moving tn the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-term recipients
are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC.

The proposal would impose, on adults, a |cumulative time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and extensions 1o the time limit to be granted under certain

circumstances. Months in which a recipient. ylvas working part-time would not count against the time limit.

The two-year limit would be renewable—once an individual left welfare, he or she would begin to earn
back eligibility for assistance.

The two-year time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from disbursing
Junds 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 of employment and economic

{
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independence. As discussed elsewhere, feapzents 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

Samilies.

1.

(@

@

Definition of Timg_ Limit

The time limit would be a 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 receiving assistance but was deferred from the JOBS program (not requu'ed to

_ participate) would not count against the 24-month time limit.

Anplicabilitv of Time Limits

- The time llmlt would -apply to parents (for treatment of teen 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. 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 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 w1th no children and no prior welfare receipt. Both " are
required to part1c1pate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligible for twenty-
four months of beneﬂts 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 participaticn
in JOBS. If, however, a State chose to defer the second parent from JOBS, the second parent.
would not be subject to the time llmlt The second 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 and Extensions 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. . Agam, thlS would only be me case if the second parent were deferred from the JOBS
program

RATIONALE: While the provision Idescribed 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 deferral) but not to a deferred parent in a one-parent family
would constitute, to some extent, a blas 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.

"2
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@) 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.

(b) Teen parents who would otherwise have reached the time limit would receive an automatic
"~ ‘extensions to age 18 (19 if enrollediin 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 extensions (see Deferrals and Extensions below).

(¢) .  Teen parents who had reached the time limit, extensions notwithstanding, would be permitted
to enroll in job search (and contmue receiving cash benefits) for up to 3 months before

entering the WORK program.
4. Deferral;s 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.

Deferrals

(@

®

Adult recipients could be deferred 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 .

time limit.

EXAMPLE:

-which a recipient was defened from the JOBS program would not count against the

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 partlcnpatmg 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 her 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 November 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 extension to finish her LPN

training.

Deferral policy would take the following form:

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

3
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be deferred from participation in the JOBS program. A parent of a child born
more than 10 months after the most recent application for assistance would be
deferred for a 120-day period following the birth of the child.

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: ‘

@) Illness, including mental illness, incapacity or advanced age;
(Same as current law)

(2)  Needed in the hoine to care for another member of the
household who is ill or incapacitated;
(Same as current law)

3 Second or third trimester of pregnancy; and
(Same as cu’;rent law)

@) Ll\?l{lg more than two hours round-trip travel time (by public
transportauon or by car, whichever is appllcable) from the
, nearest JOBS program site or activity.
(Same as cuti'rent law, specifically CFR 250.30.5)

When appropriate, those deferred from the JOBS program would be required to
engage in activities intended;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 medical care, needed to enable him or her to enter the -
JOBS program.

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 5970

pre-JOBS services. For md1v1duals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any
event (e.g., mothers of young 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 cons1derably relative to
JOBS. States would, however have the option to sanction persons in the pre-JOBS
phase for not following thmugh with the steps in the employability plan.

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

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

States would be required to|grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit
without having adequate access t0 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 employablllty 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 11:mt of 24 months).

|
States would also be permitted 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 failure to deliver servxc% as discussed above,; would be
included under the 10% cap)

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

V)] For oompletlon of pLst-secondary education, provided the individual is
enrolled in a work-study program or. otherwise employed at least part-time and .
is making satlsfactory 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.

() States would be required to. contmue providing supportive services as needed to
persons who had received extensions of the time limit. ,
Part-Time Work

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.

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

5
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: ,
States would have the option of 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 individual worked part-tlme, as defined here, would not be counted
against the time limit. Persons workmg part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the
JOBS program. Months in which an individual was working part-time and participating in the
JOBS program would be counted against the time limit,

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

arning Back Eligibility

Persons who had left the cash asststance 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 recewe cash assistance and was not in the WORK
program. The total months of assnstance for which a person was eligible at any time could
never exceed 24.

EXAMPLE: An individual apphes for assistance for the first time in J anuary 1997, is not
: deferred from the JOBS program and enters a JTPA in-class 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 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 assnstance (26 total months divided by 4), which, when added
to the original 13 m?nths gives her 19.5 months of ellglblhty remaining.
NOTE: A generous earn-back provxs[lon could contribute to minimizing the number of people
re-entering the WORK program. |
|
Persons who left the WORK prograﬂx 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 proérm re-entrants would be eligible for cash benefits while
participating in job search).

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

Job Search/Transition to Work
Persons would be required to engage!in jbb 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 performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time
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limit. An mdnvndual 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. )

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 refused 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. ,

States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance to individuals

who found employment just as their I<=:ligibility 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 end 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 J anuary]1

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

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, A
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B. IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSI'REAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF-
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Current law |

Under the Family Support Act, the Gover]nor of each State is required to ensure that program
activities under JOBS are coordinated wzth JTPA and other relevant employment, training, and
educational programs available in the State. Appropriate components of the State’s plan which relate
to job training and work preparation must be consistent with the Governor’s coordination plan. The
State plan must be reviewed by a coordinating council.

Vision

The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create a separate education and training system for

|

welfare recipients, but rather to ensure-that they have access to and information about the broad
array of existing programs in the maz'nstrl’eam system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned to
permit States to integrate other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and to
implement “one-stop shopping” education and training programs. Under current law, states are
required to coordinate their JTPA and .IOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies
considerably. Existing barriers are statwozy and traditional; others are regulatory and polzcy The
barriers to better coordination need to be examined and addressed.

ISSUES

ISSUE 1:

ISSUE 2:

ISSUE 3:

OPTION 1I:

|

H

Should we consider chatllgts in AFDC pelicy to better accommodate partlclpatlon
in other training and educatnon programs through such mechanisms as a more
generous disregard pollcy for stipends, trammg wages, etc.

'What is the authority of the Human Resource Investment Councils (HRICs) and

how will these bodies interact with the Department of HHS and other Federal
agencies?

How will such a board Be comprised and selected?

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 local/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 proposm that the HRIC would have respons1b1hty for:

(D

@

&)

{
developing an overall human investment strategy and plan;
consider and estabhsh criteria upon which to evaluate and approve waivers
from States whnch facilitate integrated service delivery among the principle
Federal job tra:mpg programs;
developing mtegrated staff training and capacity bulldlng,

11
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@) setting common deﬁnitions and administrative requirements among programs;

(5)  setting common outcome measures;

©) developing common reporting systems;

@) promoting common ‘eligibility determination;

8) overseeing evaluatlons ‘

()] suggesting regulatory and legislative changes to promote joint program
" operation and facrlrtate coordination; and

(10)  establish objectwe| criteria to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to

improve Federal program linkages and coordination.

|
The Department of Educaﬁon has responded to this proposal. They view such a
council as a positive endeavor but (1) not as ‘part of welfare reform, and (2) a multi-
agency coordinating councrl should address not only welfare and welfare recipients,
but broader national workforce issues. They propose- the scope of the council should
also include:

1) articulation of a natlonal ‘workforce preparation and national self-sufﬁcrency
: agenda that focuses on improving the access to and the quality of teaching and
learning in education and training programs;

2 administrative. requlrements performance measures, eligibility requirements,

sub-contracting standards and evaluative instruments;
3) design and 1mplementatron of inter-agency trouble shooting teams; and
CY) collaboration with ‘the private sector.
(5)  Membership would include Labor, Education, HHS, OMB and Defense.
DOEd further states that oL the State level, the vocational educational community has
had concerns regarding the State HRICs.

Secretarnes of HHS, Labor, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and
training programs to encourage participation of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs A waiver board shall be assembled to examine
eligibility issues and make| recommendations to promote expanded participation,
coordinated programs, and simplified and standardized eligibility. Included in such
programs shall be:
)] Pell Grant;
) JTPA,;

(3) - apprenticeship pro grams; and
O] JOBS programs.

Options 3 and 4 were furnished by bOL and involve full integration of JOBS and
JTPA _

Full Integratlon of JOBS- JTPA: Runa fully integrated JOBS and JTPA program,
co-located at the service dehvery area, with one-stop arrangements for JOBS
participants and JTPA Title II-A participants. ‘Governors of each State would
designate which agencies were responsible for administration. (The IV-A agencies

12
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would not have automatic{ responsibility.) States would have flexibility to include

additional services for target populauons in addition to basic services. Basic core

services provided would include:

n information on career, jobs, education training opportumtxes and support
services; ~|

2) eligibility assessment;

3) testing and assessment;

4) counseling; 1

) job search assistance (group and individual); and

©) job placement.

Intensive services either q n-site or brokered would mclude
¢)) drop-in child care; .
) education;
3) training;

@ work experience; jand
()] supportive services.

OPTION 4:  Joint planning and administration between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option,

Drafting Specs

K

the Governor of each State could require a joint plan from the two agencies indicating
how responsibilities would 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.

1. COORI[)INATED EFFORTS |
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. mordmatlon with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins
Vocational Educational Act,

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

© Department of Education proposes: Require employability planto contain explicit
consideration of basic literacy and employment skills.

(d) Departiment of Education proposes: enhanced case management services be available to

participants to maximize coordmauon of services.

Mamdafe i v’wvlw 7
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C. CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM
FNS staff have provided the following options for our consideration for inclusion as part of the
current round of welfare. These options involve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T)
program. |

OPTION 1: Conforming the Food Stamp E&T program with JOBS.

L. CONFORM NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS WITH JOBS NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS

Currently, the sanction for non«comphance with Food Stamp work requirements affects the entire
household. Under AFDC-JOBS, the sancnon -affects only the individual not in compliance.
Recommendation: conform to E&T polzcy with JOBS sanction policy.

@) Eliminate the dlstmctnon between imdmdual and household :ineligibility arising from .non-
compliance with work requirements.

®) Eliminate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for E&T purposes.
{c) Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T.

2. E&T EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program brovides payments or reimbursements to individuals for
transportation and other expenses (excluding dependent care) related to participation in the program.
Participants receive payments for actual costs up to $25 per month for expenses deemed necessary for
participation in the E&T program. The Federal government matches up to half of the amount State
agencies spend, up $12.50 of the $25. State may supplement the amount without additional matching
Junds from the Federal government. The .IOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for
transportation and other costs necessary t? enable individuals to participate in JORS.. The Federal
government matches the State agency costs up to 50%. State agencies describe in their State plans
the monetary limits to be applied to transﬁortation and other support services.

Recommendation: conform E&T reimbursement policy with JOBS policy.

@) Conform Food Stamp E&T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by
eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to specnfy monetary limits to be
applied to transportation and related expenses.

3. FOOD STAMP E&T DEPENDENT CARE EXEMPTIONS

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State agencies to exempt certain individuals from participation
in program activities. Currently, State agenaes may exempt from work registration a parent or other
household member who is responsible for zhe care of a dependent child under age 6 or an
incapacitated person. State agency may requ:re the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individual must be assured by the State

14
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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 State option) is automatically exempt Jrom JOBS participation. Conforming Food Stamp
E&T exemption provisions for dependent carezakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater
percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work at the time of application for benefits,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Recommendation: conform E&T exemp:zon provisions wxzh JOBS criteria. -

4. PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR F0§0]) Stamp E&T

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program dlstrzbutes 3 75 million as a Federal grant to State agencies
Jor the administration of their E&T programs Of this $75 million, $60 million is distributed
according to each State’s proportion of work registrants (nonperformance funding), while the
remaining $15 million is based on State program performance. This option would eliminate the $15
million performance funding category for Fooa‘ Stamp E&T. The USDA would dzsmbwe the entire
$75 million based on the nonperformance formula

Recommendation: eliminate the $15 million performance Sfunding category.

@) Eiiminate the $15 million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T.

() Distribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according to each State’s proportlon of
work registrants.

OPTION 2:  Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State agencies stress that serving similar plopulations with different program rules and funding
structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability to operate the program
~ effectively. Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in a more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and]strammg programs. While the program would continue to
serve recipients of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the
administrative burden associated with the operarou -of 2 separate Federal employnwnt and training
programs would be eliminated.

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

1. ~ FUNDING

Currently, USDA distributes $75 million in‘; a 100% grant to State agencies to administer their E&T
programs. States that choose to spend more 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. If transferred to HHS, consohda:mg Junding structures and Federal financial requirements for
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the aclilmmstmuve burden for State operating agencies.

OPTION: Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include:

15
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@) transferring funds from USDA to HHS

(ii) USDA funding States directly through contracts
(iii)  funding approptiated directly to HHS.

2. MINIMUM PARTICIPATIO& REQUIREMENTS

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 States were requzred to place no fewer than.50% of their E&T mandatory
population into E&T activities. This petfomtance standard was lowered to 10% for FY 1992 and

beyond.

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 NPAs, possibly based (jn 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 would be served and how part1c1pat10n requirements would
be met.

>16
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‘ TIZMZE~LMTIN G ASSISTANCE

Current Law ;

|
The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been deprived
of parental support (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 detemme need and payment. In order to be eligible for AFDC,
the household’s gross income cannot exceed 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 of its asseéts must be below
the limit set by the State.

The cash assistance is provided to, anii 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-UP, program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to
place a type of time limit.on particzpatwn in the AFDC-UP program, restricting eligibility for AFDC-UP
to 6 months in any 12-month period (Sectson 407(b) ). Thirteen states presently impose time limits on
AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current Igw, however, no other type of time limits may be placed on
participation.in the AFDC program. |

Vision

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively. It
is much more common for recipients to. move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief
period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years
and fewer than one in five spends five consecutwe years on AFDC. Half of those who leave welfare,
. however, return within two years, andl three of every four return at some point in the future. Most
recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent altemauve to work, but as temporary assistance
during times of economic difficulty. |

While persoins who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of all -
people who ever enter the system, however they represent a high proportion of those on welfare at any
given time. Although many face very serzous barriers to employment, including physical disabilities,
others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-term recipients
are not on a track toward obtaining em,‘oloyment that will enable them to leave AFDC. '

The propo.ml would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and extens:ons 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-yecr limit would be renewable—once an individual left welfare, he or she would begin to earn
back eligibility for assistance.

The two-year time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the 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 of employment and economic
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independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limit without finding a
private sector job will be offered publicly subszdxzed work assignments to enable them to support their
families. |

1.

@

@)

The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance an
individual could receive while bot deferred from the JOBS program. 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 to p%rents (for treatment of teen 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. 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 famxly 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 w1th 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 partnclpate 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 faxmly would have been eligible for fourteen more months of cash
benefits.

i
!

- Under current law, the second ﬂarent 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 tlme limit. The second 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 and Extensions 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. |

!
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. Applymg the tlme limit to a parent in a two-parent famlly who did not have
access to JOBS services (due to deferral) 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

‘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.

2
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| .
Teen Parents Parents

All teen parents would be requlred 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. ‘ l

Teen parents who would otherwfse have reached the time limit would receive an automatic
extensions to age 18 (19 if enrolled in 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 extensions (see Deferrals and Extensions below).

Teen parents who had reached the time limit, extensions notwnthstandmg, would be permitted
to enroll in job search (and contmue receiving cash benefits) for up to 3 months before
entering the WORK program.

Deferrals and Extensions
|

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

Deferrals ]

(a) Adult recipients could be l}eferred 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 prpgram, he or she could be deferred at that point. Months in
which a recipient was deferred from the J OBS program would not count against the

time limit.

EXAMPLE: An mdnvxdiual applies for cash assistance in January of 1996. She and
her caseworker design an employability plan in March of 1996 and
she begms participating in the JOBS program activities in the plan. In
September {1996, her father becomes seriously ill and she is needed in
the home te care for him. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS
partncnpatlon Her deferment lasts for eleven months, until August
1997, when her father recovers and no longer requires full-time care.
As of August 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash
assistance. LShe re-enters the JOBS program and reaches the 24-month
time limit i in November 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 extension to finish her LPN
training. ‘

()  Deferral policy would take the following form:
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

3 3
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be deferred frcul participation in the JOBS program. A parent of a child born
more than 10 months after the most recent application for assistance would be
deferred for a 1210-day period following the birth of the child.

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:
|
¢)) Ii_lness, including mental illness, incapacity or advanced age;
(Same aslcurrent law)

2) Needed in the home to care for another member of the
household who is ill or incapacitated;
(Same as current law)

3) Second or third trimester of pregnancy; and
(Same as E<:urrent law)

4) Li;ving 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, specifically CFR 250.30.5)

When appropriate, those deferred from the JOBS program would be required to
engage in activities mtended to prepare them for the JOBS program. The
employability plan for a d?ferred recipient would detail the steps, such as finding
permanent housing or obtaining medical care, nwded to enable him or her to enter the
JOBS program.

Recipients not likely to ev&!;r 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 1nd1v1duals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any
event (e.g., mothers of youlng children), pre-JOBS activities would be mtended to
address barrlers 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, however have the optlon to sanction persons in the pre-JOBS
phase for not following thro]ugh with the steps in the employability plan.

RATIONALE FOR PRE-JOBS: Requiring at least a modest number of
] .. recipients deferred from JOBS to participate in

devote some attention to deferred persons.
Moreover, a pre-JOBS phase might, to some

|
L4
|
1
|

pre-JOBS activities would encourage States to
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E extent, assuage concerns about the magmtude
\ - of the deferral rates.

States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit
without having adequate access to the services specified in the employablhty plan. In
instances in which a State failed to substantially provide the services, including child
care, called for in the employablhty 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).

States would also be penﬁlitted 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 faxlure to deliver servnces, as discussed above, would be
included under the 10% cap)

1) For completion 'ofg 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).

) 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 satlsfactory progress toward attaining a degree (extension limited to
24 months). |

3) For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other
substantial bamerslto 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-
tlon) These decxslons would be made on a case-by-case basis.

States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed to
persons who had received extensions of the time limit.

Part-Time Work ‘ ‘

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

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.
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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 individual worked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted
against the time limit. Persons workmg part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the
JOBS program. Months in whlch an individual was working part-time and participating in the
JOBS program would be counted agalnst the time limit.

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

Earning Back Eligibility

Persoins 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 assnstance for which a person was eligible at any time could
never exceed 24.

EXAMPLE: An individual app]lies for assistance for the first time in January 1997, is not
deferred from the'J OBS program and enters a JTPA in-class vocational
training program m 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 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 asmstance (26 total months divided by 4), which, when added
~ to the ongmal 13 months gives her 19.5 months of eligibility remaining.

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

Persons who left the WORK progriam would also be able to earn back months of cash
assistance, just as described above. [ States would have the option of enrolling WORK
prograni 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). ‘
States would be permitted to desrgn‘ alternate methods of allowing persons to earn back
months of assistance.

earch/Transition to Work i

1

Persons would be required to engag‘e; in job search during a period of not less than 45 days

(up to 90 days, at State option) befo're taking a WORK assignment. In most cases, the job

search would be performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time
1 :

6

|
|
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i
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.

Persons who through no fault of thelr own did not complete the required period of job search
before reaching the time limit wquld continue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing
the 45-90 days. Individuals who 1refused 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. \

States would have the option of pi‘ovxdmg 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: January is the lastmonth 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
‘ end 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 January

1

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

States would be required to continue prov:dmg transitional Medicaid benefits as under current

law; States would be relieved of thxs requirement only if and when universal health care
coverage were guaranteed within the State.
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1. Program Enrollment | ‘ _Sd\dc ‘:'T‘M

. | ’ L( nh‘*{
The Family Support Act mandated that qpon enrollment into the AEDC program, the State must mak
an initial assessment of applicaras with respect 10 child care needs, skills of the applicani, prior work
experience, and employability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the State must
develop an employability plan for the applzcam The State may require applicants to enter into a
Jormal agreetmn: which specifies the paniclpant s oblzgatiam' under the program and the activities
and services provided by the State. The employability plan is not considered a contract. States may
require some applicants to undergo job .search activities for 8 week: and an addmonal 8 weeks jbr
AFDC recipients.

{(Draft - December 6 2:00 pm]

A. ENHANCING THE JOBS PROGRAM

| .
States must change the culture of the w{fare system by changing the expectations of both applicants
and case workers. This can be done by mod ifying the mission of the welfare system at the poins of the
intake process to stress the shift from elxgzbimy and benefit determination to employment and access to
education and training. The mutual obligarions of the State and the participant must be spelled owt
and enforced. Additionally, model programs have demonsirated the benefit of case management
services. Under current law, case mamgemenr services are not required. The addition of case
management services is an importans step in crearing a system which aids participants in attalning

self-sufficiency. JOBS programs mus: continue to be utilized as an entity designed to link clients to
services in the commurity. «

ISS UES

ISSUE 1: To what extent should the Federal government mandate specific orientation
policies (either through law or regulations)? Do we want to go further than
existing law in prescribing whal information and orientation should be provided 7
to applicants for assistance? : . A o soxh -

Drafting Spect

()  All applicants, upon enrollment, will be required to sign a Social Contract with the State
~ specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and the State agency. Note, this

provision may require more speuﬁc drafting instructions regarding the contents of the & 7\(,
Social Contract. t

®) States are required to make such orientation and follow-up services available.
Subsequent orientation services will be provided to refer, make information available
concerning, and to prepare pamcxp:mts to use appropriate services such as Pell Grant,
apprenticeship program, JTPA and other educational and training services in the community.
(Some: of this is already dwcnbec% in section 482(c) of the Social Secunty Act '

2. tions Under JOBS |

Under current law, states must require nc'm-exemp: AFDC recipients to pamapate in the JOBS
program to the extent thal resources are available Exemprions under the current JOBS program are
Jor those applicants and recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home
because of the illness or incapacity of another, family member; the caretaker of a child under age
3;(or, ar Stare option, age 1 ), employed mare than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age
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16 or attending a full time educational program; women in the second trimester of pregnancy, and
residing in an area where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (buz older
than the age for an exemption) who is personally providing care for the child may be reqmred fo
participate only if participation reqmremems are limited to 20 hours per week and child care is
guararzeed. For AFDC-UP families, the exemprion relating to the age of a child may only apply to
oniy one parenl, or 1o neither paren if child care is guaranteed.

Under new provisions, a greater number of parrld;mms will be JOBS mandatory. Single- pare}x: and
ewo-parent families will be treated similarly under the new JOBS system.

ISSUES
ISSUE 1: Should there continue to be exemptions from JOBS participation? or should ali

applicants be enrolled in JOBS with appropriate adjustments as to whal
constitutes participation?

ISSUE 2: If there continues to be rxempuons, what should they be? Here are some options
for consideration. Ind:vndual is exempt if the individual:
I
(a) is ill, in&pac.itnte:d, or of advanced age;
(b)  is the parent or other relative of a child under 1 year of age who is
‘ personally providing care for the child
7~ is in the last trimester of pregnaricy
o is the child of record, for 12 weeks
7 —
This has the following affects vis-Tx-vis current law:
- assumes that taking care of another member of the household who is ill or
incapacitated will now be an eligible activity
- lowers age of youngest ch_xld exemption from 3 to 1 with no state option

- drops the part-time requzrtiémcm for parents of children under 6
71— -  assumes that working part-time will be an eligible activity
- deals with children not as }an exemption but by requiring participation only from

adults and minor case heads
- takes away the exemption|/for the program not being available

ISSUE 3: If there are exemptions, what are the stote’s respofmbnlmes regarding people who
receive them? For example, would exempt applicunts receive as assmsmcnt or
employabhility plan?

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

!
ISSUE 4: Are both parents of a 2-parent family JOBS mandatory?
ISSUE 5: Should dependents unde:r 16 be JOBS mandatory?

OPTION: Conslder creating a atégory of people who are "deferred” from JOBS
participation. This incorporates the APWA notion of pre-JOBS. This calegory
could include the following types of people/activities that are not necessarily
employment related and therefore perhaps best not considered JOBS activities
Creating deferments lowers the number of people in the JOBS program per sc
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and lowers the number of extensions 0 which could, under this model, he
considered to take place bel‘ore the two year JOBS clock starts ticking.

() States are penmtted to defer otherwise mandatory JOBS participants who are
not ready to enter émp!oyment related activities because of one or more
serious barriers to employment. Individuals who are deferred from having to
pattmpate in the JOBS program will be required to participate in appropriates
services determined by the State agency in consultation with the individual.

These include: -

. persons with severe substance abuse problems which are a barrier to bM‘{ 1
employment may be required to earoll in substance abuse programs and to WW"I .
participate sausfacmnly in prescribed treatment

- persons with severe mental health problems may be required to enter
counselling and to pamcxpate satisfactorily in prescribed treatment

- persons with severé: learning disabilities may be required to enroll in basic \ 21
skills training coursm '

- persons with lack of Engllsh language skills may be required to enroll in
Englishas s second language course or other basic skills trammg courses and
to participate satisfactorily in those courses.

- Should statute specify others? Should states have discretion? Should
statute limit the number of cases that can be in deferred stutus? \{?5

®) Persons who fail to comply with the terms of their deferment will be required
to enter the JOBS program (and their two year clock will start), Failure to
comply at this point would bring them under the regular JOBS sanction
process. ‘
Drafting specs
()  See Issue #2 and Issue #5
®) Note, provide for justifiable deferment policy. See option.
3. Employability Plan
ISSUES

ISSUE 1 Should the statute be amended to require that the employability plan be
developed within 90 days or should the time frame be left to state optlon" If we
specify a 90 day time frame, this may preclude States from requiring applicants
to undergo job search or other activities if the option to require such aclivities is /}
available to States.

ISSUE 2 Is there any need to mention in the statute that states have the authority to
: amend and update the employability plan or is that self-evident?
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ISSUE 3 Should the requirements for what is assessed be amended? Is this just an @YQW\W“V\
_ -assessment of employability or is it an assessment of family necds?

Draftin

(@ Al JOBS participants are required, in conjunction with case managers and within 90 days, to
create and sign an employsbility plan specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and
the State agency.

®) Change current SSA language that state "may™ réquire the participant to enter into an
agreement with the states agency to follow the employability plan as developed to "must.”

(c) The Social Contract and the Employability plans shall not be legal contracts.

4, Case Management

Currently, case management services are not required by law for AFDC participants. State staffing
levels are presenly set under State or Iocal Jurisdiction's discretion. As a result, many programs now
aperaze with xnsuﬁccent levels of staff to handle the growing caseloads.

ISSUES

ISSUE 1 "To what extent should the law prescribe what case management services should
' look like or at what level they should be prgvided?

L \E

For example, all applicants will be assigned to a case manager or a case
management team (at State option), who shall be responsible for initiating
assessinent activities, articulating all program requirements and options, case

plan development, determining eligibility, and ensuring the applicant has access

to and receives all available services (including non-JOBS services) which promote
the goals of the case plan.

For example, case managers/team will be responsible for periodic review of
individuals’ progress with regards to the case plan. In the event of a lack of
progress, case managers will assist participant in amending case plan to define
and implement steps nnd corrective actions to be undertaken. States will have
flexibility regarding. how, to measure and determine progress of individuals, and
how extenslve periodic’ rt‘mew and case plan amendments will be.

Drafting Specs ’ 5

é
I

(a) Regarding opnon of States to pm\nde case management services, change language of statute
from "may” to "must.” !

() Move to demo section, States shall have maximum flexibility to test strategies t'or assessment

used by case managers. The I‘ederal government will sponsor demonstration projects to test
the effectiveness of different optmus

S. JOBS Services Available to PmiJ:inams
A range of services and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, but
States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
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widely among States. The services which must be included are: educarional activities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic meracy, and English proficiency, jobs skills training; job
readiness activities; job development and job placement and supportive services to the extent that
these services dre necessary for pamczpa:zon in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumsiances, and rrcnspoﬂatwn and work related expenses. States must also aoffer at -
feast 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the-job training (OJT); work &
supplementation programs (WSP); and commuwy work experience programs (CWEP). There is a
need 1o expand the definition and range oj|‘ services available under JOBS. States would maintain the
Slexibility to determine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participants.
{ .

ISSUES

ISSUE 1: Are there other services that should be included in the statute as mandatory
JOBS services besidcs thf[: oncs already in the Act? For example, job search.

ISSUE 2: Require all new JOBS-mandatory applicants to engage in supervised job search
from the date of apphcatmn for benefits and extend limit on participation in job
search (currently eight consecnuve weeks) to 12 weeks at State option.
Applicants would be sancnoned for non-participation. Note, do we want to be ‘{\25
this prescriptive?

ISSUE 3: Should we remove the no&x-dmplacanant requirement from work supplementation
under JOBS and/or WORK and make other changes to the statute to give States \{9
more flexibility to promotte labor force attachment? For example, such
assignment rules as:

- Eliminate requtrefnent to serve volunteers first
- Give more ﬂeiibiiity to require carly and ongoing job sarchlplacement y€s5

. Minimize requtsts for up-front assessments (i.e., identily exemptions &
problems like lack of cc vs, assessing skills and work experience)

- Give greater fexibility to reqmre job placement prior to education for \‘@’S
those without high school (except for teen parents) '

- Allow more ﬂe:uble CWEP rules (hours based on ave, AFDC + FS
béenefit; self-xdentufed community service; reassessment, but no mandatory
recalculation after 9 mo)

x{éS

- Allow States to require job acceptance even where potential loss in income
- (while allowing continued refusal of jobs where no child/dependent care, 1
H&S problems, excess distance or overnight travel, inconsistency with :
physical or mental capacity)

. | Remove dlsplacement prov:snon to alluw WSP placements in unfilled,
privatesector vaenncm \téS

Drgﬁing §n'ecg
(@  Amend job search rules to accomplish the following:

- mandate provisions of job search as a JOBS service
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. extend permissible period of mandated job search to 12 weeks from 8 upon
application
- permit more than 4 months of job search per year. Should there be a limit? If so,
what? . :

- remove the requu'ement tlhai job search after initial period may only be requlred in

combination with education and training
6- JOBS Pagicipation

Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which established the JOBS jprogram, certain minimum
participation standards were -established far fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
Jace a reduced federal match rate if those Standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% of the
non-exempt caseload in each State must pamapate in JOBS. Under current law, the standards
increase to 15% for FY 1994 and 20% _fbrn’ 1995. There is a need to increase the minimum
participation itandards in order to fully vnplement JOBS and transform the welfare system from an
income support system into a work szqapon system. The ACF current budget proposal for phase-in
increase in pdrticipation standards for JOBS from the current level 10 20% of non-exempt caseload in
FY 1995, 25% for FY 1996, 30% for FY 1997, 35% for FY 1998, 40% FY 1999, 45% for FY 2000.

ISSUE: X

ISSUE 1: If States can expand the definition of which services count towards JOBS
" participation, how cun the Federal government measure the intensity of
particlpation. This nnplus that participation Icvels and intensity of participation
" will be part of a per‘formanee evaluation scheme.

. - For example, modest changes to the parlicipation rate calculation may he
made to make the calculation more equitable among States and to

accommodate cer*tam types of meaningful participation which is currently

exc‘“dd. 1{

I

ISSUE 2: ‘Will we require a speuﬁc number of hours of participation? (Note what counts
as participation is defi ned in the regulations.)

ISSUE 3: Will the required numhe:'r of hours per week of participation in acceptable JOBS
activitics be specified by | the State or in the case plan.

ISSUE 4: What should we do with Ithe 20 hour rule?
Drafting Specs
. ’?
(a) Broaden the definition of JOBS actwmm to includaguibstance abuse treatmeiit, mental health
counseiling, parenting/life skilis classes, domestic violence counseling, and other similar

activities at State option which prdrnote the goals of a participants case plan and are consistent
with the goals of the JOBS pmgram.

®) Participation in any such State specified activities would count as particlpanon in the JOBS
program if such participation is consistent with the goals and needs specified in the case plan.
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7.  JOBS for Non aren 1
ISSUE: !

ISSUE 1: How should non-custodh;l parents be included in the JOBS program?‘ Should a
fixed percentage of JOBS funds be allocated to serve this population? If so, what

percent? Wil pnrhqpahon by non-custodial parents be counted in determining a

State’s compliance with parﬁcxpatwn standards.

@) See Issue #1. i

8. Targeting Teen Parents 1

Under current law, teen parents under 16 years of age, or attending secondary or vocarional school
Jull-time are exempt. While ir is importani to recognize the different needs and characteristics of the
teen parent population, research and dermnstmnou prafects have shown that specialized services
designed according to the needs of teen pm-enrs can help maximize positive outcomes with respect 1o
educational attainment, personal responsibility, job readiness, child development, life skills, response
to incentives, and others. These unponan: lessons must be incorporated into the welfare system in

order to beneﬁx Jrom them. To do so, e.xenqmans which in effect deny access of teen parents to
needed services must be modified.

ISSUES: ‘

ISSUE 1: Do we mandate sp&.ial case management or other services for teen parents?
ISSUE 2: Do we have separate part[i cipation requirements for Teen parcnts?

" Drafting Specs | | 1
| (a) State option of appropriate activntyirequxrcments for dependent children who are at-risk of

drop-out or teen-pregnancy. (For example requxte school attendance, etc.) Note, sce the
prevention section) i

®) At State option, States could t&t the effectwen&sq of creating a specialized curriculum of
activities via the case plan geared towards the needs of teen parents. (For example, in the
ease plan, activities involving parenting and life skills, family planning, and secondary
education could be required before jattending activities oricnted towards employment.)

9. _Sanctions

Sanctions for mn-pan‘zczpanon under the cwren: JOBS program result in a loss in the portion of
benefits for the individual not in compliance with required activities uniil the failure to comply ceases.
In the event of subsequent non-compliance, :}w sanction is a minimum of 3 months for the second
Jailure to comply, and a minimien of 6 mon:hs  Jor all subsequent non-compllance.[ Additionally, the
State cannot require a participant 1o accep: employment if the net result to the family is a decrease in
cash income.\ Under these provisions, much of the sanction policy would remain intact but Stazes
would have Greater flexibility to determine r&e severity and duration of the sanctions. Although States
would attain greater flexibility and opportum:y to impose stricter sanction, States are encouraged (o
maintain a balance between "carrot” and 'mck’ approaches.

ISSUES;

idoos
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155@‘"1 Should we allow States (o impose greater or@nd if s0, how? < \‘CS
|

ISSUE 2: Current law does not allow for a sanchon for refusing a job (20+ hours per
week) if there Is a cluld under 6. Do we need a clause which limits the sanction W»‘,g
for failure to accept a joh if a child under ___Is present. We recommend
maintain current law on this. N
| C,ovm u\\"\ ‘40 \
Drafting Specs 1 ak Mt (’\”" )

(a) Severity and Duration of Sanctions: 1

1. States have the fle: ulty to amend current law sanctions to experiment with increased 7
and/or od eventy. provided that all sanctions are curable and the severity of I Qw :
the sanciionsremains wqthm specified HHS guidelines, plow o ?%1

2. The Secretary of HHS shall pubxish rules outlining the monetary limits and other basic
parameters with which States must comply in developing sanction processes

) Allow States the flexibility to dcvelop expedited sanction proccss and to redesxgn the sanction

process. For example: e \{ A
1. allow a minimum initial %anction period
2. eliminate the conciliation requirement

© Program Interactions

1. During sanction periods, assume unsanctioned AFDC bencfit when calculating benefits ]/g S
for other means-tested programs.

2. Sanctioned families will still have complete access to.other available services.

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

4. Income of sanctioned or disqualified member of unit is counted in determining

continuing eligibility and|income disregards.
10.  Phase-in of JOBS
ISSUES;
ISSUE 1: How will States Implement the new system?

i
An option being dlswssed is the possibility of requiring Statcs to implement 100%
participation requnrements for some portions of the pupulations as opposed to an
across-the-board percentage For example, a State could achieve the required
percentage by either ret‘lmring all new applicants and new cases to enter the new
program, thereby grandfathering out the old system. Altcrnatively, States could

implement 100% partmpahon requirements on specific geographic zones until the
entire State is eventually covered.

ISSUE 2: How can we ensure that resources are expended adequately for implementation of
the new JOBS program and also ongoing services for current JOBS participants
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ENHANCED FUNDING FOR JOBS

Under current provisions of Part F of t:tIe IV of the Social Security Act, States receive Federal
matching funds for JOBS expenditures up|to an amourt allocared to them under a national capped
entitlement. The cap started as $600 million in FY 1989, was $1 billion for FY 1993, rises to $1.3
billion for FY 1995 and goes back down to 31 billion for every fiscal year thereafter. For amounzs
spent up to their 1987 WIN allomments, States recelve 90% Federal masching. For amounts above
that level, they receive matching ot the grearer of 60% of their FMAP rate--if the expenditures are on
program activities or full-time staff; and 50% if the expenditures are on administrative costs or
support services. To receive enhanced ma:chtng Junds, State must meet certain specified participation
levels and expend 55% of their JOBSﬁnds on recipients who are members of specified target groups.

States have been suffering under fiscal coastramts which were unanticipated at the time the Family
. Support Act passed, and some have been \unable to draw down their full allocation. Resource
constraints have limited the number of uzdmduals served under JOBS and the JOBS services provided
' by States. Additional funding is essmnal if States are to increase their overall levels of participation
- in JOBS. Increasing the Federal match mres alone may not substantially increase program
participation because some States have made minimal financial commitments to the program. The
paniclpanon standards are reinstared and increased in order to assure that the additional Federal
funds result in significant increases in the number of recipients served by the program. In order 10
increase the participation expectations, :: is necessary to raise the Federal cap. The new cap is set
high enough to enable States to achieve zhese higher expected levels of participation. The goal of the
new JOBS program is to create an outcome based incentive system which works for States as well as
participants. In return for enhanced ﬁmdmg, States will be asked to submit JOBS plans which will be
a means to record and measure progress in the implementation of the new JOBS program.
|

ISSUE 1: What will the fundmg iclzvel be?

ISSUE 2: How muny special @mll there be?
ISSUE 3: Funding for T«A, noncustodial parents, demos of special models?
Drafting Specs

W7
L7 | mes'%&(w

1. JOBS Funding T.evels

(@) Increase the JOBS cap to $___ billion for FY 1995 and beyond. Note, for basic JOBS only.

() Increase or provide additional fundmg to States for case management and special training.
Note, ‘depends on case management pnscnptmns. : No

© Federal government will encourage States to expand public-private initiatives by making the
costs of such activities to States matchable at the rate ot‘ other JOBS activities.

@ I the event that states do not claim the full amount-of their JOBS entitlement, other states i
which can provide the state match can claim the unused funds. <5A70

2. Enhanced Matching Rates to State Based on Performance

Note, the issue of performance standards has not yet been resolved.
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(3  For States who qualify for enhanced rates, raise the Federal match rate for JOBS expenditures
by | 8% (except for amounts already matchable at the 90% rate).

(®)  As per provisions pertaining to Performance Standards, in order to quallfy for enhanced
© match rateg, States:
)] are required to equal or excead prior year's spending;
(2)  performance of pnor year must meet or exceed performance standards
outlined in the State‘s JOBS plan for that year;
() must submit IOBS plan for current year,
(4) ~ with unemployment rates which exceed a certain target are eligible;
(5)  demonstrate via State JOBS plan how funds will be used to enhance case - 7
" management serv}cw; and

{©6) Federal pmicipatfioi: standards must be met or exceeded.
i .
B. IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAJNS’!‘REAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF-
EMPLOYMENT GPPORTUNITlFS

The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create a separate educarion and training system far
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure :Iw: they have access to and information about the broad
array of exisring programs in the maimtream system. The JOBS program needs 1o be redesigned to
permit States to integrate other e.mployment aond rraimng programs inio the JOBS program, and to

implement “cnme-stop shopping” edzzcano‘n and training programs.

ISSUES:

ISSUE1:  What does It mean to "main-stream” JOBS? Who:
- . administrates the programs;
. what is paid for|and by which eatities;
- what Is coordinated (what are various Departments required to do)?
P .
ISSUE 2: What is the exact function of the waiver boards?

Draftin ecs
1, Technical Assistance

(a) The Department of HHS shall deTveIOp guidelines and manuals and other technical assistance
products to help States develop criteria and standards for staff requirements assoclated with
tase rmanagement services.

®) The Federal government will promote and sponsor educational activities designed to help State
staff attain skills and experience in case management and other related administrative
techniques.

©) The Secretary of HHS or a dlsmterested contracted party shall conduct studies of each State’s
case management system. The smdy shall include a review of automated case processing
systems and other administrative requirements and will include recommendations for
improving ongoing systems. The Department and each State shall develop standards for each
State based on performance and 1pvrn:);_z,ram needs. State standards shall include sufficient staff

to accommodate all cases. |
1
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Coordinated Efforts :[

Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and training
prograins to encourage pamclpanon of JOBS participants and simplifies eligibility for such
programs. A waijver board shall be assembled to examine eligibility issues and make
recomincndations to promote axpa'nded participation, coordinated programs, and simplificd
and standardized eligibility. Included in such programs shall be:

1)) Pell Grant;

) JTPA;

3 apprent:ceshlp pmgrams, and

@) JOBS programs.

i
Demonstrations !
The Secretary shall authorize demonstratiou projects to test the effects of different State
policies with regards to allowing activities not directly related to the goal of labor force
attachinent and referral to other nontraditional services to be (or not be) considered JOBS
activities,

The Secretary shall promote emplayment and training approaches whlch are directly oriented
toward employment through demonstration projects to test the effectiveness of various
approaches, including greater use’ of performance based contracting, work-based and
contextual learning programs, and programs which integrate educaﬁcmal and training secvices.

The Secretary shall allow States tu utilize micro-enterprise and other sumlar self-employment
strategies as a JOBS option on a demomtranon basis.

The Secretary shall undertake a demonstrauon projcct to test the etfectiveness of contracting
job placement and other approaches used by America Works to for-profit entities.

Move to demo section. Allow fer Stte demonstrations to test different policies regarding the
requirement that applicants paxtlclpate immediately in an employment related activity versus
allowing for a grace period before such requirements commence, or requiring non-
employment oriented activities (f]amuy stabilization model), in conjunction with case plans.
Move to demo section. Alternative models to be tested include welfare diversion models, in
which case an altccnative beneﬁt 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

subsequently receives AFDC, months of alternative benefit receipt count when calculating a
time limit. , .

11
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TIME-LIMITED ASSISTANCE | \M (om ’«\

Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years. Fewer than one
in five remains on welfare for more than five consecutive years. For many persons who receive
AFDC, the program serves as temporary assistance, supporting them until they regain their footing.

A significant number of AFDC recipients, however, remain on welfare for a prolonged period. While
long-term recipients represent only a modest percentage of all people who enter the system, they
represent a high percentage of those 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 of self-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 of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from
disbursing funds to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and
caseworker a structure that necessitates steady progress in the direction of employment and economic
independence.

Current Law_and Dirgzion of Proposal

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been
deprived of parental support (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
Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed 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 of its
assets must be below the limit set by the State. A

The cash assistance is prov;ded to, and 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-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are
permitted to place a type of time 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 on AFDC-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 of AFDC, with
deferrals of and exemptions to the time limit to be granted under certain circumstances.

L Definition of Time Limit

ISSUE I: Should kitv be a lifetime limit or a limit on the number of months of recéipt over a
certain period (for example, 24 months over & 60-month period)?

(@ - The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash assistance
an individual could receive unless he or she was deferred from the JOBS program. Months in
which 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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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. | YO+
' ‘ A g
The time limit could take either of the following two forms: | ek
7
CaP - 7
1 A lifetime limit of 24 months (provided the individual was not deferred from JOBS st T ros ¥
participation during any of those 24 months), with persons able to earn back months
for time spent not on assistance (see below). » py view warl
2) A limit of 24 months within a certain period. For example, a person could be limited ;.. cvey %
to 24 months of cash assistance within a 60-month period (again, provided that the ., fleon
individual was not deferred during any of those 24 months). G ro fobed ‘

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.

’ | o ?
Applicability of Time Limits Magsiaee mxerension !

ISSUE 1: Who in the household is subject to the time llmlt" Case Heads? Parents only”

(@

(®)

3.

Children?

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 assnstance rec.elpt would be kept for each individual subject

es o~
to the time limit. Tnerias Tt

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.

Teen Parents

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

@

Minor teen parents, including those living with a parent or relative, would not be deferred

from participation in the JOBS program. JHe clock, however, would ot begin to run uitit> NO

the teen parent turned 18. Months of cash assistance received before that date would not be

counted against the time limit, Teen parents would be eligible for extensions of up to 24 1{5 + 3 mos
months to complete high school (see Deferrals and Extensions below). ’




4. Deferrals and Extensions
ISSUEL:  What is the difference 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 other 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 her 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 extension to finish her LPN training.

(@  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

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). -

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

3) _F'or 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 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).

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 two-year time limit during that year.
States would be required to continue to prov1de supportive services as needed to persons who receive
extensions of the time limit.

Suc)

oS ...



5.

Earning Back Eligibility

ISSUE I: Should persons be able to earn back eligibility for assistance?

@
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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 assistange, The total months of assistance
for which an individual was eligible could never ex<:' At State option, months spent
working could be worth more with respect to earning back eligibility; for example, a month
of cash assistance for each two 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.

Persons 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 (i.e., place re-entrants at the end
of the waiting list for WORK assignments). ‘

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

Job Search/Transition to Work

Recipierits 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 not preclude 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.

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

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

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.

Phase-In

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 caseload in
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.

4
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TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively. It
is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief
period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years
and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave welfare,

. however, return within two years, and 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 of economic difficulty.

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of all
people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion of those 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 of self-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.of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from disbursing
Sfunds 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 of 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
Samilies.

Current Law and Direction df Proposal

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been deprived
of parental support (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 of the State’s need standard (Section 402(a)),
its countable income must be less than the need standard, and the total valafe of its assets must be below
the limit set by the State.

The cash assistance is provided to, and 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-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitted to
place a type of time 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 on
AFDC-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, on adults, a cumulative time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and 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 frenewable>pnce an individual left welfare, he or she would begin to earn
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back eligibility for as&ismnce.

1.

@

(@)

(b)

Definition of Time Limit

The tiine 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 timne limit would apply only to parents and needy caretaker relatives (for treatment of teen
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.
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 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
beneﬁt.s

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 second 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 ehgxble for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent

family. Again uld only" e if the nd vere deferred from B

program.

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 deferral) 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

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 permitted to

2
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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).

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.

Teen Parents

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-month time limit, provided they were enrolled in high school or a GED program. After

attaining a diploma or turning 20, they would still be elngnble for the standard-extensionas -~ - - - -

described below (see Extensions below).

Teen parents who reach the time limit and are not in school would be permitted to enroll in
job search (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 school." 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 any 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.

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
limit (see Deferrals in the JOBS specifications for a further discussion of the difference between
deferrals and extensions).

a)

Extension policy would take one of two forms, similar to the two options under deferral
policy.



(b)

OPTION ONE.
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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 adult recipients (4-5%).

OPTION TWO.
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.

M

@

€)

@

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).

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).

" 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. g
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).

OPTION ONE VERSUS OPTION TWO: 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.

Under either option, States would be required to continue providing supportive services as
needed to persons who had received extensions of the time limit.

Pouid ?
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Part-Time Work

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

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.

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

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

* Earning Back Eligibility v | o

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 least twelve consecutive months both

not on cash assistance and not in the WORK program. The total months of assistance for 4w lin b
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 JOBS program and enters a JTPA in-class vocational training program in
March 1997. She obtains a prlvate sector position and leaves the JOBS program in Defember
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. 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.

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)

States would be permitted to design alternate methods of allowing persons to earn back
months of assistance.
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Job Search/Transition to Work -

- Recipients would be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days ! M

(up to 90 days, at State option) immediately preceding the end of the time limit. The job 6"

search requirement does not preclude participation in other JOBS activities. W }
An individual would not be permitted to enter the WORK program until he or she had o
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 not be -~
permitted to either take a WORK assignment or go on the waiting list. An individual in this W

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.

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: 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
end 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 January. He could be required to
renmburse the IV-A agency for the beneﬁt check, wnth repayment to be stretched out over
time.

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

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 umversal health care

coverage were guaranteed within the State.



’02/07/94 14:00 202 690 8562 DHHS/ASPE/HSP Ro02

DRAFT: For discussion only
JOBS AND TIME LIMITS

1. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

Current Law

The Family Support Act mandated thar upon enrollmens inzo the AFDC program, the State must make
an initial assessment of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior work
experience, and employability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the State must
develop an employability plan for the applicant. The State may require participants ro enter into a
Jormal agreement which specifies the participant’s obligations under the program and the activities
and services provided by the State. The employability plan iy nor considered a contract. Stutes may
require some applicants to undergo job search activities for 8 weeks and an additional 8 weeks for
AFDC recipienis.

Vision

A the point of the intake process, applicants will learn of their specific responsibiliries and

expectations regarding the JOBS program and time-limits. All States and applicants will now be [
required to enter into an agreement specifying the responsibilities of each party. This will be ?:f/zw (.
accomplished through a social contract and an employability plan. While z}ze cff{:d/
outline a general agreement, the employability plan will be focussed on the specifi ployment

related needs of the applicant. Although these are not legal conrracts, these agreements will serve to
refocus the direction of the welfare program.

Rationale

Stares must change the culture of the welfare system by changing the expectations of both applicans
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
intake process 1o stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination to employment and access to
education and training. The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be speiled out

and enforced. JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as an entity designed to link clients to
services in the communiry. m o ve

(a) All applicants, upon enrollment, will be required to sign @ al Contrdc thh the State
specifying the mponsnbumﬁ of both the participant and the Stat: €y under the revised
transitional assistance (JOBS) program and under a program of time-limited assistance.

(b) Upon enrollment, all applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS
'pragram and informed of their status regardmg eligibility for transitional assxstance -
specifically the amount of time of remaining eligibility. - UQ K[o\o

© The Social Contract shall not be a legal contract.
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2, EMPLOVABILITY PLAN

(@)  Change current SSA language that a Statc "may" require the participant to enter into an
agreement with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed to "must."

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

© The employability plan shall specify a time-frame for achieving salf-sufficiency (pursuant to
the sections regarding time-limited trangitional benefits) and the prescribed activities shall
reflect the needs of the participant to successfully meet this time-frame.

3 DEFERRALS UNDER JOBS
-Qurrent Law

States must require non-exempr AFDC recipients 1o participate in the JOBS program to the extent thal
resources are available. Exemptions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the illness or
incapacity of another family member.; the caretaker of a child under age 3 (or, at State option, age

1); employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependanr child under uge 16 or witending a full time
educational program, women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy: and residing in an area
where the program is not available. The parent of a child under age 6 (bur 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 exemprion relasing o the age of a child muy only apply 10 one parens, or 1o neither

parent if child care is guaranteed.
Vision -

- Under new pr‘awﬂs, a greater number of participants will be JOBS mandatory. Single-parent and

@&m@m be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current exemption
policy, wi ed on an individual’s characteristics, will be replaced with a policy which will
allow for temporary deferment from participarion requirements for good cause as determined by the
State.

Rationzle

In order to change the culture of welfare; it Is necessary to stress the importance of full 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 available 1o them by the Swates. Elimination of
exemptions sends a strong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of
events, and not the exception. A limited deferment policy gives the States the flexibility to temporarily
excuse recipients from participation who are unable due to good cause.
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Adult recipients (see Tegn Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) could be
deferred 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 a recipient was deferred from the
JOBS program would not count against the time limit.

EXAMPLE: ‘ : .

Axn individual applics for cash assistance in Jamsary of 1996. She and her caseworker design an employability plan in
March of 1996 and she begins pacticipating in the JOBS progmam activitics in the plen. ln Scptember 1996, her
father becomes acricusly ill and she is noeded in the home to eare for him. At that point, she is deferred from JOBS
participation. Her deferment lasts for eleven months, until August 1997, when her father recavers and no longer
tequires full-time came. Ax of August 1997, she is eligible for 16 more months of cash assislance. Sho re-enters the
JOBS program and reaches the 24-month time limit in November 1998, At thar poinz, however, she is only lour
months from complezing her Liconiascd Prastical Nurse (LPN) training. She is then granted a 4-month exterwion to
finish her LPN tmining-

Deferral policy would take the following form: . ﬂ
q ild under one, provided the child was born either prior to or within

Y0 monthg of the family's most recent application for assistance, would be deferred
T fré icipation in the JOBS program. A parent of a child born more than 10
months after the most recent application for assistance would be deferred for a 120-
day period following the birth of the child.

with the number to be set by the Secretary, of all adult recipients under theé Tollowing
criteria or for good cause as determined by the State (sce attachment on participation
standards for discussion of the numerator and denominator for this calculation):

7
States would be permitted, in addition, to defer up to a fixed percentage{e.g., 20%), o
o)
/

(1 liness, iﬁc!uding mental illness, incapacity or advanced age;

(Same as current law)
[see specifications on(gubstance abuse for discussion of the approach for
persons with drug or alcohol problems) NO

) Needed in the home to care for another member of the household who
is ill or incapacitated;
(Same as current 1aw)

(@)  Second or third trimester o and
(Same as current law) ‘

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

{Same as current law, specifically CFR 250.30.5)
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Dependent children, other than custodial parents, would not be required to participate cvr" ,,.{’

in the JOBS program and would not be included in the denominator for the deferral s

calculation. TSRk
e@v\ﬂ

Should States be required to defer pursons meeting the criteria specified above,

unless such persons volunteer to participate In JOBS (similar to current law)? Or

should the criteria above be considered guidelines, with States permitied to . J ‘ 7eS

require some persons meeting the criteria above to participate in JOBS, if (Qﬁ:’f_’,",

appropriate? =

Recipients who would otherwise be deferred from the JOBS program would be permitted to
volunteer for the program, but such persons would then be subject to the time limit. { States
would have the option of giving first consideration to volunteers but would not be required to
do so‘.'] s '

When appropriate, persons deferred from the JOBS program would be required to engage in
activities intended 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
medical care, needed 1o enable him or her to enter the JOBS program. Services for disabled
ns could be made avai BS phage.
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 deferral is expected to end shortly in any event (e.g.,
mothers of young 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 th
pre-JOBS phase. Monitoring would be relaxed considerably relative to JOBS. States would, A AL
however, have the option tv sanction persons in the pre-JOBS phase for not following throuy

with the steps in the employability plan. (s Q/‘:W

RATIONALE FOR PRE-JOBS:

Requiring at jeast a modest number of recipieats (e.g., 10% of those deferred, with the
number to be determined by the Secretary) deferred from JOBS to participate 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,

DEFINITION OF TIME LiMrT

Current Law

The AFDC program provides cash assistance to households in which needy children have been
deprived of parental support (Secrion 401, Social Security Act), including two-parent households in
which the principal earner is unemplaoyed {AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad

4
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Federal guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and paymens. In order to be eligible
Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard
(Section 402(a)), its courtable 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 assistance is provided to, and accouns for the needs of, the pareni(s) or other caretaker
relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Sacial Security Act). Some
States (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are
permined to place a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting
eligibility for AFDC-UP 10 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
time limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program.

Vision

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively. It
is much more commaon for recipients 1o move in and ous of the welfore system, staying a relatively
brief period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
years and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave
welfare, however, return within two years, and three of every four return at some poinl in the future.
Most recipients use the AFDC progrem nol as a permanent alternative lo work, but as temparary
assistance during times of economic difficulry. ,

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of
all people who ever enter the system, however, they represen: a high proportion of those on welfare at
" any given time. Although many face very serious barriers to employmens, including physical
disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-
term recipients are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC.

The proposal would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit 1o be granted under certain
circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would nor count against the time
limit. The two-year limit would be renewable—once an individual Ieﬁ welfare, he or she would begin
to earn back eligibility for assistance.

The two-year time limiz is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from
disbursing funds to promoting self- mﬁiaency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and
the welfare agency a structure that necessitates steady progress in the direction of employment and
economic independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limir withour
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 20). Months in which an individual was receiving


http:subsidiz.ed
http:as.sf.st

7 02/07/94

®

@

(a)

14:03 8202 680 6562 DHHS/ASPE/HSP

DRAFT: For discussion only February 8

assistance but was deferred from the JOBS program (not required to participate) would not
count against the 24-month time limit.

The timie 1imit, as indicated in (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 persons deferred from JOBS participation.

APPLICABILITY OF TIME LIMITS

The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen 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. 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 45 one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional asgistance.

EXAMPLE: '

A single father with two children who cams onio the rolls twelve months agu marrivs s woman with no children and
o priotr welfare recsipt.  Both arc required to participate in JOBS. The family at this point is eligiblo for twenty-
four manths of benelis. The marringe does not go well and they separate after ten months, The fether and his
children at this poist are eligible for only two more months of cash assistance. I, on the other hand, the twn had
remained together, the family would have been cligihle 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 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 deferred recipient—counted toward the maximum number of adult
recipients a State is perminted to defer (see Deferrals above). 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. in, this would onlv be the case if the second parent were
deferred from the JOBS program.
RATIONALE:

While the provision described above might be mterpreted to favor two-parent families over
single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two-parent
families. Applymg the time limit to a parent in 4 two-parent famly who did not have access
to JOBS services (due to deferral) 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 limit.

TEEN PARENTS
All custodial parents under 20 (hereafier teen parents) would be i'equired 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.

@oo7
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® Teen parents who would otherwise have reached the time limit would receive an automatic
extensions to age 18 (19 if enrolled in 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 extensions (see Extensions).

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

to earoll in job search (and continue receiving cash henefits) for up to 3 months before =
entering the WORK program. ok .5
QB0

[see specifications on prevention for & d!scusion of all provisions in the plan concerning teen
parents]

o5 g;;;

1. PART-TIME WORK

(a) Part-time work (for persons receiving uash benefits) would be treated as distinct from both
participation in the JOBS program and deferral from the JOBS program
v-" \“5*' o»
®) An individual working an average of,@O or more hours per week@mmnng 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. )
States would have the option of requiring parents of children 6 and over to work at le.ast 30 W

hours per week in order to be considered working part-time. X'
‘ L
© Months in which an individual worked part-time, as defined here, would not be counted hﬁﬁ“
. against the time limit. Persons working part-time would be permitted to volunteer for the Ta® >

JOBS program. (Months in which an individual was working part-time and participating in the
JOBS program would be counted against the time !lmu) rO

0'305

Current Law

A range of services and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, but
States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be included are: educational activities, including high
school and equivalent educatinn, basic literacy, and English proficiency, jobs skills training: job
readiness activities, job development and job placement, and supportive services 1o the extent thar
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. States must also offer at
least 2 of the following services: group and individual job 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 of services available under JOBS. States would maintain the
Jflexibility to determine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participants.

Vision
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The definition of satigfaciory participation in the JOBS program will be broadened 1o include activities
that are mpommt to helping individuals prepare for work and self-sufficiency. States will have broud
latitude in determining which services are provided. Additionally, job search activities will be
emphasized to promote work and employmem ‘

(@ Amend job search rules to accomplish the following:
(1)  Require States to include job search among the JOBS services offered;

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

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

4) Clarify the rules 5o 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.

(©) Change the anti-displacement language to permit work supplementation participants to be
asgigned to established unfilled vacancies in the private sector,

@  Limi Alternative Work Experience to 90 days within any 12-month period (by regulation).
9. JOBS Pnncréam)ﬁ
Current Law

Under the Family Support Act af 1988 which established the JOBS program, certain minimum
_ participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States

" face a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% of the
non-exempt caseload in each Siate must participate in JOBS. The standards increase ro 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no standards specified afier FY 1995, There is a need to
extend 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. The ACF
current budget proposal for phase-in increase In participation standards for JOBS from the current
level to 20% of non-exempt caseload in FY 1995, 25% for FY 1996, 30% for FY 1997, 35% for FY
1998, 40% FY 1999, 45% for FY 2000.

Vision
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In-order for the JOBS program to become the centerplece of government assistance, the JOBS
program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and parvicipanss. Under the
provisions of the 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.

- Stazes will be given flexibility in designing systems to achieve these objectives.

ISSUE
~ ISSUE: What adjustments should be made to the 20 hour rule?
Drafting Specs

(@) 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 (by regulation).

) Broaden the definition of JOBS participation to include participation in activities, other than
the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are consistent with the individual’s
employability plan (again, by regulation).

) Permit States to require a parent of a child under 6 to participate in JOBS for more than 20
hours per week (prohibited under current luw).

10. SANCTIONS

Current Law

- Sanctions for non-participation under the current JOBS program result in a loss in the portion of
_ benefits for the individual not in compliance with required activities until the failure to comply ceases.
 In the event of subsequent non-compliance, the sanction is @ minimum of 3 months for the second
~ failure to comply, and a minimum of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance. Additionally, the
State cannot require a participant 1w accept employment if the net result 1o the family is a decrease in
cash income.

For sanctioned two-parens families, both parents’ shares of the total benefit are deducted from the
Jamily’s grant, unless the second parent is participating satisfactorily in the JOBS program.

Visi

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

AN

(@)  Progrum Interactions: v-—:?
| e

1. During sanction periods, assume an unsanctioned AFDC benefit when calculating » |

T@/

’7

benefits for other means-tested programs.

9
INI«& .
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2. Sanctioned families would still hﬁﬁe complete access to other available services.
3. Sanctioned months would be considered months of receipt for calculating time-limits.

M) Eliininate 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 4
fair hearing in such instances.

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

@ 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.

1. TRANSITION TC 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 a WORK 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 2 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 | pe& 2
before reaching the time limit would continue to be eligible for cash benefits while finishing |, TA%€ "
the 45-90 days. Individuals who had refused to perfuorm this required job search, either
before or after reaching the time limit, would not be able 1o recelve cash benefits while
completing the job search period. ' '

© States would have the option of pmviding additional months of cash assistance to individuals
who found employment just as their ¢ligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary tw tide
them over until the first paycheck.

EXAMPLE:

January is tho last month in which a recipient is'eligible for cash benefits. At the end of January, he finds & job. He
will not, however, receive his first paycheck until the end of February, The State would have the option of issuing &
benefit check for the month of Pebruary, cven though be reached. the time limit in January.

(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) Statzs would be reguired to continue providing transitional Medicaid benefits as under current

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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EXTENSIONS

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 a limit of 24
months). [Michael Wald is developing language for this provision]

States would also be permitted to grant extensions of the time limit under the circumstances
listed below, up to a fixed percentage {e.g., 10%, see participation standards attachment for
numerator and denominator), ta be set hy the Secretary, of adult recipients (persons granted
extensions due to State failure to deliver services, as discussed above, would be included
under the cap).

a For completion of a GED program (extension limited to 12 moanths)

(2) = For completion of high school, an English as a Second Language (ESL) program or
other certificate-granting training program or educational activity, including post-
secondary education, expected to enhance employability. The extension is contingent
on the individual’s making satisfactory progress toward attaining a diploma or
completing the program (extension limited to 24 months).

(3)  For some persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other substantial Fféf;(
bacriers 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). These decisions would be made on a
case-by-case basis.

States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed to persons who
had received extensions of the time limit.

EARNING BACK ELIGIBILITY
Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back cligibility fdr months of G mos.

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

progcam. The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any time could

never exceed 24, 3 s
: i
EXAMPLE: | mik

An inilividuu] applivs for assistance for the first time in January 1997, is not deforred from the JOBS program and
coters a JTPA in-cluss vocational tmining progrsm in March 1997, She obtaing a private sector position and Jeaves
the JOBS program in December of 1997. At that point, she is eligible for 13 months of cash assistance. Two ycars
later, she is Iaid off from her job and is unable to find another, She re-applies for ussislance in February 2000, 26

11
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months after leaving welfare. A:ﬂﬁapoint,dnhm!wmdbmkﬁsnmﬂmofmhaﬁmmmumm
divided by 4), which, when mided to the original 13{ months, gives her §9.5 months ol eligibility remaining.

NOTE: A generous “carn-back" provision could contribute to mitiimizing the number of
people re-entering the WORK program. | ~

Persons who left the WORK program wo?uld also be able to earn back months of cash
assistance, just as described above. '

States would be permitted, subject to ,the;approval of the Secretary of HHS, to implement
alteruate "earn-back" strategies. ' ‘

12
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B. IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF-
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES |
- Qurrent law

¥

- Under the Family Support Act, the Governor of each State is required to ensure that program
activities under JOBS are coordinated with JTPA and other relevant employment, training. and
educarional programs available in the State. Appropriate components of the State’s plan which relate
to job training and work preparation must be consistent with the Governor’s coordination plan. The

- State plan must be reviewed by a coordinafing council,

Vision

The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create a separate education and training system for
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and Informarion abous the broad

. array of existing programs in the mainstream system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned to

- permit States to integraie other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and 10
implement “one-stop shopping " education and training programs. Under currers law, states are
required 1o coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies
considerably. Existing barriers are statutory and traditional; others are regulatory and policy. The
barriers ta better coordination need to be examined and addressed.

ISSUES .
[

OPTION 2:  Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and [Education shall plan and coordinate education and
training programs to encourage participation of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs. A waiver hoard shall be assembled to examine
eligibility issues and make recommendations to promote expanded participation,
coordinated programs, and s;mphﬁed and standardized eligibility. Included in such

programs shall be:
¢y Pell Grant;
(2) JTPA;

€)) apprenticeship programs; and
@) JOBS programs.

NOTE: Options 3 and 4 were l’urmshed by DOL and involve full integration of JOBS and
JTPA.

OPTION 3:  Full Integration of JOBS-JTPA: Run a fully integrated J OBS and JTPA program,
co-located at the service delivery area, with one-stop arrangements for JOBS
participants and JTPA Title II-A participants. Governors of each State would
designate which agencies were responsible for administration. (The IV-A agencies
would not have automatic responsibility.) States would have flexibility to include
additional services for target populations in addition to basic services. Basic core
services provided would include:

|
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4} information on career, jobs, education training opportunities, and support
services; ,

@) eligibility assessment; 'i

€)) testing and assessment;

4) counseling;

()  job search assistance (group and individual); and

6) job placement. g

Intensive services either on-site or brokered would include:
(1)  drop-in child care; :
()] education; -
(3)  tralning;
@ work experience; and |
® supportive services. i

OPTION 4:  Joint planning and adnﬂnistrutfinn between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option,
the Governor of each State could require 4 joint plan from the two agencies indicating
how responsibilities would be snrted out for the 2 year trangitional period and the
post-transitional period. Current law specifies joint review of plan; joint sign-off
would be substituted. l

i
i

Drafting Specs : ;
' i

1. COORDINATED EFFORTS ;

) Department of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 433(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.

() Department of Education proposes: ’I'hé State JOBS plan must be consistent basic literacy and
job training goals and objectives of the plans required by the Adult Education Act and the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act.

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

()] Department of Education proposes: enh}snced case management services be available to
participants to maximize coordination of services.
f
i
!

&
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C.  CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the following options for our consideration for inclusion as part of the
current round of welfare. These options involve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T)
program.

i

~ OPTION 1:  Conforming the Food Stamp E&T program with JOBS.

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

. Currenily, the sanction for non-compliance with Food Stamp work requirements affects the entire
household. Under AFDC-JOBS, the sanction a_ﬂ'eas only the individual not in compliance.
Recommendation: conform to E&T policy with JOBS sanction policy.

@ Eliminate the distinction between mdmdual and household mel igibility arising from non-
compliance with work requirements.

®)  Eliminate the requirsments governing the designation of head of household for E&T purposes.
© Adopt provision of AFDC-TOBS sanctiox}z periods for E&T. |
2. ' E&T EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT = | -

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program provides payments or reimbursements to individuals for
transportarion and other expenses (excluding dependenr care) related 1o participazion in the program.
Farticipanis receive payments for actual costs up to 325 per month for expenses deemed necessary for
participation in the E&T program. The Federal government matches up to half of the amount State
agencies spend, up $12.50 of the $25. State may supplement the amount withow addirional matching
Junds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for
transportation and other costs necessary to enable individuals to panicipate in JOBS. The Federal
government matches the State agency costs up to 50%. State agencies describe in their State plans
the monetary limits to be applied to transportation and other support services.

Recommendation: conform E&T reimbursement policy with JOBS policy.

(@) Conform Food Stamp E&T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by
eliminating the $25 maximum and allowmg State agencies to specify monetary limits to be
applied to transportation and related expenses.

3. FOOD STAMr E&T DEPENDENT CARE Exammows

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State 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 of a dependent child under age 6 or an
incapacitated person. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, rgmda:o:y individual must be assured by the State

< 15
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agency thas child care will be guaranteed and thar sthe will not be reguired io 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 State option) is eutomatically exempt from JOBS participation. Conforming Food Stamp
E&T exemprion provisions for dependens caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater
percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work ar the time of application for benefits,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Recommendation: conform E&T exemption prowswm with JOBS criteria.

4, PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR Foon S‘rm E&T

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program dim'ibutes $75 million as a Federal gmm 1o State agencies

Jor the administrarion of their E&Tprograms Of this $75 million, $60 million is distributed

according to each State’s proportion of work regzsrmnrs (nonperformance furnding), while the

remaining 315 million is based on State program performance. This option would eliminate the $15

million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T. The USDA would distribute the entire
378 million based on the nonperformance formula.

Recommendation. eliminate the $15 million perji'amance funding category.

(@) Eliminate the $15 million performance ‘;funding category for Food Stamp E&T.

®)  Distribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according to each State’s proportion of
work registrants. :

OPTION 2: Consolidating E&T with JOBJS

State agencies stress that serving similar popularions with different program rules and funding
structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting abilily to operate the program
effectively. Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in a more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and rraining programs. While the program would continue to
serve recipients of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the
administrative burden associated with the opera:ion of 2 separate Federal employment and training

. programs would be eliminated.

NOTE: Is this a potential avenue for incorporanng the employment & training needs of
non-custodial parents? ;
1. FUNDING

Currently, USDA distributes $75 million in a 100% grant to State agencies 1o administer their E&T
programs. Stales that choose to spend more than their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal match
Jor administrarive costs. Legislation could confom march rates for E&T services with JOBS match
rates. If transferred to HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financlal requirements for
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the administrative burden for State operating agencies.

OPTION: Alterpative funding streams fo;- a consolidated model include:

16
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@) transferring t‘unds from USDA to HHS;

(ii)  USDA funding States directly through ,cqntracts

H

3 Qit) funding appropriated directly to HHS,
2. MINIMUM ‘mtrxc:mnon Rmumunrém

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 States were required to place no fewer than 50% of their E&T mandatory
' population into E&T uctivities. This pecfarmmce standard was lowered to 10% for FY 1992 and

beyond. .

OPTION: As a way to ensure continued pamclpanon in employment and trmmng activities by
Food Stamp recipients, HHS would direct State agencies to serve a minimum number
of NPAs, possibly based on the current 10% required participation rate. The lowered
standard aliows for more intensive services. States would specify in their State JOBS
plans how this population would be served and how participation requirements would

be met. , 9
g
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DEMONSTRATIONS | '

| ,
The Secretary shall authorize demonstration projects to test the effects of different State
policies with regards to allowing activities not dnrecﬂy related to the goal of labor force
attachment and referral to other nontraditional services to be (or not be) considered JOBS
activities, :

The Secretary shall promote employment and training approaches which are directly oriented
toward employment through demonstration projects to test the effectiveness of various
approaches, including greater use of pe:formance based contracting, work-based and
contextual learning programs, and programs which integrate educational and training services.

The Secretary shall allow States to utilize micro-enterprise and other similar self-employment
strategies as a JOBS option on a demonstration basis.

The Secretary shall undertake a demonstration project to test the effectiveness of contracting
Jjob placement services to be evaluated using a random assignment methodology.

1 .
Move to demo section. Allow for State demonstrations to test different policies regarding the
requirement that applicants participate mmed1ately in an employment related activity versus
allowing for a grace period before such requirements commence, or requiring non-
employment oriented activities (family stablhzatwn model), in conjunction with case plans.

Move to demo section.- Alternative models to be tested include welfare diversion models, in
which case an alternative benefit payment for a specified period of time (3-6 months) may he
an effective means to divert families in crisis from entering the welfare system. If family
subsequently receives AFDC, months of alternative benefit receipt count when calculating a
time limit.

18
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS J——
| : ~ Pos
1. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT |
Current Law |

The Family Support Act mandated that upon enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must make
an initial assessment of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior work
experience, and employability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the State must
develop an employability plan for the applicant. The State may require participants to enter into a
Jormal agreement which specifies the participant’s obligations under the program and the activities
and services provided by the State. The employability plan is not considered a contract. States may
require some applicants to undergo Job search activities for 8 weeks and an addmonal 8 weeks for
AFDC recipients. i

!

i

Vision

At the point of the intake process, appltcants will learn of their specific responsibilities and
expectations regarding the JOBS program and time limits. All States and applicants will now be
required to enter into an agreement speafymg the responsibilities of each party. This will be
accomplished through a mutual respons:bzluy agreement and an employability plan. While the mutual
responsibility agreement will outline a general agreement, the employability plan will be focussed on
the specific employment-related needs of the applicant. Although these are not legal contracts, these
agreements will serve to refocus the direction of the welfare program.

Rationale }
E

States must change the culture of the we{fare system by changing the expectations. of both applicants
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
intake process to stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination.to employiicni and access to .
- education and training. The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out
and enforced. JOBS programs must continue to be utilized as an entity designed to link clients to
services in the community. |'

(@) All appl:cants upon enrollment, wxll be required to sign a’Mutual Responsibility Agreement™> -
with the State specifying the general responsibilities of both the participant and the State
agency under the revised transmonal[ assistance program.

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

©) The Mutual Responsibility Agreeﬁlérflt shall not be a legal contract.
|
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2. EMPLOYABILITY PLAN |

(@) Change current Social Security Act language that a State "may” require the participant to
enter into an agreement with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed to
“must.” : ; :
(b) Add language requiring States to compiete the assessment and employability plan within a
period of time (e.g., 90 days from date of application) specified by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services. ;

(© The employability plan shall specify a t'ime frame for achieving self-sufficiency and the
prescribed activities would be d%lgned to enable the participant to obtain employment within
this nme period. ].

@ Amend section 482(b)(1)(A) by .adding«:"literacy" after the word “skills.”
|
3. JOBS-PREP |

Current Law

States must réquire 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 of advanced age,; needed in the home because of the illness or
incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under age 3 (or, at State option, age
1); employed more than 30 hours per week, a dependant child under age 16 or attending a full time
educational program, women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy, and residing in an area
where the program is not available. The parent of a 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 of a child may only-apply to one parent, or to neither
parent if child care is guaranteed.

Vision

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

Rationale
a

In order to change the culture of welfare, it is necessary to stress the importance of full 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 avazlable to them by the States. Elimination of

exemptions sends a strong message that full partzcgvatzon in JOBS should be the normal flow of

.
i
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events, and not the excepnon The JOBS-Prep policy gzves States the ability to cons:der differences in
the abtltty to work and participate in educatton and training activities.

@) Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were
not able to work or participate in educatlon 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
JOBS program. For example, if an mdmdual became seriously ill after entermg the JOBS
program, he or she would then be placed in JOBS-Prep status.

®) Persons in the JOBS-Prep phase would be expected to engage in activities intended to prepare
them for employment and/or the J OBSj program. The employability plan for a recipient in
- JOBS-Prep status would detail the steps such as finding permanent housing or obtaining
medical care, needed to enable him or \her to enter the JOBS program.

Recipients not likely to ever partlcxpate 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 prov1ded when appropriate, to address any outstanding barriers to
successful participation in JOBS.

© (ﬂ}tmds would be set-aside for sefvicés to persons in JOBS-Prep status>) States could Q\JW\»\/\
: provide services to individuals in the JOBS-Prep phase, 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 failure to participate in JOBS-Prep activities. In other N O /
words, in order to actually require an individual to participate in an activity, a State would :
have to make him or her JOBS-mandatory. 10 Hhis s
. N . - M [ tn(‘ oC‘
@ States would be required to maintain an employability plan for persons in JOBS-Prep status. M{p endupy
. ‘ ; Tt e
(¢) - Persons in JOBS-Prep would not be subject to the time limit, e.g., months in which a : b
recipient was assigned to JOBS-Prep would not count against the two-year limit on cash ‘M}
benefits. |
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 mtlwhometocam 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
1997, iihe is eligible for 16 more months of cash asmstance She re-enters the JOBS program and reaches the 24-

month time limit in November 1998, At that pomt however, she is only four months from completing her Licensed
Practical Nurse (LPN) training. She is then granted a 4-month extension to finish her LPN training.

® The criteria for JOBS-Prep status would be the following:.
S

(¢)) 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 psrent of a chlid conceived after the most recent s {mﬁ
application for assistance would be placed in JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week N
period following the birth of the child (consistent with the Family and Medical ©

Leave Act). to unher

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

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

(Same as current law)

[see specifications on substance abuse for discussion of the approach for persons
with drug or aloohol problems]

3) Needed in the home to fcare for another member of the household who is ill or
incapacitated;
(Same as current law) I[

C)) Third trimester of pregnancy; and '
(Under current law, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS partlmpatlon for both
the second and third tnmesters)

o) Living more than Atwo 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, specifically CFR 250.30. 5)

States would be permitted, in addition, to place up to 5% of all adult recipients (and gﬁinor ) ND
parents) in JOBS-Prep for good cause as determined by the State. The percentage would be

specified in statute.

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. ]

: o
States would be required to promptly il?lform 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). ‘

DEFINITION OF TIME LIMIT

|

The AFDC program provides cash assistance 10 households in which needy children have been
deprived of parental support (Section 401, Social Security Act), including two-parent households in
which the principal earner is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section K40'.7). Operating within broad

|
4
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Federal guidelines, States set standards used to determine need and payment. In order to be eligible
Jor AFDC, the household’s gross income cannot exceed 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 of i its

assets must be below the limit set by the State.:

The cash assistance is provided to, and 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-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are
permitted to place a type of time 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 on AFDC-UP eligi;bility. Under current law, however, no other type of
time limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program. ‘

VYision . o |

Most of the people-who enter the wetfare syster‘n do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutzvely It
is much more common for recipients to move m and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively
brief period each time. Two out of every rhreel persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
years and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave
welfare, however, return within two years, and three of every four return at some point in the future.
Most recipienits use the AFDC program not as a permanent altema:we to work, but as temporary
assistance during times of economic dzﬁiculty

While persons who remain on AFDC for long pferiods at a time represent only a modest percentage of
all-people who ever enter the system, however, they represent a high proportion of those 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 of self-sufficiency. Most long-
term recipients are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC.

- The proposal would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
-assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit to be granted under ccrtain
- circumstances. Months in which a recipient was working part-time would not count against the time
limit. ‘The two-year limit would be renewable-—once an individual leﬁ web‘”are he or she would begin
to earn back eligibility for assistance. |
The two-year time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the 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 of employment and
economic independence. As discussed elsewhere, recipients who reach the two-year time limit without
Jfinding a private sector job will be offered publzcly subsidized work assignments to enable them to
support their families.

(@) = . 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.

© States would be required to update each adult recipient every month as to the number of
months of eligibility remaining for hlm or 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.

®) In a two-parent family, both parents would be subject to the time limit, provided neither
parent was placed in JOBS-Prep status. The family would continue to be eligible for benefits
5o long as one of the two parents had not reached the time limit for transitional assistance.

EXAMPLE:

A smglc father with two children who came onto the rolls twelve months ago marries & 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 afier 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 number of adult recipicats {and minor parents) a State
is permitted to place in the JOBS-Prep phase. In such an instance, a two-parent family could
be ehglble for as many as 48 months of cash assistance, as opposed to 24 for a single-parent
. family. Again, this would only be the if the second parent were not required

participate 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 JOBS-Prep) but not to a single parent assigned to /
JOBS-Prep would constitute, to some extent, a bias against two-parent families. HA .,
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

@) 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 counted against the time limit,

®) 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.

(© 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 equxvalent 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. [mere detailed language forthcoming from Department
-of Education] These extensions would not be counted against the cap on extensions.

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

[see Promote Parental Responsibility and Prevent Teen Pregnancy 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 of services and activities must be oﬁeredk by States under the current JOBS program, but

fre

States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary -

widely among States. The services which must be included are: educational activities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic literacy, and English proficiency;, jobs skills training; job
readiness activities; job development and job placement; and supportive services to the extent that
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. States must also offer at
least 2 of the following services: group.and individual job 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 of services available under JOBS. States would maintain the
flexibility to detérmine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participants.
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The definition of satisfactory participation in the JOBS program will be broadened to include activities
that are important to helping individuals achieve self-sufficiency. States will have broad latitude in
determmmg which services are provided. Additionally, )ob search activities will be emphasized to
promote work and employment.

(@

®)
©

@
©

Amend job search rules to accompl’ish the following:
(1 Require States to include job search among the JOBS services offered;
) 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 applicgtion.

application. States would have to enroll a certain percentage of
applicants in job search. 502,

Option Two:  Require all job-ready persons to perform job search from the date of / 3g$

Option Three: Same as Options One or Two, except that the job-search requirement
would kick in 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 job 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 Transmon to

Work/WORK) would not.

Eliminate the requirement that States expend 55 percent of J OBS funds on services to the
target groups.

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

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

Amend section 482(d)(1)(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic

~ literacy level” with "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy levels needed for

economic self-sufficiency.”
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8.  PART-TIME WORK .
[Detailed specifications awaiting resolution of key Qﬁéstions]
9. JOBS PARTICIPATION |
Current Law

Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which established the JOBS program, certain minimum
participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
Jace a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% of the
non-exempt caseload in each State must participate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no standards specified after FY 1995. There is a need to
extend 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.

Vision

In order for the JOBS program to become the centerpiece of government assistance, the JOBS
program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and participants. Under the
provisions of the 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 given flexibility in designing systems to achieve these objectives.

(@) The FY 1995 participation standard (20 percent) would be extended with respect to persons
not phased-in (there are no participation standards 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 tecipients participating in JOBS) with respect to persons born
before 1973.

) 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 if such a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 hours per
week of the educational activity (by regulation).

© Broaden the definition-of JOBS participation to include participation in activities, other than
the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are consistent with the individual’s
- employability plan (again, by regulation).

[()) The broadened definition of participation would include participation in the Small Business
Administration Microloan Demonstration program or another structured self-employment
program. As above, satisfactory participation in a structured 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.
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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 current law).

10. ANNUAL ASSESSMENT

@) 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 Reinvent 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. ‘

() 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 found 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. SANCTIONS
Current Law

The sanction for non-compliance under the current JOBS program is the loss of the non-compliant
individual's share of the grant, until the failure to comply ceases. In the event of subsequent non-
compliance, the sanction is a minimum of 3 months for the second failure to comply, and a minimum
of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance. The State, however, cannot sanction an individual for
refusing to accept an offer of employment, if that employment would result in a net loss of income to
the family.

For sanctioned two-parent families, both parents’ shares of the total benefit are deducted from the
JSamily’s grant, unless the second parent is participating satisfactorily in the JOBS program.

Vision

Under these provisions, States would gain some ﬂextbtltty regarding sanction policy but much of the ol to UL
current sanction policy would remain intact.

(@) Program Interactions:

1. Sanctioned famili_eS'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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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.

Lift the prohibition against imposing a sanction on a parent of a chlld under 6 for failure to
accept an offer of a 20-plus hour per week job.

Change the statute such that for sanctnoned 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.

TRANSITION TO WORK/WORK

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 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 ehglble for a WORK assignment until the requnred period of job search

was completed.

Persons who through no fault of their own did not complete the required period of job search
before reaching the time limit would contmue 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.

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 nmsaq 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 end 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 January.

At State bption,,pe;sons who had left the JOBS program for work would still be eligible for-
selected JOBS services, including case management. ,

States would be required to continue provndmg 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,

EXTENSIONS

States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without ‘
having had adequate access to the services 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 in 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]

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 (see below).

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.

()] For completion of a GED progfani (extension limifed to 12 months).

) For completion of a certificate-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).

States would be required to continue providing shpportive services as needed to persons who
had received extensions of the time limit.

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

EARNING BACK ELIGIBILITY

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 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: i

An individual applies for assistance for the first time in Ja.nuuy 1997, is not deferred from the JOBS pmgmm and
enters o JTPA in-class 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 find another. She re-applies for assistance in February 2000, 26
months afer leaving welfarc. At this point, she has eamed back 6.5 months of cash assistance (26 total months
divided by 4), which, when added to the original 13 months, gives her 19.5 months of eligibility remaining.

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

States would have the option of lmntmg 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-month time clock. Five and a half years later, he reapplies
for assisiance, At that point, he would have eamed 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 eam back to 12, however, he would accordingly have eamed

back only 12 months, for a total of 15.5 months of; eligibility.

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.

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

13
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A. ENHANCING THE 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 they fecl a commitment to education is necessary to ensure that welfare
recipients receive adequate services. These areas are: (1) various legxslauve initiatives
from DOEJ should be referenced and reinforced; (2) education and training must be
facilitated during the two-year transitional period and appropriate extensions should be
granted for completion of such activities; (3) increased coordination between JOBS
and education and training providers 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 specxﬁc
recommendations meorpomed elsewhere in this section.

NOTE: ‘Both the Department of I.abor and the Department of Agriculture bave specific
proposals which have also been incorporated elsewhere in this section.

1. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT
Current Law

The Family Support Act mandated that upon enrollment imto the AFDC program, the State must make
an inirial assessmenz of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicans, prior. wrk
experience, and emplayability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the State

develop ari employability plan for the applicant. The S&meé;reqwe applicanss w enzer into a
Jormal agreement which specifies the participant’s obligations under the program and the activities
and services provided by the State. The employability plan is not considered a contract. States may
require some applicants to underge job search activities for 8 weeks and an additional 8 weeks for
AFDC recipients.

Yision

At the poinz of the intake process, applicanis will learn of thelr specific responsibilities and
expectarions regarding the JOBS program and time-limits. All States and applicants will now be
required to enter into an agreemens specifying the responsibilities of each party. This will be
accomplished through a social contract and an employabilisy plan. While the social contracs will
outline a general agreemens, the employability plan will be focussed on the specific employment
related needs of the applicans. Although these are not legal contracts, these agreements will serve to
refocus the direction of the welfare program.

Ratipnale
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States must change the culture of the welfare system by changing the expectations of both applicanss
ard case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
intake process (o stress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination to employmens and access to
education and rraining. The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out
and enforced. JOBS programs must continue to be urilized as an entity designed to link clients to

services in the community.
(a) All applicants, upon enrollment, will be required to sign a Soclal Contract with the State
‘ specifying the responsibilities of both the participant and the State agency under the revised
transitional asgistance (JOBS) program and under a program of time-limited assistance.

(®)  Upon enroliment, all applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS
program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for transirional asslstance.
specifically the amount of time of remaining ebgiblmy

Conc‘a%\ "f tftsflﬂ’rf;"’
(c)  The Social Contract shﬂ@
2 EMPLOYABILITY PLAN ‘ ,
Drafting Specs

(2) Change current SSA lapguage that a State "may” require the participant to enter into an
agreement with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed to “must.”

(b) - Add language requiring States to cﬁmplete the assessment and employability plan withif a
_ time-frame specified by the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

(¢  The employability plan shall specify a time-frame for achieving self-sufficiency (pursuant to
the sections regarding time-limited transitional benefits) and the preseribed activities shall
. reflect the needs of the participant to successfully meet this time-frame.

3. DEFERMENTS UNDER JOBS

Current Law

Stazes must require non-exempt AFDC reclpiem to participate in ﬂuJOBSpragm to the extent that
resources are avallable. Exemptions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the illness or
incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under age 3;(or, at State option, age

1), employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age 16 or attending a full time
educational program; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area
where the program is not available. The parens of a child under age 6 (but older than the age for an
exemption) who is personally providing care for the child may be required to participase only if
participation requiremens are limited 1o 20 hours per week and child care is guaranteed. For AFDC-

2
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UPfasz;ev,:heexempnonrelaﬁngroﬂwegeofa duldmayonlyappbvmoﬂyaneparem orto
neither parent if child care is gucrcn:eed

Under new provisions, a greater number of participanss will be JOBS Mdarory Single-parent and
two-parent familles will be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current exemption
policy, which is based on an individual’s characteristics, will be replaced with a policy which will

allow for temporary defermens ﬁ-om participation requirements for good cause as determined by the
Stare.

Ratianale

In order ta change the culture of welfare, & is necessary to stress the importance of full participation
in the JOBS program. It is also important lo ensure that all welfare recipients who are able to
pmapmm:oasmmsmmmmmm&ywm. Elimination of

exemptions sends a strong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of

events, and not the exception. A limited deferment policy gives the States the flexibility to tempomnly

excuse recipierzs from particlparion who are unable due to good cause. 7

ISSUE 1: If States are given a ou!ing, what ‘percent of the caselaad shonld be arunpt" (See

Option 1) _

ISSUE 2: Should States have the option to make dependents under 16 be JOBS mandatory
for some activities? -

NOTE: Deferral policy should be coordinated with phase-in strategy. Gradually o

increasing participation rate percentages (if designated for deferral policy) could
be part of a phase-in option (if we use total caseload as the denominator).

Adult recipients could be deferred 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 a recipient was deferred from
the JOBS program would not count against the time Jimit.

EXAMPLE: An individual applies for cash assistance in January of 1996. Sheand 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 deferved 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 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 November 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 extension to finish her LPN training (see Extensions in TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE ‘

- specifications).
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Deferral policy would take one of three forms:

OPTION 1:  The criteria for deferral would not be specified in stamte. States would have eomplete
discretion as to whom to defer, up to a fixed percentage of the caseload (30-40%).
Accordingly, 60-70% of all adult recipients (including teen parents) would be required
to participate in the JOBS program or work part-ume in order to be eligible for cash
benefits.

51%
RATIONALE FOR OPTION ONE (Why 60-70%7):

During FY 1992, 57% of adult recipients were exempted from participation in JOBS.. Of the

remaining 43% who were required to participate, slightly under one-fifth (16%) were actually

participating in JOBS at any given time, meaning that only 7% of all adult recipients were actnally

participating in JOBS. To serve that 7%, States spent a total of about $1 billion (Federal and State).

These figures imply that if 60% of adult recipients were required to participate, and of those S0%

were actually participatiog, the cost would be approximately $4 billion. If 80% were reguired to et Teeh
- 1

participate and 50% were actually pamexpatmg. the cost would be in the neighborhood of $5.75 ennne ™
- billion. ,zms" s 7
ﬂ., Lybensie™

Given that more than half (27) of all States now exempt at least 60% of adult reciplents, limiting
States to deferring 30-40% would represent a serious change from current practice. While the
ballpark cost figures in the preceding paragraph do not consider factors such as changes in the
caseload or an increase in part-time work, the numbers do suggest that it might be difficult to get the Qehsors t
deferral rate below 30-40%, given cost constraints.

OPTION 2: A number of critcria for deferral from the JOBS program would be specified in, s 1DES
statute, States would be permitted, in addition, to defer up to a fixed percentage (10- fwes(
20%) of adult recipients under other criteria. Eighty-ninety perceat (80-90%) of adult ' ¢/
recipients not deferred under the Faderally specified criteria would be required o 2o -

either participate in the JOBS program or work part-time. s u.&ef"‘

JOBS exemption criteria would be narrowed to limit specified deferral criteria to the
following (change from current law in parentheses): | bo*
(1) Diness, including mental Ulness, incapacity or advanced age (Same as curreat law); J’_’ i ,;D <
(2)  Needed in the home to care for another member of the household who is ill or | reur il -4
incapacitated (same as cuwrrent law); , 1 mos b= %o

@) i) Parent or needy carétaker ralative of a child under one who was born elther
before or within 10 months of the family’s most recent application for
assistance; or

ii) Within a 120-day period following the birth of a child born 10 or more o {7
months after the most recent application for assistance; 2 clill (

4
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(Distinction made between child conceived before and after application for
assistance, age of child lowered from three to one for children conceived
before application, deferral for other births limited to 120 days)

{4)  Second or third trimester of pregnancy (same as cwrrent law); and NO

(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 cmemlaw spcc#im!lycmﬁo.‘lo.‘i) '

* RATIONALE FOR OPTION TWO (Why 80:90%?):

About 20-25% of adult recipients would be deferred under the criteria listed here. If States were
permitied to defer an additional 20% of the remaining recipients, 60-64% of all adult recipients would
be required o participate in JOBS, comparable to the 60-70% under Option One.

T

OPTION ONE VERSUS OPTION TWO:

As discussed above, the percentage of the caseload deferred would be mghly equal under both ‘
options, but Option Two might attract wider support, given that it avoids using numbers as high as 30
or 40%. This presumes there is some degree of CODSNSUS- -about the appropriateness of the deferral
ctiteria listed under Option Two.

OPTION 3:  Same as either Option One or Two, except that, when appropriate, those deferred
from the JOBS program would be required to engage in activities intended to prepare
them for the JOBS program. The employability plan for a deferred recipient \ﬁd
detail the steps, such as finding permanent housing or obtaining medical care, ed
to enable him or her to enter the JOBS program.

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 wonld have access to
pre-JOBS services. For individuals whose deferral is expected to end shortly in any
event (e.g., mothers of young 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 pot be required to guarantee child care or provide other supportive services for
persons in the pre-JOBS phase. Monitoring would be relaxed consxderably relative to
JOBS. States would, however, have the optxon to sanction persons in the pre-JOBS
phase for not following through with the steps in the employability plan. /

States might be required to graduate a relatively modest percentage of persons in the
pre-JOBS phase into the JOBS program each year.

RATIONALE FOR OPTION THREE:
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Requiring at least some recipients deferred from JOBS to participate in pre-JOBS activitles would
encourage States to devote some attention to deferred persons. Moreover, a pre-JOBS phase might,
to some extent, assuage concerns about the magnitude of the deferral rates.

Drafting specs

(a) States have the option to defer up to 8 maximum of [some specified percentage] of the
caseload from JOBS participation for reazons of good canse as. deemed by the States. Such
good cause reasons may include:

- age, incapacity, or serious illness of the participant

- if the participant is needed at home to take care of seriously ill or disabled
© relative

- such other reasous which prevent successful 'parﬁcipaﬂon in the FJOBS
program. '

NOTE: AFDC recipients who are deferred from the JOBS program will be expected to
complete an assessment and case plan specifying appropriate activities.

®)  AFDC recipients who are working at least 20 hours  week will not be required to participate
in JOBS program activities.

() States will have the ability to apply to the Secretary of HHS to provide deferrals to a larger 7
percentage of the caseload if clrwmsmnm specific to the State warrant such necd.

d States will be required to review all deferments from JOBS as part of the redetermination
process for transitional assistance. Deferments only last until the next redetermination.

4 JOBS SERVICES AVATLABLE TO PARTICIPANTS
Current Lg W

A range of services and activities must be qffered by States under the current JOBS program, but
Stares are hot required to implement JOBS -uniformly tn all parrs of the State and'JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be included are: educational activities, including high
school and equivalens educazion, basic literacy, and English proficiency; jobs skills training; job
readiness activities; job development and job placement; and supportive services 10 the extent that
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transportarion and work related expenses. States must also offer at
least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the<job training (OJT}; work
supplemenzation programs (WSF); and community work experience programs (CWEP). There is a
need 10 expand the definition and range of services available under JOBS. States would maintain the
Jlexibilizy to determine the mix of JOBS services available and required for participans.
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 The definition of satisfactory participarion in the JOBS program will be broadened to include activitles
that are important to helping individuals achieve self-sufficiency. States will have broad latitude in
determining which services are provided. Addirionally, fob search actmne: will be emphasized ro

promote work and employmen.

ISSUES

ISSUE 1:  Will additional smmsfprograms be rumbumble under JOBS. If so, which
ones?

NOTE: Through 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 specified in the employabllity plan. See JOBS
PARTICIPATION, which follows.

ISSUE 2: Should CWEP and Alternative Work experience rules be more flexible (For
example, to allow State to require recipients to participate in CWEP for a
mnnber of hours which resulits in a benefit/hour ration less than minimum wage)?

ISSUE 3: Should States have the ophon of eliminating the requirement to serve volunteers
firse?

ISSUE 4: AssumlngSmtsmnotreqﬁxredtooﬂerasemmagedmoas,shaﬂme '

' Federal government take steps to promote such services? (See OPTION whlcb
follows)

OPTION: ©  Enhanced (automated) Case Management

. The Department shall develop (see paxt 4 below) und the States can implement enhanced automated
case-management systems to assist in the administration of the new JOBS program. This enhanced
case management system shall have certain capabilities in order to appropriately assist in the
administration and monitoring of a hwnan developmens gs opposed to an income support system.
While income support systems are "Point-In-Time" oriented (sach monthly accounting period is
conceptualized as a discrete event) human development systems are longitudinal in character. A

"Point-In-Process” conceptualization is needed where progress through a system can be monitored and -

individual and family change detected. Thrs requires a longitudinal petspecuve Hlustrative
characteristics are:

e))

@

. tn measure (on a micro, or individual, and macro, or aggregite, basis the arrributes of

new entrants;

to measure the proportion of new entrants who 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.);

7
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(3) 1o be able to retrieve, on 2 real time basis, micro information on case status—what
activities has a client completed, the current developmental stage of the client, end in
what activities a client is scheduled to participate;

(4)  to bhave some abllity to determine whether progress is being made.

Drafting Specs
- (3  Amend job search rules to accomplish the following:
(1) mandate that States provide job search as a JOBS service;

) exlend permissible period of mandated job search for mdmdual applicants to 12
weeks from 8 upon application;

3) remove the requirement that job search after initial job-smch period may only be
required in combination with education and training; and

@) mandatory job-search activities at the end of the time-limit shall not count against the
4-month uml job search limit. (Note, see TIME-LIMIT section)

®) Eliminate the requirement to serve volunteers first.
(c) Eliminate the targeting requirements.

(@ Remove the non-dxsplacemsnt requuemeat to allow work supplementation placements m
private sector vacancies. : :

5 .‘ JORS PARTICIPATION

- Current Law

Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which established the JOBS program, certain minimum
pardcipation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
Jace a reduced federal masch rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% of the

~ non-exempt caseload in each State must participate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There is a need to increase the minimum participation standards in
order to fully implement JOBS and transform the welfare system from an income support system into a
work support system. The ACF currens budget proposal for phase-in increase in participation
standards for JOBS from the currens level to 20% of non-exempt caseload in FY 1995, 25% Jor FY
1996, 30%forFY 1997, 35% for FY 1998, 40% FY 1999, 45% jor FY 2000.

 yision

In order for the JOBS program 10 become the centerpiece of government assistance, the JOBS
- program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and participants. Under the
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provisions of the new rransirional assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded
and increased participation rates will be phased-in unsil States reach a full-participation model.
States will be given flexibility tn designing systems to achieve these objectives.

ISSUE

ISSUE 1: Will the Federal govemmult specily requirced parﬁdpadon levels? Will this be
part of a phase-in strategy?

ISSUE 2:  If States can expand the definition of which services count towards JOBS
o - participation, how can the Fedaral government measure the intensity of

participation?

- For example, modest changes to the participation rate calculation may be
made to make the calculation more equitable among States and to
accommodate certain types of meaningful participation whiclirare
currently excluded,

ISSUE 3: © What Shnu!d we do with the 20 hour rule?
 Drafting Specs

(8)  Broaden the definition of JOBS participation to include participation in acﬁvmes (at State
option) whichk promote the goals of a pamcipams case plan and are consistent with the goals
of the JOBS program.

(b)  Pacticipstion in any such Stats specified activities would count as participation in the JOBS
program if such participation is consistent with the goals and needs specified in the case plan.

6. JORBS FOR NON-CUSTOIMAL PARENTS

OPTION:  States will have the option of using 10% of JOBS monies for services to non-custodial
parents. At State option, non~custodial parents may be required to participate in
WORK activities for a specified period of time prior o being eligible for JOBS

1. TARGETING TEEN PARENTS

Current law

amwlmvreqxdmrbatparemmdaage 20panimpafe in an educational activity, but only within
the context of other JOBS requirements, targeting guidelines and participation standards. Current
law, however, also exempts children under 16 who atrend school full-time,

Vigion

@o1o
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While it is important to recognize the different needs and characteristics of the teen parent popularion,
research and demonsirarion projects have shown thar speclalized services designed according to the
needs of teen parents can help maximize positive outcomes with respect to educarional atiainmen:,
personal responsibility, job readiness, child developmens, life skills, response to incentives, and
others. These important lessons must be incorporated into the welfare system in order to benefit from
them. To do so, exemprions which in effect deny access of teen paremnts to needed- services must be
modified. The welfare reform plan will ensure thas every teenager who is or or applies for welfare
while pregnant or having had a child enrolls in the JOBS program, finishes their education, and is
put on a track to self- szgiciemy Every tegnage parent (male or female, case head or not, any age)
will be mandated to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or paternily is established.
There will be no exemptions for teen parents. All JOBS rules pertaining to social contracts,
employability plans, and participarion will apply to teen parents. The preswnption in current law that
the plan should call for the complmonofh;gh school or a GED, unless it Is inappropriate, will be
maintained.

Rationale -

Finding ways 10 help teenagers who have children while on welfare or then apply for welfare is one of
the top priorities of this welfare reform initlative. Helping children understand the implications and
responsibilities associated with having children is one of the critical goals of our prevention strategy.
Equally important, however, is assuring that those teenagers who do have children stay in school, get
their educarion, and go on to work and become self-sufficiens. Demonstragion programs have shown
that services targeted to teen parenis on welfare can have an qﬁ‘éa on thexr education and emplayment
prospects.

ISSUES ' | 5
ISSUE 1: Do we mandate special case management or other services for teen parents?

ISSUE 2: Do we have éeparate pa‘rtidpnﬁnn requirements for teen ixarents? For example,
will States be required to make all teen parents participate in JOBS activities.

Drafing Sp

OPTION: Reqmre that States develop and include in their State JOBS plans special strategies for
‘ service delivery to teens including:

- indicating what other teen pareat programs are being provided in the State and how JOBS
services will be linked to the teen parent service network.

- describing how family planning, parenting and life skills training will be made available to
JOBS teens

- an option to develop LEAP:hke incentive/sanction program to encourage staying in school
other behavior

10
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()  State option of appropriate activity requirements for dependent children who are at-risk of
. Qrop-out or teen-pregnancy. (For example, require school attendance, etc.) :

() At State option, States could test the effectiveness of creating a specialized curriculum of
activities via the case plan geared towards the needs of teen parents. (For example, in the
case plan, activities imvolving parenting and lifc skills, family planning, and secondary
education could be required before attending activities oriented towards employment.)

8. SANCTIONS

Current Law

Sanctions for non-participation under the current JOBS program result in g loss in the portion of

benefits for the individual not In compliance with required activiries unril the failure to comply ceases.

In the event of subsequent non-compliance, the sancrion Is a minimum of 3 months for the second

Jailure to comply, and @ minimwm of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance. AddfMonally, the

State cannot require a participant to accept emplayment if the net resuls 1o the family is a decrease in
cash income.

!j;ign

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

Drafting Specs
>(a) Make elimination of the conciliation requirement a State option. o

(®)  Program Interactions

1. During sanction pauods. assume an unsanctioned AFDC benefit whea calculating
benefits for other means-tested programs.

2. Sanctioned families will still have complete access to other available services.
3. Sanctioned months would be considered months of receipt for calculating time-limits.

d) Eliminate separate sanction policies and requirements for parents employed (20+) with a child
under 6.

9.  PHASE-IN OF NEW REQUIREMENTS
ISSUES

ISSUE 1: Does the federal government wish (o promote a *saturation” type full-
~ participation model for JOBS?

11
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If States implement the new provisions on a partial basis, does this present
problems for administration and monitoring?

How can we ensure that resources are expended adequately for implementation of

the new JOBS program and also angolng services for current JOBS participants?

Implementation of the JOBS provisions shall be accomplished by expanding the State
JOBS participation rate on a gradual basis, wherseby an increasing number of
applicants/recipients will be served under the new transitional assistance provisions.
States would be required to implement full participation requirements for some
portions of the populations as opposed to an across-the-State percentage. States would
select a sub-portion of the AFDC population and would make JOBS available and

mandatory for every nonexempt participant within the sub-population.

The sub-population could be initially selected according to 2 npﬁons available to
States. The first is geographic congidcrations (1.e., specified counties of"g region
within the State). All residents within these areas would be subject to the provisions
of the new transitlonal assistance program. The second option is for States to
implement the new provisions for a designared sub-population statewide. This sub-
population would be designated according to a selection criteria approved by the
Departments, such as all new applicants or teenage recipients, etc. Alternatively,
States would have the option to combine these 2 approaches.

If a State chooses to implement the system geographically, States would specify a
time-frame for when all counties will have the new JOBS program operational, xubjeet
to Federally imposed deadlines. Alternatively, if States targeted new appli

eventually the old system would also be "grand fathered” out of operation. If teenage

. recipients are targeted, the State would still be required to present a plan for full
~ phase-in.

A State now scrves 13% of the JOBS-mandatory population and must serve an -
additional 2% by next year. Instead of raising the entire the participation level by
increasing the number of JOBS participants statewide, the State selects 3 counties

where all AFDC (JOBS-mandatory) recipients and applicants will receive JOBS
services. The participation in that county will be ~ 100% (excluding all deferred and

sanctioned clients) while the participation level across the State will become 15%, as
required. An additional State facing the same circumstances chooses to require all
applicants to participate in JOBS. Among new applicants, the participation level
approaches 100% (again, excluding deferments and sanctioned clients), while the
statewide pmxcxpanon rate (among all JOBS-mandatory lndlvxduals) at the required
time frame is 15% and growmg

States would be required, by a specified date, to serve all new applicants and teen

parents. States must develop a plan for eventual phase-in of remaining population
which is consistent with the provisions of this Act.

12
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(a)

®)

()

®)

For the purposes of implementation of the provisions of thxs Act, States wxll include an
implementation plan as part of the State JOBS plan outlining how the requirements of this Act
shall be implemented in the State within the required time-frame.

In the plan, States would have the option to specify en initial sub-population which shall be
served under the expanded JOBS program during the implementation phase. This portion of
the State plan is to be updated annually (as required) to reflect expansion of the population

served under the new JOBS program until full participarion is achieved throughout the State.

Among the initial sub-populations to be served as specified by the State plan, 100% of all
non-exempt recipients (or alternatively, some percentage of the total sub—populanon
representing the mandatory caseload) shall be required to participate in JOBS activities as
proscnbed by the State. ,

wiine

-Or =

States shall be required to serve all new applicants and teen pareats by [some specified date].

A1
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B.‘ IMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAWING AND SELF-
‘ EMPI.DYI&IENT OPPORTUNITIES

rrlg

Under the Family qu;port Act, the Governor of each Sm is required to ensure that progrm

- acrivitles under JOBS are coordinated with JTPA and other relevant employmens, training, and
educational programs available in the State. Appropriate components of the State’s plan which relate
to job training and work preparation must be consistent with the Governor’s coordination plan. The
S:ateplanmmbemmudbyacoord‘bmﬁngcouncd :

! :EIOII

The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create a séparate education and training system for
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and informarion about the broad
array of existing programs in the mainstream system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned 1o
permit States to integrate other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and 1o
implement “"one-stop shopping® education and training programs. Under current law, states are
required 10 coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies
considerably. Existing barriers are statutory and tredirional; others are regulatory and policy. The
barriers to better coordination need to be examined and addressed.

ISSUE1:  Should we consider changes in AFDC policy to better accommodate participation
in other training and education programs through such mechanisms &5 a more
~ penerous disregard policy for stipends, training wages, etc.

. ISSUE 2: What is.the suthority of the Human Resource Inmtment Councdils (mnt:s) and
how will these bodles interuct with the Deparunent of HHS and other Federal

agencics? ,
ISSUE3: = How will such a board be comprised 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 local/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 the HRIC would have responsibility for:

03] developing an overall human inv’esuneut strategy and plan;
@ consider and establish criteria upon which to evaluate and approve waivers
- from States which facilitate integrated service dehvery amng the principle
Federal job training programs;
@A) developing mtegmed staff training and capacity buildmg, '

14
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@ setting common definitions and administrative requirements among programs;

) setting common outcome measures;

©® developing common reporting systems;

)] promoting common eligibility determination;

®) overseeing evaluations;

(9)  suggesting regulatory and legislative changes to promote joint program
operation and facilitate coordination; and

(10)  establish objective criteria to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to
improve Federal program linkages and coordination.

The Department of Education has responded to this proposal. They view such a
council as a positive endeavor, but (1) not as part of welfare reform, and (2) 3 multi-
agency coordinating council should address not only welfare and welfare recipients,
but broader national workforce issues. They propose the scope of the council should
also include:

(1)  articulation of a national workforce preparation and national self-sufficiency
agenda that focuses on improving the access to and the quality of teaching and
learning in education and training programs;

2) administrative requirements, performance measures, eligibility requirements,
sub-contracting standards and evaluative instruments;

3) design and implementation of inter-agency trouble shooting teams; and

@ collaboration with the private sector.

) Membership would include Labor, Education, HHS, OMB, and Defense.

DOEd further states that on the State level, the vocational educational commum}y has
had concerns regarding the State HRICs.

Secretaries of HHS, Labor, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and
training programs to encourage participation of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs. A waiver board shall be assembled to examine
eligibility issucs and make recommendations to promote expanded participation,
coordinated programs, and simplified and standardized eligibility. Included in such

programs shall be:
(1)  Pell Grant;
(@) JTPA;

@) appreaticeship programs; and
@) JOBS programs.

Options 3 and 4 were mmished by DOL and involve full integration of JOBS and
JITPA.

Full Integration of JOBS-JTPA: Run a fully integrated JOBS and JTPA program,
co-located at the service delivery area, with one-stop arrangements for JOBS
participants and JTPA Title [I-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 flexibility to include
additional services for target populations in addition to basic services. Basic core

services provided would include:
1 information on career, jobs, education training opportunities, and support
services;

2) eligibility assessmeat;

)] testing and assessment;

(4)  counscling; ,

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

Intensive services either on-site or brokered would include:
1 drop-in child care;

@  education;
training;
@) work experience; and - ' -

(5)  supportive services.

OPTION 4:  Joint planning and administration between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option,

the Gavernor of each State could require a joint plan from the two agencles indicating
how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period and the
post-transitional period. Current law specifies joint review of plan; joint .ngn-off
would be substituted.

Drafting Specs

1.

@

®

©

@

COORDINATED EFFORTS

Departmeat of Education proposes: Amend the language in SSA section 483(2) 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.

Department of Education proposes: The Stute JOBS plan must be consistent basic litecacy and
job training goals and objectives of the plans required by the Adult Educatxon Act and the
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act.

Department of Education proposes: Requira employability plan to contain explicit
consideration of basic literacy and employment skillg.

‘Department of Education proposes: enhanced case management services be available to

participants to maximize coordination of services.

16
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C. CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the following options for our consideration for inclusion as part of the
current round of welfare. These options involve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T)
program,

OPTION 1: Conforming the Food Stamp E&T program with JOBS,

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

Currently, the sanction for non-compliance with Food Stamp work requirements affects the entire
household. Under AFDCJOBS, the sanction affects only the individual not in compliance.
Recommendarion: conform to E&T policy with JOBS sanction policy.

{a) Eliminate the distinction between individual and household ineligibility arising from non-
compliance with work requirements.

®) Elirainate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for E&T purposes.
()  Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T.
2, E&T EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program provides payments or reimbursements to individuals for
transportarion and other expenses (excluding dependent care) related 1o participation in the P’§§
Participants receive payments for actual costs up to 325 per month for expenses deemed necesSary for
participation in the E&T program. The Federal government maiches up to half of the amount State
agencies spend, up $12.50 of the $25. State may supplemens the amournt without additional matching
Junds from ihe Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participanis for
transportarion and other costs necessary 1o enable individuals to participate in JOBS. The Federal
government matches the State agency.costs up o 50%. State agencies describe in their State plam
the monetary limits to be applied to transportation and other support services.

Recommendation: conform E&T reimbursement policy with JOBS policy.

(@ Contorm Food Stamp E&T reimbursement policy to JOBS reimbursement policy by

eliminating the $25 maximum and allowing State agencies to speclfy monetary limits to be
applied to transportation and related expenses.

17
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3. Foop StaMp E&T DEPENDENT CARE EXEMPTIONS

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State agencies to exempt certain individuals from participation
in program acrivitries. Cwrrently, State agencies may exempt from work regisiration a parent or other
household member who is responsible for the care of a dependens child under age 6 or an
incapacizated person. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individual must be asswred by the State
agency that child cere will be guaranteed and that s/he will not be required to participate more than
20 hours per week. A parens or relative who is personally providing care for a child under age 3 (or
younger at State option) is automatically exempt from JOBS participation. Conforming Food Stamp
E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater
percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work at the time of application for benefits,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Reconvnendation: conform E&T exemption provisions with JOBS crireria.

4, PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR FQOD STAMP E&T

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program distributes $75 million as ¢ Federal grant to State agencies
Jor the administration of their E&T programs. Of this $75 million, $60 million is distributed
according to each State’s proportion of work registrants (nonperformance funding), while the
remaining $15 million is based on State program performance. This option would eliminate the $15
million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T. The USDA wom’d distribute the entire
375 million based on the nonperformance formula.

Recommendation: eliminate the $15 million performance funding category.

-

(2  Eliminate the $15 million performance funding category for Food Stamp E&T. <

(b)  Distribution of Federal funds for EXT will be based according to each State’s proportion of
work registrants.

18
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OPTION 2: Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State agencies stress that serving similar populations with different program rules and funding
structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability to operate the program
effectively. Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would resulr in a more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and training programs. While the program would continue to
serve recipients of public assistance and those not recelving public assistance (NFA), the
administrative burden associated with the operation of 2 separate Federal employment and training
programs would be eliminated.

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

1. FUNDING

Curreraly, USDA distributes $75 million in a 100% gront ro State agencies to administer their E&T
programs. States thar choose to spend more than their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal match
Jor administrative costs. Legislation could conform maich rates for E&T services with JOBS match
rates. If trangferred to HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financial requiremenzs for
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the cdministrative burden for State operating agencies.

OPTION:  Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include:

6] transferring funds from USDA to HHS;

kY

(1)) USDA funding States directly through contracts
(iii)  funding appropriated directly to HHS,
2, MINIMUM PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

In FY 19590 and FY 1991 States were required to place no fewer than S0% of their E&T mandasory
population into E&T activities. This performance standard was lowered to 10% for FY 1992 and
beyond.

OPTION: As a way to ensure continued participation in employment and uaining activities by
Food Stamp recipients, HHS wonld direct State agencieg to serve a minimum npumber
of NPAS, possibly based on 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 would be served and how participation requirements would
be met.

[D. DEMONSTRATIONS specifications follow herel ;
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OPTION: PART TIME WORK

Therc has been discussion of finding a way to provide income support to people working part time
outside of the AFDC system. Here's an option for discussion purposes of how such a program could
work:

Divide AFDC into two programs: Transitional Support and Work Support.

Transitional Support would be the time limited AFDC program. JOBS patticipatibn would be
mandatory for receipt of TS, although defecrals and extensions would be available as discussed.

Work Support would be a much simpler i income supplement program:
To be eligible, applicant would have to be worhng 20 hours a week [Less in low benefit
states].
- WS rules could be simplified much further than TS — namely, it might sense to adopt Food
Stamp filing unit and rules for WS, and detecmine WS as a percentage of Food Stamps.
"~ Asset rules for Work Support would be more liberal, and any asset accumulatiorr— - -
demonstrations would only be open to those on Work Support.

. = States could have the option of setting up the Work Support program as a state EITC (as more
states are doing - Cuomo just proposed one for NY) provided advanced payment was made
available regularly and simply.

- Work Support would not be time limited. -

Thls proposal could:
make life easier for the working poor by simplifying their interaction with assistance
programs
- separate two distinct missions — transmonal support for non-workers and income suppogt for
poor workers -- currently captured in one program - into two distinct programs
- permit AFDC workers 10 be trainad to link clients with Child Support, EITC, Child care, etc.
— the role we had once conceptualized for the Work Support Agency

CON: Little mora than a cosmetic name change,
PRO: Even a cosmetic distinction may be important ~ otherwise AFDC will be moving in two
directions: contracting because of time limits while expanding as an income supplement.

CON: Complexity; 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 simpler,
more supportive program for those who work.
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TIME-LIMITING ASSISTANCE

Most of the people who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively. It
is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system, staying a relatively brief
period each time. Two our of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two years
and fewer than one in flve spends five consecutive years on AFDC, Half of those who leave welfare,
however, return within two years, and 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 of economic difficulty.

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of all
people who ever enier the system, Rowever, they represent a high propartion of those on welfare at any
given time. Although many face very serious barriers to emplayment, including physical disabilities,
others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-term recipients
are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them 10 leave AFDC.

The two-year time limit is part of the overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from disbursing
funds 10 promoring self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both recipient and the welfare
agency a structure thar necessitates steady progress in the direction of 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

Sfamilies. -
Current Law and Direction of Proposal

The AFDC program provides cash assistunce to households in which needy children have been deprived
of parenzal support (Section 401, Social Security Act), including two-parent households in which the
principal earner s unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407). Operating within broad Federal
guidelines, States set standards used ro determine need and paymenz. In order to be eligible for AFDC,
the household’s gross income cannot exceed 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 of its assets must be below
the limit set by the State.

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

. relative, as well as the dependent children (Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some Stazes
(those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988) are permitied to
Dlace a type of rime limir on pariicipation 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 on
AFDC-UP eligibility. Under currem: law, however, no other type of time limits may be placed on
participation in the AFDC program.

The proposal would impose, on adults, a cumulative time limit of twn years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and extensions to the time limit to be gransed 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—once an individual left welfare, he or she would begin 1o earn
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back eligibility for assistance,

1.

@)

(@)

®

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 120-month period. Months in which an individual was
receiving assistance but was deferred from the JOBS program (pot required to participate) would
not count against the 24-month time limit.

Applicability of Time I imits

The time limit would apply only to parents and needy caretaker relatives (for treatment of teen
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.

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 w 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 2 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 2 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 second parent would then be treated as any other
deferred recipient-counted toward the maximum anmber 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
farnily. in, this would on! case if econd parent were

program. ‘

RATIONALE: While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent
families over single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatmeat 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 constitute, to some extent, 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 permitted to

2
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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).

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.

Teen Parents

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-month time limit, provided they were enrolled in high school or 2 GED program. After
attaining a diploma or turning 20, they would still be eligible for the standard extension as - -
described below (see Extensions below).

Teen parents who reach the time limit and are not in school would he permitted to enroll in
job search (and continue receiving cash benefits) for up to 3 months bet‘ore 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 antaining 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-enter
high schonl. By her 20th birthday, she is still six months from completing high school. 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 any custodial parent under 20 who is in high school or a GED program to receive
cash benefits. This would allow teen parentws in the WORK program to go back to high
school or enter 8 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
limit (see Deferrgls in the JOBS specifications for a further discussion of the difference between
deferrals and extensions).

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 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 adult recipients (4-5%).

OPTION TWO.
States would be permitted to grant extensions of the time limit under the circumstances listed
helow, 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 individnal is making satisfactory progress toward aftaining a
diploma or completing the program (extension limited to 24 months).

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

(€)) For gome 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.

) 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 neaded to complete the activities in the employability
plan (up to a limit of 24 months).

OPTION ONE VERSUS OPTION TWO: 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.

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

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

o 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.

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

) 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 least twelve consecutive months both
not on cash assistance and not in the WORK program. The total months of assistance for
which 2 person was eligible at any time could never exceed 24.

EXAMPLE: An individual applies for assistance for the first time in Ianua:y 1997, is not
deferred from the JOBS program and enters a JTPA in-class 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 w find another. She re-applies for assistance in

February 2000, 26 months after leaving welfare. At thig 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. .

®) 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).

© States would be permitted to design alternate methods of allowing persons to earn back
months of assistance,
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Search/Transition 1o Work

Recipients 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 not preclude participation in other JOBS activities.

An individual would not be permitted to enter the WORK program uatil he or she hud
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 not be
permitted to either take 2 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 eunter the
WORK program. While fulfilling this requirement, a person in this category would not be
eligible for cash benefits or for a WORK assignment.

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: January is the last month in which a recipient is eligible for cash bensfits. At
the end of January, 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 benefit check for the month of
February, even though he 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. :

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

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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A. ENHANCING THE 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 they feel a commitment to education is necessary to ensure that welfare
recipients receive adequate services. These areas are: (1) various legislative initiatives
from DOEd should be referenced and reinforced; (2) education and training must be
facilitated during the two-year transitional period and appropriate extensions should be
granted for completion of such activities; (3) increased coordination between JOBS
and education and training providers 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
recommendations incorporated elsewhere in this section.

NOTE: Both the Department of Labor and the Department of Agriculiure have specific
proposals which have also been incorporated elsewhere in this section.

1. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

Current Law

The Family Support Act mandated that upon enrollment into the AFDC program, the State must make
an initial assessment of applicants with respect to child care needs, skills of the applicant, prior work
experience, and employability of the applicant. On the basis of this assessment, the State must
develop an employability plan for the applicant. The State may require participants to enter into a
Jormal agreement which specifies the participant’s obligations under the program and the activities
and services provided by the State. The employability 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.

Visi

At the point of the intake process, applicants will learn of their specific responsibilities and
expectations regarding the JOBS program and time-limits. All States and applicants will now be
required 1o enter into an agreement specifving the responsibilities of each party. This will be
accomplished through a social contract and an employability plan. While the social contract will
outline a general agreement, the employability plan will be focussed on the specific employment
related needs of the applicant. Although these are not legal contracts, these agreements will serve to
refocus the direction of the welfare program.

Rationale
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States must change the culture of the welfare system by changing the expectations of both applicants
and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
intake process to stress the shift from eligibility and benefir determination to employment and access to
education and training. The mutual obligations of the State and the participant must be spelled out

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

Drafting Specs

(@ Al applicants, upon enrollment, will be required to sign 3 Social Contract with the 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.

® Upon enrollment, all applicants must be provided with information about the revised JOBS
program and informed of their status regarding eligibility for transitional assistance,
specifically the amount of time of remaining eligibility.

(c) The Social Contract shall not be a legal contract.

2. EMPLOYABILITY PLAN

Drafting Specs

@ Change current SSA language that a State "may” require the participant to enter into an
agreement with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed to "must.”

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

(c)  The employability plan shall specify a time-frame for achieving self-sufficiency (pursuaat to
the sections regarding time-limited transitional benefits) and the prescribed activities shall
reflect the needs of the participant to successfully meet this time-frame.

3. DEFERMENTS UNDER JOBS
Current Law

States must require non-exempt AFDC recipienss to participate in the JOBS program to the extent that
resources are available. Exemptions under the cwrrent JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the illness or
incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under age 3 (or, at State option, age

1); employed more than 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age 16 or attending a full time
educational program; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area
where the program is not available, The parent of a 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-

2
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UP families, the exemption relating to the age of a child may only apply to one parent, or 1o neither
parent if child care is guaranteed.

Vision

Under new provisions, a greater number of participants will be JOBS mandaiory. Single-parent and
mwo-parent fwnilies will be treated similarly under the new JOBS system. The current exemption
policy, which is based on an Individual’s characteristics, will be replaced with a policy which will
allow for temporary deferment from participation requiremenss for good cause as determined by the
State.

Rationale

In order to change the culture of welfare, it is necessary to siress the importance of full 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 available 1o them by the States. Elimination of
exemptions sends a strong message that full participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of
evenss, and not the exception. A limited deferment policy gives the States the ﬂexzbdzty to temporarily
excuse recipients from participation who are unable due to good cause.

ISSUE 1: If States are given & percentage of population as a calmg, what percent of the
caselood should be exempt? (See Option 1)

ISSUE 2: Should States have the option to make dependents under 16 be JOBS mandatory
for some activities?

NOTE; Deferral policy should be coordinated with phase-in strategy. Gradually
increasing participation rate percentages (if designated for deferral policy) could
be part of a phase-in option (if we use total caseload as the denominator).

Drafting Specy
See TiMe-LimIT sections for legislative specifications
4. JOBS SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

Current Law

A range of services and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, but
States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be included are: educarional activities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic literacy, and English proficiency, jobs skills training; job
readiness activities; job development and job placement; and supportive services to the extent that
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transportation and work related expenses. Stazes must also offer at

3
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least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the-job rraining (OJT); work
supplemenzazion programs (WSP); and community work experience programs (CWEP). There is a
need to expand the definition and range of services available under JOBS. States would malintain the
Slexibility to determine the mix of JOBS services avallable and required for participants.

Vigj

The definition of satisfuctory pariicipation in the JOBS program will be broadened to include activities
that are importunt to helping individuals prepare for work and self-sufficiency. States will have broad
latitude in determining which services are provided. Additionally, Job search activities will be
emphasized to promote work and employment,

ISSUES
ISSUE 1: Will additional services/programs be reimbursable under JOBS. If so, which
ones?
NOTE: Through regulation, the Sccretary could allow States to offer additional services
as appropriate JOBS activities. Such services may include such services which
aid participants in attaining goals specified in the employability plan. See JOBS
PARTICIPATION, which follows.
ISSUE 2: Should CWEP and Alternative Work experience rules be more flexible (For Mo

example, to allow State to require recipients to participate in CWEP for a decinio~
number of hours which results in a benefit/hour ration less than minimum wage)?

ISSUE 3: Should States have the option of eliminating the requirement to serve volunteers Disabled fix
: first? Advocates for persons with disabilities are concerned that eliminating this :
requirement may result in less services for this population.

ISSUE 4: Assuming States are not required to offer case managed services, shall the
Federal government take steps to promote such services? (See OPTION which
follows)

OPTION:  Enhanced (automated) Case Management

The Department shall develop (see part 4 below) and the States can implement enhanced antomated
case-management systems to assist in the administration of the new JOBS program. This enhanced

case mapagement system shall have certain capabilities in order to appropriately assist in the

administration and monitoring of a Auman development as opposed to an income support system.

While income support systems are "Point-In-Time" orlented (each monthly accounting period is

conceptualized as a discrete event) human development systems are longitudinal in character. A
"Point-In-Process™ conceptualization is needed where progress through a system can be monitored and 3’”/&) ”ﬁ"
individual and family change detected. This requires a longitudinal perspective. Illustrative

characteristics are:
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m to measure (on a micro, or individual, and macro, or aggregate, basis the attributes of _
new entrants;

(2)  to measure the proportion of new entrants who 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
what activities a client is scheduled to participate;

{4) to ha§e some ability to determine whether progress is being made.

Drafting Specs

@

®)
©
@

Amend job search rules to accomplish the following:
(4))] | mandate that States provide job search as a JOBS service;

@ extend permissible period of mandated job search for individual applicants to 12
weeks upon application from 8;

Q3) remove the requirement that job search after initial job-search period may only be .
required in combination with education and training; and

@) mandatory job-search activities at the end of the time-limit shall not count against the
4-month total job search limit. (Note, see TIME-LIMIT section)

Eliminate the requirement to serve volunteers first.

Eliminate the targeting requirements.

private seetor vacancies.

Remove the non-displacement requirement to allow work supplementation placements in / yﬁ

JOBS PARTICIPATION

srent Law

Under the Family Supporr Act of 1988 which established the JOBS ﬁrogram, certain minimwn
participation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC caseload. States
Jace a reduced federal match rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 at least 11% of the
non-exempt caseload in each State must pardcipate in JOBS. The standards increase to 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no standards specified after FY 1995, There is a need to
extend and Increase minimum participation standards beyond 1995 in order to implementr JOBS and
transform the welfare system from an income support system into a work support system. The ACF

S
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current budget proposal for p}mé-m increase in participation standards for JOBS from the current
level to 20% of non-exempt caseload in FY 1995, 25% for FY 1996, 30% for FY 1997, 35% for FY
1998, 40% FY 1999, 45% for FY 2000.

Yision

In order for the JOBS program 1o become the censerpiece of government assistance, the JOBS
program must experience a dramatic expansion of both services and participants. Under the
provisions of the 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.
Stares will be given flexibility in designing systems to achieve these obfectives.

ISSUE

ISSUE 1: Will the Federal government spedl'y required participation levels? Will this be
part of a phase-in strategy?

ISSUE 2: If States can expand the definition of which services count towards JOBS
participation, how can the Federal government measure the intensity of

participation?

. For example, modest changes to the participation rate calculation may be
made to make the caleulation more equitable among States and to
accommodate certain types of meaningful participation which are
currently excluded.

ISSUE 3: What should we do with the 20 hour rule?
an& ing Specs
(@) Broaden the definition of JOBS participation to include participation in activities (at State

option) which promote the goals of a participants case plan and are wnsnstent with the goals
of the JOBS program,

()  Participation in any such State-specified activitics would count as participation in the JOBS
program if such participation is consistent with the goals and needs specified in the case plan,

6. JOBS FOR NON-CUSTODIAL PARENTS
Current z,g‘w

Section 482 of the Social Security Act (Tutle IV-F) permits the Secretary to fund demonstrations 1o
provide services to non-custodial parents. The Secretary is limited as to the extent of the program
that can be funded under this provision. Evaluarions are required. (This, along with section 1115 of
the Social Security Act is the authority for the Parents Fair Share Demonstrations currently underwdy.
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Vision

Amends title IV-F of the Social Security Act and PL 99-509 (OBRA '86). States would have

considerable fléxibility in the design of their non-custodial parents JOBS program. JOBS and WORK

Sfunding could be combined or programs could be run separately. ey wes foputi fp-l’c
, %Vu‘b P

(2 re

(a) At State option up to 10 percent of JOBS program funding could be used for education and TRAN6,
training programs for noncustodial parents. JOBS amd WORK programs could be operated as w7
a combined or as separate programs. States would have to agree to evaluation and reporting ~ Mo™€
requirements as determined by the Secretary. . . Pl

() Participation by non-custodial parents could be mandatory or voluntary at State option. The
non-custodial parents™ children would have to be receiving AFDC or WORK services at the
time of referral. Non-custodial parents could continue participating in the program even if the
their children became ineligible for AFDC. However, if the non-~custodial parent voluntarily /
left the program, was placed in a job, or was terminated from the pragram, he could not be 7 7
readmitted unless his child(ren) was once again reliant on AFDC (or similar) benefits. ’

" cLil

(© The non-custodial parent’s participation would not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements J,,oM'"

or JOBS/WORK participation by the custodial parent.

(d) Parenting and peer support would be eligible for FFP.
(&)  Payment of training stipends would be allowed ‘and such payments would be eligible for FFP.
R IE————y

()  State-wideness requircmerits would not apply. States would not have to provide the same
JOBS services to custodial and non-custodial parents.

7. TARGETING TEEN PARENTS
Current law

Current law requires that parents under age 20 participate in'an educarional activity, bus only within
the context of other JOBS requirements, targeting guidelines and participation standards. Current
law, however, also exempts children under 16 who attend school full-time.

Vision

While it is importans to recognize the different needs and characteristics of the teen parent popudation,
research and demonstration projecis have shown that specialized services designed according to the
needs of teen parenss can help maximize positive outcomes with respect to educational attainment,
personal responsibility, job readiness, child development, life skills, response to incentives, and
others. These important lessons must be incorporated into the welfare system in order to benefit from
them. To do 50, exemptions which in effecs deny access of teen parents to needed services must be

7
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modified. The welfare reform plan will ensure that every teenager who is on or applies for welfare
while pregnant or having had a child enrolls in the JOBS program, finishes their education, and is
put on a track to self-sufficiency. Every teenage parent (male or female, case head or not, any age)
will be mandated to participate in JOBS from the moment the pregnancy or paternity is established.
There will be no exemptions for teen parents. All JOBS rules pertaining to social contracis,
employability plans, and participation will apply to teen parents. The presumption in current law that
the plan should call for the completion of high school or @ GED, unless it is inappropriate, will be
maintained. '

Rationale

Finding ways 1o help 1eenagers who have children while on welfare or then apply for welfare is one of
the top priorities of this welfare reform initiative. Helping children understand the implications and
responsibilities associated with having children Is one of the critical goals of our prevention strategy.
Equally important, however, is assuring that those teenagers who do have children stay in school, get
their education, and go on to work and become self~sufficient. Demonstration programs have shown
that services targeted to teen parents on welfare can have an effect on their education and employment
prospects. ‘

ISSUES
ISSUE 1: Do we mandate gpedal case management or other services for teen parenis?

ISSUE 2: ‘Do we have separate participation requirements for teen parents? For example,
will States be reguired to make all teen parents participate in JOBS activitics.

Drafting Specs

OPTION: Require that States develop and include in their State JOBS plans special strategies for
service delivery to teens including: '

- indicating what other teen parent programs are being provided in the State and how JOBS
services will be linked to the teen parent service network. '

- describing how family planning, parenting and life skills training will be made available to
JOBS teens ' ‘

- an option to develop LEAP-like incentive/sanction program to encourage staying in school,
other behavior

@) State option of appropriate activity requirements for dependent children ‘who are at-risk of
drop-out or teen-pregnancy. (For example, require school attendance, etc.)

)] At State option, States could test the effectiveness of creating a specialized curriculum of
activities via the case plan geared towards the needs of teen parents. (For example, in the
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case plan, activities involving parenting and life skills, family planning, and secondary
education could be required before attending activities oriented towards employment.)

8. SANCTIONS
Cucrent Law

Sanctions for non-participarion under the current JOBS program result in a loss in the portion of "LJ‘\'
benefits for the individual not in compliance with required activitles until the failure to comply ceases. A ‘,{.;w\
In the event of subsequent non-compliance, the sanction is a minimum of 3 months for the second &
Jailure to comply, and a minimum of 6 months for all subsequent non-compliance, Additionally, the

Srate cannot require a participant 10 accept employment if the net result to the family Is a decrease in

cash income.

Vigion

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

Drafting Specs
(a) Make elimination of the conciliation requirement a State option. - ﬁ b\}A '

. /
() Program Interactions

1. During sanction periods, ussume an unsanctioned AFDC benefit when calculating
benefits for other means-tested programs.

2. Sanctioned families will still have complete access to other available services.
3. Sanctioned mofniths would be considered months of receipt for calculating time-limits. //( <

()] Eliminate separate sanction policies and requirements for parents employed (20+) with a child

under 6.
9. PHASE~IN OF NEW REQUIREMENTS
ISSUES

ISSUE 1: Does the federal government wish to promote a "saturation® type fuli-
participation model for JOBS?

ISSUE 2: If States implement the new provisions on a partial basis, does this present
problems for administration and monitoring?
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How can we ensure that resources are expended adequately for implementation of

the new JOBS program and also ongoing services for current JOBS participants? ™~

Phase-in reguirements shouid be consistent with deferral policy.

Implementation of the JOBS provisions shall 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 transitional assistance provisions.
States would be required to implement full participation requirements for some
portions of the populations as opposed to an across-the-State percentage. States would
select a sub-portion of the AFDC population and would make JOBS available and
mandatory for every nonexempt participant within the sub-population. '

The sub-population could be initially selected according to 2 options availahle to
States. The first is geographic considerations (i.e., specified counties or a region
within the State). All residents 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 selection criteria approved by the
Departments, such as all new applicants or teepage recipients, etc. Alternatively,
States would have the option to combine these 2 approaches.

If a State chooses to implement the system geographically, States would specify a
time-frame for when all counties will have the new JOBS program operational, subject
to Federally imposed deadlines. Alternatively, if States targeted new applicants,
eventually the old system would also be "grand fathered” out of operation. If teenage
recipients are targeted, the State would still be required to present a plan for full
phase-in.

A State now serves 13% of the JOBS-mandatory population and must serve an
additional 2% by next year. Instead of raising the entire the participation level by
increasing the mumber of JOBS participants statewide, the State selects 3 counties
where all AFDC (JOBS-mandatory) recipients and applicants will receive JOBS

- services. The participation in that county will be ~ 100% (excluding all deferred and

OPTION 2:

sanctioned clients) while the participation level across the State will become 15%, as
required. An additional State facing the same circumstances chooses to require all
applicants to participate in JOBS. Among new applicants, the participation level
approaches 100% (again, excluding deferments and sanctioned recipients), while the
statewide pattlclpatmn rate (among all JOBS-mandatary indmduals) at the required
time frame is 15% and growing.

States would be required, by a specified date, to serve all new applicants and teen
parents. States must develop a plan for eventual phase-in of remaining population
which is consistent with the provisions of this Act.

10
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For the purposes of implementation of the provisions of this Act, States will include an

implementation plan as part of the State JOBS plan outlining how the requirements of this Act —

shall be implcmented in the State within the required time-frame.

In the plan, States would have the option to specify an initial sub-population which shall be
served under the expanded JOBS program during the implementation phase. This portion of
the State plan is to be updated annually (as required) to reflect expansion of the population
served under the new JOBS program until full participation is achieved throughout the State.

Among the initial sub-populations to be served as specified by the State plan, 100% of all
non-exempt recipients (or alternatively, some percentage of the total sub-population
representing the mandatory caseload) shall be required to participate in JOBS activities as
proscribed by the State.

-OF ~

States shall be required to serve all new applicants and teen parents by [some specified date].

i1
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B, TMPROVING ACCESS TO MAINSTREAM EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SELF-
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES -

Current law

Under the Family Support Act, the Governor of each State is required to ensure that program
activities under JOBS are coordinated with JTPA and other relevant employment, training, and
educarional programs available in the State. Appropriate components of the State’s plan which relate
fo Job rraining and work preparation must be consistent with the Governor’s coordination plan. The
State plan must be reviewed by a coordinating council.

Visign

The mission of the JOBS program will not be to create a separate education and truining system for
welfare recipients, but rather to ensure that they have access to and information abow the broad
array of existing programs in the mainstream system. The JOBS program needs to be redesigned to
permit States to integrate other employment and training programs into the JOBS program, and to
implement "one-stop shopping " education and iraining programs. Under current law, states are

" required to coordinate their JTPA and JOBS programs. The quality of those linkages varies
considerably. Existing barriers are statwtory and traditional; others are regulatory and policy. The
barriers 10 better coordination need to be examined and oddressed.

ISSUE 1: Should we consider changes in AFDC policy to beiter accommodate participation
in other training and education programs through such mechanisms as a more
generous di;regard policy for stipends, training wages, etc.

ISSUE 2: What is the authority of the Humun Resource Investment Councils (HRICs) and
how will these bodies interact with the Department of HHS and other Federal
agencies?

ISSUE 3: How will such a board be comprised 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 local/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 the HRIC would have responsibitity for:

(1)  developing an overall human investment strategy and plan;

) congider and establish criteria upon which to evaluate and approve waivers
from States which facilitate integrated service delivery among the principle
Federal job training programs;

(3)  devcloping integrated staff training and capacity building;

12
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@) setting common definitions and administrative reqmrements among programs,

&) sefting common outcome measures;

6) developing common rcporting systems;

Q] promoting common eligibility determination;

(8)  overseeing evaluations;

® suggesting regulatory and legislative changes o promote joint program
operation and facilitate coordination; and |

(10)  establish objective criteria to evaluate and measure interagency efforts to
improve Federal program linkages and coordination.

The Department of Education has responded to this proposal. They view such a
council as a positive endeavor, but (1) not as part of welfare reform, and (2) a multi-
agency coordinating council should address not only welfare and welfare recipients,
but broader national workforce issues. They propose the scope of the council should
also include: .

(D articulation of a national workforce preparation and national self-sufficiency

agenda that focuses on improving the access to and the quality of teaching and
learning in education and training programs;
@ administrative requirements, performance measures, eligibility requirements,
" sub-contracting standards and evaluative instruments;
3) design and implementation of inter-agency trouble shooting teams; and
4 collaboration with the private sector.
(5) Membership would include Lahor, Education, HHS, OMB, and Defense.

DOEA further states that on the State level, the vocational educational conununny has
bad concerns regarding the State HRICs. '

'Sectetans of HHS, Labor, and Education shall plan and coordinate education and

training programs to encourage pamclpatton of JOBS participants and simplifies
eligibility for such programs. A waiver board shall be assembled w examine
eligibility issues and make recommendations to promote expanded pamcxpatlon,
coordinated programs, and simplified and standardized eligibility. Included in such
programs shall be:

(1)  Pell Grant;

(2) JTPA;

3) apprenticeship programs; and

@) JOBS programs.

Options 3 and 4 were l‘urmshed by DOL and involve full integration of JOBS and
JTPA.

Full Integration of JOBS-FTPA: Run a fully integrated JOBS and JTPA program,

co-located at the service delivery area, with one-stop arrangements for JOBS
participants and JTPA Title II-A participants. Governors of each State would
designate which apencles were responsible for administration. (The IV-A agencies

13

Ao14


http:3TT"dJlgement.1t
http:measure.CI

,01/28/84  13:39 T'202 880 8562 DHHS/ASPE/HSP dio1s

DRAFT - for discussion only

would not have automatic responsibility.) States would have flexibility to include

additlonal services for target populations in addition to basic services. Basic core -

services provided would include:

(1)  information on career, jobs, education training opportunities, and support
services;

) eligibility assessment;

3) testing and assessment;

4 counseling;

® job search assistance (gmup and lndmdual), and

©) job placement,

Intensive services either on-site or brokered would include:
(1)  drop-in child care;

(2)  education;

3) training;

Q) work experience; and

(8)] supportive services.

OPTION 4:  Joint planning and administration between JOBS and JTPA: Under this option,
the Governor of each State could require a joint plan from the two agencies indicating
how responsibilities would be sorted out for the 2 year transitional period and the
post-transitional period. Current law specifics joint review of plan; joint sign-off
wonld be substituted.

Drafting Specs
1. COORDINATED EIFORTS

(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
Yocational Educational Act.

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

© Department of Education proposes: Require émployabiliry 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.

14
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C. CONSOLIDATING THE FNS EMPLOYMENT & TRAINING PROGRAM

FNS staff have provided the following options for our consideration for inclusion as part of the
current round of welfare. These options involve the Food Stamp Education and Training (E&T)
program. =

OPTION 1: Conforming the Food Stamp E&T program with JOBS.

L. CONFORM NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS WITH JOBS NON-COMPLIANCE SANCTIONS

Currently, the sanction for non-compliance with Food Stamp work requirements affects the entire
household. Under AFDC-JOBS, the sanction qffects only the individual not in compliance.
Recommendation: conform to E&T policy with JOBS sanction policy.

(@ Eliminate the distinction between individual and household ineligibility arising from non- ’,\)D
compliance with work requirements. : , /

®) Eliminate the requirements governing the designation of head of household for EXT purposes.
«©) Adopt provision of AFDC-JOBS sanction periods for E&T.
2. E&T EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program provides payments or relmbursements to individuals for
transportation and other expenses (excluding dependent care) related to participation in the program.
Participants receive paymerss for actual costs up to $25 per month for expenses deemed necessary for
participation in the E&T program. The Federal government matches up to half of the amount State
agencies spend, up §12.50 of the 325. State may supplement the amount without addirional matching
Sfunds from the Federal government. The JOBS program provides reimbursement to participants for
transportation and other costs necessary to enable individuals to participate in JOBS. The Federal
government matches the State agency costs up to 50%. State agencies describe in their State plans
the monetary limits to be applied to transportation and other support services.

Recommendation: conform E&T reimbursement policy with JOBS policy.

@ 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 EXEMPTIONS

The Food Stamp E&T program allows State 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 of a dependent child under age 6 or an
incapacitated person. State agency may require the parent or other caretaker relative of a child
under age 6 to participate in JOBS. However, mandatory individual must be assured by the State
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agency that child care will be guarantced 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 State option) is automatically exempe from JOBS participation. Conforming Foad Stamp
E&T exemption provisions for dependent caretakers to the JOBS criteria would require a greater
percentage of the Food Stamp population to register for work at the time of application for benefits,
thereby reaching a greater proportion of the employable Food Stamp population.

Recommendation: conform E&T exemption provisions with JOBS criteria.

4, PERFORMANCE FUNDING FOR FOOD STAMP E&T

Currently, the Food Stamp E&T program distributes $75 million as a Federal grant to Siale agencies

Jor the administration of their E&T programs. Of this $75 million, 360 million is distributed

according to each State’s proportion of work registrants (nonperformance funding), while the

remaining $135 million is based on State program performance. This option would eliminate the 315

million performance funding category for Food Stamip E&T. The USDA would distribuse the entire

$75 million based on the nonperformance formula.

Recommendation: eliminate the $15 million performance funding category. Q

(@) Eliminate the $15 million performancc funding category for Food Stamp E&T. %/

®) Distribution of Federal funds for E&T will be based according to each State’s proportion of
work registrants.

OPTION 2: Consolidating E&T with JOBS

State agencles stress that serving similar populations with different program rules and funding
structures increases the complexity of the programs and their resulting ability to operate the program
effectively. Consolidating the E&T program with JOBS would result in a more effective overall
administration of Federal employment and training programs. While the program would continue to
serve recipienis of public assistance and those not receiving public assistance (NPA), the
administrative burden associated with the operation of 2 separate Federal employment and training
programs would be eliminated. ‘

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

L. FUNDING

Currently, USDA distributes $75 million in a 100% grant to State agencies to administer their E&T
programs. States that choose 10 spend more than their 100% grant can receive a 50% Federal match
Jor administrative costs. Legislatlon could conform match rates for E&T services with JOBS match
rates. If transferred to HHS, consolidating funding structures and Federal financial requirements for
the 2 programs would greatly reduce the administrative burden for Stare operating agencies.

OPTION: Alternative funding streams for a consolidated model include:
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()  transferring funds from USDA to HHS;
() USDA funding States directly through contracts-
(ii) funding appropriated 'i'lirect‘}y to HHS,
2. MINIMUM PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS

In FY 1990 and FY 1991 States were requi}ed to place no ﬁwer than 50% of their E&T mandatory
. population into E&T activiries. This performance standard was lowered to 10% for FY 1992 and
beyond.

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 NPAs, possibly based on 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 would be served and how participation requirements would
be met. ‘
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