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issssippi has built the
core of its social wel-
fare programs for low-
income familiesaround
federaly funded pro-
grams. It is not an
activis satein the
area of socid services, and the structure
of its socid services is fragmented,
perhaps because the programs
have been developed to meet
needs of federal funding
requirements rather than
astheresult of acom-
prehensive dstate
vison. In one
respect this may
limit the state’'s ability
to take on full respongibili-
ty for the design and imple-
mentation of socid service pro-
grams resulting from block grants.
Y et the state has aready made progress
down the road of welfare reform that, to
some degree, lessens the policy changes nec-
essary because of federa welfare legidation.

State Overview

Missssppi is a predominantly rurd date:
approximately three-quarters of its 2.6 million res-
idents live in nonmetropolitan areas. The racid
compodtion of Missssppians is mixed, with the
largest portion (nearly 40 percent) of black res-
dents among dl the states. The Hispanic and
noncitizen immigrant populations are very smal
but growing (table 1). Poverty levels for the Sate
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IS not an activist
state in the area of
social services. Yet the state
has already made progress
down the road of
welfare reform.

as awhole and for children are 60 percent higher
than nationd averages. Also, a greater percentage
of children are born to mothers out of wedlock and
live in one-parent families than in the nation as a
whole. The rate of hirths to teen mothers is the
highest in the nation. Although the childhood
immunization rate is one of the highest
among the states, in 1995 Missssippi had
the highest percentage of low birth-
weight babies, the highest infant
mortdity and child degth rates,
and the highest rate of teen
deaths by accident, homi-
cide, and suicide. Eco-
nomicdly, Misss

dppi is in a
stronger  position
than at the beginning of
the 1990s, but the date's
fiscd capacity is limited by a
resource base of a populaion
whose per capitaincomeisnearly 30
percent below the nationd average.
Ovedll, the governor is not an activist on
issues regarding dependent populations or chil-
dren. Thelegidature often takes thelead on policy
in the areas of child care, child welfare, and child

support.

Setting the Social Policy
Context

Although Mississppi’s economy has
boomed inrecent years, particularly with theintro-
duction of docksde gambling, state expenditures
on socid programs remain controlled by bud-
getary measuresto limit government spending and
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Tablel
State Characteristics, 1995
Mississippi United States
Population Characteristics
Population (1995) (in thousands) 2,600 260,202
Percent under 18 (1995) 27.4% 26.8%
Percent Hispanic (1995) 0.7% 10.7%
Percent Non-Hispanic Black (1995) 38.7% 12.5%
Percent Noncitizen Immigrant (1996) 0.9% 6.4%
Percent Rural (1990) 76.0% 36.4%
Population Growth (1990-1995) 4.7% 5.6%
Births:
Per 1,000 Women Ages 15-19 (1994) 83 59
Per 1,000 Women Ages 15-44 (1994) 68.2 66.7
Percent to Unmarried Women (1994) 45.4% 32.6%
Percent to Women under 20 That Were Nonmarital (1994) 80% 76%
Economic Characteristics
Per Capita Income (1995) $16,683 $23,208
Percent Change in Per Capita Personal Income (1990-1995) 31.3% 21.2%
Percent below Poverty (1994) 22.8% 14.3%
Unemployment Rate (1996) 6.1% 5.4%
Employment Rate (1996) 58.5% 63.2%
Percent Jobs in Manufacturing (1995) 21.6% 16.0%
Percent Jobs in Service Sector (1995) 20.4% 23.1%
Percent Jobs in Public Sector (1995) 15.3% 14.7%
Family Profile
Percent Two-Parent Families (1994) 32.1% 35.7%
Percent One-Parent Families (1994) 18.6% 13.8%
Percent Mothers with Child 12 or Under
Working Full-Time (1994) 44.7% 38.1%
Working Part-Time (1994) 14.0% 16.1%
In Two-Parent Families and Working (1994) 38.8% 40.3%
In One-Parent Families and Working (1994) 19.9% 13.9%
Percent Children below Poverty (1994) 34.4% 21.7%
Median Income of Families with Children (1994) $26,502 $37,109
Percent Children Uninsured (1995) 14.1% 10.0%
Political
Governor’s Affiliation Republican
Party Control of Senate (1996) 34D-18R
Party Control of House (1996) 83D-36R-2I
Source: Complete list of sources is available in Income Support and Social Services for Low-Income People in Mississippi (The
Urban Institute, 1998).

by a politicd sysem that does not rank
socid programs as a high priority. Thus,
Mississippi does not have a cogent, coor-
dinated agenda for serving low-income
families and children. However, specific
issues have attracted attention. For exam-
ple theinitid debate over the WorkFrst
demondration project in 1993 and more
recent controversy over the privetization

of socid services were important policy
concerns for both the governor and the
legidature. Education, corrections, and
economic development and job creation
haveranked high on the governor’ sagen-
dain recent years.

The shift in 1992 of the Department
of Human Services from an independent
to an executive agency gavethe governor

gregter authority over the department
than his predecessors had. Governor
Fordice has used thisauthority to reorient
the agency perspective on socid services
toward one focused on limited, tempo-
rary assstance and work.

The state has mede recent dridesin
the arees of child hedth and education.
Theinfant mortdity rate declined in Mis-



dsdppi between 1992 and 1995, from
11.9 per 1,000 births to 10.5 per 1,000
births. In addition, the Sate now hasarate
of immunization among preschoolers
that, at 83 percent, is the sixth highest in
the nation. In education, a 1 percent tax
increase in 1992 created the Education
Enhancement Fund, which eventualy
will providean additiona $130 millionin
satemoney per year for education. Many
in the sate view the legidation to imple-
ment thisfund asaprogressive, proactive
sep that might not have been possiblein
the Sate even afew years earlier.
Missssppi is 4ill a the beginning
of reforming its safety net for low-
income families and children who are
dependent on cash assstance. Someearly
decisons indicate that the governor will
continue to st the overarching tone of
job creation and quick labor force attach-
ment as methods to increase persond

responsibility and decrease dependency.

Administrative
Structure

Policy control over socid servicesin
Missssppi remainsat the dateleve, and
employees in loca offices are date
employees. The Department of Human
Services and the Department of Econom+-
ic and Community Development are
responsble for generd administration
and overdght of programs to support
low-income families and their children.
The former agency houses welfare, child
welfare, emergency sarvices, and child
care, while the latter adminigters the
funding of the Job Training and Partner-
ship Act (JTPA) and playsalargerolein
emergency shdter and homdess pro-
grams.

Devolution of control from the Sate
to locd governments does not occur in
socid sarvice ddivery in Missssppi, but
there is a great ded of devolution of
adminigtration to digtrict or local interme-
diary entities. With the exception of we-
fareand child wdfare services (which are
generdly provided by the locd offices of
the Department of Human Services), the
date relies heavily on a digrict/loca-
level infrastructure to support many
socid programs. This infrastructure
includes 10 Planning and Development
Digricts (PDDs) that have assumed
expanded functionssincethelr creationin
the late 1960s, including the new case

management duties of the Job Opportuni-
tiesand Basic Skills(JOBS) program and
the required voucher program of the
Child Care Development Block Grant. In
addition to PDDs, Community Action
Agencies (CAAg) are dso now more
heavily involved in the loca administra:
tion of socid programs, most heavily in
the areas of child care and emergency
sarvices. Rdiance on PDDs and CAAS
means that direct service adminigration
is often moved out of Sate departments.
With employment and training, child
care, and emergency sarvices, thereislit-
tlebut apalicy rolefor the sate’ s Depart-
ments of Human Services and Economic
and Community Development.

Basic Income Support

Missssppi ranks low among the
dates in percentage of poor persons in
families with children who receive
AFDC (Aid to Familieswith Dependent
Children—now TANF [Temporary As-
sgtance for Needy Families]), and it
rankslowest among dl the statesin level
of monthly payments for families on
welfare. In 1995, only 29.9 percent of
thetotal number of poor personsin fam-
ilies with children in Mississippi
received AFDC, compared with about
47 percent nationwide. Only seven
gates had lower percentages of AFDC
receipt among poor persons in families
with children. The maximum monthly
benefit for a family of three in the state
has remained unchanged since 1985. At
$120, it is the lowest offered in the 50
states and the Didtrict of Columbia. Asa
result, food stamp benefits are the major
source of income for most AFDC recip-
ients. A family of three that receivesthe
maximum AFDC benefit of $120 a
month is likely to receive, in addition,
about $315 a month in food stamp ben-
efits (table 2).

The dtate is one of Six that do not
provide an optiona state supplement to
recipients of the federa Supplementa
Security Income (SSI) program for
elderly and disabled individuds. Misss-
Sppi dso does not operate a Generd
Assigtance program, nor do any of its
counties. Therefore, income assistance
for families in need of support in the
date consists primarily of food stamps
and AFDC, both of which are substan-
tidly federaly funded.

Since 1993, Missssippi has enacted
a sies of wdfare reforms resulting in
changesto the AFDC program that focus
on increasing parentd respongbility and
work participation and decressing case-
loads Mississippi’s waiver program, “A
New Direction Demondration Program,”
was implemented between October 1995
and January 1996. WorkFirg, the center-
pieceof thewaiver demongtration, served
as the modd for the state's TANF pro-
gram. WorkFirst sought to increase work
participation through strict work require-
ments, thetoughest sanctionsin the coun-
try (the pendty for not complying with
work requirements was loss of the entire
AFDC and food gamp benfit for the
entirefamily), subsdized job placements,
and lessredricted trandtional services.
At the same time that the State introduced
WorkFirstin 9x counties, it dso crested a
“one-gop shop” of integrated welfare
and job placement servicesto support the
emphasis placed on immediate job
search.

The WorkFirs program has
received condderable support from the
governor. Independent evaduators of the
waiver demondration found that case-
loads in the sx WorkFirst counties
declined 34.3 percent, compared with
casdoad declines of 22.3 percent in
counties that did not implement Work-
Firgt. The evaluation aso reported ahigh
number of sanctions resulting in benefit
termination in the sx WorkFirst counties.
After the firg 9x quarters of WorkFirg,
about 19 percent of the total number of
WorkFirg dients had received a lesst
one sanction. Missssppi’s TANF pro-
gram is based on WorkFirgt, with dight
modifications, including a reduction in
the severity of sanctions for adult recipi-
ents who do not comply with work
requirements.

Programs That
Promote Financial
Independence

To hdp promote sdf-aufficiency,
cash assstance programs often need to be
supplemented with employment and
training, subsidized child care, child sup-
port collection efforts, and hedth insur-
ance coverage.




Table2
Social Welfare Spending for Families
with Children in Mississippi,
FY 1995
$in Millions Total Spending per
Poor Family
State
and/or Per cent
Federal L ocal Total Change United
Program Spending Spending Spending | 1993-95 | Mississippi States
Income Support
AFDC Benefits $59.0 $16.1 $75.1 —-13.6% $171 $851
AFDC Administration 7.3 7.3 14.6 95 33 136
SSlI for Children N/A 0.0 122.6 229 279 184
Federal Earned Income Tax Credit 544.6 0.0 544.6 54.4 1,241 1,010
Food Security
Food Stamps, households with children 324.8 0.0 324.8 7.7 740 711
Child Nutrition 172.7 0.0 172.7 -7.0 394 344
Education and Training
JOBS 15.8 71 229 72.9 52 59
JTPA 24.1 0.0 24.1 -39.2 55 73
Child Care/Development
AFDC 51 14 6.5 50.0 15 61
At-Risk 12 0.3 15 a 3 20
CCDBG 16.3 0.0 16.3 -05 37 34
Head Start 95.5 0.0 95.5 14.3 218 117
Child Support Enforcement
Child Welfare 21.6 9.9 315 29.9 72 115
Protection/Family Preservation
Child Protection/Family Preservation 7.0 23 9.4 58.2 21 22
Foster Care 5.6 41 9.6 41.3 22 222
Adoption Assistance 0.7 0.2 0.9 64.6 2 29
Other 05 0.0 05 0.6 1 3
1V-A Emergency Assistance 0.0 0.0 0.0 b 0 124
Health
Medicaid, children only 193.4 52.7 246.1 29.1 561 984
Source: Complete list of sources is available in Income Support and Social Services in Mississippi (The Urban Institute, 1998).
a. There was no At-Risk child care spending in Mississippi in 1993.
b. There was no 1V-A Emergency Assistance spending in Mississippi in 1993 or 1995.

Employment and Training

Under wedfare reform, Mississppi
hasincreasingly moved away from assis-
tance with education or training for wel-
fare recipients toward the goa of quick
labor force attachment, as evidenced in
the WorkFirst gpproach. In contrast, edu-
cdion and training programs are more
widdy available to the lower-income
population not necessarily on welfare,
through JTPA funding and One-Stop
Career Centers. These differing
goproaches sem from different gods

Employment servicesfor thewefare pop-
ulation (through JOBSWorkFirst) are
predominantly led by the god of incress-
ing persond responghility through work
and decreasing dependency on publicaid.
For the nonwelfare low-income popula:
tion, the JTPA programs and One-Stop
Career Centersfocus on economic devel-
opment through strengthening the date's
workforce in high-demand occupations
that are determined by the Sate.

Three pillars of adminigtration gov-
ern employment and training sarvices in

the gate. At one end isthe Department of
Human Services, which administers
JOBSWorkFirg funding exclusvey for
the welfare population. At the other end
are the State Workforce Development
Advisory Board and the Didrict Boards
that overseethe 15 One-Stop Career Cen+
ters that cater largdy to the blue-callar
population. In between, the Department
of Economic and Community Develop-
ment adminigters JTPA funding, serving
both the wefare and nonwefare low-
income population.



The One-Stop Career Centers, creat-
ed through the Workforce Education Act
of 1994, are supported through sate and
corporate funding and are largdy inde-
pendent from JTPA and JOBSWorkFrst
activities. A State Workforce Develop-
ment Advisory Council sets the agendas
for the career centers, which are saffed
and organized localy by community col-
leges. Center sarvices include recruit-
ment, skills assessment, counsding, and
referrd servicesto training or job place
ments, preemployment training for those
with no experience in the private enter-
prise system; basic literacy killstraining
and high school equivaency education;
vocationd and technicd training; and
short-term skillstraining for JTPA partic-
ipants. Although the centersare available
to al, 75 percent of training services are
provided to blue-collar workers Wedfare
recipients are not directed to the centers
for services but do a times end up find-
ing them or seeking them out on their
own.

Child Care

Missssppi serves avery smdl per-
centage of the children in families digi-
blefor child care assstance. ESimatesby
the Mississppi Forum for Children and
Familiessuggest thet if the child care sys-
tem functioned at its mogt efficient levd,
it could Hill meet the needs of only 10
percent of the tota digible population.
The subsidized child care sysem in Mis-
ss3ppi isheavily reliant on federd fund-
ing and has been structured according to
the variousfederd funding sources avail-
able. This structure has created a com-
plex sysem with various avenues for
entry and no assurance of assgance asa
family’s digibility changes, particularly
from wefare recipient to working poor.
The limited Sate resources devoted to
child care further redtrict the Sate' s abili-
ty to provide assgtance as an important
support to work or as an avenue for the
low-income populétion to access child
development programs. Child care for
working AFDC recipients, JOBSWork-
Fra participants, and Trangtiond Child
Care recipients flows through the Divi-
sion of Economic Assstance of the
Department of Human Services, with an
emphads on child care as a support to
work. The Child Care Development
Block Grant (CCDBG), the Socid Ser-
vices Block Grant, and At-Risk funding

flow through the Office for Children and
Youth of the Department of Human Ser-
vices.

Across this sysem, subsdy levels,
family copayments, and provider reim-
bursement rates are universal. However,
the system isnot seamlessadminidrative-
ly nor for families as they make trans-
tions in their child care digibility status.
The vouchers themsdves and the
goplications for subsidies are Smilar, but
a different gpplication must be made
depending on the funding stream
accessed, and these gpplicationsarefound
a different locations within an area

Although thereis no direct competi-
tion between the welfare and nonwefare
populations to receive subgidies, there is
heavy compstition among al familiesto
access assiglance. Every provider, advo-
cate, and child care management agency
respondent agreed that there are waiting
ligs & both the provider and the manage-
ment agency levds.

In 1995, the dtate passad legidation
that authorized a 25 percent tax credit for
employers providing dependent care dur-
ing working hours; this was expanded to
a 50 percent tax credit during the 1997
legidative sesson. Businesses can use
the credit to establish on-gte child care or
to build aliances with networks of
providers for which the employer will
subsidize care for the children of its
employees. There is a sense that this is
thelast major option availablein the sate
to help address the need for child care.

Child Support

The Divison of Child Support
Enforcement was established in the Sate
in 1990 and manages the ate-run pro-
gram, with 84 offices under the purview
of the gate's Department of Human Ser-
vices Theefficiency of child support col-
lections in Missssppi is low rddive to
many dates, and, in mog regards, the
child support program meets but does not
exceed federd requirements. In recent
years, however, child support enforce-
ment has made progress as a result of
sverd innovations. These include an
automated system that has improved the
date sahility to locate absent parentsand
make child support collections, a date
paternity program (required by the feder-
a government) begun in 1994 that is an
in-hospital acknowledgment of paternity,
and a license suspension program that

preceded federa law requiring thet states
authorize such programs. These innova
tions appear to have paid off. Totd
collections in FY 1996 reached $84.6
million, up from $62 million the previous
year. Peternities and obligations estab-
lished have dso increased subgtantialy.

Medicaid and Other Health
Insurance

Medicad currently isthe only hedth
insurance program for low-income fami-
liesin Misissppi. A rddively high pro-
portion (16 percent) of al date resdents
rely on Medicad for hedth coverage
Spending per Medicaid enrollee in
1995—at $2,377—wes about 26 percent
less than the netiond average. However,
the date has extended its coverage for
pregnant women and infants up to 185
percent of thefederd poverty leve (FPL),
which is more generous than the federa
requirement of 133 percent of the FPL. In
1997, legidation was passed cdling for
datewide implementation of Health-
MACS, a managed care plan. Beyond
Medicaid, community hedth centers are
important for the ddlivery of hedth careto
the low-income and uninsured popula-
tions in Misissppi. These centers pro-
vide a hedlth care safety net in this rurd
date, which has a substantia shortage of
hedth professonds. The proportion of
date resdents seen at community hedth
centers is three times higher then the
nationd average. The Sate hasthe oppor-
tunity to expand hedth care coverage to
the uninsured, especidly children. Itisdi-
gible for $58 hillion in federd funding
through the gate Children’s Hedlth Insur-
ance Program, but a state match of $10.7
million is needed to access these funds.

Last-Resort Safety
Net Programs

Although one of the gods of devo-
lution is to promote the well-being of
children and families, it is important to
condder what might happen to families
for whom the new rules and programsdo
not work as designed. Child welfare and
housing emergency services have existed
for a long time to “pick up the pieces’
when families cannot cope.

Child Welfare

Child welfare services are adminis-
tered a the Sate level by the Division of




Family and Children’s Services within
the Department of Human Services. This
system of servicesisin a period of poli-
cy- and preactice-rdaed trangtion. The
direction for change has largdy been
determined by the Sat€ srequest for tech-
nical assgtance from the federal Admin-
istration for Children and Families and
from the gat€'s completion of its five-
year Child and Family Services Plan,
with the assigtance of the Socid Science
Research Center of Misssdppi State
University. The divison's palicy orienta
tion has changed recently from an
emphasis on child protection toward one
on family preservation and family reuni-
fication. The change in focus semmed
fromthedivison' sdisstisfaction with its
delivery of services, especidly thelack of
resourcesfor prevention or family preser-
vation supports. Only one family preser-
vation program existed in 1994, but snce
then the sate has used the catdyst of fed-
erd funding for family preservation and
family support to launch partnerships
with community-based organizetions to
increase family preservation services.
Change takes time, however. Edimated
expendituresfor FY 1996 indicatethat 65
percent of the tota budget was directed
toward children in out-of-home place-
ment; placement services made up 8 per-
cent, intervention services 16 percent,
and family preservation and family sup-
port activities 10 percent of the totd esti-
mated expenditures.

Mississippi passed legidation in
1997 to force stete review of child status
reports more frequently, to prevent chil-
dren from languishing for extended peri-
ods in subgtitute care. The law cdls for
actionto return the child homeor to begin
litigation to terminate parentd rights
within sx months of remova from the
home for children under age three and
within nine months for older children.
Vaidion exigs at the loca leve in how
this and other child welfare policies are
being implemented.

Emergency Services and
Housing

Mississppi does not have an inte-
grated emergency assstance program at
the statelevd. Emergency assstance sup-
port and programs for the homeless have
been pieced together through the patch-
work of avalable federd funding. Two
date departments serve as pass-throughs
for federd funding to flow to the loca

leve for service provision, and programs
essentidly mirror the federa funding
Sreams. Mississppi does not access Title
IV-A Emergency Assistance federal
funding and does not contribute any state
funding to services to prevent homeless:
ness or to provide emergency assstance.
Nonprofit providers are the backbone of
the delivery gsructure for al emergency
assstance and homdess sarvices within
the date. There isa great ded of discre-
tioninserviceprovison at thelocd leve,
and no entities oversee or license emer-
gency shdlters at the state or locd leve.
However, some nonprofits have created
their own informa networks to serve as
coordinating bodies among nonprofit
providers in loca aress In 1995, the
Divison of Community Services, which
adminigers the main federd funding
dreams to prevent homeessness (the
Low-Income Home Energy Assgtance
Program and the Community Services
Block Grant), encouraged local-level
sarvice providers to adopt a case man-
agement gpproach to assstance. Thisrep-
resented a shift from solely meeting
immediate needs to helping dlients move
toward sdf-sufficiency.

Implications of the
New Welfare Reform
Legislation

The welfare reform of 1996 did not
change the direction of reform in Misss
Sppi, but it did have three major effects
on reform efforts (table 3). Firg, it result-
ed in increased federa funding for wel-
farein the sate at least in the short term.
Missssppi received aTANF block grant
of $86.7 million for federd fiscd year
1997, an estimated $31 million morethan
it would havereceived if it had continued
to operate AFDC.

Second, the Persond Respongbility
and Work Opportunity Reconcilligtion
Act of 1996 accderated the pace of
reformsin Missssppi by putting welfare
reform back on the agenda of legidators
and other officids. Although the New
Direction Demondration Program had
been implemented lessthan ayear before,
the federal law and required date
response prompted legidators to revidt
their welfarereforminitiatives and extend
the core of the demondration Satewide
ealier than planned. In addition, through
the legidative process, anumber of provi-

S0ns were added to the gat€'s plan that
were more lenient on victims of domestic
violence and that dlowed for college
enrollment of wefare recipients, as long
as they dill met the 20-hour-per-week
work requirement. Mogt sgnificantly, the
date reduced the severity of its sanctions.
Although adult recipients who are out of
compliance with work reguirements lose
their Medicaid benfits for the period of
the sanction, food stamp benefits are no
longer interrupted as a result of sanctions
governing TANF receipt.

Third, thefedera wefarereform law
incduded a number of date options thet
had not been addressad in Missssppi’s
own wdfare reform efforts, notably time
limits The dae generdly adopted the
federd guiddines for specific reform
componentsthat it had not yet considered.
For example, thetimelimit in Mississppi
isthefive-yeer totd and thework require-
ment is the 20-hour-per-week minimum,
both st @ the federd level. The sate has
thus adopted the most lenient require-
ments alowable under new federd law.

Cash assgance from AFDC has
never been a dgnificant resource to low-
income families in the Sate. Instead, fed-
erd sources—including food samps, SS,
and emergency food and utility asss
tance—have provided the critica
resources. Therefore, usng the TANF
programto affect behavior, asintended by
the federd wefare legidation, may be
more difficult in Missssppi, because
retention of the low cash benefit is not a
drong motivator.

In addition, the sate faces other chal-
lenges in moving recipients from welfare
towork, especidly in aress of high unem-
ployment and limited transportetion to
jobs outside the area. Respondents were
most concerned about the supports neces-
sary for asuccessful trangtion from wel-
fare to work. For example, the Sate has
ended the “entitlement” to child care for
families on wdfare. Sate legidation now
assats thet child care may, rather then
shall, be provided as a support to public
assdance recipients. Another concern
exigsamong local-level service providers
and the nonprofit community—the pri-
mary playersin the ddivery of socid ser-
vices to low-income families in Misss-
Sppi. They question how much further
they can dretch their limited resourcesin
an eraof potentidly increasing need.



Table3
Mississippi’s TANF Program

Eligibility For arecipient family of three with no unearned income and no child care
expenses, there is no income limit in the first six months of earnings when full-
time employment is obtained within 30 days from the initial authorization of
TANF benefits or 30 days from the start date of Job Readiness/Job Search
activities; in all other months income eligibility is $460/month. Asset limit is
$1,000.

Time Limits Five years, with exemptions for those who are elderly, disabled or ill, caring for
adisabled person, or victims of domestic violence.

Earnings Disregards Disregards 100 percent of earnings for the first six months when full-time
employment is obtained within 30 days from the initial authorization of TANF
benefits or 30 days from the start date of Job Readiness/Job Service activities,
otherwise, disregards $90.

Work Requirements Adults must participate in work activities within two years of benefit receipt.
Persons who are elderly, incapacitated, pregnant (in the third trimester), victims
of domestic violence, caring for an incapacitated person, caring for a child
under 12 months, or receiving treatment for substance abuse are exempt from
the work reguirements.

Work Sanctions For first instance of noncompliance, benefits are terminated for no less than
two months. For second instance of noncompliance, benefits are terminated for
no less than six months. For third instance of noncompliance, benefits are ter-
minated for no less than 12 months. For fourth instance of noncompliance, ben-
efits are terminated permanently.

Benefit Level $120/month maximum for a single parent with two children and no income.

Source: L. Jerome Gallagher, Megan Gallagher, Kevin Perese, Susan Schreiber, and Keith Watson. One Year after Federal Welfare
Reform: A Description of State Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Decisions as of October 1997. The Urban Insti-
tute, Assessing the New Federalism Occasional Paper Number 6, June 1998, various tables.
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This series is a product of Assessing the New Federalism, a multiyear project
to monitor and assess the devol ution of socia programs from the federal to the
state and local levels. Alan Well is the project director. The project analyzes
changes in income support, socia services, and health programs. In collabo-
ration with Child Trends, the project studies child and family well-being.

There are two Highlights for each state. The Highlights that focus on health
cover Medicaid, other public insurance programs, the health care marketplace,
and the role of public providers. The income support and social services
Highlights look at basic income support programs, employment and training
programs, child care, child support enforcement, and the last-resort safety net.
The Highlights capture policies in place and planned in 1996 and early 1997.
To receive full-length reports on which the Highlights are based, contact the
Urban Institute.
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