
WELFARE CASELOADS HAVE DECLINED MORE THAN 3 Yi MILLION
UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON 

October 8,1997

President Clinton announced today that welfare caseloads have declined another 250,000, 
bringing the total reduction to more than 3.6 million since he became President, a drop of 26 
percent. In the 10 months from August 1996 when he signed welfare reform into law through 
June 1997 (the numbers released today), welfare rolls have declined by 1.7 million to just under 
10.5 million. For the first time since 1969, less than 4 percent of the U.S. population is on 
welfare. A total of 49 out of 50 states have lowered their welfare rolls - 14 states by 40 percent 

or more.

Later today. Vice President Gore will announce that the federal government has made 
tremendous progress in fulfilling its commitment to hire 10,000 welfare recipients by the year 
2000, doing its fair share to lower the welfare rolls.

The new caseload numbers underscore the success of the welfare reform law as it begins 
its second year. This 3.6 million caseload decline is the largest in history. Today, welfare 
caseloads, which fell by a record 1.9 million in the President’s first three-and-a-half years in office, 
are on course to have dropped by 2 million more in the one year after signing the law.

President Clinton has made welfare reform a top priority of his Administration. During his 
first four years in office, the President granted federal waivers to 43 States to require work, time­
limit assistance, make work pay, improve child support enforcement, and encourage parental 
responsibility. In August 1996, President Clinton signed into law the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), a comprehensive bipartisan welfare reform 
bill that establishes the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. Since signing 
the bill into law, the President has focused on efforts to create jobs to move people from welfare 
to work, which include fighting for and winning an additional $3 billion for welfare to work in the 
Balanced Budget Act, mobilizing the business community to hire welfare recipients, working with 
civic, religious and non-profit groups to mentor families leaving welfare for work, and hiring our 

fair share of welfare recipients in the federal government.
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Total AIDC/TANF families and recipients

iFamilies

Recipients

Jan.94 Jan.95 
(millions)

Jan.% Jun.97

'4.963 5.053 4.936 4.628 i 3.782
1,181,000 fewer families

14.115 14,276 13.918 12.877 ; 10.494
3,621,000 fewer recipients

fJTptal AOFt>C/TANF ipcipients by State

; m,93.state

^Alabama r
«Ala^ ' ;
^Arizona
lArkaiisas
rC^i^riia
M<jEadp;
iGonnectiout
iDelaware'
p.C, \
•Florida;: ;

‘Hiawaii:
Idahd' ;
Illinois ■
•Indi^ : ;

'

Karisais ; 
Keiltucl^ 
iLoiiisiana: 

..Wine ; ; 
■jMa^laivd- 
]Ma^c)iii^ns 
Michigan : 
^inii«qta 

, Mississippi

Idontana ;
; ^!*r^ka 

Nevada
Hampshire 

New. Jemeyi 
New .MdMdo 
New! Ydrk

l!41,746 
;34.,951 

194,119 
i?3i,982 

2.415,121 
; 123,308 

Ii60il02
'aifisi
^Si8i60 

701,842 
■ 402,228 

154.511 
21,116 

685,508 
209*882 
100,943 
187:525 

2;27;879 
263;338 
•67,836 

221.338 
332,044 
686;356 

mi:s26 
174.093 
259,039 
34,848 
48:;055 
(34,943 
28,972 

. 349^902 
$4,836 

1,179*522

2,621,383
118,081
164,265
29,286
72,330

689,135
396,736

60,975
23,342

709,969
218,061
110,639
87,433

208,710
252.860

65,006
219,863
311,732
672,760
189,615
161,724
262,073

35,415
46,034
37.908
30,386

334,780
101,676

1,241.639

2.692,202 
110,742 
170,719 
26,314 
72,330 

657,313 
388.913 

65,207 
24,050 

710.032 
197,225 
103,108 
81,504 

193.722 
258,180 

60.973 
227,887 
286,175 
612,224 
167,949 
146.319 
259,595 

34,313 
42,038 
41,846 
28,671 

321,151 
105,114 

1,266,350

Jan.94 Jan.95 Jan.96 : jup.97

135,096 121,837 108,269 i 81;417 
i 341860;37;,505 37,264 35,432 :

202,350 195,082 171,617 1401292
70,563 65,325 59,223 ; 51;845

99,739 
161,736 . 
23,153 
70,082 

575,553 
367,656 

66,690 
.23.547 

663,212 
147,083 
91,727 
70,758 

176,601 
239,247 
56.319 

207,800 
242,572 
535,704 
171,916 
133,029 
238,052 

32.557 
38,653 
40,491 
24.519 

293,833 
102.648 

1.200.847

i 79,210
^i53»253
1 2l;596.
i 65*331
i422;183
^54-890
i74;l79.

16i804 
|554,223 
1091772 
: 761684 
; 481576 
11521667 
1791868 
; 48;232 
:151,331 
I194;071 

. 430;56i 
;154il7l 
i 95:982 
184*441 
i 22j490 

i 35-955 
i 28,725 
j 19*586 

; 2431900 
i 78>404 

l,bli,135

:i){j^oen^3i97i

-24%
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'I:! :i ^' 4%'--
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- ii : :-37%i' ■

- ■■ 
ii:; ;-2^%: ^
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•
state . Jan. 93 Jan.94

-2-

Jan,95. Jan.96 Jun.97

I i

- . : 1
. ! . ,

^li>i:rtent

: North Carolina 331,633 334,451 317,836 282,086 234,371 ■ -2!
•

}% -
;; North 6^ta 18.774 16,785 14,920 13,652 ; : 10,992 -41%-.
Ohio 720,476 691.099 629,719 552,304 ; ; 480,903 1% :
Oklahohia 146,454 133,152 127,336 110,498 i 75,766 ; : J5%
Oregon; 117,656 116,390 107,610 92,182 1 57.873 i ii: -51%
Pennsylvania 604,701 615,581 611,215 553,148 j 439,333 :;:-27%
Rhode Island 6U16 62,737 62,407 60,654 54.275 H;: -1.1%

iSDUth Carolina 151,026 143,883 133,567 121,703 77,854 ; : -48% ^
'South Dakota 20,254 19,413 17,652 16,821 13,143 ii:--35%-
^Tennessee 320,709 302,608 281,982 265,320 167,386
iTexaS i i 785,271 796.348 765,460 714,523 561,060 . n: : -29.%' ■
Utah : 53,172 50,657 47,472 41,145 : 31,931 :

IVctinoriu ; 28,961 28,095 27,716 25,865 i 22.593 : 1%: :
' Virjgiaia ■ 1^,212 194,959 189,493 166,012 122,505
•Washington 286,258 292,608 290,940 276,018 248,830 i'i -u
•IWest^'Vifiinia 119,916 115,376 107,668 98,439: ! 75.33:1 %v:
'Wisconiih 241,098 230,621 214.404 184,209 107,490 .i :i::.-5i
.Wyoming 18,271 16,740 15,434 13,531 ^ 5,392 :-7( ■■

iGuam M ; 5,087 6,651 7,630 8,364 i 7,470
•Puerto kibo 1;91.261 184,626 171,932 149,944 Il42;i56 ^ ::i: |;;^-26%; ■'
Virgiin it^ds 3,763 3.767 4.345 4,953 ; 4,363;
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ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

Madeline Mocko, Director
OJfitt Of Ugitlatlv9 A/fatn and Budget (OLAB)
7tk Float Aenipaei DuOdlng
m D Street, SVf
WaifUttgum, DC Z0447
(202) 402-922S FAX (202) 401-4562

IV:

PU-^-' 3^S'‘-
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Vehicle for Determining Whelhtr a State Is Subject to a Penalty 

The Single Audit

We will ase, the .ingle anJil and aivy other reviews to
those found at sections 409(a)(1). 409(a)(4), 409(a)(5). 409(a)(ll). and

409(a)C14) of die Act.

The Emergency TANF Data Report
This report will provide us with much of the information neoes&ary for calculating a Slate’s 
minimum work parlicipaaoji rates and, thus, whether a State has satisfied the requirement at 
409(a)(3). In addition, failure to submit this report could result in a penalty under section 
409(a)(2). Ultimately, we will use the Data Collection and Reporting Requirements to 
monitor compliance with section 409(a)(9) as well.

The ACF Financial Reporiiug Form ACF-190

We will use this form to determine a State’s compliance with the expenditure requirements at 
sections 409(a)(1). 409(a)(7), 409(a)(10), 409(a)(12) and 409(a)(13) of the Act,

A specific vehicle for determining a State’s compliance widi section 409(a)(6) is unnecessary. 
In our loan agreements with States, we w'ill specify due dates for the repayment of the loans 
and will know if payments are not made.
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Examples o£ One-Time Diversion raymento

o The payment may be the actual coat ot what it would take to 
resolve the problem up to a maximum equal to 3 mouths oc 

cash assistance,

Colorado
o Somo familifta may receive a one time payment.

Florida
o One time paymente not to ?. months of aBSietance,

Precludee rcapplication for 3 monthn.

I Ualio
One-time needs could Include car repair, moving expencee, 
employment £eeu, tools, otc. The payment can be 3 times the 
maximum TAFI grant. There is a reduction of 2 montho of 
benefits for every month of ocibli assistance payment used in 
this option.

Maryland
o Allow recipients to choose a one-time payment equal to up to 

three months of AFDC benefits in lieu of Atic.

Montana
o Provide a one-time emoployment related payment to JSP and

Pftthwayp participants, the maximum amount of which will be 
three tlmen- the AFDC grant to which the family would be 
entitled. The payment will be in lieU of two months of 
future benefits for each month's equivalent of AFDC and will 
bo excluded as countable income, in determining food stampe 
benefits,

North Cux-ollna
o Offer new applicants a one time paynvont in li^u

equaling up to 3 months of the AFDC benefits for which the 
family is eligible.

Tgxaa
Allow an.otherwise eligible leclpient the option of one-time 
AFDC cash emergency asslBtance payments of gl,000 in lieu of 
ongoing regular AFDC payments with prohibition from applying 
for regular AFDC for a period ol 12 nwnthe from dace of 
receipt.
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Utah

Self suttlciency planning will be x-equired prior to 
eligibility determination for Clnonoial assistance, with 
one-time payments used to divert certain applicants from 
assistance through employment and child euppoi-t.

Virginia

In lieu of AFDC, provide voluntary diversion payments in an 
amount up to 4 months of AFTDC benefits to qualified 
applicants.•

West Virginia
A one-time-only diversionary cash payment is available to 
applicantc that allows up to the amount of three 3 months of 
regular each aocietanos payments!.

WlMOonsin
Ojifci-Lime needs to support employment. The loan can be urrH 
for iuuuediate expenses with a direct relationship to 
obtaiiilny maintaining employment (for example, auto 
repairs or obtaialny work clothes). The Deportment will 
establish the parameLeia for loan amounts and repayment 
conditions.



Stele TANF Tjne Liicite

State Tine Limit

Arizim 24 vitf in 50

TAHF
Sojjcc* l» TAM=: tO/OLV6 
S-Tw UiiiU 11/91

Ds^mnS&a 
Afpnwtd: 5/95 
bi]plcuicjleid: X)/9S 
Tine Unit: 1C-W7 
Bud Date: W/!12

AduA bmuebokl mesdier can 
o«ty receive cast assistance fee 
24 fLOicfas during a S->eat 
period-

Ceonccaral

TAW?
Selqect 10 TAKF: 10/96 
5-T«r Lkait: lOfOl

PanonaJatioit 
Aapioved; 12/9S 
fa^cmcnied: W9S 
Tjne Limit lOW 
fiidI>ate:«9Ta

ExenfititXB

P'ws^ly 3r xxaoJtf mabk lo go to wwk 
cr training
CiC only aartsa atIbe a^stsance aak wte 
can stay bocac id c«e for aaothcr physicilJy 
or meomOt hewsehoW laean^
panJdpant in JOBSTART dmoastartton

good fiiiliefiMtio find emptoyiiieni 
e«nilie» suHtrinj: ffoni domestic voknee oi 
ether cnoniMatoes beyond -Jtien cxarol 
fsmJy with an al«dl relative wt© is 
ixapadtHed or of an adrauced ag: 
tunily wife an aduL relative needed ta the 
home bocaiBc o' incapacity of anoilicr 
racober rf (be bousebold 
lankly wife an adn.*! relative carang tr a 
rsn.t CDC year of age. wto s dM 
covotd mdea fee *mily ca?
Iksely wife a ptegnaol or postpartmt afeill 
relative if a physician hat indkaled OaA she 
a unaMcio -ivctrk
AwJy wih tn adull relaive oliefww 
ictemfeMd 10 be twemptoyable, as deficod 
by dicStrte ______________

Extcisiors

Efocatna/Ttamkig Sxtsnsioit: Vtrson 
nceiviig assistance may recedv* op to two 
4-moitfe ezlei^ioos » complete » post- 
secoodtry edccadoc or tratniag orogratn-
OooS Cause Ejdxsinnr Pcrsoftcmy moeivc
a^-CBOodiezieiBaDC if good cause exists tbr 
h-ing onaUc x> obtain emalcyiiEni.

Apfiovedwaiver ttai allcwad monch 
extcDSiiMS thit c»a exceed 60 monfes.
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De>«<art

TANF
Effective: CTV9T 
5-Tear Tiitx lionii «3/QZ

l^emcnstrafea 
Approvei; H9i 
laptemene^: 10/95 
Tnne Linit: 1<V97 
Ecd Dofe-. W/«2

: Limit

Every pafifeq»a( reapctx a^
19 aMl ilmve o»|nbfe of wort 
win be robjccedto Ibe 2 year 
IknL Ret^^entswbocanm 
locate private mar jobs despite 
gand faidi eOaits tc^ dn <n^ can 
noeivc pa$>aitEr-per6iaiaiicc 
paymews. based on boors 
acsnally wortecl. fcii pnliciiiciing 
ir. a workfne job fcr a
frenromm of 2 1001% JeaiS.

Boeopcons T EKtcnaoiB

femStes for o*k± a dC2tinnitk)ii basbOT 
made ftat i*ev canon be expected to acteve 
scJf-fiaificiaiiy (t.fi.. alot needed ji tome 
tn piovilccne fiJi a disatled ctdld or die 
pirem. is cfisaKed and jooeivbg SSP 
ftarihes inwfoctfljercis j iDQ««dy«»s- 
poToot caring for a leeiy .*£d

ExteasionswiO he provided only a> Owsc 
boOca tocaadenoadrae that tbe 
Agc»7 sc*sta*Bfl> GaOec! to pwviic dm 
services mecifioc in tbe individw"s 
OmOtaa o: Matial RsjponsibilAy: d* 
-dated «a*eas«co wil eomsoond to die time

AssHCiBoc wil be denied to
eatpiciyabk caretakers reapp^rng
for bcaejitt aficr ihc 4$ 
cumUtivc txtooCi time Gmii 
«pii<<M foe &ia9y has not 
nceived otsisianDe for 96 
oHMecKive oKMdis or itK 
coicoker pnr/es dut gmundt 
exid for an esteasioa. Ecaehts 
fx -bese families oaly hi pajr- 
aAer-perfoamnee, fora 
ouznnnnof 12 additioiul 
omadadve moadis.

perkd for wlich services were wt
provided; « dessiae dOTbest cibrts to find 
aad foep en^doyaient, to soitahle 
onsdbndfazd eappicyrnent was avaUabk in 
Af 11W--1 economy to tbe esuptoyaWe atJuU. 
cveaker; the tnaxtmuii exrosloii enter 
saidj circoifuciancies wH be 11 troiths. 
Ixinarnn tray also be gnired where ofoex 
awyie circonstances exi^
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norub(8 oMOMs)

TAMP
Efisccre: ICW 
5-Ycat ’Edk Uopit 14/01

DqnoiiBtTHt»n
fiifftvni- 1/W 
InntepMtec: 2/94
Tim Linit: 2/96 
Ead Da&: 12/91

Hawaii

TANF

(1)24 oJiof60 wiAteSseijneof 
4£;

35 oat «f whk Soirne of 
48 Car. (a) i«ei»ed aid to 
frfiwBw! Wi* depHKcni cMkbCT 
or leupjrary nsiscance far aay
3< ciojflhs of iie precBdins 60 
m^Asr, (b) ct5tc<ltal pucit 
uadcr nie age of 24 who: i) tas 
nof cofrp'.rted hjjh schxil or tts 
equmkid^ or 2) lud Irde or no 
woitc wpertaBe io Jie preceding

Effeotcvr C7/97 
5-Y«tf TS« 07/t2

The lime tmt lapiircncrt ot" 
dc WAGES Act csubfahes a 
cvtHicT onic lioil reqtinanebl 
hood on lew:! of welfare 
dcpcaden^ and paitjcipail 
chausceristics amt seed and 
provides far tho«e hnrnes chat 
nmy need lESudsb^^ rxen^^tjow.

60 Bnnfn

I Ap Jlr,

H
DsittyigrafiOTl 
Appiovred: 8/96 
inpteniaad: 2/97 
Tune Laodt VOB 
End Date: MdDS

S-year time limiiatint iw 
Louicboids Oat cutfaia al least 
one uon-escopt adah.

ddigrat paitacipatiofl in aOlviiSeai. cwafcined 
with inability u obain soployiaeoi 
diigeiB pamcjttfion, combined wiii 
cctrwrctnary batriers tn enptoymat. 
nyhrting tlae oondttkms wiich nay restalt m 
aa escmpCioJi» weak icvisircmeots 
s^nifiE^ baniicm D empk>)mci4, tMnabiood 
wkh 3 need fiir additional time 
(Uigcitt poTtidpscaon in acivfcies aixl a need 
hf teen parens *x an excrapaon in order to 
bive24 inonCB of eligiMtoy beyond receipC 
of ibe high sdtool liploma ot ecuivalent 
geoaomenlaiioaor exteoatoofor a miaor 
cofle of a paiticapotingfain^ ^ *“* 
Racjed tb! «d of fcbeoefit ekgibShy 
period
ohOd-only cases
e(««e for benefta under Che SSI progra 
(facto jgcor disabli^ R no: sibject to time
(JnstatiDiKL

disabled
carbg fcra child coder € jnotidis of age
caring for an Ui or incaptcititod lamiJy
□etnto
tgK 60 or over
Vista volunteer
children oily cases

Cnnilalive total of eD haiddip CTeBpXHS 
imy not estocod 12 inoidh^ nay mdode 
loluced beKfits, and sfcaC, in ccenbinstion
with other pettod of teraporaiy assfetacce as
M adnlt, ootalDomt!eedial48 iDon±isof
umptKwy asstaooe.

Hardship etemptem to tlx tine liniitaioiB 
,k.n tw. fHTiisef to 10 perceti of parlicLpaJBS 
tt ite first year, 15 penJeaJ ra tie second 
year, and ID fcnar. in all subsetprctt

These hooetotds siaQ, therefore, be 
ejtctaded « «» cateuttioa of panc^ai 
lates aad nay exceed 3ie 20% exemprion 
iron tine liaits doe to hardship.
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Suite

iMfiana

TAKF
EflerSiNc: f0>96 
S-Ymt TiMe UhI: 19/«

Deatotuliaiioii 
Approved: I2fiM 
t^'.emMod: S/95 
TifiE Limit: 5/97 
End Date: «/«2

TaneLimil

24 nooChs

paiiiiiT mnribeisoB fubSc 
jssstanco ar? linited to two 
yean ife:uno benefils.

ExempticiB

rone limit; apfily n adults cwoqKdurine poicds in 
lohicbttif Mialt is exempt firom K®S. te teperiod 
tet the atemplicn zpqiltes.

The Mtawiic JOES cxoinienB apply:

Stknska (fi ooemties)

TANF
Effective: 12/9f.
S.Ycar Titm Limit: 1Z/9I

DemryistralJOTi
Approved: 2/95 
ImpleEieKsd: 11/95 
Tnac LimH: ICW 
End Date: 09/92

5 couolics:

(1) 24 wdtn ^8

Pw fnnQiea vitth an eir4>Jcyablc 
adoh. aesisauKC is availabfc: for 
up tt>2 pears witiosa earned
inooae.

(2) No dme tah

No line lioit for fendies 
WidKiai an cmpfoytAle Mlnlt.

is a child v*t>-<a) mderase K. or <b)
anenb sctiaol hiH-tnc
is 01 or tacapanta'jod
age 60 ycao or oMet
needed is borne «o CJveforiDcir
incapaciaacd feoiLy member, ud
is piegaam me ddld is expected to be bote
inibc 0Mid]i ie whidi psrticipatwii would be
loinned or within the fbOowisg ft-tDmidi 
p<^

RematiEiigSC«:

CSjeOrmrthe

EKtensMB

Appicvod crtcnsksK may he for i period cf 
op to 1 year azsl can be renewsd-

A w5on nay earn ctodl fci I 
assistance fc-r eacL 6 oomeeutive moKlB tf* 
peraon is empteyed. Hcwwei. a persw 
may not retain credit for B»re ton 24 
memths at a titse.

mantoJ, *»iiniini»f or physical coodiiiora 
caretaker ictacwc m B>e fimBy does not have 
ptnnsal letpoeriitoy for the chadren and. 
asistaaocii ro^oesaed for only Ae chfldien

EjneanonsKnlJ begjxntdiD an uwiaa«x 
xiuite in which the attall paxir. oi careoker 
relative has cooperated witt the X*S 
progam. asd hw soteciitBlly ociiiirlW 
widj lac fwpritenrcB of her/his olaa, in to 
fo towmi ciretneoiBCS: Sta» has feSed .o 
povile verrices in to IRE; despite aB 
appreprate efbrtt, tadifitoal has been 
maWe to find or has kwt wUhou cause, 

tqjloyiacDt; *«!, to Director, Diviswo ofeinpvoynciK; ino, iie i/i»vvi*jr, u 
Faniy and CkDdtcii. ifctcmiines that ether 
uaique circumstances exist which picveal 
de ladiTidaal from obCainiag or retaidDg 
eiuptaymcer.

Euenwag are atlowed if there is no job 
avaifaMs to to recipiod tiat aes to 
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Siultti lUat have ^aive^s'with^wk^jctiyUifiZidatatified as inconsistent with current law

[Note; This list only includes provisions identified as inconsistent by a state in its TANI' 
plan nr in subsequent correspondence.!

Connecticut - a broader definition of what activities and hours constitute participation in 
work activities for purposes of calculating the participation rare,

Delaware - the work participation policies in §407 of the SSA, which conflict with ABC 
wltli reaped to the limitations placed on the activities that count as participation in general 
and with respect to the calculation of participation rates, limitations on the percent of 
individuals who can be counted as participants who are engaged in vocational ^ucailoiial 
training or are minnr parents in school, limitations on the amount of time participants can be 
engaged in vocational education, and the inclusion of individuals exempted by ABC in the 

deiiutuiiialoi in calculating the participation rate.

Illinois - the Targeted Work and Get A Job waivers include an extended Job Search 
component, which is inconsistent with the PRWORA.

Massachusetts - Tlie state is counting in its detemiination of work participation rate all 
activities formerly counted toward its JOBS participation rate, including job placement, job 
readiness, job search, education, Ifalnlng, the Full tmploymeni Program, Supported Work, 
community service, any siib.sidized or unsubsidized job, and programs that extend beyond the 
time constraints specified in the PRWORA such as a 2-year community college program; and 
job search may be required -without limitation on the number of weeks.

Minnesota - The requirements in §407(c) and (d) of the SSiA ^ai only the work activities 
cited count toward the weekly lime standards is inconsistent with the stale's waiver, which 
counts any activity that leads to employment; the provision in §407(c)(2)(D) of the SSA that 
restricts vocational educational (laiiilug to 20 perc.ent of families for purposes of determining 
paiilcipation rates conflicts with the state’s "work activities" waiver, which has no such 
limitation; and the restriction on the duration of job search activity In §407(c)(2)(A)(i) of ilic 
SSA is inconsistent with the Rtate’s waiver, which allows job search for a longer period.

Missouri • The TANF plan identifies the allowable work activities under MFMRP as 
inconsistent with the PRWORA. 'fhe state will continue to allow all work activities as 
defined in (old) §482 of the SSA and previously approved under the state's JOBS plan to 

meet work participation rates.

Nebraska - The state’s TANF plan says that the state will use the definition in its 1115 
waiver (which differs from that in the PRWORA) of the activities that will be accepted as 
meeting the work requirements and will expand the use of this definition to a sunewidc basis.

New Hampshire - the provisions of §407(c) of the SSA that define when a participant is 
considered to be engaged in work; §407(c)(2)(A) of the SSA, which sets limits on the
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number of weeks for which Job search qualifies as eng«gftTnent in work; and §407(c)(2)(D) of 
the SSA, which sew limits on the number of persons that may be treated as engaged in work 
by virtue of participation lu vocational education auiviiics or being the heed of a household 

who maintains satisfactory school attendance.

South Carolina - defining work as involvement In specific components that will lead to 
employment or improved employability, and counting participation in literacy classes, adult 
education, GJbU classes, technical schools, vocaiioual ualulng, work experience, nnd OJT 
toward the participation rate.

South Dakota - counting all participation in secondary edncflMon towards an individual’s first 
20 hours of participation regardless of the person’s age, and counting job-readiness pre- 
employment training as a "work acilvliy’ for dcierinimiig paitlclpation rates; and counting 
vocational and college education as work activities in determining participation rates.

Tennessee - Families First counts life skills and post-secondary education as work, and does 
not limit the duration of job search and job readiness; Families First requires 20 hours per 
week in an ABt program for an Individual who has a literacy level of 8.9 oi less, in lieu of 
work activity, and exempts the individual from time limits; and Tennessee does not have a 

work participation rate.

Texas - The state’s TaNF plan says tliat work requirements will be based on the terms and 
conditions of the state's IV-A waiver, rather than the definitions ui ihc PRWORA. This 
applies with respect to the 24*month work requirement as well as the methodology for 
calculating participation rates.

Utah - The state cited one of its §1115 waivers in advising the Department that it will 
continue to define work activities very broadly, including family couaseJlag, parenting 
cnun.seling, weight reduction classes, drug and alcohol programs and counseling, and other 
activities as needed to enable a person to paitlcipaic in employment or cmploymenwelated 

activities.

Virginia - The state does not limit either the duration or the nuiubci of job search 
as-signmenw to which a participant may be assigned; each assignment is calculated in the 
participation rate for full allowable cr^it.

Washington - the definition of work activities, including the number of hours required.
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The following additiosaf^ics have waiver provisions involving work activhie£!^w^r) 

under JOBS, including duraUon of Job Search. These provisions may or may not be 
inconsistent with tte requirements of the PRWORA.

Georgia
Hawaii
Iowa
Kansas
Michigan

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Vermont

it)

'

S'



ID: DCT 09’97 22:47 No .003 P.13

States that have waivers ^ilh^iours of wqrk^identified as inconsistent with current law

[Note; Tills list only includes provisions identified as inconsistent by a state in its TANF 

plan or in subsequent correspondence.]

Hawaii - §407(c) of the SSA, which defines "engaged in work." The state has defined 
satisfactory participation for the purpose of calculating participation rates as "participation in 
work activities for at least the average of not fewer than 18 hours per week." The 18-hours 
requirement will remain in effect for the duration of the waiver period.

Massachusetts • Mandatory work requirement: require a nonexempt recipient (including 
both parents in a iwo-pareni household) to work and/or perfonn community service for 20 

hours per week.

Tennessee • Families First requires 20 hours per week in an ABE program for an individual 
who has a literacy level of 8.9 or less, in lieu of work activity, and exempts the individual 
from time limits; and Tennessee does not have a work participation rate.

Washington - the definition of work activities, including the number of hours required.

The following additional states have waivers involving hours of work or employment-related 
activity, which may or may not be inconsistent with PRWORA requirements:

Connecticut
Georgia
Kansas
Michigan
Montana
New Hampshire
North Carolina

Oregon
South Clarolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Veimont
Virginia
Wisconsin
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evaluations, control group caBes would be subject to 
prior law policies (JOBS work requirements/no time 
limit) and experimental group cases would be subject to 
prior law policies as modified by waivers.
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SUMMARY OF JlllS IV-A WAIVER PROVISIONS IN STATE TANF PLANS

[Noie: States marked with an asterisk (*) are rectpiems of "Track One" evaiuuiiun grunts. Ihese 
stales will retain prior law policies for control f^roup members and prior taw plus ^vaiver policies for 
experimental group members during the project period.]

Alabama • The state will continue the Avenues to Self-Sufficiency through Employmeiti and Training 
Services (ASSETS) rlemonsuaticn in three ronntifts. The state identifies one provision, a waiver of 
ilie AFDC requirement that a child live with a specified relative, as inconsistent with the PRWORA,

Alaska - There are no §1115 waivers In Alaska.

Arizona* • The state will continue to operate the Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and 
Encouraging Responsibility (EMPOWER) demonstration, Tlie state identifies the following 
provi.sions as inconsistent with TANF requirements:

cosh ossistauce lime limit extensions, based on good cause, for oot obtaining employment, or 
to complete an educational program; and

• not providing, or assisting a teen parent who Is required to reside with a parent or other 
responsible adult in locating, a second-chance home, maternity home, or other appropriate 
adult-supervised supportive living arrangement.

Arkansas - The TANF plan does not mention 61115 waivers.

California - The state's TaNF progrom will Lncludd California’s existing §1115 demonstration 
projects, Including tlie California Work Pays Demonstration Project (CWPDP). The TANF plan does 
not explicitly state whether any walvei provisions arc IncoiislMcui wjdi tire PRWORA. In subsequent 
correspondence, the state Indicated that it would continue its "Cal-Learn ' waiver (a component of 
CWPDP) in most counties in the state, and that CaJ-Leam counties would not be required to comply 
with TANP school participation requirements.

Colorado - The state’s TANF plan says thai Colorado i.s terminating its current §1115 waivers 
effective July 1, 1997.

Connecticut* - The state intends to continue its "Jobs First" demonstration. The TANF plan 
Identities several inconsistencies in Its demonstration with the PRWORA;

differential ireatmcnt of control group cases, to the extent that it constitutes a separate 
’’program," as opposed to a lack of uniformity in the TANF program;

exemptions from the time limit on astiitance and indefinite extensions of the time limit, 
without a limit on the number of families receiving such exemptions or extensions;

a broader definition of what activities and hours constitute participation in work activities for 
purposes ot calculating the participation race;

different definition and timing of employability assessments;
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different content of Individual employability plane;

* broader exemptions ftom work. ic«|uiiement5 (Inconsistent with botli the requiremom that all 
parents participate after 24 months of receipt of assistance and the participation rate 
calculations);

different treatment of minor parents with respect to school attendance requirements;

progressive sanctions for failure to comply with child support or work requirements (20 
percent reduction for 3 months for first offense, 35 percent reduction for 6 months for second 
offense, and discontinuance of family’s assistance for 3 months for third and subsequent 
offenses): and

different definition of the minor parent to whom the requirement to live with a responsibility 
applies, different rules regarding the use of adult-supervised settings, and additional 
responsibilliles for the supervising adults.

Delaware - The state intends to continue all waivers which were appioved as part the "A Better 
Chance" dcmuusUaclon (ABC). The state’s TANT plan idcniifics the following PRWORA provisloni 
as inconsistent with ABC policics:

the time limit [§408(a)(l)(B) and §408(a)(7)(A)-(D) of the Social Security Act (SSA)], which 
conflicts with ABC regarding the total period for which a family can receive benefits, the 
dcfinllion of families whlcli are exempt ftom time limits, the exceptions which can be granted 
to individual families to extend their time limits, and the percent of families receiving benefits 
(hat can bo exempt from the 60-tmmth time limit;

ttie work puilicipaiiou ].x}licics in J407 of the SSA, which conflict with ABC with rcepect to 
the lindtations placed on the activities that count as participation In general and with respect to 
the calculation of participation rates, limitations on the percent of Individuals who can be 
counted as participants who arc engaged in vocational educational training or are minor 
patents in school, limitations on the amount of time participants can be engaged in vocational 
education, and the inclusion of individuals exempted by ABC in the denominator in 
calculating the participation rate;

the provision in §408(a)(4) of the SSA that bats assistance to teen parents who do not 
participate In educational or training acUviucii if ihey do not hare a diploma, which conflicts 
with ABC regarding both the penalty for failure of a minor parent to participate in an 
appropriate activity and the appropriate activities (e.g., employment);

' the policies in |404(h) of the SSA regarding Individual Development Accounts (IDA’S), 
which conflict with ABC hy tmposing restrictions on the purposes for accumulation and 
withdrawal and by requiring that IDA’s must be trusts;

■ the provision in §4O8(a)(l0) prohibiting the use of federal TANF funds to provide assistance 
for a minor child wliu has been absem fiom tlic home for a particular period of time, which 
conflicts with ABC by restricting the amount of time that the beneflfs can be paid, even if the 
absence Is expected to be temporary; and
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tlic nilcs in §302 of PRWORA regarding paymenls of child support to familie.'! in "gap" 
states, which conflicts with the slate's policy of applying fi!l*the-gap budgeting only to 
recipients and not to appllv^iis.

District of Columbia - The District's TANh plan does not mention waivers. It says tliai In 
implementing TANF, the District will defer to any existing TANF provisions that may conflict with 
District law and regulations, implying that no inconsistent provisions will be implemented.

Florida* - The state intends to consult ftuther with ACF regarding the usefulness of continuing some 
yf Ua evaluation acUvkies before deciding whether to continue or terminate its waiver demonstrations. 
No inconsistencies with the PRWORA are identified in the slate's TANF plan,

Georgia - The state's TANF plan says that waiver provisions that are consistent with the PRWORA 
will continue, and the state will make a decision about the continuation of waivers within 90 days of 
the end of the 1997 legislative session.

Guam - Guam does not have any §1115 waivers.

Hawaii - Hawaii liiletids to retain the waivers for tho Pursuit of New Opportunities (PONO) 
demonstration. The state's TANF plan identifies the follov. ing PRWORA provisions as inconsistent 
with the PONO waivers;

■ §§ 407(b) and 408(a) of the SSA. concerning calculation of work program participation rates
and hardship exemptions ftom time limits, respectively. The state’s waivers e.xcmpt 
households from time limits, gtant reduction, and work requirements if all adult members 
moot one of the following criteria: (1) disabled, (2) caring for a child under 6 months of age, 
(3) eating for an ill or incapacitated family member, (4) age 60 or over, (5) VISTA volunteer, 
and (6) child only uasca. Tlie state will, therefore, exclude theoe fomllies in the calculation of 
participation rates and may exceed the 20 percent exemption from time limits due to hardship.

§407(c) of the SSA, which defines "engaged in work," The state has defined satisfactory 
participation for the purpose of calculating participation rates as "participation In work 
activities for af least the average of not fewer than 18 hours per week." The IS-hours 
requirement will remain in effect for the duration of the waiver period.

§408(a)(5) of the SSA, which provides for no assistance for teenage parents not living in 
aduU-supervlsed setllugs. Tceii heads of households will be eligible for assistance and not 
subject to the 20 percent grant reduction, even if not living in an adult-supervised setting, 
provided the teen is attending high school or other equivalent tmlning piogiam.

Note; Hawaii has been informed that waiver terms and conditions (1) only apply the IS-hour work 
requirement to a limited rlasa nf recipients, and (2) do not include a waiver affecting teen parent 
living requirements.

Idaho - No waiver inconsistencies are identified in the state’s TANF plan.

Illinois - The state will continue to operate the "Targeted Work" and "Oet A Job” provisions of its 
"Work and Responsibility" Demonstration, and will continue its paternity establlslimeiu waiver. All 
other existing waivers of title IV-A requirements will be discontinued, and most are Included In the
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state’s TANP program as tt&ndard operating policy. No inconsUt«irj«s were identified in the state 
plan, but ill subsequent correspondence the state identified the following inconsistencies:

the Targeted Work and Get A Job waivers include an extended Job Search component, which 
is inconsistent with PRWORAj and

the definition of cooperation in the paternity establishmeut waiver is inconsistent with the 
interpretation of nirrent regulations,

Indiana* - The state Intends to continue to implement its "IMPACT" waiver demonstration, as 
amended. The TANP plan states that those PRWORA provisions that are inconsistent with the 
waivers will not apply, but dues not specify what those provisions arc. In subeaquent 
correspondence, the state identified the continuation of the former AFDC rules for families assigned 
to the demonstration control group as inconsistent with TANP requirements, Tlie cuiiuul group will 
not be subject to any of the federal TANF provisions, including the 5-ycBt time limit, nor will they 
be considered In determining the state's work participation rate.

Iowa* - The state intends, at least iniiially, to "retain alt existing policies and procedures as outlined 
ill Llie current IV-A State Plan tind the waivers" for the Family Investment Progmin demonstration 
(FIP). The TANF plan states that "Iowa believes all waivers are consistent with the Personal 
Responsibility and Work opportunity RecoiiclUailuii Act of 1990."

Kansas - The TANF plan does not mention §1115 waivers.

Kentucky - Kentucky has no §1115 waivers.

Louisiana • The state’s TANF plan indicates that no waivers will be applicable. The state 
subsequumly wiutc Indicating it was terminating its waivers.

Maine - The state’s I'ANF plan does not explicitly memlou walvcis ui Inconsistencies with the 
PRWORA, There Is an indication that the state intends to maintain its evaluation and control group. 
Subsequent correspondence from the state expresses the state's belief that none of ire waiver 
provisions are Inconsistent with PRWORA. and clarifies that families in the demonstration’s control 
group will be treated differently with respect to TANF from other families in the state.

Maryland - The state’s TANF plan indicates that the state is exercising the option to terminate Its 
Primary Preveiilluu dciuoiistifttiori and the cash assistance component of its Family Investment 
Program demonstration. While there is no explicit mention of what waivers are continuing, 
pre.sumably these arc only Food btamp and Medicaid program waivers, so there should be no issue of 
inconsistency with TANF provisions.

MassachiisrtU • The state’s TANF plan lists the following provisions of the "Massachusetts Welfare 
Reform ’95" demonstration which the state intends to continue to implement:

Mandatory work requirement; require a nonexerapt recipient (including both parents in a 
two-pareiil household) to work and/or perform community service for 20 hours per w-eek.
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Work program sanctions: failure to participate will result In the individual’s loss nf eligibility 
for cash assistance; feilure to participate on more than one occasion will result in the 
termination of assistance for the entire household.

Child support sanctions: a caretaker relative who fails to cooperate with child support 
requirements will have his/her giant reduced by an amount equal to the caretaker’s portion of 
the grant.

Job search: Job search may be required without limitation on the number of weeks.

I'he TANF plan does not state whether any of these provisions is incomistem with the FRWORA. In 
subsequent correspondence, the state clarifies that it believes all Uic piuvislcms listed above to be 
inconsistent with tlie PRWORA. In addition, the correspondence lists the following two waiver 
provisions that are inconsistent with TANF work requirements:

Work participation rate: the state is counting in its determination of work participation rate 
all aoilvliles formerly counted toward Its lOR.^ pflrtlclpation rate, including Job placement, Job 
readiness. Job search, education, training, the Pull Employment Program, Supported Work, 
cornttiunlty set vice, any subsidlted or unsubaidlzod job, ond programs that extend beyond (he 
time constraints specified in the PRWORA such as a 2 year community college program.

Exempt/Nonexempi status regarding work: the state will continue to apply the work program 
exemptions established under its waiver demonstration, which are inconsistent with PRWORA 

reqiilrcmcma.

Michigan - The stota intends to continue Its "To Strengthen Michigan Families" (TSMF) 
demonstration, including pending amendments. The state’s TANF plan identifies the following TSMF 

provisions that are Intmsisiatt wiili the PRWORA;

the work participation sanction, which reduces the femlly’s cash assistaucc giam by 25 

percent;
the pending child support enforcement sanction, which lemovcs the non-cooperating 
individual’s needs from the gram for up to 4 months, and doses the family's grant if non- 
cooperation continues beyond 'I months; and

• the iO-day period to report cliaiigcs in family citcumstanccs, including iha tamporary absence 
of a child (TANF requires absence of a child to be reported wiihln 3 days).

Minnesota* - Minnesota is implementing its statewide "Minnesota Family Investment Program" 
(MFIP-.S) demonstration. The state is discontinuing several waiver provisions of the project which it 
believes are no longer necessary, although it "reserves tlie right to maintain any waiver or waivers 
that may become necessary due to change in federal law or policy for the continuation of the MFIP-S 
program." In addition, Minnesota is continuing its "Work FIRST" demonsiTfltion, and is terminating 
Its ’’AFDC Barrier Removal'' demonstration. The state TANF plan identifies several provisions of the 
PRWORA that are inconslsiemwidi MFIP-S.
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Tho requhemeniB In §407(c) and (d) of the SSA th»t only the work activities cited count 
toward the weekly time standards Is Inconsistent with tlie state’s waiver, which counts any 

activity tlittl leads lo employment.

The provision in §4U7(C)WKU) of the SSA that resirlcw vocational educational training to 20 
percent of families for purposes of determining participation rates. The state’s "work 
activities" waiver has no such limitation.

The restriction on the duration of job search activity in §407(c)(2)(A)(i) of the SSA. The 
state’s waiver allows job search for a longer period

The requirement in g402(a)(I)(A)(ii) of the SSA Ant o parent or caieiaker be engaged in work 
by the 24th month of assistance. While MFIP-S requires a parent to be engaged in work 
much earlier than the 24th month, it allows exemptions which wc iuconsistent with the 

PRWORA requirement.

The participatioji rate cftlculation in §407(bXl)(A) and (B) of the SSA is inconsistent with the 
stato’B "employment services" waiver, which exempts certain families from pattlcipatlon and. 
therefore, from the denominator of the participation rate.

In addition, the TANF plan cites die piovisionat §402(a)(l)(A)(i) of the SSA, requiting Ae program 
to serve all political subdivisions of the state, as being possibly inconsistent with boA the Work 
FIRST demonstration and the state's earlier MHF demonstration and evaluadon. uciilicr of which is 
statewide and both of which have randomly assigned control groups that aie subject to different rules 
from the waiver treatment groups.

Mississippi - Tho state intends to continue all of Its approved waivers. 'Fhe state’s TANF plan 
iitdlcates that Ac state hss not yet determined which provisions are inrr>nsi.stent wiA tile PRWORA.

Missouri' The state elects to keep Ae waivers gianted for both Ac statewide "Missouri Families 
Mutual Responsibility Plan" project (MFMRP) and the single-county "21st Century Communities 
Demonstration Project." The TANF plan identifies Ae allowable work activities under MFMRP as 
incon.slstentwith the PRWORA. The stole will continue to allow all work activities as defined in 
(old) §482 of the SSA and previously approved under Ae state’s JOBS plan to meet work 
participation rates.

Monl'aiia - The state intends to continue to operate the "Families Achieving Indepfindence in 
Montana" (FAIM) demonstration, which is the basis of its TANF program. The TANF plan does not 
explicitly list any inconsistencies wiA Ae PRWORA.

Nebraska - Tlic state will continue to operate its Employment First demonstration In flvD tuuuiics. 
The Rtare’K TANF plan says that Ae state will use Ae definition lii its 1115 waiver (which differs 
from that in Ae PRWORA) of the activities that will be accepted as meeting the work requirements 
and will expand Ao use of Ais definition to a statewide basis. Subsequent correspondence from Ae 
slate indicates that Ae slate will continue to use its waiver auAoiity to determine who is employable 
and will exempt from tiw time limit those determined not to be employable, even if they exceed 20 
percent of Ae caseload.

Nevada ■ There are no §1115 waivers in Nevada.
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New Hampshire - Tho state’s TANF plan identifies the following sections of the PRWORA that are 
inconsistent with the "New Hampshire Employment Program" waiver demonstration:

' the provisions of §407(c) of the SSA that define when a participant Is considered to be 
engaged in work;

§407(c)(2)(A) of the SSA, which sets limits on the number of weeks for which job search 
qualifies as engagement in work;

§407(c)(2)(D) of tho SSA, which sets Umlts on the number of persons that may be treated as 
engaged In work by virtue of participation in vocational education activities or being the head 
of a household who maintains satUfauury school attendance.

the requirement to engage In work once the state determines the patent or caretaker Is ready 
to engage in work, or once the parent or caretaker has received assistance for 24 months, 
whichever is earlier;

the TANF definition of a minor child; and

§408(a)(6) of the SSA. which prohibits use of any part of the grant to provide medical 
services.

New Jersey • The state’s TANF plan says that New Jersey wishes to discontinue its rlilc IV-A/F 
waivers.

New Mexico - Tha stale's TANF plun dfyis nor mention §1115 waivers.

New York - Tlie state’s TANF plan docs not mention |1115 woivers. The state’s program will 
implement, with one exception, the New York State APDC and JOBS plans that existed as of 
September 3U, I9y6. Because state plan pages, but nui waiver leans and conditions, wore attached to 
the TANF plan, the Implication is that the state does not plan to continue its waiver demonstrations.
In subsequent correspondence, the state has indicated that it will terminate its weivets in 
November 1997.

North Carolloa - The state intends to continue to implement both the statewide waivers and the 
demonstration in Cabarrus County. Specific inconflstencies between the waivers and the PRWORA 
are not listed In the TANF plan, but tlic plan does say, •Inconsistencies between thla state plan and 
the requirements of P.L. 104’193, not expressly prohibited by federal law, are supported by approved 
waivers, as interpreted with reference to the laws In effect at Ure Uine."

North Dakota - The state intends to continue most of Its waivers granted for the IHEM 
Demonstration Project. The state’s TANF plan does not mention which of the retained waiver 
provisions are inconsistent with the PRWORA.

Ohio - The Slate intends to continue It* AFDC and JOBS waivers granted as of September 30, 1996, 
Tlie Slate’s TANF plan docs not state which provisions ore inconsistent with the PRWORA

Oklahoma - The state currently operates a Learufaic dcinoiistiatlon in two counties, which it intends 
to continue. The TANF plan does not indicate any inconsistencies with the PRWORA.
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Oregon - The state’s TANF plan basically mirrors thft provisions of the "Oregon Option’ 
demonstration. The plan Identifies the TANF provisions allowing unavailability of child care as good 
cause fui iioncoopcration with employment loqulremonts and (he 5-year time limit as inconsistent with 
the Oregon Option demonstration.

Pennsylvania - The state’s TANF plan does not mention §1115 waivers.

Puerto Biro . There are no §1115 waivers In Puerto Rico.

Rhode Islond ■ A waivar application was pending at the time the state Rubmlrrcd Its TANF plan. The 
plan says that the state intends to pursue the waivers, but has “not fully identified inconsistencies," 
Only a waiver of the AFDC-UP lOO'hour rule was subsequently granted.

South Carolina • The state intends to retain certain waivers granted for the Family Independence Act 
demonstration and which appear to be in conflict with the TANF legislation. The following 
provisions are identified as inconsistent with the PRWORA;

requiring court-ordered non-custodial patents to participate in employment and training 
Bctivitica;

excluding as leBOurces funds up to $10,000 deposited in an individual development aooount 
(IDA), and disregarding from income & lump sum payment of $10,000 or less tliat is 
deposited in an IDA within 30 days of receipt; and

defining work as involvement in specific components that will lead to employment or 
improved employability, and counting participation in literacy classes, adult education, OED 
classes, technical schools, vocational (raining, work experience, and OJT toward the 
participation rate.

South Dakota - The state Intends tu uuiUhiuc its '‘Siieiigrhciilng of South Dakote Families Initiative" 
demonstration. The TANF plan identifies four primary inconsistencies with TANF provisions:

* exempting from work participation and time limits disabled adults and adults needed In the 
home to care for a disabled family member;

* using a different method to determine the number of months before a parent or caretaker is 
required to engogo In work;

* counting all participation in secunJary education towards an mdividual’s first 20 hours of 
participation regardless of the person’s age, and counting job-readiness pre-employment 
training as a "work activity" for determining participation rates; and

counting vocational and college education as work activities in determining participation rates.

Tennessee - The state will continue its "Families First Program" demonstration. The TANF plan 
docs not identify any inconsistencies with the PRWORA. In subsequent correspondence, the sfste 
described the following variances between Families First and the PRWORA:
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Familica First requires the cafdtaker, any other eligiWfl adult required 10 work, and a minor 
parent to sign a personal responsibility plan that sets requirements regarding work or work- 
related activity, cuopciatiuii witli child support, school attendono*, immunizations, and health 
checks, whereas PRWORA requires an individual assessment of skills, work experience and 
employability.

Families First counts life skills and post-secondary education as work, and does not limit the 
duration of Jnh search and job readiness.

Families First requires 20 hours per week in an ABF program for an individual who has a 
literacy level of 8.9 or less, in lieu of work activity, and exempts ihc individual from time 
limits,

• Tennessee does not have a work participation rate.

• Tennessee has categorical exemptions from and good cause extensions to Its time limits, 
which are an 18-mnnTh period of eligibility and a 60-month lifetime maximum,

Families First exempts nil porti&ipants from work and time Umirs for the period of time that 
the state is unable to provide child care while participating in work-related activities.

Assistance will be provided (using state funds) to legal aliens in accordance with the rules that 
were in place under title IV-A. provisions In effect prior to PRWORA.

IDA'S may be used for career development or transportation, as well as home ownetshlp, 
small business davelopmenl, or education.

There is no provision in Families First to deny assistance fn individuals convicted of drug- 
related felonies or to fugitive felons.

Texas* • The slate’s TANF program is based, in part, on the terms and conditions of the state’s 
§1115 waiver demonstration. The state's i ANF plan says that work rcquiicmems will be based on 
the terms and conditions of the state's IV-A waiver, rather than the definitions in the PRWORA.
This applies with respect to the 24-month work requirement as well as the methodology for 
calculating participation ratr^.

Hull - According to the stale’s TANF plan, because the provisions of the sfa»e‘n Single Parent 
Employment Demonstration Project (SPED) are referenced in state statute, the state must continue all 
of the demonstration’s waivers until after the ucxi legislative session. The state will notify the 
Federal government no later than 90 days after the end of that session concerning which waivers they 
will elect to maintain. In subsequent correspondence, the stare cited one of Us §1115 waivers in 
advising the Dcpaitment that it will continue to define work activities very broadly, including family 
counseling, parenting counseling, weight reduction classes, drug and alcohol programs and 
counseling, and other activities a.t needed to enable a person to participate in employment or 
employment-related activities.

Vermont* - The state has based its TANF plan on Its existing Welfare Restructuring Project 
dcraonsitation, which U will unulnuc to operate. No inconsistemie* with the PRWORA are explicitly 
identified.
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Virginia - Virginia’s TANF program is based on th« state’s waivcr-bascd welfare reform Initiative. 
The State intends to continue tijc Virginia Independence Program (VIP) demonstration. Other 
approved waiver cleiiioasirauous arc not iiiciaiouwl in the state’s TANF plan, nor does the plan list 
provisions of VIP that are inconsistent with TANF. In subsequent correspondence, the state listed 
Inconsistencies between waivers and TANF in the following areas:

Job search: The state does not limit cither the duration or the number of Job search 
assignments to which a. participant may he assigned; each assignment is calculated In the 
participation rate for full allowable credit.

Sanctions: The state applies sanctions for minimum periods for failure to participate 
sftcJsfactoiily in an assigned aaivily. Tlie minimum periods are 1 month Dor the first offense, 
2 months for the second, and 3 months for the third and subsequent offenses; if the individual 
has not complied by the end of the minimum sanction period, the sanction will continue until 
the individual complies.

Work program exemptions: The .stare exempts persons under age 16 or over 59, full-time 
students, incapacitated or disabled individuals, persons who are the sole caregiver of another 
household member who Is incapacitated, the parent of u child under 18 month* of age. 
caretakers other than parents, and women in their fourili Ihntugh ninth month of pregnancy 
lu effect, this cAoiipiB about 30 percent of cash assistance recipients.

Time limits: The state allows hardship exceptions to its 24-monlh time limit in certain 
circumstances. Also, there is no lifetime limit on benefits. Once a recipient has received 
cash assistance for 24 months and transitional assistance for 12 months, he or she will be 
ineliglhle for 24 mnnilis, but there is no restriction on the number of times a person may 
cycle on and off the program.

Minor parents: Virginia does not grant an exception to the requirement that a minor parent 
live with a responsible adult because no responsible adults will allow the minor to reside with 
them.

Virgin Islands • There are no §1115 waivers in the Virgin Islands.

Washington • The state is dropping it? APDC-UP "100-hour rule’’ waiver as unnecessary, but Is 
continuing the 'Tengih-of-stay grant reduction" provision of its Success Through Employment 
Program (STEP) demoAstration. This provision reduces benefits by ten percent to a fandiy that has 
been on assistance for 48 out of 60 months, and another 10 percent for each 12 months thereafter.
^^*d identifies the following TANF provisions ss "inconsistent with and inoperative

the 5-year lifetime limit;

' the 20 pp.rcfint hardship exemption cap:

sanctions for failure to meet work paiticipation requirements; 

the 24-raonth work requirement;
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the definition of work activities, including the uutubet uftiuui's required; end

the provisions limiting assistance to legal immigrants.

Information on Eobsequent state legislation indicates that Washington will terminate the STEP 
program.

Wwt. Virghiin - The state’s TANF plan does not mention §1115 waivers.

Wisconsin* - The state imends to continue appivvcU deiiioiisiraaons and to Implement the pending 
"Wisconsin Works" (W*2) demonstration. TTie state’s TANF plan does not list inconsistencies 
between the state’s waivers and thcPKWURA.

Wyoming - Wyoming has requested tliat its approved and submitted waivers be terminated.
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Vehicle for Determining Whether a State Is Subject to a Penalty 

The Single Audit

We will use. <he .single eudil and any other reviews “
penaUica - those found at sections 409(a)(1). 4fl9(ft)(4). 409(a)(5). 409(a)(ll), an 

409(a)(14) of die Act.

The Emergency TANF Data Report
This report will provide us with much of the information necessary for calculating a State’s 
mlftlinum work panlcipaaoii rates and. thus, whctlicr a State has satisfied the requirement at 
409(a)(3). In addition, failure to submit this report could result ui a penalty under section 
409(a)(2). Ullimately, we will use the Data Collection and Reporting Requirements to 
monitor compliance with section 409(a)(9) as well.

The ACF Financial Reporting Fonii ACF-196

We will use this form to determine a State’s compliance with the expenditure requirements ac 
sections 409(a)(1). 409(a)(7), 409(a)(10), 409(a)(11) and 409(a)(l3) of the Act,

A specific vehicle for determining a State’s compliance wiili section 409(a)(6) is unncccssaiy. 
In our loan agreements with States, we will specify due dates for the repayment of the loans 
and will know if payments are not made.
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Examples o£ One-Time Diversion rayments

Arkansas
The payment may be the actual cost of
resolve the problem up to a maximum equal to 3 montho o£ 

cash assistance.

Somo famiTifta may receive a one time payment

Florida

One cimo payments not to exceed ?. montliB of assistance. 
Precludce rcapplication for 3 months.

lUaViQ

One-time needs could Include car repair, moving expenses, 
employment £eet», tools, etc. The payment can be 3 times the 
maximum TAFI grant. There is a reduction of 2 montho of 
benefits for every month of oabh assistance payment used in 
this option.

o Allow recipients to choose a one-time payment equal to up to 
three months of AFDC benefits in iiau of Afuc.

Montana
o Provide a one-time eit©loyment related payment to JSP and

Pathwayp participants, the maximum amount of which will be 
three timen- the AFDC grant to which the family would be 
©ntltled. The payment will be in lieu of two months of 
future benefits for e^oh month's equivalent of AFDC and will 
bo excluded as countable income, in determining food stamps 

benefits.

Korth Carolina
o Offer new applicants a one timo paymont in lieu of AFDC

equaling up to 3 iivonths of the AFDC bonafits for which the
iamily is eligible-

TgXM
Allow an.otherwise eligible xeclpient the option of one-tim^ 
AFDC cash emergency aaslscauce payments of ei,000 in lieu of 
ongoing regular AFDC payments with prohibition from applying 
for regular AFDC for a period o£ 12 nv^-nthe £rom date of 
receipt.
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Utah
Self aufl'iclency planning will be required pi-ior to 
eligibility determination for financial assistance, with 
one-time payments used to divert certain applicants from 
assistance through employment and child euppoi-t.

Virginia
In lieu o£ AFDC, provide voluntary diversion payments in an 
amount up to 4 months of AFDC benefits to qualified 
appl i r.antfl.

West Virginia
A one-time-only diversionary cash payment is available to 
applicants that allows up to the amount o£ three 3 months of 
regular cash aacietanoe payments.

Wisconsin

Ojifcj-Limc needs to support employment. The loan can be urrH 
for iuuiiediete expenses with a direct relationohip to 
obcainlny or maintaining employment (for oxampl©, auto 
repairs or obtuliiiny worh clothes) . The Department will 
establish the pararaeteiH for loan amounts and repayment 
conditions.
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Slult» that have waivers with work octivitics identified as Inconsistent with nirrent law

[Note: This list only includes provisions identified as Inconsistent by a stale iu Us TANF 

plan nr in subsequent correspondence.]

Connecticut - a broader definition of what activities and hours constitute participation m 
work activities for purposes of calculating the participation rate,

Delaware - the work participation policies in §407 of the SSA, which conflict with ABC 
with respect to the limitations placed on the octivities that count as participation in generfll 
and with respect to the calculation of participation rates, limitations on the percent of 
individuals who can be counted as participants who are engaged in vocational ^ucailonal 
training or are minor parents in school, limitations on the amount of time participants can be 
engaged in vocational education, and the inclusion of individuals exempted by ABC in the 

deiLUtiiiiuiiui' in calculating the participation rate.

Illinois - the Targeted Work and Get A Job waivers include an extended Job Search 
component, which is Inconsistent with the PRWORA.

Massachusetts - Tlic state is counting in its determination of work participation rate all 
activities formerly counted toward its JOBS participation rate, including job placement, job 
readiness, job search, education, training, the hull traploymem Program, Supported Work, 
community service, my sub.sidlzed or unsubsidized job, and programs that extend beyond the 
time constraints specified in the PRWORA such as a 2-year community college program; and 

Job search tuny be required without limitation on the number of week*.

Minnesota - The requirements in §407(c) and (d) of the SS!A that only the work activities 
cited count toward the weekly time .standards is inconsistent with ihe stale’s waiver, which 
counts any activity that leads to employment; the provision in §407(c)(2)(D) of the SSA that 
restricts vocational educational (muilng to 20 percent of families for purpoeee of determining 
participation rates conflicts with the state’s "work activities" waiver, which has no such 
limitation; and the restriction on the duration of job search activity in §407(c)(2)(A)(l) of the 
SSA is inconsistent with the Rtafc’.s waiver, which allows job search for a longer period.

Missouri • Tltc TANF plan identifies the allowable work activities under MFMRP as 
inconsistent with the PRWORA. 'fhc state will continue to allow all work activities as 
defined in (old) §482 of the SSA and previously approved under the state's JOBS plan to 

meet work participation rafe.s.

Nebraska - The state’s TANF plan says that the state will use the definition in its 1115 
waiver (which differs from that in the PRWORA) of the activities that will be accepted as 
meeting the work requirements and will expand the use of this definition to a suitcwidc basis.

New Hampshire - the provisions of §407(c) of the .SSA that define when a participant is 
considered to be engaged in work; §407(c)(2)(A) of the SSA, which sets limits on the
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number of weeks for which job search qualifies as engH|>e.meiU in work; and §407(c)(2)(D) of 
the SSA, which sets limits on the number of persons that may be treated as engaged in work 
by vli tuc of participation Ui vocational education aciiviiics or being the head of o household 

who maintains satisfactory school attendance.

South Carolina - defining work as involvement In specific cnnipnnenLs that will lead to 
employment or improved employability, and counting participation in literacy classes, adult 
education, CHL> classes, technical schools, vocational uahilng, work experience, and OJT 

toward the participation rate.

South Dakota - counting all participation in secondary ednention towards an individual’s first 
20 hours of participation regardless of the persori’s age, and counting job-readiness pre- 
employment training as a "work acilvliy" for dcieriniiuug paitlcipation rates; and counting 
vocational and college tsducation as work activities in determining participation rates.

Tennessee - Families First counts life skills and post»secondary cdncatlon as work, and does 
not limit the duration of job search and job readiness; Families First requires 20 hours per 
week in an ABt program for an Individual who has a lunacy level of 8.9 oi less, in Ucu of 
work activity, and exempts the individual from time limits; and Tennessee does not have a 

work participation rate.

Texas - The state’s TANF plan says tliat work requirements will be based on the terms and 
conditions of the state's IV-A waiver, rather than the definUiuus in ihe PRWORA. This 
applies with respect to the 24-month work requirement as well as the methodology for 
calculating participation rates.

Utah - The state cited one of its §1115 waivers in advising the Department that it will 
continue to define work activities very broadly. Including family counseling, parenting 
coun.sellng, weight reduction classes, drug and alcohol programs and counseling, and other 
activities as needed to enable a person to participate in employment or employment-related 

activities.

Virginia - The state does not limit either the duration or the number of job search 
assignments to which a participant may be assigned; each assignment is calculated in the 
participation rate for full allowable credit.

Washington - the definition of work activities, including the number of hours required.
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The following addiclooal states have waiver provisions involving work activities allowed 
under JOBS, including duraUon of Job Search. These provisions may or may not be 
inconsistent witli the requirements of the PRWORA.

Georgia
Hawaii
Iowa
Kansas
Michigan

North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Vermont
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States that have waivers ^\’ith hours of work identified as inconsistent with current law

[Note; Tills list only includes provisions identified as inconsistent by a slate in its TANF 

plan or in subsequent correspondence.]

Hawaii - §407(c) of the SSA, which defines "engaged in work." The state has defined 
satisfactory participation for the purpose of calculating participation rates as "participation in 
work activities for at least the average of not fewer than 18 hours per week." The 18-hours 
requirement will remain in effect for the duration of the waiver period.

Massachusetts • Mandatory work requuement: require a nonexempt recipient (including 
both parents in a two-parent household) to work and/or perform community service for 20 

hours per week.

Tennessee • Families First requires 20 hours per week in an ABE program for an individual 
who has a literacy level of 8.9 or less, in lieu of work activity, and exempts the individual 
from time limits; and Tennessee does not have a work participation rate.

Washington - the definition of work activities, including the number of hours required.

The following additional states have waivers involving hours of work or employment-related 
activity, which may or may not be inconsistent with PRWORA requirements:

Connecticut
Georgia
Kansas
Michigan
Montana
New Hampshire
North Carolina

Oregon
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Vcmiont
Virginia
Wisconsin



evaluations, control group caBss would be subject to 
prior law policies (JOBS work requirements/no time 
limit) and experimental group cases would be subject to 
prior law policies as modified by waivers.



Penalties for Bifurcation — Status

1 mmmurn. I N Memo lo POTUS 1 ii .......... ft! ii HHSR.gu.a«o„ i m
1. Penalties -- 
Issue 1(a)

“A state can’t receive any 
good cause consideration - 
- i.e., mitigation in penalty 
for failure to meet work 
participation rates” unless 
states shows it did not use 
bifurcation to evade work 
participation rates

Limited to reasonable cause 
for work penalty - No 
reasonable cause for work 
penalty to states whose 
policies work to circumvent 
the work requirements

Same as guidance, 
plus no reduction in 
penalty for degree 
on non-compliance

We are seeking:
(1) to prevent states from 
getting access to corrective 
compliance plans and “some 
or all” penalty reduction if 
they bifurcate; and (2) to 
apply these limitations to all 
pendties, not just the work 
penalty

2. Child support 
collections —
Issue 1(b)

Issue regs authorizing data 
collection; work with 
Governors and Congress 
to prevent

Yes - same as memo Same as memo and 
guidance

None of the 4 breaks on 
penalties unless states proves 
it did not divert families to 
deny feds child support 
dollars

3. Caseload 
Reduction
Credit -- 
Issue 3(b)

No credit unless states 
shows reduction is not the 
result of bifurcation

Yes " No credit unless states 
demonstrate that caseload 
reduction not an artifact of 
bifurcation

Yes - part of 
calculation (with a 
limited exception)

OK

4. High 
Performance 
Bonus —
Not on list

HHS will look at states 
overall effort in 
determining high 
performance bonus

Identical to memo Only addresses data 
~ state can’t qualify 
unless it supplies 
data on separate 
state programs

D5^e want to iMisfup-front 
that a^ta^ th^rbifiircates is 
not eligibfe>tmder any 

circums^gnces’frtr the bonus, 
not singly that IffiS^will look 

at t)m factor?



Penalties for Bifurcation — Status

iUeni Memo to POTUS lii^i
iliioili 

..... Ill:sS|; Guidance HHS Regulation Our CuTen.Pcs..io,.|

1. Penalties 
Issue 1(a)

“A state can’t receive any 
good cause consideration - 
- i.e., mitigation in penalty 
for failure to meet work 
participation rates” unless 
states shows it did not use 
bifurcation to evade work 
participation rates

2. Child support 
collections — 
Issue 1(b)

Issue regs authorizing data 
collection; work with 
Governors and Congress 
to prevent

3. Caseload 
Reduction 
Credit - 
Issue 3(b)

No credit unless states 
shows reduction is not the 
result of bifurcation

4. High 
Performance 
Bonus - 
Not on list

HHS Avill look at states 
overall effort in 
determining high 
performance bonus

Limited to reasonable cause 
for work penalty - No 
reasonable cause for work 
penalty to states whose 
policies work to circumvent 
the work requirements

Same as guidance, 
plus no reduction in 
penalty for degree 
on non-compliance

We are seeking:
(1) to prevent states from 
getting access to corrective 
compliance plans and “some 
or all” penalty reduction if 
they bifurcate; and (2) to 
apply these limitations to all 
penalties, not just the work 
penalty

Yes — same as memo Same as memo and 
guidance

None of the 4 breaks on 
penalties unless states proves 
it did not divert families to 
deny feds child support 
dollars

Yes - No credit unless states 
demonstrate that caseload 
reduction not an artifact of 
bifurcation

Yes - part of 
calculation (with a 
limited exception - 
3(b))

OK

Identical to memo Only addresses data 
- state can’t qualify 
unless it supplies 
data on separate 
state programs



Penalties for Bifurcation — Status

rlPiiiif

:: 
^

ill

ii;: III Our Current Position

1. Penalties-- 
Issue 1(a)

“A state can’t receive any 
good cause consideration - 
- i.e., mitigation in penalty 
for failure to meet work 
participation rates” unless 
states shows it did not use 
bifurcation to evade work 
participation rates

Limited to reasonable cause 
for work penalty — No 
reasonable cause for work 
penalty to states whose 
policies work to circumvent 
the work requirements

Same as guidance, 
plus no reduction in 
penalty for degree 
on non-compliance

We are seeking:
(1) to prevent states from 
getting access to corrective 
compliance plans and “some 
or all” penalty reduction if 
they bifurcate; and (2) to 
apply these limitations to ali 
penalties, not just the work 
penalty

2. Child support 
collections - 
Issue 1(b)

Issue regs authorizing data 
collection; work with 
Governors and Congress 
to prevent

Yes “ same as memo Same as memo and 
guidance

None of the 4 breaks on 
penalties unless states proves 
it did not divert families to 
deny feds child support 
dollars

3. Caseload 
Reduction
Credit -- 
Issue 3(b)

No credit unless states 
shows reduction is not the 
result of bifurcation

Yes “ No credit unless states 
demonstrate that caseload 
reduction not an artifact of 
bifurcation

Yes - part of 
calculation (with a 
limited exception ~ 
3(b))

OK

4. High 
Performance 
Bonus —
Not on list

HHS will look at states 
overall effort in 
determining high 
performance bonus

Identical to memo Only addresses data 
- state can’t qualify 
unless it supplies 
data on separate 
state programs



Penalties for Bifurcation - Status

........... ................ .:::1 BiBisiiiiiiii-.i

1. Penalties- “A state can’t receive any Limited to reasonable cause Same as guidance. We are seeking:
Issue 1(a) good cause consideration - 

- i.e., mitigation in penalty 
for failure to meet work 
participation rates” unless 
states shows it did not use 
bifurcation to evade work 
participation rates

for work penalty — No 
reasonable cause for work 
penalty to states whose 
policies work to circumvent 
the work requirements

plus no reduction in 
penalty for degree 
on non-compliance

(1) to prevent states from 
getting access to corrective 
compliance plans and “some 
or all” penalty reduction if 
they bifurcate; and (2) to 
apply these limitations to all 
pendties, not just the work 
penalty

2. Child support 
collections —
Issue 1(b)

Issue regs authorizing data 
collection; work with 
Governors and Congress 
to prevent

Yes — same as memo Same as memo and 
guidance

None of the 4 breaks on 
penalties unless states proves 
it did not divert families to 
deny feds child support 
dollars

3. Caseload 
Reduction
Credit - 
Issue 3(b)

No credit unless states 
shows reduction is not the 
result of bifurcation

Yes — No credit unless states 
demonstrate that caseload 
reduction not an artifact of 
bifurcation

Yes - part of 
calculation (with a 
limited exception — 
3(b))

OK

4. High 
Performance 
Bonus —
Not on list

HHS will look at states 
overall effort in 
determining high 
performance bonus

Identical to memo Only addresses data 
- state can’t qualify 
unless it supplies 
data on separate 
state programs
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Oiviirsiuii lu Supaittlv Stale Proyrams to Avoid Work Partidpstion Rates and 
Child Support Requirements

|«uB! StfltM nan spanii thair TANf maintnnance-of-effort funds in separata State proorami. The proposal 
under discussion reflects e concern tfut this authority could be used to avoid the work participation 
laqulremaflls and Federal child support collectiDns. It would require a State to prove It had not divarted 
participants, as a condition of gainlno penalty relief. HH8 has agreed to condition the reasonable cause 
penalty exception end degree of non-compliance penalty reduction for the work penalty on a state's non- 
diversion of cases to avoid work requirements.

EQP Pusiiiuii: In uddiiiui) to Ilia I'eslilctlons above, states that divert families for the purpose of avoiding the 
work participation rates should not be perrritted to enter into a corrective compliance plan or to receive a 
reduction in penalty after failing to correct a violation. States otherwise will be able to avoid meeting 
psrtlclpntlnn rntni hy diverting herd to employ Individuals from their TANF caseloads into separate state 
programs. These restrictions should apply to all penalties, not singly the work participation rate 

penally.

In addition, we should withhold all four of these forms of penalty relief from itatas that divert families in 
nrdnr to prevent tJirlUaral child support collections. The net Federal share of chSd support collections in 
FYlddS are estimateiat $(.G47 billion, which states could avoid passing to the Federal government by 
diverting cases to separate state programs.

HHS Position! The current proposed rule incorporates the strict enforcement of the TANF penalty 
mnehanisms that are related to work participation rates -- denying reasonable causa for work penalty, 
collecting all the data we can, and momtoring for abuse to see if additional remedies need to be pursued, 
consistent with the mutually agreed upon January HHS guidance. In addition HHS would hold slates 
accountable through use of the high performance bonus to reward states for getting recqtients into work and 
use of the bully pulpit to publicizB states actions if thay abuse their flexibility and future legislative or 
fldirinlMrativn ramadias if abuse it widespread. Further rogulstorv prascriptivsnass at this time regarding 
how states spend their own money will be viewed by Congress end the Govarnore as Federal overreaching, 
iiUrusWeness and mlcromanagenwnt. This would endanger the Administration's success to date in promoting 
a shared State-Federal corraiitment to work and it would risk shifting the public discussion from successful 
welfare reform to the old dabata about the Federal role. It also makes the regulations lusceptifala to both 
legal and political ehalhnoa and saveraly itanugas our ratatlonshlp with states which is ntential to the 
continued sucoais of welfare reform.

Treatment of State Waivers

Usuo! Tha TANF law allows States to continue to oparata waiver provisions that are "inconsistent'' with 
TANF. The Issues at hand ara 1) what is the scope of waiver policies that can be continued; and 2) 
wlwlher we can and should deny bonuses and certain penahy relief to states that caotinuo to operate 
waivers that differ from TANF work requireminis and time limits.

under a waivar, such as unlimited vocational education, college attendance, or more than 6 weeks a year of 
job search. In addition, stotas should not be able to expand waivora boyond tho geographic area in effeot
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(i.e.. Implemented) on dete of enactment.

States that do not con^ly with TANF rules regarding work requirements or time limits beciuse they continue 
Inconsistent waivers should not be eligiblB for tho bonuses and rewards established under the tiew lew. 
including the high performance bonus, the caseload reduction credit, e reesonahla cause penalty exception, a 
corrective comptience plan, or a reduced penelty for any of the viofatlons estebRshed in the law. Vlitbout 
these changes, many states vnli opt to continua waiver programs with less stringent work rubs and timo 

limits than those In the new law.

HHS Position: The current proposed rule provides a tight Interpretation of the waiver inconsistency language 
that protects against widespread avoidance of tho TANP provlilons. Taken as a whole, these addilionel 
regutstory restrictions appear to thwart Congressional Intent In providing states with the opportunity to 
continue operating waivers. Such an approach Is difficult to explain in light of the Administration's prior 
support nf these waiver projects and claims of success. Danying a high performance bonus also would 
punish the very stales whose waivers are most Innovative and BffectWe,jHideanifMuuiiLjff0t^ 
focusJojuiMnea, and severely damage a strong working rdaflonshlp we have deveiopod with the states. 
Further, denial of caseload reduction credits and the opportunity to enter Into corrective compliance plans 
may not be legally sustainable. Given our linwied and indkect regulatory authority, we should exercise some 
restraint In penalizing slates that elect an option available to them under law. Finally, the proposal would 
create unfair and untenabte distinctions among states facing penalties, based solely on whether they have a 

waiver.



Caseload Reduction Credit

Section 271.42 Which reductions count in determining the caseload reduction factor?

(a) Each State’s estimate must factor out any caseload decreases due to Federal requirements or 
State changes since FY 1995 that affect an individual’s eligibility for assistance. These include:

(1) Changes in eligibility rules that directly affect a family’s eligibility for benefits (e.g., more 
stringent income and resource limitations or time limits); and

(2) Procedural changes that have the effect of sienificantlv delaying or denying eligibility (e:g:; 
documentation requirements that create obstacles to the receipt of assistance).

A State need not factor out calculable effects of enforcement^echarus^ that aje used to enforce 
existing elipibilitv criteria fe.g.. fingerprinting or other verification techniai^sl. 'fb -fhe 

r’^’gUi/-e mini's
^ Preamble languageTor Section 271.42

Thus, we propose to give States credit for caseload reductions except when those caseload 
reductions arise fi:om two kinds of changes in eligibility ; (1) changes in eligibility rules that 
directly affect a family’s eligibility for benefits (e.g., more stringent income and resource 
limitations or time limits); or (2) changes in procedural conditions of eligiblity that also have a 
direct and significant effect on caseloads by delaying or denying eligibility (e.g., documentation 
requirements that create extra obstacles or delay rcccipt-of benefits).

Under this approach, we would not give States credit for caseload reductions due to new 
procedural requirements where such requirements served simply as an obstacle that had the effect 
of keeping eligible families from seeking or receiving assistance. We would allow States to get 

^ caseload reduction credit where they can show (through actual case studies, sampling, or other 
reliable techniques! that new procedural requirements (such as fingerprinting or other verification 
techniques) have resulted in the identification of families that were ineligible imder existing 

^ ftlipihilitv ni1e.«;,(^llhe deterrence of such families firom applying for benefit^. In making this 

'■ distinction; States could report the actual number of oases identified as firaudulently seeking
benefits or they could use a sample to dctcmiine what percentage of cases were deterred because 
they were ineligible (and not accurately reporting their circumstances). Unless a State provided 
documented evidence that cases were div^cd firom the rolls due to-fi^ud or misfcporting,-we 

would exclude-aU cases diverted firom the rolls by proeedural-rcquircments from the State’s 
caseload reduction credit.-’

Through this policy approach, we are seeking to achieve the balance identified by Congress: that a 
State should receive credit for moving families off welfare, including by detecting and preventing 
fi:aud. but should not be able to avoid its accountability for work as a result of any changes that 
restrict program eligibility.



Anil Kakani
11/07/97 06:24:04 PM

Record Type: Record

Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Laura Oliven Silberfarb/OMB/EOP, Emil E. 
Parker/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: whoops, mistake on child-only language

I sent in my last e-mail language I faxed to Maddy, but included the wrong language on child-only. 
Following is the correct language:

Child Only 

Insert at §271.22 (b)

■(3) States may define "families... that include an adult or a minor child head of 
household," but may not exclude families from the definition solely for the purpose of 
avoiding penalties under §271.50.

(i) States shall report annually to HHS on the number of families excluded because of 
the State's definition and the circumstances underlying each exclusion.

(ii) Where the Secretary finds that a state has excluded families for the purpose of 
avoiding a penalty for work participation, she shall include those families in the 
calculation in this subsection in determining whether a State is subject to the penalty 
described in §271.50.

Insert at §271.24 (b)

■(3) States may define "families... that include an adult or a minor child head of 
household" but may not exclude families from the definition solely for the purpose of 
avoiding penalties under §271.50.

(i) States shall report annually to HHS on the number of families excluded because of 
the State's definition and the circumstances underlying each exclusion.

(ii) Where the Secretary finds that a state has excluded families for the purpose of 
avoiding a penalty for work participation, she shall include those families in the 
calculation in this subsection in determining whether a State is subject to the penalty 
described in §271.50.



Insert at §274.1 (a)

(3) States may define "a family that includes an adult" but may exclude families from 
the solely for the purpose of avoiding penalties under §274.2.

(i) States shall report annually to HHS on the number of families excluded because of 
the State's definition and the circumstances underlying each exclusion.

(ii) Where the Secretary finds that a state has excluded families for the purpose of 
avoiding a penalty for the five year time limit, she shall include those families in the 
calculation under subsection (c) in determining whether a State has complied with time 
limit extension rules and is subject to the penalty described in §274.2.

Conforming Changes
Section 271.24 (b)(1) should be revised as follows:

(1) The number of two-parent families receiving TANF assistance that include an in which the 
adults or minor child head-of-household and other parent who meet the requirements set forth 
in §271.32 for the month (the numerator) divided by....

Section 274.1(c) should be revised as follows:

...This provision requires computation of an average monthly percent for each fiscal year, with 
the numerator for each month equal to the number of families that include an adult receiving 
assistance beyond the five-year limit and the denominator equal to the average monthly number 
of families that include an adult receiving assistance during the fiscal year.....



Anil Kakani
11/07/97 04:30:56 PM

Record Type: Record

Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Laura Oiiven Silberfarb/OMB/EOP, Emii E. 
Parker/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: HHS response

Maddy just passed along the following info to me:

• they are fine w/ the domestic violence language
• they are fine w/ the separate state program language, notwithstanding a few minor wording changes 

she is faxing over
• they are unsure if they can do what we are requesting w/ the child-only issue but need to speak w/ 

their lawyers
• they are unwilling to make any changes to the reg. language on admin, costs, but would be willing to 

incorporate some of the preamble language

Its not clear to me how or when the latter two issues will be resolved. Following is the language I sent
over.

sistance in separate state programs
n we get an illustrative list of which populations would be counted in or out of the caseload as a result of each of the 
lowing draft provisions.

71.42(b) (1) The cases overlap with or duplicate cases in the TANF caseload.

They are cases made ineligible for federal benefits by PRWORA that are receiving only state-purchased assistance, 
trition assistance, or other benefits.

They are cases that are receiving only state earned income tax credits, child care, transportation subsidies or benefits f 
rking families that are not directed to meet their basic needs.



ild-only cases

71.22
While states have the option to define "families... that include an adult or a minor child head of household" as used in 
ction 407(b)(l)(B)(i) regarding the calculation of the participation rates, they may not use a definition that excludes fam 
the purpose of avoiding penalties.

States shall report annually to HHS on the number of families excluded from the calculation in Section 407(b)(l)(B)( 
the circumstances underlying the exclusion.

Where the Secretary finds that a state has excluded families for the purpose of avoiding a penalty for work participati 
time limits, she shall include those families in the calculation in Section 407(b)(l)(B)(i).

74.1
While states have the option to define "a family that includes an adult" as used in Section 408(a)(7)(A) regarding the fi 
r time limit, they may not use a definition that excludes families for the purpose of avoiding penalties

States shall report annually to HHS on the number of families excluded from the calculation in Section 408(a)(7)(A) a 
circumstances underlying the exclusion.

Where the Secretary finds that a state has excluded families for the purpose of avoiding a penalty for work participatio 
e limits, she shall include those families in the calculation in Section 408(a)(7)(A).



mestic Violence 

74.3 (b)(2)
i) To qualify for an exclusion, such families must have good cause domestic violence waivers that:

) Reflect the State's assessment that an individual in the family was at the time the waiver was granted temporarily un 
work because of domestic violence;

) Were in effect lifter at the time that the family had received a hardship exception from the limit on receiving 
erally-funded assistance for 60 or more months; and

) Were granted appropriately, in accordance with the criteria specified at 270.30 of this chapter."

Administrative Costs 

Regulatory language

§270.30(b) Administrative costs means costs necessary for the proper administration of the 
TANF program or separate State programs. It includes the costs for general administration and 
coordination of these programs, including indirect (or overhead) costs. Examples of 
administrative costs include:

(1) Salaries and benefits for staff time, and the proportionate share of all other 
costs, of-staff not associated with providing program services (such as diversion, assessment, 
development of employability plans, work activities and post-employment servies, and 
supports) to individuals;...

Preamble language

You will note that the definition we have proposed does not directly address case management or 
eligibility determination. We understand that in many instances the same individuals may 
be performing both activities. This omission was intentional because we believe that drawing 
that specific distinction may be. extremely difficult in.some circumstances. In such cases,-Usder 
our proposal, to the extent that a worker's activities were essentially administrative in nature 
(e.g., traditional eligibility determinations and verifications), those the portion of the worker's 
time spent on such activities would will be treated as administrative costs. The same 
percentage of all other costs (e.g., including those activities described in §270.30(2) through 
§270.30(10)) associated with this individual must also be treated as administrative costs .
To the extent that a worker was basically doing case-management fucntions or delivering 
services to clients, that portion of a worker's time can be charged as program costs.



Cynthia A. Rice 11/07/97 06:56:51 PM

Record Type: Record

To: mmocko @ acf.dhhs.gov @ inet
cc: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP, Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, Laura Oliven

Silberfarb/OMB/EOP
Subject: Revised fingerprinting language

Here are suggested changes to the "fingerprinting" language you drafted (see below), give or take a word 
or two—

Section 271.42 Which reductions count in determining the caseload reduction factor?

(a) Each State's estimate must factor out any caseload decreases due to Federal 
requirements or State changes since FY 1995 that affect an individual's eligibility for assistance. 
These include:

(1) Changes in eligibility rules that directly affect a family's eligibility for benefits (e.g., 
more stringent income and resource limitations or time limits); and

(2) Procedural changes that have the effect of significantly delaying or denying eligibility 
(e.g., documentation requirements that create obstacles to the receipt of assistance ).

A State need not factor out calculable effects of enforcement mechanisms that are used to 
enforce existing eligibility criteria (e.g., fingerprinting or other verification techniques).

Preamble language for Section 271.42

Thus, we propose to give States credit for caseload reductions except when those caseload 
reductions arise from two kinds of changes in eligibility: (1) changes in eligibility rules that 
directly affect a family's eligibility for benefits (e.g., more stringent income and resource 
limitations or time limits); or (2) changes in procedural conditions of eligiblity that also have a 
direct and significant effect on caseloads by delaying or denying eligibility (e.g., documentation 
requirements that creat^-extra obstacles-or delay receipt of benefits).

Under this approach, we would not give States credit for caseload reductions due to new 
procedural requirements where such requirements served simply as an obstacle that had the 
effect of keeping eligible families from seeking or receiving assistance. We would allow States 
to get caseload reduction credit where they can show (through actual case studies, sampling, or 
other reliable techniques) that new procedural requirements (such as fingerprinting or other



verification techniques) have resulted in the identification of families that were ineligible under 
existing eligibility rules, or the deterrence of such families from applying for benefits. 4»
making this distinction; States could report the actual number of cases identified as fraudulently 
seeking benefits or they could use a sample to determine what percentage of cases were deterred 
because they were ineligible (and not accurately reporting their circumstances). Unless a State 
provided documented evidence that cases were diverted from the rolls due to fraud or 
misreportingj we would exclude all cases diverted from the rolls by procedural requirements 
from the State's caseload reduction crediti'

Through this policy approach, we are seeking to achieve the balance identified by Congress: that 
a State should receive credit for moving families off welfare, including by detecting and 
preventing fraud, but should not be able to avoid its accountability for work as a result of any 
changes that restrict program eligibility.



ID: NOU 07’97 5:34 No.004 P.Ol

FAX COVER

Income Maintenance Branch 41^ q
Office of Management and Budget jXLVjZb
Executive Office of the President /KfN|\
Washington, D.C. 20503 nJ\f\

To:

Organization;

Fax Number:

From: A— V
Date/Time:

Number of Pages: Cover +

Notes:

Income Maintenance Fax Number; (202) 395-0851
Voice Confirmation: (202) 395-4686



ID: NOV 07’97 5:35 No.004 P.02

AB0i£ttance in sepAi“A.be state px'09raniB

1) ok as written

2) They are oasea...that are receiving only ecate-funded oesh 
assistance,.. .
3) They are cases...or benefits for famllleB... (delete 
working because not all of these tamliles may be working)

Examples:

2) immigrant families cut off from Pood Stamps and SSI

3) Receiving any of the specific items listed in this section, 
e.g., state eitc, child care, etc., nr othpr services ouch as 
substance abuse
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resources devoted to case management and fewer dietinctione 

between administrative activities and services provided to 

recipients.

You will note that the definition we have proposed does not 
directly address case aianagement or eligibility 

determination. We understand that, in many instances, the 

same individuals may be performing both aotlvitles, in such 

cases, to the extent that a worker's aotlvitles are 

essentially administrative In nature (o.g., traditional 

eligbility determinations or veriflcatione), the time spent 

on mieh noh-iv4t1en will h« trenh.Rrl an ndini n-t Rtna tfvn ooatp. 
However, to the extent that a worker 1« basically doing 

oeee-management functions or delivering servloes to ollents, 

that worker's tlmo can bo ahargod as program aoofco.

Me believe th^t the definition we have proposed will not 

create a »iyu.L£luaitt new adtiiiiiiHLiaLlva buiJen oii SLdLeB,
We hope that it is flexible enough to facilitate effective 

case management, accommodate evolving tanf program designs, 
and support innovation and diversity among State TANK 

programs, it also has the significant advantage of being 

closely related to the definition in effect under the Job 

Training Partnership Act (JTPA). Thus, It should facilitate 

the coordination of Welfare-tO-Work and TANP activities and 

support the transition of hard*-to-employ TANF recipients 

into the work force,
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oM It A^fblPlJ

l<-t'At“^ ,7durs-.'(te. 
O!,-^;^ ■^l.Srut

A 44m^S'; Diversion to Separate State Programs - To dlscoui^e states from diverting^

U-^LLC-i,,. /VtJ

f'S/x^A. Penalty; Diversion to Separate State Programs - To discourage states from diverfmg^^^_pjg^ 
'^^amilies from TANF to state programs in order to avoid work penalties or avoid sharing child

support collections with the federal government, add these provisions to the proposed regulation! 4
0^' A/of- /M/x^ Mi. L>, '^~^-

I ^a) In order to enter into corrective 6^,pHajig£jManlbr<i^^ or to receive a /
b^rt .V r^^rp.Hiir.tinn in penalties after failinFtoforrect a violation, a state must prove that it did not 

J, yy^TC^ertf^iiies to a separate state progranfforlhe'puFpose of a\^iding work participation

jji 4,444444^ ~~
'c>

b) In order for a state to be eligible^ receive a reasonable cause penalty exception, to 
enter into a corrective compliance plan, or to receive reduced penalties or a penalty based 
on degree of non-compliance, a state must prove that it did not divert families to a 
separate state program for purposes o^pfevehting the federal .coHection

4H4

c) Include in the MOE data report information on whether individuals served in the 
\ jP/jy separate state program were on TANF within the last six month^^d oTher informatj^ 

—-IA/ i^gip thg Secretary determine if diversion has occurred.

/&. Penalty; Threshold Level - States that achieve at least 90 perceWtratHeftKan 75 percent) of
l ^/i • 1 1 ^ _ X A L 11 A L Lk 1 ^ ^ .1 .■ ^ 14* ^ y o c> ^ dr /^T d\ .

/ ly

A-ih

'-““■••J 5 * *“ —  ---------------------------------------- ------------------ . ^ . . . , ^ ^ ,lA ^ff/he required work participation rate shall be eligible for a reduced penalty based on degree of non- 
compliance. & ' ^ ^ ^ (Aji (Ji£iu 3 ftciu-! C4v

3 realty; Corrective Compliance Plan -

ila^

,0

/|“ / a) Reduce the amount of time that States have to complete corrective actions from 12 to 6 

months. cJj.

’ on a state that has failed to"
/ * *. / -----correct a violation through a corrective compliance plaq.if a state expended more

resources, made substantial progress, or encountered Circumstances that could not have
^QA.hA

7fi-/
been anticipated. / (ko "^1 2

4 Child Only Cases ^svuoCf) oM

Yi/v

a) The Secretary will analyze data on a state's child-only cases to determine if the state has 
reclassified cases as child-only in order to avoid penalty for failure to meet the fiscal year XT34m44\ 
work participation rate or for exceeding the 20% hardship exemption for the five year time\ ’
limit. If the Secretary finds that the state has reclassified cases for this purpose, she will 

Jnclude the reclassified cases in the calculation of the state's wpric participation rate and 
■todshipexeli^ton; """■

4 ojj; AA ^^ ^ •

b) The regulation will identify which data elements will allow the Secretary to make this 

determination.

2cik
Av,'/ ■■ djh\0')-^ fl-f-C? >
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5. Domestic Violence - The Secretary shall not grant reasonable cause exceptions to penalties to 
states that exempt more than 20 percent of their caseload from the five year time limit due to the 
granting of good cause domestic violence waivers. / ■/

6 Caseload Reduction Factor - ^

V
''pdM^di) Remove the provision that would provide states with a choice of applying the two

parent caseload reduction or the overall caseload reduction as a credit to the two parent 
work participation rate.

/d) Remove the provisioi
^ j provided” some or all families in th^separate State-pFogram when comparing a given ^

9f year’s caseload to that from FY 1995

c) Fingerprinting, drug testing, and whole grant sanctions sha 1 not be considered eligibiliW 
changes that must be disregarded for purposes of calculating the caseload reduction L , ij

^ factor. This will be accomplished by listing eligibility changes in the regulation without 
^ listing these items and making clearonjhe^aseload Reduction Report form that these^ ^

policies are not eligibility changes./?-v. cAjiiu\ " ^ sa-'^
C,e('T£E//y''/ \

i^r

O

^4 7 Waivers -
<l7< S-tT. \Jt-fU4 Ll^IUj.

-/ a) A state that continues a waiver inconsistent withPRWORA’s time limit
oUoll nr\i ko oKrrikl^i fr\r q kirrk knniiQ nr ^ P.RCf^ln

5FP
requirements shall not be eligible for a high performance bonus or a caseload reduction 
credit. " ^rvu^~c4ic\s

^ b) A state that continues a waiver inconsistent with PRWORA’s time limits or ^wrk 
requirements shall not be eligible to receive^easonable cause penalt^exceptionTto ent 
into a corrective compliance plan, or t^Teceive reduced penalties or k-^)enalty based on
degree of non-compliance. >77

c) Prior law definitions of work activities maynot be continued under waivers,-.^^vg^^^—y 
^ L<kI, cUy\t tjf £4M-OK.

4-:

d) Waivers that are inconsistent can only be continued in the same geographic areas as 
they were originally appro^vedj^he waiver and were in effgi^Mi-xiate-oTenactmen

e/in order to continue a waiver inconsistent with PRWORA’s time limits or work

J

equirements, the state must notify the Secretary in writing in a letter signed by the 

governor.

/i/‘
8. Administrative Costs - Include case management and eligibility determination in the 
definition of administrative costs.

10/26/97
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