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Findings

A survey of 26 states regarding the size, nature, and large-city location of adult-headed wel-

fare caseloads reveals that:

® Adult-headed welfare cases subject
to time limits are concentrated in
urban counties with large cities. In
December 2001, 47 of the urban

counties containing the nation’s largest

cities were home to 52 percent of their
states’ adult-headed cases, compared
to just 33 percent of their states’ total
population.

®m Most urban counties have a dispro-
portionate share of their states’
adult-headed welfare caseloads. In
32 of 47 urban counties, the county’s
share of statewide welfare recipients
exceeds its share of the state’s general
population.

® Long-term adult-headed cases are
even more concentrated in urban
counties with large cities than
welfare caseloads generally. In

December 2001, the 47 urban coun-
ties contained over 70 percent of their
state’s adult-headed cases with a long-
term history of welfare receipt. Many
of the nation’s largest urban areas—
including New York, Chicago,
Philadelphia, and Baltimore—are
home to the vast majority of their
states’ long-term cases.

m Over one-fourth (27.5 percent) of all
adult-headed welfare cases nation-
wide live in just ten urban counties.
The ten counties where these welfare
recipients were living in December
2001 were: Los Angeles, New York City
(all five boroughs), Philadelphia, Cook
(Chicago), Sacramento, Shelby (Mem-
phis), San Diego, Fresno, Baltimore
City, and the District of Columbia.

I. Introduction

ix years after the adoption of land-
mark welfare reform legislation in
1996, public and political attention
has turned from the dramatic case-
load decline of the early years to the law’s

impact on families and the places where they

live. The expiration of the legislation in the

fall of 2002, and the obligation to reauthorize
or extend the law by September 30, has
inspired a deeper look at the results for peo-
ple and places. Additionally, the recent
economic downturn, and the corresponding
slowing of national caseload decline and
increases in most state caseloads, have
motivated researchers, policymakers and
administrators to examine anew the effects of
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the law’s work requirements and time
limits. In particular, interest has grown
in the impact of the five-year time
limit on receipt of federal welfare
benefits, producing a corresponding
need to know more about long-term
welfare cases.

For these reasons, the Brookings
Institution Center on Urban and
Metropolitan Policy this year surveyed
states with large urban centers to
explore the impact of long-term cases
on cities and the states where they
are located. Since passage of federal
welfare reform and nationwide imple-
mentation of the new law by states
and localities, the center has moni-
tored and evaluated the particular
impacts of welfare reform on the
nation’s cities and their residents.
Previous “State of Welfare Caseloads”
reports established that welfare
cases were concentrated in cities and
urban counties.'

This report analyzing caseload data
as of the end of 2001 establishes for
the first time that long-term welfare
cases are located disproportionately in
urban areas, in some places to a
tremendous degree. While only 33
percent of state residents live in the
urban counties we surveyed, those
counties were home to over half of
their state’s welfare cases facing a fed-
eral time limit, and an astounding 71
percent of their state’s long-term cases
facing the time limit. These findings
require policy responses that address
the needs of welfare recipients in the
places where they live, and that pro-
mote the role of local decisionmakers
in serving those families. We conclude
this report with a set of national policy
recommendations for welfare reautho-
rization.

II. Background and
Methodology

rom 1998 to 2000, Brookings
published reports detailing the
fact that welfare caseloads
were declining more slowly in

the nation’s large urban counties than
elsewhere. Those reports confirmed
that the share of all cases located in
urban areas was on the rise. With wel-
fare decline slowing and caseloads
increasing in most states in the twelve
months after March 2001, and with
time limits beginning to take effect in
many states, this survey takes a some-
what different approach than previous
analyses in assessing the state of case-
loads in America’s urban centers.

The Survey

We surveyed state human services
administrators in February 2002, and
asked them for two basic data items:
the number of adult-headed welfare
cases, and the number of adult-headed
cases that had accumulated at least 48
months of assistance, as of December
2001. We asked for information on
adult-headed cases because child-only
cases (in which the assistance unit
contains only children) are exempt
from time limits on receipt of feder-
ally-funded assistance. The survey
asked administrators to provide these
totals at the state level, and for any of
the urban counties in their state that
contained one of the 50 largest cities
in the nation. Since states are not cur-
rently required to report information
on long-term welfare cases, some pro-
vided us with the most comparable
data available. Additionally, the survey
asked states for some specific informa-
tion about their time-limit policies
regarding assistance.

We received responses from 26 of
27 states surveyed (Michigan declined
to respond). Those states contain 47
urban counties, which in turn contain
48 of the nation’s 50 largest cities.’
Survey responses are summarized in

Appendix Table A.

Background on Time Limits

The responses we received reflect the
fact that a number of states have peri-
odic or lifetime limits on receipt of
assistance of less than five years. For
example, Ohio limits receipt to 36
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months, followed by a 24-month
period of ineligibility. Nebraska limits
receipt to 24 months within a 48-
month period; the clock begins to run
again at the end of the 48-month
period. Thus, in places with a state
time limit shorter than the 60-month
limit on receipt of federally funded
assistance, there are no or few cases
near the time limit at this time
because they would hit the state limit
before receiving 48 months of assis-
tance. In the future, recipients in
states with shorter periodic limits will
reach the federal time limit, however.
The presence of long-term cases on
the rolls has very different implica-
tions in different states. Depending on
state policy decisions, adults nearing
their lifetime limit on federally-funded
Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies(TANF) assistance may need
different services, and may be eligible
for varying levels of assistance. In
some states, a large number of cases
that reach the time limit are working.
In California, more than half of adults
expected to reach the state time limit
in January 2003 are working.* How-
ever, their earnings are low enough
that, with the state’s larger-than-aver-
age benefit and earnings disregard,
they remain eligible for some cash
assistance. In effect, the cash assis-
tance acts as a “wage subsidy” for
working welfare participants. In other
places, particularly where the cash
assistance grant is quite small, those
nearing time limits probably have not
been able to find a job. Long-term
recipients who are not working are
likely to face several barriers to work,
such as domestic violence, mental or
physical health problems, lack of
transportation, illiteracy, language dif-
ficulties, or lack of job experience.*
Some states recognize the inherent
tension in programs that have both a
time limit and a wage subsidy that
counts against months of assistance.
In states like Illinois and Pennsylvania,
wage subsidies for working recipients
are paid with state dollars, and do not
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count against the time limit on receipt
of benefits. This approach allows
states to support low-income working
families without forcing them to use
up months of assistance they may
want to “bank” for the possibility of
later job loss. In addition, recent
research finds that programs combin-
ing wage subsidies and work
requirements have positive impacts on
income, child well-being, and employ-
ment outcomes.” However, the many
demands on state-funded programs,
especially in the current fiscal climate,
make it difficult for some states to
commit to this approach.

States also differ greatly in their
policies toward adults who reach time
limits on cash assistance. In some
places, states provide extensions of full
or partial benefits beyond the state or
federal time limit. Of the states that
we surveyed, Ohio, Tennessee, and
Virginia report terminating most fami-
lies’ benefits without an extension.
Since each of these states has a peri-
odic state time limit of less than 60
months, it is not surprising that so few
long-term welfare recipients live there.
In contrast, some states provide ongo-
ing state-funded assistance to families
that reach the 60-month limit on
receipt of federally funded assistance.
In New York, adult-headed cases that
reach the 60-month federal time limit
in December 2001 or thereafter can
apply for ongoing state-funded assis-
tance; their numbers are reflected in
the state-reported totals for cases
with 48 or more months of assistance.
California chose to provide up to 13
months of state-funded assistance to
certain families reaching the federal
60-month limit, and will provide ongo-
ing state-funded assistance to the
children in eligible households.*
Hawaii provides assistance in the form
of cash and vouchers, and an employ-
ment subsidy to certain working
families, after 60 months. Colorado
and Maryland also provide some
benefits to families who reach the 60-
month limit, while Arizona and Texas

CENTER ON URBAN & METROPOLITAN PoLICY

Figure 1a. Urban Counties’ Share of State Population, 2001
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Figure 1b. Urban Counties’ Share of State Adult-Headed
Caseload, December 2001
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provide partial benefits to families
reaching shorter state time limits.”

Still, having a disproportionate
share of welfare cases does not mean
a state or county program is perform-
ing poorly, or that the caseload is too
high. In fact, a disproportionate
caseload may be evidence that the
state has adopted policies to ensure
that families in need receive help get-
ting and keeping work. In particular,
it seems that having a small number
of long-term cases may be an indica-
tion that the state policy does not
provide adequate support to these
families. However, providing help to
families who have exceeded their 60
months of federal assistance may
require an investment of state and
local funds.

This summary of state policies
regarding time limits, extensions, and
state-funded benefits illustrates how
variation in policy decisions across
states can create substantially differ-
ent impacts on families and local
budgets. Depending upon state policy
decisions, for example, some commu-
nities face greater demand for locally
funded services than others. In view
of that, the strong concentration of
welfare cases generally, and long-term
cases in particular, in urban areas
suggests that local, state, and federal
policymakers should design programs,
services, and funding mechanisms
that address this disproportionate
impact.

III. Findings

A. Aduli-headed welfare cases sub-
ject to time limits are concentrated
in urban counties with large cities.
As in prior Brookings surveys, urban
counties continue to have a dispropor-
tionate share of their states’ welfare
caseloads. In December 2001, the 47
large urban counties we surveyed
(excluding DC) contained 52 percent
of their states’ adult-headed cases,
compared to just 33 percent of their
states’ total population.® Of the nearly

Greater than 2.0
21%

0.5to 1.0
30%

Figure 2. “Disproportionate Share” Index,
47 Urban Counties, December 2001

Less than 0.5
2%

1.0 to 2.0
47%

1.2 million adult-headed cases in the
26 states surveyed, about 620,000
were located in the large urban coun-
ties. That is, these counties were home
to over half of statewide welfare cases
subject to federal time limits (includ-
ing those with a temporary extension
or exemption), even though they
housed only one-third of their states’
residents (Figure 1).

This finding is consistent with the
pattern identified in the last urban-
caseload survey. In 1999, these same
urban counties were home to 51 per-
cent of their states’ overall TANF
caseloads, including child-only cases.
Although the two surveys use different
definitions of caseload, the impact in
urban areas is disproportionate in both
years. However, welfare policy is not
the only factor in caseload concentra-
tion. Prior urban center surveys found
a diverse set of social, economic, and
regional factors contributes to the
overall concentration of caseloads in
urban areas.
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B. Most urban counties have a dis-
proportionate share of their states’
adult-headed welfare caseloads.

The overall concentration of adult-
headed cases in urban counties is
reflected in the experiences of individ-
ual counties and states. The majority
of urban counties—32 of 47—contain
a greater percentage of their state’s
cases generally subject to time limits
than of their state’s population.

We calculated a “disproportionate
share” index to reflect the degree to
which state cases are concentrated in
each urban county. The index is a sim-
ple ratio of two figures: the county’s
percentage of the state adult-headed
caseload in December 2001 divided by
the county’s percentage of the state’s
total population. Where the index
exceeds one, the county bears a dis-
proportionate share of its state’s
adult-headed cases. Where the index
is less than one, the county contains
fewer cases than would be expected
based on its share of state population.
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Table 1. Urban Counties with Ten Highest and Ten Lowest Disproportionate Share Indices,
December 2001
county Gounty

Gounty State Share of Share of  Disproportionate
Gaseload Gaseload State Caseload State Population Share Index

COUNTIES WITH TEN HIGHEST INDICES
Baltimore City, MD 13,376 20,769 64.4% 11.8% 5.45
Milwaukee County, WI 6,257 7,481 83.6% 17.3% 4.85
St. Louis City, MO 9,218 34,902 26.4% 6.0% 4.38
Philadelphia County, PA 29,161 59,893 48.7% 12.1% 4.01
Orleans Parish, LA (New Orleans) 5,088 14,236 35.7% 10.7% 3.35
Oklahoma County, OK (Oklahoma City) 3,739 8,161 45.8% 19.1% 2.39
Marion County, IN (Indianapolis) 9,225 27,488 33.6% 14.0% 2.39
Shelby County, TN (Memphis) 16,533 45,973 36.0% 15.6% 2.30
Miami-Dade County, FL 9,281 30,069 30.9% 14.0% 2.21
Honolulu CDP, HI 10,029 15,153 66.2% 30.7% 2.16

COUNTIES WITH TEN LOWEST INDICES
Santa Clara County, CA (San Jose) 7,499 366,124 2.0% 4.8% 0.42
Tulsa County, OK 800 8,161 9.8% 16.3% 0.60
San Diego County, CA 18,244 366,124 5.0% 8.3% 0.60
San Francisco County, CA 5,041 366,124 1.4% 2.2% 0.62
Travis County, TX (Austin) 2,325 92,192 2.5% 3.9% 0.64
Duval County, FL (Jacksonville) 955 30,069 3.2% 4.8% 0.66
Virginia Beach City, VA 833 20,820 4.0% 5.9% 0.67
Harris County, TX (Houston) 11,221 92,192 12.2% 16.2% 0.75
King County, WA (Seattle) 8,547 37,643 22.7% 29.1% 0.78
Tarrant County, TX (Ft. Worth-Arlington) 5,046 92,192 5.5% 7.0% 0.79

There was wide variation in dispro-
portionate-share indices in December
2001 among the urban counties sur-
veyed. Table 1 shows that indices
ranged from a low of 0.42 in Santa
Clara County, CA, to a high of 5.45 in
Baltimore, MD. In general, counties
with the highest indices contained the
largest cities in their states. Many of
the counties with the lowest indices,
on the other hand, were located in
states where other urban counties had
disproportionate caseload shares. For
instance, while California and Texas
each posted three counties on the list
of those with the lowest disproportion-
ate share index, those states were also
home to counties like Fresno and El
Paso, each of which bore far more
than its proportional share of adult-
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headed cases. (Appendix A presents
share indices for all urban counties
surveyed.)

The diverse experiences of states in
the degree to which their welfare case-
loads are concentrated in urban areas
suggest that local factors influence
caseload size. Indeed, a review of wel-
fare caseloads in 1998 confirmed that
counties containing cities with higher
levels of concentrated poverty and
higher unemployment tend to have
larger shares of their states’ caseloads.
Many of the urban counties with high
disproportionate share indices in
December 2001—including Philadel-
phia, Milwaukee, Baltimore, and New
Orleans—have among the highest con-
centrated poverty and unemployment
rates in their central cities. Conversely,

counties with the lowest indices—
including Santa Clara, San Francisco
and San Diego—generally enjoy low
unemployment, and have very few
neighborhoods of extremely high
poverty.’

The top ten and bottom ten coun-
ties, of course, represent the extremes
on this measure. Nearly half (47 per-
cent) of counties surveyed had a
disproportionate share index of
between one and two (Figure 2). The
overall share index for all 47 coun-
ties—1.60—was also in this range.
This implies that the largest urban
areas are home to about 60 percent
more adult-headed cases than would
be expected based on population
alone. While we find significant diver-
sity in the indices of individual
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counties, concentrations of adult-
headed cases in urban areas appear to
be the norm, rather than the excep-
tion. As such, states’ ability to tailor
programs to the specific needs of their
urban caseloads, and the commitment
that states make to provide urban
areas with resources that reflect their
caseload concentrations, deserve
attention in the welfare reauthoriza-
tion context.

C. Long-term aduli-headed cases are
even more concentrated in urban
counties with large cities than wel-
fare caseloads generally.

Until now, there has been little infor-
mation available about the location of
long-term welfare cases. Anecdotal
reports from a handful of large urban
areas indicated that cities were home
to a number of individuals with a long
history of TANF receipt. But it was
unclear whether this was a nationwide
phenomenon, or one that affected a
few big places. With federal time lim-
its already having hit in a number of
states, and approaching in many oth-
ers, determining the location of
families who may be affected is a pri-
ority for administrators and
policymakers.

Our survey revealed that, in most
states, long-term adult-headed welfare
cases are even more highly concen-
trated in urban areas than are
caseloads generally. Across the 26
states surveyed, about 263,000 out of
1.2 million adult-headed cases (22
percent) had, as of December 2001,
accumulated at least 48 months (four
years) of assistance. Of these 263,000
cases, fully 186,000 were located in
the 47 large urban counties. Thus, as
Figure 3 shows, while the urban coun-
ties account for about one-third of
their states’ combined population, they
account for 71 percent of their states’
long-term adult-headed cases. Put
another way, a long-term welfare case
in these states is more than twice as
likely as any other state resident to be
located in one of the large urban

and Long-Term Cases
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Figure 3. Share of Population, Adult-Headed Cases,
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counties. Moreover, a long-term case
is about 40 percent more likely than
any given adult-headed case to be
from one of these counties.

This finding should not obscure the
fact that a number of states have few
long-term cases. Many recipients leave
welfare for work, or as a result of a
sanction imposed by the state. Where
there are few or no long-term cases,
however, this is generally attributable
to the imposition of shorter time limits
by the state, either on continuous
assistance or lifetime assistance. For
instance, as noted earlier, adult-
headed TANF recipients in Ohio are
ineligible for assistance for a period of
24 months after being on the rolls for
36 months. The first families eligible
for their 37" month of assistance may
return to the caseload in October
2002. (Only 935 families have been
granted extensions since they reached
the 36-month limit, and the state did
not tell us whether any of those cases
had reached or exceeded 48 months of
assistance in December 2001.) Indi-
ana imposes a 24-month lifetime limit
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on the receipt of benefits, so no cases
in that state met the 48-month thresh-
old either. Of the 26 states, 14 had
fewer than 1,000 long-term adult-
headed cases.

Nevertheless, most urban counties
stand out as having highly dispropor-
tionate shares of their states’ long-term
cases. Figure 4 displays some of the
places with significant numbers of
families in this circumstance. In
December 2001, Cook County con-
tained about 80 percent of Illinois’
total adult-headed cases, but nearly 97
percent of its long-term cases.
Philadelphia had a little under half of
Pennsylvania’s TANF cases subject to
time limits, but over 70 percent of its
cases with 48 or more months of assis-
tance. New York City dominated on
this measure, with over 65,000 long-
term adult-headed cases in December
2001—83 percent of its state total,
compared to 74 percent of all adult-
headed cases. Not surprisingly, a
number of the urban counties pictured
in Figure 4 were near the top of the
disproportionate share index list. Yet in
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Figure 4. Share of Total State Adult-Headed Welfare Cases,
and Share of State Long-Term Cases, Selected Large
Urban Counties, December 2001
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many instances, their share of long-
term cases far exceeded their share of
overall adult-headed cases.

We also note that even in states
where relatively few cases had yet to
approach the federal 60-month life-
time limit at the time of our survey,
urban counties were clearly the locus
of long-term welfare receipt. Although
New Orleans contains only 11 percent
of Louisiana’s population, more than
half of the state’s 110 long-term cases
were located in the city."" Similarly,
over half of Oklahoma’s 763 long-term
cases were in Oklahoma County,
though less than one-fifth of the
state’s residents live there. Thus, as
time goes on and more families accu-
mulate months toward their federal
lifetime limit, additional states can
expect to see concentrations of long-
term cases in their largest urban areas.

D. Over one-fourth (27.5 percent) of
all adult-headed welfare cases
nationwide live in just ten urban
counties.

The degree to which the nation’s cash
assistance caseload is located in just a

CENTER ON URBAN & METROPOLITAN PoLICY

few places is of interest for a few rea-
sons. First, because these urban
counties contain such a large share of
the overall urban caseload, they pro-
vide a geographic lens through which
researchers and policymakers can look
at the impacts of welfare reform thus
far on urban areas. Second, their large
caseloads indicate the importance of
understanding the common challenges
that people in these places face in
making a successful transition from
welfare to work. Third, these places
represent a “proving ground” for the
next stage of welfare policymaking.
Whether new policies succeed or fail
will depend in large part on how they
are implemented in these areas."

The ten counties in our survey with
the largest caseloads were: Los Ange-
les, New York City (all five boroughs),
Philadelphia, Cook (Chicago), Sacra-
mento, Shelby (Memphis), San Diego,
Fresno, Baltimore City, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Together, they
accounted for 377,000 TANF cases
in December 2001. We estimate that
this represented 27.4 percent of
adult-headed cases nationwide."” By

contrast, these counties contained
only 11.2 percent of U.S. population.

It is also noteworthy that in these
ten counties, about 157,000 cases, or
39 percent of the caseload, had accu-
mulated 48 or more months of
assistance. A significantly lower share
(30 percent) of all 47 urban counties’
adult-headed cases were long-term.
The concentration of the nation’s
time-limited caseload in this handful
of urban areas, then, may be related to
the fact that a greater share of those
urban cases have a long-term history
of welfare receipt, and may thus face
greater barriers to finding work and
achieving self-sufficiency.

Since one out of every four cases in
the nation that are subject to time lim-
its live in these counties, and a large
share of the cases are near or beyond
the federal time limit, these ten coun-
ties and their cities have much at stake
in the welfare reauthorization debate
and state implementation decisions.

IV. Policy Implications

s in previous years, the case-

load survey shows that the

success of welfare reform

epends in large part on what

happens in some of the nation’s largest
urban counties. These results reveal
the importance of policies that address
the needs of those leaving the case-
load, as well as those who have not
been able to get an unsubsidized job
and may now be facing a state or fed-
eral time limit."

Depending on the employment sta-
tus of adults reaching the time limit,
service needs vary. In places where
large numbers of cases reaching time
limits include an adult working in an
unsubsidized job, the greatest need for
timed-out families may be work sup-
ports. Many states provide ongoing
child care and transportation services
to these families under current law.
Other work supports could include
housing assistance and wage subsidies,
which currently must be paid with
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state dollars to timed-out families
unless the family receives a federally-
funded extension. In places where
large numbers of unemployed welfare
recipients reach time limits, these
households will need income assis-
tance, as well as services to overcome
the barriers that have prevented them
from working thus far.

Each of these situations also creates
a need for locally funded assistance. In
some places, the state requires a local
financial match for TANF-funded
services and assistance. Where state-
allocated federal TANF funds are not
available, local governments may offer
temporary or emergency help to sanc-
tioned cases, timed-out cases, and
unassisted but eligible workers. Some-
times, a direct burden falls on the
budgets of local governments or serv-
ice providers from increased demand
for shelter, food, and other emergency-
assistance programs. However, it is
difficult for local governments—espe-
cially those of cities that do not
administer the welfare program—to
plan for these needs since no uniform
mechanism exists for state tracking of
sanctioned or timed-out cases, and
since there is no obligation to enumer-
ate eligible working families. Armed
with such information, local leaders
could better press states for policy and
funding to meet needs of local resi-
dents, as well as design locally funded
responses.

This report shows that urban areas
are home to disproportionate percent-
ages of state welfare caseloads.
Welfare caseloads, however, are not
static. Many families need only tempo-
rary assistance, and leave the caseload
quickly—often because the adult in
the household finds work. In other
cases, families leave the caseload
because the TANF agency terminates
their benefits for “noncompliance.” In
both situations, the family is likely to
need ongoing support. Nationally, for-
mer welfare recipients who are now
working earn about $7 an hour.”
These families struggle to meet costs

of living, including new expenses for
transportation and child care that
come with a job. They need the ongo-
ing support of services like child care
and transportation subsidies, as well as
health coverage, nutrition assistance,
and training to improve their earnings
prospects. Families leaving the case-
load as the result of a sanction are
likely to be especially disadvantaged
and in need of assessment and services
to address barriers to work.

At the same time, this report does
confirm that a significant portion of
urban welfare cases has been receiving
cash assistance for an extended period
of time. Adults still on the rolls and
unable to get a job may need individu-
alized services to help them get a job.
Adults working yet not earning enough
to leave the rolls may need ongoing
wage subsidies to provide for them-
selves and their children. As more and
more cases in cities and urban coun-
ties reach time limits, local leaders
should focus on how the federal gov-
ernment and states are prepared to
address the ongoing needs of these
families.

Recommendations for

Federal Policy

This year, Congress is considering leg-
islation to reauthorize the 1996
welfare bill, including TANF and child
care block grants, and issues related to
work supports for low-income families.
In advance of the debate, many aca-
demics and advocates developed
recommendations for changes and
improvements to the existing law.
Indeed, the Brookings Institution Cen-
ter on Urban and Metropolitan Policy
reported earlier this year on the results
of interviews and a roundtable discus-
sion with local, state and national
experts on the welfare reauthorization
policy agenda for cities.' Since then,
the issues under consideration by
Congress as part of the reauthorization
debate have narrowed. However, many
of the proposals made earlier on
behalf of cities remain under consider-
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ation at this time. Critical recommen-
dations include:

1. Provide adequate resources for
welfare-to-work services, including
child care.
In order to continue providing services
to low-income working families that
help them retain jobs and improve
earnings, while also meeting the chal-
lenge of serving long-term recipients
with significant barriers, states will
need additional resources in the TANF
and child care block grants, as well as
funding for targeted proven initiatives.
Although welfare caseloads nation-
ally have dropped dramatically and
millions of welfare recipients have
gone to work since implementation of
the 1996 welfare bill, state and local
governments have an ongoing need for
the full federal TANF block grant
funding of $16.5 billion, adjusted for
inflation. In 2001, states spent above
the amount of their annual federal
grant by more than $2 billion, using
carryover funds. In the early years
after implementation of work-based
welfare, states spent less while they
were making the transition to a new
set of programs designed to meet new
goals. In recent years, as a result of
caseload decline, states have been able
to commit more than half of the block
grant to work supports like child care
and transportation for low-income
families struggling in low-wage jobs."”
However, in the current state fiscal
environment, with nearly every state
facing both a deficit and the obligation
to maintain a balanced budget, fund-
ing for state welfare initiatives is
growing scarce. States are increasingly
unable to continue financing programs
they initially paid for with carryover
TANF federal funds. In order to con-
tinue funding these work supports,
states would need to use state dollars
above the minimum state “mainte-
nance of effort” requirement. But in
fact, states have been reducing their
investments in child care and other
programs in the effort to balance their
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budgets.'* Meanwhile, while no promi-
nent legislative proposal proposes
increasing the basic TANF block
grant, inflation will erode the value of
the grants in 2007 by 22 percent,
compared to 1997 values. Compound-
ing this scenario, most states began
experiencing caseload increases in
2001. As caseloads go up, states spend
a larger part of the block grant on cash
assistance, forcing officials to reduce
spending on other programs for low-
income families if they cannot identify
state dollars to replace the federal
TANF funds.

At the same time, local authorities
want to design new programs that
address the needs of long-term welfare
recipients with multiple barriers, and
they expect these programs to be more
costly than existing services. In order
to meet this need, states will have to
expend more resources targeted to
long-term cases. Thus, without overall
increases, states will have to choose
between providing targeted services to
long-term recipients with barriers and
existing programs important to helping
low-income working families keep
their jobs.

In addition, child care services are
currently severely underfunded.
Nationally, only 15 percent of feder-
ally-eligible children receive subsidized
child care services."” The many fami-
lies with children who have left
welfare for work in cities desperately
need this ongoing assistance to keep
their jobs. Employers report that the
lack of reliable child care contributes
to absenteeism at work for former
welfare recipients.*

Other funding needs that are impor-
tant to cities include housing assistance
(especially new welfare-to-work hous-
ing vouchers), full restoration of the
Social Services Block Grant, trans-
portation assistance, and transitional
jobs for welfare recipients with barri-
ers to work (see below).
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2. Preserve and extend flexibility to
develop individual plans.

Local officials interviewed by Brook-
ings stated that preserving existing
flexibility is critical to success. A num-
ber of the officials recommended
additional flexibility to support the
education and training needs of
welfare recipients, as well. TANF
administrators, governors, and state
legislators also recommend expanded
flexibility.

In order to count a welfare recipient
toward the state work participation
rate, the recipient must participate in
a federally defined work activity.
Under current law, while job search
and certain educational activities meet
this definition, federal rules limit the
ability of states to count adults partici-
pating in these activities toward the
work rates. State policymakers have
not used education or work/study
activities as assigned work-related
activities to a large degree.

However, states have received credit
against their work participation rates
for the dramatic caseload decline since
1996. This had made it possible for
policymakers to design individualized
case plans for adults with barriers to
work even though the plan’s activities
do not meet the federal requirements
(type of activity or number of hours)
for a countable activity.

The leading welfare reauthorization
proposals move in the direction of
increasing work requirements on
states, and reducing state flexibility.
Some proposals simultaneously narrow
the list of countable activities, which
would put enormous pressure on
TANF administrators to create one-
size-fits-all unpaid work experience
programs. Unfortunately, such pro-
grams have not proven effective in the
past, and no state has implemented a
program like those proposed by the
current administration and the bill
passed by the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives. While the Senate Finance
Committee bill also increases work
rates for states, it simultaneously

increases state flexibility in program
design.

As more and more recipients face
time limits, the need to develop plans
that address individual barriers
requires that local administrators have
the means and flexibility to design
such programs. Meeting new state
work rates, while failing to help fami-
lies move from welfare to unsubsidized
work, is not a desirable outcome.
Reauthorization legislation should
motivate states to help welfare recipi-
ents get and keep unsubsidized jobs.
While it may be useful to encourage
states to engage most welfare recipi-
ents in an activity designed to improve
work and income outcomes, state and
local officials should have more flexi-
bility in deciding what those activities
are than the current proposals provide.

3. Expand and improve access to
benefits and work supports.

Many families leaving welfare for
work, and other low-income house-
holds, are eligible for work supports
like child care, food stamps, health
coverage, and earned income tax cred-
its. The value of these benefits can
significantly increase household
resources. Unfortunately, the partici-
pation rate in some of these programs
is quite low, and has dropped since
states implemented welfare reform.*
While not enough is known about all
of the reasons for the low rates of par-
ticipation, changes in federal rules to
reduce paperwork and hurdles to
enrollment for working families should
be implemented. For example, work-
support programs should: eliminate
interviews and new applications at the
time of the closing the cash assistance
case; exempt one vehicle from asset
tests for each adult in the household,
and permit online applications and
recertifications. In addition, Congress
should appropriate dedicated funding
for demonstrations designed to
increase participation in work-support
programs as part of welfare reautho-
rization legislation.
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4. Improve job access and retention.
A variety of additional initiatives will
be necessary to advance welfare policy,
particularly to help long-term recipi-
ents succeed in getting and keeping
work. Federal policy should make it
easier—not harder—for state and local
governments to design programs that
respond to individual and local needs.

m Address the transportation barrier.
Transportation remains a serious
barrier to work for low-income
urban residents, as well as rural
households, and yet there is little
federal policy or funding to address
this problem. Congress should
increase funding for the Job Access
and Reverse Commute (JARC) pro-
gram, and members of Congress
should discontinue the practice of
earmarking local projects for these
funds in lieu of entrusting the
national awards to the competitive
process. Projects that require
employer participation and do not
reduce services in other parts of the
local transit system serving low-
income workers should get priority
in the national JARC competition.
Car ownership programs should
be encouraged with a national
demonstration as part of TANF
reauthorization. Federal funds for
Individual Development Accounts
(including Assets for Independence
Act awards and TANF block grants)
should be available to match savings
for car purchases, as the federal
refugee IDA program does already.

m Require assessments. Individual
assessment of welfare recipients
should be required at the time of
enrollment and before sanctions or
time limits are applied. Aggregated
data developed from the assessments
should be published to allow local
governments and nonprofits to bet-
ter plan for meeting needs of these
families.

m Allow states to provide wage subsidies
to low-income workers from federal
TANF funds without counting
months of such assistance against the
federal lifetime limits of workers.
Many of those facing time limits in
some states are currently working
and using up months of assistance
because their low income makes
them eligible for some cash assis-
tance. While it is possible for states
to provide such wage subsidies in a
separate program funded with state
dollars not subject to time limits, it
reduces flexibility to require states to
manage the accounting of two sepa-
rate programs. Instead, federal
welfare-to-work policy should ensure
that states have the option to use
federal funds to support families
who are working but poor. Federal
policy should signal states that pro-
viding a wage subsidy to working
families does not have to count
against time limits.

Create a new work program for places
with long-term recipients and recipi-
ents facing time limits. In 1997,
Congress created Welfare-to-Work
grants largely in response to the
needs of urban areas where many
long-term welfare recipients faced
multiple barriers to work. These
grants were used to create programs
to address the needs of this popula-
tion, but the law authorizing the
grants has since expired and Con-
gress has never reauthorized it. One
of the most successful initiatives
funded with the grants was transi-
tional jobs programs, temporary
wage-paying jobs in public agencies
or nonprofits combined with support
services and training. Participants
with multiple barriers who complete
a transitional job have a very high
success rate at finding permanent
employment.* Since many cities
created these programs with Wel-
fare-to-Work funds, they are now
running out of operating money. A
new funding stream specifically for
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transitional jobs would allow existing
successful programs to continue,
and new programs could be seeded
in other distressed areas.”

Increase access to housing assistance.
There is a growing body of evidence
that suggests stable, affordable hous-
ing contributes to success at work
for former welfare recipients.* How-
ever, federal resources are very
limited and some states have been
using TANF funds to provide hous-
ing subsidies. Congress should
permit states to provide TANF-
funded housing assistance as a work
support—Ilike child care and trans-
portation—without counting such
aid against federal time limits.

Reinstate public benefiis to legal
immigrants. The 1996 welfare law
barred recent legal immigrants from
receipt of TANF-funded assistance
and services, as well as Medicaid.
This bar on benefits for recent immi-
grants disproportionately impacts
cities, as they are home to nearly
half of all immigrants in the United
States. Many states use state dollars
to provide some benefits to legal
immigrants. In some places, local
governments are required to share
the cost of providing these benefits.
In other places, local governments
finance some services without help
from the state. While immigrants are
likely to work, they often earn low
wages for jobs that do not come with
benefits. Many of these working
immigrants would benefit from the
work supports that other low-wage
workers may receive like health cov-
erage and child care, as well as
TANF-funded training and education
like English-as-a-second-language
classes. When new immigrants are
temporarily unemployed, they should
be able to access the same safety net
as other taxpayers. States should be
able to use federal funds to support
these working families.
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m Make state plans more transparent.
States should be required to include
information in state TANF and child
care plans about the process and cri-
teria for allocation of federal and
state TANF-funded resources and
services, including a description of
any cost sharing arrangements with
local government. Policymakers
know very little about intra-state
allocation of the $16.5 billion in fed-
eral TANF funds, the $10 billion in
required “maintenance of effort”
state funds, or the $4.8 billion in
federal child care dollars. Other,
much-smaller federal block grants
like the Social Services Block Grant,
Community Development Block
Grant, and Community Services
Block Grant have carefully negoti-
ated funding formulas that reflect
policymakers’ assessment of local
need. In contrast, TANF and child
care block grants are based on state
formulas that reflect policies and
caseload levels that are nearly as
much as a decade old, and quite dif-
ferent from current state realities.
Although it will prove contentious,
Congress should reconsider the
funding formulas for these pro-
grams. Short of that, states should
consider such factors as poverty lev-
els, number of long-term cases with
barriers, and local service delivery
infrastructure needs, in allocating
TANF and child care dollars. Infor-
mation about state criteria and any
formula developed after such consid-
eration should be available to other
stakeholders in the plans that states
publish for comment and file with
the federal government.

These policies can serve to ensure
that state and local governments have
the tools and flexibility to design pro-
grams that respond to particular
community needs. Because long-term
welfare cases are concentrated in
cities, these policies will be of particu-
lar use to policymakers and providers
in urban areas. However, the solutions
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are not terribly different for those less
concentrated caseloads in other
places. Consequently, many rural
stakeholders addressing the needs of
long-term welfare recipients also sup-
port these recommendations. Federal
policymakers should heed the word of
experienced state and local adminis-
trators as they take the next steps in
welfare-to-work policymaking.

Technical Note

his year’s urban-caseload report, and its corresponding survey, dif-
fers from previous urban-center caseload analyses in a few
fundamental ways. First, this report focuses on cases generally sub-
ject to lifetime limits on assistance, particularly long-term cases
that have 48 months or more of accumulated assistance since implementa-
tion of a state program under the 1996 welfare law. The law limits receipt
of assistance funded with Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
block grants to 60 months. A state may extend federally-funded benefits for
up to 20 percent of its caseload beyond that limit, and some places provide
ongoing assistance with state or local funds. Thus, we asked states for data
on their adult-headed caseloads, excluding child-only cases. Previous
Brookings surveys measured all welfare cases, including child-only cases.
Child-only cases are households in which only children, and not adult(s),
are in the assistance unit. These cases are exempt from the time limit on
receipt of federally-funded assistance. Since we were interested in assessing
the concentration of long-term cases facing the federal time limit (because
of the possible impact on local funding and human service needs), we
did not include child-only cases in these data. Since child-only cases now
represent about a third of all cases nationally, this report does not make
year-to-year comparisons of the December 2001 results with those of previ-
ous years.

Second, to capture information on the spatial distribution of long-term
cases, we asked states to provide us with information about cases with 48
months or more of assistance, regardless of the funding source, at the state
and county levels. Previous analyses did not include information on long-
term cases.

Third, we focused on a different set of places than previous reports. We
sought information for 48 counties containing 50 of the largest cities in the
nation, including the District of Columbia. Previous reports looked at both
larger and smaller groups of urban counties. The 1999 report presented
data from the counties containing the 30 largest cities; the 2000 report
presented data on the 89 counties containing the 100 largest cities.

SEPTEMBER 2002 « THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION ¢ SURVEY SERIES n



%T'T8 0£6°1 St's %811 %t v9
sarjrwe] juerdwod 03 syjuowt )9
I9)je 9NUIUOD s)Ijouag LYE'T
%1 6% S ce'€ %L01 %LSE
syjuow ()9 Ut ¢ or1
0 6€°C %01 %9°€€
uEUum: wJHEOE ?N O
%L'96 T6E'1 98'l %6°Th %6°6L
6T
%T'S9 vLLT 91'C %L 0E %T99
LT
% €€ obs <6'l %BL6 %0°61
SWJI| syjuow gy, 9T
%t'€ |14 990 %8t %T'€
%LSS ¥19 12°¢ %01 %6°0€
QUWINRJI] SYjuOU 84 ‘SYjUOU 7/,
ur 9¢ I0 Syuow ()9 Ul g €0I°‘T
61T
%9°S€ K41 8’1 %9°C1 %6°TT
(1143
%0°€ T68‘c o %8t %0°C
%8°1 Y0£C 790 %TT %t 1
%L'S L9E‘L 09°0 %¢€'8 %0°S
%801 1€0b1 9Ll BLE %8°9
%t 6€ €8T°1¢ €€l %6°LT %€ LE
%T' ¥ L9t'S 86'I %t'T %LV
%S 606°S 06°0 %TY %8'€¢
I19T°0€T
0 YTl %€91 %€91
0 €80 %T09 %9°€S
UIPIJI[ OU ‘syjuoOW ()9 Ul 47 0
ghiun sased pS9sed 100¢ Xapuj 1002 1002 930
awil WwJal-6uol  wua) .adJeus uoneindod peojase)
aels apimae)s  -Guo] ajeuondod eI % papeay
Jajdoys 10 aJeys -040810., =}npy
munog ajels %

%Y'8S %E'8Y 9LE'ET LD sroumyeg
69L0C puefiep]
%T'8T %9°9¢ 880°S (SUBS[LQ MIN]) YsLigd SUBS[Q
9ET I SEUBISINO
BLTT %t 1T [Sdals Am:omm:m_ﬁcd UOLIB[A]
88t°LT euerpuy
BIEL %9'%9 L8L'8T (0SearyD) oo
st0'9€ stour|[|
%t'TT %BLEL 62001 (daD) nmpouoy
€T ST emef]
%991 %991 126°S (puepy) UOINg
0TI‘IE e181000)
%TY T L 999 (3[1auosyde() [eANQ
BLTE %9°'1¢ 182°6 ape(-Twerjy|
690°0€ epLof|
08T€1 pErUI0D Jo 31sIA
%T ST %E°LT TTsT IoAud(]
6599 opeo[o)
%t'T %S'€ 661°L BIE[D EIUES
%T'1 %S 1 I+0°'S 0dSIOUBL] UBS
%€'9 %L PPT8I o03a1( ueg
BLS %1°S LTLET ojusWEIdEg
%LIE %Y vE 66€9€1 so8uy so']
AN %0t 9GT LT ousar]
%0t %1t 6L6°€T (puep[eQ) BpawWwey
$TI99¢€ SETWIOJI[ED)
%8'L1 %1°0T LT (uoson) ewryg
%8'€Y %00 81901 (xtudoyq) edoduey
zseiie euOZLYy
6661 1661 1002 980 Munoa/amers |
peojased  peoiases sase
lejoL lejol papeay
alels % ajels % -linpy

S9UNO)) ueqin) I3IL] I0J SPUII], PLO[Ise)) IeJ[IA\ PIPEIH-INPY 'V 2[qeL Xipuaddy

CENTER ON URBAN & METROPOLITAN PoOLICY

n SEPTEMBER 2002 « THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION ¢ SURVEY SERIES



%E°€E 4 0€'C %9°¢1 %0°9¢ %9°¥€ %t"8T 6TS91 (srydwpy) Aq[oyg
0 0<'I %86 %81 %6'¥1 %TEL L08°9 (PI1ayseN) uospraeq
mJuEOE ST uoﬁm
\ﬁm—mﬂmw:o:m ,«O m&u:OE ¢ 9 womAm._u vamoﬂﬁv,H
%9°0L €€L°8 10t %11 %L 8t %1 6% %6°8¢€ 19162 erydpeperyd
%L1 ! Tl %€°01 %9°11 %L°01 %9°11 1569 (yBangsnid) Ausy3ay
LLETI £68°‘6S erueAjfsuuag
0 Wl %T 61 %T LT %1°9¢ %E VT ver'e (puepIod) yewowny
QEUO.«: ou mmr—uEOE *ww Em ?N O Oh._\ﬂﬁ ﬂowvho
%0°01 9L 090 %€°91 %8'6 %t Tl %S 1 008 es[n,
%BL9S 1134 6€°C %161 %8 St %t €€ %T' ST 6ELE (f1p ewioyep|Q) eWoyEPO
€9L 191°8 Bwoyep|Q
0 61 %0't %L L, %9°L %E'9 €10y (opa[or) seang
0 €1 %E"L %9'6 %T'8 %6'8 Tho's (BeuurUL)) UojIUEH
0 8T'1 %Y 6 %0°CI %901 %01 $0€9 (snqunjop) urpjuel
0 Is'1 %1°TI %¢€°81 %S+T %T61 89¢°6 (pue[aad[D) eSoyedny
mJuEOE 9¢ uoﬁm
AnpiqiBipeur jo syjuow g 0 Lze'es orqo
%0°€1 19 91 %8'8 %T Y1 %L'6 %S'8 see'e (dnoreyD) SmquapIy
mJuEOE ¥C uoﬁm
Aiqisipur jo syjuow 9¢ €T 889CT eurjoie)) ylIoN
%0°€8 16£°59 9Ll BT T %E YL %8 LL %0°89 65801 A1) SpI0K MaN]
%0°€ 9€€‘C 9.0 %0°S %8'€ %S'S %9t 10S‘S (ofeyng) suy
6tL8L 8009t 1 A0X MIN
%E°€T 443 <80 %L0E %1°9T %LST %S LT ce8'e (9nbranbnqy) ofpijeutag
€8¢l €891 OOIXIIA MIN
0 98'1 %T LT %S08 %t bt %t vt LL8'E (eqew() se[dnoq
syuowt g4 Ut ¢ 0 8L9‘L BYSeIqaN
%S'¥S crET 8¢t %09 %t'9T %9°LT %8'TT 8176 A1y smo g
%0°S 1 L¥9 81l %9°11 %€ L1 %1°L1 %0°L1 9€0°9 (£ sesuey]) uosyoe(
0€Y 206V LINOSSIA
%0°0% 69<°1 9¢'1 %t'TT %t 0€ %t TE %S"6T TSL0T (strjodesuurpy) urdouuspy
LT6'E L9€sE ©)OSUUIIA[
%9 Lt Bt TH (1o13(]) sukep|
puodsax 0y paurppaq SUESIYIIA]
%T €T €1 09'1 %L°01 %1 LI %9°€1 %T81 £9€'t (uo3sog) q[ons
QWIIRJI[ OU ‘syjuow ()9 Ul ¢ 9¢ cls‘se mmtumzﬁ_ummmmz
ghun $35E0 pSased 100z ¥apul 1002 10027980 666! b661 100z 990 Munog/ares |
awiy wJal-6uol  wda) .adJeus uopendod peojases peojasey  peojases sases
alels amimajels  -6uol ajeuonod  ajeIS Y% papeay lejoL 1ejoL papeay
Jajious 10 aJeys -040810, =linpy aleIs % aels % =linpy
funo) aeIs %

SEPTEMBER 2002 « THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION ¢ SURVEY SERIES

CENTER ON URBAN & METROPOLITAN PoLICY



WY} 2aVY 0] SIOWMSIUIULPY 2IV]S 1foUdq PnoMm 31 4py1 apnOU0d j0u pip puv {jaunnol vivp asay} 1921100 10U S0P UVSIYOL §

*100T 42quada(] +of 2191 1ou 219m pajv] 00D syjuoUL 240Ut 10 @ Y1 SISV U0 VI "[OOT (N[ Ut 21011 10 SYIUOWL § YHM SISVI 2SOY} 102]f24 SISVO WLIDI-FUO] mﬁmm:xuamwsc\

"100T 42qua9a(] 40f 21quivan jou diom paw] 00D SYIUOUL D10UL 10 G YA SISV UO PIV(] "PIAV]NUIIOY SYIUOUL DI0UL O () YHAL SISVO 9SOY] FI9]f. SISPI WIDI-51U0] PUDISINOT

*100T 42quada(] 10f 2]qv]Ivav 10U 212M PAIVINUINIOD SYFUOUL 210U 10 Q¢ Y1 $5VO U0 VIV(] (]2a131025U0D SYFUOUL §G 10f OUDISISSD FUIA1202.4 SISVI ISOYT 102]fo.4 SISVO ULIDI-5U0] VIqUINIOY) f0 Fo14ISL(T r
1007 42qua1dag u1 2ouvisissy 2a1311025109 o syuout g¢ Y |p1o3 21s fo uorodoid uo pasvq saansif (runo) ‘9661 Loquiada(] 2outs
SMHOMIPD +0/puv NV 4opun aouvisissv ysvd fo sypiour §4 1svaj v Y1 sasvd papvay-npv sjoa}fos aansif 2118 " [00T 42quaidag fo sv sasvo wiia1-5uo] uo vip vuiofyv))
“11au1] 23p1s 42110 Auv ypa APpuaLinouod Suruund ] awafi] yriou
09 v svy 21w1s Yova ‘pajou asiniayo ssajun) “sn o3 (o1j0d pmy) auiry noqy uonvuiofur parwpdn papraoid sais ‘sasvd auwos ul 7007 ‘OUAIN |, SoHun] uo s1o2ff puv uonvuawald] sa19110q 211§ ‘SHIT 2wiL] 24vfloA\, [P 10 W00]g UD(J 2941108 q
"DIDP 2S2Y] UL PAPI]OUL 24D SISDD SOYF Pup SPUNf aIvis YA SYRIoUL ()9 124 2OUISISSD
ap1aoid sajvis 210G $210U100f 25aY1 UL P2IVILPUL SINUIYIO 1Y 1d2OXD ‘PIVNUNOD 2OUDISISSY O SYIUOUL Q¢ ISVI] 11 YHM SISDI PIPVIY-NPD 2ALOV/JUDLIND J02[fo1 SISV WIDI-FUOT 4

$910N

2002 ‘sorouasn NV, 211s fo foaing (orjog uvpjodonapy pup uvqin) uo touor) uonngusu] sSupRj00sq 201n0g viquin{o7) fo 1o1Is(J 2pnjouL 101 op S0} (UN0d pun 24MS
%L°0L 608°¢81T 09'1 %8'TE %€°'TS %18 %9°9% €ST1°€T9 [e101 Ajunoy
€08‘T9¢T EILT6TT [e30], 93838
%L'96 (0}272 S8'f %E LT %9°€8 %8'T8 %L'8Y LST9 SR NEM[IA
%u_\wﬁum —uwﬂwmmmm :m wJHEOE ?N mm._w ﬁw.—wth ﬂmmEQme\(/
%L1 0€0°1 8L°0 %1'6¢ %L'TT %T1C %8'€T LPS‘8 (opreag) Sury
997‘6 €v9‘LE uojSurysepy
%T' 14! L9°0 %6'S %0't %9°€¢ %9 €€8 AND yoeog eruidip
mJHEOE VN huumm
Aiiqidyput jo syjuow g I€€ 080T erurip
%1 L91 ¥9°0 %6°€ %S'T %b'T %S'T sTe'T (unsny) siaedy,
%0°€¢ 9L¢ 6L°0 %0°L %S°S %T' %6 9%0°S (uoyBurpry-yItop) 1) JueLIR],
%8°01 LEET SL'0 %T 91 %TTl %611 %€°61 12TI1T (uojsnoy) stuaey
%L L 956 LLT %T'€ %LS %8'9 %T'S 9.T's osed [4
%T'9 S92 98'0 %S0T %16 %0'6 %801 8L€°8 sefred
%€'6 PSTT 48! %9°9 %YL %T'8 %0°8 7989 (oruojuy ueg) rexag
mJHEOE OM I0 JwN ,NM huuwm
Amiqidiput jo syjuow (o9 19¢C1 T761°T6 Sexa],
P $35e9 M) 1002 KapUT 1002 1002980 666} 1661 1002 ‘990 Munog/aiers |
awil WwJal-6uol  wua) .adJeus uoieindod peojase) peojased  peojased sase)
ajels apimaje)s  -Guog ajeuondod eI % papesy lejo1 lejol papeay
Jaldous 10 aJeus -04asia. =}inpy ajels ajels % =linpy

funog alels %

CENTER ON URBAN & METROPOLITAN PoOLICY

v
=
z
=
»
bl
=
>
&
5
7
.
z
o
=
2
=
=
w
z
Z
v
o
zZ
Z
5
S
-4
=
w
=
T
.
Il
o
o
a
o
=
=
=




Endnotes

1

Bruce Katz and Katherine Allen, “The
State of Welfare Caseloads in America’s
Cities,” Washington, D.C.: Brookings Insti-
tution, 1998; Katz and Allen, “The State of
Welfare Caseloads in America’s Cities,”
Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution,
1999; Allen and Maria Kirby, “Unfinished
Business: Why Cities Matter to Welfare
Reform,” Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Institution, 2000.

The 48 counties surveyed for this report
contain 49 of the 50 largest cities as of
1990. Los Angeles County, CA, contains
Los Angeles and Long Beach, which both
ranked in the top 50. Washington, D.C.
was also surveyed, as it is among the 50
largest cities.

Miguel Bustillo, “Time is Running Out for
Thousands on Welfare.” Los Angeles Times,
April 20, 2002.

Sandra Danziger et al., “Barriers to the
Employment of Welfare Recipients,” Uni-
versity of Michigan Poverty Research and
Training Center, 2000.

Gayle Hamilton, “Moving People from
Welfare to Work: Lessons from the
National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work
Strategies.” New York: Manpower Demon-
stration Research Corporation, 2002.

California began providing TANF-funded
assistance in December 1996, 13 months
before a California state law limited assis-
tance to 60 months, effective January 1,
1998. Thus, some recipients began to
reach the federal TANF 60-month time
limit before they had used their 60 months
of assistance in the California program,
CalWORKS. All recipients are entitled to
the full 60 months of CalWORKS assis-
tance, so families exceeding the TANF
limit with months remaining under Cal-
WORKS continue to receive state-funded
aid (or a federally funded extension) for up
to 13 additional months. When the Cal-
WORKSs limit is reached, the recipient
family’s grant will be lowered because the
adult’s eligibility will end while aid to eligi-
ble children will continue.

Dan Bloom, Mary Farrell, Barbara Fink,
with Diana Adams-Ciardullo, “Welfare
Time Limits: State Policies, Implementa-
tion, and Effects on Families,” New York:
Manpower Demonstration Research
Program, 2002.

The District of Columbia is excluded from
many of our calculations because the
“county” and “state” are functionally the
same jurisdiction. DC totals are included
in comparisons of urban county caseloads
to the national caseload.

Katz and Allen, 1999.

CENTER ON URBAN & METROPOLITAN PoLICY

10

11

12

14

Paul Leonard and Maureen Kennedy,
“What Cities Need from Welfare Reform
Reauthorization.” Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 2001.

New Orleans and nine other cities in this
survey (Baltimore, Denver, Honolulu,
Nashville, New York City, Philadelphia,
San Francisco, St. Louis, and Virginia
Beach) are contiguous with their urban
counties.

The last Urban Center survey on urban
welfare caseloads reported that ten urban
counties contained nearly one-third of the
nation’s entire caseload. As noted previ-
ously, comparisons between our December
2001 figures and the 1999 caseload figures
are complicated by the fact that this survey
focuses only on adult-headed cases, while
the previous report included child-only
cases. Additionally, two of the counties that
were part of the “Top Ten” in 1999—San
Bernardino County, CA, and Wayne
County, MI—are not included in our
December 2001 data. San Bernardino
County is not included in the 2001 data
because the city of San Bernardino does
not rank among the 50 largest cities in the
US. Wayne County is not included because
the state of Michigan did not respond to
the survey.

To derive this figure, we needed to estimate
the total national adult-headed caseload in
December 2001. To do that, we took the
total number of families on TANF that
month (available from HHS at http://www.
acf.dhhs.gov/news/stats/tanf.htm) and
multiplied it by the share of TANF families
in FY2000 that contained an adult (65 per-
cent—see http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/
programs/opre/characteristics/fy2000/
103.htm). For purposes of this calculation,
the New York City caseload excludes fami-
lies that transferred from TANF to the
state’s Safety Net program in December
2001 after reaching the 60-month time
limit, because families on state-funded
assistance are not reflected in the national
figure reported by HHS.

Of course, there are other spatial issues
related to TANF expenditures and assis-
tance that we did not address in this survey
and analysis. For example, related informa-
tion of interest to urban county leaders and
others planning welfare-to-work strategies
would include the number and share of
cases in urban counties that: are child-only
cases; have been sanctioned; are working
families receiving assistance not subject to
time limits (also called “non-assistance,”
usually help with child care or transporta-
tion); and are eligible families not receiving
non-assistance services.

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Pamela Loprest, “How Are Families That
Left Welfare Doing? A Comparison of
Early and Recent Welfare Leavers.” Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 2001.
Available at: http:/newfederalism.
urban.org/pdf/anf_b36.pdf

Paul Leonard and Maureen Kennedy,
“What Cities Need from Welfare Reform
Reauthorization.” Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 2002.

U.S. General Accounting Office, “Welfare
Reform: States Provide TANF-Funded Ser-
vices to Many Low-Income Families Who
Do Not Receive Cash Assistance.” April
2002.

Zse Neuberger, “States Are Already Cutting
Child Care and TANF-Funded Programs.”
Washington, D.C.: Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities, 2002.

Jennifer Mezey, Mark Greenberg, and
Rachel Scumacher, “The Vast Majority of
Federally-Eligible Children Did Not
Receive Child Care Assistance in FY
2000.” Washington, D.C.: Center on Law
and Social Policy, 2002.

Harry Holzer and Michael A. Stoll,
“Employers and Welfare Recipients: The
Effects of Welfare Reform in the Work-
place.” San Francisco: Public Policy
Institute of California, 2001.

Michael O’Connor, “Using the Internet to
Make Work Pay for Low-Income Families.”
Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institu-
tion, 2002. Alan Weil, “Ten Things
Everyone Should Know About Welfare
Reform.” Washington, D.C.: The Urban
Institute, 2002.

Gretchen Kirby et al., “Transitional Jobs:
Stepping Stones to Unsubsidized Employ-
ment.” Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.,
2002.

Margy Waller, “Transitional Jobs: A Next
Step in Welfare to Work Policy.” Washing-
ton, D.C: The Brookings Institution, 2002.

For a summary of this research, see Bar-
bara Sard and Margy Waller, “Housing
Strategies to Strengthen Welfare Policy and
Support Working Families.” Washington,
D.C.: Brookings Institution and Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities, 2002.

SEPTEMBER 2002 « THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION ¢ SURVEY SERIES n



Acknowledgments:

The Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy would
like to thank the Annie E. Casey Foundation, the Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation, the Joyce Foundation and the Fannie Mae Foundation for their
support of the Center’s research and policy work on the place-based nature
of welfare reform and the implications for America’s cities and low-income
neighborhoods. The authors would also like to thank Andrea Kane, Shawn
Fremstad, Mark Greenberg, and Alice Rivlin for their helpful comments, as
well as all of the state and local TANF administrators who provided
responses to our survey.

For More Information:

Margy Waller

Visiting Fellow

Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy
Email: mwaller@brookings.edu

Phone: (202) 797-6466

Alan Berube

Senior Research Analyst

Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy
Email: aberube@brookings.edu

Phone: (202) 797-6075

Tue BROOKINGS INSTITUTION

1775 Massachusetts Avenue, NW ¢ Washington D.C. 20036-2188
Tel: 202-797-6000 ® Fax: 202-797-6004
www.brookings.edu

CENTER ON URrRBAN & METROPOLITAN PoLICcY
DIRECT: 202-797-6139 ® FAX/DIRECT: 202-797-2965




