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ADMJNISTRATlON OF THE JOIlS AND WORK PROGRAMS 

DOL's preferred option is that Govemolll can decide whicll agency receives funding and 
adminlslers tho lOBS and WORK programs, with tho provision that tho same >gooey must 
administer both programs. The features of this option are as follows: . 

I, IVA Agencies Maintain Control of AFDC. Regardinss of wblch agency the 
Governor selooted to administer the JOIlS and WORK prognuns, the Stale IVA 

. agency would maintain control over the core feature. of the AFDC program: 

•. 	 eligibility for AFDC. 
• 	 payment of benefits. 
• 	 quality control.· 
•. 	 sanctioning. 

n. Accountability. If tbe Governor selects an agency other than the welfare 
department to operate the JOBS and WORK programs, there would be an agreement 
between the relevant agencies to ensure accountability in the JOBS and WORK 
programs. 'I'his agreement would specify: . 

• pcrfonnance standards. , 

. • quality control mechanisms. 

• 	 procedures for coordination and feedback between the AFDe and the 

JOBS and WORK programs. 

ill. Performanec Standards. The performance stand!rnJs'agreement would·include: 

• 	 measures for numbers selVnd in the JOBS and WORK programs. 
• 	 outcome measures, such as number of enrollee8 placed in private sector 

jobs and proportion of enrollees woo retain employment OVer thee. 
.• provisions to replace the adrninimering agency if standards are nQt met. 

IV. Continuity. To make sure there is rontinuity in these prognuns, GoverOolll 
would be required to stay with the same agency at least four yeslll unless the >goney 
.falind performance standards for two successive yean. 

. . 
V. OntHltop.ea ...... Centers. As StaleS implement one-stop careerceote!1>, tho 
IOBS and WORK prognuns would be includnd in them: 

• 	 th<i JOBS and WORK progrnms would be located within tho o~",stop 
center.;, thus helping to mainslream AFDC recipients. .' 

. • State Human Investment Councils would provide oVOllligbt. . 
• 	 These programs would .lso be under tho direction of local WoMorce 

Investment Boards, thus giving them mQre access to the private sedor. 
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JOBS, TIME LIMITS AND WORK 

l.Q!lS AND liME !,IMIT. 

1. 	 EPFEC11VB DAT!! AND DEFlNmON OP PHASSD~JN GROUP 

Spe&ifications 

(a) 	 The effective date for the legislation wouJd be one year after the date of enactment. SUites 
could petition to delay implementation for up to one year after the effective date (i.e., two 
years after the date of enactment) for circumstances beyond the control of the State IVwA 
agency (e:g., ftC meeting of State legislature thll! year). 

(b) 	 The phased~in group would be defined as custodial parents. including minor custodial parents, 
who were born after 1911 (in 1912 or later). 

(c) 	 States would have the option to define the pbasoowin group more broadly (e.g .• custodial 
parents born after 1969. born after 1971 and all first-time applicants), provided the phased-in 
group included at least the population described in (b). 

(d) 	 States would be- required to apply the new rules. including the time limit, to all applicants in 
the phAsed~in group as of the effective date of the'legislation. Recipients (parents) In the 
ph3Mid*in group who were on AFDe prior to the effective date would be subject to the new' 

I:rules, including the time limit,. as of their first redetermination following the effective date. 

2. 	 P.oGRAMINTAKE 

Current Law 

The Family Support Act requires a State agency iQ make an inirial assesSment ofJOBS panicipants 
with respect to employability, skills. prior work experience and educational. child care and supportive 
service needs. On the basis ofthis assessment, lhe Stml! agency must develop an employability plan 
for the partlc/pam. The State agency may require particip<mts to enter into a formal agreement which 
specifies lhe panicipant's obligaticms under the program and the activities and services to be provided 
by the Stale agency. The employability plan is not considered a contract, 

At the point oj intake. applicants wilt learn of their specific responsibilities and expectations regarding 
the JOBS prpgram, the two-year time llmit and itS relaJionship to JOBS panicipation and AFDC 
benefits not conditioned upon. work. Each applicaru willIWw be required to enter into a personal 

. responsibility agreement with the Slate agency broadly oU/lining the obligaJions ofeach party, While 
the personal responsibility agreement wilt serve as a general accord, the employability pJan will be 
focused on the speCifiC employmem~related needs ofeach applicant. 
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RatiQnale 

Stales must clulnge the culture ofthe wei/are system by changing the expectotions Ofboth the rec/pie11l 
and the SltlJe agency. This colisfor modifYing the mlsskm 0/(he welfare system at the point of the 
Intake process /0 stress employment 0IIIi aCCess to nuded services rather than eligibility and benefit 
detetmlnotion. the mutual oh/igatiollS oftht. Stale agency and tht. panid[iont must be spelled out and 
enforced. JOBS programs must continue 10 link clients 10 services in the community. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 All applicants (parents) would be required as part of the app-lication/redetermination process to 
sign a Personal Responsibility Agreement with the State rV-A agency specifying the general 
responsibilities of both the applicant and the Stllte agency (for the applicant, following the 
employability plan; for the Statet making available the services in the plan). Current 
recipients (parents), If they had not provlously signed the Agreement, would be required tl> 
sign the Agreement as part of the r¢determination process. The Personal' Responsibility 
Agreement for persons in the not-phased-in group would make no reference to the time limit 

(b) 	 The Personal Responsibility Agreement W()uld not be a legal contract: 

(c) 	 The State IV·A agency would be required to orient each appHcant to the AFDC program by 
providing information about the AFDC-program. which would include (among other items) 
the nature and applicability of the two-year time limit, the JOBS participation requirement, 
the services provided under JOBS and the avaUabiHty of such services to persons not in the 
phased~in group. Each applicant in the phased-in group would be infonned of the number of 
months of cash assistance/JOBS participation for which he or she was eligible (e.g., 24 for 
first-time applicants). The orientation information could be provided as pan of the eligibility 
determination process or in a subsequent One-<)n-{me or group orientation session. Slates 
would be required to provide the orientation information prior to or as part of the 
development of the employability plan. The information would be imparted in the recipient's 
primary Janguage whenever possible. Child care would be available as needed to enable an 
indivjdual to rooeive the orientation information (as under CPR 255.2). 

(d) 	 The State would have to obtain confirmation in writing (rom each applicant that he or she had 
received and understood the requisite orientation information. 

(e) 	 Recipients who were already on assistance as of the effective date of the legislation would be 
provided with the requisite orientation information at the earliest possible date but in no event 
later than at the development or revision of the employabiHty plan (see below) or as part of 
the redetermination process, whichever came first. 
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3. 	 EMPLOYA8!UTY PLAN 

Snecifi£atiQps 

(a) 	 The State agency would be required to complete the assessment and employability plan (for 
new recipients) within 90 days from date of application. For recipients on ,assistance :as of the 
effective date. the employability pian would have to be developed (or revised, if such a ptan 
were aJreMY in place) within 90 days of the dale me recipient became subject to the time limit 
(i.e.. within 90 days of the redetermination; see above). 

(b) 	 The employability plan will be developed jOintly by the State agency and the recipient In 
designing the employability plan~ the agency and the recipient would consider. among other 
elements, the months of eligibility (for JOBS participationIAFDC benefits not rontingent upon 
work; see DEFINmON of nm TIME- LIMIT below) remaining for thal recipient (if that 
recipient were subject to the time Bmit), 

(c) 	 An employability plan would be required for all recipients (parents) in the phased-in group, 
including those in pre-JOBS ,tatus (see below), and for all JOBS participants not in the 
phased~in group (i.e., volunteers). 

(d) 	 The employability plan for persons required to participate in JOBS would include an expected 
time frame for acbieving self-sufficiency and the activities intended to assist the participant in 
obtaining employment within that time period. The time frame Wt)uld~ in the case of many 
JOBS participants, be rewer than 24 months. For pefSOllS in pre-JOBS statu, (see belOW), the 
employability plan would, when appropdate. detail the activities needed to remove the 
obstacles to JOBS participation. 

(e) 	 Amend section 482(b)(1)(A) by adding "literacy' after the word "skills.' 

(f) 	 The State agency would provide that if the recipient and the State agency staff member or 
members· responsible for developing the employability plan cannot reach agreement on the 
plan, a supervisory level staff member Or other State agency employee trained to mediate 
Ulese disputes win intervene to provide further advocacy. counscling or negotiation support. 

(g) 	 To resolve di,putes (regarding the employability plan) not settled by the intervention in (t), • 
State may elect one or more of the following processes: 

i, 	 Permit the agency to establish an internal review board to arbitrate disputes. 
This board would have the final say. The Secretary would establish 
regulations for such boards. 

Ii. 	 Permit agencies to employ mediation using trained personnel, rather than 
arbitration. to resolve the dispute. HHS would be responsible for providing 
technical assistance to States that wish to use mediation. 
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iii. 	 Provide the recipient with a fair hearing contesting whether the State agency 
had fotlowed the established PfOCe..'\S for developing the employability plan. A 
fair hearing could be the exelusive remedy or could be allowed in addition to 
the procedure i1l (i) or (U). (only phased-in recipients required to participate in 
lOBS wouid be entitled to a fair bearing) 

(h) 	 Persons who refused to sign Of otherwise agree to the employability plan after the completion 
of the condliation process would be subject to sanction, curable by agreeing to the plan. In 
the event of an adverse ruling at a fair hearing concerning the employability plan, the 
individual would not have the right to a second fair hearing prior to imposition of the 
sanction. 

4. 	 PRIl-iOBS 

Current Law 

States must require rum-.exempt AFDC recipients to particfpate in the JOBS program te the extentlhat 
reSQurces are avaiJable.' Exemptions under 1M current JOBS program are jor'those recipients who 
are ill. incopacllaJcd. or ofadvanced age; needed In rhe home because ofthe illness or Incopaclty if 
aJWtherjamily member; lhe caretaker 0/a child under age 3 (or. at Strue option. under age 1); 
employed 30 ot more hours per week; a dependent child under age 16 or anending an educational 
program fulltfmc,' women in the second and third trimester ojpregnancy; and residing in an area 
where lhe program Is rwl available. The parenJ ofa child under age 6 (bill older tlum the age for on 
exemption) who is personally providing care for lhe chIld may be required /0 participate cnly If 
participation does not exceed 20 hours per week and child care is guaranteed. For AFDG-UP 
families. the <xemplion dUl! to the age ofa child Itt1/)' be applied 10 only one parent. or 10 neither . 
parent ifchild care is guaranteed. 

Under new provisions, a much greater percentage vfAFDC recipienrs will be required to participate 
in JOBS. Single-parenr and rwo-parenJ families will be treil1ed similarly uMer lhe new JOBS system. 
The current exemplion polIcy will be replaced with a policy under which persons not yet ready for 

. panicipalion in JOBS will be assigned, tempororily in many cos!"s. to the pre-JOBS phase. Smne of 
the criteriaj<1f placement in pre~JOBS sUlIus are based 011. currem regulations concerning exemptions, 
but in a number 0/ inslances lhe definition is tightened significantly. 

Ratiou~l~ 

In order to change the culture a/welfare. it is lIecessary'lO maximize participation in lhe JOBS 
program. It is also critical to ensure that all welfare recipients who are able to participaIe in JOBS 
have such services made available fO them by the States. Elimination 0/exempcions sends Ii message 
that panicipmlon in JOBS should be the nonnaJ flow ofevents, and twl the excepriotL The pre-JOBS 
policy does. however, give States theflexibiliry to comider differences in the ability to work anJ to 
participate in education and training activities in determining whether to require an individual/a 
enter the JOBS program, 
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Specifications 

(3) 	 Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were 
not able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g., due to care of a 
disabled child) could be assigned to the prewJOBS phase either prior to or after entry into the 
JOBS program (or after entry into the WORK program; see WORK specifications beJow). 
For example. if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS program, he or she 
would then be placed in pre-JOBS status. 

(b) 	 The State agency woold be required to make an initial determination with respect to pre~lOBS 
status prior to or as part of the- development of the employability pJan, since the determination 
would in turn affect the oontent of the employability plan. A recipient who is required to 
participate in JOBS rather than assigned to pre~JOBS status could request a fair hearing 
focusing on whether the individual meets one of the pre~lOBS criteria (see below). The time 
frame for completion of the employability plan (see above) would be waived in such cases. 

(c) 	 Persons in tbe pre-JOBS phase would be expected to engage in activities intended to prepare 
them for employment and/or the JOBS program, The employability plan for a recipient in 
pre-JOBS status could detail the steps, such as locating suitable mediea.l care for a disabled O( 

ill adult or arranging for an appropriate setting for a disabled child. needed to enable the adult 
to enter the JOBS program and/or find employment, 

Recipients not likely to ever participate in the JOBS program (e.g,. those of advanced age) 
might not be expected to engage in pre-JOBS activities. The employability plan for such 
individuals might stUI include steps intended to~ for example, improve the family's health 
status Qr housing situation, For individuals who were expected to enter the JOBS program 
shortly (e.g., mothers of young children), pre-JOBS services could be provided, when 
appropriate, to address any outstanding barriers to SUC\:eSSfU1 participation in lOBS (e,g'j 
arranginJ~ for child care). 

(d) 	 States could provide program services to individual. in the pre-JOBS phase, using JOBS 
funds, but would not be required to do so. Likewise. States could provide child care or other 
supportive services to persons in pre--JOBS status but would not be required to do so-there 
would be 00 child care guarantee for individuals in pre-lOBS. Persons in pre-JOBS status 
would not be subject to sanction for failure to participate in pre-JOBS activities. In other 
words. in order to actually require an individual to partidpate In an activity. a State would 
have to classify the individual as JOBS~mandato(y. 

(e) 	 Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time limit. e.g., months in which a recipient 
was assigned to pre-JOBS would not count against the two-year limit on cash benefits. 

(0 	 The criteria for pr~JOBS slatus would be the following: 

(I) 	 A parent of a child under age one, provided the child was not oonceived while 
the parent was on assistance, would be assigned to the pre~JOBS phase. A 
parent of a child conceived while on assistance WQuld be plac~ in pre-JOBS 
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for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child (consistent with the 
Family and Medical Leave Act). 

(Under current law, parents of a chUd under age three, under age one at State option, 
are exempted from JOBS participation, and 00 distinction is made between children 
conceived whUe on assistance and children while not on assistance) 

(2) 	 Is ill. when determined by the State on the basis of medical evidence or 
another sound basis that the inness Or injury is serious enough to temporarily 
prevent entry into employment or training; 

(3) 	 Is incapacitated. when verified by the State that a physical or mental 
impainnentJ determined by a licensed physician, psychologist or mental health 
professional, prevents the individual from engaging in employment or 
training; 

(4) 	 Has an application pending for the SSl or SSDl program, if !here is • 
reasonable basis for the application; 

(Under the proposed law, a pending SSIISSDI application would be used as an 
alternate standard ,fur incapacity) 

(5) 	 Is 60 y""'" of age or older; 

(6) 	 Needed in the home because another member of the household requires the 
individual's presence due to illness or incapacity as determined by a licensed 
physician. psychologist or mental health professional. and no other appropriate 
member of the household is available to provide the needed care; 

(7) Third trimester of pregnancy; and 
(Under current law and regulations, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS 
partkipation for both the second and third trimesters) 

(8) 	 Living in a remote area. An individual would be ooD$idered remote jf a 
round trip of more than two hours. by reasonably available public or private 
transportation would be required for a normal work or training day. If the: 
normal round-4rip commuting time in the area is more than 2 bours, the 

, roundwtrip commuting time could not exceed general accepted staDdards for 
the area. 

(Same as current regulations, CFR 250.30»). 
. 

(g) 	 Only one parent in an AFDC-UP family could be placed in pre-JOBS under f(I). 

(h) 	 Each State wwld be permitted to place in pre~JOBS. for good cause as determined by the 
State, a number of persons up to a fixed percentage of the total number of persons in the 
phased-in group (which would include adult recipient<;. minor custodial parents and persons in 
the WORK program), These good cause assignments to pre-JOBS would be in addition to 
those meeting the prewJOBS criteria defined in (f). Good cause could include substantial 
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barriers to employment-a severe learning disability or serious emotional instability. The 
percentage cap on such good cause placements in pre~JOBS WQuld be set, in statute, at 10%. 
A State would be able, in the event of extraordinary circumstances. to apply to the Secretary 
to increase the percentage cap on good cause placements. The Secretary would be required to 
respond to such requests in a timely manner (time frame to be established by regulation). 

(1) 	 The Secretary would develop and transmit to Congress, by a specified date, recommendations 
regarding the level of the cap on good cause placements in pre-.JOBS; the Secretary could 
recommend that me cap be raised. lowered or maintained at ten percent. 

G) 	 The State agency would be required to reevaluate the status of persons in the pre-lOBS pbase 
at such time as the condition is expected to terminate (if the condition is expected to be 
temporary) but 00 less frequently than at each semiaruwai assessment (see SEMIANNUAL 
ASSESSMENT below) to determine if the individual should remain In pre-JOBS status or should 
enter (or r ....ter) the JOBS or WORK programs. 

(k) 	 Recipients who met dIe criteria for placement in the pre~JOBS phase would be pennitted to 
volunteer for the JOBS program. Such a volunteer JOBS participant would in general be 
treated as other JOBS participants except that be or she would not be subject to sanction or to 
the time limit. 

(1) 	 A State agency would be required to promptly inform 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 pre~ 
JOBS phase into the JOBS progrem). 

S. 	 SlJBSl'ANCE AnuSE AND ASSTONMSNT TO PRE-JOBS 

Current law does not specifically mention substance abuse. Regulations under the JOBS program 
provide that a recipient whose only activity is alcohol or drug treatment would /Wt be counted toward 
a State's participation rate. Alcohol or drug treatment nury, however, be provided as a supportive 
service usiflg JOBS funds should a State cIwose to do so. Oregoll curremly operates UJUier a waiver 
thai permits the JOBS program to require participation in subst4lU:e abuse diagnostiC. counsellng. 
and treatment programs if they are determined to be necessary for self~sufficiency. 

Stotes will be provided with flexibility to require recipienls they determine 10 be U1U1ble to engage ill 
employment or training beCllUSe 0/a subslance abuse problem to participate in substance abuse 
treatment as a pre-JOBS activity. Sanctions may be imposed/or fWn~panicipatioli ill substance abuse 
treatment prollided that both treatment and supportive services, including child care. are made 
available. 
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Rationale 

States report (em an anecdotal basis) substance abuse as a problem they encounter in theIr JOBS 
populations. it is a barrier to self-sufficiency for a number ofAFDC recipients who will require 
trealnfelU i/the), are to successfidly participale in empWymenJ or training activities. 

Sp!!5(ifigtioos 

(a) 	 States may require persons found not able to engage in employment or training due to 
substance abuse to participate in substance abuse treatment as a pre~JOBS activity. 

(b) 	 Sanctions, equivalent to lOBS sanctions, may be levied for non-participation in treatment, 
provided such treatment is available at no cost to the recipient. 

(e) 	 Child care andlor other supportive services must be made available to' an individual required 
to participate in substance abuse treatment. 

(d) 	 Provisions concerning the semiannual reassessment apply to persons in the pre-JOBS phase 
participating in substance abuse treatment as described in this section. 

(e) 	 States may also require individuals in JOBS to participate in substance abuse treatment (in 
conjuDction wid. another JOBS activity (lr activities) as part of the employa.bHity plan. 

6. 	 DEFINITION OF nm TIME L1MIT 

Current Law 

Some Stales (those which did 001 have ()lJ AFDC-UP program I. place as ojSeptember 26, 1988) are 
pennitted to place a typt: of time limit on participation in the AFDC~UP program, restricting 
eligibilityjor AFDC-UP 10 6 ""'filM In any 12-mofllh period (Section 407(b)). Thirteen states 
presently impou lime limits 01J AFDC~UP eligibility. Under current law, however. no other type 0/' 
lime limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program. . 

Most 0/ the people who entcr lhe welfare system do not stay on AFDClor many years. consecutively. It 
is much more common lor recipients to move in 'and out oj the welfare system, staying a" relatively 
brief period each time. 7Wo oul ofevery three per$Ons who enter the weijare system leave within two 
years and jev.oeT than one in len spends jive consecutive years an AFDC. Half of those who leave . 
welfare return within two years, afU/ three Of every four return at some point in the future. Most 
reCipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alterrlative to work. but as temporary assistance 
during times oj economic diffiCUlty. 

While persons who remain on AFDC jor long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of 
all people who ever enter the system, however. they represent a high proportion 0/ those on welfare at 
any given lime. Although many face very serious /Jarriers to employment, including physical 
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disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction ofself-SUfficiency. Mostlong

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


The proposal would establish, for adult recipients not placed in pre-JOBS, a cumulative time limit of 
two years on the receipt ofAFDC benefits not contingent upon work, with extensions to the time limit 
to be granted under certain circwnstances. Months in which an individual was placed in pre-JOBS 
status would not count against the time limit. 1he two-year limit would be renewable to a degree- J 
once an individual/eft the 'WeI/are system, he or she could begin to qualify for additional months of 
eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS participation. 

The two-year time limit is part ofthe overall effort to shift the focus of the welfare system from 
disbursing fundY to promoting self-sufficiency through work. This time limit gives both the recipient 

and the welfare agency a structure thllt necessitates steady progress in the direction of employment 

and economic if/dependence. As discussed in the WORK specifications below, recipients who reach 


. the rwo-year time limit without finding an unsubsidi1.edjob will be offered publicly subsidized jobs to 

enable them to support their families. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of AFDC benefits 

an adult (parent) could receive before being required to participate in the WORK program 

(see Teen Parents for treatment of young custodial parents). In other words, the 24 months 

would be counted from the date of authorization. Months in which an individual was 

receiving assistance but was in pre-JOBS 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 pre-JOBS status. 


(c) 	 The 24-month time clock would not begin to run until a custodial parent's 18th birthday. In 

other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the age of 18 would not be 

counted against the time limit. 


(d) 	 The State agency would be required to update each recipient subject to the time limit as to the 

number of months of eligibility remaining for him or her no less frequently than at the 

semiannual assessment (see SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT below). In addition, the State agency 

would he'required to contact and schedule a meeting with any recipient who was approaching 

the 24-month time limit at least 90 days prior to the end of the 24 months (see TRANsmON 

TO WoRK1WORK below). 


9 


http:unsubsidi1.ed


MaylO 

7. 	 ApPUCAIDLITV OF THE 'I'IME LtMrr 

Spedficatioos 

(a) 	 The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen parent':';. 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. Non-parent caretaker relatives would not be 
subject to the time limit. 

8. 	 AFDC-UP F AMtLIES AND TIlE TIME LIMIT 

Specifications 

(a) 	 In an AFOC-UP family, both parents would be subject to the time Hmi( if the prinoipal earner 
were in the phased-in group (see below). A separate record of months of eligibility remaining 
would be kept for each parent. If one parent in an APDC·UP family were placed in pre-
JOBS status. that parent would not be subject to the time limit-months in the pre-JOBS phase 
would not oount against that individual"s 24-montft limit. The other par~. however) would 
still be subject to the time limit Placements of a second patent in pre-JOBS would not count 
against the cap on good cause assignments to pre-JOBS. 

(1)) 	 If one parent had reached the time limit and the other had not, the parent who had reacbed the 
time limit would be required to enter the WORK program. If the parent who had reached the 
limit dl!clined to participate in the WORK program, that parent's needs would no longer be 
oonsidered in calculating the family's grant. His or her income and resources would stiU be 
taken ioto account. The family would still be eligible for the remainder of the benefit 
(essentially, the other parent and the ehndren~s ponion) until the other parent reached the two-
year limit. . 

(e) 	 If a parent in an AFDC-UP family reached the time limit but declined to enter the WORK 
program. the needs of that individunJ would (as above) not be taken into account in 
calculating either the A}<l)C benefit or any earnings supplement (if the other parent did enter 
the WORK program; see WORK specifications below). If such a parent subsequently reversed 
course and entered the WORK program, he or she would be considered part of the assistanGe 
unit for the purpose of determining the supplement and would also be eligible for a WORK 
asSignment. As discussed in the WORK specifications below. a State would not be required to 
provide WORK assignments to both parents in an AFDC,UP family_ 

(d) 	 With respect to the phase-in. both parents in an AFDCMUP family would be considered 
subject to the new rules if the principal earner were in the phased-in group. If the parents 
subsequently separated, both would still be subject to the new rules. 
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9, 	 TEEN PARBNr. 

Persons under 18 are /WI reotJy to be independellI and slwu/d getulraJly be in school, Under lhe 
proposed law. minor parellIs would not be allowed 10 Set up Independent Iwuselwlds, 1hey would 
receive case management and be expected to remain in school. A teen parent '3 time dock 'WOUld not 
begin to 1'lIII UJlJU he or she tun!ed 18 (QJUJ could establish an IndependellI/wusehald), 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Sta~ would be required to provide ease management services to all custodial parents under 
20, 

(b) 	 All custodial parents uoder 20 who had not completed high school 01 the equivalent would b., 
required to participate in the JOBS program, with education as the presumed activity. The 
24~month time clock:. however. would oot begin to run until a custodial parent tumed 18. In 
other words, months of receipt as a custodial patent before the age of 18 would not be 
counted against the time limit. 

(c) 	 Custodial parents under 20 who had not completed high school or the equivalent and who had 
a child under one would be required to participate in JOBS as 500n as the child reached 
twelve weeks of age. States would be permitted to assign custodial parents under 20 to pre~ 
lOBS status in the event of a serious illness or other condition which precludes school 
attendance. 

(d) 	 Custodial parents who were eligihle for and receiving services under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act would receive an automatic extension up to age 2J if needed to 
complete high school. These extensions would not be counted against the cap on extensIOns. 

[0, 	 lOBS SERVICES AVAlLABU! TO PARTICIPANT. 

Current Law 

A range ofservices f1.11d activities must be offered by States under the currem JOBS program, but 
States are not required to implement JOBS unifonnly in all parts 0/ the State and JOBS programs vary 
widely among States. 11u! services which must be provided as pan Ofa Suite's JOBS program are the 
following: educatiQnal activities. including high school muJ equivalent education, basic and remedial 
educallon. QJUJ education for persons with limited english proficiency;Job skills training;Job 
readiness activities; job development and job placement; and supportive services to the extent thai 
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS. SuppOrtive services include child care, 
transportation and other work-related supportive services, States must also offer. in addition to rhe 
.aforementioned services. (Jf least 2 0/the following services: group and individualjob search. f)n-tJt.e~ 
job (raining (OJT). lWrk supplementatwn programs and contmuniry lWrk experience programs. 
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The definition ofsatisfactory participation in the JOBS program will be broadened to include 
additli>nal activities thal are necessary jor individuals to achieve se!f~sufficiency. Stales will continue 
to have broad Imitutle in determining which services are provided under JOBS. Greater emphasis, 
however, would be placed onjob search activities, to promote work and employment, 

Specifications 

Up-Fronl Job Search 

(a) 	 All adult new recipients in the phased-in group (and minor parents who had completed high 
school) who were judged job~ready would be required to perform job search from the date of 
approval. Job~ready would in general be defined as having nonnegligible previous work: 
experience; States would include a more detailed definitkm in the State plan. Individuals 
could 00 deemed not job-ready due to illness or other reason. A determination of pre-JOBS 
status would not be needed at: this point. 

(b) 	 States would have the option of requiring ail ,iQb-ready new recipients. including those in the 
not-phased·jn grouP. to perform up-front job search, States would also be permitted to 
require job search from the date of application (as undet current Jaw. this requirement could 
not be used as a reason for a delay in making the eligibility determination or issuing the 
payment). 

(c) 	 Extend permissible period of initial job search from 8 weeks to l2. 

Other Provisions Concerning JOBS Services 

(d) 	 States would be required to include job search among the JOBS services offered. 

(e) 	 Clarify the rules so as to limit job search (as the exclusive activity, Le,. not in conjunction 
with other services) to 4 months in any 12-month period. The up-front job search (described 
above) and the 4S~90 days of job search required immediately before the end of the two-year 
time limit (see TRANSITION TO WORKlWORK belOW) would both be counted against the 4
month limit. 

(f) 	 Amend section 482(d)(I)(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic 
literacy level" with "employment..Q~iented education to achieve literacy levels needed for 
economic self-sufficiency, " 

(g) 	 Self-employment programs would be added to the list of optional JOBS activities, 

(h) 	 Increase the limit on Federal reimbursement for work: supplementation program expenditures 
from the current ceiling. wnicb is essentially based on a maximum length of participation, in a 
work supplementation program. of 9 months, to a level based on a maximum length of 
participation of 12 months, 
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(i) 	 Change Ule anu--displacement language to permit work: supplementation participants to be 
assigned to. unfilled vacancies in the private sector. 

G> 	 The State plan would be required to include a description of efforts to. be undertaken to 
encourage the training and placement of women and girls in nontraditional. employment, 
including steps to increase the awareness of such training and placement opportunities. 

(k) 	 Amend the language in Social Security Act section 483(0)(1) which requires that there be 
coordination between JTPA, lOBS and education programs available in the State to 
specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins Vocational 
Educational Act. 

(I) 	 Where no appropriate review were made (e,g.• by an interagency board). the State council on 
vocational education and the State advisory council on adult education would -review the State 
JOBS plan and submit comments to the Governor. 

(m) 	 Alternative Work Experience would be limited to 90 days within any 12M month period. 

(n) 	 The State plan would include procedures to ensure that, to the extent possible, (external) 
service providers promptly notify ilie State agency in the event of noncompliance by a JOBS 
participant. e.g., failure to attend a lOBS activity. 

II. 	 MINIMUM WORK STANDARD 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Mouths in whith an individual met the minimum work standard would not count against the 
time limit. In an AFDC-UP family. if one parent meets the minimum work standard, neither 
parent is subject to the time limit. 

OPTION A: 	 The minimum work standard would be 30 hours per ~ek, with a State option 
to reduce the minitnliilt f(; 20. 

OP110N B: 	 The mJn/,..,. work standard would be 20 hours per week for parents of 
children under 6 and 30 hours for ail others, with a State option to reduce the 
mlnlnmm 10 20 hours across the board. 

ISSUE: 	 Should n rC<ipienl whose AFDe gront is below. certain level (e.g., $100 
per month) be exempt from the requi~t W participate in lhe WORK 
program (see WORK sp«ificntions below)? Should the minimum work 
standard be defined in terms of hours of work per week or the size of the 
AFDC grant or a combination of the two? 
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l2. 	 JOBS PARTICIPATION 

Under lhe Family Sl/f1pcrt ACI of1988. which created lhe JOBS program. minimum JOBS 
pcnicipation standards (the percentage of the non-exempl AFDC caseload partielpming in JOBS al a 
pcint in lime) were eSlablishedfor fiscal years /990 through 1993. States face a reduced Federal 
march rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 States were required to ensure thai at least 
J J % 0/ tlie nOI'l"'f.x.empt case/oad in the Stale was panicfpatlng in JOBS (in an average 1Mmh). The 
stnodard increased 10 15'!ofor f'Y 1994 nod will rise 10 20'!ofor FY J995. There are no stoadards 
specified for lhe fiscal years after FY 1995. Individuals who are scheduled for an average of20 
houts ofJOBS aerivillea per week nod attend for al least 75'!o of the scheduled houts are counlable 
jor participation rale purpmes. States are required to meet separate. higher participation standards 
[or prmcipal earners In AFDC-UP families. For f'Y 1994. a number ofAFDC-UP pcrentS equai 10 
40 perctltl ofall AFDC-UP principal earners ore required to participate in work activities for alleasl 
16 hours per week. The stnodard rises to 50 pereeru for FY 1995. 60 perCt!nt for f'Y 1996 and 75 
percent for each oflhe Fiscal Years 1997 nod 1998.. 

To transjonn tile welfare system from an income support system into a work support system, the JOBS 
program must be expanded sicnijicantly. This substantial increase in the number OfJOBS 
participants will be phased in over lime. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 The JOBS program targeting requirements and AFDC~UP paItieipation standards would be 
eliminated. 

(h) 	 Individuals in self~initiated education and training activities (including, but not limited to, 
post-seoondary education) would receive child care benefits if and only if such activities were 
approved through the JOBS program, Costs of such education and training would not be 
reimbursable under JOBS. Child care and supportive services expenditures, however, wuld 
be matchable through IV-A and JOBS. respectively. 

(c) 	 Alter the definition of participation such that an individual enrolled half-time in a degree
granting post~secondary educational instirution who was making satisfactory academic 
progress (as defined by the Higher Education Act) and whose enrollment was consistent with 
an approved employability plan would be considered to be participating satisfactorily in JOBS. 
even if such a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 hours of class per week, (contingent 
on definition of participation remaining similar to current Jaw) 

(d) 	 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, 
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(e) 	 TIle broadened definition of participation would include participation in the Small Business 
Administration Mieroloan Demonstration program, As above. satisfactory participation in the 
SBA Microloan program would meet the JOBS participation requirement, even if the 
scheduled hours per week were fewer than 20. (contingent on definition of participation 
remaining similar to current law) 

JOBS Pnrtlcipation ror the Not·PhllSed·ln Group 

(f) 	 Stales would be required to continue providing set'Vices to a person already participating in 
JOBS as of the effective date, consistent with the employability plan in place as of that date, 

(g) 	 States would be given substantial flexibility regarding JOBS services for persons not in the 
Federally-<lefined phIISed-in group (cuslDdial parents bom after 1971), as discussed below: 

i. 	 A State would be requirefj.ro serve volunteers from the not-phased-in group to ' 
the extent that Federal JOBS funding was available (i.e., the State had nOl 
drawn down its full JOBS allotment). States would have the option of 
subjecting such JOBS volunteers to the time limit. 

ii. 	 States could ruso require persons ill the not''Phased~in group to participate in 
JOBS. but could not apply the time limit to such JOBS-mandatory persons (as 
opposed to volunteers above). In other wotds, a State that defined the pbased~ 
in group as persons born after 1911 could require a person born in 1968 to 
participate in JOBS~ and sanction such an individual for failure to comply, hut 
that person would not be subject to the time limit Individuals (not phased-in) 
who met one of the pre·JOBS criteria could not be required to participate in 
lOBS. 

13. 	 lOBS FUNDING 

Current 	Law 

Under current law. the capped entitlement for JOBS Is distributed according to the number ofadult 
recipielllJ in a State. relative 10 the IUl11Wef in all States. State expenditures on JOBS are curremly 
matched at three differellt rates. Stales receive Federal matchingfimds. up ro tile Slale's 1987 WlN 
allocation, at a 90 percent Federal nuuch rale. Expendilures above the amount reimbursable at 90 
percelll are reimbursed Ol 50 percent, in the case 0/ spending on administrative aruJ work-related 
supportive service costs. and allhe higher 0/60 percent or FMAP in the case of the Cf}st 0/jull-lime 
JOBS program staff and other program expenditures (apart frOht spending on child care, which does 
not cou.nt agaiflst the JOBS capped allotment and is l1uuched at the FMAP). The JOBS entitlement 
(FederaIJimding) is capped at $1.1 billion/or FY94. $1.3 billion/or FY 95. and $1 billion/or FY 96 
and each subsequent .fiscal year. 
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SpeeificatioOS 

(a) 	 The capped entitlement for lOBS would be allocated according to the average monthly 
number of adult recipients (which would include WORK participants) in the State relative to 
the number in all States (similar to current law). 

(b) 	 The JOBS capped entitlement (Federal) would be set at _ billion for FY 1996, _ billion for 
FY 1997 and _ billion for eacb of the fiscal years 1995, 1999 and 2000, fl'bi' capped 
entitlement includes funding to cover the cost of JOBS services to participants ftum both the 
pbased-in and not~phased~in groups. an additional amount fur services for noncustodial parents 
and funding to address the cost of providing ~e management to teen parent~. The level of 
the JOBS capped entitlement for the fiscal years after 2000 would be set by adjusting for 
caseload growth and inflation.] 

(c) 	 The Federal match rate (for each State) for all JOBS expenditures under the proposed law 
would be set at the. current law JOBS match rate (direct program cost) plus five to ten 
percentage points, j,e,. FMAP plus five or ten percentage points. with a floor between 65 and 
70 percent (contingent on resolution of State match issues), Spending for direct program 
costs. for administrative costs and for the costs of transportation and work-related supportive 
services would all be matched at the single rate. The current law hold harmless provision, ' 
under which expenditures up to a certain level are matcbed at 90 percent. would be 
eliminated. 

(d) 	 A State would be permitted to reallocate an amount up to 10% of its combined lOBS and 
WORK allotments (WORK allotment from the capped entitlement) from ilS lOBS program to 
its WORK program and vice versa. The amount transferred could not exceed the allotment 
for the program from which the transfer was made. 

EXAMPLB: 
A StAte with "SS million lOBS .uotmenl UId • $6 million allotment from the WORK CApped entitlement (_ WORK 
F\lN1)INO below) CttI ~ St.! million from JOBS to WORK or vice venA. 1k Slate. f.ndJ thai. epeoding an the 
JOBS progfWm i1lrunning IUgher than el~ted a.nd J(> it opt. to reailoe&te $600,(100 (rom WORK to JOBS. The State 
.eM {lOW dmw down up to S3.6 million, nIlhcr than $5 million, in PedernJ funding for JOBS expenditut'l:1l. On the 
other MOO, the Slate CM now rtCeive only $5,4 million in PtderOJ ma1cmng fundI, u the higher nate, for tpending. on 

WORK «.lilts, 

(0) 	 If the States were not able to claim all available Federal lOBS and WORK funding (WORK 
capped entitlement) fot a fiscal year. a State would be permitted to draw down Federal funds 
for JOBS spending in excess of its allotment. 

{O 	 Pundillg for teen case management (see TEEN PAREl'fl'S above) would be provided not as a 
set-aside, but as additionai dollars within the JOBS capped entitlement. 
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(g) 	 If the rllte of total unemployment in a State for a fIScal year equaled or exceeded the (total 
unemployment rate) trigger for extended unemployment compensation (currently 6.5 percent), 
and the State's total unemployment rate for that fiscal year equaled or exceeded 110 percent 
of the rate for either (or both) of the two preceding fiscal years, the State match rate for 
JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal y_ would be roo""oo by ten percent 
(not by ten percentage points; "g., from 30 Jl<fcent to 27 percent, not from 30 percent to 20 
percent). 

14. 	 SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Tbe State agency would be required to eonduct an assessment (in person) of aU lOBS 
participants and all those in the pre~]OBS phase (i.e., all adult recipients and minor parents in 
the pba.'ied-in group and all JOBS participants not in the phased-in group) on at least a 
semiannual basis to evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the employability p1an. 
This assessment -could be integrated with the annual AFDe eligibility redetemlination. 
Persons in pre-JOBS status found to be ready for participation in emp10yment and training 
wuld be assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment. Conversely. persons in the 
lOBS program discovered to be facing very serious obstacles to participation could be placed 
in the pre~JOBS phase. Other revisions to the employability plan would be made as needed. 

(b) 	 The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent to which the State was providing the 
services called for in the employability plan. In instances in which the State was found not to 
be delivering the specified education, training andlor supportive services. the agency would be 
required to take steps to ensure that the senrices wou1d be delivered from that point forward. 

15. 	 ThANsmaN TO WORKIWORK 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Persons wou\d be required to engage in job search during it period of not less than 4S days 
(up to 90 dayst at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. The employability plan 
would be modified accordingly. In most cases. the job search would be performed during the 
45~90 days immediately preceding the end of the time limit. 

(b) 	 The State agency would be required to schedule a meeting with any recipient approaching the 
end of the 24~m{)nth time limit at least 90 days in advance of that individual's reaching the 
limit. The State agency would, as part of the 90.<Jay assessment, evaluate the recipient's 
progress and employability to determine if an extension were appropriate to. fur example, 
complete a training program in which the recipient was currentty enrolled (see EXTENSIONS 
below), The State agency would be required to inform the reciplent, both in writing and at 
the face~to-face meeting, of the consequences of reaching the time limit--the need to register 
for the WORK program in order to be eligible for further support. in the form of a WORK 
assignment.. Recipients would also be apprised of the requirement to engage in job search for 
the final 45-90 days and of the State's extension policy. 
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(c) 	 States would have the option of providing an additlonal month of AFDC benefits to 
individuals who found employment just as their eJjgibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS 
participation ended. if necessary to tide them over urn!! the first paycheck, 

(d) 	 The State agency would notify the recipient, either by phone or in writing, of the purpose and 
need for the 9<kJay meeting. and the State agency would be required to make additional 
attempts at notification if the recipient failed to appear, 

(e) 	 For persons re--entering the JOBS program (including those previously assigned to pre~JOBS) 
with fewer than six months of eligibility remaining, the development/revision of the 
employability plan could be considered the 9Q.day meeting, if the requisite information were 
provided at that point. In the case of an individual re-entering with fewer than 90 days of 
eligibIlity, the meeting would be held at the earliest possible date. 

(t) 	 The semiannual assessment could be treated as the 9O-day meeting, provided it fell within the 
final six months of eligibility. Conversely, the 9O-day assessment would meet the 
requirement for an semiannual assessment. 

(g) 	 For Individuals who had received an extension to the time limit, a subsequent. similar meeting 
90 days prior to the end of the extension would not be requiroo, unless the· extension were of 
unusual duration. 

Worker Suppatt 

(b) 	 SUIt'" would be encouraged to use JOBS or WORK funds (from the capped WORK 
allocation; see bclow), to provide services designed to help persons who had left the JOBS or 
WORK programs for employment keep those jobs, 

Service.<; could include case management, workwrelated supportive services, and job search and 
job placement assistance for former recipients who had lost their jobs. Case management 
could entail assistance with money management. mediation between employer and employee 
and aid 	in applyjng for advance payments of the BITe. Workwrelated supportive services 
could include payments for licensing or certification fees, clothing or uniforms, auto repair Or 
other tnmsportation expenses and emergency child care expenses, 

16. 	 EXTENStONS 

(a) 	 States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without 
having had adequate access to the services specifioo in the employability plan, In instances in 
whi<:h a State failed to substantially provide the services, including chUd care, caned for in the 
employability plan. the State would be required to grant an extension equal to the number of 
months needed to complete the activities in the employability p~an (up to a limi~ of 24 
months), States would be mandated to take the results?f the semiannual assessment(s) into 
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account in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. If an extension were granted 
on the grounds of inadequate service delivery. the employabHity plan could be revised, as 
appropriate, at that point. Disagreements about revisions to the plan would be subject: to the 
same dispute resolutIon procedures as was the initial development of the plan. 

(b) 	 If the State agency and the recipient disagreed with respect to wnether services were 
substantially provided and bence as to whether the recipient was entitled to an extension, the 
State agency would be mandated to inform the recipient of ber or his right to a fait heating on 
the issue. The recipient would bave to request a hearing (if desired) at least 30 days prior to 
the end of the 24-month tinte limit. AU hearings would be heJd prior to the end of the 
individual's 24 months of eligibility. 

(c) 	 In a fair hearing regarding a recipient's claim that he or she was entitled to an extension due 
to State failure to make available the services in the employability plan. the State would have 
to show what services were provided. A recipient would be entitled to an extension if the 
hearing officer found that the recipient was unable to complete the elements of the 
employability plan because services, including necessary supportive services, were not 
availabJe for a significant period of time. If it was determined that adequate services were not 
provided. an extension would be granted and the recipient and State agency would revise the 
employability plan, as appropriate (see above). 

(d) 	 Persons enrolled in a strucwred learning program (including. but not'limited to, those created 
under the School--to-Wotk Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension up to age 22 for 
completion of such a program,' A structured Jearning program would be defined as a program 
that begin$ 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). 

(e) 	 States would also be permitted, but not required, to grant extensions of the time limit under 
. the circumstances listed betow, up to 10% of ali adults and minor parents required to partiei.. 
pa.te in lOBS. Extensions due to State failure to deliver 5ervices, as discussed above, would 
be counted against the cap. A State would, however, be required to grant an extension jf 
services were not provided. regardless of whether the State was above or below the 10% cap. 

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

(2) 	 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. Extens.ions to 
complete a two or four~ye3t degree would be conditioned on simultaneous 
participation in a work-study program or other part~time work. 

The extension is contingent on the individual's making satisfactory academic 
progress (extension limited to 24 months). 
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(3) 	 For some persons who are learning disabled? illiterate or who face language 
battiers or other substantial obstacles to employment. This would include a 
person with a serious learning disability whose empJoyabiHty plan to date has 
been designed to address that impediment and who consequelltly has not yet 
obtained the job skUls training needed to secure employment (extension not 
limited in duration). 

The State agency would be required to set: a duration for each extension granted, sufficient to, 
for exampie. finish a training program already underway or? in the event of a State failure to 
provide services. to complete the activities in the employabiJity plan. 

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

(g) 	 A State would be permitted. in the event of extraordinary circumstances, to apply to the 
Secretary to have its cap on extensions raised. The Secretary would be required to make a 
timely response to such requests (see PRE-JOBS above), 

(Il) 	 The Sooretary would develop and transmit to Congress (see PRE-JOBS .bove), by a speeified 
date, reoommendations regarding the level of the cap on extensions; the Secretary could, as 
mentioned above. recommend that the cap be raised, lowered or maintained at ten percent. 

17. 	 QUAUFYlNQ FOR ADomONAL MONTHS OF ELIGIBILITY 

Snecifications 

(a) 	 PefSQns who had left AFDC with fewer than six months of eligibility for AFDC 
benefits/JOBS participation remaining would quality for a limited number of additional 
months of eligibility. to serve as a cushion, An individual in this category (fewer than 6 
months of eligibility remaining) would qualify for one additional month of eligibility for every 
four months during which the individual did not receive AFDC and was not in the WORK 
program. up to a Jimit of six months of eligibility at any time. 

(b) 	 Persons who len the WORK program would also be able to qualify for up to 6 months of 
eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS participation, just as described in (a), 
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ADMINISTRATION OF JOBS/wORK 

Current law 

By statute JOBS must be administered by the N-A agency. State IV-A agencies may delegate to or 
contract (either through financial or non-jinancial agreements) with other entities such as JTPA to 
provide a ,broad range ofJOBS services. The IV-A agency must retain overall responsibility for the 
program (including program deSign, policy-making, establishing program participation requirements) 
and any actions thal involve individuals (including detennination ofexemption status, detennination of 
good cause, applicalion ojsanctions, antIjair hearings). 

HHSIACF makes grants to the N-A agency based on the allocalionjonnuIa outlined in the statute and 
holds the N-A agency accountable for meeting participation and target group expenditure 
requirements as well as submitting all necessary program and financial reports. 

JOBS and WORK K'Quld be administered by the N-A agency unless the Governor designates another 
entity to administer the programs. If the Governor designates an agency other than the IV-A agency 
to administer JOBS/wORK, then any plan or other document submitted to HHS to operate the 
programs would be jointly submitted by the administering entity and the IV-A agency. 

Based on the Governor's designation, HHSIACF K'Quld make grants to the administering entity and 
hold that entity responsible for submitting program and financial reports and meeting appropriate 
perjonnance standards. 

In a Stale thal elects to operale one-stop career centers, JOBS/wORK K'QuId be required components 
ofthe one-stop career centers. 

18. 	 OVERALL ADMINISTRATION 

Specifications 

(a) 	 JOBS and WORK must be administered by the same State entity. 

(b) 	 The Governor may designate the agency to administer JOBSIWORK. In the absence of the 
designation of another agency, the IV-A agency would administer JOBSIWORK. 

(c) 	 The Governor would determine whether the State had a State-wide one-stop career center 
system. That determination would be made at least every two years. If the Governor 
determined that the State had such a system, the JOBS/wORK program would participate in 
the operation of the one-stop career centers. The Governor would make one-stop career 
center services available to the participants in the JOBS/wORK components. 
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(d) 	 If the Governor designated an entity other than the IV-A agency, then that agency and the IV
A agency would have to enter into a written agreement outl ining their respective roles in 
carrying out JOBSfWORK. 

(e) 	 If the IV-A agency retained administration of JOBS, it would have the option of contracting 
with another entity to carry out any and aJl functions related to JOBSfWORK. All contracts 
and agreements with such entities would be written. 

(f) 	 If the Governor designated an entity other than the IV-A agency, then that agency and the IV
A agency would be required to jointly submit any plan required to operate JOBSfWORK to 
the Secretary of HHS. 

(g) 	 Upon notification by the Governor of the designation of an entity other than the IV-A agency 
to administer JOBSIWORK, the Department of Hea1th and Human Services would make all 
grant awards and hold accountable for all financial and reporting requirements the designated 
entity. 

19. 	 SPECIFIC REsPONSlBlLmES OF THE IV-A AGENCY 

Specificatjons 

(a) 	 No matter what entity has responsibility for JOBSIWORK, the IV-A ,agency must retain 
responsibility for: 

(1) 	 Determining eligibility for AFDC; 

(2) 	 Tracking and notifying families subject to the time limit of months left of 
eligibility; 

(3) 	 Applying sanctions; 

(4) 	 Making supplemental payments to eligible WORK participants and 
determining continuing eligibility for WORK and for AFDC payments; 

(5) 	 Notifying the JOBSIWORK agency at least 120 days before an individual's 
two-year time limit was up so that appropriate steps (e.g., job search) could 
be taken; and 

(6) 	 Holding fair hearings regarding time limits and cash benefits. 

22 




Welfare Rcfonn SpcciflCatlollll 	 Mar 20 

20. ()'rnER AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY 

Specifications 

(I) 	 In States where an entity other than the lV-A agency is responsible for lOBSIWORK, we 
propose to give States the flexibility to der:ennine how the following functions are carried out. 
The State plan would have to contain specific information detailing how the State intended to 
carry out these functions. 

(1) 	 Determining pre~JOBS status; 

(2) 	 Granting extensions to the time limits; and 

0) 	 Providing secondary reviews and hearings: on issues specifically related to 
lOBS or WORK participation. . 
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WORK 

Current Law 

There is al presem under TItle IV no work program ofthe lype envisioned here. Srates are preseruly 
permitted to operate on-fhe-job training. work supplementation and communiry work experieJtce 
programs as port ojlhe JOBS program (Seclion 482(e) and 482(f). Social Securil)' ilel. 45 CFR 
250.61. 250.62. 250.(3). Regulallons. however. explicitly prohibit Slales from operaling a program 
ojpublic service employment under the JOBS umbrella (45 CFR 250.47). 

The focus oflhe Irnns/lUmai ass/stance program will he helping people move from we!fore 10 

unsubsidized employment. The t'NU-year time limkfor cash assistance 1Wl cOIUingent on work is part 
ofrhls e]fon. Some recipients will. however. reach the IWO-yeor lime /Imll without luNIng found a 
Job. despite hoving panicipated sa/4{aCior/ly In the JOBS program. We are commlJred to providing 
them with the ol'Portunl1)' 10 work to help soppanthelr families. The design of Ihe WORK program 
will be guided by a principie cenlralto the reform effort. that persons who work should be no worse 
Off than those who are not working. 

The WORK program would make work assignments (hereafter WORK assignments) In the public. 
private end nonllrojit sectors available 10 persons who had reached the lime limit. States would be 
required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments, but would otherwise be given 
considerable j/exibllil)' In Ihe expendilure of WORK program fondS. For example. Slales would be 
permitted to contract with priwue jinns and rtOt1or-projits (0 place persons in subsidized or 
unsubsidlzed priwue sector jobs. 

The WORK program would take the form ofa WOrk:{oNVQgeS structure. Participants in WORK 
assignments would he paldfor hours worked: individuals who missed work would MJ be paidfor 
those hour&. 

Definition: The terms "WORK assignments'" and "WORK posjtious" are defined as temporaryt 
pubUcly~ubsidized jobs in the public, private or not-far-profit s~tors. 

21. 	 I:lSrAB~lsHMENT OF A WORK PROGRAM 

Specifi~tjQni1 

(a) 	 Each State would be required to operate a WORK program making WORK assignments 

available to persons who had reached the 24--month time limit for AFDC benefits not 

conditioned upon work. 


(b) 	 A State would be mandated to make the WORK program avaHabJe in all areas of the State 

(where it is feasible to do so) by a specified date. 
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22. 	 WORK FUNO'N" 

Specifications 

(a) 	 There would be two WORK program funding streams: 

1) 	 A capped entitlement which would be distributed to States according to the 
sum of the average monthly number of persons required to participate in JOBS 
(and subject to the time-limit) and the average monthly number of persons in 
the WORK program in a State relative to the number in all States. 

2) 	 An. uncapped entitlement to reimburse States fur wQ paid to WORK r-J 0 
program participants, which would include wage ~dies to private. forM 
profit employers. 

,The caplled entitlement would be for WORK operational oosts~Xch would include 
expenditures wdevelop WORK assignments, placement bonuses to contractors and spending 
on other WORK program services such as supervised job search. 

(b) 	 A State would receive matching funds; up to the amount of the capped aHocation. for 
expendirures for WORK operational costs at the WORK matcn rate, which would be set at the 
same leve] as the JOBS match rate-the current law JOBS match rate plus five to ten 
percentage points (contingent on resolution of State match iss-ues). For expenditures on wages 
to WORK participants~ including wage subsidies to private employers, a State would be 
reimbursed at its FMAP, 

EXAMPLE: 	 State A's a1localion (annual) from tile capped WORK entillement for FY 99 is 
$1.5 million. The State's WORK (and JOBS) match ta'e is 15 percent and its 
FMAP is 50 percent. The State spends a total of $5.2 million on the WORK 
program-$1.6 miUion to develop the WORK assignments, make performance
based payments to placement contractors. and provide job search services and 
$3.6 miUion on wage subsidies to private employers and wages for WORK 
participants in the public and not-for-profit sectors, State A would be 
reimbursed for the $1.6 million in spending on operational costs at the 75 
percent capped allocation match rate, for a total of $1.2 million in reimburse~ 
ment at that rate. For the $3.6 million in expenditures on WORK wages, the 
S'a'. would be reimbursed ., the FMAP, for $1.8 millioo in Federal dollars 
from the uncapped stream and a total of $3 million in Federal matChing funds, 

(e) 	 The WORK capped entitlemoot would be set at _ million for PY 1998, _ bilHon for FY 
1999, _ bil1ion for FY 2000, _ billion for FY 200t and _ hil1ion for FY 2002. [The 
capped entitlement would cover the operationaJ cost of providing WORK assignments to all 
persons who had reached the two~year time limit and an additional amount for work 
opportunitic.... for noncustodiaJ parents. The level of the capped entitlement for the fiscal years 
after 2000 would he set by adjusting for caseload growth and inflation.} 
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(d) 	 As discussed above (see JOBS FUNDINO), a State would be permitted to reallocate up to 10% 
of the combined total of its JOBS and WORK aJlotments from its JOBS program to its WORK 
program, and vice versa. 

(e) 	 If, as described in JOBS FUNDING, the States were not abLe to claim all available FederaJ 
JOBS and WORK funding (WORK capped entitlement) for a fiscaJ year, a State would be 
permitted to draw down FederaJ funds for WORK spending for operationaJ costs in excess of 
its allotment from the capped entitlement. 

(f) 	 As discussed in JOBS FUNDING above, if the rate of total unemployment in a State for a thcaJ 
year equaJed or exceeded the (total unemployment rate) trigger for an extended benefit period 
(currently 6.5 percent), and the State's total unemployment rate for that fiscal year equaled or 
exceeded 110 percent of the rate for either (or both) of the two preceding fiscaJ years, the 
State match rate for JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal year would be 
reduced by ten percent. 

23. 	 FLEXIBILITY 

Specifications 

(a) 	 States would, enjoy wide discretion concerning the spending of WORK program funds. A 
State could pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide work"to those who had 
reached the two-year time limit, including: 

• 	 Subsidize private sector jobs; 

• 	 Create positions in the not-for-profit sector (which could entail payments to 
cover the cost of training and supervising WORK participants); 

• 	 Offer employers other incentives to hire JOBS graduates; 

• 	 Execute performance-based contracts with private firms or not-for-profit 
organizations to place WORK participants in unsubsidized jobs; 

• 	 Create positions in public sector agencies (which might include employing 
adult welfare recipients as mentors for teen parents on assistance); 

• 	 Employ WORK participants as child care workers or home health aides; and 

• 	 Support microenterprise and self-employment efforts. 

The approaches above would be listed in statute as examples, but States would not be 
restricted to these strategies. 
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24. 	 LIMITS ON SUBSIDIES TO EMPLOYB.RS 

SneciticatiQns 

(a) 	 An individual could hold a particular WORK assignment (Le., the WORK subsidy could be 
paid) for no more than 12 months. Ideally. af!« the subsidy ended. the emplQyer would 
retain the WORK participant in unsubsidized employment. 

(b) 	 The Secretary may adopt. as necessary. regulations to assure the appropriate use of the wage 
subsidy (e.g., to prevent fraud and abuse). 

25. 	 CooRDINATION 

Speciti¢3tiQns 

(a) 	 The agency administering the WORK program would be required to coordinate delivery of 
WORK services with the public. private and not~for~profit sectors, including local 
government. Jarge and small businesses, United Ways, vOluntary agencies and oommutlhy
based organizations. Particular attention should be paid to involving the breadth of the 
community in the development of the WORK program in that locality. 

(b) 	 The State would be required to designate in the State plan, or describe a process for 
designating. bodies to serve as WORK advisory boards for each ITPA Service Delivery Area 
in the State (or for such larger-or smaller area as the State deems appropriate). The WORK 
advisory board, which could be either an existing or a new body. would provide guidance to 
the entity administering the WORK program in that area. 

The board would work in conjunction with the WORK program agency to identifY potential 
WORK assignments and opportunities for movement into unsubsidized employment:. and to 
develop methods to ensure compliance with the requirements relating to nOndisplacement and 
working conditions, WORK advisory boards would bave to include union and private, public 
(including local government) and not-forwprofit (including COOs) sector representation, 

(e) 	 Stales would have to establish a process by which local WORK advisory board, could submit 
comments regarding the development of the State plan, 

(d) 	 The WORK agency would be requited to include in the State pian provisions for coordination 
with the State comprehensive reemployment system (including the employment service) and 
other relevant employment and public service programs in the public, private and oot-for
profit sectors. including efforts supported by the Corporation for National and Community 
Service. 
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26. RETBNTION REcORDS 

Svecifications 

(a) 	 States would be required to keep a record of the rate at whicb employers (public, private and 
not.for-profit) retained WORK program participants (after the subsidies ended). Similarly, 
States WQUld be mandated to monitor the performance Qf placement finns. 

27, 	 NONDISf'LACEMENT 

Specifications 

(.) 	 The assignment of • participant"' • subsidized job under the WORK program would oot 

'(I) 	 result in the displacement of any cu~ently employed worker. including partial 
displacement such as a reduction in the hours of non"1Jvertime work, wages or 
employment benefits: 

(2) 	 impair existing oontracts for services or collective bargaining agreements; 

(3) 	 infringe upon the promotional opportunities of any currently employed 
worker; 

(4) 	 result in the employment of the participant or filling of a position when 

(0) 	 any other person is on layoff, on strike or has been locked out from, 
or has recall rights to, the same or a substantially equivalent job Qr 
position with the $3tne employer; or 

(b) 	 the emp(Qyer bas terminated any regular employee or otherwise I 
reduced 	its work foree with the effect of filling the vacancy so created (J)< 

with such participant; or 

(5) 	 result in filling a vacancy for a position in a State or local government agency 
for which State or locaJ funds have been. budgeted, unless such agency has 
been unable to fill such vacancy with a qua1ified applicant through such 
agency's regular employee selection procedure during a period of not less than 
90 days. 

(b) 	 A participant would not be assigned to a position with a private, not-for-profit entity to carry 
out activities that are the same or substantially equivalent to activities that have been regularly 
carried out by a State or local government agency in the same local area, unless such 
placement meets the Mndisplacement requirements described in this section of the 
specifications. 
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28. 	 GRIEVANCE. ARBITRATION AND REMED1ES 

Snecifications 

(a) 	 Each State would establish and maintain grievance procedures for resolving complaints by 
participants, regular employees Or their representatives. alleging violations of the 
nondisplacement provisions described above and the requirements relating to wages, benefits: 
or working conditions described in these speCifications, 

(b) 	 Hearings on any grievance filed pursuant to the provision above would be conducted within 
30 days of the tiling of such grievance. Except for complaints alleging fraud or criminal 
activity, a grievance would be made not later than one year after the date of the alleged 
occurrence. 

(c) 	 Upon receiving a decision, or jf 60 days has elapsed without a decision being mada. a 
grievant may do either of the following: 

(I) 	 file an appeal as provided for in the State's procedures or in regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary, or 

(2) 	 submit such grievance to binding arbitration in accordance with the provisions 
of this section, 

Arbitration 

(d) 	 In accordance with the appeal/arbitration provision above, on the occurrence of an adverse 
grievance decision, or 60 days after me filing of such grievance if 00 decision bas been 
reached. the party filing the grievance. would be permitted to submit such grievance to binding 
arbitration before a qualified arbitrator who was jointly selected and independent of the 
interested parties. 

(e) 	 If the parties eQuId not agree on an arbitrator; the Governor would appoint an arbitrator from 
a list of qualified arbitrators within 15 days of receiving a request for such appointment from 
one of thl,! parties to the grievance. 

(t) 	 An arbitration proceeding conducted as described here would be held not later than 45 days 
after the request for such arbitration, or jf the arbitrator were appointed by the GQvernor (as 
described above) not later than 30 days after such appointment. and a decision concerning 
such grievance would be made not later than 30 days after the date of such arbitration 
proceeding, 

(g) 	 The oost of the arbitration proceeding conducted as described here would in general be 
divided evenly between the parties to the arbitration. If a grievant prevails in such an 
arbitration proceeding, the party found in violation would pay the total COSt of such 
proceoo.ing and the attorney's fees of the grievant. 
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(b) 	 Suits to enforce arbitration awards under this section may be brought in any district court of 
the United States having jurisdiction over the parties~ without regard to the amount in 
controversies and without regard to the citizenship of the panics. 

Remedies 

(I) 	 Remedies for a grievance filed under this section include 

(J) 	 suspension of payments for assistance under this title; 

(2) 	 the termination of such payments; 

(3) 	 the prohibition of the placement of a participant; 

(4) 	 reinstatement of a displaced employee to the position held by such employee 
prior to displacement; 

(5) 	 payment of lost wages and be.nefits of the displaced employee; 

(6) 	 reestablishment of other relevant terms. conditions and privileges of the 
displaced employee; and 

(7) 	 such equitable relief as to; necessary to correct a violation or to make a 
displaced employee whole. " 

29. CONSULTATION wrm: LABoR OROANIZATIONS 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Where a labor organization represents a substantial number of employees who are engaged in 
similar work. in the same area as that proposed to be funded under this part, an opportunity 
would be provided for such organization to submit comments with respect to such p-roposal. 

30. 	 WORK EUOIBILiTY CRITERIA AND ApPLlCi\TION PROCESS 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Recipients who had reached the two~year time limit for AFDC benefits not contingent upon 
work and who otherwise met the AFDC eligibility crIteria (e,g .• income and asset limits) 
would be eligible to enter the WORK program. 

(b) 	 States would be mandated to describe the WORK program, including the terms and conditions 
of participation, to all recipients at least 90 days before they were slated to reach the 24
month time limit (see TRANsmON TO WORKfWORK above). Recipients who bad reached the 
24-momh time limit would be required to register for the WORK program in otder to be 
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eligible for either a WORK assignment or for AFOe benefits while awaiting a WORK 

position (see ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSlGNMENTs/INT'ERIM ACTIVrrlEs below). 


(c) 	 States would be required to establish an application/registration process for the WORK 
program. The application/registration process would in general include an as..<:essment for the 
purpose of matching the participant with a WORK assignment which the individual has the 
ability to perform and which will assist him or her in securing unsubsidized employment, 
The agency would be expected to: draw upon an individual's JOBS case record in making such 
an assessment. States would be prohibited from denying; an eligible individual (as described 
above) entry into the WORK program, provided he or sbe fullowed the application procedure. 

(d) 	 Only one parent in an AFDC·UP family would be required to participate in the WORK 
program. States would. however. have the option of requiring both parents to participate. 

(e) 	 An individual who had exited the: system after having reached the time limit Of after having 
entered the WORK program. but did not yet qualify for any additional months of ArDe 
benentsIJOBS participation (see QUALIFVING FOR AOOmONAL MONTHS OF EI.IG[BlLITY 
above) would be permitted to enroll. or re-enroll. in the WORK program. 

EXAMPLE: 

A WORK program ~icip!lfll fmd, a private ~tot job and 1",," tM WORK progt'llm, but il It.id off after- jum: I'lI\O 


month, before qU4lifym.. fot arty months Q( AFOe benefitalJoas pa.rtwip4tiOll. (-.oe above). 'I'l!1s penon wookt be 

cUSiblc foc the WORK progl1ltn. . 


(t) 	 States would be required, for persons in WORK assignments, to conduct a WORK eligibility 
determination {similar to an AFDC eligibility determination in all respects. except that WORK m 
wages would not be included in countable inoome; see below) on a semiannual basis. If the t.}:J 
circumstances of an individual in a WORK assignment changed (e,g., increase in earned.. 
inoome, marriage) such that the family were no longer eligible for AFDC, the participant 
would be permitted to remain in the WORK assignment until the semiannual redetermination. 
An individual found to be ineligibJe for the WORK program as of the rooeterminationf 

, however, would not be permitted to continue in a WORK assignment. Persons found to be 
ineligible for the WORK program would not have access to a WORK assignment, other 
WORK program services or to the AFDe benefits provided to persons in the WORK program 
who were not in WORK assignments, 

(g) 	 WORK wages would not be included in countable income for purposes of determining WORK 
eligibility. 
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31. 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(0 

~ificatjQns 

ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSloNMEtITSlINTERJM AcnvmES 

The entity administering the WORK program in a locality would be required to keep an 
updated tally of all WORK registrants awaiting WORK assignments (as opposed to, for 
example, WORK participants woo bed been referred to a placement contractor). WORK 
positions would not be alloea.ted strictly on a firsl-rome. first-served basis. An individual 
whose sanction period bad just ended would be placed in a new WORK assignment as rapidly 
as possible. Among other WORK participants, persons new to the WORK program would 
have priority for WORK assignments Over persons who had previously held a WORK posi
tion, Subject to those two conditions. States would be permitted to allocate each WORK 
assignment so as to maximize the chance of a successful pJacement. provided that the 
allocations were made in a non-discriminatory manner. 

States would have the option of requiring persons who were awaiting WORK assignments to 
panicipate in other WORK program aetivities (e.g., individual or group job search, arranging 
for child care, self~initiated activities). and to establish mechanisms for monitoring 
participation in such activities. Persons in this waiting status could include both WORK. 
participants who bad completed an initial WORK assignment without finding unsubsidized 
employment. participants whose assignments ended prematurely for reasons other than the 
participant's misconduct, and individuals awaiting a hearing concerning misconduct. 
Individuals who failed to comply with such participation requirements would be subject to 
sanction as described below (see SANCTIONS). 

States WQuld be required to provide child care and other supponive services as needed to 
participate in the interim WORK program activities (described above). 

The family of a person who was in the WORK program but not in a WORK assignment (e.g .• 
awaiting an assignment or in an aJternate WORK activity) would receive AFDC benefits. 
provided that the individual were complying with any applicable requirements (as described 
above). 

Participants who left a WORK assignment for good cause (see SANC'TlON' below) would be 
placed in another WORK 3.'iSigrunent or enrolled in an interim or alternate WORK program 
activity (e.g" job search until a WORK assignment became available). Such persons and 
their families would be eligible for AFDC benefits (as outlined above). 

In localities in which the WORK program was administered by an entity other than the JV~A 
agency. the IVffA agency would still be re.'\ponsible for AFDC benefits to families described 
in IO(d). States would not be pennitted to distinguish between such families and other AFDC 
recipients with respect to the detennination of eligibility and calculatioo of benefits-5tates 
could not apply a stricter standard or provide a lower level of benefits to persons on the 
waiting list. 
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32. 	 HOURS Of' WORK 

Specifications 

(a) 	 States would have the flexibility to determine the number of hours for each WORK 
assignment. The number of houm for a WORK assignment eould vary depending on the 
nature of the position. WORK assignments would have to be for at least an average of IS 
hours per week during a month and for no more than an average of 35 hours per week during 
a month. 

Each Stllte would be required, to the extent possible. to set the hours ror WORK. assignments 
such that the average wages from a WORK assignment represented at least 75 percent -of the 
typical AFDC benefit for • family of three in the State. This would be a S,at. plan 
requirement. 

33. 	 EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTA110N 

Snooificatjons 

(a) 	 1n instances in which the family income. net of work expenses, of an individual in a WORK 
assignment were not equal to the AFOC benefit for a family of that size, the individual and 
his/her family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to leave the family no worse 
off than a family of the same size on assistance (with 00 earned income). 

(b) 	 The earnings supplement would be in the form of either AFDC or :a new program identical to 
AFDC with respect to the determination of eligibility and calculation of benefits. The level of 
the earnings supplement wou1d be fixed for 6 months. The level of the supplement would not 
be adjusted either up or down during the 6-month period due to changes in earned iru::ome or 
to non~permanent changes in unearned income, provided the individual remained in the 
WORK assignment. 

(c) 	 The work expense disregard for the purpose of calculating the earnings supplement would be /' 
set at the same level as the standard $120 work expense disregard, States which opted for tJO 
more generous earnings disregard policies would be permitted but not required to apply these .1 
policies to WORK wages, 

34. 	 TREATMENT OF WORK WAGES WITH RESPECT TO BENEFITS AND TAXES 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned income with respect to Federal and 
Federal~State assistance programs other than AFDC (e,g., food stamps, Medicaid, pubHc and 
Section S hOUSIng), 

(b) 	 Participants in WORK assignments and their families would be treated as AFDC recipients 
with respect to Medicaid eligibility, i.e., they would be categorically eliglble for Medicaid. 
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(c) 	 Persons in WORK assignments would be subject to FICA taxes. States would be required to 
ensure that the corresponding employer contribution for OASDI and HI was made, elther by 
the employer or by the entity administering the WORK program (or through another method), 

(d) 	 Earnings from WORK positions would not be treated as earned income for the purpose of 
calculating the Earned Income Tax Credit. 

(e) 	 The employment of participants under me WORK program would not be subject to the 
provisions of any Federal or State unemployment compensation law. 

(I) 	 To the extent that a State workers' compensation law were applicable, workers' compensation 
in accordance with such law would be avaiJable with respect to WORK participants. To the 
extent that such law were not applicable. WORK participants would be providt"d with medical 
and accident protection for on-site injury at the same leve) and to the sarne extent as that 
required under the relevant State workers' compensation statute. 

(g) 	 WORK program funds would not be available fot contributions to a retirement plan on behalf 
of any participant. 

(h) 	 With re"pect to the distribution of child support, WORK program participants would be 
treated exacdy as individuals who had teaclJed the time limit and were working in u»subsid
ized jobs meeting the minimum work standard, In instances in which the WORK program 
panicipant were receiVing an earnings supplement in addition to WORK program wages. child 
support would be treated just as it would for a family receiving AFDC benefits (generally. a 
SSO pass..mrough. with the IV~A agency retaining the remainder to offset the cost of the 
earnings supplement).. 

35. 	 SUPPORTIVE SERVlCESfWORKER SUPPORT 

Specifications 

(a) 	 States would be required to guarantee child care for any person in it WORK assigrunent.- as 
with JOBS program participants under current law (Section 402(g)(1), Social Security Act). 
Similarly. States would be mandated to provide other wt?rk':-related supportive services as 
needed for participation in the WORK program (as with JOBS participants, Section 402(&)(2), 
Social Security Act), 

(b) 	 States would be permitted to make supportive services available to WORK participants who 
were engaged In approved education and training activities in additioll ta a WORK assignment 
or other WORK program activity. In other words, a State could, but would not be required 
to, provide child care or other supportive services to enable a WORK participant to, for 
example, atso take a vocational education course at a community college. 
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36, 	 WAGES AND WORKING COI'lDmONS 

Snecifications 

(a) 	 Participants employed under the WORK program would be compensated for such employment 
in accordance with appropriate law ~ but in no event at a rate less than the highest of

(I) the Federal minimum wage specified in section 6(0)(1) of tho Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938; 

(2) the rate specified by the appropriate State or local minimum wage law; 

(3) the rate paid to empJoyees of the same employer perfonning the same type of work and 
having similar employment tenure with such employer. 

(b) 	 Except as otherwise provided in these specifications, participants. employed under the WORK 
program would be- provided benefits, working conditions and rigbts at the same level and to 
the same extent as other employees of the same employer perl'orming the same type of work. 
and having similar employment tenure with such employer. 

(c) 	 Employers would be permitted but not required to provide health insurance coverage to 
WORK participants. 

(d) 	 All participants would be entitled to a minimum number of sick and personal leave days, to 
be establl,nod by tho Secretary. These would be provided I>r the employer. if they were 
provided to other comparable (as described in attached draft) employees (employers may offer 
(llQl'e days). The agency administering the WORK program would be required to design a 
method of providing the mittlrnum number of sick and personal days to WORK participants 
whose employers did not provide such a minimum number. A person in a WORK assignment 
who becomes iii and exhausts herThis sick leave. or whose child requires extended cate. 
would be placed in pre-JOBS if s\he meets the pre-JOBS criteria, 

(e) 	 A parent of a child conceived while the parent was in the WORK program (and/or Ott AFDC) 
would be placed in pre-JOBS for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child (or 
such longer period as is consistent with the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993). 

(I) 	 Health and safety standards established under Stale and Pederall.w that are otherwise 
applicable to the working conditions of employees would be equally applicable to the working 
oonditions of WORK participants. 
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37. 	 SANcrlONSIPllNALTIllS (lOBS AND WORK) 

Current Low (maS) 

1ht sanction for Ihe first Instance offailure f() participate in JOBS as required (or failure 10 accepl a 
private sector job or other occurrence ofnoncompliance) is the loss ofthe non-t:ompliam lndi:vfdual's 
share of the grant un.tU the failure to comply ceases. The SatrlJ! sanction is imposed, bUllar a 
minimum ofJ mOlllhs.tor 1M stcondfailure 10 ccmpIy andfor a minimum of6 momhsfor all 
subsequent instances ojrum-compliance. 1M Stale, however. CQJlnot sanction an individual for 
refusing to accept an offer ofemploymem. if tluu employment would result in a net lors of income jor 
thefamlly. 

For sanctioned ,wDe-up families. Iwth parelllS' shares are deducted from Ihe family's granJ. unless 
the stcond pal'elll is participating In the JOBS program. 

SpedfiC@tiQns 

JOBS_ons 

(a) 	 A State's conciliation policy (to resolve disputes concerning JOBS participation only) could 
take one of the following two forms: 

(i) 	 A conciliation process that meets standards established by the Secretary; or 

(ii) 	 A process whereby recipients are notified. prior to the issuing of a sanction ootice, 
that they are in apparent violation of a program requirement and that they have 10 
days to contact the State agency to explain why they were not out of compliance or to 
indicate their intent to comply. Upon contact from the recipient. the State agency 
would attempt to resolve the issue and W(}uld have option of not imposing the 
sanction. 

(b) 	 Progr.un Interactions: 

1. 	 Individuals sanctioned within the JOBS program,would still have access to other 
available services. including JOBS activities. child care and Medicaid. 

2. 	 Sanctioned months would be COunted against the 24~month time Hmit. 

(0) 	 The sanction for refusing a job offer without good cause would be changed from the current 
penalty (temov211 of the adult from the grant) to loss of the family's entire AFDC benefit for 6 
months or until the adult accepts a job offer> whichever is shorter. The Secretary would 
promulgate regulations concerning good cause for refusing a private sector job offer (see 
SANcrtOOS below); the definition would encompass the criteria in current regulations (CFR 
250.30). 
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(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(g) 

(11) 

Ine!iglbIHty for a WORK Assignmen. 

Change the statute such that for santtioned AFDC-UP families, the second parent's share of 
the benefit would not also be deducted from the grant, unJess the second parent were alsu 
required to participate in JOBS and were similarly non..c,omptiant, 

States would be required to conduct an evaluation of any individual who failed to core a first 
sanction within 3 months or received a second sanction, in order to detennine why the parent 

. is not complying with the program requirements. Fo1Jowing such an evaluation, the State 
would. if necessary. provide counseling or other appropriate support services to help the 
recipient address the causes: of the nonw.eompliance. 

Persons may be declared ineligible for a WORK assignment due to willful misconduct related 
to the program. Misconduct would include any of the following, provided good cause does 
not exist: 

i. 	 Failure to accept an offer of unsubsidized employment; 
ii. 	 Failure ro accept a WORK assignment; 
iii. 	 Quitting a WORK assignment; 
iv. 	 Dismissal from a WORK assignment; 
v. 	 Failure to engage in job !i:eareh or other required WORK activity (see ALLOCATION OF 

WORK ASSIGNMENTSIINTERJM AcnvrnES above), 

The Secretary would establish regulation.') defining good cause for each of the following: 

i. 	 Refusul to Accept nn Offer or Unsubsidized Employment or 8 WORK Assignment 
or to Pnrticipate in Other WORK Program Attivity. Such definition would 
include Ibe reasons provided in 45 eFR 250,35 for refusal to participate in a required 
JOBS activity or to accept employment. 

H. 	 Quitting a WORK Assignment or Unsubsidized Job. These regulations would 
include die provision that an employee must notify the WORK agency upon quitting a 
WORK assignment. 

iii. 	 Dismissal from a WORK Assignment. The regulations would allow a State. subject 
to the approval of the Secretary. to apply in such instances the definition of 
misconduct utilized in its unemployment insurance program. (A IV~A agency might be 
allowed to contract with the State U hearing system to adjudicate these cases.) 

A WORK participant would be notified of the agency's intent to impose a penalty and would 
have a right to request a hearing prior to the imposition of the penalty. 111e Secretary would 
establish regulations for the conduct of such hearings. which would include sening time 
frames for reaching decis.ions (e.g.~ 30 days. from date of request for hearing). A State would 
be permitted to follow the same prot'edures it util izes in hearings regarding claims for 
unemployment compensation. 
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(i) 	 Recipients awaiting a hearing for alleged misconduct may be required to participate in interim 
WORK program activities. Refusal, pending the hearing, to participate in such WORK 
progt'am activities on the same grounds (e.g., bedridden due to illness) claimed as cause for 
the original alleged misconduct would not constitute a second occurrence of potential 
misconduct. 

OJ 	 Penalties imposed would be as follows: 

i. 	 Refusal to A«ept an OITer or Unsubsidizod Employment. A WORK participant 
who turns down an offer of an unsubsidized job without good cause W()utd be 
ineligible for a WORK. assignment, and the family ineligible for AFOe benefits, for a 
period of 6 months (consistent with the JOBS sanction for refusing a job offer). Such 
an individual would be eligible fur services, such as job search assistance, during this 
period. 

ii. 	 Quitting, Dismissal rrom or Refusal to Accept. WORK Assignment without 
Good Cause, A person whQ quit a WORK assignment without good cause~ who was 
fired from a WORK assignment for misconduct related to the job. or who refused to 
take an assignment without good cause would be subject to the penalties described 
below. 

For a first occurrence: The family would receive 50% of tile AFDC grant that would 
otherwise be provided (I.e., If the individual were not sanctioned and were awaiting a 
WORK assignment) for one month or until the individual accepts a WORK 
assignment. whichever is sooner. 

For a second occurrence: Fifty percent (50%) reduction in the family's grant fur 3 
monthS. The individual would not be eligible for a WORK a.l\Signment during this 
period-this penalty would not be curable upon acceptance of a WORK assignment. 

For a third occurrence: Elimination of the family's grant for a period of 3 months, 
As with a second occurrence. the individual would not be eligible for a WORK 
assignment during this period, 

For a/ourth ami subsequent occurrence: Same as the penalty for a third ocwrrenee, 
except that the duration would be no less than 6 months. 

The State would be required to make job search assistance (and supportive services, as 
needed) available to such penalized persons (any occurrence, first or subsequent) if 
feqUested, 

iii. 	 Refusal to Purticipnte in Job Search or Other Required WORK Program 
Acli~ity, An individual wbo refused to participate in job search (e.g., following a 
WORK assignment) or other required WORK program activity would be subject to 
the same penalty as persons who quit Of were fired from WORK assignments. with 
each refmml to be considered one occurrence. If such a refusal constituted the first 
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occurrence, the penalty, as above, would be curable upon engaging in the required 
activity. 

iv. 	 Quitting an Unsubsidized Job without Good Cause, Individuals who without good 
cause voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met the minimum work standard (e,g., 
20 bours per week) would not be eligible to register for the WORK program for a 
period of 3 moodls following the quit, 

An penalties (any occurrence, first or subsequent} would be curable upon acceptance of an 
unsubsidized job meeting the minimum work standard. In other words. a sanctioned 
individual who took an unsubsidized job meeting the minimum work standard would be 
treated exactly the same as an unsanctioned individua1 with respect to calculating the earnings 
supplement. If the family's income, net of work expenses, were lower than the AFDC grant 
for a family of that size, the family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to make 
up the difference (see EARNINGS SUPPLBMENl'ATlON above). Such an individual would still 
oot. however, be eligible for a WORK assignment during the penalty period (e.g., six months 
for refusal to take an unsubsidized job, throe months for a second occurrence of another type 
of misconduct). 

Food stamp and housing law and regulations would be amended as necessary to ensure that 
neither food stamps nor housing assistance would rise in response to a JOBS or WORK 
penalty, 

A person ineligible for the WORK program. and \he family. provided \hey were o\herwise 
qualified. would still be eligible for other assistance programs, including food stamps. 
Medicaid and housing assistance. 

The State would be required. upon a second penalty. to conduct an intensive evaluation of the 
participant and the family ro ascertain why the individual is not in compliance and to 
determine the appropriate services, if any) to address the presenting issues. The evaluation 
would include, when appropriate, a Child Prot~tive Services abuse and neglect investigation. 
The WORK administering agency could. as a result of the evaluation, decide. for example. 
that the parent should be placed in pre-JOBS or that he or she should receive intensive 
counseling. 

JOB SEARCH 

WORK program participants would generally be required to engage in job searcb at the 
conclusion of a WORK assignment or while otherwise awaiting a WORK assignment or 
enrollment to a WORK program activity serving as an alternative to a WORK assignment (see 
ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTsllN"l'BRIM AcnvmES). The number of hours per week: 
(up to a maximum of 35) and the duration of periods of required job search would be set by 
the State, consistent with regulations to be promulgated by the Sec.retary. 

39 

Specifications 



• 


May 20 

(b) 	 The State could also require WORK participants to engage in job search while in a WORK 
assignment, provided that the combined hours of work and job search did not exceed an 
average of 35 per week and the requirement was consistent with regulations to be promulgated 
by the Secretary. The number of hours for Job search would be the expected time to fulfil) 
the particular job search requirement, i.e .• if a WORK participant were expected to make 5 
contacts per week, the number of hours of job search would be the estimated number of houTS 
needed to make the contacts. 

39. 	 TIME LIMIT ON PAATICIPATION IN THE WORK PROGRAM 

(n) 	 Individuals would be limited to a maximum of 12 months in any single WORK assignment. 
after which they would be required to perform supervised job search (for a period of time to 
be set by the State) prior to placement in another WORK assignment. 

(b) States would be required to oonduct a comprehensive assessment of any person who had 
completed two WORK assignments or who had been in the WORK program fur two years. A 
State could. following the reassessmen~ require the individual to continue in the WORK 
program~ assign the person to the JOBS program or to the pre-JOBS phase or impose 
penalties (Le., ineligibility for a WORK assignment). Such penalties could only be imposed J_, D 
in the event of misoonduct related to the WORK program (see SANCTlONS/PENAlTIES above). I..... 

For example, an individual judged to be job~ready would be required to take a new WORK 
assignment, while a participant found to be in need of further training in order to obtain 
unsubsidized employment could be returned to the lOBS program for a limited period. 

(e) 	 The criteria for placing WORK participants in the pre-JOBS phase wQuld be identical to the 
pre-JOBS criteria for persons who had not yet ,...ct.ed the two·year time limit (see PlUl-JOBS 
above). Persons who were assigned to pre--JOBS after reaching the time limit would be 
eligible for AFDC benefits. Such individuals would be treated exactly the same as persons 
assigned to pre-JOBS before reaching the time limit, ex.cept that if the condition necessitating 
placement in pre·JOBS ended, they would enter or re-enter the WORK program, rather than 
the JOBS program. Adult recipients placed from the W9RK program into pre--JOBS would 
oount against any relevant cap on the number of pre-JOBS placements (see PRE.·JOBS above). 
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ENHANCING RESPONSIB[LITY AND QpPORTUNITY FOR NON=C!,IS'TODIAL PARENTS 

Issues concerning child support enforcement and issues concerning n()n~cuslodial parents croS's-cut to 
a great degree, 1M weU-belng ofchildren who only IIYl1 with one parent will be enhanced if 
emotional andjirwndal support we?:.~p.vided by both oj their parents, There are many reasons that 
such support is not provided, In some es non--cusuxiial parellls afe unwilling to provide financial 
support. Proposed improvement . t child SUfJWrt er!/orcement system will reduce such willful 
denial OffinanCial support. "''''"11'''''''r-
Other parems lurve Inadequate skills and resources to provide adequate supportjor their children. 
These parentS are often pan oflhe growing numbtr.~ 'WOrkers with low and very low incomes. 

NOYoung workers. lhe less weJl--eduroJed. andi1ti11Writies in particu"Jibhave disproportionoJely borne the 
brunt ofthe eCOllomic changes Of the past fiW"ikcOiles. 1hiise pore1!ls need help in obtaining sldlls 
and jobs wlilch will help them ""''' their financial child support respan<ibllilies. 

Finally. some non~custodial parents have dijJicuIty understanding their rights and responsibilities as J 
parelUs. because they had missing or Inadequate role models when they were children, These parents 
need programs to help them reconnect to a family structure in which they can "unure (JIJ(] suppOrt 
their children, Strengthening Ihe non~custodiaJ parent>s involvement with his-children is an important 
beginning to strengthening attachment to work and a willingness to provide jirumciaJ. support. These 
programs will helP conununities and families lIDrk together to improve the wclU)eing ofour most 
vulnerable children. 

As there is lWI (l long track record ofresearch and evaluation on progrlU'flS for non-custodial parents, 
it is envisioned that new programs should be modest aruljIexibie. growing only as evaluation findings 
begin to identify the most effective strategles. 

40. TRAlNINO AND EMPLOYMENT POR NOW-CUSTODIAL PARENTS 

Current Law 

Seclion 482 ofthe Social Security Act mtle IV-F) permits the Secretary to fund demonstrations to 
provide services t<1 non~CUSlodia1 parents. T1te Secretary is limited as to the number ojprojects that 
can btfunded under thu provision. Evaluations are reqIJ.ired, This prOVision, along with section 
1115 of the Social Security Act. provide lhe authority for Ihe Parents Fair Share Demonstrations 
currently underway. 
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Stalts wotdd be provided with the option ofdeveloping JOBS and/or ~rk programsjor the non
custodial parents oj children who are receiving AFDC or have child support arrearages owed to the 
state from prior periods ojAFDC rece/pI. litoJes will be given ,be flexihllity ta develop different 
nwdeJs ofrwn--custooial parent programs which could best address the needs ofchildren and parents 
in their state. EVlliuOflons will be r"luiretl as ilpPlOpriOfefor the ilpliens developed by the Slater. 

Rationale 

As the child support system becomes mote vigorous in ils pursuit 0/jilJQncial support for all children, 7 
recognition needs to be given to the fact that Satr1l j(IJhers are as poor as the mothers and children NO 
wIro are receiving AFDC. These parents need IIJ be provided with opponunilies to fUlfill their role as ) 
financial providers for their children.. 

There is evidence that one ofthe prirrtllry reasollS for no"",supPQrt by some non-custodial parems Is 
unemp/oymenJ and underetnpJoymelll, IIl.a recent GAO report evidence was presented that about 29 
percent 0/non-custodialfathers under age 30, many ofwhom were non-marila} fathers. hod income 
below the poverty level for one or no Inca"", Of all. II will be difficult for these fathers to contribute 
much to lhejinanciaJ support a/their children WilMUI additio1W1 basic education. work-readiness and 
job training whIch would enhance tbelr earning cilpOcity and Job s,carll},. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 A State wuld spend up to 10 percent of its JOBS funding and WORK funding (allotment from 
the capped entitlement) for training, work readiness, and work opportunities for non-custodial 
parents. The State would have complete flexibility as. to which of these funding streams 
would be tapp:ed. 

i. 	 State option must be specificaily approved by the Secretary, 
Ii. 	 Additionally, States may submit an application to the Secretary to conduct a random 

assignment evaluation of its non-cusrodial program. 
iii. 	 Parenting and peer support services offered in oonjunction with other emp}oyment* 

related services are eligible for FFP. 
jy. 	 A State could. fur example, provide services to non.custodial parents 

through the JOBS program and a non-custodial parent work program, or through a 
single program. 

(b) 	 A non-custodial parent is eligible: to participate (1) if his or her child is receiving AfDe or 
the custodial parent is in the WORK program at the time of referral or (2) if be or she is 
unemployed and has outstanding AFDC child support arrears, Paternity. if not already estab
lished. must be voluntarily acknowledged or otherwise established prior to participation in the 
program and, if an award has not yet boon established. the non-custodial parent must be 
cooperating in the establishment of a child support award. Arrears do not have to have 
accrued in order for non"'CUstodlal parents to be eligible to participate. For those parents with 
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no identifiable income, partIcipation could commence as part of the establishment or 

enforcement process. 


(c) 	 The state must allow a non~todial parent to complete the program activity or activities in 
which he is currently enrolled even jf the children become ineligible for AFDC. However, if 
the non·custodial parent vOluntarily left the program, was pLaced in a job t or was terminated 
from the program, be would have to be redetermined as eligible under the criteria in (b) . 
above. 

(d) 	 States are not required to provide aU the same JOBS Of WORK services to custodiaJ and non
custodial parents, although they may choose to do so. Participation in the JOBS program is 
not a prerequisite for participation in a non-eustodial parent work program. The non-custodial 
parent's participation will not be iinked to sel(~suffidency requirements or to JOBSIWORK 
participadon by the custodial parent, 

(e) 	 Payment of stipends for work wiU be required. Payment of training stipends is allowed. All 
stipends are eligible for FFP. 

1. 	 Stipends must garnished for payment of current support. 

ii. 	 At State option, the child support obligation can be suspended or reduced t.o the J
minimum while: the: non-eustodial p.arent was participating in program activities which 7did not provide a stipend or wages sufficient to pay the amount of the current order. 

iii. 	 Participation in program activities can be credited against AFDC thUd . 

support arrears owed the State, 


iv. 	 State~wideness requirements win not apply, . 

41. 	 DEMONSTIlA'TlON GIUNTS FOR PATERNrrY ANO PARE1>.'11NG PROGRAMS 

Current Law 

None 

This proposal wouJdjocus on helpingfathers (primarily poor, young, non~maritaJJathers) understand 
and accept their responsibilities to nurture anti support their children. In the long run, increasing 
fathers' attachment to their children shouid help in increasing their work effort and jituuu:ia1 support 
for their children. Building tm programs which seek to enhance the we'll-being ofchildren. such as 
Head Start, Healthy Start, and Family Preserwuion. this proposai would jacilitate the ,development of 
parentIng components aimed specifically at fathers whose participation in the lives of their chUdren is 
often ignored or eVlm uflintcntionally discouraged, 
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RatjQnaie 

There is considerable evidence lhal Increased pn'Verry is not lhe only adverse affect 011 chlJdren of 
pilerless families. Fathers ileve 1711 importam role to play In fostering self-esteem and se/f-ctJntroiln 
children and in increasing and promoting the career asptraJiottS ofboth sons and daughters. Some 
dInical researchers and social comtnentalors believe lluit much of the increase in violent behavior 
among teenage boys is at least in part due to the lack ofpasltl.... IIUIIe role-models and suppartlve 
fl1lilering in mtmy communities. 8U! good fatilerlng Is especially difficult for tile mooy men wIw 
themselves belong to a second and third generation of "fothtrless II families or whose own role models 
for parenting were abusive or neglectful. 

Specifications 

(a) 	 Demonstration grants will be made available to States and/or community based organizatioos 
to develop and implement non-custodial parent (father) components for existing programs for 
high-risk families (e.g. Head Start, Healthy Start, Family Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and 
Prevention) to promote responsible parenting, including the importance of paternity 
establishment and economic security for children and the development of parenting skills. 

(b) 	 Grants must last three years, have an evaluation component and be replicable in similar 
programs. 

(c) 	 Funding appropriation will be a capped set~aside within JOBS. 
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POSS1BLE WORK FRAMEWORK 

The WORK program is an employment program, created to 
provide ~ndlviduals who have eKhausted their transitiona1 
assistance the opportunity to work to support their families 
until they are able to find unsubsldized employment~ The WORK 
program Is not a cash benefit program, providing participating 
families with a guaranteed income. 

1. 	Application/Eligibility/Effect on Beoefits 

Application Individuals who exhaust their transitional 
assistance are eligible to apply to the WORK program either after 
their initial spell on welfare or if they leave JOBS or WORK and 
subsequently re-apply for assistance and have no time left. 

Eliaibilitv Individuals who meet the eligibility 
requirements for transitional assistance are eligible for WORK if 
they: 

• 	 have complied with the employability plan and JOBS 
requirements [i.e., people who have "played by the rules" 
during the transition -- not been sanctioned for failing to 
take a job or for not participating in required activitLes] 

• 	 have been unable to find an unsubsidized job for 20 hours a 
week or more [dependLng on part-time work outcome) and 

• 	 have not quit a job without cause (within the last month??) 

Effect on Benefits At the time limit. the participant's 
AFDC case is closed. Other benefits such as Food Stamps would 
not rise to compensate for the loss of AFDC~ 

~ 	 Difference from specs The specs envision most WORK 
participants having AFDC cases. AFDC would be reduced when 
someone is in a WORK assignment but would continue to 
supplement WORK wages in most cases. People on the waiting 
list between assignments or pending hearings over disputes 
with the program would receive AFDC as they did before the 
time limit. 

2. 	Participation and Income in the WORK program 

Participation In the WORK program, participants will either 
be in WORK assignments or be receiving WORK stipends for 
designated activities~ Eligibility for a WORK assignment would 
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be for 3-6 months, while eligibility for WORK stipends could be 
determined monthly. 

Income in the WORK proaram The WORK program does not 
provide a cash income entitlement. People in the WORK program 
are no longer receiving AFDC. The program provides participants 
the oppor1:unity to earn money - - either wages paid by an employer 
or stipends paid by the WORK program for participating in 
designated activities. 

Income in the WORK program for those complying fully with 
the rules would be no less than the family would receive were it 
still eligible for AFDC. 

[NOTE: Income for WORK participants may be a combination of 
wages and WORK stipends. States will have the ability to 
determine the mix of wages and WORK stipends -- one state 

'may require 25 hours of work and provide no stipend, while 
another state could require 15 hours of work and provide the 
other ten in a stipend.] 

[COMMENT: We have previously discussed a floor for work 
effort, such as 75 percent of the money earned through the 
WORK program must be in the form of wages.] 

WORK Assignments States will provide WORK participants with 
WORK assignments according to criteria submitted as part of the 
State plan. The only federal requirement is that those who have 
just passed the time limit be given first preference for open 
WORK assignments. [Note: Some flexibility would be provided to 
ensure that WORK assignments can be appropriately matched to 
participants' skills.] 

In WORK assignments, participants are paid by the employer 
for hours worked. If they do not work, they receive neither the 
wages nor any supplementary WORK stipend. [Note: Procedures and 
penalties for leaving WORK assignments are discussed below.] 

WORK Stipends States may pay WORK stipends to participants 
when they are not in a WORK assignment under'the following 
circumstances! 

• 	 the state has at least its required minimum number of 
WORK participants in assignments, and has more people 
enrolled in the WORK program than positions or 

• 	 to fill gaps of no more than [30-60?] days while 
arranging an appropriate assignment for a participant. 
[NOTE: Goal here is to prevent state from using 
"friction" as an excuse for failing to create 
assignments. ] 
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If a State fails to create the minimum number of required 
WORK assignments, it will have to pay WORK stipends for 
activities to participants, but will be subject to financial 
penalties. 

QUESTION: Level of WORK stipend. Equal to transitional 
grant? Or in low benefit states, equal to WORK wages 
(higher because of 15 hour minimum). 

WORK Activities States may have flexibility in designing 
"WORK activities." Legitimate activities might include, for 
instance, job search or job clubs, community service, or others' 
designated by the state. WORK stipends need not be paid as an 
hourly wage, but are compensation for successfully completing 
required activities. [For instance, a state could require an 
individual to participate one day a week in a community service 
project and to make at least 10 contacts a week with employers 
for jobs.]. 

States may only pay WORK stipends for satisfactory 
participation in required activities. States will be required to 
monitor participation in WORK activities (for instance, by 
requiring monthly or even biweekly self-reporting and some level 
of auditing). The Secretary will have to issue regulations' 
governing the definition of "satisfactory participation" and 
governing minimal monitoring procedures that.provide state 
flexibility in design their procedures. The sole requirement 
would be that, in order to recieve a WORK stipend, a participant 
will have to report having completed required activities. 

[NOTE: The distinction from the JOBS program is that this is 
a "pay for activity" system. There is not an underlying income 
entitlemen't, for which "activity" is a condition. In an 
entitlement system, the state is put in the position of having to 
show why it is not paying the participant. In a "Pay for 
Performance" scheme, the balance shifts, and the state only pays 
when the participant completes the required activity.] 

QUESTION: Child care for WORK activities? Not currently 
planned for those on the waiting list. What are cost 7 
implications? 

• 	 Difference from specs The specs envision people on the 

waiting list continuing to receive unconditioned cash 

assistance in the form of AFDC, with the possibility of 

JOBS-like sanctions for failure to participate in job 

search. 
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3~ 	Administrative Structure and Funding 

Structure Each state will be required to operata a WORK 
program. The state may designate any agency to operate the WORK 
program. This mayor may not be the IV-A agency, or the same 
agency operating the JOBS program~ [Exact structural issues 
remain to be determined.] 

Localities will be required to designate a body with 
balanced representation from privats, public and non profit 
sector as well as unions and community organizations¥ to provide 
guidance to the WORK program. Localities could designate 
exi,sting structures such as the PIC or could, create a new board. 

Funding WORK funds will flow from two streams: 

1) 	A capped ent1tlement# distributed to states according to the 
their share of the national JOBS/WORK caseload# Lntended to 
cover the costs of creating and overseeing WORK positions 
and of running the WORK program. [QUESTION: Should some 
measure of state economy also impact the allocation?] 

2) 	An uncapped entitlement (re-channeled IV-A dollars) equal to 
the money that would have been paid in AFDC benefits to WORK 
participants~ 

States will be able to use money from either stream both for 
WORK stipends/wages and for WORK operational costs. [Match rates 
as yet undetermined.] [Issue of countercyclical funding also as 
yet unaddressed.] 

State R~guirements The state will be required to create a 
minimum number of WORK assignments in the private, non-profit or 
public sector. [This would most likely be an annual average.]

• 

This minimum is equal to the state's capped WORK allocation 
divided by a cost per position to be determined by the Secretary. 
[If the cost per job is estimated to be $4,200, and a state gets 
$21 million in capped WORK money, their minimum would be 5,000 
jobs. J 

The flexibility outlined in the existing specs for spending 
the money to create positions will be maintained~ [Note: There 
is some discussion of adding a category ca~led Supported Work 
which would be designed to provide more flexible placements for 
participants with severe labor market disadvantages. This 
concept will be fleshed out further if of interest~] 

, 
! 
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4. Suspension from the WORK Program/Due Process' 

Susoension Individuals may be suspended from (found 
temporarily ineligible for) the WORK program for 

(1) 	Refusing a WORK assignment or unsubsidized job without 
good cause 

(2) 	Quitting a WORK assignment or unsubsidized job without 
good cause 

(3) Getting fired from a WORK assignment 

The Secretary shall issue regulations establishing standards 
by which WORK agencies shall establish good cause in the above 
circumstances. These shall include physical ability to perform 
the work, access to the work site by available transportation, 
availability of child care during the hours required, etc. 

Re-Application Persons suspended from the WORK program for 
these reasons would be allowed to re-apply according to the 
following schedule: -	 0-,.",~c,..:,hM\- ~~: ,"."IS-toO 

• One month after the first suspension 
• Three months after the second suspension 
• Six months after the third and su~sequent suspensions 

• Difference from specs 
"Sanction" in the specs is approached as a benefit cut; 
here it is approached as eligibility for a government 
program, much like, for instance, JTPA. 

Hearings/Due Process 

If an applicant is found ineligible, or participant 
suspended, for the reasons list~d above, they may request a 
hearing to appeal the determination. The WORK agency is required 
to hold hearings and make final determinations within thirty days 
of a request. 

Pending the outcome of the hearing, the WORK agency must 
immediately provide the participant either with another WORK 
assignment, if available, or permit the participant to engage in 
an activity for which a WORK stipend is available. 

If there is no finding of good cause at the hearing, the 
participant will be suspended for the time period outlined above. 
Exception: first suspensions are curable, i.e., if the 
participant is found to be subject to a first suspension but is 
successfully working in a new WORK assignment, they could be 
allowed to remain in the new assignment. 
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• 	 Difference from specs 
the posture of the hearing is not that the state is 
trying to take away a benefit, but is determining 
compliance with the rules governing participation, in a 
jobs program. 

5. Time 	Limit on Participation in WORK 

Individual WORK assignments will be 1imited to 12 months. 

Job search will be mandatory following each assignment. 

Assessment for Continued Eliaibilitv After every two 
assignments (regardless of time frame), states would be required 
to do a comprehensive assessment of the participant and be 
required to take one of several actions: 

i) 	 Renew eligibility for another WORK assignment 

ii) 	 Return to JOBS/JOBS PREP, because determined to have 
serious barriers to finding work in the private sector 

iii) 	Find ineligible for continued participation in the WORK 
program. 

The Secretary shall issue guidelines for these assessments 
that require states to examine at least the following factors: 

- the economic situation in the local area in which the 
participant lives including the unemployment rate and 
the rate at which other JOBS and WORK participants of 
similar job readiness are finding work 

- the individual's ability to work as indicated by f"u....J 
success or problems in the WORK assignments 

- the individual's record of cooperation with the 
requirements of the JOBS and WORK program (specifically 
a history of sanctions in JOBS and suspensions from 
WORK) 

These guidelines should ensure that people who have complied 
with the rules and live in areas with weak economies continue to 
have the opportunity to work to support their families, while 
finding ineligible those who have not complied and those who live 
in areas where appropriate jobs are available. The guidelines 
should also ensure that appropriate referrals to other programs 
such as SS! are made for those unable to work. 

6 



Referrals for Intensive Services The Secretary shall issue 
regulations requiring that families found ineligible for further 
WORK assignments are referred to an appropriate local social 
services agency for assessment of the children's needs and for 
consideration of the appropriateness of possible alternative 
placements for them. [QUESTION: Is this necessary in the 
legislation?] 

6. 	Wage Supplements 

The WORK program would provide WORK stipends to supplement 
the income of part-time workers either in unsubsidized jobs or in 
the WORK program. Supplements would be required to ensure that 
people are left no worse off financially if they are working and 
"playing by the rules" than when receiving transitional 
assistance. 

WORK stipends could be paid directly to participants/ 
recipients by the WORK agency in a supplementary check or through 
employers. [We would still like to explore whether these funds 
could be used to encourage states to establish their own EITCs or 
to match existing ones.] 

For WORK participants, supplemental WORK stipends would be 
contingent on continuing satisfactory participation in WORK, 
i.e., people suspended from WORK, or not receiving wages would 
not receive stipends as supplements. We might consider a simple 1?1 
approach to stipends such as allowing states to match up to 25% ~ 
of wages. 

EXAMPLE: If a participant used to receive S350 in AFDC and 
is now earning $300 in wages, their state could provide a 
25% supplement, and their income would be $375. If they 
only earned $200 one month, their supplement would be S50.] 

• 	 Difference from S08CS The specs envisions AFDC continuing 

to provide earnings supplementation. Only "willful 

misconduct" would lead to the family's AFDC being reduced. 


7 
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Wendell Primus 
Michael Wald 

Aprll19. 1994 
WORK Specifications 

TharJk you for sending over lb. WORK speclfi"";ons 80 rapidly. We fuund them very helpful. We 
have a number of questions about Ibe specifications; some ",ncern small details which need to be 
clarified fur drafting purposes. Please call one of us if you have questions about our questions. 

I. APPLlCATIONlEtlOll!lLrrvlEFFIlCf ON BENEF ..... 

EllglblllIy 
What is meant by lIbave complied with the empJoyabiJity plan?'" COmpleted a training or education 
program? Or should it be rend as -lID history of sanction, within the JOBS program?" Would lb. 
WORK program be expected to verify that an applicant to WORK bad satisfactorily participated in 
JOBS? 

2. PAli.TIClPATION AND lNCOMllIN THE WORK PROGRAM 

WORK StIpends and WORK Activities 
What if lb. State does not have the minimum required number of WORK participants in assignments? 
In ,uch a case. would it not be able to provide WORK stipends? 

The minimum required number of assignments, as currently envisioned in the specifications. would be 
an annual average. Does this language imply that a State would have to be meeting the minimum .t 
all times? For example. if a State is below the minimum in one month but bas exceeded it for all 
previous months. would it be perntilted '" pay WORK stipends during that month? 

Wh.t would bappen if the State took longer than the set number of days (e.g., 30) to provide a 
WORK assignment for a particular individnal1 Would the person DO lODger be eligible for • WORK 
stipend. even jf he or she were participating satisfactorily in the interim activity (e.g., job search, job 
club)' 

At what level would the WORK stipends for penple in ·WORK activities- be sot? At the level of the 
AFDC benefit'! Higher? Would the WORK stipend in. for example, Alabama. equal the benefit 
($164 for & family of three) or the wages from a IS·bour per week minimum wage. WORK 
assignment ($274)? 

If the WORK stipend is equal to the AFDC benefit. then in instances in which the WORK program is 
operated by an entity other than the IV-A agency. would this emily. fur 'xample. the Stat.JTPA 
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ageney, be responsible for calculating the WORK stipend? If no" who would perform the 
calculation? ThelV·A agency1 

What Is meant by •..e<eSsfully oompletlog required actlvltl ..'? For example. let', say • WORK 
participant is asslgtl«l to job search and is ..pected to make 10 employer con1acts per week. Wnuld 
nine contacts be eonsl4ered successfully complctlng required activities? Eigbt? Seven? Would the 
State. for ""ample, pay 7110 of the stipend if 7 oon1acts were made, or would it pay the full stipend 
provided the individual more or les. did what W1I$ expected? 

What if the activity were worlc preparation, e.g., arranging for child eMe7 Would attempting 
unsucces.fully to arrange for child care be oonsidered oompletion of the required activity? 

If participants were required to report that the WORK actlvities were completed. would the reports be 
verified in any way1 If SO. how extensive would the verification be? 

Would child care be provided as needed for participation in these interim activities (e.g •• rommunity 
service Of day work)7 More generally. what level of r...u.... should the WORK prOgrlUll b. 
expected io dev... to these WORK activities? 

If benefils are contingent on an individual', self-reporting that h. or .0. completed required activities 
sue<eS.fully. under what circumstances would individuals fopen that they did no! complere the 
.ctivities7 

4. SUSPENSION FROM THE WORK I'ROORAMIDUE 1'R0C1!SS 

Individuals could be found ineligible to participate 10 the WORK program for quitting an uo.subsidized 
job without good cause. How would the State determine whether such a quit was for good tause? 
What wnuld be the definition of good cause in !his context? 

Does this imply that an Indivl4ual who left !he WORK program for reasons o!her than employment 
could ret!lm to the WORK program, while an indlvl4ual who left for employment but subsequently 
quit could IlOI7 

Would vendor payments to prevent bomelessness or canrellatlOD of utility service be made on behalf 
of Ibe families of perSD" suspended from !he WORK program? 

S. 'DME LIMIT ON PARTICIPATION iN WORK 

What is meant by "the individual's record of oooperation"? Other than a history of having been 
suspeDded from the WORK program, what would be considered a record of ru:,.cooperatio.? Under 
what ciiwmstances, if any, could an individual who bad not been suspended be declared ineligible for 
rontinued participation in the WORK program due to noncompliance? 

The clause before the "Referrals for Intensive Services' paragrapb seems to imply thai for an 
individual to be found ineligible. he Of she would bave to both be noncompliant and live in an area in 
which jobs were available. Ate there any cir<:um&tances under wbich a person who had complied 
could be found ineligible? 

2 
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The paper indicates that the St;!te should examine the individual's ability to work as indicated by 
succeas or problems in WORK assignments. Is "success- good or bad in this context? Could a 
person who had been successful in WORK assignments be found ineligible on the grounds that he or 
she could find an unsubsidized job (e.g., the economic situation in the area was not particularly bad), 
while a person woo ha1l tried hard but had not been particularly successful in his WORK assignments 
be fuund eligible? How stroeg would tile local economy need to be to deny eligibility to petsOOS who 
had complied? What is the definition of 'local area'1 

6. WAGE SUPPLEMENTS 

The paper states thlIt the WORK ptogrsm would be "authorized' to provide stipends. Does 
'anthorized' mean 'required' in this COnt4xt. or could • WORK program decide not to provide 
stipend., even if such • decision would leave ""me WORK participants worse off than they WQuld b. 
onAFOe? 

What, other than not engaging in misconduet~ is me.mt by '"Q)otinuing satisfactory participation in 
WORK'? What, other than misconduct, would leed to. reduerion in the WORK stipend? 

3 
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ALTERNATIVE WORK SPECS 


1. AFDC Ends 

(a) 	 When an individual reaches the time limit for transitional 
assistance, their AFDC case 1s closed and their eligibility 
for cash benefits ends. 

(b) 	 Individuals who reach the time limit, have complied with 
their employability plan and JOBS requirements, and have 
been unable to find an4unsubsidized job are eligible to 
enroll in the WORK program. 

• 	 Difference from soecs The specs envision most WORK 
participants having AFDC cases. AFDC would be reduced'when 
someone" is in a WORK assignment but would continue to 
supplement WORK wages in most cases. People on the waiting 
list between assignments or pending hearings over disputes 
'with 	the program would receive AFDC as they did before the 
time limit. 

2. Nature of the WORK Program 

(a) 	 The WORK program is a jobs program, not a benefits program. 

(b) 	 WORK participants ,receive income in the form of wages from 
their employer' when they work. 

(c) 	 WORK participants who are not working because there are no 
available assignments must be enrolled in some other 
activity (job search, job club, etc.) for which they will be 
paid a WORK stipend. 

(d) 	 Those enrolled in WORK only receive compensation for 
activity. There is no underlying guarantee to cash income. 

3. 	 Paid Activities 

(a) 	 States may pay WORK stipends to participants when they are 
not in a WORK assignment under the following circumstances: 

• 	 the state has at least the minimum required number of 
WORK participants in assignments, and has more people 
in the WORK program than positions or 

• 	 to fill gaps of no more than [307] days during while 
arranging a~ appropriate assignment for a participant. 

(b) 	 States may have fle'xibili ty in designing these activities. 
They may, for instance, be job search, job clubs, etc. for a 
set number of hours per week. WORK stipends need not be 
paid as an hourly wage, ,but are compensation for 
successfully completing required activities. 



(c) 	 States must pay WORK stipends for satisfactory participation 
in these activities that are equal to the wages that would 
be received if the participant were in a WORK p~acement. 

• 	 Difference from specs The specs envision people on the 

waiting list continuing to receive unconditioned cash 

ass1.stance in the form of AFDe. with the' possibiJ.ity of 

JOBS-like sanctions for failure to participate in job 

search. 


4. 	 Wage Supplements 

(a) 	 States may supplement WORK wages. as well as wages from 
private, unsubsidized jobs through WORK support paYments. 

(b) 	 WORK support payments may be made either directly to 
partiCipants/recipients in a supplementary check or states, 
may use WORK support money to create or enhance state EITCs~ 
For WORK participants, these payments would be contingent on 
continuing satisfactory participation in WORK. 

• 	 Difference from specs The specs envisions AFDC continuing 
to provide earnings supplementation. Only "willful 
misconduct I' would lead to the family's AFDC being reduced. 

5. 	 S\t§!pension from the WORK Program 

(a) 	 There are a variety of circumstances under which individuals 
may be found ineligible to participate in the WORK program 
( fI Suspended" ) ; 

(I) 	Refusing a WORK assignment or unsubsidized job without 
good cause 

(2) 	Quitting a WORK assignment or unsubsidized job without 
good 	cause 

(3) 	Getting fired from a WORK assignment 

(b) 	 The Secretary shall issue regulations establishing standards 
by which WORK agencies shall establish good cause. These 
shall include physical ability to perform the work. access 
to the work site by available transportation, aval~ability 
of child care during the hours required, etc. 

(c) 	 Persons suspended from the WORK program for these reasons 
wou~d be allowed to re-apply according to the fo~lowing 
schedule: . 

• 	 One month after the first suspension 
• 	 Three months after the second suspension 
• 	 Six months after the third and subsequent suspensions 

• 	 Difference from specs 
»SanctionD in the specs is approached as a benefit cut; 
here it is approached as eliglbility for a government 
program, much like, for instance, JTPA. 



8. Hearings/Due Process 

(a) 	 If an app~icant is found ineligible, or participant 
suspended, for the reasons listed above, they may request a 
hearing to appeal the determination~ The WORK agency is 
required to hold hearLngs and make final dete~inations 
within thirty days of a request~ pending the outcome of the 
hearing, the WORK agency must provide the participant with a 
WORK assignment, if available, or with a paid activity. 

(b) 	 If there is no finding of good causa at the hearing, the 
participant will be su?pended for the time period outlined 
above. ExceptLon: first suspensions are curable¥ i~e., if 
the participant is found to be subject to a first suspension 
but is successfully working in a new position. they could be 
allowed to remain in the new position. 

• 	 Difference from specs 
the posture of the hearing is not that the state ~s 
trying to take away a benefit, but is determining 
compliance with the rules governing participation in a 
jobs program. 

9. 	 Time Limit on Participation 

(a) 	 Individual WORK assignments limited to 12 months. 

(b) 	 Mandatory job search following each assignment. 

(c) 	 After every two assignments (regardless of time frame); 
states would be required to do a comprehensive assessment of 
the participant and be required to take one of several 
actions; 
i) Continue eligibility for another WORK assignment 
ii) Return to JOBS/JOBS PREP, because determined to have 

serious barriers to finding work in the private sector 
iii) Find ine~igib~e for continued participation in the WORK 

program. 

(d) 	 ~he Secretary shall issue guidelines for these assessments 
that require states to examine at least the following 
factors! 

- the economic situation in the local area in which the 
participant lives inoluding the unemployment rate and 
the rate at which other JOBS and WORK participants are 
findi-ng work 

- the indivi-dual's ab~lity to work as indicated by 
success or problems in the WORK assignments 

- the individual's record of oooperati-on with the 
requ~rements of the JOBS and WORK program. 



-. 


These guidelines should ensure that people who have complied 
with the rules and live in areas with weak economies are not 
found 1nellgible~ while finding ineligible those who have 
not complied and live in areas where appropriate jobs are 
available. 

(e) 	 The Secretary shall further issue regulations that require 
that families found ineligible for further WORK assignments 
are referred to an appropriate local social services agency 
for assessment of the childrenls needs and for consideration 
of the appropriateness of possible alternative placements 
for them~ 

.. *' * * 
NEXT LEVEL QUESTIONS 

Without an AFDC program, how do you determine ongoing 
eligibility, how many hours of WORK a state must provide. and how 
much a recipient should take home. 
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CUm.1 L&\!l . 

'!here Is 1M present nothing In TIlle TV Of the Social Security Act concerning a work program <>Itke 
type envisioned here.. States are presently permitted to operate on-rhe1ob training. work 
supplementation and commullity lOOrk tuperienct programs as part Of the JOBS program (SectWn 
482(t) and 482(f}, Social Security Act. eFT{ 250.61,250.62, 250.63), ReguilMiQ", however, 
"'PI/citly prohibit States from operating a program ofpublic service employment under the JOBS 
umbrella (CFR 250.47), 

YW!!n 

The focus 0/the transilional ru,istonce program will be helping people move from we!f.,.. 10 
unsubsldlzed employment. The /We-year time limit is part ofthis effort. Some recipl..ts will, 
however, reach the IWO-year time limit without having found a job, despite having pan!cipated 
satisfoctorlly In lhe JOBS program. We are committed /() providing them with the opponunlty 10 work 
/() help suppon their families. '!he design Of the WORK program will be guided by a princIple central 
to the reform l!J!ort. that persons who work shawd,be no wene oJJthan those whO' are not working. 

The WORK pragram lOOUld """'" work assignments (herellfter WORK asslgnmems) In the public, 
priWll1! !J1Il1 non~projit sector~ available to persons who had nached the time limit for transitional 
assistance. States would be required to create a mlIIimum number o/WORK assignments. but lVOuld 
otherwise be gl.... considerable flexibility In the tupemlilure ofWORK pYOgfam jands, For example, 
States would be permitted to contract with private }inns and non-profits to place persons in 
unsubsldlzed priWJU s.ector jabs, 

Definition: The terms "WORK assignments" and ~WORK positions" are defined as temporary, 
publidy..ubsidlzed jobs in the public, private at not-for-profit sectors, 

I. 	 ADMINtSTIlATIVE STRUCfURE 

[paper forthcoming on the question or which agency would administer the JOBS and WORK 
programs at the State level] 

(a) 	 Each State would be required to operate. WORK program which would make WORK 
assignments available to persons who had reached the 24~month time limit. 

(b) 	 Localities would be requir&:l to designate a body with balanced private sector, union and 
community (e.g., community4>ased organization) representation, such as the local Private 
Industry Council (PIC), to provide guidance to the WORK program. The oxtent of such • 
WORK board's authority would be determined at the State or local leveL Localities, subject 
to State approval. would have the option of designating the WORK board as the 
admlnlstrative eotity for the WORK program. 

I 
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(e) 	 Each State would be required to make the WORK program available in all areas or the State 

(where it is feasible", do so) by a specified date, 


2. F'llNDING 


[See .o..panion paper on WORK program funding.] 


3, 	 FLEXlBII.ITY 

(a) 	 States would enjoy wide disc.retion oonceming the spending of WORK program funds, A 

State could pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide work:. to those who bad 

reached the tw'o¥year time limit. 


Approacbes could include the following: 

• 	 Subsidize not-fur-profit or private sector jobs (for example, through expanded 
use of on-th..job training \'<luchers). 

• 	 Offer employer. other incentives to hire JOBS graduates. 

• 	 Execute performance-based contracts with private firms or not-for-profit 
organizations to place WORK program participants ,in unsubsidized jobs. 

• 	 Create positions in public seCtor agencies. 

• 	 SuPPort microeoterprise and self-employment efforts, 

• 	 Employ adu1t welfare recipients as mentors for teen parents On assistance. t. Dr J., <'~",,,,,,J.t.a 
The approaches above would be listed in statute as exampl.., bst States would Dot be 
restricted to. these strategies. 

(b) 	 Stat.. would be required to submit a joint JOBSIWORK plan to the Secretary of HHS (and 

possibly the Secretary of Labor) for approval. 


4, 	 LIMITS ON SUBSIDIES TO PlUVATE SECTOR EMPLoYERS 

(a) 	 The WORK program subsidy for. position in a private, fOf-profit firm would be Ifmited to I 77 ~ 
50 percent of the wages paid to the participant. 1\".....,;, ea., ~~"-'",~... 

t'~ ... t;...:~ 

(b) 	 For WORK assignments in the private sector, tlte wages of a participant could be subsidized 

fur nO more than 12 months. oonsistent with the 12-mooth time limit on any single WORK 

assignment (see- below). If an employer chose to- retain a participant after the subsidy ended, 

the position would no longer be: considered a WORK assignment. but rather unsubsidized 

employment. 


2 
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S. COORDINATION 

(a) SUltes would be .equired 10 ",ordinate the WORK program with other employment programs. 
including the Employment Service and One--Stop Sbopping, as well as with the efforts of the 
Corporation for National and Community Service. 

6. RETENTION REQUIREMENTS 

(al States would be required 10 track and monilOr the performaru:e of private, for-profit 
employers in retaining WORK program participants after the subsidy ended, Employers who 
bad demonstrated a pattern of failing to retain WORK program partiCipants at wages 
comparable to those of similarly situated employees WQuld be excluded from the program, 
Prohibited employers would not be eligible for WORK program rands. The definition of a 
pattern of not retaintng WORK program participants would be 'eft: to the discretion of the 
SUlt. (to b. described In thelOBS/wORK plan). 

7. NON-mSPLA.CEMENr 

(al Non-dlsplacement language would b. based on current law (Seetion 484(c), Social Security 
Act), except that WORK program participants could be placed in unfilled vacancies In the 
private sectOr, provided the vacancies were not created by layoffs (H.R. 11 would have 
eliminated the restriction on placing Work: Supplementation participants in unfil1ed vacancies 
in the private sector). 

(b) Anti-displaeement language applying to the public sector would be adaprod from the non
displacement language in the National and Community Service Trust Act. 

8. NUMIIER OF WO~ ASSIGNMENTS 

OPTION 1: 	 II State would be required to provide a minimum awrage monthly number of WORK 
asslgnmelllS.· WORK asslgnmen", would be defined as s!.!luldkedpositions In rhe 
public, private and nOl-jor-profil secwrs. The minimum number of WORK 
assignmellls for each State 'IVOuid be set by rhe Secretary. based on the Stare'3 
allocalionfrom the capped pool offond/ng. The minimum number ofassignmertls 
would be set such that each State could mw the standard and stiff have money from 
the ctJpped allocalion avaUublefor superv/sedjub search and other strategies (e.g., 
perjo=ce-based place'!"nt Co"'raas lrlth private firms). II State would be required 
to generate the minimum number oj WORK assignm.ents, regardless of the number 0/ 
haursforench WORK ass/g_nl (see HOURS OF WORK). 

ornON 2: 	 There would fW/ be a minimum nwnber of WORK assignments for each State. 
Instead, rhe Federal match rate for be"'!filS to families ofpersons on the waiting lisl 
would be set substanliaJiy lt1Wt!r than the FMA.P. to encourage Stales to generate as 
many WORK "'/gnmenlS as possible. 

3 
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9. 	 ELlG1BILIT\' CRITERIA AND APPLICATION PROCESS 

(a) 	 Adult recipients who had reached the time limit for cash assistance and who otherwise met the 
AFDC eligibility criteria (e.g., income and asset limits) would be eligible for a WORK 
assignment. In instances in which tbe cash benefit to the family did not exceed $100 per I.' 
month, the adult recipient(s) would not be required to participate in the WORK program. 

(h) 	 States would be mandated to describe tbe WORK program~ including the terms and conditions 
of participation. to aU adult recipients at least 45-90 days before they were slated to reach the 
tim. limit for cash benefits··at the beginning of the required period of job search. States 
would be permitted to establish an application process for the WORK program sepMate from 
the application process for cash benefits, but would be prohibited from denying eligible 
persons entry into the WORK program, provided they agreed to C<lmply with all WORK 
program rules and requirements. 

(0) 	 States would have the option to apply the work requirement to only one parent in a two-parent 
famlly-~n1y one parent would be permitted to participate in the WORK program. 

(d) 	 An individual who had lefr the WORK program bet had not earned back any monthsof 
AFDC benefits would b. permitted to rHDfOil in tho WORK program. A person who exited 
the system upon reaching the time limit, without entering the WORK program, but had not 
earned back any months of AFDC benefits would also be allowed to enter the WORK 
program. 

EXAMPLE, 

A WORK proa:ranl pAltielp!llli (wd• .eo priver.o IICJttaI' job and leave. Ihs WORK progl'U\, but t. laid off afterJUII: 0lIC

month. before earning back any moothl m cub ~ (au JOBS and I.ime Limiy epccificMioo. for d~ of 

the elm-beck provision). nu. penon would ~ J:ugtoie for" WORK ...iSI'ltncrtt. 


(0) 	 States WOuld be required, for persons in WORK assignments. to conduct an eligibility 
detennination on a monthly basis. ]f the circumstances of an individual in a WORK 
assignment changed (e.g.• increase in earned income, marriage) such that the family were no 
longer eligible for AFDC as of the determination, the participant would be considered 
ineligible for the WORK program. In instances in which WORK wages, net of work 
expenses, exceeded the level of the benefrt. WORK wages would not be included in countable 
income for purposes of det~ning WORK eligibility. An individual found to be ineligible 
whUe in"the midst of a WORK assignment wuu1d not be permitted to complete that assign~ 
mene. A pecson found to be ineligibJe wbile not in an assignment would not be eligible fur a 
new WORK assignment or for any otber WORK program services, 

OP170N: 	 Permlr States 10 conduct rile eligibility delennlnorio. on a ql/llrrerly ~ 
basis (in addition to at the conclusion ofa WORK assignment). As above, persons 
foUlld to be Ineligible while in the midst ofa WORK assignment would nor be able to 
complete the assignment. 

4 
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Discussion 

In instances in which the WORK program were administered by an entity other than 
the IVvA agency, performing a monthly eligibility determination for persons who 
were not receiving an earnings supplement CQuld be problematic. Requiring a 
monthly eligibility detetmination could have the effect of discouraging low-benefit 
States. in wltich many WORK participants would not be eligible for. supplement. 
from operating the WORK program through an entity other ilion the IV·A agency. 
Monthly eligibility determinations could also have the effeot of pulling individuals 
who became ineligible for realOns other than earnings (e.g., a change in household 
composition) out of sl.lbsidiz«l private sector positions which had the potential of 
becoming permanent jobs. 

10. 	 ALLOcATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTSIWAlT"'G LIST 

(a) 	 State.would be required to keep • list of all persons seeking WORK assignments. WORK 

positions would not Deed to be allocated on a first~me, first-served basis. Persons new to 

the WORK program would have priority fur WORK assignments over persons that had 

already held a WORK position. SUbject to this requirement, Stales would be permitted to 

allocate work slots so as to maximize the chance of a successful placement, provided that 

placements were made in a non-discriminatory manner. 


(b) 	 The family of a person wbo was either awaiting a WORK assignment or engaged in anothtt 
WORK program activity (e.g., an individual who had been referred to a placement finn) 
would be eligibJe fur AFDC benefits. provided he or she. were complying with alJ applicable 
WORK program requirements (e.g" for persons awaiting an assignment, performing 
supervised job search). Such persons would include WORK participants who completed an 
initial WORK assignment without finding unsubsidizM employment and work participants 
whose assignments ended prematurely fur reasons other than the participant's misconduct (see 
SA!~CTIONS). 

(e) 	 In localities in wltich the WORK program was administered by an entity other than the rV-A 
agency, the rv~A agency would sun be responsible for AFDC benefits to families described 
in 10(c). States: would not be permitted to distinguish between such families and other 
recipients of cash assistance with respect to the determination of eligibility and ca1culation of 
benefits-States could not apply a strieter standard or provide a lower level of benefits to 
persons on the waiting tist. 

11. 	 WAGES 

(a) 	 Participants in WORK assignments would be compensated for hours worked at no less than 
the higber of the Fedecal minimum wage or any applicable State or local minimum wage law, 
States would have the option to provide WORK assignments which pay an hourly wage higher 
than the minimum wage. 

s 
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12. 	 HOlJIlS OF WORK 

(a) 	 Slates woold have the nexibility to detennine ill. number of hours for eacb WORK 
assignment. The number of hours for a WORK assignment could vary depending Oil the 
nature of the position, WORK assignments would bave to be for at least an average of IS 
hours per week during a month and for no more than an average of 35 hours per week during 
a month. 

A State could, for example, set the same number of weekly bours (e,g., 20 or another number 
convenient for employers) for all WORK .assignments, regardless of the size oftbe AFDC (or 
e<;uivalent program) grant. and provide an earnings supplement (see below) such that the 
family of a person in a WORK assignment would be no worse off than a family of the same 
size on pure cash assistance. High~benetit States might choose to set the number of hours per 
week at 30 or 35, as opposod to IS or 20. SlAtes could also opt to calculate the number of 
bours for each participant by dividing the AFDC grant by the minimum wage (as under 
CWEP). provided that the number of hours per week for each participant was at least 1S and 
no more illan 35. 

NOTE: The marginal cost of enrolling an individual in a WORK assignment would not vary 
based OD the number of hours of the WORK assignment (since wages would replace cash 
beliefits on a dollar~for-<loUar basis. apart from the work expense disregard). unJess the hours 
were set such that WORK assignment wages, net of the disregard> were higher than the cash 
benefit for a family of that size. 

13. 	 EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION 

(al 	 In instances in which the family income. net; of work expenses, of an individual in a WORK 
assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a famiJy of that size. the individual and 
bislher family would be eligible for an earnings supplement sufficient to Jeave the family no 
worse off than a family of the same size on assistance (with no earned income). Any wages J 
iost due to the willful misconduct of the participant shall be pre.5umed to have been received 
by the family. 

OP11ON J: 'lire earnings supplemelll would be in the form ofAFDC benefits. In Olher words, 
WORK wagts would be treated as "'ridngsfrom u.subsldlzed employmel11 for the 
purpose ofdetermining AFDC eligibility and benefits. 

OP1TON 2: 1he earnings Supplementation progrtJJtI would be separate from AFDG. 1he program 
would be similar 10 AFDC with respect 10 the derennlnation ofeligibility and benefits, 
except that only the families of Individual, who had ,,,,,cited the time limit and who 

an unsubsldlud job would be eligible for the 
The acccunring period/or the Earnings 

be s.' at 6 or 3 mom"", to simplIfY administration /{J 

the between the program and AFDC. 

(1~~~;~~~1'~~~(Jr who were worfdng at least 20 Murs per week 

6 

,J 0 
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(b) 	 The work expense disregard for WORK assignment wages would be set at the same level as 
the sllUIdard work expense disregard (SIZO per month). States which opted for more 
generous earnings disregard policies would not be required to apply these policies to WORK 
wages, 

14. 	 TREATMENT OF WORK WAGES WITII REsPECI' TO BENEFITS AND TAXES 

(a) 	 Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned income with respect to Federal and 
Federal·State assi,llUIce progyams other than AFDC (e.g., food stamps, Medicaid, public and 
Section g housing). 

(b) 	 Persons in WORK assigarneots would be subject IU FlCA taxes. Stales would be required IU 
ensure that the corresponding employer contribution IU OASDI and HI was made, either by 
the employer or by the entilY administering the WORK program (or through another method). 

(c) 	 Earnings from WORK positions would not be included in Adjusted Gross Income, and 
consequently would not be treated as earned income: for the purpose of calculating the Earned 
Income Tax Credit, 

(d) 	 Wages to WORK participants would not be .ubj..,t to the Fed.ral Unemployment Tax Act 
fPUTA). QuartetS In WORK assignments would not count as employment for putpOses of 
determining eligibility for Unemployment Compensation (UC). 

(e) 	 To the extent that a State's workers' compensation law is applicable, workers' compensation 
in accordance with sucil law would be avaUabJe with respect '0 WORK participants. To the 
extent such law is not applicable, the [V·A agency would be required to provide WORK 
participants with medical and accident protection for on-site injury at the same level and to the 
same extent as that required under the relevant State workers' compensation statute. (by 
regulalia., as uNler CFII 251.2) 

(I) 	 WORK program funds would not be available for conrributions on behalf of any partIcipant to 
retirement systems or p[ans. 

(g) 	 For WORK program participants not r""eiving an earnings supplement in addition to WORK 
wages (see below). child support collected would be paid directly to the WORK progyarn 
participant. In instances in which the WORK program participant were receiving an earnings 
supplement in addition to WORK program wages, cltild support would be treated just as it 
wt)uld for a famj)y receiving cash benefits (i.e .. a $50 pass-through. with the rv-A agency 
retaining the remainder to offset the cost of the earnings suppJement). 

IS. 	 SUtI'ORTlVE SERVICES 

(a) 	 States would be required to guarantee child care for any person in a WORK assignment. as 
with JOBS program participants under current law (Section 402(g). Social Security Act). 
States would also mandated to provide other supportive services as needed for panicipation in 
• WORK position (as with JOBS palticipanls. Section 402(g), Social Security Act). 

7 
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16. 	 WORK PLAcE RULES 

(a) 	 Providers of WORK assignments, whedter public, private or non-profit. would be required to 
treat WORK program participants as other entry~level employees with respect to working 
conditions and other workplace rules. A State would have the option to waive this require.. 
ment for ,specific employers of WORK program participants, provided that the employer were 
complying with all applicable Federal and State laws con~rning workplace rules. 

(Il) 	 All participants shall he entitled to a minimum number of sick and. personal leave days, to he 
established by the Secretary. These shall be provided by the employer, if they are provided 
to other employees of simUar tenure (employers may offer more days). A person in a work 
assignment who becomes ill and exhausts her sick leave, or whose child requires extended 
care, shall he plac<d in JOBS PREP if he or she meets the eligibility requirements. 

(c) 	 A parent of a chUd conceived while the parent was in the WORK program would be placed in 
JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child (or sucb longer perind as 
is consistent with the Family and Medical Leave Act). 

(d) 	 A participant may reques' to I.... a WORK assigmnent for.~ causo"",," SANCTIONS). 
Participants who left. WORK assignment for good cause would be placed in another WORK 
assignment or enrolled In another WORK program activity (e,g., job search. until a WORK is 
available). While awaiting a WORK assignment, such persons would be eligible for cash 
benefits. 

17. 	 SANCI10NS 

(a) 	 WORK -program participants; may he sanctioned for wiUful misconduct related to the WORK 
program:. Misconduct would include: 
i) being terminated from a job for misconduct; 
Ii) failure to report to a WORK Job without good cause; 
iii) quitting a job without good cause; 
iv) failure to engage in any r~uired job search; and 
v) failure to accept an offer of unsubsidized employment without good cause. 

(b) 	 A recipient shall be notified of the agency's intent to impose a sanction and shall have a right 
to request a ..bwinJ prior to the im,QOsition of a sanction. The Secretary shall establish 
regulations for the conduct of such b~adngs. which shall include setting time frames fur 
reaching decisions. A State sbaH be permitted to follow the same proeedures it utilizes in 
hearings regarding claims for unemployment compensation. 

(e) 	 The SeerOW")' shall establish regulations defining good caus. for refusal to ace"!,, a WORK 
assignment or an offer of unsubsidized employment. Such definition shan include the reasons 
providod in 45 CFR 250.35 for refusal to aco"!,, a lOBS assignment, except that a pare., of a 
child under 6 would not be perm~tted to refuse an assignment of more than 20 bours per week 
solely ror that reason. A=rdingly, a person would he entitled to refuse an ulISub,idized job 
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(d) 

offer if accepting the offer would result tn a net loss of cash income (as under 45 CPR 250.35 
and Section 402(.) of the Social Security Act). 

. ..(\... v-f,'''''''''
The Secretary sbaJy£tablish regulations defining good cause for purposes of an employee"s 
qUitting a job. 1hese regulations sball include the provision that an employee must notify the 
WORK agencY"<prior to quitting a po.sition. The regulations shaH be consistent with the vol.. 
untary quit prOVisions that apply to applicants for food stamps. 

£, rre 

(e) The Secretary shall establish regulations defining mi&«>nduct for purpose of determining 
w~cther a participant ~o is fired from an assigned job shall be subject to SJlJlctioo or 
returned t() the waiting list without sanctioo. The regulations shall allow a State, subjea to 
the approval of the Secretary, to apply the- definition of misconduct utilized In its 
unemployment Insurance program. (A IV-A agency might be allowed to contract with the 
State Ul hearing sy.tem to adjudicate these ""'.... ) 

(f) A person ,who refuses to accept a WORK assignment without good cause shall be removed 
from the waiting list until the person accepts an assignment or a period of one month, 
wbiebever is sborter. -

(g) A person who turns down an offer of an unsubsidized job without good cause shall be 
ineligible for a WORK as.';gnmeDt or the waiting list for a period of 3 months. AFDe 
benefits during this period would be calculated as if the job offer had been accepted. Vv'hen 
calculating benefits in this manner for families so sanctioned, the relevant disregards would 
apply. 

(b) Sanctioned families who were otherwiso qualified would still be eligible for other assistance 
programs, including food stamps, Medicaid and housing assistance. 

(I) A person who quits an assignment without good cause or w~o is fired for misconduct shall b. 
subject to a sanction of: 

OPTIONS: 
For a rmt occurrence 
1. RemoTtll of the adult frum the benefit for 3 months. 
2. A 25% reduction in the cash and food stamp benelit for 3 months. 
3. A loss of <.aSh benefits (removal rr.m the waiting list) for a period of one """,th. 
4. A loss of ush ,benefits for 3 months, wUb vendor payments for rent and utilities (up 
to the level of the grant). 
S. Same as 14, except that vendor payments would only be made to prevent homelessness 
or utility shut--otr. 
In addition to any oC the above, the participant wuld be required to engage in job search 
activities until a new WORK assignment is made. 

For a subsequent octurreru:.e 
I. A loss of cash b ....fits for 6 montils, with vendor payments as abo.,," 

9 
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2.. The agency would do an intensive efBhlation or the reasons why the person is having 
trouble maintaining employment, and in conjunction with CPS. of the adequacy of care 
being provldal !he children. The agen<y could determine that the parent should he 
placed in JOBS PREP. should undergo a period of intensive counselingt or thnt only lin 
economic sanction is appropriate. 

Diswssion 

Choosing the appropriate type and level of sanctions requires detennining the purposes that . 
saDai9ns are supposed to serve, evaluating the potential cOSts as well as potential benefits of 
particular sanctions, and assessing the reasons for the creation of the WORK component. 

Presumably. sanctions are not designed to be retributive. Their purpose is to deter future 
behavior by the particular partieipant and to provide a general deterrent for other participants. 
Since imposing,sanctions may be very harmful to children. in the extreme resulting in 
inappropriate family break-up, it is important not to have greater"sanctions than are necessary 
to ,chieve Ibese goal" It might well be that if an error is to be mad•• it ,houl4 be in Ille '1 
direction of protecting the children at the cost of some deterrence rather than vice versa. (If • 
sanctions do result in more parents performing wen at work and thereby Increasing their 
chances of moving into higher paying jobs. it could be argued that this ultimately will benefit 
more children than are hurt by sanctions. A rather complicated calculus.) 

The utility of sanctions as a deterrent will depend. in part, on the characteristics of the people 
who end up in the WORK program. Some participants may be prone to "game" the system 
and can be influenced by sanctknis. But a significant DUmber may not easily have their 
behavior inIIue!!C«\ hy the possibility of sanctions, at least during periods when they ..e 
experiencing: personal or family crises. It might be that some lapses need to be expected. and 
that sanction policy snould reflect this l especially since it is not clear that those with poor 
work: habits are also inadequate parents (and therefore we don't want. to risk family break:-up). 

Finally, sanction policy should reflect the purposes of the WORK program. If the WORK 
program is seen as a way of providing jobs lO parents who worked bard to complete the 
JOBS component but who coutd not otherwise find jobs, these parents should nut be worse off 
for non-compliance than parents in the JOBS component of the program. If the program is '7 
seen as a 13.'l't chance for those wbo failed to perform in the: lOBS component, stronger 
sanctions may be justified. Conceptualizing the issue as making WORK like the '"rea) world" 
may not lead to a different conclusion. since parents fired from jobs in the "real world'" are 
entitled to AFDC. SO that their clIildren have support. 

18. 	 JOB Slw<CII 

<a) 	 WORK program participants would generally he required to engage in job search at the 
conclusion of a WORK assignntetlt or while otherwise: awaiting a WORK. assignment or 
enrollment in -another WORK program activity. The number of hours per week and the 
duration of periods of required job search would be set hy the State, 

10 
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19, 	 TIME LIMIT ON PAIt'I'IClPATlON IN TIll! WORK PROORAM 

(a) 	 Individuals would be limited to a maximum of 12 months in any single WORK assignment, 

after which they would be cequired to perform supervised job search for a period of time to 

be set by the State, 


(b) 	 There would be no time limit on overail participation in the WORJS; program, 

(0) 	 States would be required to oonduct a comprebenslve ..,...ment of any person who had heen 

in the WORK program for at least two years. A State would be required to take one of 3 

actions following the reassessment: 


i) 	 R.equite further job search followed by another placement. This would be for perSOns IrJ 0 
judged currently empl()yable. 

Ii) 	 Return the person", JOBS, if it i. determined that the participant needs further 
education or training sezvices in order to obtain unsubsidized employment, 

iii) Return the participant to JOBS PREP, Tho criteria fur placing WORK participants in 
the JOBS-Prep phase would be identical to the JOBS~Prep criteria for persons who 

,had not yet reached the two-year time limit (see lOBS and Time Limits specifica· 
tions), 

Persons who were assigned to 10BS·Prep after reaching the time limit would be 
eligible for cash benefits. Such individuals would be treated exactly the same as 

, persons assigned to JOBS-Prep before reaching the time limit, except that if tho 
condition necessitating placement in JOBS~Prep ended, they would enter or re·eoter 

, the WORK program, railier than the JOBS program. Adult reCipients placed from the 
WORK program into lOBS-Prep would oounl against any relevant cap on tbe number 
of JOIlS-Prep placement.!! (s.. lOBS and TIme Limits specifications), 

11 
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Return of WORK PROGRAM FuNDING 

This paper attempts to detail the WORK program funding structure that arose from the Tuesday 
legislative specifications meeting aruJ to mention a few issues associated with such a mechanism. 

Allocation Strategy 

There would be two WORK progmn funding _: 

1) ,A capped entitlement wbich wo.uld be distributed to States according to the total 
number of persons in the JOBS and WORK programs in a State-the average monthly 
number of pel"SOM required to participate in lOBS plus the average monthly number 
of persons in the WORK program (including individuals in the- WORK program who 
were not in WORK assignments). 

2) 	 An uncapped entitlement equal to the amount which would have been paid in benefits 
to persons in the WORK program. For low..m.nefit States, the amount would be 
adjusted to permit 8 State to provide IS hour per week minimum~wage WOR}{ 
assignments to persons in the WORK program. 

While there would be two funding streams. a State would be able to use money from either stream 
both for WORK wages aruJ for WORK operational costs. Operational COSts' would include 
expenditures to develop WORK assignments. payments to placement contractors and spending on 
other WORK program service.It su(:b as supervised job search. 

There would either be tWQ match rates. one for the capped entitlement and one for the uncapped 
entitlement, or a single WORK match rate for both. 

If there were separate match rates for the two funding streams, a State would effectively receive 
matching funds, up to the amount of the capped allocation, for WORK expendituces-both operational 
costs and wages-at one match rate. For WORK expenditures in excess of the amount reimbursed at 
that rate. up to a sum equal to what would have been paid in benefits to persons in the WORK 
program, the State would receive matching funds at the uncapped pool match rate, 

If there were only one match rate, a State would receive matching funds for aJl WORK expenditures 
at that rate, up to an amount equal to the sum of its capped allocation and the Federai share of the 
amount otherwise payable in benefits. 

EXAMPLE: 	 State A's allocation (annual) from the capped entitlement for FY 99 is $1.5 million. 
The amount (Federal and State share) that would bave been paid, fur FY 99, In 
benefits to persons in the WORK program turns out to be $4 million. The State 
actua11y spends a total of$5.2 million on the WORK program, which includes the cost 
of generating the WORK assignments, payments to placement contractors. funding for 

> , 	 job search services. subsidies to private employers and wages for WORK participants 
in the public and non-profit sectors. If there ate two match rates, the State receives 
the first $1.5 million in reimbursement at the capped allocation mateh rate and, for 

http:service.It
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expenditures in excess of the amount reimbursed at that rate. up to the amount 
otherwise payable in benefits. matching funds: at the. uncapped pool match rate. If 
there is onJy one match rate. the State is reimbursed for the full $5.2 million in 
spending at that match rate. 

ff the match rate for the capped allocation were higher than the match rate for the amount otherwise 
payable in benefits, each State would aimost certainJy draw down the full capped allocation, If the 
State in the example above spent $1.1 million on WORK operational costs and $4.1 million on 
WORK wages, the State would stilt be eligible for S1,:; mUlion (the amount of the capped allocation) 
in matching funds at the higher match rate, 

A Few Considerations 

First of aU, there is the Question of whether the "'amQunt that would have been paid in benefits~ 


would be cqua1 to the amount that would have been paid in benefits for the entire year. or only the 

amount that would have been paid for the portion oflhe year during which the individual was in the 

WORK program, If it were the latter, a State would be severely constrained in using the funds from 

the uncapped pool to, for example. make a ~yment to a placement firm. 


Let's say a State pays a placement contractor $2..000 to find an unsubsidlzed job for an tndividual in 
the WORK program, The placement fum succeeds and the person leaves the WORK program after 
only six weeks. [f the amount payable in benefits were based on the time spent in the WORK 
program, the State would teceive credit for only six weeks worth ofbenefilA for that family. The 
rapid exit would not free up any Federal WORK.- funding to rover the S2,()(X) payment. If. on the 
other band. the amount were based on an annual measure, the State would receive credit for one 

'year's worth of benefits fot' the family. and consequently the rapid placement would free up 10.5 
months worth of benefits, which could be used to fund not only the $2,000 payment but also wages or 
services for other WORK panicipants. The amount otherwise payable in benefits could also be based 
on another measure. such as the average length of time a recipient spends on assistance during any 
l2-month period a,e,. if the average length of stay were lO: months Qver a 12-month period, the State 
would receive ctedit for 10 months worth Qf benefits for the family, meaning that the quick placement 
would free up 8.S month' worth of benefits). 

Even if the uncapped pool were based on the amount that would have been paid in benefits for the 
entire year, States might still be reluctant to take advantage of the proffered flexibility to use dollars 
from the uncapped pool for services as opposed to for benefits or wages, If a State chose to spend 
$2.000 from the uncapped pool on a contract with a placement firm, that would be $2,000 not 
availahle for wages or income support for persons in the WORK program. If such investments did 
not pa.y off, the State would presumably have to make up the shortfatl oul of 100 percent State funds. 
Consequently, Stales might opt to be rather cautious, notwithstanding the flexibility available under 
this funding structure, 

Calculating the amount that would otherwise have been paid in benefits. regardless of whether it is 
defined a.'l the amount payable for time in the WORK program or for the entire year or for some 
other period, would not be a stmple exercise, White States currently estimate quarterly AFDC 
expenditures in advance and then report aCtuai AFDC expendi{ure.1; following the quarter, under this 
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structure a State would essentially ha\'e to estimate and then calculate the payments that would haye 
been made. rather than reporting actual oudayS, This could prove to be considerably more comp1lcat
ed than tallying aggregate expenditures. 

Moreover, l1lere is the question of who would handle this complex operation. As it stands now, a 
governor would have the option to designate an entity other than IV -A agency to administer the 
WORK program. If a governor elected this option, wnuld the other entity, for example, the State 
JTPA agency. perform the benefit calculations to determine the amount that would otherwise have 
been paid in benefits to persons in the WORK program? Would the JTPA agency subcontract with 
the IV·A agency to handle the ea1culation? 

Persons who, for example, had been referred to a placement contractor would presumably be eli.gible 
for cash benefits while awaiting placement, as would persons who were performing job search 
between WORK assignments. If the cash benefits are to be drawn from WORK funds, the same 
question arises: If the WORK program is not administered by the IV-A agency, who will be 
responsible for the eligibility determinations and benefit calculations? 

Apart from the question of cash benefits. who will bandle the monthly eligibility determination needed 
to ascertain whether an individual still qualifit$ for the WORK program? 

A related question is whether States would be required to moot some .sort of WORK participation 
standard. If so, would it be a minimum number of WORK assignments or a percentage measure 
(e.g., 80% of those in the WORK program must be participating)? If it', the latter, what would 
count as participation? Referral to a placement contractor? Job search? Would a State be permitted 
to assign aU persons in the WORK program to services from pJacement contractors and to job search, 
tather than developing any WORK assignments? 

Another matter to be resolved is the match rate issue. If there is to be only one match rate for the 
WORK program. how will that rate be determined? If the WORK match rate were set above the 
PMAP (e.g., between the FMAP and Ibe JOBS match rate), Ibe match rate for WORK wages and for 
cash benefits to persons in the WORK program ~l,Jld be higher than the AFDC match rate. If the 
WORK matCh rate were equal to the FMAP, the State match for the cost of generating WORK 
assignments would be considerably higher than the State match fur JOBS spending (especially In the 
poorer States) and would present a particularly serious financial burden for the poorer States. 
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c
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c
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 c
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c
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 b
e 

to
 

e
n

ro
ll 

in
 
th

e
 W

ORK 
p

ro
g

ram
 

-
n

o
t 

fo
r 

a 
c
a
sh

 b
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b
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c
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 b
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c
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c
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b
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c
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 p
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 c
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b
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b
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c
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p
lem

en
tary

 ch
eck

, 
th
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l d
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c
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b
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b
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c
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p
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c
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 c
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b
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c
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c
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c
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LEGISLATIVE SPECIFICATIONS MEETING, . 

Thursday, April 21, 1994, 
7:30am - 12:30pm, Room 415F 

Agenda 

7:30 WORK Program -jResolve major differenoes in oonception 

8:15 JOBS/Time Limit - Complete all decisions 

9:00 Break 

9:10 Loose Ends - Flnish any outstanding issues 

10:30 Status Report on Legislative Lanquage. Cost Estimates 

10:40 Break 

10:50 State matohing Rates or WORK - As appropriate 
1 

12:30 Adjourn 

r, 




TO: 

FROM: 

DAlE: 
SUBlECT: 

Jeremy Ben~Ami 
Bruce Reed 
Kalhi Way 

Emil Parker 
Wendell Primus 
Micllae! Wald 

April 19, 1994 
WORK Specificatlons 

Thank you for sending over the WORK specifications so rapidly. We found them very helpful. We 
bave a numbec of questions about the specifications; some t.()llcetn small detaits which need to be 
clarified for drafting purposes. Please caB one of us jf you have questions about our questions. 

1. ApPUCAll0N/EUOlBILITYIEPFECT ON BaNBFrT'S 

Eligibility 
What is meant by "have complied with the employability plan?" Completed a training or nducation 
program? Or should it be read as "00 history of sanctions within the JOBS program?" Would the 
WORK program be expected to verify that an applicant to WORK had satisfactorily participated in 
JOBS? 

2. PARTICIPATION AND INCOME IN THE WORK PROGRAM 

WORK Stipends and WORK Activities 

What if the SUIte does not have the minimum required Dumber of WORK participants in assignments? 

In such a case. would it not be able to provide WORK stipends? 


The minimum required number of assignments, as currently eQvisioned in the specifications. would be 
an annual average. Does this language imply that a State would have to be meeting the minimum at 
all times'! For example. if a State is below the minimum in one month but bas exceeded it foe all 
previous months, would it be permitted to pay WORK stipends during that month? 

What would happen if the Sw. toot longer than the set number of days (e.g., 30) to provide a 
WORK assignment fur a particular individual? Would the person no longer be eligible for a WORK 
stipend, even if he Or she were participating satisfactorily in the intel'im activity (e.g.• job search, job 
club)? 

At what level would the WORK stipeads for people in ·WORK activities" be ae!1 At theleve! of the ~ ~ 1 
AFDC beoetit1 llighet'l Would the WORK stipend in, for example, Alabama, equal the benefit ",,,.,. 
($164 for a family of three) O[ the wages from a IS-hour per week minimum wage WORK 
assignment ($274)? 

If the WORK stipend Is equal to the AFOC benefit, then in InstanetS In whicll the WORK program is 
operated by an entity nlher than the IV-A agency, would this entity, for example, the State JTPA 
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agency, b. responsible for calculating the WORK stipend? If no" who would perfonn the 
calculation? The IV-A agency? 

What is meant by "successfully completing required activities"? for example, let's say a WORK 
participant is assIgned 10 job search sod is expected to make 10 employer contacts per week, Would 
nine contacts be considered successfully completing required activities? Bight'? Seven? Would the 
State, for example, pay 7110 of the stipend if 1 ",ntacts were made, or would it pay the full stipend 
provided the individual more Qr Jess did what was expected'] 

,.,o 

What if the activity were work reparatio • e.g., arranging for child care? Would attempting 
unsuccessfully to arrange for elI~e be considered completion of the required activity? 

If participants were required to report that the WORK activities were completed, would the reports be 
verified in any way'] If so~ how extensive would the verification be? 

Would child care be provided as needed for participation in these interim activities (e.g., community 
service or day work)? More genecally, what level of resources should the WORK program be 
expected to devote to these WORK activities? 

If benefits are contingent on an individuaJ's self-reporting that he or she completed required activities 
suceessfully~ under what circumstances would individuals report that they did not complete the 
activiti~? 

4. SUSPENSION PROM mE WORK PRooRAMlDtm PROCESS 

Individuals could be found ineligible 10 participate in the WORK program for quitting an unsubsidlznd 
job without good cause. How would the State determine whether such a quit was for good eause? 
What would be the definition of good cause in this context? "'1 

~ j.,J.. . 
Does this Imply that an individual who left the WORK program for~ than employment 
could return to the WORK program, while an individual who left fo~~t but subsequently 
quit could not? 

Would vendor payments to prevent homelessness or cancellation of utility service be made on behalf 
of the families of persons suspended from the WORK program? 

S. TIME LIMIT ON PARTIC!PATION IN WORK 

What is meant by "the individual's record of cooperation"? Other than a history of having been 

suspended from the WORK program, what would be considered a record of noncooperation? Under 

what circumstances, if any ~ could an individual who had not been suspended be declared ineligible for 

continued partIcipation in the WORK program due to noncompliance? 


The clause before the "Referrals for Intensive SelVices" paragraph seems to imply th~o;: 

individual to be found ineligible. he or she would have to both be noncompliant 3Jkrlive in an area in 

which jobs were available. Are there any circumstances under which a person who had complied IW(.. wIJ~Ls 

oould be fuued ineligible? 
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The paper indicates that the State should examine the individual's ability to work as indicated by 
success or problems in WORK assignments. Is "success" good or bad in this context? Could a 
person who bad been successful in WORK assignments be found ineligible on the grounds that he or 
she could find an unsubsidized job (e.g., the economic situation in the area was oot particularly bad). 
while a person who had tried hard but had not been particularly successful in his WORK assignments 
b. round eligible? How strong would the local economy nend to be "' deoy eligibility", persons who 
bad complied? What is the definition of "local area-' 

6. W AOIl SuPPLEMENT:! 

The paper ,Utes that the WQlU{ program would be "authorized' to provide ,tipeods. Does 
"authorized" mean 'required' in this context, or could a WOlU{ program decide not to provide 
stipends. even if such a decision would leave some WORK participants worse off than they would be 
on AFDC'I 

What, othef tban not engaging in misconduct. is meant by ·continuing satisfactory participation in 
WOlU{'? Wbat, other than miscondUct, would lead to a end"etlon in the WOlU{ stipend? 

3 
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?~\. JOBS AND TIME L,MITS: Outstllnding Issues 

~eSPO/lSlblllty Agreement
l~~:C~1 new applicants, or Just those in the phased~in group. be required to sign the mutual 

responsibility agreement? What about eurrent: recipients'? 

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: All new applicants and all recipients undergoing redetermlnation 
would be required to sign the mulllal responsibility agreement. Exempting those not in the phased-m 
group from the mutua! resp::msibUity agreement would not seem consistent with revamping the 
welfare system. 

JOBS.Prep 
Would there be good cause placements in JOBS·Prep, I.e., would States be permitted to pi... up to a 
percentage of adult recipients (e.g., 5%) in JOBS.Peep fur reasons not covered by the specified 
criteria? 

RECOMMENDED ANSWfiR: Yes. 

Should a modest amouot of funding be set aside for services to persons in JOBS·Prep ,latuS? 

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Yes. In order to make the argument that IOBS·Peep is not another u,.. 
word for exemption, the proposal wUI have to take ""me slep to ensure that Stales wUl devote at least -:roe; $ 
a minimal amount of time and resources to persons ill JOBS-Prep status. 'If there are no participation 
standards, setting aside money (presumably at a very high match) is one other way to a.:oomplish thi•. 

The other alternative is to admit OJOaly that everyone will oot be doing ""mething and that JOBS· 

Peep slatuS will be equivalent to exemption. 


Teen ParenlJ 
Snould comprehensive case management services be provided to nineteen-year-<>ld cusrodial perents 

who had not completed high school or the equivalent, or should such services be provided only 

through age eighteen? 


RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Provide comprchensive case management services to all teen perents 

who had not compieted high school. From the standpoint of the benefits of ease management, il is 

difficult to draw. distinction between. nineteen'year-<>ld teen mother and an eighteen-year-<>Id teen 

mother if beth are still in high school. 


Job Search 
Should there be an initial Job search requirement? If .., what form should it take? Should it apply to 
feGipients not in the phased~in group? 

Option Oue: 	 Require all perrollS to perfurm job search from the date of application. 

Option Two: 	 Requite all job'rendy perro.. to perform job search from the date of application. 

States would have to enroll a certain percentage of applicants in Job search. 
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Option Three: 	 Same as Options One or Two, except that the job-search requirement wouJd kick in 
after eligibUity determination. rather than after application. 

Option Four: 	 Require job seareb to be the flfst activity in the empk>yability plan. 

Option Five: 	 State discretion 

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: A variant of Option Two-all job·ready pers<l1lS would be required to 
penom job search from the date of appHcation. but there would be no percentage measure States 
would be required to meet. States would not. welcome another process standard, and moreover 
writing the requirement into statute would send a clear signal about the orientation of the revamped 
JOBS program. Due to capacity ""nstraints, the requirement sboold probably be applied only to 
phased·in recipients. W . ~ , .,,,,, c.A'~? 
-	 ~ '( "'" ""'"" "",.1 "", 

Participation limes 
Should the participation snmdard for the phased·in group be set at 45%1 What should the 
participation .tJmdard be for the oot-phased.in JOBS-maodatory recipients? What changes should be 
made to the definltion of participation? 

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: The participatlon stJmdard for the DOt-pbased·in group <ould be set 
lower than the FY 95 20% rate, depending on the cost and administrative capacity constraints, but 
should not be. set so low as to give the appearance that there would be no expectations for the not
phased-in group. 

The performance. measures team bas been discussing participation rates, including substantial changes 
in how the rate is calculated, and we need • roncrete proposal from that group regm\ing participation 
rates and definitions ASAP. 

Eam-Back Policy 
What should the earn-back policy be? Should there be an eam-back policy, or should re-entrants who 
had reached the time limit go into the WORK program, regardless of bow long they had been out of 
the system? 

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Preserve the policy currently described in the speeifications-one 
month of assistance for every four months off. with total months of eligibility not to exceed 24, and 
no State flexihility (to avoid administrative difficulties when persons move between States). 
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ADMINISTRATION OF IOBS/WORK 


CulTt.'fll law 

By statute JOBS must be administered by the IV~A agency. State IV~A agencies may delegate to or 
contract (either througb financial or non~financial agreements) with other entities such as JTP A to 
provide a broad range of JOBS services. The IV..A agency must retain overall responsibility for the 
program (including program design. policy~making? establishing program panicipation requirements) 
and any actions that involve individuals (including determination of exemption status. determination of 
good cause, application of sanctions. and fail' hearings). 

HHS/ACF makes grants to the IV-A agency based on the a1loeation formula oudined in the statute 
and holds the IV*A agency accountable fur meeting participation and target group expenditure 
requirements as well as submitting all necessary program and financial reports. 

States currently deliver JOBS services througb a variety of structures, It often varies within a state by 
county, In genera1. welfare agencies do not deliver education and training services themselves, except 
for some that do job search. Depending on the staffing they get from their state legislatures, they 
mayor may not deliver case management services themselves. In a few states such as Florida and 
Michigan, Governors. have decreed that JOBS be administered with other employment and training 
programs. In these ,tates, it would appear that • handful of staff have been left in the IV-A agency to 
meet the requirement of IV-A administration, but that for all intents and purposes, administration has 
been lodged with another entity, 

Vision 

JOBS and WORK would be administered hy the SlIl11e entity. The Governor W<lUld design.te either 
the IV·A agency or some other entity to administer the programs. If the Governor designates an 
agency other than the IV-A agency to administer JOBSIWORK, then any plan or olh... document 
submitted to HHS to operate the program wou1d be jointly submitted by the administering entity and 
the IV-A agency. ' 

Based on the Governor's designation, HHSJACF would make grants to the administering entity and 
hold that entity responsible for submitting program and financial reports and meeting appropriate 
perfurmance standards. 

http:design.te


ISSUES 

1. The vision: 

Our group was charged with developing the "vision" of the administration of the JOBSIWORK 
program if we gave the Governor dle authority to designate the administering agency rather than 
mandating that it be the IV~A agency. It should be noted that at staff meetings to flesh out the vision. 
there was considerable discussion about whether the goal of changing the culture of the welfare 
system can be achieved if an entity other than the welfare agency is given fuji administrative 
responsibility for JOBSIWORK. However, given the charge to the group~ we did not pursue this 
issue but believe that it is worth at least flagging for the larger group, 

2. Must JOBSIWORK be administered by tbe .ame entity? 

At onc of the 7:30 meetings, there was general agreement that JOBSIWORK should be administeroo 
by the same entity. However. in that discussion it was assumed that it would be the IV8 A agency that 
administered JOBSIWORK. If our vision is that the Governor is in the best position to determine 
how JOBSIWORK should be administered in the State, should we revisit whether they have to be 
administered by the same entity? 

3. Should we require that !be ""Illy selected by !be Gov........ r.....in the designated entity for a 
specific period of time? 

DOL has recommended that we require Governors to stay with the same organization arrangements 
for at least four years. with some escape clause fur failure to meet performance standards. 

4. What doe. it means to administer JOBSIWORK? 

For the purpose of answering this question. it is impOrtant to understand the vision of how people 
generally would flow through the system. The folJowing lists some key activities that need to be 
c3rried out. (It is clearly not an exhaustive list, but hopefuUy it hits on major functions). To the 
extent that the same entity administers one. two, or three of these programs, WQrds such as "'refer" or 
"OOIify" may be irrelevant. but the functions still need to be performed. Functions that are boided are 
those where we think it is not clear that decisions have been made about the Jocus of that 
responsibility I Discussion about some of the areas of uncertainty follows the list, 

To administer <JISb assistance and other aspects of JOBSIWORK that reiate to eligibility, \hoIV· 
A agency must: 

-Provide orientation (perhaps with others) 

-Enter into the mutual responsibility agreement with appl icant 

--Determine eligibility 

-Make AFDC payments 

-Notify families of time limits 

--Trnclc time limitll 

-Determine deferrals. 

-Reassess deferrals (see issue below) 
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-Notify JOBS of changes in AFDCldeferral statu, 
--Refe' to SOBS 
-Hold fair hearings (including determination of deferral status. denjal of e;s;tensions, months 
of eligibility fOT cash assistance? perfonnance in JOBS) 
-Notify JOBS/wORK agency of those approaching their time limit so that JOBSIWORK can 
do necessary job search and then can begin working with them immediately to find an 
appropriate WORK site If that i. ne<esSal')'. 
-Make supplemental payments to WORK participants who are el igible because of low benefits 
and number of hours of required participation 
-Transmit data to National Clearinghouse on client statuses 
??Continue to determine eligibility or WORK participants for cash assistance and notify 
WORK or those wit. become ineligible 

T. adminisl<r JOBS, the administrative entity Is ....ponsible ror the r.llowiug functions (either 
delivered directly or by others): 

-Ctmduct assessment and develop employabllity plan for all persons referred from IV-A 
agency 
-Arrange serviees (education. training. job search, employment) for JOBS participants 
-Provide JOBS Prep services 
-R_ appropriateness of referral to JOBS (more approprIate ror JOBS Prep)? 
-Arrange/pay for supportive services other than child care; refer to child care 
-Provide intensive case management for teen parents 
-Refer to IV-A for bearing on failure to participate 
11Graot ext~ to complete education/training and notify IV ..A if extensions have 
been granted (?) 

To administer WORK, the administrative entity is responsible for the following functions (either 
deliv....ed directly or by others): 

-Perfonn assessment to match participants to WORK slots 
-Develop WORK slots/make referrals, assignments 
-Refer for child care services 
-Coed.", job search 
-Make payments for wages either directly to participants or to employers to make to 
participants 
1?Malre income support payments to those in Job search, on waiting lists, between 
assignments, eligible for aid paid pendiug (assuming that', required) OR refer back to 
IV..A agency to make those payments in a timely manner 
??HoJd beariog.1 on failure to participate in WORK OR refer to IV-A agency for hearing 
-Refer people back: to IV-A fOf determination of appropriateness for deferral/JOBS Prep 
-J'trlorm reassessment (at end of WORK if there is an end to WORK) 

There are a couple of areas of responsibility that we have balded above because we believe they need 
some further consideration: 

Deferrals/extensions: The decision about what entity grants deferrals and/or extensions 
requires a delicate balancing of competing interests, On granting deferment ... there was basic 
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agreement that the IV-A agency should be responsible, However j when we discussed the 
situation in which someone had been referred to JOBS and now the JOBS agency questioned 
the appropriateness of the referral, there was some concern for the client (and the process) jf 
slhe had to go back to welfare to be deferred only to be referred back to the JOBS 
administering entity for lOBS Prep. 

On granting extensions. there was 11 sense that the JOBS administering entity would be in the 
best position to do SO since they had ostensibly been monitoring the individual's participation. 
Some extensions seem clearcut, but what happens when a state nears its limit on extensions? 
As with deferrals, the question of what entity HHS hold accountable for exceeding deferral 
and extensiQn limits and what the penalty for dOing so muddied the inunediate 
recommendation that lOBS administering entity have the responsibility. 

Hearings: We began with the premise that there should be only one hearing process, and 
there was general agreement that such responsibility would bave to lie with the IV-A agency 
since it pays the cash benefits that are subject to due process. We believe this is still true 
relative to lOBS although we have some reservations (see belOW). 

However~ in thinking about the WORK program, we thought there might be some other 
considerations. Most important is what entity is responsible for making payments to 
individuals in the WORK program. If it is the IV·A agency j then hearings by that entity 
make sense. However. as we discuss below, it's not cleat how such an arrangements is 
administratively feasible in which case the WORK entity might be responsible for ensuring 
that the WORK participant got paid either wages 01' benefits. Then ·there would be very good 
rea""n for h_ings to be the responsibility of the WORK agency. 

Furthermore, it's fair to say that to the extent that IOSSIWORK is administered by another 
entity. it is hard to Imagine bow the IV~A agency can fairly and accurate apply the policies of 
that agency to determine whether someone has failed to comply or not. Under the current 
JOBS program. the IV-A agency is the administering agency, and it is basicaUy its own 
policies that it is enforcing (even jf another entity is actually delivering the services~ the IV~A 
agency has, for instance, defined "good cause"), Under this vision, it's another agency's 
policies that the IV~A agency would be judging; this seems at least minimally problematic. 
(Under WIN, whi-ch is the closest approximation we have to separate administration, clients 
were entitled to a hearing on their failure to participate in the program through the 
administering agency; they, then} were eligible for another hearing on the cash benefits which 
was • problem. too). 

5. How should funding now? 

The vision assumes that grants would be made directly to the administering entity by HHS. This 
seems relatively straight forward ror JOBS itself where a formula allocation maIces such a grant 
possible. It also seems possible with the fannula part of the WORK grant because it would be an 
amount that could be predetermined for each state. 

However. based on the discussion about funding for the wage part of the WORK program, it is less 
clear how that would work for the wage portion of WORK. We understand that FFP would be 
availablt; for State expenditures on WORK (wages part) up to a total amount calculated by summing 
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the amounts that eligible- WORK participants would otherwise have received in welfare benefits eacb 
month, The Federal government would then match expenditures up to that total for each IOOnth, 
Infonnation on eligibility and payment amounts would clearly seem to be in the purview of the IV-A 
agency 50

OI"flONS: 

(I) The IV-A ag_yls ....ponsibl. for telDng IJHS and tbo administrative entily wbat lb. 
maximum eam month tltat the administrative mtity could claim for expenditul'f!S and 
then HIlS would make a grant award to the administrative entity based on that BlI1QUnt. 
The administrative entity would !hen be responsible ror filing n_ry expendilure 
reports. 

(2) The IV-A agency notifies IJHS or the amount available and reedv.. the grant 

directly. It enters into arrangement to transfer available runds to the administrative 

entity for WORK. The JV-A agency would be responsible. fot filing necessary 

expenditure reports. 


The first option would seem viable only if the WORK administrative entity had responsibility for 
payments to anyone subject: to the WORK. (See section on administrative functions above) Otherwise I 
if the IV-A agency is responsible for income support payments to WORK registrants who are waiting q 
assignment or between assigrunents andt therefore. individuals could get checks from two entitles. it's 
not clear how either agency would ever k:now how much money it had available to expend, 

6. Would expendllul'fS made by tbe IV-A agency 00 either JOBS or WORK-related 
functions (sucb as reporting, bearings, etc.) be matcbnble under the regular IV-A program or 
would tbo admlnisttative entitles be required to pay for those rWlClions out or th. JOBS ... 
WORK allocation? 

7. Should we consider setting aside extra TA money ot' incentive funds to encourage states 
in: certain directions sudt as integrating sBvices? 

Under the grant competition for One-Stop centers that DOL is sponsoring, States which bring in more 
than the minimum required human resource agencies will be awarded additional points in sooring their 

" 7 ./E'> •proposals. Are there directions that we wish to encourage or assist states in achieving that could be 
helped by either extra TA money or incentive funds? Should we also think: abOut plannitig grants to 
States to encourage and facilitate the transition to the new system? 
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Dmft -for diJCfLttion only 	 41.. 

JOBS AND TIME LIMITS 

All provisions below apply only to phased~in redpients unless otherwise specified~ 

1. 	 PRO<,RAM ENROLLMEI<I' 

Current Law 

The Family SlIfJport Act required a Stare to make an initial assessmelll 0/AFDC app/lcOJUs with 
respect to chJld care needs, sldlls, prrof work experle.c<, and employability. O. the basis 0/this 
asseS_III, the State must develap an employability plan/or the opplicallJ. The State may require 
pordcipOJUs to elller into aformal ogreemellJ which specifies the pordcipOJU'. obligations antler the 
program antl the activities antl "rill"", p_ I1y the Stare. The employability plan Is 1Wt 

considered a contract. Stll1ea may require some app/icallJs 10 antlergo job search activities for 8 
weeks ant! an ntltliticnal 8 weeks for AFDC recipients. 

At lhe poilll oflhe illlake proe...,. app/icallJs will learn 0/ their speCific responsibilities antl 
_ctations regarti/ng the JOBS program antl time limits.. All States and applicants will now be 
required to enter Inm an~emelll specifying the responsibilities ofeach porty. This will be 
accomplished through <i~responslbllity agreemelll and an employability plan. While the mutual 
responsibility ogre_III will oatil.. a general agreement, the employability plan will befocussed on 
the spetltic empIoyment-relared needs ofthe applicOJU. Although these ar. fWtlegal cowaCls, these 
agreementS will serve to refocus the direction of the weI/ate program. 

Stll1es must change the culture Of the welfare system I1y changi.g the _ctatWns ofhIl1h appIlcalIJ6 
.	aiuI case workers. This can be done I1y modifying the mission 0/the ""'ifare system OJ the point ofthe 
illlake process to stress the shift from eligibility and benefit tletermlnmlo. to empItJY1Tt<nI antl access to 
education antl trolnlng. The·mutual abllgations ofthe Stare and the portIc/paI!J must be spelled out 
ant! ell/orcetl..JOBS programs must continue to be uti/Izetl os aneatit)' deslgantl tMlnk dlents to 
semces in the community. 

. (0) . All appli";'CS will be requited as part of the application proces, to sign a Mutu1lf pu>-~\ 
..Responsibility Agreement with the State specifying the general responsibir«i.s of both the 

participant and the State agency under the revised transitional assistance program. 

ISSUE: 	 Sbould appliamts not in the pltasid-in group be required to sign a ~ p~.1 
Responsibility agreement? 

(b) 	 All appliC3lllllIllllSt also be provided, as part of the application process, with information 

about the revised JOBS progrnm and the time limit on cash assistance. Each applicant would 
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be informed of the number of months of cash assistance-for which he or she was eligible 
(e.g., 24 for firsHime applicants). 

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

2. 	 I!MPWYABIUTY I'i.A!'I 

(a) 	 Change current Social Security Act language !bat. State "may" require the participant to 
enter into an agreement with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed to 
"must." (appBcable 10 all recipients, Including those not phased-in) 

(1)) 	 Add language requiring Stltes to complete the assessment and employability plan within a 
period of time (e.g., 60 days from date of application) specified by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services. 

(e) 	 The employability plan shall specify. time frame fur achieving self-sufficiency and the 
prescribed activities would be designed to enable the participant to obtain employment within 
this time period. 

(d) 	 Amend section 432(1))(I)(A) by adding "literacy' after the word "skills,· (applicable to all 
recipients, Including those not phasoo-in) 

3. 	 JOBS-1'REl' 

Current Law 

States _ require non-l!Wnpl AFDC reclp/£IIlS ro ptUtldpate In the JOBS program to the extent that 
resources are avalIabk. Exemptions under the current JOBS program a",jor those applicants and 
recipients who are III, Incapadtated, or oj iUIvanced age; ""eded In the Iwme because ojthe lIl"",s or 
in<X1paclJy ojanotherJamfly member: the caretaker <if _child under age 3 (or, at State option, oge 
1): employed more tlwn 30 Iwurs per week: a dependant chUd wu/erage 16 or _ndlng_ftdl time 
educational program: """",n In the second and thlrd tr!Jnester ojpregnancy: and residing In an area 
where the program Is not """liable. The parent oj_ child WU/., age 6 tout older time the agefor on 
exemption) who Is pefS(JfI(J/ly providing carejor lhe child may be required If) panlclpate only If 
ptUtlclpndon requlremMts are limited If) 20 Iwurs per ""'* wu/ child care Is guaranteed. For AFDC
UP jamfllM, the ewnptUm rdtalng to the age <if a child may only apply to _ parent, or '0 neither 
parent Ifchild care Is guaranteed. 

YiIl!ln 

Under new provisiOns, _ greater number ojptUtlciponts will be JOBS-mandotory. Single-parent wu/ 
two-parentj'omU/es will be treated slmiJarly wu/er the new JOBS system. 1he current =mptlon 
policy, which Is bared on an Indlvldnal's _tics, will be replaced with • policy wu/er which 
persons not yet readyJor partidpatWn In JOBS will be assigned to the JOBS-Prep phase. 
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Rationale 

111 order to change the culture ofwelfare, it is necessary to stress the importance offull participalion 
in the JOBS program. It Is also important to ensure rlull all welfare recipients who are able to 
panicipate in JOBS ha", such semces l1IIlIie available to them by the States, Elimination of 
exemptions renils a SIrong message that ftdl participation I. JOBS sheu/d be lhe lWrmoJ flow of 
eI'e/US, and 001 the exc<!ptIon. The JOBS-Prep palicy gives States the ability to consider differences In 
lhe ability 10 work and participate In education and tralnl.g activities. 

(a) 	 Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were 
not abJe to work or participate in education or training activities (e,g., due to care of a 
dillaoled child) could ba ...igned to th. lOSS-Prep pbase either prior to or after entry into the 
JOBS program.' For example, if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS 
program, be or .~. would then ba placed in JOSS-Prep status. 

(b) 	 Persons in the JOSS-Prep pbase would be expected to engage In activities intended to prepare . 
them fur employment and/or the JOSS program. The employability plan for. recipient in 
JOSS-Prep status would detail the steps, such as finding permanent Ilnusing 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., tho"" of advanced age) 
would not be expected to engage in JOBS-Prep,activities. For individuals whose are expected 
to enter the JOSS program shortly in any event (e.g., mothers of yOung children), JOBS-Prep 
services could be provided, when appropriate, to address any outstanding barriers to ' 
successful panicipation in JOSS. 

(c)· 	 No funds would be set aside fur services to person.! in JOBS-Prep status. Slales onuld 
provide services to individuals in the JOBS-Prep phase, using JOBS funds, but would not be 
required to do so. Lik.wille, States would not ba required to gnarantee chUd care Or provide 
other supportlve services fur person.! In JOSS-Prep status. Persons In lOSS-Prep status 

, would not be subject to sanction fur failure to participate in JOBS~Prep activities., In other 
words, in order to actually require an individual to participate in an activity. a State would 
bave to mate bim or her lOBS-mandatory. .• 

(d) 	 Stat.. would be required to maintain an ernployshility plan fur pernons in JOSS-Prep status. 

(0) 	 Person.! in JOBS-Prep would not b. subject to the time limit, e.g .. months in which • 
recipient was assigned to JOBS-Prep would not oount against the two-year limit on cash 
banefits, 

EXAMPLE; 

An i.!xIMduIl: appliol for cUt ~ in Jmwuy of 1996. She 6I1d her ouowotker duign an empJoy4bllity plan in 

March of 1996 aM ~ beJ.inf participa.tii'lg !ti the, JOBS pro,gmm actlvlttt. mI.M plM. 10 ~r 1996, her 

father beeomot ~,ly ill and .be if ~ in the home to care for him. At that pOint, .no iJ plaocd in tho SOSS. 

Pl'Cp ph.uc;. Her father', condition Unprovcl and by Aup 1m ko no Ionger""l\llrcl fuU-timo C4R. AI of AuguA 

1m, Iho it eligible for 16 morc montht ofcu" _istanco. She ro-emen tho lOBS program and rcaehct tho U. 
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(I) 

(g) 

(b) 

(i) 

.,18 

tnOOtb time t.imiI: in November 1998. At iliat point, ~, 1M iI only foor Ill:OI'l\hs from oompkUng her Lioontood 
PMcticai Nur:t¢ (LPN) t~. SM it then gl'!!.Jltcd It 4-<nonth exte.nllion to fini&h her LPN tnUniflg, 

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

(I) 	 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 
JOBS-Prep ph.... A parent of a child conceived after the most recent 
epplicatlon for ag,isll!nCe would be placed in JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week 
period following the birth of tho chUd (consistent with the Family and Medical 
Leave Act). 

(Under current law. patents fif a child under three. under one at State option, are 

exempted from JOBS participation, and no distinction is made between children 

conceived before and cllildten conceived after application for assistance) 


(2) Illness, incloding mental aI..... incapacity or advanced age; . 

(Definition of illness and pOssibly of incapacity would be tightened by regulation) 

(see speclficalioos on substance abuse for discussion of the approach for _os 

with drug or alcohol problems] 


(3) 	 Needed in Ibe home to care for another member of the household who i. ill or 
incapacitated; 


(Same as CUlTent law) 


(4) Third trimester of pregnancy; and , 

(Under enrrent law, pregnant women.,e exempted from JOBS participation for bolb 

,the second and third trimesters) 


(5) 	 Living in a remote area (i.e., more than two hoors round-trip travel tho. from 
the nearest JOBS program site or activity), 

(Same as current law, CFR 25O.3{),5) ~ 

States would be permitted, in addition. to place up to S% of all adult miPienlS and miner 'l~1~ 
<llSlIllIial Parents in JOBS-Prep for good Cause as detOnnined by the State. ~The percentage ::: .' , 
would be specified in statute. :L.\,.. ~ 

. cw\OI>-
Recipienlll who met the criteria for placement in the JOBS-Prep phase would be peratitted to 
volunteer for lbelOBS program. Such. volunteer, who was partiCipating In JOBS would be 
subject to the time limit bot would he permitted to opt out-ceturn to the lOBS-Prep phase-at 
any thoe, provided be or she still met the JOBS-Prep criteria. 

A State would be required to promptly inform a recipient of any change iP his or her status 
with respect to JOBS participation aitdlor Ibe thoelimit ( ..g., movement from the lOBS-Prep' 
phase into the JOBS program). 
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Current Law 

The AFDC program provides cash assistQllCl! to households in which needy children hove been 
deprived ofparental support (Section 4m, SocIal Securlry Act), IlICIudlng two-parent houschaltls In 
which tire princfpal earner Is unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Sect/on 407). Operating within brood 
Federal guidelines, States sei standards used to dete1"miJJe need and paynteJU. In order 10 be eligible 
for AFDC, the househald', gross income ctlIIJUJt exceed 185 percent ofthe Stale's need slandard 
(Section 4()2(a)), Its _able income ImlSI be less lhan tire need standard, and lhe IOtal val.. oflts 
assets musl be below the Ilmil set by the Stale. 

The cash assiSiance is provided ro, and accowllsfor theneetls of, the parent(s) or other caretaker 
relallYe, as well as the dependent children (Section 4()2(a) and aJhers, Social Securlry Act). Same 
SIOI<S (Iho« which did nat hove an AFDc.UP program inplace as ofSeplentlrer 26, 1988) are 
parmilled to place a type oftime Ilmil on part/clpal/on In the AFDC-UP program, restricting 
eligibility for AFDC-UP 10 (j maaJhe In any 12_nth period (Section 407(b)). ThIrteen statOS 
presently impase 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. 

Most ofthe people who enter lhe welfore tysttm do not stay on AFDCfor many years consecutively. II 
Is much mare common for recipients 10 move In 4nd out of the. welfare tySltm, Slaying 0 rellUlvely 
brief period each time. 7\ro 01<1 oj every three persons who enter the welfare tystem leave within two 
years and fewer than one In five spends jive consecutive years on AFDC. Halfofthose who leave 
welfore, however, rttItI7I within two years, and three ojevery fourretum al some paint In thejutun. 
Most reciplems use the AFDC program not as a pennanenl alternative to work. but as temporary . 
asslslQllCl! during times ofecanomic difficulty. 

. 

While persons who re",aln on AFDC for long periods al a time represent only a modest percentage Of 
all people who ever eflter the tystem, however, they represent a high proportion ojthose on welfore at . 
any given time. AlIhough many face very serious barriers to emplayment, including physical 
disabilil/€s, others are able to \ron: bUt ar. nat mavlng In the direct/on Of self-slliJiciency. Mosllong
tem! recipients are not on a trod: lI)W<ll'd a_g employment thot will enable them to leave AFDC. 

The proposal would impase. on udullS, a cumullUlve lime I/nl/t Of two yean on the recelpl ofcash 
assistance, with deferrals ofand &tensions 10 lhe time llmll to be granted uuder certain 
circwnstances . . Months In which a recipient ........ working pan-tlme would nat count against the time 
Ilmil. The two-year llmil would be renewable....,nce an lmllvidual/ift welfare, he or she would begin 
to earn Imck eligibility for assistance. 

The two-yeat lime limit is part ofthe overall ejfon to shift the focus oflhe welfare system from 
disburslngforels to promoting self-SUfficiency through >rork. ThIs time Ilmil gives Imlh recipient and 
the welfore agency a structure that nece,,/totes steady progress In the direction ojemployment and 
ecanoedc lmIependeace. As discussed elS<where, recipients who reach lhe two-year time llmil wilhoW 
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Draft· for discussiOf1 (m/y 	 '''' 
jiIldlng a prJw.ue seC/or job will be offered publicly subsidized work assignments /0 enable them /t) 


support their fmiltes. 


(a) 	 The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative nuJpber 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). Monlbs in whicb an individual was recelving 
assistance but was in JOBS-Prep rather than in JOBS would not count against the 24-in0:nth 
time limit. 

(b) 	 The tim. limit. as indicated in (a) ahov;'. 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 • 

. (e) 	 States would be required to update each adult recipient every moolb as to the DUmber of 
moodls of eligibility remaining for him or her. 

5. 	 ApPlJCADILIT'I' OF TIME LIMITS 

(.) 	 The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen parents. see T ... Parents below). 

A record of lb. number of manlbs of eligibility for cash assistance remaining would be kept 

for each iadividual subject to the time limit. caretaker relatives would not be subject to the 

time limit. 

6. 	 TwO-PARENT FAMlLlI!S 

(a) 	 In. twtrparent family. both patents would be subjed. to the time limit, provided neither 

parent was placed in JOBS-Prep status. If one parent bad reached the time limit and the oIber 

had not, the parent who bad reaobed the time limit would be required to enter the WORK 
 o 
program. If the parent who bad _,the limit,decllned to participate in the WORK' 
program. thai parenl would be removed from the assistance unit. hot the family would still be 
eligible fur the remainder of the booetit (lbe other parent and the childr ..•• portion) until the 
alber pat ..t·. clock struck 24. 

(b) 	 A parent in a two-parent family wbo had reacbed the lime limit bul declined to enter the 

WORK program would not be oonsi<1ered part oCthe assistance unit for me porpose of 

ealculaling either the AFDC booefit or the earnings supplement (if the other parent did enter 

tlte WORK program). If such a parent subsequandy reversed course and entered the WORK 

program. h. or she would be considered part of the asslstance unit for the purpose of 

dewmlning the supplement and would also be eligible for a WORK assignment. As 

discussed in the WORK specifications. a State would not be required to provide WORK 

assignments to hoth patents in • two-parent family. 
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EXAMPLE: 
A lillgle father wilh two children who came onto the rolk twelve montlu: ago ma.rric'a A woman with no children and 
no prior wclfue rcceipl. Both II1\) requUt:d to putkipate in JOBS. Twelve month& le.t4r, the- fllther mAOlhes the ti«w 
limit, but ~fulat.ll tQ mtcr the WORK prognun. At that point, !.he ftther ill removed from lhA aaiJt&nct. unit. 'fM 
mot.hcr oontinutlll to pMi....ipate in JOBS -.IXI the ranilly reuivu the mother m:l childt'Ct1'. lhiuo ofthll benefrt. 
Twelve montht IlIter, lM I'f1Ql.hcr ~hCI the time limit. At tNt point, lhc deeidel to enter \he WORK ~ and 
i.I wJgnod to • 2().bQvr pet week WORK potition. Pot PUfJX!~ of calculating U» eamingt tuppk:mmt, the 
ANictanI;Io wit conmt. of tho roochcT and tho ehildrm. _ though thIl ft.thcr is ttilI in the. homo. "I'lv= motllh& 

Iatu, tho fAl.bu cJw-.aea hlI mind IIInd oCilleB the WORK prog:em. 1"bA State rdct'l the. fAtbe't to .. p1accment agency. 
n.thcr than .mguiug him to 8. WORK llot. He it i\\)W ~ p.ut of the ~ uM: for the JlUfPO'lO Qf 
Wwlating the family'. CI.l'11.ingf /!upplcmcnt. 

Under current law, tile second parent in a two-parent family is !lOt exempted from 
participation In JOBS. If, however, under tile proposed law a State chose to pi_ lite second 
parent in JOBS-Prep status (e.g., for good cause rather than under one of the specified 
criteria), Ibe second parent would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent wonld 
then be counted toward any relevant cap on the number of adult recipients (and minor 
parents) a State would be permitted to place In the JOBS·Prep phase. 

RATIONALE: 
While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two"Pareot families over 
single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatment,of one and t:'w<rparent 
families. Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-par ..t family who dId not have acoess 
to JOBS servIces (due to placemenfin JOBS-Prep) but not to a single parent assigned to 
lOBS-Prep would constitute. to some extent, a bias against t:wo-parent familles. 

NOTE: If a second parent who would olberwise be placed in JOBS-Prep statu. volunteered 
for lite JOBS program, Ibat second parent would be .ubject to the time limit, as with any 
other volunteer. 

(c) 	 With respect to the pb....in, both parents in a two-parent family would be considered subject 
to the ne.w rules if the principal earner were in the phasOO-in group. If the parents 
subsequently separated, hoth would still be subject to the new rules. 

.,7. 

(a) 	 All custodial parents ueder 19 who hnd not completed high school or the ",!uivalent (e.g., a 
OED program) would be required to participate In the JOBS program, wilb education .. the 
presumed activity. The 24-month time clock, bowever~ would not begin to run until a 
custodial parent turned IS. In other words, months of receipt ... CllStodial parent before the 
age of l8 would not be counted against the time li~it. 

(1)) 	 CustodIal parenu under 19 who hnd a child under one but who bad not completed high sellonl 
would be r"'!uired I<l participate in JOBS, rather than placed in JOBS-Prep status. Such 
pareaU would be expected to return to school as rapidly as possible following Ibe birth of the 
child. Custodial parents under 19 wilb a young child could be placed in JOBS-Prep only fur 
a period of up to twelve weeks following the birth of tile child. StaleS would be perndttnd to 
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assign custodial parents under 19 to JOBS~Prep status in exceptional circumstances, for 
example, in the event of a serious illness which precludes school attendance. 

(e) 	 Nineteen-year-<>Jd custodial parents would be subject to the same rules with respect to 
placement in JOBS-Prep status and to the time limit as aU other adult recipients. Education 
would, as under current Jaw, be the presumed activity fur nineteen~yearo.Q(d custodial parents 
who had not completad high school or the equivalent and were requirad to participate in 
lOBS. 

(d) 	 Individuals who were eligible for and receiving services under the Individuals with Disabilities 
Educt\tion Act would receive an automatic extension up to age 21 if needed to complete high 
school. These extensions ll'.!lIIld not be counted against lIIe cap on extensions. 

(0) 	 States would be required to provide comprehensive case management .ervices 10 all custodial 
par.... uader 20 who had not completed high school or the equivalent. 

ISSUE: 	 Should comprehensive case management senias be provided to nineteen-year-old 
"""tudlal pannl5 '1>110 bad not completed high school or the equivalent, or should 
sud> •...,.1.... be provided only through age eighteen? 

[see !'l'9mole PlIn:nIlll Rl:iJ!OIlSI!>Jlily /llId I'nm:ol Teen Pregnancy spocllicaUons ro< a discussion 
.f an provisions In the plan ...n......lng t.... pnrents, Including further detail on <OJIIprehensive 
t':8Se management.] 	 . 

8. 	 JOIlS SERVICES AVAlLAllLE TO PARTICIPANTS 

Current Law 

A range ofservices and actlvlli .. must be offered IJy Stut.. under tIU1 current JOBS program, but 
Stales are not required 10 Imp/"""'nt JOBS unjfIJrmIy in all parts of tIU1 Stale aM JOBS programs vary 
widely among Stales. 1he services which must be tnduded aM; edUCf1lional activities, tndudlng high 
sclwol aM equivalent edUCallon, basic literacy, aM Eng/Ish profiCiency; jabs sldlls Ira/nmg;jab 
reudlness actMtles; job developmi!nt aM job pJacenutnt; aM·suppartlWl urvices toJhe extent that· 
these servicts are ne~svat)l for participation in JOBS. Supportiw: servi~s tndudechlIt1 care under a 
variety ofclrcwnstlll!CeS, aM transpartatWn aM work related _ea, States must also offer at 
least 2 ofthe following serviea: group aM IndII!/4uGJ jab search; OII-the-jab training (OJ1J; work 
supplemenJallon programs (WSP); aM community work experience programs (CWEP). 1he,. is a 
I1£ed to expand the definition aM ""'Be ofservices available under JOBS. SliJIes would maintain the 
flexibility /0 determine tIU1 mix ofJOBS services available aM requiredfor particlponts. 

1he definition 0/:otIsf.ctary partlc/patI<>IIln tIU1 JOBS program will be broadened to Include activities 
that are ImpanaN to helping individuals achieve seq-sl/fflde.cy. Stales will have broad latlJude In 
delerednlng which services are provided. Additlotudly, job search activities will be ernphas/ud to 
promote work and tntp/(1ym<!nJ. 
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AU provisions bektw, with the possible exception of any initial job search requirement under 
(n)(2), would apply to all recipients, including those not phased-in and not subject to the time 
limit. 

(a) 	 Amend job search roles to accompllsh the following: 

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

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

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

Option 1\w): Require all job-ready persons to perform job search from Ibe date of 
application. StlIles would have to enroll a certain percentage of 
applicants in job search. 

Option Three: .	Same as Options One or Two, except that the jo~earch requirement 
would kick in after eligibility detennination. rather than after 
application. 

Option Four. Require job search to b. the first activity in the employability plao. 

Option Five: State discretion 

Should the same InItlal job ....-.:h ""Iulrements be applied to r«ipients 
on! In the pbased-In group? 

(3) 	 Remove the requirement that job search aller initial job-search period may only be 
required in oombination with education and trainingj and 

(4) 	 Clarify Ibe rules so as to limit job search to 4 months in any 12-month period. Initial 
job search would be ,",o.ted against the 4-month lind!, but the 45-00 days of job 
search required immediately before the end of the 2-year lime limit{see Transition to 
}\,Qrk/WORK) would not. 

(b) 	 Elin!inate the requirement that StlIles expeed S5 percent of JOBS funds on services to the 
target groups. 

(e) 	 Change the anti-di,placement language to pennit W<lr< supplementation participants to be 
assigned to established unfilled vacancies: in the priVate sector. 

(d) 	 Lintit Alternative Work Experience to 90 days within any·12-month peried (Uy regulation). 

(e) 	 Ameed section 4S2(d)(I)(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic 
literacy level" willi -employment..oriented education to achieve litetacy levels needed for 
eoonomic self-sufficiency,'" 
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9. PART·TtME WORK 

(Detailed specifications awaiting resolution of key questionsJ 

10. JOBS PARTICIPATION 

CurrOOt W 

Undu the FamUy SUpport Act oj 1988 which established the JOBS program. certain minimum 
panIc/plltlon stondards were est<IbIishedjar j1sctJJ years /99()..1995 jar the AFDC caselood. States 
jiIce a reduCf.dfederaJ malch rale iftlwse stoodards are not mel. I. FY 1993 aI least 11% ofthe 
.0TH!Xl!1t1pt case/ood In t!t1Ch SlaIe must Jiartic/pllte In JOBS. The stoodards increase to 15% for FY 
/994 and 20% for FY 1995. There are no stoodards specified qf/er FY /995. There is a need to 
extend ood increase minimum portic/plltlon standards beyond /995 in order to implement JOBS and 
traniform the weifare .!)'stem from an Income·supper! .!)'swmlnto a work supper! .!)'stem. 

In order for the JOBS program to be"""", the centerpiece ojgovernment assistance. tho JOBS 
progrom must experimu:e a dromaJlc expansion ofboth ..mees and parricipalflS. Undu the 
provisions ofthe new transitional onlstance program. JOBS participation will be grelJily expanded 
ood Increased partlciplJilon rales will be phased-In until Slales reach afoll-participatlon nwdel. 
Stales will be given jlexibllJty In designing .!)'stems to achieve these objectives. 

(a) 	 The participation standard would be increased from the current level (20% in FY 1995) I!> 45 
percent fur phased·in recipients required w participate in JOBS. The 20 percent partiCipation 
standard would he extended with respect w JOBS-mandatory recipients not phased·in (there 
are no participation standards in current law fur FY 96 and heyond). For example, if the 
phase-in of the new rules begll1l with adult recipients and minor parents born In ]972 or /aler, 
States would he required I!> meet • 45 percent participation standard fur standlllOry recipients 
born In 1972 or Ialer and .20 percent participation standard fur mandal!>ty recipients born 
before 1m. 

•Allor the promlons below woold apply to _ phased"n and nnn-phased-in recipients. 

(b) 	 Alter tlte definition of ....'cipation such that an individual enrolled half-time in • de~ 
granting post-seeond";-educati<lnal institution who was making satisfael!>ty aeademi~'- .t:?I 
progr.,.~ (as defined by the Higher Edu",";". Act) would be considered to be participating \Y 
satisfactorily in JOBS, even if such a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 bours of class 
per week. (by reguiOJion) • 

(c) 	 Broaden the defInition of JOBS participation to include participation in activities. other than 
the optional and stand.wry JOBS services, wbich are consistent with the individual', 
employability pian. (again. by reguiaJlon) 
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(d) 	 The broadened definition of participation would include participation in the Small Business 
Administration Microloan Demonstration program or another STructured self-employment " ..,J 
program. As above, satisfactory participation '.11 a structured self-.empJoyment program would r-
meet the JOBS participation requiremen4 even if the scheduled hours of the self-employment 
program were fewer than 20 per week. (by regulation) 

11. 	 ANNUAL ASSF..sSMENT 

(a) 	 States would be required to conduct an assessment of all adult recipients and minor parents. 
including both those in the JOBS-Prep phase and those in JOBS, on at least an annual basis to 
evaluate progress towaro achieving the goals in the employability plan. This assessment could 
be integrated with the annual eligibility redetermination (see Reinvent Goyernment Assistance 
specifioatioos). Persoos In JOBS-Prep statu. found to be ready for participation in employ
ment and training eouJ.d be asslgned to the JOBS program following the assessment. 
Conversely, pmons in the JOBS program discovered to be facing very serious Qbstacles to 
participation could be placed in the JOBS-Prep pbase. 

(b) 	 The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent to which the State wa.~ providing the 

services caUed fur in the employability plan. In instances in which the State was found not to 

be delivering the specified eduoation, training and/or supportive services, the agency would be 
required to document that failure and establish a pJan to ensure that the seTvi<;eS would be 
delivered from that point forward. 

12. 	 SANCTIONS 

Current Law 

'/he sanction for ",,"-compliance under the current JOBS progr"", is the loss ofthe non-;:ompliant 

Individual', .,hare 'If the grant, until the failure to comply ceasElS. In the evelll 'Ifsubs_ non-

iomp/ionce, the sanction is a minimum 0/3 nwnths/S'r the seconti/allw:e.lo. and a ntinImwn 

oj6 months or all subseqlrent non-compliance. State, Iw'rllever, cannot sancrion an i 

G
rtifI1i1ng 10 accept an , that employment would result in Q net loss 
the/amlly. 

For sanctioned two-parentfamilies, boIh parents' shares ojthe total bellJ1/lt are deducted from the No 
family's grant, unless the second, parent is panlcipating satisfactorily In the JOBS program. -
Under these ptlWislons, States would gain some flexibility regarding sanction policy bUl much oJ.he 
current sanction policy would remain Intact. 

(a) 	 Program Interactions: . 
, 

I. 	 Sanctioned families would .till bave access to other avaUable services, including JOBS 
activities. child care and Medicaid. 

11 
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2, 	 Sanctioned months would be counted against the time limit on cash benefits. 

(bl 	 Change the statute such that for sanctioned two~parent families, the second parent's share of I oJ 7 
the benefit would not also be deducted from the grant. unless the seoond parent were also /!Ill f • 
required 10 partlcipate in JOBS and were similarly non-compliant. (appliatble to all two-
parent families, Including those not phased';n) 

, 
13. 	 'lltANsrrtON TO WoRKIWORK 

(a) 	 Persons would he required 10 engage in job searth during a period of not less than 45 days 
(up 10 90 days. at State option) before laking a WORK assigranent. In most cases, the job 
,earclt would be performed during the 45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time 
limit. 

(b) 	 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: 

lamwy ia tho IMt month in which #. ltlCipiud if eligible (Qr euh bcnofit.. At the <::nd of JMtUU)'. he f'lOOI a job. Ho 

will noI. hawwcr. receive hir rust ~hock until tho end of PebNary. The State would have the option of inurng I. 

hMeflt cheek fortbo month of flebru&y. even though he MAChcd the timD limit inJAtllIAt)', 


(e) 	 At State option, persons who bad lell: lite JOBS program for work would still be eligible for 
selected JOBS services, including case management. ,I~ 

14, 	 ExTENSIONS 

(a) 	 States would be required to grant extensions 10 persons who reached the time limit without 
having had adequate access 10 the services specified in the employability plan. In instances in 
wbiclt • State failed to substantially provide the services. including cltHd care, called for in the 
employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension C(Juai to the number of 
months needed 10 rompletellte acUvities in the employability plan (up to a limit of 24 
monllt.). States would be required to Iak. the resullS of the annual .."",ment(s) into account 
in detennining if services were delivered satisfactorily. [Office of lhe General Counsel is 
developing language for this provision) 

(b) 	 Persons enrolled in a stnIctured Learning program {including. but not limited to, those created 
under the School-IO-Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension up 10 age 22 for 
completion of .uclt a program. A structured learning program would be defined as. program 
that begins at the secoridary school leve~ and continues into a post-secondary program and is 
designed to lead to a degree and/or recognized skills certificate. Such extensions wou[d not 
oount against the cap on extensions (see below). 

(e) 	 States would also be Permitted. b"~"ired. to grant extensions of the time limit under 
the circumstances.liste4 below, up 10 of all adult recipients and minor parents required to 
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(d) 

(eJ 

15. 

(aJ 

(l>J 

(e) 

Droft • fer clitcwrion only 

partIcipate in JOBS, Persons granted extensions due to State failure to deliver services, as 
discussed above. would be included under the cap. 

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

(2) 	 For completion of a cenificate-granting training program or educational activity, 
including post-secondary education or a structured microenterprlse progran1t expected 
to enh~ employability or inrome. The extension is contingent on the individual's 
making satisfactory academic progress (extension limited to 24 months). 

(3) 	 For ~ persons who ate learning disabled, illiterate or who face other substantial 
barriers to employment. TIlls would include a seriously learning disabled person 

. whose employability plao to date has been designed to overcome that obstacle aod 
who consequently has.lIOt yet obtained the j<>b skill. training needed to secure 
employment (extension l10t limited in duration). 

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

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

EARNING BACK EuGllllUTY 

Persons who had left the cash assistance program would earn back eligibility for months of 
cash assi&tanee at a rate of one month of cash assistance e1igibiJity for every four months 
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance aod was not in the WORK 
program. The total months of assistance for which a person was eligible at any time could 
never exceed 24. 

EXAMPLB: 

An individual ~pli(ll for auillta,nee. fot the fll'lt t1mo: in Jaoouy 1997, ill not de(!U'f'Cd from tho JOBS progImt I!OO 

enter. a lI'PA I.n-clua voeational tnUning program it! Mmh 1m. She obtaint 4 priv416 aector positkm and lea,," 

tho JOBS program in December of 1:997. At tMl pow. the is eligible for 13 monlhsl of cW>~. Two yt;4t'$ 


later, die it lAid ofT (rom he:r job and it ~ to fmd~. ~~ tOf IW~ ui FcbruM)' 2000. 24 

monlha aft.u k4vlng~. At ttu. poJn... tva earned back: 6,5 montht ¢foub auilt&nce (2.6 total monUu 

diviikd by 4). "'hkh, when added to the origiMl 13 months, givca her 19.5 months of eligibility nmWning, 


Persons who left the WORK program would also be able to earn back months of cash 
assistance, just as des<:ribed in (a), 

States would be able to assign persons re--emering the JOBS program to work activities: (e.g., 
eWEP, Work Supplementation) within the JOBS program, when appropriate. 
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IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE - OUTSTANDING ISSUES 

1. 	 ISSUE: Do we want to continue the mandatory ft.month AFDC-UP provision? 

Current ProoosaI ~ UP ProyisIDns - Allow states~ at their option, to eliminate the special 
eligibility requirements for two~patent families (i.e. the lOO-bour rule and the work: history 
test). Remove the sunset provision that cails for the termination of mandatory AFDC-UP in 
1998 and make it a pemtanent program. 

Stal! recommends lIfduding this provision (as written in the proposal). 
I 

Cost: 	 Und.)r Development 

2. 	 ISSUE: Should WAs be created and defined in the tax code as a national initiative, or 
be limited to demonstrations? 

~ - The Department of Treasury will amend the tax laws to allow fur the development of 
IDA.. Amead both the Social Security Act and the Food Stamp Act to allow the asset limit 
to be increased to establish IDAB and demonstration projects wbicb test the effectiveness of 
different levels of resource accumulations. The resource limit would be increased to SlO.OOO 
for purposes of the IDA.. Under both options. funds in an IDA will be disregarded for 
current recipients and former recipient'i who reapply within 12 months of leaving the rolls. 

(a) Lug sum igcome: Non-recurring lump sum income would not be counted, for AFDC' 
and Food stamp purposes in the month of receipt or the next following month, if pul in the 
IDA. 

(b) LimiI.I: There would be no limil on the number of IDA. eligible members in a family 
may have. However, the total exclusion per family would not exceed $10,000. 

(e) Penalties for non:<l..igmlled Use of IDA: The penalty would be 10 percent of the amount 
withdrawn for each _-designaled withdrawal. Th. penalty would be applicable as long as 
the IDA was in effect. 

Total AFDCCost: $5 nallUon 
Federal AFDC Cost: $3 nallUon 
Food Stamp C<ls" Undu Development, is anticipated to be very large. 

3. 	- ISSUE: What Is !be status.f the Marcil 31, propmol ror Self
employmenllMi<:roE<lterprise demonstrations? (_ attached) 

ISSUE: Should microenterprlses be limited on the basis of their net worth ondlor 
number of employees? 

ISSUE: AFDC State agencies would determine the Ume-frames (or the resource 
exclusion on the basis of the recipient's or applicant's approved busintsS plant which 
would be developed in """"rdan.. with the State <ril<ria. Should this _ of 
monitoring nalcroenterprl"" apply to Food Stamp.rudy household>! also? 

ISSUE: Approving of !be busi.... plan: do Stal<s have the rompetency? Or Is this for 
monitoring purposes rudy? 

, 



AddlUonal Access and VISitation Options 

There bas been concern expressed by non4!Usto<iit\l parents and some children's advocates that not 
enough attention has been focussed on the detrimental effects that parent absence can have on the 
weJt~being of children and on the need for more coherent access and visitation poHcies which protect 
the (:hitdren~s rights to have access to emotional support, as wen as financial support. from both 
parents. Some non-custodial parents groups have recommended that an independent commission, 
similar to the proposed Guidelines Commission be established to address these issues. ' 

OPTIONS: 
, 

(I) establish an independent commission to study the issue of access and visitation. 

(2) 	 ••tend for an additional yeat and sufficienOy fund the Child Welfare Commission 
created within the Child Support Recovery Act of 1992. The commission', agenda 
primarily related to child welfare issues, such as foster care, but included among the 
topics to be addressed is the issue of visitation and custody. 

(3) 	 fund the National Institute of Child and Human Development (NICHD) to more fully· 
investigate the significance of the role of fathers in the sociru development of children 
and the consequence of father absence on that development. 

The three options DOted above attempt to address the very real concetn that we do not currently know 
enough about the effects of father absence on the well·being of children to have a national policy 
debate on the appropriate federal role in access and visitation issues. The first two options begin to 
address the issue by gathering facts and testimony about the problems and issues that non-custodiaJ 
parents have in continuing to provide support and nurturance to children who do llOt live with them. 
The third option focuses on a more basic research question concerning the consequences- of father 
absence on child well-being. 

Option l provides the non~todia1 parent and famUy advocates with a public forum for addressing 
the issue they believe is crucial to the chi1d support debate--how should the government fadUtate 
support. both emotional and financial, for children who do not live with both their parents. ]t is also .. '0 
the most po~litical voUte option because it would appear to some child support enforcement advocates I" 
to give the ume weight to access and visitation issues as to payment of financial chUd support. The 
current child support proposal establishes a commissIon to study the issue Qf child support guidelines. 

Option 2 proceeds with the Commission option, but in a more Jow~key manner, It proposes 
additionaI funding to a Commission that the Congress has already estabHshed. One of the items the 
Congress asked the Commission to address is access and visitation. Under this option we would be 
fulfilling a Congressional mandate rather than establishing a new high profile entity. While thl' 
option reduces the political cost of proposing such a Commission, it may also redu.ce any positive 
Outcomes. The main mission of the Commission is related to the more traditional child wclfare 
issues. The persons likely to serve on such a commission would have little knowledge Qr even 
mterest in the visitation and access issues. Such a situation could lead to more frustration by non-
custodial parent.;; groups than having no Commission at all. . 

The 3rd option, a father oriented research agenda. steps back: to look at what we know and what we 

can find out about the importance of fathers in the lives of children. Much less attention have been 1~ 




- paid to the father"s role in chHd development than the mother's role. Currently there is no theoretical 
meeting ground between the clinical practioners who see father absence as having negative social 

.~ 	 consequences on child wel1~being and child support advocates who maintain that any d'iscussion of the 
fatherwehild relationship is irrelevant to the issue of ensuring financial support, This option would try 
to build a knowledge base which could help bridge between the i~ues of financial and emotional 
support. The strength and the weakness of this option is that it is not as politically visable an 
approach as a Commission and would not generate public interest or awareness. 
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Cum",! JOBS Law 

Under the SSA section 487 {FSA Section 2lJ3(b)] 0011..., III.. OctJJbor 1st, 1m, the Secretll'Y of 
Health and Hum"" Smi.:es ,lull: 

(I) ill coosul""in. with the Secretlly of Labor, repr .......lv.. of organizations representing 

Governors, Stat0 and loea1 pro&rnm administratOrs. cd.ucaton'. State job training wordin:dlag 
councn., colll!llllllity-basE<! organltalions, reclpieors, and other 1nt"'''led persons, develop 
perfOI'lllallC& SIB_d, with ""'P"'" to the progralDS ..tabll<hed pursuant to thl. part that .... basE<!, In 
pstt, 00 tho ,e$Ults of tho studies conducted under 5"",100 2lJ3(t) of such Act. ""d tile initial Stat< 
evaluations (if any) performed ~der section 486 of this Act; and 

(2) submit biolhec , __3110.. for petformance ,taodoIds doveloped under paragraph (I) to the 
appropriate couuni_ ofJuriodlction of Congress, wblch recommend3llo.. >hall be mode with 
""J>CCI. to <pecific measuremOlltJl of outcomes and be based OP the degree of .u«<ss which .,.y be 
reasonably ",,,,,.:Ibl of States in helping individuals to mer_ eamiugs, achieve .el(-sufficiency, and 
reduee welfare dependency, end shall not be measured solely by level, of activity or participation. 
Performance standards devoloped under tills suil8ection shall be reviewed perindlcally 1>y the Seetetlly 
and modified to the ..__ary. 

Q/rrenl lOBS Proeram P;rf9[!ru.,ce M .....rs 

Participation rate for all AFDe ,edplelllS required to participate in JOBS (45 CrR 2S0.74(b) and 
250.78)· For Fi,cal Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%. This is '" onsure Illat a 
minimum proportion of the MDC adul, population Is plillicipating at • meoningful (significant) level. 

Participation rate for AFDC-UP rocipieDts (45 CFR. 250.74«» - For FIScal Year 19\14 the required 
participation tale l' 4OlI. Thill Is to ensure Ihat • minimum proportion of the AFDC·UP principal 
wage earners or their spouses engage in >MOrk activities. 

Target group expeDdiwr", (45 CPR 250.74(0)(1»). AI 1...1 55" of a Stat.', JOBS expenditures mllSt 
be spent on applia1nts and roclpieol$ who ace members of the State', .... g.. populatiurus as dcfiued at 
4S CFR. 250.1. This Is to onsu,elhat til. hard to sm. are served by requiring that 55% oflY-1' 
expenditures lIr< spent o. the target groups defined in the .tatute or, if different, approved as a part of 
the Slate's JOBS pi... 

The JOIlS Case S8ll1pl. Reporting System (CSRS) was established to meet ",me of the roporting 
requlr....nts mandated by.eetion 487 of the Social Security Act. H.....ver. the <lata ne=sary to 
establish the pecfQrman<;e standeN. such as p3ltkipation fa'" L< colleoted Ihrougb both !be CSRS and 
bard copy aggregate ",,,ort>. Only lb. data necessary to ..llIhllsh the numeraror for Ille overall 
participation rate is collected by CSRS. 'The population from which each state must draw its sample 
(or in lieu of drawing a "ample~ the State may submit the entire population each month) is definoo as 
the number o( JOBS participantS that Wtfe eI1gaged in. at least onC hour of activity in an approved 
lOBS program component during the sampl. month. In addldo. to lOBS program data, • limite<! 
amount of demographic data and child cato data is also required to be submitted. 



~ 
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Qm'en! QC Law 

Under ,oedo.408 of the 5001>1 Se<urity Act, S!:aws are require<! to opetate • quality co.trul sys_ 
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program. States operate the system in 
a<:<ordance with time $dtedul.., sampling _ologies, and review procedure preso;ribQ! by th. 
Seor"""Y. Th. ta ... deflll.., what coostitutes a payment error; bow error ...... and di,allowances are 
calculated; the method fur adjusting State matclIJng pay..en..; and the odministrdtive and ju<liclal 
NNiews available to states subject to diWlowaaces bocause of error rates in ex-cess of the natlooaJ 
standard (l.•., the national error ..... for each year). 

The AfDC~ ,ymm l\Joetlo.. primarily as • monitoring/auditing system. IIlI primary purpose is to 
eotabIisl1 the cotTeI..1JI... with wblch paymems lite mad. to AFDC .,.... in each State. Subsequent to 
the establislm:tent of 1hls system, which i. a ••bsystem of th. Nationallntogratid Quality Control 
SY'- (NIQCS). OMS required addilinnal AFDC data be ",lIectad to '<plac. the biennial sOIVey of 
AFDC families tba! bad been in place dlrough 1m. '!be APDC~ .ystem also obtains th. data 
........y to prod_lbe publication entiUad 'Characteristics and Finallci3l Circums""""'" of AFOC 
R.ecipients.· '!be AFDC>QC system is not used to meet any of the repq:ning requiremeats for the 
AFDC~gmn. 

:Ii.ilw! 

·Th£ proposed perform/ln'" measurement !Jswn would crmsm c.f. lim1ted ser ofbr{)(J(/ measures that 
WlJwd "!fleet the intet1<kd out"""", (i••.• se!flllfficl.t:ncy, elk"" saJisltuflon••tC.) ofI.. transilional 
supparr program. Th£se and ather ...as.r" wou14 b< used to l1W1Iitor Ihe quality 01StaJe programs. 
to lrigger CI>TTIJCtivt actlotu. such a.r SQllai"", and tecImIc4I assisUlnce. ~s a.r approprl4te 
(e.g. chtmg.. In FFP), and In _orprogram lmpl_u,.. Th£ current targeting and 
p4rricipotion ft41Idan/s tITtI elirtliIwttrl (see tlrafl_ificotions "" JOBIiITlM£-'LlMmfWOIlK). 

AU interestedparn.s will b< ~ In the precessjor tktuminlng peifof7nlJllce measures and 
stando.nJ.l. For~.!/We and /octJl program administrators will 10k< pari in their jol7llJlUJtwn 
and dlellII-ad: """,uras will .. aev<loped in consultation with weifore ",dpient•• 

GIlNERAL DlSCOSSION ISSUES: 

• 	 To what _ should sp<clr.., ""lulr<me<lts (i.e., outwJru!$ su<:b as _nomic self
iumclonq, ....ru<"d weir... re<:elpt, 01<) be IU1Iculaled In tbe legislali•• language? 
Should the IeglsllltivelanpC. merely .petll'y • """"" bI which to determine 
perf..",....,'" 1MISW'ei? Should. lime-l'tame for the _ be speclfied? 

• 	 PartIcipation rate< - wblch ..... performance measure - are sp •• ,med In JOilSfIlMl;. 
lJ:Mn'Sj is thl4 appropriate'.!' Shouldn't partidpation rates be fI part of a PM SYiStem? 

• 	 In ~, how and ror what pu....... ohoo!d per1onn.... iorormaUon be utili:t.e<l? Me 
Ib.... Fedenli "'I"'rrtng ""lulroments which we _eUmin.te? Should Ille legislative 
language specify coJlSellU"l"'" for fallure 10 meet performance standards? What ,1",.ld 
th.... ""__"" be? Sbould the Iq,islaiive language .pod!» incend... fur m_g 
standards? 

• 	 Haw sbould the non-phase4--in population be SlW>unted ror uneter the new ped'orrrnwce 
mea.elU"f.l1'1e1lt system'! Would the EA and thild <::arc programs he included? 
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I. 	 Porfutmau'lG Meas.rell!O!ll ~ystem 

(oj 	 The Se<n:IMy ,ball, in consultatlon wilb the secrnari.. of othtt DepartmentS, repm.nt.,;v", 
of organizations representing Governors~ State and local program administrators. edUC3U)fS) 

State job training coord.inat.iog councils, collU1lUnity-based Organ.iz.atjODS. recipients, and other 
10_P""""", _lish IIId direct ••ystem iOr measuring State perfo_ pur • ...." to 
lb. requiremelltll of this act fur the _eo of ......ing and moaltoring S.... perfonnanco, 

(b) 	 The Secretuy shall, In <ClI$ultatlon wi!h appropriate intmlOtCd panI... have the authority to 
, modify the pmormaucc measuremeat .ystem .., appropriate. 

Sboold spedfic gools (I .... , ou","""", und parfidJlllllop raIes) or !lie system be 
~ In stalule? 

(0) 	 Amend Sec. 487 (bj to read: The Se<n:tMy may requite States '" gather suro infurmatlon 
and perform. such monitoring functions a.~ are appropriate to assist'in the development of a 
performanec. measurement $ystem and sball in¢ludll in regulations !'n'Ovisions establisbiag 
unliOrm reporting requirements for such infunnation. 

2. 	 P<rflJrmal!!:. Standml,' 

(a) 	 For lb. pwpo,,, of impl....nting appropriate ",docs, lb. Secretary shall. in ccnsultllion with 
the S .... eurles of ulber DepamnOPl8, represcntatlves of organizatioos represen!log Oovernors, 
StatAi aod local program admlni._rs, educalors, State job training ooordinatlog ""••cUs, 
community-based organizatiuns.. recipients. and Other intetested persOIlS, establish f:W1dard$ 
based on the ~ "'''''''''''' defined pursuant to Ihis act, 

(b) 	 On"" In effect, perfurmauco standsrds shall be reviewed perioditally and modified by the 
Secretuy, in conaultatlon wilb !hnsc parties Identified In J. (0), as appropriate. 

ISSUE: 	 SOOuI4 !he Ii.....frame tor iss....... and modi!leatlon or ......ures l1li4 standard< 
be specilled in .tatute1 

(c) 	 The Secretary shall, In O(!Ilsultatio. with Ihnsc parties identified in 1.(0), delin. in regulation 
the ",ose<jUl!llc" of failure or ..e.... in meeting such perfurman.. standards. 

ISSUE: 	 Wbnt .........u"""'" tor adlieYIng or railing 10 adlleve standards should be 
spedfied in legislation? 

(d) 	 Wb.... appropriat., the Secretuy may approve alternative State-speclfic perfurmance measures 
and staadatds, as welJ as alternative data reporting requirements, upon written request of the 
Swe. 

(.j 	 Amend SCdiOD 408 of the Social Security Act ro penni, the Secretary, in consultation wilb Ibe 
Secretaries of other DepartmentS~ representatives of organinrlons representing Governors. 
State and local program administrators, educaton. State Job training coordinatlog councils, 
communlty-based OrganizatiOns, tecipient3. and other interested persons, (Q revise the current 

3 
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payment acx:uracy Qwillty ean",,1 .yst"", to a broader .ystem focused on self-sufficiency and 
program improvem.... 

~ e:r1sting QC SYlW1l roquIres an evaluatio. of1Il1 filCUJrs ofeUgwUiry and ~111. I!XCepl a.few 
1haJ are spedfical./y e:rcludd by the Statute, •• g .. mtJTIJ1lly reponing. 11Ie new system would focus on 
only error prUlI/!. facron wiIh significant db110r q[tcrs (e.g. eorlll!.d /llco"",, fil/llg 1IJIlt. deprlwuion, 
etc.). or only on foaors viewed as criliclll '" public ro1ifidmce in the program. 

,. 	 Revise the. regtdations to reduce the verification and documentation required to substantiate a 
review fInding. 

1he curre" .."....... requires. detlIll&i dlscription and calculation ofall errors found /II a c... 

review, and that a spe<Ifted _ ofwriJication bt oI1l</ined to subst01l1iate the error finding. 
Under rhI1 option. documentatlonMrfllcation S/and4rds would bt reI.a;w! by establishing new 
__ standards and tlte ~mJ!" error dlrennlJuuftln proem ,,;]1 bt tlmplifi&i. 

• 	 Revise the ..gulatlous to cbange tho wnple <!oslgn. 

1he curr<nl SY>1i1J11 reqllir<!t each _. (orJlfrlsdlctionJ tn select a __ of300 to 1200 review 
casel each y<I1J'. 1he Federal nqffexaml... a portion ofeach "1<,,,', sample to W1li4ate tlte ,.wew 
findings. 1he pracisioJl (co'lf/lknceltNltlj of the ~m'"'' e".urs is prlmorily ajlmcrion oftlte Slul uf 
the State and Federal Iampiel and the t:Xp<CfJ:dfrequency with which tlte tlltr1bllJe bt/JIg 11U!asured 
occurs /II the populatlan bting ttimpJed. TIley hav< btcn tested and judged adequatefor holding 
Stazts accountable for prescr1bed~" accuracy standards. Commllment ofresources /() tJehicw! 
this "",,1 ofprecision DUty /WI bt llecesllll)' in an incenliw:hechn1cal .uis,ance response to St",. 
peifomwnct. It should bt //bled lhat _r.sample s/t,ts ,,;]1 "duee the ",""Unt and degree of 
re1lobility ofperformance data on tlte transiltonal "stem. We can study tlte porentiol1mpoct of 
varimts reJuad ~o:mplt mt: nux:It!1.f 0lI the precisirm ofpay!TU!tU err"r l!£lim(l!e.r and ollu!rproCl!SS 
fTJeQJ'W'es. 

OPTION 2: Qjjgi<>nal Design 

States would bt required /() conduct periodtc. _ audits oftheir JOBS and WORK processes to 

truUTe tlte accuracy of'ep0rt<4 dOi4 and _uai QUdits t. utahlish ~1i1 accuracy rates. The 
F&ieraJ goverllllll!llt would speclfi the __ sample !lzes 10 achIelie ~ or 95 percent rorifid.... at 
the lower limil (tlte 11II!rhtxl generally us&i by DIG). Stares W()u/d alto bt permiJted /() use CllJT<nt QC 
rcllO.,,,, to conduct special stuilJa '" rest and i1nprfwe "" curreli1 system. To Wore /JraJ $t4te de1a 
and ]J7OCedUl'eS are valid and rtlltuble. tlte Federal government W()u/d conduct periodiC, targeted. and 
anonnounced aw1ilsfor <hat purptJ<e. 

4. 	 Inl,.-en.tiYf$ ys, PenattU:s· 

• 	 States would be eligibl. for petfurmanco-based in_tiv. payments - for example, a 1·10 
percent in<l:ease in l'FP (admlnistrative costs, or JOBS, or WORK). 

• 	 sanCtIon. fur unru:ceptable perfornwtca could al", be included, if needed to Cos"" appropriate 
behavior. 

• 	 The incemlvol,anctlon formula would be.developed by the Sacratar)' taking into consideration 
and appropriauly weighting desired results. including payment accuracy. 
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MieroenterPrise (Se1f:emnl~yment) w 

(I) 	 Require the AFDC and Food Stamp programs to disregard from resources of 
applicants and recipients any portion of the net profit of the- microenterprise necessary 
to fulfill the business plan. The period of time for the exclusion would be determined 
by the State agency on the basis of the approved business plan, which would be 
developed in accordance with criteria established by the State. States may count 
establishing and participating in a mkroentef1)rise as fulfillment of the JOBS 
requirements. 

Proposed Resource Cbanges ' 

(2) 	 Amend the Social Security Act to conform to the resource exclusions under the Food 
Stamp Prognun. AFDC regulations WQuld b. revised to exclude; 

(a) property which annually produces income consistent with its fair market value; 

(b) property which is essential to the self-employment of a household member; 

(c) installment contracts for the sale of lands and buildings I if the contract is 
producing income consistent with fait market vaJue; 

{d) resources of self--employed persons, which has been prorated as income; 

(e) non-liquid assets with liens resulting from business loans; and 

(I) real or persoeal property that i8 needed fur mainrenance, 

(3) 	 Amend the Food Stamp Act to exclude business loans from resources. 

Cost: Negligible 

4. 	 ISSUE: FNS is ronsidering a statutory change to achieve consistency >lith AFDC bY@O_ 
using equity value rath... than FMV (See Appendix A ror detailed d<saiptioo of the FNS tl> 
proposal). Should the additional provision be Included in welfare reform? . 

Auto Resource Limit (by regula/ion) - Exercise Secretarial authority and amend the 

regulations to increase me AFDC automobile limit to an equity value that is compatible with 

the current Food Stamp FMV limit with Ibe goal of assuring that a vebicle will meet the 

requirements of both programs. 


5. 	 ISSUE: Micha'" Wald suggested that underpaymenl policy needs 10 be consistent >lith 
overpaymenl policy. Are we romf_ble >lith Ihis proposal? 

IICF staffrecommends that this provision is for pwposes ofconformity. 

UndeUlJ)'m.,us - Ameud section 402(.)(22) of the Social Security Act to conform to Food 

Stamp law by requiring the issuance of agency caused underpayments to current and fonner 

recipients for a period not in excess of 12 months from the date that the agency learns about '. 


the underpayment. 
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Rationale 

Since clients are responsible for reporting changes in clrcwnstances tlull affect eitglblliIy and 
beneps, a 12..momh limit on restoring lost benefits due to {ltencv errot:..reinfoTces poslJive 
behavior. The change also achieves consistency between the MDe and Food Stamp 
wuJerpaymertJ policies. lIowever. because the proposal represertJs a contraction ofAFDC 
program poliCYj (i.e,. thp...Jlrohlbition on UJU.iem(1'l11Wnls due to clieJU emu) client advocacy (]) 
groups are 'Urely 10 ooject.) 

, 
Total AFDC Savings: $24 mllUon 
Fed....1AFDC Savings: $13 million 
Food Stamp Cool: $ 7 million 

6. 	 ISSUE: Should we remove the Supplemental Payments provision from currfnt law? 

CUWlOl 	Law 

Secllon 4D2(a)(28} of tIu! Social Security Act requires tlwse Siales lhal deduct income from lbe 
need ""iter lluin, lite pay11li!lU standard (fill-the-gup) /lOW and in July of 197510 provide a 
supplemental payment 10 families wIw have Ius disposable Incame because child suppon is 
paid 10 tIu! child suppon agency lulead ofdirectly to tIu! fomIIY. No such provlswn ""ISIS in 
lite Food StamP program. 

SypnJement.al Pivmems - Amend the Social Security Act to remove this prQvision. 

Total AFDC SavIngs: $42mlllion 

Federal AFDC Savings: $27 mllUOR
, 

7. 	 ISSUE: The following provisions are proposed tedtnieal fixes to be Included as purt of 
!be welfare reform proposal that bove not been previowly reviewed. 


I 

Siaff reco_nils llull litese provlswns be Included. 

I 
• 	 Declaration of Citizenship and Alienage - Amend the Social Security Act by revising section 

J137(d)(J){A) !c> follows: , 
(I)(A) 	The State sball require, as a condition of an individual', eligibility for benefits under 

any program listed in ~ion (b). a declaration in writing by the individual (or. in 
the ~ of an individual who is a thild or a spouse in a two parent unit, by another 
on the iedivldual', behalf), undet penalty of perjury, stating whether or not the 
individual is a citizen or national of the United States, and. if that individual is not a 

•citizenior national of the· United States, that the individual is in satisfactory 
immigration status. , 

Rationale 

The current requlre""n"ls admlnistrallvely burdensame as II requires each adult in tite AFDC 
unit 10 sign a separale declarallon. This proposal will allow lite ndull payee or principal, 
earner in an ~slstaru:e unit to declare on.: hI!halfofhls/her spouse and childrent thereby 
simplifying the uppllcndon and redetermlnl1lh>n process. IhIs proposal would also provide 
consistency wllh Food Stamps, 

"i'·ro~~ 
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• 	 Retrospective Budgeting - Amend the Social Security Act at section 402(a)(13) to delete the 
clause "hut only with respect to anyone or more categories of families required to report 
monthly to the State agency pursuant to paragraph (14),... This technical amendment will 
make retrospective budgeting optional for States without regard to whether families are 
required to mohthly report. 

Rationale 

AI/owing S/(}(eS to use retrospective budgeting wldwut requiring cases 10 lMmhiy repon will,
joster conrlste~cy belWfe. the AFDC and Food Stamp programs, and wUI give S/ates greater 
flexibility to administer IMlr programs. 

SavinJ: Negligible 
, 

• 	 RecoY<fY of o\,ergavments • Amend section 402 (a)(22)(b) of the Social Security Act to 
permit State agencies to coordinate with the IRS to intercept Federal Income Tax Returns for 
the retrieval of outstandjng AFDC overpayments. provided that they pursue other means of 
collection under State law. prior to using the Federal tax intercept program. The tax intercept 
recovery methOd would only be used to recover overpayments made to individuals who are no 
longer receividg aid under the p1an. 

The administrative costs incurred by a State with a federal tax intercept program 
would have a 50% Federal match rate for State contributions. 

Rationale 

1lwre has been.lgnlficampressunfrom 1M Slllles, o.Mr Federal age.cles, andfrom within 
the Department oj' Health and Human Services '0 pursue overpayml!l1l recovery more 
aggressively i~ the AFDC program. More specifically, States have been urging AFDC to, 
adopt an Imemal Revenue Service (l11S) 'IU Il1lercept program similar to the demonstratlJln 
projed which 'the Food and Nutrition Service is operollng within the Deponmem 0/ 
Agriculture w:collect ave",,/ssUIJIICesln the Food Stamp program. 

Cost: Savings estimated in millions of $ are as follow!l: -" W~iFYI2M fYI~ FYI~ EXl~7 FY 1m 
~eEX>

$ 16 $ 17 $ 18 $ 20 $ 21 ,i"'t'b( 

(j.vl8' 
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Appendix A TREATMENT OF VEHICLES IN TIlE FOOD STAMI' PROGRAM 

Backeround 

FNS is interested in achieving some oonformity in the treatment of vehicles between the Aid to 
Families with Dependent Childre. Program (AFDC) end the Food Stamp Program (FSP), Currently. 
FSP bases its vehicle t~ on Fair Market Value (FMV) while AFDC uses equity. This difference in 
treatment has meant that housdtofds with modest equity and moderate FMV are eligible for FSP but 
not AFDC. AJthough i.AFDC households are categoricaHy eligible for food stamps, welfare reform 
could create a situatio~ where some AFDC recipients who leave AFDC to take low-paying jobs also 
loses their FSP eligibility on the basts of the value of their vehicles. Moving to conformity will 
eliminate this unfair treatment. 

I 
The options below try to move to an equity-based treatment of vehicles white minimizing both cost 
and the number of houSeholds who lose FSP eligibility. All options continue to exempt vehic1es used 
to produce income, pr6vide housing. or transport disabled household members. , 

I. 	 Exempt 1i..1vehlele of any not previously exempted, ami count .U equity in remaining 

vehicles. 'I 
• 	 The eatimated 1995 cost is 5320 million. 
• 	 An estimated 370,000 newly-eligible peopJe are expected to receive FSP benefits. 
• 	 Few current FSP participants are expected to lose eligibility.

I 
Exempting vehicles for each additional earner will add to costs and increase the number of 
newly-eligible Persons receiving benefits. 

i
2, 	 Total the equity or an nonexempt vthlcles, but only count the equity In ..«s.. or $4,500. 

• 	 The es~mated cost of. $4.500 equity threshold is $330 million. 
• 	 An estimated 450,000 newiy-eligible poopl. are expected to receive FSP benefits. 
• 	 Few cUrrent FSP participants are expected to lose eligibility. 

Setting a lowe~ equity t1t;eshOld redu",", OOSIS and the number of newly-eligible people 
receiving FSP ~eneftts, but it also lncreases the number of curtent FSP recipients who lose 
eligibility for ~ stamps. 

,, 
J, Disregard up to $4,500 in equity in the first nolWtempt vehicle and counlan equity in all ,

other _<fItpl vtblcles, 

• 	 The es!imated cost of a $4.500 equity threshold is $180 million. 
• 	 An estilnated 225.000 newly-eligible people are expected to receive FSP benefits. 
• 	 Few cUrrent FSP participants are ex.pected to lose eligibility. 

! 

Setting a lower; equity threshold reduces costs and the DUmber of newly--eligible people 
receiving FSP benefits, but it also increases the number of current FSP recipients who lose 
,eligibility for fOod >tamps, 
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SELF EMPLOYMENTIMICROENTERPRlSE DEMONSTRATION 
AND JOB CREATION FOR LOW INCOME INDIVIDUALS 

I ,, 
Leglslatlve Specificatlons 

L DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM TO PROVIDE SELF:'EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND LOW-INCOME 
INDIVIDUALs. 

A. PROOJM DEVELOPMENT. The Secretary of Health and Human S.rvi= 
(hereinafter in this Section ref.rred to as the 'Seoretaty') and the Admini&ttator of tlW Small 
Business Administnldon '(hereinafter in this .ection referred to as the • Adminlstrator"), shall 
joinlly develop a self-employmenl! microcnterprisc dctnon&ttation program for at least live 
years In length that \viu build on the experience of microentctpris. and self-employment 
programs previou.l~ carried out by the redcrnl government and other entities. TIle program 
shall be designed toi achieve the following goals: 

(1) to identify regulat0\Y and other baniers that prevent welfare recipients and low
Income individuals from becoming self-sufficient through self-employment and 
mi<:rocntcrprise development, and to idcmify and test effective means to ellmlnate such

• I .barncI5; , , . 
(2) to develop, test and evaluate innovative program models. based upon exisdng 

effective practl=. Which boYe the potendal to (a) increase the number of welfare recipicnls 
and low-income individuals who become ••If ..... fficient through self-employment and 
microenterprisc development and (b) ..duce federal spending on tr.msfer payments and 
services to welfare ibpients and low-Income Individuals; and 

(3) to dem""!'trate the potcntJal for expanding the capacity of local organizatiClllS to 
provide scxvlccs. technical assistance and loans which help welfare tecipieuts and low-Income 
individuals become self-employed or develop mlerocnterpriscs. 

To carry out such program. the Secretary and Administrator shall jointly enter Into 
agreements with local Intermediaries thaI-

(1) apply to Parucipatc In such prognun. and 
(2) demonst:rate thai they are capable of Implementing Ihe provisions of Ibe agreement:· 

In order to Jalitate a nIIldomiz.td evaluation. as provided for in subsection [I'. below). 
the Secretary and Administrator shall identify those predominate and effective program 
models currently usOd by existing intermediaries to provide self-employment and related 
services to low-incOme individuals, and shall design the demonstration In order to test and 
evaluate at least two distinct types of program modets with contrasting levels of technical 
assistance. In desls1>ing tbe dumonstration prognun, the Secretary and Administrator shall 
consult with appropI;iatc parties, such 85-- . 

(1) state and local agencies and private, nonprofit organizations with experience in 
administering self-einployment programs that ..rv. low-income Individuals; and 

, , 
1 
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(2) other pelSOns with recognized expertise in conducting randomized evaluations of 
i

self-employment programs or other related programs. 

. I 
B. ASSISTANCE TO INTERMEDIARIES. To cany out the program, the SeacIruy 

and the Adm~or may provide tccbnical assistance. grants, guaranu:ed loans, and loans to 
intermediaries sele~ to participate in the program. Assistance awarded pursuant to tbls . 
section may fuUy fund proje<:l perieds of up to live years. The Secretary and the 
Administrator mayirevoke, terminate or reduce assist"""" to an intermediary if the 
intermediary fails tn comply with the terms of the agreement it entered into with the Secretary 
and Administrator. I 

C. SELECl10N OF INTERMEDIARIES. In determining whether to enter into an 
agreement with an .intermediary WIder thls section, thl> Secretary and the Administrator shall,
take into coosJderation-

•
(1) the intermediary's record of success in serving low-income individuals; 
(2) the intet\nediary's record of success In providing technical assistance or loans to 

low-income individuals for the purpose of self-employment; 
(3) the nature, types, "I'd 00SIlI of technical assistance and/or lending methods the 

Interm'ediary will employ in serving the target population; 
(4) the intex\nediary's .blilly to garner matching funds from private sources; and 
(5) such otbhr matters as the Secretary and Administrator deem appropriate.

I 
In addition to the intennedlarles ..le<:led to participate under tbis section, the Secretary . 

and Administrator ~'Y select up to 5 demonstration sites that would operate indept>DdenIly of 
the randomiw:! evaluation provided for In subsection [F, below]. where such sites 
demonstrate prondsing. innovative strategies that do oot lend themselves to evaluation by • 
raodomizod experimental deslgn. 

• 

O. ELIGlBI!a INDIVIDUALS. An individual eligible to participate in a program 
conducted under tbis se<:lion is any low-in<:ome individual or welfare reci[>ient. The 
Sel:tetary and Administrator shall ensure that an appropriate minimum percentage of welfare 
recipients wiU participate in each demonstration program funded under this section. 

I' 
E. PROVIS[ONS OF AGREIlMllNTS. Any agreement entered into with an 

Intermediary under thi' section shnU provide that
(1) the intermediary bus or will have an agreement with the local agency respon'slblc 

for administering the JOBS and WORK programs such that JOBS and WORK program funds 
will be used to pro,fide support services, Including tmlning and technical assistance, 10 
participants in the demonstration programs funded under Ibls section; 

(2) the intod:nediary win implement a program that i. approved by tbe Secrctaty and 
Administrator; I 

(3) the intermediary wiU cooperate with any indept>ndent evaluatol(s) sele<:led pursuant 
to section IF, helm.l]; and 

(4) the intermediary wiU mcel any other obligations required by the Secretary and 
• 
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.' . 

Administrator, inCllding any fund matching requirements.
I 

F. PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION. The Secretary and the Administrator sball enter 
into a memorandwJ, of understanding for the joint administration of the demonstration 
program. The designadon of jnlelDlediaries to P"fIicipale in the progr81ll shall be completed 
no later than 12 months after tbe date of appropriation of funds for this Act. 

! 
The Secretary and the Administrator shaU also coordinate and consult with tbe 

•Secretaries of the Department of Agriculnue, the Department of Housing and Urban,
Development, and the Department of Labor, on regulatory or other reforms or coordinated 
efforts by such ag<;ncies that may further legltlmizc and promote microenterprisc development 
by low-income individuals and welfare recipients. 

I '. I , ,'~ • 

G. EVALUj\TION AND REPORT. The Secretary, in consultation with the 
Adminlstrator, shall conduct or provide for an evaluation of the effectiveness of the entire 
demonstration Pf'liram and shall prepare and submit to Congress a preliminary repol! of the 
evaluation no later!than 3 y..... following the dcstguatldn of IntClDlediaries aod a final repo!! 
no later than 5 years follnwio~ such'designation, together witb such recommendations, 
including recommendations for legislation, as the Secretary and Administralor deem 
appropriate. Such ~on sha1J be based on ao experimental design with random 
assignment between. treatment group and a control group. In desiguing the evaluation, the 
Secretary sha1J rely; on the Assistant Seerclary for Plannlng and Evaluation at the Department 
of Health and Hum.n Servl.:es and shall consider teatIng for-

(1) greater ~elf-sufllcleney as measured by employment Or self-employment rates, 
amount of earned income, poverty rates, and exit and recidivism rates for AIDC, Food 
Stamps and other publk: assistance programs; 

(2) ",dnend:costs of public support as measured by chaos" in overa1i support 
payments such as -"me, Food Stamps, Cblld Care, Housing, JOBS, and other benefits as 
well as the costs of the asset-related incentives; 

. (3) number:O{ business stan-ups, number of loaos to welfare recipients and low
income individuals, repayment rates for the loans, and whether individuals maintain 
businesses after welfare or other publle assistance enda; and,

(4) the relative effectiveness and cosHo-benefil ratio of the different program models 
employed by tho ultcrmedlarics P"fIicipatlng in the demonstration program; and 

(5) the proSram'S impact and effectiveness in serving participants In a time-limited 
welfare system, as lcompared to other low-income individuals. • 

Tho Seerct~, in consultation with the AdmirustralOr, shall also conduct or provide for 
an evaluation of Ill\, effectiveness of any demoDStration site. selected pursUant to [Subsection 
C, abovello opern!elndependently of the randomized evaluation and shaU prepare and submit 
to Congress a preliminary rePOI! of the evaluation no later than 3 years foUnwiog th. 
designallon of intdmediaries and a final repol! no later than 5 years following such 
deSignation, logeth'er with such recommendations, including recommendations for legislation, 
as lb. Secretary add Admirtistrator deem appropriate. 
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The Secretaiy may r<:quire each Intermediary selected puIlluant to tbis se.:lion to 
provide tbe Secretary , with such information as the Secrwuy detennines is necessary to 
carrying out the duties of thi' subsection. 

i 
H. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Tha fouownlg amounts are authorized to be appropriated 10 the Secretary and the 
Administrator for the, purpose of conducting and evaluating thls demonstration program: 
$10.000,000 each year for FY9$-FY99. . 

No more ttuln 20% of the amounts appropriated may be expended annually for 
personnel and adm~is!rative costs In<:urred by lite Secretary and the Administrator, providing 
dire<:! tccltnical asslslanCC to designated intenncdiaries, and conductiong the evaluation 
provided for in subsection [G, abOve]. 

I 

L 0EFlNlT\ONS.--For the pwposes of this section
(1) the lennl'intermedi,!}" means an OtgIIIlIzation. partneIshlp, or consortium of 

organizalinns that aces as an lnlenl1cdJa1}' lender and/or as a technical assiSIanCC provider to 
individuals who wish to start or txpaUd a microenterprlsc; 

• (2) the tenn i'low-in. individual' means an individual whose income level does 
not c:xoced 130 pc:w:nt of the official poverty line as defined by the Office of Management 
and Budget [should we go to 1541%1); . 

(3) the tcnn!'m!croentctprisc' means a business that has • net worth of less than 
$10,000 [need dellnltlon opllOllS Crom SBA); 

(4) the tenn:"technical assisIanCC' Indudcs business tochoical assistance, 
enlrcprcncurial !raining. mid pcn;onal development services ",laled 10 enabling a low-incomc 
Individual to beconic self-employed; and 

(5) the Icnn ,",velmo recipient' means a partic:lpant in • time-limited wclCa:tc program 
who 1$ also particiP,atiog in th. JOBS or WORK program. [Is It too restrl.tlve to limit It to 
people wbo are In:. 'lime-limited welrare program."1 If we are going to use such 8 

....1rI.tlOD It must be defined.] 
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MEMORANDUM 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

March 31.1994 

FOR: 	 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SUBGROUP OF 
WEtiFARE REFORM WORKlNG GROUP, 

FROM: CONSTANCE DUNHAM ~ 
, I.' . 	 . 

SUBJECT: 	 CoSts'Esttmaws for the M1croontorprise Demonstration Program 

I 
To dato. our subgroup has focused on the gools and administration of the self

emplovment! mlcroenterprise demonstration program IDemonstratlon). Now that we 
have a good understanding \>f the doslgn of the program. it is appropriate to revisit our 
initial cost estimates. 

Cost comJnents. In this memorandum. I consider live components of costs 
the Demonstration wlU incur by:

I 
conductlng!a five-year randomized exparimontalovaluation of the effectiveness 
and coat-effectiveness of mlcroenterprise assistance programs (Programs). 

I 
reimbursing participating Programs for their data collection and other costs 
resulting from the evaluation, ,, 

. I . 
the professional and support personnal at HHS and SBA needed to develop and 
issue RFPs.' hire the consultants. select participating Programs. and oV9rsae the 
Demonstration. 

I 
the grants, loans, andlor loan guarante.s provided to the Programs, to on-lend 
or otherwis~ assist their clients. and 

unforeseen bOnllngencles. 

In ardor to lstimat. these costs, I have consulted with a variety of participants 
in the microenterprise development field. inoluding: Programs that have been in 
operation for at least 8 few years and that reach substantial numbers of clients below 
the povertY Une; foundations that fund a number of microanterprise assistance 
programs; a government economist who has overseen high-quality randomized 
experimental evaIJatlo ..... and two profeSllional consulting firms that have conducted 
highlv-regarded ra~domized experimental evaluations. 
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Section I discusses eath of these cost components in turn. Section n sums the 
costs over tho entire period of the Demonstration and recommends the expected time, 
pattern of budgetarv appropriations. 

I
I. Estimates of Mlcroente/pri.e Demonstrallon Program Cost Components

I 
,. Conducllng 8 flVe-va.r randomized experimental evaluation 

We essume :that two major, distinct methodologies 01 mlcrosnte/prlse 
assistsnce will be .tested, with a combined treatment group of 2,400, a control group 
of 2,400, and 20 'l"0grams op ....ating In 40 sit.s.' 

Data collection (by telephone) Is the largest cost component. It wlU be, . 
conducted at,the beginning of the Demonstration and annually thereafter for five 
years. Individuals partiolpatlng in tn. Demonstration will be naw clients to the 
Programs, beginning the~ partlclpatlon In yeSts one ot two of the Demonstration.' 
During the last three years, the Demonstration will not fund additional new clients. 
Rather, it will provide lunding to assist the clients that are already participsting, as 
well as monitor their progress and thet of individuals in the oontrol group. 

'Consultants lstimate ~hat an evaluation would cost approxmately $5-to-5.25 
million over the entire period.' Using the lower estimate, this Implies $6 mllnon for 
the five-vear evaluation. ..

I . 
2. Reimbursing Programs tot data correction and other costs of participating In the 
Demonstration I 

One Program, estimated annual reqwementa of $25,000 to $40,000 per 
Program. Howeveri another source estimated annual requirements of $10,000 fot the 

I 
, The two major methodologle. reach different, but ovenapplng, groups of poor individuals. 

Furthermore. tow 10.08', sreas have Programs that are sufffciently large eod diverse that they 
could provide asststat\ce using both types of methadologfes to the same overall pool 'from 
which psrtlcipatlng individuals are dtswn. Ther.fore, It Is unlikely that. single control group at 
1,200 could b. used for both treatment groups, 

I 
2: "Year one'" Is considered to begin once participatfng Programs are selected and funds 

become available to them. W...tlmate that, once the Demonstration Is authorized and funds , 
.re appropriated, It co~ld toke 12-to-1amonths before the administrative agencies (HHS and 
SBA) develop an RF? fOf the evalUation. select consultants that wit! conduct the evaluation,,
work with the consultants In developing tile design of the evaluation, Issue an RFP for 
participating mlcroentl!rprtse ptograms. select the Programs and make funds available to them. 

I
• This a.sumes that the collSUhant i••elected by HHS and SBA efter approximately six 

months after tho DemOnstration Is authorized and funds are appropriated, helps desfgn the 
Demonstration and selOot psrticlpatlng Programs over the next 6"0-12 month., conducts the 
evaluation over the neXt five years. and completes the final report within six months after the 
Demonstration ends. \ 

2 
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first year and $5,000 each subsequent v ••r. This sum would be u.ed to collect 
programmatic data required by the Demonstration in a consistent manner, as well as 
to establish and maintain ongoing relationShips with 10c.1 Welfare and Food Stamp 
offices in connection with the Demonstration. Using the second estimate and 
essuming 20 Frog'rams participate, this would total $600,000 over five years. 

I 
In addition to tIlese costs, t30,000 would be usad for travel of Program 

representative. to meet ata centralloeatlon at the beginning of the Demonstration and 
annually tIler.afte~. At the meetings, the Program reprasent.tives would be provided 
with in-doplh information on tile approach of the Demonstration and on the initial 
findings of the consultants .s tIley evaluate the data collected annually, and would 
provide feedback on tile indicators end other aspects of the Demonstration.' this 
totals $180,000 over tile course 91 the Demonstration. T . 

Together, these CO$ts of Program participation total $780.000 over five years. 

3. Personnel at HHS and SBA 
We eSUmate that a totel of tIlree professionals (full-tlme-eQuivalents, plus 

clerlc~1 assistancelwould bs,requlred from HHS and SBA to develop the two RFPs, 
select tile consultants and participating Frograms, end oversee the program and its 
evaluation." This would come to approximetely $300.000 annually for professional 
.alaries and benefits, clericel support, limited travel, and direct costs. 

1 . 
This totals $2.1 million over the slx-and·s-half to .even ye.r period of design. 

Oemonstration, and dissemination of results. Considering e three percent annual 
inflation facter, this would Imply $2.37 million over tile entire period ($791,000 to 
SBA and $1.58 million to HHS)." 

, An alternative lapproach would fund travel bV SSA and HHS personnel to ..~ Program 
each year. Travel t~ a samEB of sites may be appropriate. but the need to personaUy visit 
each Program each ye.r seems unnecessary, conslde~ng that tile consultants will visit the 
Programs on-site, and that many ollh. Programs e", visited Ihrough other SBA and HHS 
programs. Annual viSits would also reduce slgniflcantlv the number of staff days available to 
Implemenl and monllor the Demoostratlon. AnaHy, It Is desirable to fund meetings with 
Program pardcSpantst. to allow them to meet wIth each other and with agency offlclafs at 8. 

central location. in order to Involve them more effectivelv In the progress and ongoing findings 
of the Demonstration. and to obtain feedback from them. . 

& This assumes toe full-time-oqulvalent (FTE) pomtlon in HHSlASPEt one FTE posl'tlon In 
HHS/OCS. and one ffE In sBAloeo. Each FIE might be comprised of patt"tlme work by 
several professJonals at each officel such as two"thirds time by an expet1 In evaluation or 
rnlcroenterprlse. andlone-thlrd by supervisors or assistants, 

• This period Includ•• 12-10-1 S months prior to the funding of Programs, five ye•." of the 
Demonstration. and kix months for analySis. review. and dIssemination of the final report. 
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4. Grants6 loans. and/or loan guarantees to the Programs 
Cost estimates vary with the size of the Program. the number of years it has 

been in operation) the methodology it use. (particularly the nawre of the technical 
assistance providedi, the number of vears clients are involved with the Program, and 
the degree of subSidy provided on loans. Costs can be roughly considered for each of 
two treatment types: 'Minimalist' methods thet emphasize credit and less up-front 
teChnical assistance. and 'Intenslve-TA" methods that provide substantial business 
and parsonal development 'assistance (often Including development of a formal 
business plan) befpre 9 loan is made. 

I 

Even among relatively mature Programs (thrae-to-flve years old!, total costs per 
client in 8ach group range widely, between $500 and $2.600 per year among 
Minimalist Programs, and between $500 and $3,600 per year among Intensive-TA 

I I ' , • 

Programs. CostS of newer Programs (one or two years old) .re higher because of 
fixed costs, and can ."c.ed $8,000 par cfien! per year. 

I 
Assuming that cost-per-client is e factor In the selection of participating 

Programs, this implies thet relatively oidar, larger. and lower-cost Programs will tend to 
be selected for participation,ln the Oemonstration. If Intenslve-TA Programs require up 
to $5;000 per yea~ and average $3,000, and If Minimalist Programs require up to 
$5,000 per year arid average $2.000. then annual coatS will average $6 million. If 
each participating fi'rogram is required to provide matching funds of at least 25 cents 
for every dollar of Demonstration funds. this would Imply an annual cost of'$4.8 
million, or ~24 milli(1!l over the five-year program.' 

Additiona( alta are incurred by providing a loan subsidy or guarantee of lines of 
credit supplied to t~e microanterprlse progrem by private financial institutions. If these 
coats comprise 15 percent of the dollar volume of loans made, If loans average 
$6,000 per client over the life of the Demonstration, and If two-thirds of all clients 
borrow loans each Ye.r, then this implies a cost of *1.2 million per year,' or 46 million 
over the five-year period_ Additional costs ara incurred by providing grants' or other 
a.sistance to as many a. five cutting-edge Programs that cannot be accommodated In 
the randomized evaluation design. If each is provided with a grant of $500.000 Over 
the five-yeer perlod'i this would total ~2..6 mlllIQn. 

The•• three components of microenterprille program support sum to *34.5 
million over the fivelyear parlod. • 

, Requiring m.tchl~g funds that consist of some olgnlf"",nt proportion of Demonstration 
costs Is desirable because It provldes an additional revIew (from outside foundations or other 
funding sources) of tne cogency of the mlcroenterptise Program's plans and opetations. 

I 4 
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5. Unfore.e.n ContingencIe. 
Demonstration costs will be affected by a number of factors that cannot be , 

estimated at this point# but that can be anticipated considering the rapid growth and 
evolution of the miero,oterprls. field. the number and types of Programs that 
participate t futura ~hanges that may be made to public assistance programs (such as 
the impact of any ~uture changes in deflnltlons of allowable assets and net income for 
salf-employed welfar. recIplentsl, and the spaclflc features of the design of the 
Demonstration thai will be developed by HHS. SBA and the consultants. 

A standard Jd)ustment In estimating programmatic costs is to allow for a 10, 
percent contIngency for additIonal costs not included in the preceding cost estimate•• 
Accordingly, an additlonal $3.61 million should be budgeted. 

I, 

I


II. Consolidating Cost Component estimate. 

I 
A. Total Costa Of the Mlcroentarprlsa Demonstration Program 

Total costs oler the eptire period of the Oemon~tration are summarized 'belOW: 
, I Total (OOO) 

1. 	 conducting a :flv8~year evaluation, 
using randomized experimental design $5,000

I ., 
i 

2. 	 reimbursing participating mlcroenterprlse 
Programs for o..monstration.speciflc costs 780 

3. 	 personnel and direct costs at HHS and SBA 2.370 

4. Qrants, loans,andlor loan Quarantees 
I ' . 

34,500 

6. 10 percent contingency , 4,220 

I 
TOTAL $46,900 

Therefore. tha Mlcroenterprlsa Demonstration Program'" estlmatad total cost Is 
•$47 million over the entire period, from tha point at which funds .re appropriated to 

the dissemination 01 the final raport. , 
I 

6. Recommended Pettarn of Budgetary Appropriations 
I 

We recommend thot $10 million be appropriated In each of five successive 
yeals/ and that any s~ms not used in one year be carried over for use in subsequent 
years. This will provide flexibility during anyone year, and reduce incentives to spend 
the entire authorization during that year. 

I 

I 
, 	
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Child Care - Issues 
I 

1. The disregArd 

Currently the ~hild care disregard has two major problems that 
limit its effectiveness in supporting the child care needs of the 
working AFDC pOpulation: (1) the level is unrealistic [$1751 
month for children 2 and over, $200/month for children under 2], 
and (2) a pare~t must be able to pay costs up front, receiving
reimbursement two months later. There are several options for 
addressing these problems; all have associated costs:

I ' 
a. Raise the 4isreg~rd: We could raise the disregard which has 
not been raised since 1988 (and even then was certainly 
inadequate). Pros: this is administratively easy; and we could 
use one amount I(su9gested $250 1 based on what we are projecting 
for direct pa~ents) for all care, reflecting the likelihOOd that 
care for infants and toddlers is part-time and more informal care 
is used, whilelchildren agee 2 and up will more often be full
time and in centers. Cons: this will make mOre people eligible 
for AFDC; it is a flat figure, making it difficult to reflect the 
actual cost of Ieare and still resulting in inequities; and it is 
still retrospective. 

b. Eliminate ihe disregard: Many adVocates support elimination 
of the disregard. Pros; this would assure equity and solve the 
retrospective payment issue. Cons: this would result in people 
losing AFDC eligibility. States will also be especially unhappy 
with this option as they tend to mask child care costs by using 
this mechanism,l As Mark Greenberg points out, this is a problem
unless we have assured for them child care and health care 
support. 

o. Retain the option of the disregard, while mandating that 
_states must either provide two choices to parents (the disregard 
or direct pa~ents) or that they must supplement the disregard. 
Some states are now providinq s·upplements. PrOB: this solves 
the equity issue and reduces the retroactive payment issue. 
Cons: if states choose to continue to use the disregard, this 
creates an adm~nistrative burden for states. 

Recommendation:1 c since a does not address the problem with 
retrospective p,ayments. Inoreasing the disregard will not reduce 
the advocates' 'criticism of it. 

2. Supply and ~yality 
A good deal of ~oncern is being expressed about the quality of 
child care (InOs;t recently # the Family and Work Institute' s study
of family day care and the Carnegie report on children 0-3, 
"Starting pointls"). We believe we need to provide in the welfare 
refo~ proposal: direct support for supply and quality improve
ments. We are proposing the following: 

I , 
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a. A five percent set-aside within the At-Risk program that 
parallels the quality set-aside in the Child Care and Development 
Block Grant. Funds could be used for the purposes spelled out in 
the CCDBG. 

b. A five percent set-aside within the At-Risk p,ogram dedicated 
to increasinq the supply of infant and toddler care in low-income 
communities. 

{a and b could be combined into one 10 percent set-aside 
available for both purposes] 

c. A 1/2 of ole perc~nt for federal T/TA plus projects of 
national significance and evaluation. 

d. ReimbursemJnt for: licensing and monitoring activities as part 
of administrative costs for IV-A child care limited by a formula 
established bylthe secretary. 

Recommendation; that we include all four items as part of a 
quality improvement package. We believe this will Significantly 
strengthen the proposal in the eyes of advocates and states. 

3 . The /latch 

States must currently match At-Risk Child Care funds at the FMAP 
rate. It has ~en difficult for them to pull down the dollars at 
the capped $300 million total. Even at the FMAP +'8% rate, 
states will be Ihard pressed to pull down dollars for additional 
At-Risk care, especially since they will at the same time be ' 
forced to,matc~ more child care funds for other IV-A programs. 

We propose to <i'i7i m This:::Ti::n-=a=t=e-Zt;:-h=e-m=a·tc"'J;!> for the At-Risk pro9ram. 
will ensure that there are addit~onalt available funds for 
working poor child care. Since At-Risk is a capped program,
expenditures willl also be controlled. While the initial'reaction 
was ,to keep the match rates in all the. IV-A programs the same, 
the At-Risk program is actually more related to the CCDBG than to 
the other IV-A :pro9rams--it serves the same children--and the 
CCDSG has no required match. 

Recommendation:1 that we eliminate the match for the At-Risk 
Child Care pro9ram. Again, we believe this will Significantly
strengthen the proposal in the eyes of advocates and states. 

u~ 




APR 20 1994 

Prevention o-nding Issues 

L National Youth M\lbilizalionlChallenU Gmnts fur Mentoripg
I 

A National Youll1 MObilization proposal was present<:d at the last working group meeting. 
The major component of this proposal is ll1e creation of a national network of school-linked, 
community-based tech opportunity and responsibility centers. These centers would ensure a 
partner,hip will1 one ~r more leading institutions (including schools) in the community who 
would be responsiblelfor organizing and supporting mentoring programs. Broad-based 
community support would be required. These programs would address a wide range of 
issues including teen pregnancy prevention, parenting, education, employment and responsi

bility. I 
If Included in the welfare refonn bill, how can we ensure that it maintains a broad 
focus? 

While advocates_are supportive of this approach as a component of an overall plan, ll1eY'3re 
wary of its impsct a.1 the centerpiece of a proposal. Given the broad mng. of issues it 
addresses, it easily lits into many Administrative priorities such as the crime bill, school-to
work transition. and l.e1fare reform. 

I 
How can we fund thls proposal given that welfare refonn Is entitlement funding? 

This type of program is strel<:hing the concept of an entitlement program. Furtber, this 
1../,.1.11.,becomes particularly difficult if it is an HHS authority, when it is essentially. Department of .. tk,,,,,; ?! 

Education activity (~ugh responsibility could also be lodged in the Ounce of Prevention 
Council, as provided 'for in the crime bill). If included in welfare reform, we can make it fit 
into an entitlement, bOt it would be vulnerable. 

How mueb funding ~OUld be provided for this initiative? 

I 
DPC/NEC stafr envision reaching 2,000 schools (or communities) over a five year phase in 
approach. The currdll thought is that each school (or community) would receive $100,000. 
The Department of ElJueation is looking at the development and implementation costs of 
existing initiatives and may revise this number. Rolling out 400 schools (or communities) a ., 
year brings the live Yrm total to $600 million. Under any scenario, in order to foster high ' Ok 
quality effective programs, the number of sites should be reduced before the amount of per 
site funding is redUced. 

,, 

2. Minor mothers 

The specifications propose requiring that minor parents live in a houschold with their parents 
or another responsible adult, with certain exceptions. The proposal otalntains current law 
which takes into acooont a milior mother's parents' income in determining AFDC ellglbility. 
But, if a minor is livirg with someone other than their parent, that individual's income is not 
taken into consideration when determining a minor mother's eligibility . . 

http:1../,.1.11


When we IllIked to a workgroup organized by the Center for Law and Social Policy 
(CLASP), they indwated their preference to not take the parent's income into consideration 
when determining a tninor mother's eligibility. We indicated that we were sticking with 
current law. ' , 


i 

However, the minor :mother provision says that a State -can place a minor mother either with 
their parents or another responsible adult. This could result in the minor receiving less 
AFDC if plaeed willi their parents than with an adult relative. This raises two issues: 

• 	 Is this aninJ.tive to live with a responsible adult other than a parent? 
I ' 

• 	 If all responsible adults' income is included in the calculation, what impact would this c? 
have on findi\lg responsible adults with which minor mothers could live if they are .>0 

unable to live with their parents? 

i 
The experience of ACF staff suggests that it is currently quite difficult to find a responsible 
adult for a teen to li~e with and counting that adult's income would make it even more 
difficult. We believe thst current law should be mainllllned, 

3. Family Plannin~ 

The drafting specifications include a strengthening of an existing family planning provision in 
402(a) to ensure thstlwelfare offices coordinate with fiimily planning programs (including 
Title X) and that they ensure a family planning consultation within 30 days. ' 

Current .law indicaIes that a State cannot receive the 50 percent match for fiimily planning 
administtation if the State provides fiimily planning services under Title XX. We propose to 
allow States to get the mateh for fiimily planning administration regardless of whether they 
provide services und.lr, their Title XX program. ACF is estimates that the administrative 
costs of providing better information and referral are minimal, 

I 
4. Case Management 

i, 
Currently, the drafting specifications call for all teen parents under age 20 to receive case 
management. Howe~er, cost estimates are currently based on teen parents under age 19 
receiving these serviCes. 

, 

When we spoke with Ithe workgroup organized by CLASP, they strongly advocated for case 
management until the teen parent reaches the age of 20. They argued that JOBS administra
tors report this is a ditical transition year and if services are not continued~ the investment of 
the previous years is bften lost. 

We recommend that L management be provided to teen parents under the age of 20. it'~") 
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Performance Measures· .. Issues 	 April 20, 1994 

BacklUOOnd 

The peiformance measUT1!S issue group has envisioned Q performance measures system for the 
purposes o/monitoring tlnd assessing Stale programs, and/or pronwling a system ofcontinuous 
bnprovemenl within those programs. In a separatt document we haW! provided a brood legislative 
propcsal which specifiesl. process whereby the stal«!lwlders will participate in defining the final 
measures, to be developM In regulation. Under the proposed language, the Secretary WQuld retain,
auJlwrby to amend the system as opproprlme and to require Slates 10 reporr specific data. In that 
docwnent, various Issues are raised: they an raised again in this document in lhe General Discussion 
section which follows. I . 
1hIs docU1MN also inclUdes a slwrr vision summary and a propcsed WQ"'-plan for continued 
dev<lopmef/J 0/. perforinance measures SYSIe11l. 1hIs propcsed orork-pian was developed In the 
anticipation tIwt the leglflallve specifications are simply a first slep In creallng a perftmnance based 
system and that much ofthe orork lies ahend. 

! ,, 

Ym2n I ' 

For purposes of clarity, we bave identified three types of perfurmance measures, each would vary 

according to focus, use of the information, method of collection. and relative importance to program,
outcomes. The three are: 

(1) 	 Program Outcotrie Measures: These measures would reflect the broad goals of the transitional 
assistance program; we envision that in an outoome--based system these measures would be the 
basis for developing performance standards. Performaru:e sundards; once implemented, 

,,WOllId be the basis for triggering corre<tiv. actio... and otltet incentives to link Stale program 
performance with sanctions and rewards. 

I i 	 ~__, . . 
(2) 	 Program AccoUf/lflbt//ty Measures: These are dc........ II1surmg that the new program is 

being edministerM in acoordance with governing &tatUle and regulation. For example, 
participation rateS would b. included in this utegory. Ther. may be punalties or Incentives 
Hnked to these m1easures. 

(3) 	 Process Measuret This information would be made available for program assessment, 
evaluatioo, and wagement improvement; no penalties would be assessed 00 the basis of this 
information. I : 

Additionally, client feedliaclc information bas been considered by Ibe group but it bas not yet been 
decided whether client febJback information eneompasses a separate category or slwuld be included as 
part of one of the above tategories: 

1 




Q.eneral 	Discussion Issues 

• 	 To what extent IShOUld speeific requirements (i.e., outcomes such as eoonomie self
surticloo(y, red~eed welfare receipt, ek:) be articulated in the legislative language? 
Should the ~tathe language merely specify a process by which to determine,
performance measures? 

Should !he umlr...- r .... issuance JUld modification or measu .... and standards be• 	 ,
specified In statute? 

I• 	 Partldpatlon rates - .wldeh are a porlonnanc:e m ....ure - are specified in JOBSITJME. 
LIMITS; is this appropriate? Shouldn't thi<; be determined as part or a PM system'!

I' 	 ,
• 	 In general, how and for what purposes should performance information De utiUzed? For 

example, linkages with FFPt or technical assistance. 
I

• 	 Should tlte legislative language specify _u<nc:es fot failure to meet porlonnanee 
standards? what, should these __ be? Should !he legislative language specify 
in_lives for m...tIng standstds? 

I
• 	 What do you envision as the Federal role in data rolldon? For example, wut the 

Federal role be '10 ""lied., tlte data, or be limited to valldatio. of State reported data? 

• How should th~ non--phased.-in population be aecounted for under the new performance. 
measure system? Would,the EA and child rare programs be Indudod? 

I ' " , ,, 

Additional Outio.~ for ColltlidWltioo: 

(I) 	 Reform !he current data raportlBg system for AFDC oed JOBS, This can be done by: 

• 	 Revisingl!he data elements required for ..Ueedo. III meet revised needs; 
• 	 Stllndardizing defuiitinns of dlllll and colleetlnn prneedures; oed 
• 	 Developi", and implementing an automated """e-_ement system. 

(2) 	 The DepartmentlC<lUld initiate annual (or .emi-annual) national (or regional) confer.."", 
involving all !he'stake-bold .... in a process of developing, oed pedlaps continuonaly revising 
the perfonnance Imeasures system. This is similar to bow the current JTPA system operates.

I 
(3) 	 Tho r..ults of the performance measures collected could be published annually in a public 

report, 
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Workplan for Performance Measures Wvrking Group 

This provides a workpl~ of issues and questions the Performance Measures team will address in the 
near future. The team {yould appreciate any comments from the principals on the direction we are 
taking or any guidance ~ey may provide on the open questions, 

, 
(1) 	 Dewlop outco~e measuns. The group bas developed a preliminary list of outcome 

measures. Ho~ever I some of the proposed measures may be too broad~based - meaning they 
may be factors the program is unlikely to affect - or too difficult to define and collect. The 
next step for the team is to focus on measures dIat the program can actua1ly influence and that 
can be operationaHzed: economic se1f-.sufficiency (te. employment and earnings) and welfare 
receipt. The (obowing issues wiJl be considered by the group in selecting these measures:, 
• 	 How thJ data will be collected: national registry, QC system (matching sample to 

AFDC i\nd UI recerds), surveys 
* 	 How to <lefine the measure. This entails: 

I an assessment of pros and cons and impact of the measure~ particular~ 
[ Iy whether it creates any adverse incentives 
I determining that it is feasible and relatively simple to collect 

* 	 Whether to set an actual standard. measure change over time. or measure change 
compared «) national average. If. stlIndard is set, should it be a floor (easy to reach) 
Or ceiiinl:'l 

* 	 What is the time frame fur collecting dat1l and producing measur"" (annually)? 
Is there lmy distinction between what we can do short~run. compared to what may be* 
desirablJ in the long-run? 

* 	 To what!extent and by what medlod. will the data be vaiidated? 
* 	 How wiillhe 'playing field' b. I...led? 

(2) 	 Develop progJ ",,,,olUlttlbility meJlSurtS. These are key process measures needed «) ensure 
the program is,ritnning as intended as defined by &tatUte or regulation. Measures that have 
bee. mentioned in this category are: 

* 	 ParlieiJion rate in JOBS - proportion in activity , 
* 	 PartIcipation rate in WORK - proportion in work slot 
* 	 Proporti6n who reach the two year Hmit 

Durationl in activities or between stages (i.e.. from registration to employment plan)* 
* 	 Number 'of work slots filled (minimum number must be met) 


Deferrai'rate in IOBSIWORK
* 
* 	 Payment !accuracy . 


, 

The team will OOnsider the following when defining these rates: 

* 	 How thaldata will be collected: QC system, .tateilocai reporting systems 
* 	 How to define the measure. Key issue for participation rates is longitudinal vs. point

iD-time. iThis aiso entails: 
""7 an assessment of pros and cons and impact of the measure, particular-
, ly whether it creates any adverse incentives 

i determining that it is feasible and relatively simple to collect
• 	 Whether ~ set an actual standard, measure change over time~ or measure change 

compared to nationalllVerage. If. stlIndard is set, should it b•• floor (easy to reach) 
or ceiiing? 

* 	 What is the time frame fur collecting dat1l and producing measures (annuaily)? 

I 	 3, 



.' 
• 	 Is there any distinction between what we can do short-run, compared to what may be 

d\lSirabI~ in the long-run']
• 	 To what: extent will the data be validated? 
• 	 How will the "playing field" be leveled? 


I 

(3) 	 Rt./int the QC System. The team will consider how the current QC system should be 

modified 00 payment incentives do not drive the system, Options include streamlining the 
existing system or developing a new quality auditing system. 

(4) 	 '!'he role 0/dkA, /eedbad: meosUTe$. An important issue for the team to consider is whether 
we want the cIieflt perspective as a performance measure. The key open questions is this area 

are: I 
• 	 Would this data be valuable at the federal level (if so, how would it be used), or 

would it 'be most useful to local program operators? 
• 	 What is ihe appropriate role of client feedback in a mandatory welfarl>-lll-wort 

program?
• 	 How wo~ld this information be collected: ~gb surveys or focus groups? 

, , 
(5) 	 Deve/()p other p~cess ~ul1!'s. The team will consider whether there are other process ' 

measures that w~ want to cotlett for monitoring and technical assistance purposes. (These are 
measures considered to be lower priority than the program accountability measures discussed 
above.) The key' issues to define is this area are: 

• 	 Wt.ich Lures ~Ould we include? Many of the issues listed under outCOme and 
program laccountability measures would arise here as well.

• 	 Would vJe require states to collect this data'? .. 
• 	 Would the federal government playa lead role in developing systems 10 help stales 

""nee! these items?, 

I 


(6) 	 Deterndlle 1M aPpropriate jinandal incentives for Slam, The team will consider what 
measures should be used for sanctioning or providing financial incentives to states. This also 
involves whether:we should use incentive payments or sanctions andlor whether measures 
should be ~pubJished· to prQvide other incentives to states to meet them. Measures that have 
been mentioned fuclude: ' 

« ProportiJn who hit the time limit 

" Participation rate in JOBS 

« Participation rate in WORK andlor minimum slots filled 


In addition~ the lL will d'!scuss other appropriate us~ ~()r performance information such as 
technical assistance and corrective actions. 

(I) 	 Consider 1M MLtd p.p~n, Contingent on decisions made regarding the 
performance m~ures for the non.-pbased population, it may be necessary to coordinate the 
new and old syst~ms. The team win address any issues in this area. 

I 
(8) 	 Involve 1M _/widen; in 1M process. The team wiIJ consider how to and the extent to 

which stakeholders should be involved in the development and continual refinement of 
perfonnao<:e standards. For exatnple, one optioo would b. 10 lnelnd. the .takebelders in 
annual or semi-artnual conferences. 
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APR 15 1994 

TO: wend~ll P. 
Ann S. II\. 

I $"
THRU, 	 Steve S. e7 

FROM, David 
I tlJ2f1 
I

SUBJECT: 	 Effect of Immigrant Welfa~e Reform Proposals on 
Statej'Local General Assistance Programs 

, 

The attached L.A. Times article raises an issue that I believe we 
will need to address through legislation: the potential of our 
imm.i9'rant-relat~ed proposals to affect adversely state/local
general assistapce pr~qrams. These caseloads rise whenever 
Federal (S5I) or Federal/State (AFDC, Medicaid)caseloads are 
reduced. I ~ 	 
This is a parti~ular problem in the area of immigrant eligibility
for benefits. There have been a couple of recent State Supreme 
court cases (inl Michigan and Rhode Island) that have determined 
that state/locall general assistance programs may not utilize the 
type of sponsor;-to-alien deeming provisions that currently govern 
the S5I, MOC. ?nd Food Stamp programs. This is due to the 
interpretation that only the Federal Government can 
constitutionally enaot prov~sions restr~cting eligibility for 
benefits based on the alienage of an individual. Essentially,
the courts ruled that in the absence of clear intent and 
delegation by C9ngresB# the states and localities may not impose
different eligibility requirements on legal immigrants from those 
applied to citizens. 

'. 	 I
In view of this', I think the best policy with regard to our 
immigrant-related proposals is one that avoids shiftinq costs 
from the Federal and Federal/State levels to state/loeal general 
assistance programs. ~hereforet r reoommend that if~the 
deeming/eligibility rules are changed, that we include statutory 
lanquaqe that would allow state/local general assistance programs 
to enforce the same type of policies that we may propose. OGe 
has indicated preliminarily that there should not be any problem
in such a proposal. There was a similar provision added to the 
IRCA of 1986 that allowed state/local assistance programs to deny 
legalized immigrants benefits for the-same five-year time period 
for which tney were denied AFDC, food stamps, and--generally-
Medicaid. 

However, I also want to sound a note of caution. While IRCA 
provided state/local programs with the authority to deny general
assistance payments to the legalized immigrant for five years, , 
Congress also e~ded up authorizin9 and funding tne SLIAG program
(State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants). The purpose of ,these grants was to min±mize any adverse affects on 



I 
states/localities from increased destitution resulting from the 
five-year window of benefit ineligibility for legalized 
immigrants. There may be analaqous effects from our proposals, 
although the n~er of immigrants affected should be much less
than under IRCA. 

Attachment 

co: Nora A. 
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P.rovisions !elating to Written Notification of Labo[ 
Qrganizations Regarding WOBl\ Ansignments and expedited 
grievance procegdings 

(1) No position of emplopent vl.th an "'''ployer may be 

established under this part unless tite local labor or9anizations 

representing employees of such enrplo),er who are enqaqed in the 

saltle or substantially similar work ail that proposed to be carried 

out under such position have been pre,vlded w"itten notification 

Qf tbQ initial assignment of a pa:rtic:ipant to such position not 

less than 30 days prior to the commencement of such assignment. 

No such notification shall be required \lith respect to the 

sUbsequent assignment of participants to the same position vith 

th. same employer. 

(2l If a local labor organization provided notice of an 

aSSignment pursuant to para9raph (1) objects to an assignment or 
a participant on the basis that such ~ssisn~ent yould violate the 

nondisplacement requirements under this part, such organization 

may. as an alternative to the grievan<::e procedures provided 

puX"s'Qant to section 484 (b). file a cOl».plaint pursuant to an 

expedited grieva!tce procedure. Such .sxpedited procedure shall be 

carried out in accordance with the binding arbitration procedures 

described in section 484 (b) (3), exc:ep" that -

(Al th.. request for arbitration shall be filed within 

30 days of ~eceiving written not:,ce# 

(B) the arbitrator must be "elected within ].0 days of 

the request} or appointed within 5 days of receiving a 

request for appointment, 
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(C) the proceeding shall bl~ conducted not late):' than 10 

days after the arbitrator has bnen selected or a.ppointed .. 

and 

(0) the decision shall be issued not less tha.n 10 days 

after the arbitra.tion proceedin9. 
I 

(3) If a local orqanization fil(IS a complaint pursuant to 

~he expedited 9rievance procedure un~er paragraph C2}, a 

participant shall not be placed in th.e position that is the 

sUbject of the complaint until it is determined pursuant to the 

expedited procedure that such placement would not be in violation 

of this title. 

2 




!l; 004/005ft202 690 1383 HHS OS ASPE ~15F ~~~ BRUCE R£ED
(l6/11!9.t 14: 31 

SliiNT BY: 6-17-94 ;12:25P~ : USDOL SOL LLC- 202 630 7383:; 31 J 

U (ii) Impasse Procedures. -- I'r. the parties are unable to 

agree on an arbitrato}:" within 10 day:]; from when the re.quest for 

arbitration is filed, the parties sh;!l.ll request the Federal 

Mediat.ion and conciliation Service 0];: the Alnerican Arbitration 

Association to submit a list of arbii:rators. The parties shall 

alternately strike nallles from such list until the name of one 

person remains, 'Who shall be the ,arbttrator. 

http:sh;!l.ll
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110 participant shall be .. "signe':! to a po,,!tion to perforlll 

vork. under a contract tor sorvices f':>r the first 90 days aftar 

the commencement of such contract if sucb contract immediately 

!Succeeds a contract for services undj~r whicn an elt1ployee covered 

by a collective bargaining agree~ent perfor=ed the same or 

sUbstantially sil!lilar worl(. for anoth.ar employer. 
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