' _ Lol
DRAFT (9
ADMINISTRATION OF THE JOBS AND WORK PROGRAMS |

DOLs preferred option is that Govemors can decide which ageacy wcxivas; funding and
administers the JOBS and WORK programs, with the provision that the same agency wust
administer both programs. The faamms of this option are as follows:

I IVA Agencies Maintaizz Control of AFDC. Regardless of which agency the
Governor selected to administer the JOBS and WORK programs, the State IVA
* agency would maintain control over the core featires of the AFDC program:

eligibility for AFDC.
payment of benefits,
quality control.-
sanctivning.

. e

1i. Accountability. If the Governor selects an agency other than the welfare
department to operate the JOBS and WORE programs, there would be an agreement
between the relevant agencies to ensure accouniability in the JOBS and WORK
programs. This agreement would specify: .

e performance standards, .

. quality control mechanisms.

. procedures for coordination and feedback bctwwn the AFDC and the
JOBS and WORK prOgrams.

II. Performance Standards. The performance standards agreement would-include:

. measures for numbers served in the JOBS and WORK programs.
. outcome measures, such as number of earollees placed in private sector
~ jobs and proportion of enrollees who retain employment over time.
. provisions to replace the administering agency if standards are not met.

IV. Continvity. To make sure there is contimity in these progmms, Goverfors
would be required to stay with the same agency at least four years unless the agancy
[failed performance standards for two successive years.

V. {}zw-Stop Career Centers. As States mpiemcat one-stop career- centers, the
JOBS and WORK pmgmms would be included in thcm

o the JOBS and WORK programs would be located within the one-stop
, centers, thus helping to mainstream AFDC recipients. . -
% _ State Human Investment Councils would provide oversight.
- "These programs would also be under the direction of focal Workforce
Investment Boards, thus giving them more access to the private sector.
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Wellare Roform Specifiestions

JOBS, TiME LiMITs AND WORK

JOBS anp TiME LIMITS

1. Errporive DATE AND DERRITION OF PHASEDN GROUP
Specificati

® The effective date for the legislation would be one year after the date of enactment. States
could patition to delay implementation for up to one year after the effective date (i.e,, two
years after the date of enattment) for circumstances beyond the control of the State [V-A
agency {(e:g., no meeting of State legislature that year). '

)] The phased-in group would be defined as custodial parents, including minor custodial parents,
who were born after 1971 (in 1972 or fater). | «6

) States would have the option @0 define thie phased-in group more broadly {e.g., custodial
parents born after 1969, born after 1971 and al] first-time applicants), provided the phased-in
group included at {zast the population dascrit;ed in (b).

(@) States would be required to apply the new rules, including the time Yimit, 10 ali applicants in
the phased-in group as of the effective date of the'legislation. Recipients (parents) in the
phased-in group who were on AFDC prior 10 the effective date would be subject to the new
ceales, including the time Himit, as of their first redetermination following the effective date. ‘

2. PROGRAM INTAXE

Qlll‘fﬁﬂg Faw

The Family Support Act requires a State agency to make an initlal assessment of JOBS participants
with respect to employability, skills, prior work experience and educational, child care and supportive
service needs. On the basis of this assessment, the State agency must develop an empioyability plan
Jor the participant, The State agency may require participants to enter into a formal agreement which
specifies the participant’s obligarions under the program and the activities and services 1o be provided
by the State agency. The employability plan is not considered a contract,

Yision

At the point of intake, applicants will learn of their specific responsibifities and expectadions regarding
the JOBS program, the two-year time limit and its relationship to JOBS participation and AFDC
bensfits not conditioned upon work, Each applicant will now be required to enter into a personal

. responsibility agreement with the State agency broadly owtlining the obligations of each party, While
the personal responsibility agreement wifl serve as a general accord, the employability plan will be
Jocused on the specific empioyment-related needs of each applicant.
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Ratianale

States must chunge the culture of the welfare systent by changing the expecrations of boih the recipient
and the Stoie agency. This calls for modifying the mission of the welfare systemt at the point of the
intake process so sirexs employment and access o needed services rather thon eligibiliry and benefit
determination.  The mutual obligations of the Stage agency and the participant must be spelled out and
enforced, JOBS programs must continue to link clients to services in the community.

Soecificati

(a)

@
©

@

(e}

All applicants (parents) would be required as part of the application/redetermination process to
sign a Personal Responsibility Agreement with the State IV-A agency speeifying the general
responstbilities of both the applicant and the State agency (for the applicant, following the
employability plan; for the State, making available the services in the plan), Curvent

recipients (parents}, if they had not previously signed the Agreement, would be required o
sign the Agreement as part of the rodetermination process. The Personal Responsibility
Agrsement for persons in the not-phased-in group would make no reference to the tme limit, -

The Personal Responsibility Agreement would st be a legal contract,

The State IV-A agency would be required 1o orient each applicant 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 avatlability of such services ¢ persons not in the
phased-te group, Each applicant in the phased-in group would be informed 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 oriestation information could be provided as part of the eligibility.
determination process or in a subsequent ono-on-Gng Or group orientation session. Siates
would be required (o provide the orientation information prior (o or as part of the
development of the employability plan.  The information would be imparted in the recipient’s

- primary language whenaver possible. Child care would be gvailable as needed to enable an

individual to receive the orientation information (as under CFR 235.2).-

Tre State would have 10 obtain confirmation in writing from cach applicant that he or she had
received and understood the requisite orientation information. :

Recipients who were already on assistance as of the effective date of the legislation would he
provided with the requisite orientation information at the earliest possible date but it no event
later than at the development or revision of the employability plan (see below) or as part of
the redetermination process, whichever came first,
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3. EMPLOYABILITY PLAN
Specifications

{(a) The State agency would be required o complete the assessment and employability plan {(for
new recipients} within 90 days from date of application. For recipienis on assistance 25 of the
effactive date, the employability plan would have to be developad {or revised, if such a plan
were already in place) within 90 days of the date the recipient became subject to the time Hmit
{i.¢., within 90 days of the redetecmination; see above).

)] 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 participation/AFDC benefits not contingent upon
work; see DEFINITION OF THE TIME LiMiT below) remaining for that recipient {if that
recipicut were subject to the fime Hmit),

(¢} An employability plan would be required for all recipients {parents) in the phased-in group,
- including those in pre-JOBS status {zee 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 expectad
time frame for achieving self-sufficiency and the activities intended to assist the participant in
obtaining employment within that time period. The time frame would, in the case of many
JOBS participants, be fewer than 24 months. For persons in pre-JOBS status (see below), the
cmployability plan would, when appropriate, detail the activities nesded to remove the
obstacles wo JOBS participation.

{e} Amend section 482(0){1)(A) by adding "literacy” after the word "skills.”

8] The State agency would provide that if the recipient and the State agency staff member or
members responsible for developing the emplovability plan cannot reach agreement on the
plan, a supervisory lavel staff member or other State agency employee (rained 10 mediate
these disputes will intervene to provide further advocacy, counseling or negotiation support.

) Te resolve disputes {regarding the employability plan) not settled by the intervention in (f), 2
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.

il. ° Permit agencies to employ medistion using trained personnel, rather than
arbitration, 10 resolve the dispute. HHS would be tesponsible for providing
technical assistance to States that wish to use mediation,



Welfare Reform Specificationa . May 20

fi. Provide the recipient with a fair hearing contesting whether the State agency
had foliowed the established process for developing the employability plan, A
fair hearing could be the exclusive remedy or could be allowed in addition fo
the procedure in () or (1i). (only phased-in recipients required to participate in
JORS weuld be entitiad to a fair hearing)

(hy Persons who refused to sign or otherwise agree to the employability plan after the completion
of the conciliation process would be subject o sanction, curable by agreeing to the plan. In
the event of an adverse suling at a fair hearing concerning the employabiiity plan, the
individual would not have the right to a second fair hearing prior o imposition of the
sanctinn,

4, Pri~JOBS

Current Law

States must require non-exempt AFDC reciplents to participate in the JOBS program to the extent that
respurces are available, Exemptions under the currens JOBS program are for'those recipienis who
are ill, incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed In the home because of the Hiness or Incapacity of
another family member; the caretaker of a child wunder age 3 for. at Stwe option, under age 1}/
employed 30 or more hours per week: a dependent child under age 16 or atterding an educational
program full ime; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area
where the program is not availeble. The parent of a child under age 6 {tna older than the age for on
exemption) who is personally providing care for the child may be regquired to participute only if
participation does not exceed 20 hours per week aned child care is guoronteed, For AFDCUP
Samilies, the exemprion due 1@ the age of a child may be applied 10 only one parent, or to reither
parent if child care is guaranteed,

' Vigion

Under new provisions, a muck greater percentage of AFDC recipients will be required to participate
in JOBS, Single-parent and rwo-parem fumilies witl be treated simitarly under the new JOBS system,
The currers exemption policy will be replaced with a policy under which persons not yer ready for

- participation in JOBS will be assigned, temporarily in many cases, to the pre-J(BS phase. Some of
the criteria for plocement in pre-JOBY status are based on currewd regulations concerning exemptions,
but in a number of instances the definition is tightened significanty.

ati

In order to change the culture of welfare, it is necessary to maximize participation in the JOBS
program. ¥t is also critival 10 ensure that alf welfare recipients who are able 10 participate in JOBS
have such services made avallable to them by the States. Elimination of exemptions sends ¢ message
that participation in JOBS should be the normal flow of events, and not the exceprion. The pre-JOBS
poiicy does, however, give States the flexibility to consider differences in the ability to work and to
participate in education and training activities in determining whether to require an individual to
enter the JOBY program,
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{a)

&

©

(@)

(e

(h

Adult recipients {see Teen Pacents 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 pre<JOBS phase either prior to or after entry into the
JOBS program (or after entry into the WORK program; see WORK specifications below).
For example, if an individual became seriously ili after entering the JOBS program, be or she
would then be placed in pre-JOBS status,

‘The State agency would be required to make an initial determination with respect to pre-JOBS
status prior 10 or 88 part of the development of the employability plan, since the determination
would in turn affect the content 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-JOBS criteria (see below). The time
frame for completion of the employability plan (see above) would be waived in such cases,

Persons in the pre-JORS phase would be expected 1o engage in acivities intended (o 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 medical care for a disabled or
itl adult or acranging for an appropriste setting for 2 disabled child, needed 1o enable the adult
to enter the JOBS program and/or find empioyment,

Recipients not llkely to ever pammpate in the JOBS program (¢.3., those of advanced age)
might not be expected to engage in pre-JOBS activities, The employability plan for such
individuals might still includs steps intendad to, for sxample, improve the family’s health
status or housing situation, For individuals who were expected 10 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 successful participation in JOBS {e.g.,
arranging for child carc}. :

States could provide program services to individuais 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 1© persons ip pre-JOBS status but would not be eequired to do so—there
would be no child care gusrantce for individuals in pre-JOBS. Persong in pre-JOBS status
would not be subject 1o sanction for failure 1© participate in pre-JOBS activitizs. In other
words, in order to actually require an individual 1o participale in an activity, a State would
have to classify the individual a5 JOBS-mandatory.

Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time Jimit, e.g., months in which a recipient
was assigned 10 pre-JOBS would not count againgt the two-year limit on cash benefits,

‘The eriteria for pre-JOBS status would be the following:
{13 A parent of 2 chifd under age one, provided the child was not conceived while

the parent was on assistance, would be assigned to the pre-JORS phase. A
: parerd of 2 ¢hild conceived while on agsistance would be placed in pre-JOBS

5
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for a twelve-week period following the birth of the ¢hild {consistent with the
Family and Medical Leave Act).

{Under current Jaw, parents of a child under age three, under age one @t State option,
are exempted from JOBS participation, and no distinction is made between children
conceived while on assistance and children while not on assistance)

)

)

4)

Is ill, wheo determinad by the State on the basis of medical evidence or
another sound basis that the illness or injury is serious enough to temporarily
prevent entry into employment or training;

Iz incapacitated, when verified by the State that a physical or mental
impairment, determined by a licensed phygician, psychologist or mental health
professional, prevents the individual from eagaging in employment or
training,

Ha% an application pending for the SSI or SSDI program, if tlzere isa
reasonable basis for the application;

{Under the proposed taw, a pending SSI/SSDI application would be used as an

&)

©

7

alternate standard for incapacity)

Iz & years of age or older;

Negded in the home because another member of the household requires the
individual's presence due to iliness or incapacity a8 determined by a licensed
physician, psychologist or mental health professional, and no other appropriate
member of the household is available 1o provide the needed care;

Third trimester of pregrancy; and

{Under current law and cegulations, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS
participation for both the second and third trimesters)

8

Living in a remote area. An individual would be considered remote if 2
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-rip commuting time in the area is more than 2 hours, the

. round-trip commuting time could not excead general accepted standards for

the area,

{Same 25 curremt regulations, CFR 250.30))

Only one parent in an AFDCWUP family could be §iaced in pre-}{"iBS under 1{1).

Each State would be permitted to place in pre-JOBS, for good cause as determined by the
State, a number of persons up fo 2 fixed percentage of the total number of persons in the
phased-in group {which would include adull recipients, minor custodial parents and persons in
the WORK program), These good cause assignments to pre-JOBS would be in addition to
those meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in {(f). Good cause could include substantial

6
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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 would be set, in statute, a1 10%.
A State would be sble, in the event of extraordinary circumstances, to apply (o 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).

{i} The Secratary 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 the ¢ap be raised, lowered or maintaingd 4t 1en percent.

{)] The State agency would be required o reevaluate the status of persons in the pre-JOBS phase
at such time as the condition is expected to terminate (i the condition is expected 10 be
temporary) but a0 less frequently than at each semiannual assessment {see SEMIANNUAL
ASSESSMENT below) to determing if the individual should remain in pre-IOBS status or should
enter {or re-enter) the JOBS or WORK programs.

{k} Recipients who met :he eriteria for placement in the pre-JOBS phase would be permitted to
volunteer for the JOUBS program. Such a volunteer JOBS participant would in general be
treated as other JOBS participants except that he or she would not be subject to sanetion or 1o
the time jimit.

)] A State agency would be required to promptly inform a recipient of any change in his or her
status with respect 1o JOBR participation and/for the time Hmit {za g., movement from the pre-
JOBS phase into the JOBS pwgmm}

5. SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND ASSIGRMENT TO PRE-IORS

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 not be counted toward
@ State’s participation rate.  Alcohol or drug treatmens may, however, be provided as a supportive
service using JOBS funds shouwld a State choose 1o do sa. Oregon currently operates under a waiver
that perniits the JOBS program to require participation in substance abuse diagnostic, counseling,
and trequment progroms if they are determingd 1o be necessary for selfsufficiency.

Visi

States will be provided with flexibility to require recipients they determine 1o be unable to engage in
employment or training because of a substance abuse problem to participate in substance abuse
treaument as a pre-JOBS activity, Sanctions may be imposed for non-participation in substance abuse
treatment provided that both treatment and supportive services, including child care, are made
available,
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ignal

Stares report {on an anecdotal basisi substance abuse as g problem they encowter in thelr JOBS
popudarions. 1t Is a barrier to self-sufficiency for a number of AFDC recipienits who will require
treqoneny If they are to successfully participate in employment or training activities.

(2} States may require persons found not able to engage in employment or fraining due to
substance abuse 1o participate in substance abuse treatment as a pre-JOBS activity,

) Sanctions, eguivalent o JOBS sanctions, may be levied for non-participation in treatmenz
provided such treatmoent i3 available at no cost to the recipient,

{c) Child care and/or other supportive services must be made available to an individual required
10 participate in substance abuse treatment.

) Provisions concerning the semiannual reassessment apply to persons in the pre-JOBS phase
pacticipating it substance abuse treatment as describad in this section.

()] States may also require individuals in JOBS (o participate in substance abuse treatment (in
conjunction with another JOBS activity or activities) as part of the employability plan.

6. DERINITION OF THE TIME LiMIT
Current Law

Some Stares (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in piace as of September 26, 1988} are
permitied o pluce a type of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restriciing
eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407(h)). Thirteen states
presently tmpose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility. Under current law, however, no other type of
time limits may be placed on participation in the AFDC program. .

Vision

Most of the peopie who enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many vears consecutively. It -
is much more common for recipients to move in and out of the welfare system, staying d relarively
brief period each time, Two owt of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
years and fewer than one in ten spends five consecutive years on AFDC. Half of those who leave -
welfare return within rwo years, and three of every four refurn at some poing in the firure. Most
recipients use the AFDC program not ax a permanent alternative Yo work, but as remporary assistance
during times of economic difficulity.

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a fime represent only a modest percentage of

all people who ever enter the systemt, however, they represent g high proportion of those on welfare at
any given time. Although many face very serious barriers 10 employiment, including physicgl

8
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disabilities, others are able to work but are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-
term recipients are not on a track toward obtaining employment that will enable them to leave AFDC.,

The proposal would establish, for adult recipients not placed in pre-JOBS, a cumulative time limit of
two years on the receipt of AFDC benefits not contingent upon work, with extensions to the time limit
to be granted under certain circumstances. Months in which an individual was placed in pre-JOBS
status would nor count against the time limit. The two-year limit would be renewable to a degree—

once an individual left the welfare system, he or she could begin to qualify for additional months of } "DW

eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS participation,

The two-year time limit is part of the 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 that necessitates steady progress in the direction of employment
and economic independence. As discussed in the WORK specifications below, recipients who reach

. the two-year time limit without finding an unsubsidized job will be offered pubfidy 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 be 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 TRANSITION
TO WORK/WORK below).

E

IIM
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APPLICABILITY OF tHE Time Livrr

Specifications

{a)

The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below).
A record of the number of months of eligibility for cash assistance remaining would ba kept
for each individual subject to the time [limif. Non-parent caretaker ralatives would not be
subject to the time limit,

AFDC-UP FaMitips ang THE TIME LiMIT

Specifications

(b)

©

{h

In an AFDCWUP family, both parents would be subject to the time limit if the principal earner
were in the phased-in group {see below). A separate record of months of eligibility remaining
would be ket for cach parent.  If one parent in an AFDC.UF family were placed in pre-
JOBS statug, that parent would not be subject to the time Himitl-months in the pre-JOBS phase
would not count against that individual’s 24-month limit, The other parent, however, would
still be subject to the time limit. Placements of & second parent it pre-JOBS would not count
against the cap on good cause assignmenis 10 pre-JOBS,

If one parent had reached the time limit and the other hiad not, the parent who had reached the
time limit would be required to enter the WORK progeam. If the parent who had reached the
limit declined to participate in the WORK program, that parent’s needs would no longer be
considered in calculating the family's grant, His or her income and resources would still be
taken ioto sccount. The family would still be eligible for the remainder of the benefit
{essentially, the other parent and the children’s portion) until the other parent reached the two-
year Hmit, '

I 2 parent in an AFDCUF family reached the time il but declined to enter the WORK
program, the needs of that individual would (a5 above} not be taken into account in
calculating sither the AFDC benefit or any earnings supplement (if the other parent did enter
the WORK program; see WORK specifications below). If such a parent subsequenty reversed
course and entered the WORK program, he or she would be considered pant of the asgistance
unit for the purpose of determining the supplenent and weuld alse be eligible for s WORK
assignment.  As discussed in the WORK specifications below, a State would not be vequired
provide WORK assignments to both parenis in an AFDC-UP family.

With respect to the phase-in, both parents in an AFDC-UP family would be cansidered
subject to the new rules if the principal ¢arner were in the phased-in group. If the parents
subsequently separated, both wouid still be subject to the new rules.
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9. TeeM PARENTS
Visi

Persons under 18 ore not ready to be independarnt and should generally be in school. Under the
proposed low, minor parents would not be allowed 10 ser up independen households. They would
recelve case monagement and be expected to remain in school. A teen parent’s time clock would not
begin to ran unti] ke or she turned 18 (and vould establish an independent househokd),

spgeifications

{ay States would be required o provide case management services 10 all custodial parents under
0. e ,

{Is) AH custodial parents under Z0 who had not completed high school or the equivalent would be-
required 1 participate in the JOBS program, with education as the presumed activity, The
24-month time clock, however, would not begin to run until a custodial parent turned 18, In
other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent bafore the ags of 18 would not be
counted against the time limit.

©) 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 a3 so0n as the child reached
twelve weeks of age. States would be permitted to assign custodial parents under 20 to pre-
JOBS status in the event of a serlous iliness or other condition which precludes school
attendance.

() Custodial parents who were eligible for and receiving services under the Individuals with
Disabilities Edvcation Act would receive an automatic extension up to age 21 if needed to
complete high school. These extensions would not be counted against the cap on extenstons.

1 HOBS ServIcES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

Qryen W

A range of services and activities must be offered by States wuder the curremt JOBS program, but
States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be provided as part of a Srate s JOBS progrom are the
Joltowing: educational aotivities, including high school and equivalent education, basic and remedial
education, and education for persons with limited Engiish proficiency: job skills training: job
readiness activities; job development and job placemens; and supportive services to the extemt thar
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 io the
aforemenioned services, af least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search, on-the-
Job waining (OFT), work supplementation programs and community work experience programs.

i1
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The definition of satisfactory participation in the JOBS program will be broadened to include
additional activities that are necessary for individuals to achieve self-sufficiency, Siates will continue .
to have broad latitude in determining which services are provided under JOBS. Greater emphasis,
however, would be placed on job search activities, to promote work and employment,

Specifications
Up-Frout Job Search

{a)

®3

{©)

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 nonneglipible previous work
axperience; States would include 2 more detailed definition in the State plan, Individuals
could ba deemad not job-ready due to illness or other reason, A determination of pre-JOBS
status would not be needed at this point,

States would bave the option of requiring all job-ready new recipients, including those in the
mob-phased-in group, 1o perform up-front job search. States would also be permitted o
require job search from the date of application (a8 under current law, this reguirement could
not be used 45 a reason for a delay in making the eligibility determination or issuing the
payment],

Extend permissible period of initial job search from 8 weeks to 12,

Other Provisions Coneerning JOBS Services

O

(e}

{f)

®
)

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

Clarify the rules so as to limit job search (as the exclusive activity, i.e., not in conjunction
with other services) to 4 months in any 12-month period. The up-front job search (described
above) and the 45-9¢ days of job search required immediately before the end of the two-year
time Hmit {s¢¢ TRANSITION TO WQRWORK betow) would hoth be counted againgt the 4-
month Hmit,

Armend zection 482{d K[} A} by replacing “basic and remedial education to achisve 3 basic
literacy level” with "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy levels needed for
economic seifgufficiency.”

Self-employment programs would be added to the fist of optional JOBS activities,
Ingrease the Himit on Federal reimbursement for work supplementation program expenditures
from the current ceiling, which is essentially based on 2 maximum ength of participation, in z

work supplementation program, of 9 months, to a lavel based on 3 maxianm fength of
participation of {2 months,

12
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) Change the anti-displacement language to permit work supplementation participants to be
assigned to unfilled vacancies in the private sector.

() The State plan would be required to include a description of efforts to be undertaken to
encourdge the training and placement of women and girls in nontraditional employment,
including sieps to increase the awareness of such training and placement opportunities.

3 Amend the ianguage in Social Security Act section 483(a)(1) which requires that thers be
coordination between JTPA, JUBS and education programs available ig the State to
specifically require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins Vocational
Educational Act.

) Where no appropriate review were made {2.g., by an interagency board), the State council on
vocational education and the State advisory council on adult education would review the Srate
JOBS plan and submit comments o the Qavemcr

fm}  Alternative Work Experience would be limited 1o 90 days within any 12-month period.

{n) The State plan would include procedures to ensure that, to the extent possible, {external)
service providers promptly notify the State agency in the event of goncomptliance by a JOBS
participant, ¢.g., failure to attend 3 JOBS activity.

It MINIMUM WORK STANDARD
ificati

{2} Months in which an individeal et 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 minbmum work standard would be 30 iwzzrs per week, with a State oprion
12 reduce the mininon 10 20, .

OPTION B:  The mininuem work standard would be 20 hours per week for parents of
children under 6 and 30 hours for all others, with a State oprion to reduce the
miirtimum 10 20 hours across the board.

ISSUE: Should a recipient whose AFDC grant is below a certain level {e.g., $100
per month) be exempt from the requirement to participate in the WORK
program {see WORK specifications below)? Should the minimum work
standard be defined in ferms of hours of work per week or the size of the
AFDC grant or a combination of the two?

13
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i2. JOBS PARTICIPATION

Curront Law

Under the Family Suppory Act of 1988, which created the JOBS program, minimun JOBS
participation standards (the percentage of the non-exempt AFDC caseload participaring in JOBS at a
point in time) were established for fiscal years 1990 through 1995, States face a reduced Federal
march rate if those standards are not met. In FY 1993 States were required to ensure that ot least
11% of the non-exempr caseload in the State way participaring in JOBS {in an average month). The
standard increased to 15% for FY 1994 and will rise t0 20% for FY 1995, There are no standards
specified for the fiscal years after FY 1995, Individuals who are scheduled for an average of 20
hours of JOBS acrivities per week and attend for ot leass 75% of the scheduled howrs are countable
Jor pariiciparion roie purposes. States are reguired 1o meet separate, higher participation standords
Jor principal eorners in AFDC-UP famities. For FY 1994, a number of AFDC-UP parents equal 10
40 percent of all AFDC-UP principal earners are required to participate in work activities for at least
16 hours per week. The standard rises to 50 percent for FY 1995, 6G percent for FY 1996 and 75
percent for each of the Fiscal Years 1997 and 1998, -

Visi

To transform the welfare system from an income support system into a work support system, the JOBS
program must be expanded significantly. This substantial increase in the number of JOBS
participants will be phased in over time.

Specifications

. ’ {
{3} ”i"t;w f{}ﬁs program targating requirements and AFDC-UP participation standards would be J’;f face s
sliminated. Ug ;}z’é 7

{b) Individuals in self-initipted education and training activities (including, but not limited to,
past-sesondary sdocation) would receive ¢hild 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, would
be matchable through IV-A and JOBS, respectively.

{c) Alter the definition of pacticipation such that an individual enrolled half-time in & degree-
granting post-secondary educational institution who was making satisfactory academic
progress {(as defined by the Higher Education Aet) and whose enroliment 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 law)

{d) Broaden the definition of JOBS participation to include participation in attivities other than the

optional and mandatory JOBS services which are consistent with the individual’s employability
plan,

14
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{e) The broadened definition of participation would include participation in the Small Buginess
Adminisiration Microloan Demonsteation program. Asg above, satisfactory participation in the
SBA Microloan program would meet the JOBS participation requirement, sven if the
scheduled hours per week were fewer than 20, (contingent on definition of participation
remaining similar w cureent law)

JOBS Participation for the Not-Phased-In Group

(f) States would be required 1o continue providing services (o a person already participating in
JOBS as of the effective date, consistent with the employability plan in place as of that date,

&) States would be given substantial flexibility regarding JOBS services for persons not in the
Federally-defined phased-in group (custodial parents born sfter 1971), as discussed below:

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

FOBS, but could not apply the time limit to sich JOBS-mandatory persons (a5
opposed (0 volunteers above). In other words, 4 State that defined the phased-
in group as persons born after 1971 could require & person born in 1968 to
participate In JORS, and sanction such an individual for failure to comply, but
that person would not be subject to the thme limit, Individoals (not phased-in)
who met one of the pre-JOBS criteria could not be required to participate in
JOBS.

. States could also require persons in the not-phased-in group 1o participate in 7 c p{;;ci.(_
S —

13. JORBS FUNDING
TTer W

Under currens taw, the capped entitlement for JOBS Is distributed according to the mumber of adult
recipients in a State, relative to the number in all States. State expenditures on JOBS are currently
matched gt three different rates, Stotes receive Federal matching funds, up to the State’s 1987 WIN
aliocation, at & 0 percent Federal match rate. Expendiiures ahove the amount reimbursable at 90
percent are reimbursed ai 50 percens, in the case of spending on administrative and work-related
supportive service costs, and at the higher of 60 percent or FMAF in the case of the cost of full-time
JOBS program stqff and other progrom expenditures (apart from spending on child care, which does
not couns agoinse the JOBS capped allotment and is maiched at the FMAPL  The JOBS entitiemens
(Federal funding) is capped at $1.1 bitlion jor FY 94, §1.3 billion for FY 95, and $1 billion for FY %6
and each subsequent fiscal year.

15
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)

{©)

(d)

{e}

G

The capped entitlement for JOBS would be allocated according to the average monthly
sumber of adult recipients {(which would include WORK participants) in the State relative to
the nuraber in all States (similar to current [aw).

The JOBS capped entittement (Federaly would be set at __ billion for FY 1996, _ billion for
FY 1997 and __ billion for each of the fiscal years 1998, 1899 and 2000, [This capped
entitlement includes funding to cover the cost of JOBS services 1o panticipants from both the
phased-in and not-phased-in groups, an additional amount for services for noncustodial parents
and funding 1o address the cost of providing case managemant 1o (een parents. The level of
the JOBS capped entitlement for the fiscal years afier 2000 would be set by ati;zzsimg for
caseload growth and inflation, ]

The Federal match rate (for each S:ate) for all JOBS expenditures under the proposed law
would be set at the.current law JUBS match rate {dirget program cost) plus five to ten
percentage points, i.e,, FMAP plus five or ten paccentage points, with a floor between 65 and
74 percent {contingent on resolution of State match issues). Spending for direct program
cogts, for administrative costs and for the costs of transportation and work-related supportive
services would all be maiched a1 the single rate.  The current law hold harmiess provision,”
urler which expenditures up 10 & certain level are mmched at 90 pemz would be
elbrminated.

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

EXAMPLE:

A Stato with & §5 million HOBS silotment andd 2 36 miflion stlotmeat from the WORK capped entitiemont {see WORK
FURDING below) can adlocsto $1.1 mililion from JOBS to WORK or vice verss. The State finds that epending on the
KBS prograw is running higher than expocted and 5o it opts to resilocste 5600,000 from WORK 16 JOBS, The Statc
can now draw down up to §5.5 millien, rather than $5 million, in Fedural fanding for JOBS expenditunes. On the
other hand, the State can now reccive anly 35.4 million in Fedem! matching funda, st the highor mte, for spending on
WORK cons.

If the Siates were not able to claim all gvailable Federal JOBS and WORK Rsnding (WORK
cappd entitlement] for s fiscal year, a State would be permitted to draw down Federal funds
for JORS spending in excess of its aliotment,

Funding for teen case management {see TEEN PARENTS above) would be provided not a5 a
set-aside, but as additional dollarg within the JOBS capped entitiement,

16
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If the rate of total unemployment in a State for a fiscal year equaled or exceeded the {total
unemployment rate} rigger for extended unemployment compensation {currently 6.5 percent),
and the State’s total unemployment rate for that fiscal year squaled or exceadad 110 percent
of the rate for either (or both) of the two preceding fiscal years, the State mateh rate for
JOBS, WURK and Ar-Rigk Child Care for that fiscal year would be reduced by ten percont
{not by ten percentage points; £.g., from 30 percent to 27 percent, not from 30 percent to 20
poreent).

SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMENT

Specifications

(a)

®)

15,

‘The State agency would be required to conduct an assessment {in person) of all JOBS
participants and all those in the pre-JOBS phase {.e., all aduit recipients and minor parents in
the phased-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 plan.

This assessment conld be Integrated with the annual AFDC eligibility redetermination,
Persons in pre-JOBS status found to be ready for participation in employment and training
could be assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment, Conversely, persons in the
JOBS program discovered 1o be facing very serious obstacies to participation could be placed
in the pre-JOBS phase. Other revisions to the employability plan would be made as needed.

The assessment would entail an evaluation of the extent to which the State was providing the
services called for in the employability plan, In instances in which the State was found not to
be delivering the specified education, training and/or supportive services, the agency would be
required 1o take steps to ensure that the services would be delivered from that point forward,

TRANSITION TO WORK/WORK

Specifications

{a)

(b}

Persons wauld be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days
(up to 20 days, at Sate option) before taking 8 WORK assignment. The employability plan
would be modified accoedingly. In most cases, the job search would be performed duting the
45-90 days immediately preceding the end of the time limit.

The State agency would be required to schedule a meeting with any recipient approaching the
end of the 24-month time limit at Jeast $0 days in advance of that individual’s reaching the
limit. The State agency would, as part of the 90-day assessment, evaluate the recipient’s
progress and smployability to determine if an extension were appropriate to, for example,
complet 2 training program in which the recipient was currently enrolled (see EXTENSIONS
below). The State agency wouild be required 1o inform the recipient, both in wrhiing and at
the face-to-face mecting, of the consequences of reaching the time limit--the need o register
for the WORK program in order to be eligible for further support, in the form of a WORK
assignmaent,. Recipients would aiso be apprized of the requirement 10 eagage in job search for
the final 45-90 days and of the State’s extension policy.
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States would have the option of providing an additional month of AFDC benefits o
individnals who found employment just as their eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS
participation ended, if necessary to tide them over until the first paycheck.

The State agency would notify the recipient, either by phone or in writing, of the purpose and
need for the 30-day meeting, and the State agency would be required 1o make additional
attesnpts af notification if the recipient failed to appear,

For persons re-entering the JOBS program Gacluding those previously assigned to pre-JGBS)
with fewer than six months of eligibility remaining, the development/revision of the
smployability plan could be considered the 20-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 earfiest possibls date. :

The semiannual sssessment could be treated as the 90-day meeting, provided it fell within the
final six months of eligibility. Conversely, the 90-day assessment would meet the
requirement for an semiannual assessnent,

For individuals who had received an extension to the time limit, a subsequent, similar meeting
90 days prior 10 the end of the extension would not be required, unless the extension were of
unusual duration. : :

Warker Suppart

(b

16.

States would be encouraged to use JOBS or WORK funds (from the capped WORK
atfocation; ses below), to provide services designed to help persons who had le& the JOBS or
WORK programs for employment keep those jobs,

Services could include case management, work-related supportive services, amd job search and
job placement assistance for former recipiests who had lost their jobs. Case management
could entail assistance with money management, mediation between employer and employee
and aid in applying for advance payments of the EITC., Work-related sapportive services
could include payments for licensing or certification fees, clothing or uniforms, auto repair or
other transpoctation expenses and emergency child care expenses.

EXTENSIONS

Specificatiyng

(&)

States would be required 10 grant extensions 1o persons who reached the time limit without
having had adequate access to the services specifisd in the employability plan. In instances in
which a State failed 1o substantialiy provide the services, including child care, called for in the
emipioyability plan, the State would be required to prant an ¢xtension equal 4 the number of
months needed (o complete the activities in the employzhility plan (up to a limit of 24
months). States would be mandated 10 take the results of the semiannual assessment(s) into

I8



®)

©

@

&)

Welfare Reform Specifications Bay 20

account in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. If an exiension were granted
on the grounds of inadequate service delivery, the employability plan could be revised, as
appropriate, at that point, Disagresments about revisions to the plan would be subject to the
same dispute resolution procedures as was the initial development of the plan.

i the State agency and the recipient disagreed with respect to whether services were
substantially provided and hence as 1o whether the recipient was entitled to an extension, the
State agency would be mandated to inform the recipient of her or his right o a fair bearing on
the issue. The recipient would have 10 request a hearing (if desired) at feast 30 days prior ©
the end of the 24-month time Hmit. All hearings would be held prior to the end of the
individual's 24 months of eligibility.

In a fais hearing regarding 2 recipient’s ¢laim that he or she was entitied to an extension doe
to State failure o make availzhle the services in the employability plan, the State would have
to show what services were provided. A recipient would be entitied 1o an extension if the
hearing officer found that the recipient was unable t0 complete the slements of the
employability plan because services, including necessary supportive services, were not
available for a significant period of time. If it was determined that adequate services were not
pravided, an extension would be granted and the recipient and State agency would revise the
employability pian, as appropriate (see above),

Persons enrolled in a structured learning program {including, but act-limited to, those created
urcder the School4oe-Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension up o age 22 for
completion of such 3 program.- A structured lgarning program would be defined as a program
that begins at the secondary sehool level and continugs into a post-secondary program and is
designed to lead to a degree andfor recognized skills certificate. Such extensions would aot
count against the cap on extensions (see below).

States would also be permitted, but nok required, 10 grant extensions of the time limit under

(the circumstances fisted below, up to 10% of all adults and minor parents required to partici-

pate in JOBS, Extensions due to State failure to deliver services, as discussed above, would
be counted against the cap. A State would, however, be rsquired 10 grant an extension if
services were pot provided, repardicss of whether the State was above or helow the 10% cap.

{1} For compietion of a GED program (exténsioa jimited 1o 12 mounths).

{2} For completion of a certificate-granting training program or educational
activity, including post-secondary education or a structured misrosnterprise
program expected to enhance employability or income. Extensions (o
complete a two or four-year degree would be conditioned oo simultaneous
patticipation in a work-study program or other part-time work,

The extension is contingent on the individual’s making satisfactory academic
progress (extension limited (0 24 months),

{9
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(3} For some persons who are learning dissbiad, illiterate or who face language
barciers or other substantial obstacles to employment. This would include a
person with a secicus learning disability whose employability plan to date has
heen designed to address that impediment and who consequently has not yet
obtained the jobs skills training needed to secure employinent (extension not
limited in duration).

The State agency would be required to set a duration for each extension granted, sufficient to,
for exasupie, finish a training program already underway or, in the ¢vent of a State failure to
provide services, 1o complete the activities in (he employability plan.

States would be required 0 continue providing supportive services as needed (o persons whao
had received extensions of the time limit,

A Scate world be permifted, in the event of extraordinary circumsiances, to apply to the
Secretary to have its cap on cxtensions raised. The Secretary would be required (o make a
fimely response to such requests {see Pre-JOBS above},

The Secretary would develop and transmit to Congress (s2¢ PRE-JOBS above}, by a specified
date, recommendations 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 purcent,

QUALIFYING FOR ADDITIONAL MonTHs oF ELIGIBILITY
i

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

Persons who left the WORK program would also be abie to qualify for up to 6 mounths of
eligibility for AFDC benefits/JOBS participation, just as described in {a}.

20



Welfare Reform Specifications May 20

DMINI. TION OF JOB RK

Current law

By statute JOBS must be administered by the IV-A agency. State IV-A agencies may delegate to or
contract (either through financial or non-financial agreements) with other entities such as JTPA 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 participation requirements)
and any actions that involve individuals (including determination of exemption status, determination of
good cause, application of sanctions, and fair hearings).

HHS/ACF makes gramnts to the IV-A agency based on the allocation formula outlined in the statute and
holds the IV-A agency accountable for meeting participation and target group expenditure
requirements as well as submitting all necessary program and financial reports.

Vision

JOBS and WORK would be administered by the IV-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, HHS/ACF would make grants to the administering entity and
hold that entity responsible for submitting program and financial reports and meeting appropriate
performance standards.

In a State that elects to operate one-stop career centers, JOBS/WORK would be required components
of the 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 JOBS/WORK. In the absence of the
designation of another agency, the I'V-A agency would administer JOBS/WORK.,

(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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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 outlining their respective roles in
carrying out JOBS/WORK.

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

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 JOBS/WORK to
the Secretary of HHS.

Upon notification by the Governor of the designation of an entity other than the IV-A agency
to administer JOBS/WORK, the Department of Health and Human Services would make all
grant awards and hold accountable for all financial and reporting requirements the designated
entity,

SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE [V-A AGENCY

No matter what entity has responsibility for JOBS/WORK, the IV-A agency must retain
responsibility for;

0)) 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 JOBS/WORK 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.
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26. OTHMER AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY
Specificati
(a) In States where an entity other than the IV-A agency is responsible for JOBS/WORK, we
propase to give States the flexibility to determine how the following functions are carcied out.

The State plan would have to contain specific information detailing how the State intended to
carry ot these functions,

()] Determining pre-JOBS status;
(2} Graming extensions ta the time limits; and

3y Prov;dmg secondary reviews and hearings on issues specifi cai%y related to
: TOBS or WORK participation. .
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WORK

Current Law

There is o presemt under Tiie IV no work program of the type envisioned here. States are presently
permisted t¢ operate on-the-job training, work supplementation and community work experience
programs as part of the JOBS program (Section 482(e) and 482(f}, Social Security Act, 45 C¥R
250.61, 250.62, 250.63). Regulations, however, explicitly prohibic States from operating a program
of public service employment under the JOBS wnbrella (45 CFR 256G.47).

Visi

The focus of the transitional assistance prograns will be helping people move from welfare o
unsubsidized employment, The two-year time {imit for cosh assistance not contingent on work is pert
of this effort. Some recipieats will, however, reach the two-year time limit without having found a
Job, desplte having participated satisfaciorily in the JOBS program. We are committed to providing
them with the opportunity 1o work to help support their fomilies, The desipgn of the WORK pragrom
witl be guided by a principle central to the reform effort, that persons who work should be no worse
off than those who are not working.

The WORK program woudd make work assignmenis (hereafter WORK assignmenis} in the public,
private and non-profit sectors available to persons who had reached the time limit. States would be
required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments, but would ctherwise be given
congsiderable flexibility in the expenditure of WORK program funds. For example, States would be
permitted to contract with private firms and not-for-profits to place persons in subsidized or
unsubsidized private sector jobs.

The WORK program would take the fézm of u werk-for-wages structure. Participants in WORK
assignments would be paid for hours worked, individuols who missed work would not be paid for
those bours. f

Befinition: The terms "WORK assignmoents”™ and "WORK positions™ are defined as temporary,
publicly-subsidized jobs in the public, private or not-for-profit sectors.

2L ESTABLISHMENT OF A WORK PROGRAM

Specifications

{a) Each State would be requiced to operate a WORK program making WORK assigements
available to persons who had veached the 24-month time limit for AFDC benefits not

vonditioned upon work,

()] A State would be mandated (o make the WORK program available in all areas of the Siate
{where it is feasible to do so} by a specified date,
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22. WORK FUNDING
S ‘ﬁ -
{a} There would be two WORK program funding sireams:;

3] A capped entidement which would be distributed 1o States according 1o the
sum of the average monthly number of persons required to participate in JOBS
{andd subject to the time limit) and the average monthly sumber of persons in
the WORK program in 3 State relative to the number in all States,

2} ©  Aon.uncapped entidement to reimburse States for @ paid to WORK
program participants, which would include wage stbsidies to private, for-
profit employers,

, WhEs
The capped entitiement would be for WORK operational costs, Awhlciz wauld include
expenditures 10 develop WORK agsignments, placement donuses 1o contractors and spending
on other WORK program services such as supervised job search.
(b} A State would receive matching funds, up w the amount of the capped allocation, for
. expenditures for WORK operational costs at the WORK match rate, which would be set at the
sarne level as the JOBS match rate~the current law JOBS match rate plus five to ten
percentage points {contingent on reselution of State match issues). For expenditures on wages
t¢ WORK participants, including wage subsidies to private employers, a State would be
reimbursed at its FMAP,
EXAMPLE:  State A's alfocation {annual} from the capped WORK entitlement for FY 99 §s
§1.5 million. The State’s WORK {and JOBS) match rate is 75 percent and its
FMAP is 50 percent. The State spesds a total of 35,2 wsillion on the WORK
program~51.6 million to develop the WORK assignments, make performance- ..
based payments to placement contractors, and provide job search services and
$3.6 miliion on wage subsidies to private employers and wages for WORK
pacticipants 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 gllocation 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
State would be reimbursed at the FMAP, for $1.8 million in Federal dollars
from the uncapped stream and a total of $3 million in Faderal matching funds.
€ The WORK capped entitlement would be set st million for FY 1998, __ billion for FY

1999,  billion for FY 2006, __ billion for FY 2001 and __ billion for FY 2002. {The
capped entitlernent would cover the operational cost of providing WORK assignments 1o all
persons who had reached the two-year time limit and an additional amount for work
opportunities for noncustedial parents, The level of the capped entitienient for the fiscal years
after 2000 would be set by adpusting for caseload growth and inflation. ]
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As discussed above (see JOBS FUNDING), a State would be permitted to reallocate up to 10%
of the combined total of its JOBS and WORK allotments from its JOBS program to its WORK
program, and vice versa.

If, as describad in JOBS FUNDING, the States were not able to claim all available Federal
JOBS and WORK funding (WORK capped entitlement) for a fiscal year, a State would be
permitted to draw down Federal funds for WORK spending for operational costs in excess of
its allotment from the capped entitlement.

As discussed in JOBS FUNDING above, if the rate of total unemployment in a State for a fiscal
year equaled 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 fiscal years, the
State match rate for JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Care for that fiscal year would be
reduced by ten percent.

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;

L 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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Linrrs on SussiomEs 1o EMruovess

(a)

{b)

25.

@

®

(©)

(d)

An individaal could hold 2 particular WORK assignment (i.¢., the WORK subsidy could be
paid} for no more than 12 months, Ideally, afler the subsidy ended, the employer would
retain the WORK participant in unsubsidized employment.

The Secretary may adopt, as pecessary, regulations o assure the appropriate use of the wage
subsidy {e.g., 1o prevent fraugd and abuse),

COORDINATION
13

The agency administering the WORK program would be required to eoordinate delivery of
WORK services with the publie, private and not-for-profit sectors, including local
government, large and small businesses, United Ways, voluntary agencies and community-
based organizations. Particular attention should be paid to involving the breadth ¢f the
community in the development of the WORK program in that locality.

The State would be required to designate in the State plan, or describe & 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 gither an existing or 3 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 potentiad
WORK assignments and opportunities for movement into unsubsidized employment, and to
develop methods to ensure compliance with the requirements relating to sondisplacement and
working conditions. WORK advisory boards would have to include union and private, public
(including local government) and sot-for-profit (including CBOs) sector represemation,

States would have to establish a process by which local WORK advisory boards could submit
comments regarding the development of the State plan,

The WORK agency would be required to include in the State plan 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 not-for-
profit sectors, including efforts supported by the Corporation for National and Comimunity
Service. .
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26. RETENTION RECORDS

Spesificati

{a) States would be required 1o keep a record of the rate at which employers {public, private and

not-for-profit) retained WORK program participants {after the subsidies ended). Similarly,
States would be mandated to monitor the performance of placement firms.

27, KNONDISPLACEMENT

&) The assignment of a participant to a subsidized job under the WORK program would oot -

) result in the displacement of any qurrently employed worker, including partial
displacement such ay a reduction in the hours of non-overtime work, wages or
employment benefits; :

{2} impair existing contracts for services or collective bargaining agreements;

{3} infringe upon the prdmti&naz oppartunities of any currently employed
worker; :

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

() any other persen is on layoff, on strike or has been locked out from,
or has recall rights 10, the same or a substantially equivalent job or
position with the same employer, or
) the employer has terminated any regular employee or otherwise
reduced its work force with the effect of filling the vacancy so created - @
with such participant; or

{5) result in filling a vacancy for a position in a $tate or local government agency
for which State or local funds have heen budgeted, unless such agency has ‘
been unable to fill such vacancy with a qualified applicant through such @
agency’s regular employee selection procedure during a period of not less than r
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 nondisplacemsent requirements described in this section of the
specifications,
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{FRIEVANCE, ARBITRATION AND REMEDIES

. 4
E

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 1o wages, benefits
or working conditions described in these specifications.

Hearings on any grievance filed pursuant to the provision above would be conducted within
30 days of the filing of such grievance. Except for complaints alleging fraud or criming
activity, a grievance would be made not 1ater than one year alter the date of the alleged
occurrence.

Upon receiving a decision, or if 60 days has elapsed without & decigion being made, &
grievant may do either of the following:

1) fite 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, \

Arbiteation

{d)

€

0

®

In accordance with the appeal/arbitration provision above, on the occurrenge of an adverse
grievance decision, or 60 days after the filing of such grievance if no decision has 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
interesied parties, .

If the parties could not agree on an arbitreator, the Governor would appoint an arbitrator from
a list of qualified arbitrators within 13 days of receiving a request for such appointment from
one of the parties t© the grievance,

An arbitration proceeding conducted as deseribed here would be held not later than 45 days
afler the request for such arbitration, or if the arbitrator were appointed by the Governor {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
procesding.

The cost of the arbitration proceeding conducted as described here would in general be
divided evenly between the parties to the arbitration. If a grievant prevails tn such an
arbitration procesding, the party found in viclation would pay the total cost of such
progeeding and the altorney’'s fees of the grievant.
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{h) Suits to enforce arbitration awards under this section may ba brought in any district court of
the United States having jurisdiction over the partigs, without regard to the amount in
controversies and without regard to the citizenship of the parties.

Remedies

{h Remedies for a grievance fild under this section include -

{1 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 employes to the position held by such employee
prior 1o displacement;

) payment of lost wages and benefits of the displaced employes;

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

¥)) such equitable relief as is necessary o correct a violation or to make a
displaced employee whole. '

29, CONSULTATION WiTH LABOR ORGANIZATIONS

ifigati

{a) Where a labor organization represents a substantial mumber of employees who are engaged in
similar work in the same area as that proposed to be funded under this pant, an opportunity
would be provided for such organization to submit comments with respect to such proposal.

30, WORK Evtaipiniry CRITERIA AND APPLICATION PROCESS

tficati

{a} Recipients who had reached the two-year time Himit 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.

)  States would be mandated to describe the WORK program, including the terms and conditions

of participation, to all cecipients at least 90 days before they were slated to reach the 24-
month time limit {se2 TRANSITION TO WoORK/WORK above). Recipients who had reached the
24-month thne limit would be required (o register for the WORK program n order to be
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eligible for either a WORK assignment or far AFDC benefits while awaiting a WORK
position {see ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMEMNTS/INTERIM ACTIVITIES below),

(¢) States would be required to establish an application/registration procsss for the WORK
progeam. The application/registration process would in general include an assessment for the
purpose of matching the participant with a WORK assignment which the individual hasg the
ability to perform and which will assist him or her in securing unsubsidized employment,

The agency would be expected ¢ 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 she followed the application procedure.

d} Only one parent in an AFDC-UP family would be required (o participate in the WORK
program. States would, hbowever, have the option of requiring both parents to participate,

{2 An individual who bad exited the system afer having reached the time limit oc after having
entered the WORK program, but did not yet qualify for any additional months of AFDC
benefits/JOBS participation (see QUALIFYING FOR ADDITIONAL MONTHS OF ELIGIBILITY
shove} would be permittsd to enroll, or re-enroll, in the WORK program,

EXAMPLE:

A WORK program pesticipant finds a private soctor job sod Jeaves the WORK program, but is Iaid off sfier just aso
wmonth, before qualifying for any months of AFDC bunefits/JOBS partivipation (s abovel. This person would be
«lipible for the WORK progras,

© States would be required, for ;iéz‘sans in WORK assignments, to conduct a WORK eligibility
determination {similar 0 an AFDC eligibility determination in all respects, except that WORK
wages would not be included in countable income; see below) on a semiannual basis. If the @
circuinstances of an individual in a WORK assignment changed {e.g., increase in earned
income, marriage) soch that the family were no fonger eligible for AFDC, the participant
would be permitted to remain in the WORK assignment until the semiannual redetermination.
An individual found to be ineligible for the WORK program as of the redetermination,

~ howsver, would not be permitted to continue in 3 WORK assignment. Persons found to be

ineligibie for the WORK program would niot have access to a WORK assignment, other
WORK program services or 1o the AFDC benefits gwwded to persoas 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.

31



3t

Waifare Reform Specifiestions May 24

ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIOMNMENTS/INTERIM ACTIVITIES

Specifications

£

(b3

©

CF

(e}

()

The entity administering the WORK program in 3 locality would be reguired {0 kegp an
updated tally of all WORK registrants awaiting WORK assigmments {(as opposed to, for
example, WORK participants who had been referred to a placement contractor). WORK
positions would not be aliocated strictly on a first-come, first-served basis. An individual
whose sanction period had just ended would be placed in 2 new WORK assignment as rapidly
as possible, Among other WORK participams, persons new 10 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 50 as to maximize the chance of a successful placement, provided that the
alfocations were made in & non-discriminatory manner.

States would have the option of requiring persons who were awaiting WORK assignments to
participate in other WORK program activities {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 assigament 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 would be required to provide child care and other supportive 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 alternate WORK activity) would receive AFDC benefits,
provided that the individnal were complying with any applicable requirements (as described
above),

Participants who left a WORK assignment for good cause (see SANCTIONS below) would be
placed in another WORK assignment or enrolled in an interim or alternate WORK program
activity {e.g., job search until 2 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 IV-A
agency, the IV-A agency would still be responsible for AFDC benefits to families described
in HI(d), Stares would not be permitted o distinguish between such families and other AFDC
recipients with respect to the determination of eligibility and caloutation of benefits~—States
coutd not apply a stricter standard or provide a lower leve! of benefits to persons on the
waiting hst,
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HOURS OF WORK.

Specifications

(a}

33.

States would have the flexibility to determins the number of hours for each WORK
assignment, The number of hours for a WORK assignment could vary depending on the
nature of the position. WORK assignments would have {0 he for at teast an average of 15
hours per week during 2 moath and for no more than an average of 35 hours per week during
a month,

Each State would be required, to the extent posgible, o set the hours for WORK assignments
such that the average wages from a WORK assignment represented at lzast 75 percent of the
typical AFDC henefit for a family of three in the State. This would be a State plan
requirement.

BARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION

Snesifications

(3)

@)

(<)

34,

In instances in which the family income, net of work expeases, of an individual in 2 WORK
assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that size, the individual and

hisfher family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to leave the family no worse

off than a family of the same size on assistance {with no carned income),

The earnings supplement would be in the form of either AFDC or a new program identical to

AFDC with raspet to the determination of eligibility and calculation of benefits, The level of

the carnings supplement would be fixed for 6 manths., The level of the supplement would not 7
be adjusted either up or down during the G-month period due to changes in earned income or :
to non-permanent changes in uncarned income, provided the individual remained in the

WORK assigament.

The work expense disregard for the purpose of calculating the earnings supplement would be i

set at the same level as the standard $120 work expense disvegard. States which opted for N{}
more genercus earnings disregard policies would be permitted but not requirad to apply these /
policies to WORK wages.

TREATMENT OF WORK WAGES wiTH RESPECT TO BENEFITS AND TAXES

Specifications

@

(b)

Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned income with respect to Federal and
Federal-State agsistance programs other than AFDC (e.g., food stamps, Medicaid, public and
Section 8 housing).

Participants in WORK assignmends and their families would be treated ag AFDC recipients
with respact 10 Medicaid elegibility, 1.e., they would be categarically eligible for Medicaid.
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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, gither by
the empleyer or by the entity administering the WORK program {or theough another method),

Earmings from WORK positions would not be treated a5 sarned income for the purposs of
caloulating the Earned Income Tax Credit.

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

To the extent that a State workers® compensation law were applicabls, workers' compensation
in gecordance with such law would be available with respect to WORK participants, To the
extent that such law were not applicable, WORK participants would be provided with medical
and accident protection for on-site injury at the same level and to the same extent as that
vequired under the relevant State workers’ compensation statute,

WORK program funds would not be available for contributions 1o 8 retirement plan on behalf
of any participant,

With raspedt to the distribution of child support, WORK program participants would be
freated exactly as individuals who had reached (he time limit and were working in unsubsid-
ized jobs meeting the minimum work standard, In instances in which the WORK. program
participant were receiving an earnings suppiement in addition to WORK program wages, child
support would be treated just as it would for a family receiving AFDC benefits (generally, a
$30 pass-through, with the IV-A agency retaining the remainder to offset the cost of the
earnings supplement). -

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES/WORKER SUPPORT

States would be required to guarantee child care for any peeson in 8 WORK agsignment, ag
with JOBS program participants under current law (Section 402{g){1}, Social Security Act).
Similarly, States would be mandated 10 provide other work-related supportive services as
needed for participation in the WORK program (as with JOBS participants, Section 402(2)(2},
Social Security Act).

States would be permitted to make supponive services available 10 WORK participants who
were engaged in approved education and tratning activities in addition 10 3 WORK assignment
or other WORK program activity. In other words, a State could, but would not be required
10, provide child care or other supportive services to enable 2 WORK participant to, for
examaple, also take a vocational education course at 2 community college.

34



36,

Welfare Reform Specifications May 20

WAGES AND WORKING CONDITHONS

Specifications

()

®)

(¢}

(d)

(&

®

Pasticipants employed under the WORK program would be compensated for such employment
in aceordance with appropriste law, but in ao event at a rate less than the highest of-

{1) the Federal minimum wage specified in section 6Q)(]} of the Fair Labor Standards A of
1938;

{2) the rate specified by the appropriate State or local minimum wage law,

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

Except as otherwise provided in these specifications, participants emploved under the WORK
program would be provided benefits, working conditions and rights at the same level and 1o
the same extent as other employees of the same employet performing the same type of work
and having similar employment tenure with such employer.

Employers would be permitted but not reqquired to pmvidé health insurance coverage to
WORK participants.

All participants would be entitled to 2 minimum number of sick and pecsonal leave days, to
be established by the Sacretary, These would be provided by the employer, if they were
provided to other comparable {38 described in attached draft) employees (employers may offer
more days). The agency administering the WORK program would be required to design a
method of providing the minimum number of sick and personal days to WORK participants
whose gmployers did not provide such 2 minimum sumber, A person in 2 WORK assignment
who becomes il and exhausts her\his sick leave, or whose child requires extended care,
would be placed in pre-JOBS if Sihe meets the pre-JOBS criteria,

A parent of a ¢hild conceived while the parent was in the WORK program (and/or on 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).

Health and safety standards established under State and Federal law that are otherwise

applicable to the working conditions of employees would be equally applicable to the working
conditions of WORK participants,
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37. SaANCrioNs/PENALTIES (JOBS anD WORK)
Current Law (JOBS)

The sanction jfor the first nstance of failure 1o parsicipate in JOBS as required {or failure o accept @
private sector job or other sccurrence of noncompliance) ls the loss of the non-compltiant Individual's
share of the granst unil the failure to comply ceases. The same sanction is imposed, bt for a
minimum of 3 monhs, for the second failure 1o comply and for a minimum of 6 months for all
subsequent Instances of non-compliance. The State, however, cannot sanction an individual for
refusing to accep an offer of employment, if thar employment would result in a net loss of income for
the family.

For sanctioned AFDC-UP families, both parents’ shares are deducted from the family’s grant, unless
the second parent is participating in the JOBS program,

Specifications
JOBS Sanctions

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

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

(i) A process whereby recipients are notified, prior to the issuing of a sanetion notice,
that they are in apparent violation of a program requirement and that they have 10
days 10 contact the State agency to explain why they were not out of compliance or 1o
indicate their intent 1o comply, Upon contact from the recipient, the State agency
would attempt 10 resolve the issue and would Rave option of not imposing the
sanction.

() Program Imeractions:

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 apainst the 24-month time limit.

{c} The sanction for refusing a job offer without good cause would be changed from the current
penalty {vemoval of the adult from the grant) to loas of the family’s entire AFDC beaefit for 6
months oc 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
Sancrions below); the definition would encompass the criteria in current regulations (CFR
250.30}.
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{&) Change the statate such that for sanctioned AFDC-UP families, the second parent’s share of
the benefit would not also be deducted from the grant, unless the second parent were alse
required 10 participate in JOBS and were similarly non-compliant,

(e) States would be required to conduct an evaluation of any individual who failed to care a first
sanction within 3 months or received a second sanctien, o order to determine why the parent
. s not complying with the program requirements. Followiog such an evaluation, the State
would, if necessary, provide counseling or other appropriste support services to help the
recipient address the canses of the nonwcompliance.

Ineligibility for a WORK Assignment

() Persons may be declared ineligitite for a WORK assignment due to willful misconduct related
to the program, Misconduct would include any of the following, provided good cause does

not exise:

i Failure 1o accept an offer of unsubsidized employment;

ii. Failure to accept 3 WORK assignment;

iil. Quitting a WORK assignment;

iv, Dismissal from 2 WORK assignment;

v. Failure to engage in job search or other required WORK ac:zvzzy {see ALLOCATION OF

WORK ASSIGNMENTS/INTERIM ACTIVITIES above).
(g)  The Secretary would establish regulations defining good cause for each of the following:

i, Refusal to Accept an Offer of Unsubsidized Employment or 8 WORK Assigament
or ta Participate in Other WORK Program Aclivity. Such definstion would
include the reasons provided in 45 CFR 250,35 for refusal o ;zmzaz;;aze in a required
JOBS activity or (0 accept emplioyment,

i, Quitting o WORK Assignment or Unsubsidized Job, These regulations would
include the provision that an employee must notify the WORK agency upon quitting a
WORK assignment,

i, Dizmissal from o WORK Assignment. The regulations would allow a State, subject
to the approval of the Secretary, 1o apply in such insiances the definition of
misconduct utilized in its unemployment insurance program. (A IV-A agency might be
allowed 10 contract with the State U hearing system 1o adjudicate these cases.)

h) A WORK participant would be notified of the ageacy’s intent to impose & penalty and would
have a right to request a hearing peior to the imposition of the penalty. The Secretary would
establish regulations for the conduct of such hearings, which would include setting time
frames for reaching decisions (e.z., 30 days from date of request for hearing). A State would
be permitted 1o follow the same procedures it utilizes in hearings regarding claims for
unemployiment compansation,
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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
program activities on the sume grounds {e.g., bedridden due 10 illness) claimed as causs for
the ariginal alleged misconduet would not constitute a second oceurrence of potential
misconduct,

Penalties kmposed would be as follows:

i

it

Refusal te Accept an Offer of Unsubsidized Employment. A WORK participant
who furns down an offer of an unsubsidized iob without pood cause would be
ineligible for 2 WORK assignment, and the family incligible for AFDC banefus, fora
period of & months (consistent with the JOBS sanction for refusing a job offer). Such
an individual woukd be eligible for services, such as job search assistance, during this
period.

Quitting, Dismissal from or Refusal to Accept a WORK Assignment without
tzaod Couse. A person who quit a WORK assignment without good cauge, who was
fired from a WORK assignment for misconduct related to the job, or who refused to
take an assignment withont good cause would be subject to the penalties deseribed
below.

For a first occurrence; The family would receive 50% of the AFDIC 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 3 WORK
assignment, whichever s sooner.

For a second occurrence: Fifly percent (50%) reduction in the family’s grant for 3
months, The individual would not be cligible for a WORK assigament during this
peripd-this penalty would not be curable upon acceptance of 8 WORK assignment,

For g third occurrence; Elimination of the family’s grant for 2 period of 3 months.
As with 2 second occurrence, the individual would not be eligible for a WORK
assignment during this period,

For a fourth and subsequent occurrence: Same s the penalty for a thivd occurrence,
except that the duration would be no less than 6 months.

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

Refusal to Participate in Job Search or Other Required WORK Program

Activity. An individual who refused to participate in job scarch (e.g., following a
WORK assigament] ot other required WORK program activity would be subject to
the same penalty #s persons who quit or were fired from WORK assigements, with
each refusal to be contidered one geourrence. M such a refusal constituted the first
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seourrence, 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
gause voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met the minimum work standard {e.g2.,
20 hours ner week) would not be eligible to register for the WORK program for a
period of 3 months following the quit.

All penalties {any occurrence, first or subsequent) would be curable upon aceeptance of an
unsubsidized jobs meeting the minimum work standard. In other words, a sanctioned
individual who 00k an uesubsidized job meeting the minimum work standard would be
treated exactly the same as an unsanctioned individual with respect to calculating the earnings
supplemment. If the family’s income, net of work expenses, were lower than the AFDC geant
for a family of that size, the family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to make
up the difference (see EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION above). Such an individual would still
not, however, be ¢ligible for 2 WORK assignment during the penalty period {e.8., six months
for refusal to take an unsubsidized job, three months for 2 second ocourrence of another type
of miscondact),

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 the family, provided they were otherwise
qualified, would still be eligible for other assistance programs, including food stamps,
Medzcazd and housing assistance.

The Statf: would be required, upon a second penalty, to conduct an intensive evaluation of the
participant and the family to ascertzin why the individual is not in compliance and to
determine the appropriate services, if any, to address the presenting issues, The evaluation
would inchude, when appropriate, a Child Protective Services abuse and neglect investigation.
The WORK administering agency eould, as a result of the evaluation, decide, for example,
that the parent should be slaced in pre-JOBS or that he or she should receive intensive
counseling.

Yo SEARCH

eoifications

{a)

WORK program participants would generally be required to engage in job search at the
conclusion of 3 WORK assignment or while otherwise awaiting a WORK assignment or
enroliment to a WORK program activity serving as an alternative to a WORK assignment (see
ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS/INTERIM ACTIVITIES]. The mumber 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 1o be promuligated by the Secretary.
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The State could also require WORK participants to engage in job search while in @ WORK
assignment, provided that the combinad hours of work and job search did not exceed an
average of 3§ per week and the requirement was consistent with regulations (0 be promulgated
by the Secretary. The number of hours for job search would be the expected time to fulfill
the particular job search requirement, i.e., if 2 WORK pasticipant were expected 10 make 5
comtasts per week, the number of hours of job search would be the estimated number of hours
neaded to make the contacts.

TIME LIMIT ON PARTICIPATION N FHE WORK PROGRAM

Specifications

(&

&

€

Individuals would be Jimited 1o 3 maximum of 12 months in any single WORK assignment,
after which they would he required to perform supervised job search (for a period of time to
be sef by the State} prior 0 placement in another WORK assignment,

States would be required 10 conduct 3 comprehensive assessment of any person who had

completed two WORK assignments or who had been in the WORK pragram for two years. A

State could, following the reassessment, 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 (i.e., ineligibility for 2« WORK assignment). Such penaities could only be imposed

in the event of misconduct relatex to the WORK program {see SANCTIONS/PERALTIES sbove), ~ND

For example, an individual judged o be job-ready would be reguired to take a new WORK
assignment, while a participant found to be in need of further training In order 1o obtain
unsubsidized employment could be returned o the JOBS program for a Hmuaed period.

The eriteria for placing WORK participants in the pre-JOBS phase would be identical 10 the
pre-JOBS criteria for persens who had 0ot yet reached the two-year tims limit {(see Pre-JOBS
above). Persons who were assigned o 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, except that if the condition necessitating
placement in pre-JOBS ended, they would enter or re-¢nter the WORK program, rather than
the JOBS program.  Adalt recipients placed from the WORK program into pre~-J OBS would
count against any relevant cap on the number of pre-JOBS placements {(see Pre-JOBS ahove),
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ENHANCING RESPONSIBILITY AND OPPORTUNITY FOR NON-CUSTOOIAL PARENTS

Yision

Issues concerning child suppost enforcement and issues converning non-custodial parents cross-cut to
a great degree. The well-being of children who only live with one parent will be enhanced if
emoiional and financial support were provided by both of their parents. There are many reasons that
such support is not provided, Inﬁe 28 non-custodial parents are unwilling to provide financial
support. Proposed improvementstin ke child support enforcement system will reduce such willful

dental of financial support. M_W.v\ Apt, }f'

Other parents have inadequare skills and resources to provide adequate support for thelr children.

These parents are often part of the growing number of workers with low and very fow incomes,

Young workers, ihe less well-educated, W@Eesm@mw disproportionately borne the [ NC
brunt of the economic changes of the past few décades. Theve parents weed help in obtaining skills

and jobs which will kelp them meet their financlal child support responsibilities.

Finally, some non-custodial parents have difficulty anderstanding their rights and responsibilities as N©
parents, because they had missing or Inadequate role models when they were children, These parents EXRCBES
need programs to help them reconnect 1o a family structure in which they can nurture and support

their children, Strenpthening the non-custodial parent’s involvement with his children {s an important

beginning o strengthening antackment 10 work and a willingness to provide financial support, These

pragrams will Aelp communities and fomilies work together 1o tmprave the well-being of our most

vulnerable chifdren,

As there is not G long track record of research and evaluation on programs for non-custodial parsrs,
it is envisloned that new programs should be maodest and flexibie, growing only as evaluation findings
begin 1o identify the most effective strategies,

40, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT POR NON-CUSTODRIAL PARENTS :

g;uft&ﬁt LQR

Section 4832 of the Soctaf Security Act (Tile 1V-F) permits the Secretary to firdd demonsirations 16
provide services to non-custedial parents. The Secretary is Hniited af to the number of projects that
can be funded wunder this provision. Evaluations are required. This provision, along with section
1115 of the Social Securly Act, provide the authority for the Parents Fair Share Demonstrations
currently underway.
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Yision

States wotdd be provided with the opiion of developing JOBY and/or work programs for the non-
custodial parents of children whe are recelving AFDC or have child support arrearagey owed 1o the
stae from prior periods of AFDC recelpr. Staes will be given the flexibility to develop different
models of non-custodial parent programs which coudd best address the needs of children and parents
in their state. Evaluations will be required oy appropriote for the options developed by the States.

Rationale

As the child support systems becomes more vigorous in ity pursidt of financial support for all children,
recogaition needs 1o be given (o the fact thar some fathers are az poor as the mothers and children NO
who are receiving AFDC. These parents need (o be pmvfded with oppartanities to fulfill their role as

Jinanciol providers for their children. /J

There is evidence that one of the primary reasons for non-support by some non-custodial parents is

unemployment and underemployment. In a recent GAQ report evidence was presented that abour 29 »
percent of non~custodial fathers under age 30, many of whom were non-marital fathers, had income -~ | ¥
below the poverty level for one or no income atf all. It will be difficult for these fathers to contribute J’““;Nu—
mich to the financial suppore of their children withow additional basic education, work-readiness and {?{'2 ot
Job training which would enhance their earning capacity and job security.

Specifications

(3} A State could spend up to 10 percent of its JOBS funding and WORX funding {allotment from
the capped entitlement) for training, work readinegss, and work oppartusities for non-custodial
parents. The State would have complete flexibility as to which of these funding streams
would be tapped.

i. State option must be specificaily approved by the Secretary,

ji. Additicnaily, States may submit an application o the Secretary (0 condugl a8 random
asstgnment evaluation of s non-custodial program.

iii. Parenting and peer support gervices offered in conjuntion with other employment-
retated services are eligible for FFP. )

iv, A State could, for example, provide services © non-custodial parents

through the JORS program and a non-custodial parent work program, of through 2
single program.

(b} A non-custodial parent is eligible to participate (1} if his or her child is receiving AFDC or
the custodial parent is in the WORK progeam at the time of referral or ) ifhe or she s
unemployed and has outstanding AFDC child support arrears. Paternity, if not alrcady estab-
lished, must be veluntarily acknowledged or otherwiss established prior to participation in the
program and, if an award has not yet been established, the non-cusiadial parent must be
cooperating in the establishment of a child support award, Arrears do not have 1o have
accrued in order for non-custodial parents to be eligible to panticipate. For those parents with
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no identifiable income, participation could commence as part of the establishment or
enforcement process.

) The state must allow a noa-custodial parent to complete the program activity ot activities in
which he is currently enrolled even if the children become ineligible for AFDC. However, if
the non-cusiodial parent voluntarily left the program, was placed in & Job, or was terminated
from the program, he would have to be redetermined as eligible under the criteria in (b)
above.

(d) States are not vequired o provide ail tie same JOBS or WORK services to custodial and non-
custodial parents, although they may choose to do s0. Particigation in the JOBS program 15
1ot a prerequisite for participation in a non-custodial parent work program. The non-custodial
parent’s participation will not be linked o self-sufficiency requirements or to JOBS/WORK
participation by the custodial parent,

] Payment of stipends for work will he required. Payment of training stipends is allowed. All
stipends are eligible for FFP,

i, Stiperds must garnished for payment of current support.
if. At State option, the child support obligation can be suspended or reduced to the

minimum while the nog-custodial parent was participating in program activities which
did ot provide a stipend or wagpes sufficient to pay the amount of the current order,

fit. Participation in program activities can be credited against AFDC child
support arrears owead the State,
iv, State-wideness requirements will not apply.
41. DEMONSTRATION GRANTS FOR PATERNITY AND PARENTING PROGRAMS
Lurrent Law
None
Yision

This proposal would focus on helping fathers (primarily poor, young, non-marital fothers) understand
and accept their responsibilities 1o nurture and support their children. In the long run, increasing
Jarhers’ auachment 1o thefr children should help in increasing thelr work effort and financial support
Jor their children. Building on programs which seek 10 enhance the well-being of children, such as
Head Start, Heglihy Start, and Family Preservasion, this proposal would facilitate the development of
parenting components aimed specifically at fathers whose participotion in the lives of their children is
often ignored or even wnintentionally discouraged.
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Rationaie

There is considerable evidence that increased poverty Iy not the only adverse affect on children of
Jatherless families. Fathers have an importan role to play in fostering self-esteem and self-control in
children and in increasing and promoting the career asplrarions of both sons and daughiers. Some
clinical researchers and social conumentators belleve that much of the lncrease in violent behavior
among ieenage boys Is ar least in part due to the lack of positive male role-models and supporrive
Jathering in mowy communities. But pood fathering Is especially difficult for the many sien who
themselves belong to a second and 1hird generation of "fatherless ™ fomilies or whose own role models
Jor parenting were abusive or neglectful.

ificati

(&) Demonstration graots wili be made available to States and/or community based organizations
to develop and mplement non-custodial parent (father) components for existing programs for
high-risk families {o.g. Head Start, Healthy Stany, Family Preservation, Teen Pregnancy and
Prevention) to promote respoasible parenting, including the importance of paternity
establishment and economic security for children and the development of parenting skills,

) 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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POSBIBLE WORK FRAMEWORK

The WORK program is an employment program, created to
provide individuals who have exhsusted thelir transitional
assistance the opportunity to work to support their families
until they are abls to find unsubsidized employment. The WORK
program is not a cash benefit program, providing participating
families with a guaranteed income,

1. Application/Eligibility/Effect on Benefity

Application Individuals who exhaugt their transitional
assisgstance are elligible to apply to the WORK program either after
their initial spell on welfare or 1Lf they leave JOBS or WORK and
subsequently re-apply for assistance and have no time left.

Eligibility Individuals who meet the eligibility
reguirements for transitional assistance are eligible for WORK if
they:

+« have complied with the employability plan and JOBS
requirements [di.e., people who have "played by the rulesg”
during the transition -- not been sanctioned for faillng to
take a job or for not participating in regquired activities]

+ have been unable to find an ungubsidized job for 20 hours a
week or morg [depending on part-time work outcome] and

« have not guit a job without Cause {within the last month?7?)
Effect on Benefitas At the time limit, the participant’s

AFDC case is closed. Qther benefits such as Food Stamps would
not rise ko compensate €or tha loss of AFDC,

« Difference from specs The specs envision most WORK
participants having AFDC cases. AFDL would be reduced when
someone is in & WORK assigrmment but would continue to
supplement WORK wages in most cases. People on the waiting
list between assignsents or pending hearings over disputes
with the program would reoeive AFDC as they 4id before the
time limit,

2. Participation and Income in the WORK program

Participation 1In the WORK program, participants will either
be in WORK assignments or be receiving WORK stipends for
designated activities. Eligibility for a WORK assignment would




be for 3-6 months, while eligibility for WORK stipends could be
determined monthly.

Income in the WORK program The WORK program dcoes not
provide a cash income entitlement. People in the WORK program
are no longer receiving AFDC. The program provides participants
the opportunity to earn money -- either wages pald 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 cpen
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 [30-607?] 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, ]



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 ubﬁ“iﬁu
"WORK activities." Legitimate activities might include, for expet—
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 regquire 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.l

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 thelr procedures. The sole requirement
would be that, in order to recieve a WORK stipend, a participant
will have to report having completed required activitiles.

[NOTE: The distinction from the JOBS program is that this is
a "pay for activity" system. There is not an underlying income
entitlement, for which "activity" is a condition. 1In 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
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-1like sanctions for fallure to participate in job
search.




3. Bdministrative Structure and Funding

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

Localities will be required to designate & body with
balanced representation from private, public and non profit
sector as well as unions and comnunity organizationg, to provide
guidance to the WORK program. Localities gould designate
exlsting structures such as the PIC or could cregte 8 new board.

Funding WORK funds will flow from two styeams:s

11 A capped entitlement, distributed {0 states according to the
thelr share of the national JOBS/WORX caseload, intended to
cover the costs of creating and overseeing WORK positions
and of yunning the WORK program, [QUESTION: Should some
measure of state economy alse lmpact the allocation?]

2} An uncapped entitlement {re-channeled IV-A dollars) equal to
the money that would have been paid in AFDC henefits to WORK
participants.

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

State Reguirements The state will be raquired to create a -
minimunm number of WORK assignments in the private, non~profit or
public sector. [This would mest likely be an annual a?&xag&.}

This minimum is egqual 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 84,200, and 2 state gets
$21 million in capped WORK money, their minimum would be 5,000
Jobs.]

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

£
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4. Suspension from the WORK Program/Due Process

Sugpengion 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 agencles 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 Perscons suspended from the WORK program for
these reasons would be allowed to re-apply according to the
following schedule:

. k¥DC
+ One month after the first suspension 5l

« Three months after the second suspension
* Six months after the third and subsequent suspensions Ipuhhugf

» 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 listed 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.

5



+ 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 limited to 12 months.
Job search will be mandatory following each assignment.
Assessment for Continued Eligibility After every two
assignments (regardless of time frame), states would be required

to do a comprehensive assessment of the participant and be
regquired 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 rec.-d
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 avallable. The guidelines
should also ensure that appropriate referrals to other programs
such as SSI are made for those unable to work.



Referrals for Intensive Services The Secretary shall issue
regulations requiring that families found ineliglble 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?]

Fl

6. Wage Supplements

The WORK program would provide WORK stipends tco 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,
l.e., people suspended from WORK, or not receiving wages would
not receive stipends as supplements. We might consider a simple
approach to stipends such as allowing states to match up to 25%
of wages.

EXAMPLE: If a participant used to receive $350 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 $50.]

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

@
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TO: Jerzmy Ben-Ami
Bruce Reed
Kathl Way

FROM: Emil Parker
. Wendell Prinmus
Micheel Wald

DATE: April 19, 1994
SUBIECT:  WORK Specifications

Thank you for sending over the WORK specifications so rapidly. We found them very helpful, We
have 2 number of questions about the specifications; some concern small details which need o be
clarified for drafting purposes. Please call one of us if you have questions about our questions.

1. APPLICATION/BLIHBILITY/HENROT ON BENEFITS

Ellgibiliry
What is meant by "bave compiled with the employability plan?™ Completed 3 training or education
program? Or should i be read as "no history of sanctions within the JOBS program?" Would the

WORK program be expectad 10 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 State does not have the minimum required oumber of WORK participants in assignments?
In such a case, would it not be able 10 provide WORK stipends?

The minimum required aurber of assignments, as currently eavisioned in the specifications, would be
an annual average. Does this language imply that a State would have to be meetiog the minimum at
all times? For example, if a State is below the minimum in one month but has exceaded it for all
previous mouths, would it be permitted o pay WORK stipends during that month?

What would happen if the State wok longer than the set number of days (e.g., 30) to provide a
WORK assignment for a particular individual? Would the person no longer be eligible for 8 WORK
stipend, evea if he or she were participating satisfactorily in the interbrn activity (e.g., job search, job
club)?

At what level would the WORK stipends for people in "WORK activities” be set? At the level of the
AFDC benefit? Higher? Would the WORK stipend in, for example, Alabama, equal the benefit
{3164 for 2 family of three) or the wages from a [5-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 eatity, for example, the State JTPA
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agency, be responsible for calculating the WORK stipend? I not, who would perform the
calculation? The 1V-A agency?

What {s meant by "successfully completing required activities™? For example, let’s ssy a WORK
participant is assigned to job search and is expected to make 10 employer contacts per week. Would
nine contacts he considered successfully completing required activities? Eight? Seven? Would the
Stats, for example, pay 7/10 of the stipend if 7 contacts were made, or would it pay the full stipend
provided the individual more or less did whar was expected?

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

If participanis were required fo report that the WORK activities were completed, would the reports be
verified in any way? If 5o, how extensive would the verification be?

Would child care be provided as nseded for participation in these interim sctivities {e.g., conununity
service of day work)? More generally, what level of resources should the WORK program be
expected 10 devote © these WORK activities?

§f benefits are contingent on an individual’s self-reporting that he or she completed required activities
successfully, under what circunstances would individuals report that they did rot complete the
activities?

4, SUSPENSION FROM THE WORK PROGRAMIIUE PROCESS

Individuals could be found ineligible to participate in the WORK program for quitting an unsubsidized
job without good cause. How would the State determine whether such a quit was for good cause?
What would be the definition of goad cause in this context?

Doss this imply that an individual who leR the WORK program for reasons other than employment
could return 1o the WORK program, while an individual who left for employment but subsequenty
quit could not?

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

5. TIME LIMIT ON PARTICIPATION 1IN 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 bad not beea suspended be declared ineligible for
continued participation in the WORK program due to noncompliance?

The clause before the "Referrals for Intensive Services™ paragraph seems to imply that for an
individual to be found ineligible, he or she would have 1o both be noncompliant and livein an area in
which jobs were avaiiable. Are there any circumstances vnder which a person who had complied
could be found 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 had been successful in WORK assignments be found ineligible on the grounds that he or
she could find an unsebsidized job (e.g., the economic situation in the area was not particularly bad),
while a person who had tried hard but had not been particularly successful in his WORK assignments
be found eligible? How strong would the local sconomy need to be to deny eligibility to persons who
had complied? What is the definition of "local area”™?

6. WAGE SUPPLEMENTS

The paper states that the WORK program would be "authorized” to provide stipends. Does
“authorized” mean “required” in this comext, or could a WORK program decide not to provide
stipends, evea if such 8 decision would Ieave some WORK participants worse off than they would be
oa AFDC?

What, other than not engagisg in misconduct, is meant by “continuing satisfactory participation in
WORK"? What, other than misconduct, would lead to 2 reduction in the WORK stipend?
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ALTERNATIVE WORK SPECS

1. AFDC Ends

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

{b) Individuals who reach the time limit, have complied with

. thelr employability plan and JOBS requirements, and have

been unable to find anq.unsubsidized job are eligible to
enroll in the WORK program.

+ Difference from specs The specs envision most WORK
participants having AFDC cases. AFDC would be reduced when
someone 1s 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. HNature of the WORK Program

-

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

f i,
(b) WORK participants receive income in the form of wages from
their employer wheh 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 1n assigmments, and has more people
in the WORK program than positions or
» to fill gaps of no more than (30?] days during while
arranging an appropriate assignment for a participant.

(b) States may have flexibility 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 actlivities that are egqual to the wages that would
be rgcsived 1f the participant were in a WORK placement,

« Difference from specs The specs envigion peopls on the
waiting list continuing to receive unconditioned cash
assigtance in the form of AFDC, with the possibility of
JORpS~like sanctions for fallure to paxticipate in job
search.

1, Wage Supplements

{a} States may supplement WORK wages, as well as wages from
private, unsubagidized jobs through WORK support payments.

{h}] HWORK suppurt payments may be made sither directly to
participants/recipients in a supplementary check or states.
may use WORK support money to agreate or sanhance state EITCs.
For WORK participants, these payments would be contingent on
continuing satisfactory participation in WORK.

« Difference from specs The specs envigions AFDC continuing
to provide earnings supplementation, Only "willful
misconduct” would lead to the family's AFDC being reduced.

5. Suspenasion £from the WORK Program

{a} There are a variety of circumstances under which individuals
may ke found ineligible to participate in the WORK program
{"Suspended” };

{1} Refusing a WORK assignment or unsubsidized job without
good cause

{2} Quitting & WORK assignmant or unsubsidized job without
good cause

{33 Getting fired from a WORK assignment

{b} The Becretary shall Issug regulations establishing standards
by which WORK agencies shall establish good cauge. These
ghall include physical ability to perform the work, access
to the work site by available transportation, availability
0f ohild care during the hours required, etc.

{c) Persons suspended from the WORK program for these reasons
would be allowed to re-~apply according to the following
sohadule: '

» One month after the first suspension
+ Three months after the second suspension
+ Six months after the third and subsequent suspensionsg

+ Biftrerence from specs .
~  "Sanction® in the specs is approached as a benefit cut:

here it is approsched as eligibility for a government
program, nmuch like, for ingtance, JTPA,



8. Hearings/Due Process

{a)

{b)

9.

(a)
(b)
(c)

{d}

If an applicant is found ineligible, or participant
suspended, for the reasons listed sbove, they may reguest a
haaring to sppeal the determination, %ha WORK agenoay ig
required to hold hearings and make final doterminations
within thirty days of a reguest. FPending the ocutcome of the
hearing, the WORK agency must provide the participant with a
WORK assignment, if available, or with a paid activity.

If there is no finding of good cause at the hearing, the
participant wiil be suspended for the {ime period outlined
above. Excepticn: first suspensions are curable, l.e., if
the participant is found t¢ be subject to a filrst suspension
but is successfully working in & new position, they could be
allowed to remain in the new position.

Difference from specs
- the pesture 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
Jjobs program,

Time Limit on Participation

Individual WORK assignments limited to 12 months.
Mandatory job search following each assignment.

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:

1} Continue eligibility for snother WORK assignment

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

£i4i} Find ineligible for continued participation in the WORK

program,

The Secretsary shall issue guidelines for these assessments

that regquire states 10 examine at least the following
factors: ‘

- the economic situvation In the local ares in which the
participant lives including the unemployment rate and
the rate at which other JOBS and WORK participants are
£inding work

- the individusl’s ability to work as Indicated by
suceess oy problems in the WORK assignments

- the individual's record ¢f cooperation with the
requlrements of the JOBS and WORK program.



These guldelines should ensure that people who have complied
with the rules and live in areas with weak econcmles are not
found ineligible, while finding ineligible those who have
not complied and live in areas where appropriate jobs are
avallable.

{e} The SBecretary shall further issue regulations that require
that families found ineligible for further WORK assignments
are referred to an sppropriate local socisl services agency
for assessment of the children's needs and for consideration
of the appropristeness of possible alternative placements
for them,

* kX * %

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 reciplent should take home.
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WORK

There Is at present nothing in Title IV of the Social Security Act concerning a work program of the
type envisioned here, States are presemly permitted to operate on-the-job training, work
supplementation and community work experiesice programs as pari of the JOBS program {Section
4821{e) and 482(f), Social Security Act, CFR 250.61, 250,62, 250.63). Reguiations, however,
explicitly prohibit States from operating & program of public service employment under the JORS
umbrella (CFR 250.47.

Yision

The focus of the transitional assistance program will be helping people move from welfare 1o
unsubsidized employment. The two-year time limiv is part of this effort. Some reciplents will,

howgver, reach the two-year time limit without having found a job, despite having participated
satisfactorily in the JOBS program. We are committed to providing them with the opportunity to work
o kelp suppors their fomilies. The design of the WORK program will be gulded by 4 principle central
to the reform effors, that persons who work shoeuid he no worse off than those who are not working.

The WORK program would make work assignments (hereafter WORK assigrmenis) In the publie,
private arnd non-profit sectors available io persons wha had reached the time limit for transitional
assistance, States would be required to create a minimum number of WORK assigrments, but would
otherwise be given constderable flexibitity in the expenditure of WORK program funds. For example,
Stares would be permitted to contract with private firms and non-profits to place persons in
unsubsidized private sector jobs.

Befinitiog: Ths terms "WORK &ssignmeﬁts“ and "WORK positions” are defined as temporary,
publicly-subsidized jobs in the publie, private or not-for-profit sectors.

1, ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

[pager forthcoming on the question of which agency would administer the JOBS and WORK
programs af the Siate levell

{a) Each Stats would be %equired to aperate a WORK program which would make WORK
assignments available to persons who had reached the 24-month time limit.

(&  Localities would be required to designate a body with balanced private sector, union and
commuxnity {e.g., community-based organization) representation, such as the local Private
aewigy  Industry Council (PIC), to provide guidance to the WORK program. The extent of such 2
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
administrative eatity for the WORK program,
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o) Fach State would be required to make the WORK program available in all areas of the State
{whers it is feasible 1o do 50) by 2 specified dats.

2. Funping

[See companion paper on WORK program funding.]

3. FLEXIBILITY

(a) States would enjoy wide d'iscretion concerning the spending of WORK. programs 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.

Approaches could include the following:

d Subsidize not-for-profit or private sector jobs (for example, through expanded
use of on-the-ioh training vouchers).

. Offer employers other incentives 1o hire JOBS gradaates,

. Execute performance-based contracts with private firms or not-for-profit
organizations 1 place WORK program participants in unsubsidized jobs.

. Create positions in public sector agencies,
. Support microenterprise and self-employment efforts.

. Employ 2dult welfare recipients ag mentors for teen parents on assistance. °7 é”‘z ‘z;
gﬁﬂ?v‘;
The approaches above would be listed in statute as examplss, but States would not be
restricted to these strategies.

®) States would be required to submit a joint JOBS/WORK plan to the Secretary of HHS (and
possibly the Secretary of Labor) for approval.

4. EAMITS ON SUBSIDIES TO PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYERS

(a)  The WORK program subsidy for a position in a private, for-profit fiem would be limited to { 29 WO
50 percent of the wages paid {0 the participant, Vot , BG- cf,m,...k atnord; ad T e
?%l% {; :i'

(b} For WORK assignments in the privale sector, the wages of a participant could be subsidized
fur no more than 12 months, consistent with the 12-month time Hmit on any single WORK
assignment (see below), I an employer chose to retain a participant after the subsidy ended,
the position would po longer be considerad 2 WORK assignment, but rather unsubsidized
empioyment.
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5. COORDINATION
(a) States would be required 10 coordinate the WORK program with other employment programs,
including the Employment Servige and One-Stop Shopping, 25 well as with the efforts of the
Corporation for National and Community Service.

8, RETENTION REQUIREMENTS

b
&

{a} States would be required o track and monitor the performance of private, for-profit
employers in retaining WORK program participants after the subsidy ended. Employers who
had demonsteated a2 pattern of failing to retain WORK program participants st wages
eomparable to those of similarly situated employees would be excluded from the program,
Prohibited employers would not be eligible for WORK program funds. The definitienof 3
pattern of not retaining WORK program participants would be left to the discretion of the
State (to be described in the JOBS/WORK plan). i

7. NON-DISPLACEMENT

{2) Nonwdisplacement language would be based on current law (Section 484(¢), Social Secucity
Act), except that WORK program participants could be placed in unfilled vacancies in the
private sector, provided the vacancizs were not created by layoffs (H.R. 11 would have
sliminated the restriction on placing Work Supplementation participants in unfilled vacancies
in the private sector).

(b} Anti-digplacement language applying to the public sector would be adapted from the non-
displacement language in the Nationa! and Community Service Trust Act,

8. NUMBER OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS

OPTION 1: A Stare would be reguired tv provide a minkmum average monthly number of WORK
asslgnments.; WORK assignments would be defined as subsidized positions in the {?J
public, private and not-for-profit sectors. The minimum nwnber of WORK %1_
assignmenis for each Srate would be set by the Secretary, based on the Stare’s
aliocarion from the copped pool of funding, The minbnum number of assignmenis
wolldd be set such that each State cotdd meet the standard and still have money from
the capped allocadon available for supervised job search and other strategies (2.3,
performance-based placement contracts with privare firms). A Srate would be required
to generate the minimum number of WORK assignments, regardless of the number of
hours for each WORK assignment (see HOURS OF WORK).

OPTION 2: There would not be a minlruon number of WORK assignmeras for each State,
Instead, the Federal match rate for benefits to families of persons on the waiting list
- would be set substantially lower than the FMAP, 1o encourage States (o generate a8
many WORK azsignments as possibie.
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ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AND APPLICATION PROCESS

Adult recipients who had reached the time iimit for cash assistance and who otherwise met the
AFDC digibility criteria (e.g., income and asset limits) would be eligible for a WORK

assignment, In instances in which the cash benefit to the family did not exceed $100 per

month, the adult recipient(s) would not be required to participate in the WORK program. / %

States would be mandated 1o describe the WORK program, including the terms and conditions
of participation, to all adult recipients at Jeast 45-90 days before they were slated to reach the
time limit for cash benefits-—-at the beginning of the required period of job search. Stafes
would be permitted to establish an application process for the WORK program separate from
tihe application process for cash benefits, but would be prohibited from denying eligible
persons entry into the WORK program, provided they ageeed te coroply with all WORK
program rules and requircments.

States would have the option to apply the work reguirement to only one parent in a two-parent
family--only one parent would be permitted to participate in the WORK program,

An individua! who had left the WORK program but had not earned back any moaths of
AFDC benefits would be permitted to re-enrall in the WORK program. A person who exited
the system upon reaching the time limit, without entering the WORK program, but had not
sarnad back any months of AFDC benefits would 2lso be allowsd to enter the WORK

program.

EXAMPLE:

A WORK program partivipant finds a private swtor job and leaves the WORK progeam, tust ix lnid off after Jost ops
month, before eaming bask say woathe of cash sasistariee (sce JOBS snd Time Limits epecifications Tor dissasston of
the sam-bask provision). This person would &6 oligible for 5 WORK ansigament.

States would he required, for persons in WORK assignments, to conduct an eligibility
determination on a monthly basis. ¥ the circumstances of an individual in 2 WORK
assignment changed {e.g., increase in earned income, marriage) such that the family were ao
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, excesded the level of the benefit, WORK wiges would not be included in countable
income for purposes of determining WORK eligibility. An individual found to be ineligible
while in the midst of 8 WORK assignment would not be permitted to complete that assign-
ment. A person found to be ineligible while not in an assignment would pot be eligible for a
new WORK assignment or for any other WORK program services.

OPTION: Permit States to conduct the eligibility determination on o guarterly of'se i

basis (in addition to ot the conclusion of @ WORK assignment), As above, persons 2\}
Jound 1o be ineligible while In the midst of a WORK assignment world not be able to ﬁ%
complete the assignment.
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Discussion

In instances in which the WORK program were atiministerad by an entity other than
the IV-A agency, performing & monthly eligibility determination for persons who
were not receiving an eamnings supplement could be problematic.  Requiring a
monthly eligibility determination could have the effect of discouraging low-benefit
States, in which many WORK participants would not be eligible for 4 supplement,
from operating the WORK program through an entity other than the IV-A agency.
Monthly eligibility detecminations could also have the effest of pulling individuals
who became ineligible for reasons other than earnings {e.g., a change in houschold
composition) out of subsidized private sector positions which had the potential of
becoming permanent jobs.

ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS/WAITING LISt

Stateg would be required to keep 2 list of all persons seeking WORK assignments. WORK
positions would not oead to be allocated on 3 first-come, first-servad basis, Persons new to
the WORK program would have priority for WORK assignments over persons that had
already held a WORK position, Subject to this requirement, States would be permitted to
alloeate work slots 50 88 to maximize the chance of a successiul placement, provided that
placements were made in a non-discriminatory manner,

The family of a person who was either awaiting a WORK assignment or engaged in another
WORK program activity (e.g., an individual who had bega referred 10 2 placement firm)
would be eligible for AFDC benefits, provided he or she were complying with all applicable
WORK program requirements {o.g., for persons awaiting an assignment, performing
supecvised jobr search). Such persons would include WORK participants who comploted an
initial WORK assignment without finding unsubsidized employment and work participants
whese assigrments eaded prematurely for reasons other than the participant's misconduct (see
SANCTIONS).

In localities in which the WORK program was administered by an entity other than the [V-A
agency, the IV-A ageacy would silll be responsible for AFDC benefits to families described
in 10{c). States would nnt be permitted to distinguish between such families and other
recipients of cash assistance with respect to the determination of eligibility and calewlation of
benefits-States could not apply a stricter standard or provide a lower level of benefits to
porsons an the waiting tist.

WAGES

Participants in WORK assignments would be compensated for howrs worked at no less than
the higher of the Federal minimum wage or any applicable State or local minimum wage law,
States would bave the option o provide WORK assignments which pay an hourly wage higher
than the minimum wage.

gl oot
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HOuRS OF WORK

States would have the Aexibility to determine the number of hours for each WORK
assignment, The number of hours for 3 WORK assigoment could vary depending on the
nature of the position, WORK assigaments would have to be for at least an average of 13
hours per week during a month and for no more than an average of 35 hours per week during
a month.

A State conld, for example, set the same number of weekly hours {.g., 20 or another number
convenient for employers) for all WORK assignments, regardiess of the size of the AFDC (or
equivalent program) grant, and provide an earnings supplement {(see below) such that the
family of a person in 2 WORK assignment would be 1o worse off than 2 family of the same
size on pure cash assistance. High-benefit States might choose to set the mumber of bours per
week at 30 or 35, as opposed to 15 or 20. States could also opt o calculate the sumber of

hours for each participant by dividing the AFDC grant by the miniroum wage (as ueder b
CWEP), providad that the number of hours per week for sach participant was at least [S and .5 T
no more than 35, ks

v
NOTE: The marginal cost of enrolling an individual in a8 WORK assignment would not vary ﬁfﬁ?w‘r
based on the number of hours of the WORK assignment Gince wages would replace cash *
benefits on 3 dollar-for-dollar basis, apart from the work expense disregard}, unless 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,

EARNINGS SUPPLEMENTATION

In instances in which the family income, net of work expenses, of an individual in ¢ WORK
assignment were not egual to the AFDC banefit for a family of that size, the individual and

his/her family would be eligible for an earnings supplement sufficient to leave the family no

worss off than a family of the vame size on assistance (with no earned income). Any wages

jost due to the willful misconduct of the participant shall be presumed to have been received NO
by the family.

QPTION i:  The earsings supplement would be in the form of AFDC benefits, In other words,

WORK wages would be treated as earnings from unsubsidized employmen: for the
purpose of determining AFDC eligibility and bengfits.

OFTION 2:  The Earnings Supplementation program would be separate from AFDC. The program

would be similar to AFDC with respect to the determination of eligibility and benefus,
except that only the families of individuals who had reached the time Himit and whe
-, were either In WORK assignments or who were working at least 20 hours per week NO
(30 hours if no children w:cier?}jn an unsubsidized job would be eligible for the
Earnings Supplementation program. The accounting period for the Earnings
Suppltementation program could be set ¢t & or 3 months, to simplify administration to
sharpen the distincrion between the program and AFDC.
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The work expense disregard for WORK assignment wages would be set at the same level as
the standard work expease disregard (8120 per month). States which opted for more
generous earnings disregard policies would not be required 1o apply these policies o WORK
Wages.

TREATMENT OF WORK WAGES WITH RESPECT TCQ BENEFITS AND TAXES

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, public and
Section 8 housing).

Persons in WORK assignments would be subject to FICA taxes. States would be required to
ensurs that the corresponding employer contribution to QASDI and HI was made, either by
the employer or by the entity administering the WORK program (or through another method).

Earnings feom WORK positions would sot be included in Adjusted Gross Income, and
cansequently would not be treated as sarned income for the purposs of calculating the Earned
Income Tax Credit,

Wages o WORK participants would not be subject to the Federal Unemployment Tax Act
(FUTA}. Quarters in WORK assignments would not count as employment for purposes of
determining eligibility for Unemployment Compensation {UC),

To the extent that a State’s workers™ compensation law is applicable, workers™ compensation
in accordance with such faw would be available with respect (o WORK participants. To the
extent such law is notf applicable, the IV-A agency would be required to provide WORK
participants with madical and accident protection for on-site injury at the same level and to the
same extent as that required under the relevant State workers' cormpensation statute, {by
regulation, as under CFR 251.2)

WORK program funds would not be available for contributions on behalf of any participant to
rexirement systems or plans,

For WORK program participants not receiving an earnings sepptement in addition to WORK
wages {see below), child support collected would be paid directly wy the WORK program
participant. In instances in which the WORK program participant were recetving an zarnings
supplement in addition to WORK program wages, child support would be treated just ag #t
would for a family receiving cash benefits (i.e., & §30 pass-through, with the IV-A agency
retaining the remainder o offset the cost of the sarnings supplement).

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
States would be required to guarantee child care for any person in 2 WORK assignmignt, as
with JOBS program participants under current law (Section 402(g), Social Security Act).

States would also mandated to provides other supportive services as needed for participation in
a WORK position {as with JOBS participants, Section 402(2), Social Security Act),

7

§o0s
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WORK PLACE RULES

Providers of WORK azsignments, whether public, private oc non-profit, would be required to
treat WORK program participants as other antry-level employees with respect to working
conditions and other workplace rules. A State would have the opticn to walve this regquire~
ment for specific employers of WORK program participants, provided that the employer were
complying with all applicable Federal and State taws concerning workplace rules.

All participants shall be entitled to a minimum number of sick and personal leave days, to be
established by the Secretary. These shall be provided by the employer, if they dre provided 9 ?
to other employees of simifar tenure {employers may offer more days). A person in a2 work o
assignment who becomes il and exhausts her sick leave, or whose child requires extended

care, shall be placed in JOBS PREP if he or she meets the eligibility requirements.

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

A participant may request to leave 2 WORK assignment for_good cauge (see SANCTIONS). 7
Participants who left 8 WORK assignment for good cause would be placed in another WORK
assignment or enrofled in another WORK program activity (e.g., job search, ontil a WORK is
available), While awaiting a WORK assignment, such persons would be eligible for cash

benefits.

SANCTIONS

WORK program participants may be sanctioned for wiliful misconduct related to the WORK
program, Miscondact would inchude:

i) being terminated from a job for misconduct;

i} failure to report to 2 WORK job without good causs;

if) quitting 4 job without good cause;

iv} fallure to engage in any requited job search; and

v} failure fo accept an offer of unsubsidized employment without good cause,

A recipient shall be notified of the agency’s intent to impose a sanction and shall have a right

fo tequest a bearing prior to the imposition of a sanction. The Secretary shall establish 7
regulations for the conduct of such hearings, which shall Include setting time frames for

reaching decisions, A S$uate shall be permitted to follow the same procedures it utilizes in
hearings regarding claims for unemployment compensation,

The Secratary shall establish regulations defining good cause for refusal o accept 8 WORK
assignment or an offer of unsubsidized employment, Such definition shall include the reasons
provided in 45 CFR 250.395 for refusal to accept a JOBS assignment, except that a paremt of a
child under 6 would not be permitted to refuse an assignment of more than 20 bours per week
solely for that reason. Accordingly, 2 person would be entitled to refuse an unsubsidized job |
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offer if accepting the offer would result in a net loss of cash income (as under 45 CFR 250,35 £ H©
and Section 402{a) of the Social Security Act).
! “‘(L& V.(L.t;/
The Secretary shai},&{tablish regulations defining good cause for purposes of an employee's
quitting & job. These regulations shall inchide the provision that an employes must notify the
WORK agencyprior to quitting a position. The regulations shall be consistent with the vol.
untary quit provisions that apply to applicants for food stamps.

The Secretary shall establish regulations defining misconduct for purpose of determining
whether a participant who is fired from an assigned job shall be subject to sanction or
returned o the waiting list without sanction. The regulations shall allow a State, subject io
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 system fo adjudicate these cases.}

A person who refuses to accept a WORK assignment without good cause shail be removex
from the waiting list untll the pesson sccepts an assignment or a period of one month, 1
whichever {s shorter. .

A person who turns down an offer of an unsubsidized job without good cause shall be
ineligible for a WORK assignment or the waiting }ist for 2 period of 3 months. AFDC
benefits during this period would be calculated a5 if the job offer had been accepted. When
calculating benefits in this manner for families o sanctioned, the relevant disrggards would

apply.

Ssnctioned families who were otherwise gualified would still be eligible for other assistance
programs, including food stamps, Medicaid and bousing psgistance.

A persost who quits an assigament without good cause or who is fired for misconduct shall be
subject to 3 sanction of '

OPTIONS:
For a first accurcence Jﬂg}m# ?
1. Removal of the adult frem the benefit for 3 shonths. M-

3. A 28% reduction in the cash and food stamp benefit for 3 months.

3. A toss of cash benefits (removal from the waiting list) for a peried of one month,

4, A loss of cash benefits Tor 3 months, with vendor payments for rent and utilities {up
to the level of the grant),

5. Same as #4, exvept thal vendor payments would enly be made to prevent homelessness
or utiiity shut-off,

1a addition to any of the above, the participant could be required to engage in job search
sctivities until 8 new WORK assignment is made,

For g subsequent occurrence
1. A loss of cash benefits for 6 months, with vendor payments as above.
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2. The agency woold do en intensive evaluation of the reasons why the person is having
trouble maintaining employment, and in conjunction with CPS, of the adequacy of care
heing provided the children. The agency could determine that the pareni should be
placed in JOBS PREP, should undergo a period of intensive counseling, or that only an
economic sanction Is appropriate,

Discussion

Choosing the appropriate type and level of sanctions requires determining the purposes that
sanctions are supposed 10 serve, evaluating the potential costs as well a3 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 participant and to provide a general deterrent for other patticipants.
Since imposing sanctions may be very harmful to children, in the extreme resulting in
inappropriate family break-op, it is important not to have greater sanctions than ars necessary
1o achieve these goals. 1t might well be that if an error {5 to be made, it should be in the
direction of protecting the children at the cost of some deterrence rather than vice versa. (If
sanctions do result in more parents performing well at work and thereby increasing their
chances of moving into bigher 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 & deterrent will depend, in part, on the characteristics of the people
who end up in the WORK program, Some participants may be prone t0 "game” the system
and can be influenced by sanctions. But a significant pumber may not easily have their
behavior influenced by the possibility of sanctions, at least during periods when they are
expericncing personal or family crises. It might be that some lapses need to be expected, and
that sanction policy should reflect this, especially since it is not clear that these with poor
work habits are also inadequate parents {and therefore we don’t want to risk family brezk-ug).

Finally, sanction policy should reflect the purposss of the WORK program. If the WORK
program is seen as a way of providing jobs to parents who worked hard to complete the
JOBS compenent but who could not otherwise find jobs, these parents should not be worse off
for acn-compliance than parents in the JOBS component of the program, If the program iz
seen as a last chance for those who failed to perform in the JOBS component, stronger
sanctions may be justified. Conceptualizing the issus as making WORK like the “real world”
may not fead to a different conclusion, since parents fired from jobs in the “real world” are
entitded 1o AFDC, 50 that their children have support,

JoB SEARCH
WORK program participants would generally be reguired to engage in job search at the
conclusion of 8 WORK assignment or while otherwise awaiting 4 WORK assignment of

enrollment in ancther WORK program activity. The number of hours per week and the
duration of periods of required job ssarch would be set by the State,

1¢
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TvE LIMIT ON ?mmmngﬂ IN THE WORK PROGRAM

Indi?iészais would be limited 10 a maximum of 12 months in any single WORK assigninent,
after which they would be required to perform supervised job search for a period of time fo
be set by the Sute,

Thers would be 5o time limit on overalf participation i the WORK program.

States would be required to conduct a comprehensive assessment of any person who had been
in the WORK program for at least two years, A State would be required to take one of 3
actions following the reassessment:

i

it)

i)

Reqquire further job search followed by another placement. This would be for persons
judged currently employable.

Return the person to JOBS, if #t Is determin] that the participant ngeds further
education or training services in order to obtain ynsubsidized employment.

Return the paé‘ticipznz to JOBS PREP, The criteria for plaving WORK participants in
the JOBS-Prep phase would be identical to the JOBS-Prep criteria for persons who
Jhad not yet reached the two-year time limit {see JOBS and Time Limits specifica-
tions). .

Persons who were assigned {0 JOBS-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, sxcept that if the

condition necessitating placement in JOBS-Prep ended, they would enter or re-enter

. the WORK program, rather than the JOBS program, Adult recipionts placed from the

WORK program into JOBS-Prep would count against any relevant cap on the number
of JOBS-Prep placements (see JOBS and Time Limits specifications),

§,¢Ln, It W ?
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Return of WORK PrROGRAM FUNDING

Thig paper attempts to detail the WORK program funding structure that aros from the Tuesday
legistative specifications meeting &l @ mention 4 fow issues associated with such a mechanism.

Allocation Strategy
Thete would be two WORK program funding streams:

1y A capped entitlement which would be distributed to States aceording to the total
number of persons in the JOBS and WORK programs in a State--the average monthly
number of persons required to participate in JOBS plus the average monthly number
of persons in the WORK program (includieg individuals in the WORK program who
were not in WORK assignments),

2 An uncapped entitlement equal to the amount which would have been paid ia benefits
t persons in the WORK program.  For low-benefit States, the amount would be
adjusted to pecmit 8 State to provide 15 hour per week minimum-wage WORK
assignments tn persons in the WORK program.

While there would be two funding streams, a State would be able 10 use money from either stream
both for WORK wages and for WORK operational costs.  Ogperational costs would include
expenditures 1o develop WORK assignments, payments fo placement contractors and spending on
other WORK program services such s supervised job search,

There would either be two match rates, one for the capped entitlement and one for the uncapped
entitlement, or 2 single WORK match rate for both.

If thers 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 expenditures—both operational
costs and wages—-at one match rate, For WORK expenditures in excess of the ameunt reimbursed at
that rate, up 0 a sumy equal o what would have been paid in benefits to persons in the WORK
program, the State would receive matching funds 2t the uncapped pool match rate,

If there were only one match rate, a State would receive matching funds for alt WORK expenditures
at that rate, up W an smount egqual © the sum of its capped allocation and the Federal share of the
amount otherwise pavable in benefits,

EXAMPLE:  State A’s aliocation {anmual) from the capped entitiement for FY 99 is $1.5 miflion.
The amount (Federal and State share) that would have been paid, for FY 99, in
benefits 1o peesons in the WORK progrant turns out to be $4 million. The Sate
actually spends a total of $5.2 million on the WORK program, which includes the cost

of generating the WORK, assigniments, payments to placement contcactors, funding for -

job search services, subsidies to private employers and wages for WORK participants
in the public and non-profit sectors. If there are two match rates, the Stats receives
the ficst $1.5 miltion in reimbursement at the capped allocation match rate and, for

}
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expenditures in excess of the amount reimbursed at that rate, up 10 the amount
otherwise payable in benefits, matching funds at the uacapped pool match rgte. I
there is only one match rate, the State is reimbursed for the full $5.2 million in
spending at that match rite,

If the match rate for the capped alfocation were higher than the match rate for the amount atherwise
payable in benefits, each State would almost certainly draw down the full capped allocation, If the
State in the example above spent $1.1 willion on WORK operational costs and $4.1 million on
WORK wages, the State would still be eligible for $1.5 million {tha amount of the capped allocation)
in matching funds 8t the higher match rate.

A Few Considerations

Eirst of sl thers is the question of whether the “amount that would have been paid in bensfits”
would be equal to the amount that would have been paid in benefits for the eatire year, or only the
amount that would have besn paid for the portion of the year during which the individual was in the
WORK program. 1f it were the Iatter, a State would be severely constrained in using the funds from
the uncapped pool to, for example, make a payment io a placement firm,

Let’s say a State pays a8 placement contractor $2,000 to find an unsubsidized job for an individual ia
the WORK program, The placement firm succeads and the person Jeaves the WORK program after
only six weeks. If the amount payable in benefits were based on the time spent in the WORK
program, the State would receive credit for only six weeks worth of bepefits for that family. The
rapid axit would not free up any Federal WORK. funding to cover the $2,000 payment. If, on the
other hand, the amount were based on an annual measure, the Stare would receive ceadit for ane
“year's worth of benefits for the family, and consequently the rapid placement would free up 10.5
manths worth of bensfits, which could be used 1o fund not only the $2,000 payment but also wagss or
services for other WORK participants. The amount otherwise payable in benefits could also be based
on another measure, such as the average length of time a recipient speads on assistance during any
12-month period {i.¢., if the average Jength of stay were 10 months over a 12-month period, the State
would receive credit for 10 months worth of benefits for the family, meaning that the quick placement
would free up §.5 months worth of benefits),

Even if the uncapped pool were based on the amount that would have been paid in benefits for the
eptire yvear, States might still be reluctant 1o take advantage of the proffersd fexibility to use doflars
from the uncapped pool for services as opposed to for benefits or wages. If a State chose 0 spend
$2,000 from the uncapped poo! on 3 contract with a placement fiem, that would be 52,000 not
available for wages or income support for persons in the WORK program. If such investments did
not pay off, the State would presumably have to make up the shortfall out of 100 percent State funds.
Consequently, States might opt o be rather cautious, notwithstanding the flexibility available under
this funding structare,

Caleulating the amount that would otherwise have been paid in benefits, repardiess of whether it is
defined as the amount payable for time in the WORK program or for the entire year or for some
other peried, would not be a simple exercise. While States currently estimate quartedy AFDC
expenditures in advance and then report actual AFDC expenditures following the quarter, under this

2



o B4/si11/94 14:48 WAe2 B0 6382 DHHS/ASPEAHKY KEL)E

DRAFT 445

structure a State would essentially have to estimate and then calculate the payments that would have
been made, tather than reporting actual outlays, This could prove to be considerably more complicat-
ed than tallying aggregate expenditures.

Maorsover, there is the question of who would handie this complex operation. As it stands now, 4
governor would have the option to designate an entity other than TV-A agency to administer the
WORK program. If a governor elected this option, would the other entity, for example, the State
JTPA agency, perform the benefit calcuiations 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 TV-A agency to handle the calculation?

Persons who, for example, had been referred to a placement contractor would presumably be sligible
for cash benefitg while awaiting placement, as would persoas who wers performing job search
between WORK asssigoments. 1f the cash benefits are 1o be drawn from WORK fonds, 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 caleulations?

Apart from the question of cash benefits, who will handle the momhly eligibility determination needed
to ascertain whether an individea! still qualifies for the WORK program? )

A related question is whether States would be required to meet some sort of WORK participation
standard. If so, would i be a minimum sumber of WORK assignments or 2 percentage measure
{&.g.. B0% of those in the WORK program must be participating)? ¥ it’s the latter, what would
count as participation? Referzal to a placement contractor? Job search? Would 2 State be permied
to assign all persons in the WORK program to services from placement contractors and to job search,
rather than developing any WORK assignments?

Anpther 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 raie be determined? I the WORK maich rate were set above the
FMAP {¢.z., between the FMAP and the JOBS match rass}, the match ate for WORK wages and for
cash benefits (o persons in the WORK program would be higher than the AFDC match rate, If the
WORK march rate were equal 1o the FMAD, the State match for the zost of generating WORK
assignments would be considerably higher than the State match for JOBS spending {especially in the
poorer States) and would present a particularly serious financial burden for the poorer States.



SPECS SECTION

CURRENT DRAFT PROVISION

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION

1. Administrative Struoture

Exact options forthcoming.
Current thinking: State
flexibllity to determine who
Tuns JOBS and/or WORK

Same.

2, Funding

Flexible pocl with both the
benefit and administration
dollars included.

Same. .

3. Flexibilivy: Eligible
activities for WORK
spending

Current draft provides near
total flexibility to states
in providing wozrk
opportunities.

Same.

| 4. Limits on Subsidies to
Private Sector Emplovers

Limit to 50 percent of wages
and 12 months.

7

Permit subsidy of
additional training,
supervision and overhead.

;
%

Be Coordination

Mandate coordination

No comment

&. Retention Requirements

Emplovers who demonstrate a
pateern of failing to retaln
WORK participants would be
excluded from program.

Too shrong, Limit
statutory requirement to
keeping track of retention
rates. Allow states to
decide whether they want to
keep dealing with
particular employers,

7. Non~displacement

No comment.,

8. Number of WORK
assignments

OPTION 1: Mandate states {0
provide a mpinimum number of
slots ~- determined to be
the allocated
funding/average estimated
cost per position

This approach needs to be
fleshed out more, but
should be fine ag long as
it is not a participation
rate.

b.}«smzm Cam, ‘vw.thi mhm.



9. Eligibility Criteria

AFDC eligible; reached the
time limit; AFDC less than
$100/month.

Re-enrollment for those with
no earn-hack.

Monthly redetermination.

After the time limit,
person would no longer
recaeive cash asgsistance.

Eligibllity would be to
enroll in the WORK program
-- not for a cash benefit,

10, Allocation of WORK
asgignments/waliting list

State flexibility, but
newest WORK enrallees must
ge inte a slot not on the
wait 1list.

While on the wailt list,
family recelves AFDC. There
could be reguirements such
as job search, and there
could be JUBS-like sanctions
for those not compiying.

First priority for new WORK
participants sounds right.

No AFDC for wait list.
Ingtead, stetes will enroll
WORK participants in some
other activity for which
thay will be paid a WORK
stipend -- job search, job
club, etc.

In the WORK program, there
would only be payment for
activity, not underlying
guarantee of a cash income.

11. Wages Minimum wage. State option Same.
to go higher.
12. Hours State flexibility to set State flexibility ig fine:

between 15 and 35 per week,

would add condition that
WORK wage must be 75% of
AFDC grant, to raise {igor
for hours in high benefit
states,




13. EBarnings
Supplementation

AFDC would supplement WORK
ag if the WORK income were
regular wages.

Wages lost due to willful
mnlsconduct would be presumed
to be received. Thig alliows
any other loss of WORK
income to be automatically
made up for by AFDC.

States may supplemaent WORK
wages, as well as wages
from private, uvnsubgidized
jobs through "WORK Support”™
paymants.

WORK support payments could
be made either diregtly to
participants/recipients in
a supplamnentary check,
through a state EITC, or
through employers. These
payments would be
contingent on WORK (like
EITC) and not be a cash
entitlement {like AFDC).

| 14. Tragtment of WORK Wages

Treated as income for all
programsg other than AFDC,

Subject to FICA.

In AGL, but not subject to
BITC,

Same,

15. Supportive bBervices

Child care, other supporis
mandated as under JOBS.

Same.

16. wWork Plage Rules

Treat same as other entyy
lavel employees.

Provide minimum number of
personal days.

12 weeks of leave for a new
child.,

May reqguest reassigmment for

good cause.

Employer's work place rules
would apply.

fick leave, annual leave
set by employer.

12 weeks of leave for a new
child.

May request reassignment
fer good cause.

..ﬂ.&cuwh w&.@mﬂ.\ w;»?&)%« ; obe.



17.

Sanctions

WORK participants may be
sanctioned for misconduct
(defined in the specs).

Notice and opportunity to be
heard prior to sanction.

Ald paid pending the
hearing,

Rather than approaching
this ag a sanction against
an cash entitlement, the
approach should be to find
participants ineligiblie

( "suspend them") from the
program £0r the same
raeasons as in the specs.
{How do people get removed
from a JTPA training
program? )

Secretary shall issue regs
establishing standards by
which WORK agencies shall
establish good cause.
These shall include
physical abllity to perform
the work, accessg to the
woric site by available
transportation,
availability of child care,
ete.,

Parsons suspended from the

WORK program would be

allowed to re-apply

acoording to the following

schedule:

« 1 month for first
sugpension

+ 3 months for second
suspension

+ § months for third and
subsequent suspensions




Hearings/lue Process

R S ——

1f an applicant is found
ineligible, or participant
suspaended, they may request
a hearing to appeal the
datermination.

The WORK agency is reguired
to hold hearings and make
final determinations within
thirty days of a raguest.
Pending the outcome of the
hearing, the WORK agency
must provide the
participant with a WORK

asgignment,—if-available, —-

or with a8 paid activitvy.

If there is no finding of
good cause at the heaving,
the participant will he
suspended for the time
paricd outlined above.
Exception: first
suspensions are curable,
i.e., if the participant is
found to be subject to a
first suspensgion but is
successfully working in a
new position, they could be
alliowed to remain in the
new position.

18,

Jaby Separeh

WORK participants generally
reguired to engage in job
search at the conclusion of
& WORK assignment or while
on the waiting list.

Require job gearch after
each assignment., Regulre
paid activity, not
necessarily job search for
others.

e



18, Time Limit on WORK
program

12 month limit on each
srsignment.

Ney limit on overall
participation in program.

Comprehensive assessment
after two years with three
options:

+» gtay in WORK

+ return to JOBS

< send to JOBS PREF

R

12 month limit on each

assignment

After overy two assignments
(regardless of time frame},
states would be requizred to
40 a8 comprehensive
asaensment of the
participant with three
options:

» another WORK assignment

e return-to-JOBS /JOBS-PREP g~

« £ind ineligible for the
WORK program

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

« the economic sitgation in
the local area in which the
participant lives including
the unemployment rate and
the rate at which other
JOBS and WORK @mnwwa%ﬁazdw
are finding work

« the individual’'s ability
to work as indicated by
success o1 problems din the
WORK asgssigrnments

+ the individual's record
of cooperation with the
JOBS and WORK programs.

N MIL. m.nmnﬁw,«? » Lk r&vﬁm.yﬁ

nrk%%% gm¢%&? ﬁf& JON. WG %



20. Referral to Intensive
social Services

No provision

The Secretary shall issue
regulations that require
that families found
ineligible for further WORK
assignments are referred €O
an appropriate local social
services agency.for
agsessment of the
children's needs and for
consideration ¢f the
appropriateness of possible
alternativa placements for
themn.
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Agenda

WORK Program -; Resolve major differences in conception
JOBS/Time Limi# - Complete all decisions

Break :

Loose Ends - Finish any aatstgn&inq issues

Statons Report on Legislative Lanqéaga, Cost Estimates
Break I

state matahiﬁé Rates or WORK - As appropriate

Adjourn
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FROM: Emil Parker
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Michael Wald

DATE: April 19, 1954
SUBIECT: WORK Specifications

Thank you for sending over the WORK specifications so eapidly. We found them very helpful. We
have a number of questions about the specifications; some concern small details which need 1o be
clarified for drafting purposes. Please ¢all one of us if you have guestions about our guestions,

t. APPLICATION/ELIGIBILITY/ERFECT ON BENERITS

Eligibifity

What is meant by “have complied with the employability plan?" Completed a training or education
program? Or should it be read as "no histary of sanctions within the JOBS program?” Would the
WORK program be expected to verify that an applicant to WORK had satisfactorily participated in
JOBS?

Z. PARTICIPATION AND INCOME N THE WORK ProgrAM

WORK Stipends and WORK Acrivities
What if the State does not have the minimum required cumber of WORK participants In assignments?
In such a case, would it not be able to provide WORK stipends?

The mininwm required number of assignments, as currently envisioned in the specifications, would be
an annoal average. Does this language imply that 2 State would have 10 be meeting the minimum at
all times? For exampls, if 2 State is below the minimum in one month but has excoeded it for ail
previous months, would it be permitted © pay WORK stipends during that month?

What would happen if the State toek longer than the set number of days (e.g., 30) to provide a3
WORK assignment for a particular individual? Would the person no longer be eligible for a WORK
stipend, even if he or she were participating satisfactorily in the interim activity (e.g., job search, job
club)?

Al what level would the WORK stipends for people in “WORK activities”™ be set? At the level of the
AFDC beoefit? Higher? Would the WORK stipend in, for example, Alasbama, equal the benefit
{$164 for a family of three) or the wages from a 15-hour per week minimumn wage WORK
assighment ($274)?

If the WORK stipend is eqgual 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 entity, for example, the State I'TPA

bts&ci;t" ?



agency, be responsible for caleulating the WORK stipend? I not, who would perform the
cakenlation? 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 and is expected to make 10 employer contacts pec week, Would
nine contacts be considerad successfully completing required activities? Eight? Seven? Would the ,,,isi««%x;\
State, for example, pay 7/10 of the stipend if 7 contacts were made, or would it pay the full stipend fpegiemt
provided the individual more or fess did what was expectad?
e w50
‘:sc.g., arranging for child care? Would attempting IO
158 be considered completion of the required activity?

What if the activity were work
unsuccessfully to arrange for chi

i E e

If participants were required to report that the WORK activities were completed, would the reports be
verified in any way? If 50, how extensive would the verification be? M=

Would child care be provided as nseded for participation in these interim activities {e.g., community oy Puiemg 24
service or day work)? More generaily, what level of resources should the WORK program be N’ Lo T
expected (o devote to these WORK activities?

If benefits are contingent on an individual’s self-ceporting that tie or she completed required activities
successfully, under what circumstances would individuals report that they did not complete the
activities?

4, SUSPENSION FROM THE WORK ProcraM/DUE PrOCESS

Individuals could be found ineligible to participate in the WORK program for quitting an unsubsidized
job without good cause. How would the State determine whether such a quit was for good cause?
What would be the definition of good cause in this context? Al

Does this imply that an individual who left the WORK program forfeasons oth% than employment
could return to the WORK program, while an individual who left for empioyment but subsequently
quit could rot?

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?

5. TiME LIMIT ON PARTICIPATION B WORK

What is meant by "the individual’s record of cooperation®? Cther than a history of having been
suspended from the WORK program, what would be considered a record of nencooperation? Under
what circumstances, if any, could an individual who had not been suspended be declared ineligible for
continued participation 10 the WORK program due to noncompliance? .
«
The clause before the "Referrals for Intensive Services® paragraph seenss o imply that for an
individual to be found ineligible, he or she would have 1o both be noncompliant gid live in an area in :
which jobs were available. Are there any circurnstances under which a person who had compliad fran wj }“L’
sould be found ineligible? !



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
persan who had been successful in WORK assignments be found ineligible on the grounds that ke or
she could find 20 unsubsidizad job {e.g., the economic situation in the area was not particularly bad),
while z person who had tried hard but had not been particularly suecessful in his WORK assignments
be found eligible? How strong would the local economy neod to be to deay eligibility 1 persons who
had comptiad? What is the definition of "local area™?

&, WaAGE SUPPLEMENTS

The paper states that the WORK program would be "authorized” to provide stipends. Does
"authorized™ mean "required” in this context, or could 8 WORK program decide not to provide
stipends, even if such a decision would teave some WORK participanis worse off than they would be
on AFDC?

What, other than not engaging in misconduet, is meant by "continuing satisfactory participation in
WORK"? What, other than misconduct, would lead to 2 reduction in the WORK stipend?

wopn - iEe et
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%‘\ JOBS AnD TiME Limrrs: Outstanding Issues

@e@mm&m@ Agreenent AN 4
Should all new applicants, or just those in the phased-in group, be required to sign the mutual WAME
responsibility agreement? What about curvent recipients?

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: All new applicants and all recipients undergoing redetermination
would be required to sign the mutual responsibility agreement. Exempting thoss not in the phased-in
group From the mutual responsibility 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 place up to 2
percentage of adult recipients (e.g., 5%} in JOBS-Prep for reasons not covered by the specified
criteria?

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Yes.
Should a madest amount of funding be set aside for services w persons in JOBS-Prep status?

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Yes. In order to make the argument that JOBS-Prep is not another  tse
word for exemption, the proposal will have to take some siep to ensure that States will devote at least Tois +
a minimal amount of time and resourses to persons in JOBS-Prep status. - I there are no participation
standards, setting aside mouney {peesumably at a very high match) is one other way to accomplish this.

The other alteraative i3 to admit openly that everyone will not be doing something and that JOBS- -

Prep statug will be squivalent to exemption,

Teen Parents

Should compreheasive case management services be provided to nineteen-year-old custodial parenis
who had not completed high school or the equivalent, or should such services be provided only
through age cightean?

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Provide comprehensive case management services to all teen parents
who had not completed high school. From the standpoint of the benefits of case management, it is
difficult to draw a distinction between 2 nineteen-year-old teen mother and an eighteen-yesr-old teen
mother i both are stilf in high school,

Jab Search

Should there be an initial job search requirement? I so, what form should it take? Should it apply to
recipients not in the phased-in group?

Option One:  Require all persoas to perform job search from the date of application,

Option Two:  Reqguire all job-ready persons to perform job search from the date of application.
States would have to enroli a certain percentage of applicants in job search,
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Option Three: Same as Options One or Two, axcept that the job-search requirement would kick in
after eligibility determination, rather than aRer application,

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

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: A variant of Option Two--all job-ready persoas would be reguired to
perform job search feom the date of application, 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 statite would send a clear signal about the orientation of the revamped
JOBS program. Due to capacity counstraints, the requirement should probably be applied only {o

phased-in recipients. Wiy e EA{?‘?LUAN?S?

Participation Rates

Should s participation standard for the phased-in group be set at 45%7 What should the
participation standard be for the not-phased-in JOBS-mandatory recipients? What changes should be
made to the definition of participation?

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: The participation standard for the not-phased-in group could be set
fower than the FY 95 20% rate, depending on the cost and administrative capacity constrainis, but
should not be set s fow as o give the appearance that there would be no expectations for the not-

phased-ia group,

The pecformance measures team has bexn discussing participation rates, including substantial changes
in how the rate is calculated, and we need a conerete proposal from that group regarding participation
rates and definitions ASAP.

Earn-Back Policy

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

RECOMMENDED ANSWER: Preserve the policy currently described in the specifications—one f
month of assistance for every four months off, with total months of eligibility not to exceed 24, and N o
no State flexibility (o avoid administrative difficulties when persons move between States), L
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Curreat law

By statute JOBS must be administered by the IV-A agency. State IV-A agencies may delegate to or
contract {either through financial er non-Ninancial agreements} with other entities such as JTPA ©
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 participation requirements)
and any actions that involve individuals (including determination of excmption status, determination of
good cause, application of sanctions, and fair hearings).

HHS/ACF makes granis to the IV-A agency based on the aliocation formula omlined in the statute
and holds the IV-A agency accountable for meeting participation and target group expenditure
requirements 25 well as submitting all necessary program and financial reports,

States currently deliver JOBS services through a variety of structures. It often varies within a state by
county, In general, weifare 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 legisiatures, they
may or may not defiver ¢ase management services themselves, In a fow states such as Florida and
Michigan, Governors have decrsed that JOBS be administered with other smployment and training
programs, In these states, it would appear that & bandful of staff have been 1eft 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 ancther entity,

Vision

JOBS and WORK would be administered by the sume entity. The Governor would designate either N

the IV-A agency or some other entity to administer the programs. [If the Governor degignates an - 2
agency other than the IV-A agency to administer JOBS/WORK, then any plan or other document 0 e ship |

submitted to HHS o operate the program would be joiatly submitted by the administering entity and
the IV-A agemcy.

Based on the Governor's degignation, HES/ACF would make grants 10 the administering entity and
hold that entity responsible for submitting program and firancial reports and meeting appropriate
performance standards.,
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ISSUES
{. The visios:

Our group was charged with developing the "vision™ of the administeation of the JOBS/WORK
program if we gave the Governor the 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 vigion,
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 full administrative
responsibility for JOBS/WORK. 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 JOBS/WORK be administered by the same endity?

At one of the 7:30 meetings, there was general agreement that JOBS/WORK should be sdministered
by the same entity. However, in that discussion it was assumed that it would be the IV-A agency that
administered JOBS/WORK. If our vision is that the Governor s in the hest position to determine
how JOBS/WORK should be administered in the State, should we revisit whether they have to be Frohe,
ini ; “
administered by the same entity?
3. Shouid we require that the erdity selected by the Governor remain the é@ig;mtesi entity for a
specific period of time?

DOL has recommended that we require Governors 1o stay with the same organization arrangements
for at least four years, with some sscape clause for failure o mest performance stasdards,

4. What does it means to administer JOBS/WORK?

For the purpose of answering this guestion, it is important {0 understand the vision of how people
generally would flow through the system. The following lists some key activities that need to be
cacried out, (It is clearly not an exhaustive list, but hopefully it hits on major functions), To the
extent that the same entity administers one, two, or three of these programs, words such as “refer” or
"notify” may be irrelsvant, but the functions still need to be performed. Punctions that are bolded are
those where we think it is not ¢lear that decisions have been made about the logus of that
responsibility. Discussion about some of the areas of uncertainty follows the list,

To administer cash assistance and other aspecis of JOBS/WORK that relate to eligibility, the IV- -
A agency must:

~Provide orientation {perhaps with others}

—Eunter into the mutual responsibility agresment with applicant
--Determine eligibility

~Make AFDC payments

—Notify families of time limits

--Track time limits

~Determing deferrals

~Reasgess deferrals {see issue helow)



~Natify JOBS of changes in AFDC/deferral status

~-Refer o JOBS

~Hold fair hearings (including determination of deferral status, denial of extensions, months
of eligibility for cash asgistance, perfortnance in JOBS)

~Noify JOBS/WORK agency of those approaching their time timit so that JOBS/WORK can
do necessary job search and then can begin working with them immediaely to find an
appropriate WORK site if that is necessary.

—~Make supplemental payments to WORK participants who are eligible because of low benefits
and number of hours of required participation

~Transmit data © National Clearinghouss on client statuses

22Cantinue to defermine eligibility of WORK participants Tor cash assistance and notify
WORK of those who become ineligible

To administer JOBS, the administrative entity Is responsible for the following functions {either
delivered directly or by others):

~Conduct assessment and develop employability plan for all persons referred from IV-A
agency

—-Arrange services {(education, training, job search, employment} for JOBS participants
--Provide JOBS Prep services

—Reassess appropriateness of referral to JOBS (more appropriate for 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 hearing on failure & participate

27Grant extensions o complete education/training and notify inA if extensiens have
been granted (7}

To administer WORK, the sdministrative entity Is responsible for the following functions {either
delivered directly or by othersh:

~-Perform assessment to match participants 1o WORK slots

~Develop WORK slots/make referrals, assignments

~Refer for child care services

~Conduct job search

~Make payments for wages either directly to participants or to employers 1o make to
participants

2?Miuke income support payments to those in job search, on walting lists, between
assignments, eligihle for aid paid pending {axsuming that’s required) OR refer back to
IV-A agency to make those payments in a timely manner

??Hold hearings on failure to participate in WORK OR refer to IV-A agency for hearing
~Refer people hack 1o IV-A for determination of appropriateness for deferral/JOBS Prep
~Perform reassessment (st end of WORK if there is an end to WORK)

There are a couple of areas of responsibility that we have bolded above becanse we believe they nead
some further consideration:

Deferrals/extensions: The decision zbout what entity grants deferrals and/or extensions
requires a delicate balancing of competing interests. On granting deferments, there was basic
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agreement that the IV-A agency should be responsible, However, when we discussed the
situation in which someone had been referred to JOBS and now the JOBS agency guestioned
the appropriateness of the referral, there was some concern for the chient (and the process) if
s/he had to go back to welfare to be deferred only to be referred back 10 the JOBS
administering entity for JOBS Prep,

On granting extensions, thers was a sense that the JOBS administering entity would be in the
best position 10 do 50 since they had ostengibly been monitoring the individual’s participation.
Some extensions seem clearcut, but what bappens when a state nears its limit on extensicns?
As with deferrals, the question of what entity HHS hold accountable for exceeding deferral
and extension limits and what the penalty for doing so muddied the immediate
recommendation that JOBS 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 have 1o lie with the IV-A agency
since it pays the cash benefits that are subject 1w due process. We believe this is still true
refative to JOBS although we have some reservations (see below),

However, in thinking about the WORK program, we thought there might be some other
considerations. Most imporiant is what entity 15 responsible for making payments to
individuals in the WORK program. If it is the IV-A agency, then hearings by that entity
make sease. However, as we discuss below, it's not clese 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 or benefits. Then there would be very good
reason for hearings to be the respongibility of the WORK agescy.

Furthermore, it's fair to say that to the extent that JOBS/WORK is administered by another
gntity, it is hard to imagine how the IV-A agency can fairly and accurate apply the policies of
that ageney to determineg whether someons has failed to comply or not. Under the current
JOBS program, the IV-A agency is the administering agency, and it is basically its own _
policies that it is enforcing (even if another entity is actually delivering the services, the IV-A
agency has, for instance, defined "good cause™). Under this vigion, it's another agency’s
policies that the IV-A agency would be judging; this secems at least minimally problematic,
{Under WIN, which 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 ancther hearing on the cash benefits which
was a problem, toa).

§. How should funding flow?

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

However, based on the discussion sbout funding for the wage part of the WORK program, it is less
clear how that would work for the wage portion of WORK. We undersiand that FFP would be
available for State expenditures on WORK {wagss part) up {o 2 total amount calculated by summing
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the amounts that eligible WORK participants would otherwise have received in welfare benefits each
month, The Federal government would then match expenditures up 1o that total for each month,
Information on eligibility and payment amouats would clearly seem to be in the purview of the IV-A
agency so--

OPTIONS:

{1} The IV-A agency Iz responsible Tor telling HHS and the administrative entity what the
maximuom each month that the administrative entity could ¢lalm for expendifures und
then HHS would make a grant award o the sdministrative entity based on that amount,
The administrafive entity would then be responsible for filing necessary expenditure
reports.

(2) The IV-A agency notifies HHS of the amount available and receives the grant
directly. It enters into arrangement (o transfer available funds to the administrative
entity for WORK. The IV-A agency would be responsible for 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 administeative functions above) Otherwise

if the IV-A agency is responsible for income suppori payments to WORK registrants who are waiting ”
assignment or between assignments and, therefore, individuals could get checks from two entities, it's .
not ¢lear how either agency would ever koow how much money it had available o expend,

6. Would expenditures made by the IV-A agency on either JOBS or WORK-related
functions {such as reperting, hearings, etc.} be maichable under the regular IV-A program or
would the administrative entities be required to pay for those functions out of the JORS or
WORK allocation?

7. Should we consider setting aside extra TA money or incentive funds to encourage states
in certain directions such as integrating services?

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 scoring their -~
proposals.  Are there directions that we wish to encourage or assist states in achieving that could be ?'55 :
helped by sither extra TA money or incentive funds? Should we also thirk about planning grants 1o

States to encourage and facilitate the transition to the new system?
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JOBS AND TIME LIMITS CONFIDENTIAL
All provisions below apply only to phased-in recipients unless otherwise specified.
1. PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

Current Law

The Family Suppors Act required a State to make an initiol assessment of AFDC gppliconis with
respect to child care needs, skilis, prior work experience, and employability. On the basis of this
assessment, the State must develop an employability plan for the applicant, The Srate may require
participants to enter into o formal agreement which specifies the particlpans’s vbligations under the
progrom and the activities awd services provided by the State.  The emplovabilicy plan Is not
considered o contract, Stotey may require some applicants to undergo job search activities for 8
weeks az:d an additional 8 weeks for AFDC recipients.

Vision

At the point of the inmtake process, applicants will learn of their specific responsibilities and
expeciations regarding the JOBS program and time limits,. All States and applicants will now be
reguired 1o enier into an ement specifying the responsibilities of each party. This will be
accomplished through o responsibility agreement and an employability plan. While the wuual
responsibility agreement will outline a general agreement, the employability plan will be focussed on
the specific employment-related needs of the applicant, Although these are not legal contracts, these
agreements will serve to refocus the direction of the welfare progras.

States must change the culture of the welfare system by changing the expectations of both applicants
-and case workers. This can be done by modifying the mission of the welfare system at the point of the
intake provess (o siress the shift from eligibility and benefit determination to employment and access to
education awi tralning, The muarual obligations of the State and the participant mucst be spelied out
and enforced,. JOBS programs must continue to be witized as an entity designed to Zé;zk clients to
services in the cmzmi:y
{@y. Al applicants will be required as part of the application provess 1o sign a me ’\
: ‘R&S;)(}mibihiy Agreement with the State specifying the general responsibi ties of both the
participant and the State agency under the revised transitional assistance program.,

ISSUE: Should applicants not in the phased-in group be required to sign a M
Responsibility agreement?

) All applicants must also be provided, as part of the application process, with information
about the revised JOBS program and the time iimit on cash assistance. Bach 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 first4ime applicants).

(¢) The Mutual Responsibility Agreement shall not be a legal contract.
2. EMPLOYABILITY PLAN

{a) Change current Social Security Act language that a State "may” require the participant {o
enter into an agreement with the State agency to follow the employability plan as developed 1o
*must.” {applicable to all reciplents, including those not phased-in)

) Add language requiring States 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,

()  The employability plan shall specify a time frame for achieving self-sufficiency and the
prescribed activities would be designad to snabie the participant 1o obiain employment within
this time period. ‘

G Amend section 482(0)(1}{A) by adding "literacy™ after the word "skills,” (applicable to all
recipients, inchsding those not phased-in)

3, JOBS-PREP

Current Law

States must reguire non-exempt AFDC recipienss 10 participate in the JOBS program to the extent that
resources are available. Exerptions under the current JOBS program are for those applicants and
recipients who are I, Incapacitated, or of advanced age; needed in the home because of the Uiness or
incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under age 3 {or, at State option, age

1); employed more thun 30 hours per week; a dependant child under age 16 or attending a full time
educational program; women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing In an ares
where the program s not avallabie. The parent of a child under age & {but older than the age for on
exempiion) wha 15 personally providing care for the child may be required 1o participate only if
parricipation regquirements are tomited to 20 hours per week and child care Is guaranteed. For AFDC-
UP families, the exemption relating 10 the age of a child may only apply to one parens, or to neither .
parent if child care i guaronteed.

Ez‘in

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

in order to change the culivre of welfare, it is necessary to stress the importance of full participation
in the JOBS program. It ls aiso important io ensure that oll welfare recipients who are able to
participate in JOBS have such services made available o them by the States. Elintination of
exemypnions sends g stronp message tha full participaiion in JOBS should be the normal flow of
everis, and not the exception. The JOBS-Prep polivy gives States the ability to consider differences in
the ability to work and participate in education and training activities.

(a)

(b

-

G
{®)

Adult recipients (see Teen Parents below for treatsent of minor custodial parents} who were
not able to work or participate in education or training activities {e.g., due to care of a
disabied child) could be assigned to the JORS-Prep phase either prior to or after entry into the
JOBS program.” For example, if an individual became seriously ill after entering the JOBS
program, ke or she would then be placed in JOBS-Prep status,

Parsons in the JOBS-Prep phase would be expocted to engage in activities intem’ied 10 prepare

them for employment and/or the JOBS program, The employability plan for a recipient in
JORS-Prep status wonld detail the steps, such a3 finding permanent housing or obtaiaing
medical care, needed to enable him or her to enter the JOBS program.

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

No funds would be set aside for services to persons in JOBS-Prep status.  States couid
provide sarvices to individuals in the JOBS-Prep phase, using JOBS funds, but would not be
required 18 do so. Likewise, States would not be required to guarantee child care or provide
other suppottive services for persons in JOBS Prep status. Persons in JOBS-Prep stutus

. would not be subjeet to sanction for failure to participate in JOBS-Prep activities.  In other

words, in order © actually require an individual to participate in an acuvzty, a State wouid
have to make him or her JOBS-mandatory.

States would be required to maintain an employability plan for persons in JOBS-Prep status.

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

EXAMPLE:

An individual applics for cash assistance in Janusry of 1996, She aod her casoworker design an eroployability plan in
March of 1956 and she begine pasticipating in the JOBS progrmm sativities in tho plan.  in Septamber 1996, her
father booomes seeiously ill and she is noeded in the home to cars for kim. At that point, she: i placed in the JOBS.
Frop phuse. Her father's condition Improvon and by Augugt 1997 ho no longer roquires fulldime care. As of Aopust
1997, dhe ir elipible for 18 mores nunths of cash assistance. Shw re-cnters the JORS program and resches the 24
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moedh time limsit i Movember 1998, A{ thal point, howeeer, sha i only four mxasthe from completing her Licormed
Practica! Nurse (LPN) teining.  Sho is then grontod n 4omonth exiension to foik her LPH tmining,

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

H A parent of a child under one, provided the child was conceivad prior to the
family's most recent application for assistance, would be assigned fo the
JOBS-Prep phase. A parent of a child conceived after the most recent
application for assistancs would be placed in JOBS-Prep for a twelve-week
period following the birth of the child {(consistent with the Family and Medical
Leave Act),

{Under cucrent law, parents of a child under three, under one at State option, are

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

coneeived befors and children concelved after application for assistance)

) Iliness, including mental iliness, incapacity or advanced age;

{Definition of illness and possibly of incapacity would be tightened by regulation)
[see specifications on suhatance abuse for discussion of the approach for persong
with drug or alcohol probiems)

€33 Needed in the home to care for another member of the household who is il or
incapacitated;
{Same ag current [aw}

(4} Third trimester of pregnancy; and
{Under current law, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS participation for both
the second and third trimesters)

(5) - Living in a remote area (i.e., more than two hours round-trip travel time from
the nearest JOBS program site or activity),
(Same as current law, CFR 250.30.5)

Statﬁs wazzié be pemuitwd in addition, to place up to 5% of all adult recipients and mingr -
ial parents in JOBS-Prep for good cause as determined by the State. The percentage
muid be specified in statute,

Reciplents who met the ¢riteria for placement in the JOBS-Prep phase would be permitted to
volunteer for the JORS program. Such 3 volunteer who was participating in JOBS wouid be
subject to the time limit but would be permitied to opt out—retumn to the JOBS-Prep phase—at
any time, provided he or she still met the JOBS-Prep criteria.

A State would be required to promptly inform a recipient of any change in his or her status
with respset to JOBS participation and/or the time limit {2.g., movement from the JOBS-Prep
phase into the JOBS program).
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4. DESINITION OF TIME LaMIT

Current Law

The AFDC program provides cash assistance 1o households in which needy children have been
deprived of parental support (Section 401, Soctal Security Act), including two-parent households in
which the principal varner iz unemployed (AFDC-UP program, Section 407}, Qperating within broad
Federal guldelines, States set standards used to determing need and payment. in order to be eligible
For AFDC, the househokd’'s gross income cannot exceed 185 percent of the State’s need standard
{Section 402(a)), Its countable Income must be less than the need standard, and the total value of its
azsets must be below the limit set by the State,

The cash assistance is provided ro, and accosunts for the needs of, the pareniis) or other caretaker
relative, as well as the dependent children {Section 402(a) and others, Social Security Act). Some
States (those which did not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 20, 1988) are
perminted to place a tvpe of time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restricting
eligibility for AFDC-UP to 6 months in any 12-month period (Section 407} ). Thirteen siates
presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility, Under current law, howew:r ne other iype of
time limits may be placed on participation In the AFDC program.

visi

Most of the people whe enter the welfare system do not stay on AFDC for many years consecutively, It
* i much more conmmon jor recipients 1o move in and ow of the welfare system, staying a relatively
brief period each time. Two out of every three persons who enter the welfare system leave within two
vears and fewer than one in five spends five consecutive years on AFDC.  Half of those who leave
welfare, however, return within two years, and three of every four return at some poins in the future,
AMost recipients use the AFDC program not as a permanent alternasive 1o work, but as temporary
assistance during times of economic difficuity.

While persons who remain on AFDC for long periods at a time represent only a modest percentage of
all peopie who ever enter the system, however, they represent ¢ high proportion of those on welfare at
any given time. Although many Joce very serious barriers to employment, including physicol
disabilities, others are able to work bw are not moving in the direction of self-sufficiency. Most long-
term reciplents are not on a track toward obtaining employmens that will enable them 1o leave AFDC,

Ihe proposal would impose, on adults, a cumidative time limit of two years on the receipt of cash
assistance, with deferrals of and exiensions to the time [imit o be granted under certain
circumstances. . Months in which a recipiens was working par-time would not count against the time
timit, The two-year limlt would be renewable-once an individual left welfare, ke or she would begin
to earn back eligibility for assistance.

The pvo-year time Hmit Is part of the overall effort 1o shift the focus of the welfare sysiem from
disbursing funds to promoting self-sufficlency through work, This time limlt gives both recipient and
the welfare agency ¢ structure that necessitates steady progress in the direction of employment and
economic independence. As discussed elsewhere, reciplents who reach the two-year time limit wishow

5
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Jinding a private secror job will be offered publicly subsidized work assignments to enable them to
support their fomilies.

{a)

L)

D

@ -

(a)

)

The time limit would be a limit of 24 on the cumulative number of months of cash asgistance
an adult could receive before being subject 1o the work requirement (see Teen Parents for
treatment of custodial parents under 193, Months in which an individual was receiving
assistance but was in JOBRS-Prep rather than in JOBS would not count against the Z4-month
time limic,

The time limit, as indicated in (3) above, would generally be linked 1o JOBS participation.
Recipients required to participate in JOBS would be subject to the time limit. Conversely, the
¢lock would not run for persons assigned to JORS-Prep status.

States would be requiced to update each adult recipient every month as (o the m;mbez of
months of eligibility remaining for kim or her, .

APPLICABILITY OF TIME LIMITS

The time Hmit would apply to pareats (for treatment of teen parents, see Teen Parents below).
A record of the number of months of eligibility for cash assistance remaining would be kept
for each individual subject to the time Hmit. Carctaker relstives would not be subject to the
time Hmit. . : .

TWO-PARENT FAMILIES

In 2 two-parent family, both parents would be subject to the time limit, provided neither
parent was placed in JOBS-Prep status,  If one parent had reached the time limit and the other
had not, the parent who had reached the time limit would be required to enter the WORK
program. If the parent who had reached the limit declined to pasticipate in the WORK"
program, that parent would be removed from the assistance unit, but the family would still be
eligible for the remainder of the benefit {the other parent and the children’s portion) until the
other parent’s clock struck 24,

A parent in a two-parent family who had reached the time [imit but declined to enter the
WORK program would not be considersd part of the assistance unit for the purpose of
calculating either the AFDC benefit or the earnings supplement (if the other parent did enter
the WORK program). 1 such a parent subsequently reversed course and entered the WORK
program, he or she would be considered part of the assistance unit for the purpose of
determining the supplement and would glso be digible for 3 WORK assignment. As

discussed in the WORK specifications, a State would not be required W provide WORK
assignments o both parents in a two-parent family.

O

»
£
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EXAMPLE:

A single father with two childnen who came onto the rolls twilve rounthe ago oswrrics » woman with no children end
no prior welfase receipt.  Both are requined to participate inr JORE, Tuwelve monthy Intar, the father reaches e time
fimit, bot relusea to enter the WORK program. At that point, the father Is ranaved from the assistance unit. The
mother continues to participate in JOBS and the family rocsiver the mwther and childron’s share of the benefit,
Twelve months later, the mother reaches the time Rinit. At thal point, sho decides to mter the WORK prograns and
ia asaigned to & 20-bour per week WORK position.  For purposcs of caloniating (e sarndngs suppioment, the
assistance unit consists of the mother and the children, oven though the fathwr i still in the bome. Throo monihs
Tater, the fathur changes hia mind and eaters the WORK program. The Stsie refoes the father o 2 placement sgeney,
mther than assiging Bl to o WORK slot.  Hs iz aow comsidersd past of the sesistanss unit for the purpose of
sakubating the fumily"s earmings sgpicment.

Under cucrent law, the second parent in a two-parent family iy not exempted from
participation in JOBS. I, however, under the proposed Inw g State chose to place the second
parent in JOBS-Prep status {e.2., for good cause rather than under one of the specified
criteria), the second pareat would not be subject to the time limit. The second parent would
then be counted toward any relevant cap on the number of adult recipients (and minor
parents) a State would be pe{mitted to place Erz the JOBS-Prep phase,

RATIONALE: R
While the provision described above might be interpreted to favor two-parent families over Bt Wk
single-parent households, its intent is actually to equalize treatment of one and two-parent b ;i',
families, Applying the time limit to a parent in a two-parent family who did not have access 5

s JOBS services (due to placement in JOBS-Prep) but not to a single parent assigned o
1OBS-Prep would constitute, to some extent, a bias against two-parent families,

NOTE: If a second parent who would otherwise be placed in JOBS-Prep status voluntesred
for the JOBS program, that second parent would be subject to the time lmit, a3 with any
other voluntesr,

With respect t0 the phase-in, both parents in a two-parent family would be considered subject
to the now rules if the principal earmer wers in the phagsed-in group. If the pamms
subsaquenﬁy separated, both would still be subject to the new rules,

TEEN PARENTS e

All custodial parents under 19 who had not completed high school or the equivalent {e.g., a

. GED program) would be required to participate in the JOBS program, with education as the

presumed sctivity, The 24-month time clock, however, would not begin to run until a
custodial parent turned 18, In other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the
age of 18 would not be counted against the time limit,

Custodial parents under 19 who had a child under one but who had not completed high school
would be required to pacticipate in JOBS, rather than placed in JOBS-Prep status, Such

-parents would be expected to return to school as rapidly as possible following the birth of the

child. Custodial parents under 19 with a young child could be placed in JOBS-Prep only for
a period of up (o twelve weeks following the birth of the child. States would be permitted to
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aszign custodial parents under 19 © JOBS-Prep siatus in exceptional circumstances, for
gxample, in the event of & serious illness which precludes schoo! attendance.

{©) Nineteen-year-old castodial parents would be subject 0 the same rules with respect 1o _
placement in JOBS-Prep status and o the time limit a5 all other adult recipients. Education
would, as under curcent law, be the presumed activity for nineteen-year-old custodial parents
who had not completed bigh school or the sguivalenmt and were required to participate in
IOBS.

{d) Individuals who were eligible for and receiving services under the individuals with Disabilities
Education Act would raceive an automatic extension up to age 21 if nesded to complete high
school, These extensions would pot be counted against the cap on extensions.

{e) States would be required fo provide comprehensive case management services to all custodial
parents under 20 who had not completed high school or the equivaleat.

ISSUE: Should comprehenisive case management services be provided to nineteen-year-old
custodial parents who had not completed high school or the equivalent, or should
such services be provided only through age eighteen?

- DG ity an " ancy specifications for a discussion
of all pmvisims In the plan mnming teen parmts, includmg further detail on comprehensive
case management. )

g, JOBS SERVICES AVAILABLE TO PARTICIPANTS

Current Law

A range of services and activities must be offered by States under the current JOBS program, but
States are not required to implement JOBS uniformly in all parts of the State and JOBS programs vary
widely among States. The services which must be tncluded are; educarional aciivities, including high
school and equivalent education, basic tieracy, and English profictency; jobs skills training; job
readiness activities; job development and Job placemens; and supportive services tothe extent that-
these services are necessary for participation in JOBS,  Supportive services include child care under a
variety of circumstances, and transportation and work reloted expenses. States must alse offer ot
least 2 of the following services: group and individual job search; on-the-job tralning (OFT); work
supplemeniation programs (WSP) and community work experience programs {CWEP), There isua
need 1o expand the definition and range of servives avatloble under JOBS, States would maintain the
flexibility to determing the rsix of JOBS servives qvaliable and required for participans.

Vigion

The definition of satisfacory parricipation in the JORS program will be broadened to include acrivities
thar are imporian: fo helping individuals achieve self-sufficiency. Stares will have broad latltude in
determining which services are provided. Additionally, job search activitles will be emphasized 10
promote work and empioyment.
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Al provisions below, with the possible exception of any initial job search requirement under -
{8)3(2}, would apply to all recipients; including those pot phased-in and not subject to the time

Hemif.

@

o
{c)

@
@

Amend job search rules to accompligh the following:
(1) Require States to include job search among the JOBS services offered;
) Extend permissible period of initial job search from 8 weeks to 12;

Opticn One:  Require all persons to perform job search from the date of application,

Option Two:  Require all job-ready persons to perform job search from the date of
application. States would have to enroll a certain percentage of
applicants in job search,

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

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

Optlon Five:  State discretion

. 18SUE: Should the same initial job search requirements he applied to rwplmts

not in the phased-in group?

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

(4) Clarify the rules 5o as to limit job search to 4 months in any 12-month period. Initial
job search would be counted against the 4-month limit, but the 45-90 days of job
search raquirsd irmwnediately bafore the end of the 2-year time limit {see Transition (o
WorkiWORK) would not.

Eliminnte the requirement that States expend 55 percent of JOBS funds on services to the .
targel groups,

- Change the anti-displacement language (o permit work supplementation participanis to be

assigned to established unfilled vacancies in the private sector,
Limit Allernative Work Experience 1o 90 days within any 12-month period (by regulation),
Amend section 482(d){(13(A) by replacing "basic and remedial education o achieve a basic

literacy level™ with "employment-oriented education to achieve literacy levely needed for
seonamic self-sufficiency.”

pe-
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PART-TIME WORK
[Detailed specifications awaiting resolution of key guestions]

JOBS PARTICIFATION

Current Law

Under the Family Support Act of 1988 which established the JOBS program, certain minimum

+ partivipation standards were established for fiscal years 1990-1995 for the AFDC vaseload. States
Jave a reduced Jederad match rate if those standards are not mer, In FY 1993 at least 11% of the
non-exempt caseload in each State must participate in JOBS, The standards increase 10 15% for FY
1994 and 20% for FY 1995, There are no standards specified afier FY 1995, There is ¢ need to
extend and increase minimum participation standards beyond 1995 in order to implement JOBS and
transform the weifare Systens frons an income-support systens o a work support system,

Vision

in order for the JOBS program to become the cemerplece of govermnent assistance, the JOBS
program must experience @ dramatic expansion of both services and pardcipants. Under the
provisions of the new transitlonal assistance program, JOBS participation will be greatly expanded
and increased participation rates will be phased-in until Siates reach a fill-participation model,
States witl be given flexibility in designing systems to achieve these ohjectives.

(@)

The participation standard would be increased from the current level (20% in FY 19953 tv 45
percent for phased-in recipients required to participate in JOBS. The 20 percent participation
standard would be extended with respact to JOBS-mandatory recipients not phased-in {there
are no participation standards in current law for FY 96 and beyond). For example, if the
phase-in of the new rules began with adult recipients and minor parents bora in 7972 or lazer,
States would be reguired to mest 3 45 percent partivipation standard for mandatory recipients
born in 1972 or fnter and a 20 percent participation standard for mandatory recipients born
before 1972,

All of the provisions below would spply to both phased-in and non-phased-in recipients.

&)

)

Alter the detfinition of participation such that an individual enzolied half-time in a degree-
granting post-sscondary educational institution who was making satisfactory academic
progress (as defined by the Higher Education Act) would be considered 1o be participating
satisfactorily in JOBS, even if such a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 hours of class .
per week, (by regulation) ‘

Broaden the definition of JOBS participation t0 includs participation in activities, other than

the optional and mandatory JOBS services, which are consigtent with the individual's
employability plan. (again, by regularion)

10
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) The hroadenad definition of participation would include participation in the Small Business
Administration Microloan Demonstration program or another srructured self-employment
program, As above, satisfactocy participation in a structured self-employment program would
meet the JOBS participation requirement, even if the scheduled hours of the self-employment
program were fewer than 20 per week, (by regalation)

11.  ANNUAL ASSESSMENT

{a) States would be required to conduct an assessment of all adulf recipients and minor parenis,
including both those in the JOBS-Prep phase and those in JOBS, on at east an annual basis o
evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the cmployablhty plan 'I'his assessment wu%d
be integrated with the annual eligibility redetermination (see Reinvent ¢ :
specifications). Persons in JOBS-Prep status found to be ready for participation in emp!oyA
ment and training could be assigned to the JOBS program following the assessment,
Conversely, persons in the JOBS program discovered to be facing very serious gbstacles to
participation could be placed in the JOBS-Prep phase.

) The assessment would entall an evaluation of the extent to which the State was providing the
services called for in the employability plan. In instances in which the State was found not to
be delivering the specified education, training and/or supportive services, the ageacy would be
required to document that fallure and establish a plan to ensure tbai the sérvices would be
delivered from that polnt forward, :

12, SANCTIONS

Current Law

The sancrion for non»compz‘ian&e under the current JOBS program is the loss of the non-complian: - 5%
individual’s share of the grant, until the fallure to comply ceases, In the event of subsequent non- &=~

compliance, the sanction Is @ minimum of 3 months for the second failure to.comply, and a mininem
of & months for all subsequent nan-campﬁance State, however, cannot sanclion an indtvigiialfe

2T
No

reflifing to accept an rha: employmeur would result in a net loss g
Czke Jamily, ,

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

Visi
tinder these provisions, States would gain some flexibility regarding sanciion policy but much gf the

curvent sanction pollcy would remain intact. - 25?
14
{3) Program Interactions: ~ Afud
1. Sanctioned families would stili have access to other available services, including JOBS

activities, child care and Medicaid,

1.7
1 szgwi\m -
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2, Sanctioned months would e countad against the time limit on cash benefits,

Change the statute such that for sanctionsd two-parent famiiies, the second parent’s share of 7
the benefit would rot also be deducted from the grant, unless the second parent were also iﬂ“{"{
required {0 participate in JOBS and were similarly non-compliant, (applicable to all two-

pareni families, Including those not phased.in)

. H
TRANSITION 16 WORK/WORK

Persuns would be required to engage in job search during a period of not less than 45 days
{up to 90 dayg, at State option) before taking 8 WORK assignment. In most cases, the job
search would be performed during the 45-30 days immediately precading the end of the time
limit.

States would have the option of providing additional months of cash assistance © individuals
who found cmployment just as their eligibility for cash assistance ended, if necessary to tide
them over until the first paycheck,

EXAMPLE:

Isnosry it o last month in which & mcipiont is oligible for onsh bonolits. At the end of January, he (inds 5 job. He
will not, hawever, reccive hir fing payeloek wetil the end of February. The State would have the aption of issuing &
hersedit sheek for the month of Pebrusry, even though he reached the time limit in Japuacy.

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

EXTENSIONS

States would be required to grant extensions to persons who reached the time limit without
having had adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In instances in
which a State failed to substantially provide the services, including child care, called for in the
employability plan, the recipient would be eligible for an extension equal o the number of
months needed to complete the activities in the employability plan (up to a limit of 24
months). States would be required to take the results of the annual assessment(s) into account
in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. [Office of the General Counsel is
developing lanpuage for this provision}

Persons enrolied in a stractured learaing program (including, but not Himited o, those created

under the School-to-Waork Opportunities Act) would be granted an sxtension up to age 22 for
completion of such a program, A structured learning program would be defised as a program ’?
that begins at the secondary school level and continues into a post-secondary program and is

designed to lead to a degree and/or recognized skills certificate, Such extensions would not

count against the cap on extensions (see below).

States would ziso be

o e, bt 1o jired, to grant extenslons of the time timit under
the circumstances listed beiew, ap o

." of all adult recipients and minor parents required to
7 1

12
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participate in JOBS, Persons granted extensions due to State failure to detiver services, as
digcussed above, would be included under the cap.
1

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

) For completion of a centificate-granting training program or educational activity, :
including post-secondary edugation or a structured microenterprise program, expected ‘mh, L
t enhance employabiiity or income. The extenzion is contingent on the individual’s wort
making satisfactory academic progress (extension limited to 24 months).

3) For gome persons who are learning disabled, illiterate or who face other substantial
barriers to employment. This would include a seriousty leaming disabled person
. whose employability plan t0 date has beea designed o overcome that obstacle and
who consequently has not yet obtained the job skills training needed {o secure
employment (extension oot limited in duration}.

@) States would be required © continue providing supportive services as needed to persons who
had recsived extensions of the time limit,

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

15, EARNING BACK ELIGIBILITY

(3

(a) Parsons who had 1gf the cash assistance program would carn back ¢ligibility for months of
cash assistance at a rate of oge month of cash assistance eligibility for every four months
during which the individual did not receive cash assistance and was not in the WORK
program, The total months of assistance for which a person was ¢ligible at any time could
aever exooed 24,

~

EXAMPLE!

An individual applicw for assistance for the first tiee i Janeary 1997, e not defermd from the JOBS progmm s
coters a TTPA in-class voeational tmining progrun i March 1997, She obtaing & private ssctor position and Jeaves
the JOBS program in Deceniber of 1997, Atthal point, she is oligible for 13 months of cash apsigtance. Two yoars
later, she 2 30id off from ber sob and I unabls o find areihier. She ro-applios for sidmrws i Felrasry 2000, 26
monthe alter leaving wolfare, At this point, she has cared back 6.5 monihs of ongh ssaistance (26 total months
divided by 4}, whith, when added 1o the eriginal 13 months, givea ber 19.5 months of oligibility remaining,

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

{c) States would be able to assign persons re-entering the JOBS progeam to work activities (e.g.,
CWEP, Work Supplementation) within the JOBS program, when appropriate,

13
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IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE - OUTSTANDING ISSUES
ISSUE: Do we want to continue the mandatory S-month AFDC-UP provision?

t Prong * Provigions - Allow states, at their option, 10 climinate the special
eizgszizzy feqwremeazs f{}t zfm‘pa:eai families (i.e. the 100-hour rule and the work history
test). Remove the sunset provision that calls for the termination of mandatory AFDC.-UP in
1998 and make it & permancnt program,

Staff recommends Including this provision (as written in the proposal).
!

Cost: Umlefr Development

ISSUE: Should IN}As be created and defined in the tax code as a nationa! nitiative, or
be limited to demonstrations?

IDAs - The Departraent of Treasury will amend the tax Jaws 10 allow for the development of
IDAs. Amend both the Social Security Act and the Food Stamp Act o allow the asset limit
to be ingreased to establish IDAs and demonstration projects which test the effoctiveness of
different favels of resource accumulations. The resource limit would be increased to $10,000
for purposes of the IDAs. Under both options, funds in an IDA will be disregarded for
current recipients and former recipients who reapply within 12 months of leaving the rolls,

(3} Lump sum income: 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 put in the
DA,

(b) Limits: There would be no limit on the number of IDAs eligible members in a family
may have. However, the total exclusion per family would not exceed $10,000,

©) ] ies for.no i e of 1IDA: The penalty would be 10 percent of the amount
wnhdrawn for each n{m-dwgzzmd w:thdmvai The peaalty woukd be applicable as long a5
the IDA was in effect.

Total AFDC Cost:  $5 milfien
Federal AFDC Cost: %3 million
Food Stamp Cest: Under Development, is anticipated to he very large.

ISSUE: What Is the stafus of the March 31, proposai for Self-
employment/Microenterprise demonstrations? (see atiached)

ISSUE: Should microensterprises be limited on the basis of their net worth and/or
number of emiployees?

ISSUE: AFDC State agencies would determine the fime-frames for the resource
exclusion on the basis of the recipient’s or applicant’s approved business plan, which
would be developed in accordance with the Stale criterin, Should this method of
monitoring microenterprises apply to Food Stamp-only households also?

ISSUE: Approving of the business plan: do States have the competency? Or is this for
monitoring purposes enly?



Additional Access and Visitation Options

There bas been concern expressed by non-custodial parents and some children’s advoeates that not
encugh attention has been focussed on the detrimental effects that parent absence can have on the
well-being of children and on the need for more coherent access and visitation policies which protect
the children’s rights to have access 10 emotional support, as well 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:
{1} establish an indapen'dem commission 10 study the issue of access and visitation,

P)] extend for an additional year and sufficiently fund the Child Welfare Commission
createst within the Child Support Recovery Act of 1992, The commission’s agenda
primarily related to child wedfare issues, such as foster care, but included among the
topics to be addressed iy 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 social development of children
and the consequence of father absence on that development.

The three options noted above attempt to address the very real concern 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 1o
address the issue by gathering facts and testimony ahout the problems and issues that non-custodial
parents have in contituing to provids support and nurturance to children who do not live with them.
The third option focuses on a more basic research question concerning the conseguences of father
absence on child well-being.

Option { provides the non-custodial parent and family advocates with 4 public forum for addressing
the issue they believe is crucial to the child suppont debate-how should the government facilitate
support, both emotional and financial, for children who do not Hive with both their parents. It is also
the most po-litical volite option because it would appear to some child support enforcement advocates
to give the same weight to access snd visitation issues as to payment of financial chiid support. The
current child support proposal establishes a commission to study the issue of child support guidelines.

Option 2 praceeds with the Commission option, but in a more Jow-key manner. It proposes
additional funding to a Commission that the Congress hag already established. One of the items the
Congress asked the Commission 1o aldress is access and vigitation. Under this option we would be
fulfilling a Congressional mandate rather than establishing a new high profile sntity. While this
option reduces the political cost of propesing suck & Commission, it may also reduce any positive
outcomes. The mais mission of the Conunission is related to the more traditional child welifare
issues. The persons likely to serve on such 3 commission would have little knowledgre or even
interest in the visitation and sccess issues. Such a situation could lead to more frustration by nop-
eustodial parents groups than having no Commission at all,

The 3xd option, 2 father oriented rescarch agenda, steps back 10 look at what we know and what we
can find oul about the importance of fathers in the lives of children. Much less attention have been



.* paid to the father’s rofe in child 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 well-being and child support advocates who maintain that any discussion of the
father-child retationship is irrelevant to the issue of ensuring finansial sapport. This option would try
to build a knowledge base which could help bridge between the issues of financial and smotional
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.



“oaszont 17:08 202 850 51g

| o o>

mww-& M?U’*‘mm 8»-»5

Geaz

AN W), 390
PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL
Current JOBS Law 1

Undsr the SSA section 487 [FSA Section 203{b)] not later than October 1st, 1993, the Secretary of
Health aad Humun Services shall:

'

(1) iz consultation with the Secretary of Labor, representatives of organizations represepting
Governors, State and lozal prograw adminisrrawsrs, educators, Stats job taining coordinatiog
cuancils, comemunity-based organizations, recipicats, and other interested persons, develop
performance standards with respest to the programs established pursuant o this part that are baged, in
part, on the results of the srudies conducted under section 203(c) of such Act, snd the initial Stane
evaluations (if any} prrformad under section 486 of this Act; and

{2) submit histher recommendations for performance standerds developed under paragraph (1} to the
appropriate committees of jurizdiction of Congress, which recommendations shall be made with
Tespect to specific measurements of outcomes and be based on the degree of success which may ba
reasonably expectad of States in helping individuals to increase sarnings, achieve self-sufficiency, and
reduce welfare dependency, and shall not be measured solely by levels of activity or panticipation.
Performance standards developed undec this subsection shall be reviewed peripdically by the Secreqary
and modified to the extent necessary.

Participation rats for all AFDC recipients required w participate in JOBS (45 CFR 250.745) and
250.78) - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required participation rate is 15%., This is to ensure thay 2
mirimum proportion of the AFDC adult population s participating at 8 meaningful (significant) level,

Pardicipation rate for AFDC-UP recipients (45 CFR 250.74(c)} - For Fiscal Year 1994 the required
participation rate I8 40%. This is to ensure that 3 minimum proportion of the AFDC-UP principal
wage sarners of thelr spouses engage in work actvities,

Target group expenditares (45 CER 250.74(a)(1}) - At least 55'% of a Sune’s JOBS expenditures must
be spent on applicants and recipients who are members of the State’s target populations as defined at
45 CFR 250.1. This is to easore that the hurd to serve are served by requiring that §5% of IV-F
expeaditares arc spent on the rargel groups defined in the statute or, if different, approved 2s a part of
the State's JOBS plan,

The JOBS Case Sample Reparting System (CSRS) was established to meet some of the reporting
requirements mandated by section 487 of the Social Security Act. Howesver, the daw necessary o
estublish the performance standands such as participation rates i collected through both the USRS and
hard copy aggregate reports, QOnly the data nccessury to establish the numerator for the overall
pacticipation rate i collectss by CSRS. The population from which each state must draw lts sample
{or in lieu of drawing a sample, the State may submit the entire population each month) is definad as
the nusmber of JOBS participants that were engagad In at loast one hour of activity in an approved
JOBS program component Juring the sample month, 15 addition to JOBS program data, ¢ limited
amount of demographic data &nd child carp dats is also required to de submitted.
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Current OC Law
Under section 408 of the Soclal Security Act, States are requiresd to opecate a quality conlrl system
in order to ensure the accuracy of payments in the AFDC program. States operate the system in
accordance with tie schedulex, sampling methodologies, and review procedure prescribed by the
Secratary. The law defines: what constitutes a payment error; how error rates and disallowances are
catoulated; the method for adjusting State matching payments; and the administrative and judicial

reviews svailable to states subject to disallowsancey because of grvor ratey in excess of the nationa!
standard {i.e., the national error eate for each year),

The AFDC-GC system functions primarily ss » monitaring/auditing system, s primary purpose is {0
establizh the correciness with which payments ere made 10 AFDC cases in each State. Subseyuent to
the csiablishment of this system, which is a subsystem of the National Integrated Quality Control
System (NIQCS), OMB required additional AFDIC data be collected to replace the biennial survey of
AFDC families that had been in pisce through 1978, The APDC-QL system also obtains the data
negessary o produge the publication entitled "Charsceristics and Financial Circumstances of AFDC
Recipienis,” The AFDC-QC systom is not used 10 meet any of the reporting reguiremeats for the
AFDC program.

Yisicn

-The proposed performance measurement system would conslse of g limited ser of broad measures that
would reflect the intended ourcomey (e., self-sufficiency, client satisfaction, et} of the transitional
support progran:.  These and other measures would be used 10 monitor the quality of State programs,
1o irigger corvective actlons, such as sanctions and tecknical assistance, incentives us appropriate
{e.g. changes in FFP}, and to monltor program implemensatlon. The current turgeting and
pardcipation standards are eliminated (see draft specifications on JOBS/TME-LIMITs/WORK),

All interested parties will be inclided in the process for determining performonce measures and
standards. For example, State and local program administratars will take part in thelr formidation
and client feedback measures will be developed in conzudtarion with welfare recipients.

GENERAL DISCUSSION ISSUES:

* Ta what extent showld specific requirements (.., outeomes such as economic self
sufficiency, reduced welfure receipt, ele) be articulaled in the Jegislative languape?
Should the legislative language merely specifly a process by which te determine
performance measures? Should a time-frame for the process be specified?

. Participation rates — which are 8 performanes measure — are specilied n JOBS/TDME
LaMrrs; is this appropriate? Shouldn’t participution rates be & part of a PM system?

. In general, how and for what purposes should performance information be utilized? Are
there Federul reparting requirements which we can eliminate? Should the legislative
language specify conseguences for failure to meet performance standards? What should
these consequences be? Should the legislative hanguoge specify incentives for meeting
standards? : :

» How should the non-phased-in population be aceounted for under the new performance
measurement system? Would the EA aad child cire programs he included?

@00
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(a} The Secretary shall, in consultation with the Secretarias of other Departments, representatives
of vrganizations representing Governors, Stare and local program administrators, educaiors,
State jobs rraining coordinating councils, comyuunity-based organizations, recipients, and other
interesred persons, establish god direct 2 system for measuring State performance pursuant o
the requirements of thig act for the purposes of assessing and monitoring State performance.

o)} The Secretary shall, in consultation with appropriate interssted parties, bave the autharity to
. modify the performance measuremest system as appropriate.

ISSUE: Stiould specific goals (Le., autonmes and participation rates) of the systembe MM S€

) Amend Sec. 487 (b) o read: The Secretary may require States to gather such iaformation
and perform such monitoring functions a8 are appropriate to assist in the developmant of a
performuue messurement system and shall include in regulations provisions ¢stablishing
uniform reporting requirements for such information.

{a} For the purposes of implementing sppropriate actions, the Seeretary shall, in consultation with
the Secretaries of other Departments, representatives of organizations representing Governors,
State and Iocal progeam administrators, sducators, State job training coordinating councils,
community-based organizativos, recipiens, and other interested persons, establish standards
based oo the performance matsures defined pursuast 0 this sct,

(b} Once in effect, performance standards shall be reviewsd periodically and modified by the
Secretary, in consultation with those partiss identified in 1.{a}, a3 appropriate,

ISSUE: Should the time-frame for iscusnce anéd modification of measures and standurds
be specified in statute?

© The Secretary shall, in consultation with those parties idemtified in 1. o), define in cegulation
the consequences of failure or success in megting such performance standards.

ISSUE: What consequences for gchieving or failing to achieve standards should be
specified in lcgislation?

{d) Where appropriate, the Secretary may approve alternative State-specific performance measures
am} standards, as well as alternative data reporting requirements, upon written request of the
Suite, ‘

(a} Amend Section 408 of the Social Security Act 1o permit the Secretary, in consuitation with the
Secretaries of other Departnents, vepresentatives of organizations representing Governors,
State and local program administrators, educators, State job training coordinating councils,
corpmunity-based organizations, recipients, and other interested persons, o reviss the current
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payment accuracy Quality Control system 10 a broader system focused on self-sufficiency and
program improvement.

The existing QC systom requires an evalsation of all foctors of eligibility and payment, except & few
thar are specifically excluded by the Stavwe, ¢. 3., monthly reporting. The new system would focus on
ondy error prone factors with significars doilar gffects {e.g. earned income, filling unit, deprivarion,
.}, or only on factors viewed ez s crirical 1o public confidence in ke program.

* Revise the regulstions 1o m:Iuce the verification dad documentation required to subsiantiate 2
review finding.

The current system requires a detailed descriprion ond caleulation of aif errors found in ¢ case
review, and that a specified amount of verification be obiained to substarnziote the error finding.
Under thit oprion, documentotionfverificarion syandards would be retaxed by estobiishing new
minimum standurds and the paymens ervor derermination process will be simplified.

. Revise the regulations to change the sample design,

The curranr system reguires eoch state (or jurisdiction) to select o minimon of 300 to 1200 review
cases each year. The Federal siaff examines ¢ portion of each state 't sample to validate the review
firdings, The precision confidence level} af the paymens errors is primarily a _funcrion af the sizes of
the State and Federal sampies and the expected frequency with which the attribute being measwred
accurs In the population being sampled. They Rave been tested and judped adequate for holding
Stares accountable for prescribed payment acouracy stamdards. Conynimment of resources o achieve
thiz level of precision may not be necessary in an incentive/technical aysistance response to State
performance. It should he noved thot smaller. somple sives will reduce the amount and degree of
reliability of performance data on the cransitional sysiem, We can study the potgntial Impact of
various reduced sample size models on the precision of payment error estimates and other process
measures.

OPTION 2 Qpecational Design

Stares would be required 10 cordduct periodic, internal audits of their JOBS and WORK processes to
ersure the seenracy of reported dasa end annual audits ro establish payment accuracy rates. The
Federgl goverament would speclfy the mininuen sample sizes to achieve 90 or 95 percert confidence ar
the lower limit (the merhod generally used by OIG). Stores would also be permitted o use current $C
resources to conducy speciad studles 1o test and Improve the current system. To ensure that State data
and procedures are valid and relioble, the Federal governmens would conduct periodic, targeted, and
unennounced audits for that purpose.

4, Imventives vs Penajties’

» States would be eligible for pecformunce-based ingentive payments — for example, 3 1-10
percent increase in FFP (administrative costs, or JOBS, or WORK).

*  Sancrons for unacoeptable performance could also be includsd, if needed to foster appropriste
behavior.

. The incentive/sanction formula would be developed by the Secratary taking into sonsideration
and appropriately weighting desired resules, including payment zccuracy,

ooz



{H Require the AFDC and Food Stamp programs to discegard from resources of
applicants and recipionts 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 basig of the approved business plan, which would b
developed in accordance with criteria established by the State.  States may count
establishing and participating in a microenterprise as fulfiliment of the JOBS
requirements.

Proposed Resource Changes

(2} Amend the Social Security Act to conform © the resource exclusions under the Food
Stamp Program. AFDC regulations would be revised to exclude;

{3} property which annually produces income consistent with its fair markes value;
(b} property which is essential to the self-employment of a household member;

{c} installment contracts for the sale of lands and buildings, if the contract is
producing income consistent with fait market value;
{d) resources of s!elfmemployed persons, which has been prorated as income;
{e} non-liquid assets with liens resulting from business loans; and
(f) reat or personal property that is nw&eﬁx for maintenance:

3) Amend the Food Stamp Act to exclude business loans from resources,

osi: Neglipible

ISSUE: FNS is considering a statutory change to achieve consistency with AFDC by ;
using equity value rather than FMV (See Appendix A for detailed description of the FNS
praposall, Should the additiong] provision be included in welfare reform?

ires Limit (by regulation) - Exercise Secretarial authority and amend the
reguiauons 1o increase the AFDC automobile limit to an equity value that is compatible with
the current Food Stamp FMV limit with the goal of assuring that a vehicle will meet the
requirements of both programs,

ISSUE: Michael Wald suggested that underpayment policy needs fo be consistent with
overpayment policy. Are we comfor{able with this proposal?

ACF staff recommends that this provigion iz for purposzes of conformity,

nderpavinents - Amend section 402(2)(22) of the Sacial Security Act to conform to Food
S!am;: law by requiring the issuance of agency caused underpayments to current and former
recipients for a period not in excess of 12 months from the date that the agency learns about
the underpayment.




6.

Rationalg

Since clients are responsible for reporting changes in circumstances that affect efigibillty and
benefiss, o 12-month limit on restoring fost benefits due to ggency prrorreinforces positive
behavior. The change also achieves consistency between the AFDC and Food Stamp
wnderpayment poticies. However, because the proposal represents a contraction of AFDC
program policy (Le., the prohibition on snderpayments due to client error) client advocacy
groups are likely to object.}

Total AFDC Savings; $24 milfion
Feders]l AFDUC Savings: $13 million
Food Starap Cost: $ 7 million

ISSUE: Should we remove the Suppleniental Payments provision from current law?

Cucrent Law

Section 402(::}(28} of the Social Security Act requires those States that deduct income from the
need rather :Szwz the payment stamdard (filshe-gapl now and in July of 1975 to provide a
supplemental pay?zzefz: 10 families who have lexs disposable Income because child support is
paid 1o the child suppore agency instead of directly 1o the fomily. No such provision exists in
the Food Stamp program.

*avments - Amend the Social Security Act to remove this provigion,

Total AFDC Savings: $42 million
Federsl AFDC Saviags: $27 million

ISSUE: The following provisions are proposed technical fixes (o be included as part of
the welfare reform proposal that have not heen previously reviewed.

|
Staff recommends that these provisions be included.

188 - Amend the Social Security Act by revising section

1 13?@(1){&) o follows:

(14A) The Stgm shall require, as a condition of an individual’s ¢ligibilby for benefits under
any program listed in subsection (b), a declaration in writing by the individual (or, in
the case of an individual who isachildor a spouse in & two parent unit, by another
on the individual’s behalf), under 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
eztzzezx or national of the United States, that the individual is in satisfactory
zmmigrataon status,

Rationale

The current requ!renwn:'is administratively burdensome as it reguires each adult in the AFDC
unit to sign a separate declaration. This proposal will dllow the adult payee or principal
earner in an assisrance unit to deciare on behalf of Ms/her spouse and children, thereby
simplifyving ﬂw_ application and redetermination process.  This proposal would alse provide
consistency with Feod Stamps,

Savings: $1 million

&

.
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Retrospectivee Budgeting - Amend the Social Security Act at section 402(2){13) 1o delete the
clause “but only with respect to any one or more categories of families required to report
monthly to the State agency pursuant to paragraph {14),". This technical amendment will
rake re(rospeciive budgeting optional for States without regard to whether families are
requited to mnut?ziy report.

Rationale

Allowing States to use rerrospective budgeting without requiring cases to monthly report witl
Joster consfszezzq between the AFDC and Food Stamp programs, and will give States greater
Rexibility to administer thelr programs,

Saving;;s: Negligible

SLAYE erpavments - Amend section 402 (2)(223(b) of the Social Security Act 1o
perrmt Staze agencies to coordinate with the IRS to intercept Federal Income Tax Returns for
the retrieval of outstanding AFDC overpayments, provided that they pursue other means of
collection azzésr State law, prior to using the Federal tax intercept program.  The tax intercept
recovery mazhad would only be used 10 recover overpayments made 10 individuals who are no
longer rwmmg aid under the plan,

The adzmmstratm sosts incurred by 2 State with a Federal tax intercept program
would have a 50% Federal match rate for State contributions.

Rationale

There has been significant pressure from the States, other Federal agencies, and from within
the Depwmww of Health and Hwman Services to pursue overpayment recovery more
aggressively in the AFDC program. More specifically, States have been urging AFDC &
adopt an Imemai Revenue Service fIRS) rax interceps program similar 1o the demonstration

project which the Food and Nutrition Service is operaiing within the Department of
Agricultire to collect over-issuances in the Food Stamp program.

Cost: | Saviogs estimated in millions of § are as follows:

EX 1994  FY 199  EY 1996  [EY 1997  FY [998
$ 16 $17 $18 $20 s21 -




Appendix A TREATMENT OF YVEHICLES IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Backgound

ENS is interested in achieving some gonformity in the treatment of vehicles between the Aid o
Families with I}a;;mdem Children Program (AFDC) and the Food Stamp Progeam {FSP). Curmnﬁy,
FSP bases its vehicle zms on Fair Market Value (FMV) while AFDC uses squity. This difference in
freatment has meant thzx houscholds with modest equity and moderate FMY are eligible for FSP hut
nat AFDC,  Although ﬁ?i}ﬂ households are categorically aligible for food stamps, welfare reform
could croate a sztzzanoz: where some AFDC recipients who leave AFDC 10 take low-paying jobs also
loses their FSP elzgzi;ziuy on the basis of the value of their vehicles, Moving to conformity will
eliminate this unfair treatment.

The options below try to move to an equity-based treatment of vehicles whils asinimizing both cost
and the number of hausehaiés who lose FSP eligibility. All options continue to exempt vehicles used
1o produce income, provide housing, or transport disabled household members.

Outigns

i. Exernpt first vehicle of any not previously exempted, and count all equity in remaining
vehicles.

. The estimated 1995 cost is $320 million.
. An estlmamé 370,000 newiy-eixgxble peaple are expected to receive FSP benefits.
. Few current FSP participants are expected to lose eligibili ity.

Exempting vah:clm for each additional earner will add to costs and increase the number of
newly-eligible persens receiving benefits,

2. Total the equity of afl nonexempt vehicles, but only count the eguity in excesy of 34,500,

. The estimated cost of 2 $4,500 equity threshold is $330 miltion.
» An eszimmd 450,000 newty-eligible peopls are expected to receive FSP benefits,
L Faw mzrrmt F5P pmicipams are expected to lose eligibility.

I
Seiting a lower, equity threshold reduces costs and the number of newly-eligible people
receiving FSP beneﬁts but it algo increases the number of current FSP recipients who lose
eligibility for f:xsd stamps

3 Disregard up m 4,500 iz: equity in the first nonexempt vebicle and count all equity in ail
other nonexempt vehicles,

. The estimated cost of a $4,500 equity threshold is $180 million.

. An esmnawd 225,000 newly-eligible people are expected to receive FSP benefits,
L Few culrrent FSP participants arg expected 1o ose eligibility.

Setting 3 i{}werg equity threshold redum costs and the number of newly-eligible people
receiving FSP benefits, but it also increases the number of current FSP recipients who lose
~ehigibility for food stamps.
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SELYF EM?MYMEN’!‘MCRQWR!’RTSE DEMONSTRATION
AND JOB CRE&TION FOR LOW INCOME INDIVIDUALS

Legislative Specifications

L DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM TO PROVIDE SELF-EMPLOYMENT
OPPORTUNITIES TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND LOW-INCOME
INDIVIDUALS.

A. PR@GRA!M DEVELOPMENT. The Secretary of Health and Human Services
(hercinafter in this scc&ion referred to as the "Secrstary™) and the Administrator of the Small
Business &dmmistration (hcrcmaﬁcr in this scction refemred to as the “Administrator*), shall
jointly develog a eclf-cmpi&ymcntf microenterprise detnonstration program for at least five
years in length that wﬁi build on the experience of microenterprise and self—employment
programs pmviousiy carried out by the federsl government and other entities. The program
shall be designed to achieve the following goals:

(1} to identify regulatory and other barriers that prevent welfare recipients and low-
incomé individuals from becoming self-sufficient through self~employment and
microenterprse dcvclopmcm and to identify and test cffective means to eliminate such
barriers;

{2) 10 dcvc!o;:, test and cvaluate innovative program models, based upon existing
cffective praciices, which have the potential to (8) increase the number of welfare recipients
and low-income individuals whe become self-sufficient through self—employment and
microenterpriss dcvciﬁpmmz and {b} reduce federal spending on transfer payments and
services to welfare mpzwts and low-income individuals; snd

(3) to demonstrate the potential for expanding the capacity of local organizations to
provide services, zcc.imwal assistance and loans which help welfare recipients and low—income
individuals become self-employed or develop microenterprises. .

To carry out such program, the Sceretary and Administrator shall jointly enter into
agreemets with k:cai intermediaries thapw-

(1) apply to parhc:patc in such program, and

{2} demonstrate that they are capable of implementing the provisions of the agreement.”

In arder to facilitate a randomized evaluation, as provided for in subsection {F, below],
the Secretary znd Administrator shall identify those predominate and effective program
madels currently uscd by existing intermediatics to provide self-employment and related
services to iow»-mmme individuals, and shall design the demonsiration in order to test and
evaluate at least two distinct types of program models with contrasting levels of technical
assistance. In dcsxgzxmg the demonstration program, the Secretary and Administrator shall
copsult with appropriate parties, such as--

(1) state and local agencies and private, nonprofit organizations with experience in
administering sc!fwcmpiaymcnt programs that serve low—income individuals; and
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{2) other persons with recognized expertise in conducting randomized evaluations of
self-cmployment ;m}grmns or other mlateé programs.

B. ASSISTANCE TO WMEDI&RIES To carry out the program, the Secretary
and the Admlmstmmr may provide techoical assistance, grants, guarameed loans, and loans to
intenmediaries selcc:ted to participate in the program. Assistance awarded pursuant to this
section may fully fund project periods of up to five years. The Secretary and the
Administrator may]mke, terminate or reduce assistance to an intermediary if the
intermediary fails to comply with the terms of the agreement it entered into with the Sccretary
and Administrator,

C. SELECTION OF mmmmmms In determining whether to enter into an
agreement with an mtzxmeéiary urider this ssction, the Seeretary and the Administrator shall
take into wnsidmﬁon-»

(1) the zafenncdmxy‘s record of success in serving low-income individuals;

(2) the intermediary's rocord of success in providing technical assistance or loans to
low-income individuals for the purpose of scif~empioyment;

@) the natufc types, afxd casts of technical assistance and/or lending methods the
internrrediary will cmploy in serving the target population;

{4) the mtcrmediary‘s ability to gammer matching funds from private sources; and

{3) such other matfers a5 the Secretary and Administrator deem appropriate,

In addition to the intermediaries selected to participate under this section, the Secretary -
and Administrator may sclect up to § demonstration sites that would operate indcpcndcnﬂy of
the randomized evaluation provided for in subscction [F, below], where such sites
demonstrate pmmismg, innovative strategies that do nat lend themselves to evaluation by a
randomized experimental design.

D, ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS. An individual eligible to participate in a program
conducted under this section is any low~income individual or welfare recipient. The
Secretary and Adminimmr shall ensure that an appropriate minimum percentage of welfare
recipients will pamcxpatc i:z sach demonstration program funded under this section.

E. PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENTS. Any agreement entered into with an
intermediary under thxs section shall provide thate~

(1) the intermediary has or will have an agresment with the local agency resporisible
for administering t?w JOBS and WORK programs such that JOBS and WORK program funds
will be used to pmvzd:s suppont services, including training and technical assistance, to
participants in the ésmonstmtmn programs funded under this section;

(2) the intermediary will implement a program that is approved by the Secretary and
Administrator;

(3) the mw:mcdtazy will cooperate with any independent evaluator(s) selected pursuant
to section {F, ize:low],

(4 the mmrmcsd;ary will mest any other obligations required by the Secretary and

2
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Administeator, inclinding any fund matching requirements.

F, PROGM ADMINISTRATION. The Secretary and the Administrator shall enter
into a mwz{}randum of understanding for the joint administration of the demonstration
program. The designation of intermediarics to participate in the program shall be completed
no later than 12 miimzixs after the date of appropriation of funds for this Act.

The Secretary and the Administrator shall also coordinate and consult with the
Secretaries of the szmm of Agrculture, the Department of Housing and Urban
Dovelopment, and the Department of Labor, on regulatory or other reforms or coordinated
efforts by such agencies that may further legitimize and promote microentetprise development
by lu‘w»»znmmc in&ivzéxsais and waifa:c reciplents.

G. EVAL'{}A'{ION ANB REPORT. The Sccr:tary. in consultation with the
Administrator, s.ha{l conduct or provide for an ovaluation of the effectiveness of the entire
demonstration ;zmg:am and shall prepare and submit to Congress a preliminary report of the
evaluation no later than 3 years following the designation of intermediarics and a final report
no later than $ years following such designation, together with such recommendations,
including mmmmwdaﬂons for legislation, as the Secretary and Administrator deem
appropriate. Such evaluation shall be based on an experimental design with random
assignment between a treatment group and a control group. In designing the evaluation, the
Secretary shall miy on the Assistant Seeretary for Planning and Bvaluation at the Department
of Heslth and Humaa Services and shall consider testing fore

(1) greater self-sufficicncy as measured by employment or self-cmployment rates,
amount of carned income, poverty rates, and exit and recidivism rates for AFDC, Food
Stamps and other public assistance programs;

(2) reduced costs of public support as measured by changes in ovarall support
payments such as AFDC, Food Stamps, Child Care, Housing, JOBS, and other benefits as
well as the costs of the asset-related incentives; ‘

- (3) zxzzmimgof business start~ups, number of loans to welfare recipients and low-
income individuals, repayment rates for the loans, and whether individuals maintain
businesses after welfare or other public assistance ends; and

(4) the miazm effectivencss and cost~to-benefit ratio of the different program moécis
employed by the iﬁtezmcdzams participating in the demonstration program; and

(5) the program’s impact and cffectiveness in serving participants in 2 Umc-»iamzzoé
welfare system, as]camparc:i to other low~income individuals.

The Sccmtary, in consultation with the Administrator, shall also conduct or provide for
an cvaluation of tbc sffectiveness of any demonstration sites selected pursuant to [Subsection
C, above] to operate independently of the randomized evaluation and shall prepare and submit
to Congress a pmimunary report of the evaluation no Iater than 3 years following the
designation of mmedmtics and 2 final report no later than S years following such
designation, wgcthcr with such recommendations, including recommendations for legislation,
as the Secretary and Admimistrator deem appropriate.

3
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The Sccmary may require each intermediary selected pursuant to this section to
pmv:de the &mry with such information as the Scoretary determines is necessary to
carrying out the dutws of lhzs subsection.

H. AU‘IHQR!Z&'HON OF APPROPRIATIONS.

The foiiam;';g amounts are puthorized €0 be appropriated to the Secretary and the
Administrator for the purpose of conducting and evaluating this dcmﬁnsm:mn prograns
$10,000,000 cach ycar for FY95-FY%9.

: No more :han 20% of the amounts appropristed may be expended anpually for
personnel and admmmnvc costs incured by the Secrctary and the Administeator, providing
direct technical assistance to designated intcrz:mhancs, and conductiong the evaluation
provided for in subsoctmn IG, abdvel,

L DEFiNI’ImNS.v--Yar the purposes of this smtiazzw

(1) the tems "intermediary” means an organization, partnership, or consortium of
organizations that acts as an intenmediary lender and/or as a technical assistauce provider to
individuals who wish to start or expand a microsnterprise;

+ (2) the term/"low-incdme individual® means an individual whose income level does
not exceed 130 percent of the official povesty line as definsdt by the Office of Management
and Budget [should we go to 150%7};

(3) the term*microenterprise” means a business that has a net worth of less than
$10,000 [necd definition options from SBAJ;

{4) the term "technical assistance” includes business technical assistance,
catreprencurial training, and personal development services related to cnabling a low-income
individual to become self-cmployed; and

(5} the termi"welfare recipiont” means a participant in a time~limited welfare program
who is also participating in the JOBS or WORK program. [Is it too restrictive to Hmit I¢ to
peaple who are ln *time~iimited welfare program.”? If we are going %o use such a
restriction It must be defined.}
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MEMORANDUM
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS
; March 31, 1994
| i
FOR: scomwc DEVELOPMENT SUBGROUP OF

ww—*Ans REFORM WORKING GROUP
FROM: CONSTANCE DUNHAM O

SUBJECT: Costs Estirhates for the Microentarprise Demonstration Program

To dats, our subgroup has focused on ths goals and administration of the seif-
employment/ mia{eentarzzrzse demonstration program {Damonstration). Now that we
have a good wzdarstaading of tha dasign of the pragram, it is appropriate 1o revisit owr
initial cost estimatas.

Cast components, In this memorandum, | consider five components of costs
the Demcnstrazw? will incur by:
. conduating a five-year randomized axperimental evaluation of the effectiveness
and cost-affectiveness of microanterprise agsistance programs (Programs),

. mimiwrsing} participating Programs for their data collection and other costs
rasulting from tha evaluation,

- the p:ofessianai and support personnatl at HHS and SBA needed to develop and
issua RFPs, hira the consultants, select participating Programs, and oversee the
Demonstration,

- the grants, loans, and/or loan guarantees provided 1o the Programs, to onlend
or otharwise assist their clients, and

L. unforessen gontingencies,

in order to estimate these costs, | have consulted with a variety of participants
in the miaraantergi;zse developmant fiekd, including: Programs that have been in
oporation for at least a few years and that reach substantial numbars of clients below
the poverty line; foundatinns that fund 3 number of microenterprise assistance
programs; a government aconomist who has overssen high-guality randomizad
axperimental evaiufaticns. and two grofesgional consulting firms that have conducted
highly-regarded randomized experimental evalustions.
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Section | diécussas each of these cost components in turr, Section il sums the
costs aver the ezztira pericd of the Demonstration and recornmends the expected time
pattern of budgatar»y appropriations.

I. Estimates of Microgntsrprise Demonstration Program Cost Components

1. Conducting a five-yaar randomized sxpeorimental svaluation

We assums that two major, distinct methodalogies of microenterpriss
assistance will be tested, with a combinsd treatmont group of 2,400, a contral group
of 2,400, and 20 Pi‘mgrams operating In 40 sitas.}

Data coiiawon {by telephone) is the largest cost component. It will be
conducted at the baginning of the Demonstration and ennually thergafter for five
years. Individuals pamcipazing in the Demonstration will bs new clients to the
Programs, beginning thekr participation in years one or two of the Demonstration.?
During the last three yaars, the Demoanstration will not fund additional new clients.
Rather, it will prov:de funding to assist the clients that are already participating, as
well as monitor their progress snd that of individuals in the control group.

{
“Consultants astimate that an evaluation would cost approximately $6-te-5.25
million over the amnw period.® Using the fower estimate, this imp&ies 5 milifon for
the five-year evaluation.

2. Raelmburaing Programs for data collaction and other casts of participating in the
Demanstration

Ong Program, estimated annual requirements of $25,000 to $40,000 per \
Program. Howsvar, another source estimated annual requirements of $10,000 for the

' The two major methodologles reach different, but overlapping, groups of poor individuals.
Furtharmors, fow local areas have Programs that are sufficlontly lacge and diverse that they
eould provide assistance using both types of methodologies to the same avarall poat from
which participating individuals ara deawn. Thersfore, it is unfikely that a single control group of
1,200 could be used for both weatmant groups.

? “Ygar one” Iz considered to begin once participating Programs are selected and funds
become availabls to zhem We astimate that, once the Demonstration s authorized and funds
are appropriated, it could take 12-10-18 manths before the administrative agencles (MHS and
$BA} develop an BFP faf the evaluation, selest consultants that will conduct the evaluation,
work with the ccﬁsu!tants in developing the design of the evaluation, Issue an RFP for
participating micmenterpzise programs, select the Programs and make funds available to them,

7 This nssumes that the consuhtant is selected by HHS and SBA sttar approximately six
months after the l:‘mmnstratien Is suthorized and funds are appropriatad, helps design the
Dermonstration and setecz participating Programs over the next 6-10-12 months, conducts the
evaluation over the next five years, and complatas the final raport within six months after the
Demonstration ends.
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first year and $5,000 each subsequent year. This sum would be used 1o pollect
programmatic data roquired by the Demonstration in g consistent manner, as well as
to astablish and mamta n ongoing relationships with locat Welfare and Food Stamp
offices in connection with the Demonstration, Using the second estimate and
assuming 20 ?wg;rams participate, this would total $600,000 over five years.

In addition 1o thase costs, $30,000 would be used for travel of Program
representativas to; meaet gt a central location at the beginning of the Demonstration and
annually themaften At the meetings, the Program representatives would be provided
with in-depth mfcrmaﬁan on the approach of the Demonstration and on tha india!l
tindings of the censu&tants as they evsluate the data collected annually, and woukl
provide feadback on the indicators and other aspects of the Demonstration.* This
totals $180,000 t;vaz the courss ¢f the Damonstration.

Tagather, thase costs of Program participation total $780,000 over five years,

3. Parsonna! at agxs and SBA

We estimate that a total of three professionsls (full-time-equivalents) plus
clerical assistance would bejreguired from HHS and SBA to develop the two RFPs,
saloct the czmsultants and participating Programs, and overseg the program and its
evaluation.® This woui:x coms to approximatsly $300,000 annually for professional
salaries and benefits, clerical support, limitad travel, and direct costs.

This totals $2.1 million over the six-and-a-half to seven year period of design,
Demonstration, and dissemination of results. Considaring s three percent annual
inflation factor, this would imply $2.37 milllon over the entire period {$791,000 1o
SBA and $1.B8 million to HHSL®

1

4 An alternative tappmach would funsd travel by SBA and HHS persormniel 1o ¢ach Program
sach year. Traval to & gampls of sites may be appropriate, but the need to parsonally visht
each Program sach year ssems unnecessaty, considering that the consultants will visit the
Programs on-site, and that many of the Programs are visited through other SBA and HHS
programs. Annugl vlszzs wouvkd also reduce significantly the number of staff days avsiiable to
irmplament and mcnitor the Demonstration. Finally, it is desirabie to fund meetings with
Program parzicipants, to aliow them o mest with sach ather and with agjency officials at a.
central location, in order 10 Invdive them more effectively In the progress and fmgﬁing findings
of the Demonstration, and to obtain feedback fram them.

® ‘This assumes one full-time-aquivalent (FTE} position in HHSIASPE, one FTE position In
HHS/OCS, and one FTE In SBA/QBD. Each FTE might be comprised of part-time work by
several professionals at each office, guch as two-thirds time by an expert in evaluation or
microsnterprise, and one-third by supervisors or assistants.

¢ This period in{:ludss 12-10-18 months grior 1o the funding of Programs, five yaurs of the
Demuonstration, and six months for analysis, review, snd disssmingtion of the final report,

3
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4. Grants, loans, and!or foan guaranteas to the Programs

Cost esttmatas vary with the size of the Program, the number of years it has
been in eperatsazz, the methodology it uses {particularly the nature of the technicai
assistance prawde&}, the number of years clients are involved with the Program, and
the dagree of subssdy provided on loans. Casts can be roughly considared for each of
two treatment tyﬁes *Minimaligt® methods that emphasize credit and less up-front
technical assistance, and "Intensive-TA™ mathods that provide substantial business
and personal developmant assistance {oftan including development of a formal
business plan} before a loan is made.

|

Even among rolativaly mature Programs (thres-to-five years old), total costs per
glisnt in each group range widely, bstween $800 and $2,600 per year among
Minimalist F‘mgrams, and between $500 and $3,600 per year among intensive-TA
Programs, Costs cf newer Programs {one or two vears old) sre higher because of
fixed costs, and can exceed $8,000 per client par vear.

Assuming that cost-per-client is a factor in the selaction of partivipating
Programs, this ;fm:aizes that relatively older, larger, and lowaer-cost Programs will tend to
ba selectad for particxp&tiaa In the Bsmonstration, If Intenslve-TA Programs require up
to $5,000 por year and averaga §3,000, and if Minimalist Programs require up to
$5,000 per year and avarage $2,000, then annual costs will averags $6 miliion. If
each participating Program is required to provide matching funds of at least 25 cents
for avary dollar of Demonstration funds, this wotﬁd imply &n annuat cost of $4.8

mitlion, ar,_ﬁzlg_g_;ﬂli_qg over the five-year program.”

Additional costs are incurred by providing 2 loan subsidy or guarantee of fines of
credit supplied to the microenterprise program by private financial institutions, If thess
costs comprise 15 ;;err.:ent of the dollar volums of loans made, if loans average
45,000 por cliant ewer the life of the Demonstration, and If two-thirds of all cliants
borrow loans each year, then this implies s cost of $1.2 million per vear, or $8 million
over the five-year per:od Additional costs are incurred by providing grants or other
assistance to as maﬁv as five cutting-edge Programs that cannot be accommodated in
the randomized evaluation design. i each is provided with a grant of $800,000 aver
the five-vear per%od;%l this woukd total §2.5 million.

These three com;mnents of microenterprise program support sum to §34.5
miillon over the fivelyear pariod.

? Requiring matching funds that consist af some significant proportion of Demonstration
costs is desirable because it provides an additional review {from outside foundations or other
funding seurces) of the cogency of the microenterprise Program’s plans and operations.

4
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5. Unforeseen Contingancies

Damans&rat;an costs will be affacted by a number of factors that cannot be
estimated at this poimz but that can be enticipated considering the rapid growth and
avolution of the microenterprise figld, the number and types of Progrems that
participate, future changes that may be made to public assistance programs {such as
the impact of any futurg changses in definitions of allowable assets and net income for
self-employed welfare recipients), and the spacific features of the deasign of the
Damonstration that will be developad by HHS, SBA and the consultants.

A standard adjustment in estimating programmatic costs is to allow for a 10
parcent contingency for additional costs not included in the preceding cost gstimates.
Accordingly, an ad;;lﬁmai $3.51 milfion should be budgeted.

;i ¢

{l. Consolidating cf:st Companent Estimates

i

A, Total Costs Of tha Microenterprise Damionstestion Progrem

Total costs ovar the epttm period of the Demanstratnon are summarized below:

. [ Total (000)
1. conducting 8 fiv&»year evalusation,

using randomized experimentai deslgn $5,000
2. reimbursing participating rricroenterprise

Programs for E}ammstfation-spemﬁc costs 780
3. personnel and|direct costs at HHS and SBA 2,370
4,  grants, loans, snd/or loan guarantess ) 34,600
B, 10 percent eoptingem; ' 4,270
TOTAL $48,800

Therefors, the Micwemarprisa Damonstration Program’s estimsted total cos: Is
$47 mililon over tha nntire patiod. from the point at which funds are appropriated to
tha dissaemination of the final report.

B. Recommendad Pattem of Budgetary Appropriations

We recommené that 10 million be appropriated in each of five succassive
years, and that any sums not used in one year ba carriad over for uge in subsequent
years. This will grovzde {iexibility during any ona year, and reduce incentives to spend
the entire authorization during that vear,




£hild Care - Igsues

Currently the child care disregard has two major problems that
limit its effectiveness in supporting the child care needs of the
working AFDC poPulatiQﬁ (1) the level is unrealistic [$175/
month for ¢hildren 2 and over, 3200/month for children under 21,
and {(2) a parent must be able t¢ pay costs up front, raa&iv1ng
reimbursement two months later., There are several options for
addressing these problems: all have associated costs:

a. Raise the disregard: 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
uge one amcant[(squested $250, based on what we are projecting
for direct payments) foxr all care, reflecting the likelihood that
care for infants and toddlers is part«time and more informal carxre
is used, while|children ages 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]aaxe and stl1ll resulting in ineguities; and it is
#till retrospective.

b. Eliminate the disregard: Many advocates support elimination
of the disregard Proa: this would assure equity and solve the
retrogpective 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. As Mark Greenberg points out, this is a problem
unless we have [assured for them child care and health care
support.,

¢. Retain the option of the disregard, while mandating that

. states must either provide two choices to parents (the disregard
or direct payments) or that they must supplement the disregard.
Scome states are now providing supplements. Pros: this solves
the equity iesue and reduces the retroactive payment issue.

Consg: if states choose to continue to use the disregard, this
creates an administrative burden for states.

Recommendation: ¢ since a does not address the problem with
retrospective payments. Increasing the disregard will not reduce
the advogates’ criticism of it.

2-&&&&5&.'51%&&2

A good deal of concern is being expressed about the guality of
¢hild care (wﬁst recently, the Family and Work Institute’s study
of family day care and the Carnegle report on ¢hildren 0-3,
"Starting Points®}. We believe we need to provide in the w&lf&re
reform proposal direct support for supply and quality improve-
ments. We are proposing the following:




a, A five percent set-aside within the At-Risk program that

parallels the guality set-aside in the Child Care and Development
Block Grant. Funds could be used for the purposes spelled out in
the CCDBG.

L. A five percent aet-a91de within the At-Risk program dedicated
to increasing the supply of infant and toddler care in low-income J L
communities. 3

fa and b could |be combined into one 10 pexrcent set-aside
available for both purposes]

¢. A 1/2 of one percent for federal T/TA plus projects of
national significance and evaluation.

d¢. Reimbursement for licenszing and monitoring activities as part
of administrative costs for IV-A child care limited by a formula
established by ithe Secretary.

Recommendation: that we include all four items as part of a
gquality improvement package. We believe this will significantly
strengthen the jproposal in the eyes of advocates and states.

3. The Match

States must currently match At-Risk Child Care funds at the FMAP
rate, It has been difficult for them to pull down the dollars at
the capped $300 million total. Even at the FMAP + 8% rate,
states will be{hard pressed te pull down dollars for additional
At-Risk care, especially since they will at the same time be
forced to. match morxe child care funds for other IV-A programs.

We propose to(ﬁffﬁ?ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂgﬂgﬁﬁsEEﬁ)for the At-Risk program. This ii}?

will ensure that there are additional, available funds for
working poor child care. Since At- Risk is a capped program,
expenditures wxll also be controlled. While the initial reaction
was ‘to keep tha match rates in all the. IV-A programs the same,
the At-Risk progr&m is actually more related to the CCDBG than to
the other IV-~A programs--it serves the same children--and the
CCDBG has no reguired match.

Recommendation: that we eliminate the match for the At-Risk
Child Care program. Again, we believe this will significantly
gtrengthen the proposal in the eyes of advocates and states.

H
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Prevention Outstanding Issues

A National Youth Mobximﬁan pmposai was presented at the last working group meeting.
The major aam;x}mzii of this proposal is the creation of a national network of school-linked,
community-based wan opportunity and responsibility centers. These centers would ensure a

partnership with one
would be responsible

or more ]cadmg institutions (including schools) in the community who
for organizing and supporting mentoring programs. Broad-based

commamty support s\mlld be required. These programs would address a wide range of

issues including teen
bility.

pregnancy prevention, parenting, education, employment and responsi-

If included in the welfare reform bill, how can we ensare that it mainiains a broad

focus?

While advocates are supportive of this approach as a component of an overall plan, they-are-

wary of ils impac as| the centerpiece of a proposal. Given the broad range of issues it
addresses, it easily f’z?s into many Administrative prioritics such as the crime bill, school-to-
work transition, and ?z&fm reform.

How can we fund zi:is proposal given that welfare reform is entitlement funding?

This type of pmgmmg is stretching the concept of an entitlement program. Further, this

becomes parficularly dlfﬁcult if it is an HHS authority, when it is essentially a Department of

Education activity (tlwugh mspﬁnmblhty could also be lodged in the Qunce of Prevention

Council, as provided for in the crime bill). If included in welfare reform, we can make it £it

into an entitiement, but it would be vulnerable.

How much funding should be provided for this initiative? .

DPC/NEC staff enwswn reaching 2,000 schools {(or communities) over a five year phase in
approach. The cumt tizfmght is that each school {or community) would receive $100,000.
The Department of ﬁéucatma is looking at the development and implementation costs of
existing initiatives ami may revise this number, Rolling out 400 schools {or communities) a
year brings the five yeax total to $600 million. Under any scenario, in order to foster high
quality effective programs, the number of sites shouid be reduced before the amount of per
sife funding is m&iac@é

2. Mmor mothers

The specificalions pr(;pase requiring that minor parents live in a household with their parents

or another responsxbla adult, with certain exceptmns - The proposal maintaing current law
which takes into accnunt a minor mother’s parents® income in determining ARDC &izg:bzi;ty

But, if a minor is living with someone other than their parent, that individual’s income is not

taken into consideration when determining 3 minor mother’s eligibility.

baéw Cones
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When we talked to 4 workgroup organized by the Center for Law and Social Policy
(CLASP), they indicated their preference to not take the parent’s income into consideration
when determining a minor mother’s ¢ligibility, ‘We indicated that we were sticking with
current law. :

However, the minor mother provigion says that a State ¢an place 2 minor mother either with
their parents or anr}ther responsible adult. This could result in the minor mce:zvmg less
AFDC if placed wztiz their parents than with an adult relative. This raises two issues:

L Is this an incentive to igve with a responsible adult other than a parent?

© If all responsible adults’ income is included in the calculation, what impact would this
have on ﬁndmg respongible adults with which minor mothers could live if they are
unable to live with their parents?

The experience of A(llF staff suggests that it is currently quite difficult to find a responsible

adult for a teen to live with and counting that adult’s income would make it even more

difficult. We believe that current Jaw should be maintained.

3. Family Planning

The drafting specifications include a strengthening of an existing family planning provision in
402(a) to ensure that welfare offices coordinate with family planning programs (including
Title X} and that they ensure a family planning consultation within 30 days.

Current law mﬁzcates' that & State cannot receive the 50 percent match for family planning
administration if the State provides family planning services under Title XX. We propose to
aliow States to get tizt:: match for family planning administration regardless of whether they
provide services undar their Title XX program. ACF is estimates that the administrative
costs of providing better wfamatwn and referral are minimal,

4, Mﬁsﬁ!iﬁ%

Currently, the draftinfig specifications call for all teen parents under age 20 to receive case
management. However, cost estimates are currently based on teen parents under age 19
receiving these services,

When we spoke with the workgroup organized by CLASP, they strongly advocated for case
management until thc] teen parent reaches the age of 20. They argued that JOBS administra-
tors report thigis a cntzcai transition year and if services are not continued, the investment of
the previous years is often lost.

We recommend that case management be provided to teen parents under the age of 20.

by 7



Performance Measures « Issues April 20, 1994

The perfonmance measures issue group has envisioned a performance measures sysiem for the
purposes of monitoring a::d assessing State programs, and for promoting a system of continuous
improvement within those programs. In a separate document we have provided a broad legislative
proposal which spec;ﬁes]a process whereby the stakeholders will participate in defining the final
measures, to be developed in regulation.  Under the proposed language, the Secretary would resain
aithorilty to amend the system as appropriate and to require States 1o report specific data. In that
decumerd, varfous issues are raised; they are raised again in this document in the General Discussion
sectivn widch foliows,

This docwmens also inclides a short Vision summary and o proposed work-plan for contlnued
development of a performance measures system. This proposed work-plan was developed in the
anticipation that the legislative specificarions are simply a first step in creating a performance based
system and that much of irhe work lies ahead.

Visi

For purposss of clarity, we have wentifisd three types of ;zetfzzmazzcc measures, sach would vary
according to focus, use cf the information, method of collection, and reiative importance t0 program
outcomes, The three m'e
1 Program Ourcome Measures: These measures would reflect the broad goals of the transitional
assistance pmgram we envision that in an outcome-based system these measures would be the
basis for developing performance standards. Performance standards, once implemented,
would be the basis for triggering corrective actions and other incentives to link State program
performance with sanctioz;s and rewards.

2} Progrom Accountablilly Meaxzzres These are defined a3 insuring that the new program is
being aﬁm:sw‘ed in sccordance with governing statute and regulation. For example,
participation ram would be included in this category. There may be penalties or incentives
linked to these measures.

(3) Process Measures: This information would be made available for program assessment,
evaluation, and management improvement; no penaities would be assessed on the basis of this
information,

Additionally, client feedback mforwatmn has baea considered by the group but it has not yet been
decided whether client feediaaci: information encompasses a separate category or should be included as
part of one of the above t:atcgones

i
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To what extent lsl’l{lll.llzi specific requirements fi.e., outcomes such as economic self-
sufficlency, reduwd welfare receipt, efc) be aeticulated in the legisiative Junguage?
Should the !egzsiativc language merely spexify a process by which to determine
performance mmeasures?

Sheuld the ﬁaz??mm fm’ issnance and modification of measores and standsrds be
specified in statote?

Participation rates ~ which are 2 performarnce measure — are specified in JOBS/TIME~
LavaTs; Is $his sppmpmaw’ Shouldn’t this be determined as part of a PM sysiem?

In general, how and for what purposes should pe:famauw information be utitized? For
example, lmkagw with FFP, or technical asszstanze.

|
Should the iag:siauve language specify consequences for failure {o meet performance
standards? Wimi should these consequences be? Should the legislative language specily
incentives for mﬁe!.iug standards?

What do you envision as the Federzl role in data collection? For example, will the
Fuderal rele be to collect the data, er be limited to validation of State reported data?

How should the non-phased-in population be accounted for under the new performance
measure system? Would the EA and child care programs be included?

2

&)

Reform the current data reporting system for AFDC and JOBS. This can be done by:

» Rovising the data elements required for collection to meer revised needs;
. Standardizing definitions of data and collection procedures; and
» Developing and i:zmiemennng an automited case-management system.

’I‘ha Dapartmw: could initiate annual (or semi-annual) national {or regional) conferwm
involving all the' smkMoldm in a process of developing, and perhaps continuously revising
the perfonnance lmmum systom. ‘This is similar to bow the current JTPA system operates.

‘The results of the performance measures collected could be published annually in a public
eport. ¢




Workplan for ?&farrﬁnnw Measures Working Group

This provides a wotkplan of issues and guestions the Performance Measures team will address in the
near future. The team wozzid appreciate any comments from the principals on the direction we are
taking or any guidance thcy may provide on the open questions.

(1} Develop mdcorqe measures. The group has developed & preliminary Hist of outcome
measuces. However, some of the proposed measures may be 100 broad-based ~ meaning they
may be factars z.be program is ualikely to affect - or tog difficult to define and collect. The
next step for ﬁw team i5 to focus on measures that the program ¢an actually influencs and that
can be epmtmnaizzed economic self-sufficiency (i.e. employmm and earnings) and welfare
recsipt, The foi‘iowmg issues will be considerad by the group in selecting these measures:

Bow th?l dats will be collected: national registry, QC system {matching sample to
AFDC and Ul records}, surveys
How 1o define the measure. This entails:

L an assessment of pros and cons and impact of the measure, particular-

Iy whether it creates any adverse incentives

o determining that i is feasible and relatively simple to collect
Whether 10 set an actual standard, measure change over time, or measure changes
campaxed (o national average. If a standard is set, should it be 2 floor {easy to reach)
or ceiimg?
What is the time frame for coflecting data and producing measures (annually)?
is there any distinction between what we can do short-run, compared to what may he
desirable in the long-rua?
To whattextam aad by what methods will the data be val idateid?
How will the "playing field” be levelsd? :

) Develop program accountability measures, These are key process measures needed (o ensure
the program is. rmmmg 25 intended s defined by statute or regulation, Measures that have
-heen mentioned in this category are:

* K B N B ¥ A

Participation rate in JOBS — proportion in activity H
Patticf.pama rate in WORK - proportios in work siot

?roportm who reach the ftwo year limig

I)uratlon in activitiss or between stages (i.e. from registration 1o smployment plan)
Number of waork slots filled {minimum number must be met)

Deferral rate in JOBS/WORK

Payw%'a:ccuracy :

The team will consider the following when defining these rates:

How the data will be collected: QC system, statefocal reporting systems
How 1o deﬁne the measure, Key issue for participation rates is tongitudinal vs. point-
in-time, ;’I’hls also entails:

- an assessment of pros and cons aud impact of the meagure, particular-

ly whether it creates any adverse incentives

- determining that it is feasible and relatively simple 1 collect
Whether to set an actual standard, measure change over fime, or measure change
compared to national average. If a standard is set, should it be a floor {easy 1o reach}
or ceiling?
What is the time frame for coellecting data and producing measures {annually)?
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* Is zhere any distinction between what we can do short-run, compared to what may be
d{:ssrablc in the joag-run?
To what extent will the data be validated?
How will the "playing field" be levelsd?

Refine the QC Systers. 'The team will consider how the current QC system should be
modified s0 paymcnt incentives do not drive the system,  Options include streamlining the
existing system or developing a new quality auditing system.

The role of dient feedback measures. An important issue for the team to consider is whether
we want the client perspective a3 a performance measure.  The key apep questions is this area
arg.

* Would this data be valuable st the federal level (f so, how would it be used), or
would it be most useful 10 local program eperators?
¥ What i3 the appropriaie role of client feadback in 3 mundatory welfars-to-work
program?
* How would this information be collected: through surveys or focus groups?
. X :
Develop other pr!ucexs measures. The team will congider whether there are other process’
measures that we want to coliect for monitoring and technical assistance purposes. (These are
MGATUres wusuimd to be lower priority than the program accountability measures discussed
sbove.) The key issues to dcf" ine is this area are:

» %’hzch MEAsUres should we include? Many of the issues listed under outcome and
program accountzbzizzy micasures woukd arise here as well,

* Would % require states to collect this data?

* Would zha federal government play a lead role in dw&iﬁgwg systems to help states
eoilect these tems?

- Determine the appmpﬁafzﬁmxzdaf incentives for States. The team will consider what

measures should ;)c used for sanctioning or providing financial incentives to states.  This also
involves whether, we should use incentive payments or sanctions andfor whether measures
should be pubhshed" to provide other incentives to states to meet them, Measures that have
been mentioned include:

. Proporticn who hit the time limit
* Participation rate in JOBS
* Participation rate ia WORK and/or minimum slots filied

In addition, the team wifl discuss othex appropriate uses for performance information such as
technical assistance and corrective actis:zzzs

Consider the non-phased population. Contingent on decisions made regarding the.
performance measwes for the non-phasd poplﬁatzen it may be necessary to coordinate the
new and old systems. The team wil] address any issues in this area.

Involve the stakeholders in the process. The team will consider how to and the extent o
which stakeholders should be involved in the development and continual refinement of N
performance s:,andards For example, one option would be fo include the stakeholders in {
annual or semi-anmual conferences. - ¥
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T0: Wendell P,
Ann S8, f}&
THRIE; Steva &. ¥

FROM: Z}&va.d @f‘

SUBJECT: Effegt of Immigrant Relfare Reform Proposals on
Stat%fkocal General Assistance Programs

H
H
H

The attached L A, Times article raises an issue that I believe we
will need to address through legislation: the potential of our
immigrant~related proposals to affect adversely state/local
genoral assistance programs. These caseloads rise whenever
Faedaral (SSI} ar FederalfState (AFDC, Medicaid) caseloads are
reduced. «

This is a particular problem in the area of immigrant eligibility
for benefits. Thex& have been a couple of recent State Supreme
court cases {in Michigan and Rhode Island) that have determined
that statefloaa& general assistance programs may not wtilize the
type of spanaarrto-aliaa deeming provisions that currently govern
the 88I, AFDC, and Food Stamp programs. This is due to the
interpretatian that only the Federal Government can
congtztntiunally enact provisions restricting eligibility for
benefits based on the alienage of an individual. Essentially,
the Courts ruled that in the absence of clear intent and
delegation by Congress, the states and localities may not impose
different eligibility requirements on legal immigrants from those
applied to citizens.

In view of this, I think the best policy with regard to our
immigrant-related proposals is one that avoids shifting costs
from the Federal and Federal/State levels to state/local general
assistance programs. Therefore, I recommend that if:the '
deeming/eligibility rules are changed, that we include statutory
language that would allow state/local general assistance programs
to enforce the same type of policies that we may propose. O0GC
has -indicated gxﬁliminarlly that there should not be any problem
in such a propo&&l There was a similayr provision added to the
IRCA of 1986 that allowed state/local assistance programs to deny
iegalized immlgrants benefits for the same five-year time period
for which they were denied AFDC, food stamps, and--generally--
Medicaid.

However, I alsc want to sound a note of cantion. While IRCA
provided state/local programs with the authority to deny general
assistance payments to the legalized immigrant for five years,
Congress also ended up authorizing and funding the SLIAG program
{State Legalizatian Impact Assistance Grants). The purpose of
these grants was to minimize any adverse sffects on




states/localities from increased destitution resulting from the
five-year window of bensfit ineligibility for legalized
immigrants. There may be analagous effects from ocur proposals,
although the number of immigrants affected should be much less
than under IRCA,

Attachment

ce: Nora A,
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Welfare Plan Gouges Cal
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{1) No position of employment with an employer may be
petablished &nd%x this part unless the local labor arg&nizatiansﬂ
rapresenting amﬁloya&s of such employer who are engaged in the
same or substantially similar work as that proposed to be carried
out under such position have been provided written notification
of the initial éssignment of a participant te such positioen not -
less than 30 &ais prior to the commencement of such assignment.
Noe such pnotification shall be required with respect to the
subsegquent assignment of participants to the same position with
the same employer.

(2} Xf a lecsl labor organization provided nutice of an
assignment pursuant to paragraph {1} sbiects te an assignment of
a participant. on the basis that such assignment would violate the
nondisplacemnent requirements under this part, such organization
may, as an alternative to the grievanze procedures provided
pursuant tc section 484 (b), file a cenplaint pursuant to an
expeditad grievance procedure. Such sxpedited procedure shﬁll be
carried out in accordance with the binding arbitration procedures
deseribed in section 48B4(b}{3), excepit that -=-

{A) the reguest foyr arkitration shall be filed within

30 days of %eceiving written notice,

{B} thé arbitrater nust be selected within 1o days of

the reguest, or appeinted within § days of receiving a

request for appointment,
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{C} the proceeding shall be gonducted not later thamp 10
days after the arbitrator has been selected or appointed,
and

(D) the decision shall be issued not less than 10 days
after the arbitration proceeding.

{3) If a léaal arqanizétian files a coﬁplaint pursuant to
the expedited grievance procedure under paragraph (2}, a
participant shall not be placed in tre position that is the
subjact of the c¢omplaint until it is determined pursuant to the
axpedited procedure that such placement would not be in violation

of this title.
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“{ii) Impasse Procedures. -~ If the parties are unable to
agree on an arbitrator within 10 days from when the raguest for
arbitration is filéd, the parties shall request the Federal

Hediation and Conciliation Servic¢e ox the American Arbitration
Assocciation to submit a liet of arkitrators. The parties shall
2lternately strike names from such list until the name of one

person remains, who shall be ihe .arbitrator.
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No participant shall be assigned to a position to perform
work under a contyact for services for the tirat 30 days aftar
the coemmencement of such contract if such contract immediately
succeeds a contract for services undar which an employaee covered
by a collective bargaining agreement performed the same or

substantially similar work for anothar employer.
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