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o Washingien, D.C. 20204

July 27, 1994 | N{L/OCGW]
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TO: Maty Jo Bane

David Ellwood
Bruce Reed

Kathli way

Jeremy Ben-Ami
Emily Bromberq
Rich Tarplin
Melissa Skolfield
Wendell Primus

FROM: Margaret Pugh M’

SUBJECT: NCSL Welfare Reform Policy

Attached you will find a welfare reform policy statement approved
earlier this week by the Human Services Committee of the National
Conference of State Legielatures (NCSL) during their annual
meeting in New Orleans. Tomorrow, this policy will be voted on
by the full membership. We do not expect any problems with this
statement winning approval and being adopted as formal NCSL
policy. Significant elements of the proposed policy include .
support for time-limiting welfare (although a specific time l1limit
has not been agreed upon) and an amphasis on state legislative
involvement in the welfare reform waiver process.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.
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POLICY: STATE\FEDERAL PARTNERSHIP FOR FEDERAL WELFARE
" REFORM
COMMITTEE: HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE

TYPE OF POLICY: CONSENT

The National Canference of State Legisiatureé (NCSL) strongly belivves that
comprehensive reform of our federal welfare systafn is needed. The chil_dran who
rely on Aid to Fernilies with Dependent Children {AFDC} are among aur most
vulnerable and any raform of the system must keep their best Interest in the
forafront. Qur income assistance program should inciude {1} the promotion of
tamily formation and #tabllltv (2) parental responsibility, (3) education and tr'ainlng
opportunities that are geared toward community and buninaﬁs needs (4) support
services nacessary to seif-sufficiancy such as health cara, ¢hild care and
transportation 'during education, tralning and subslidized employment and
trangitiona! services for those wha successfully leave welfare {5) short term
assistance to able-bodied heads of households (€} long term support for the
disabled, and elderly {7) strengthen child subport services (8] flexibility for states
to dasign thelr programs in aczord with community needs and {8) finaneing the
program without cost-shifting 1o state government and without targeting other
vuinerabie populations. | |

The AFDC program today serves a very diﬁeragt population than at ks
inception in the 1830's. Qur clients are no longer w{dom and most children on
welfare ara not orphans. Most woman wark outside the home and ow economy
has changad the type of job opportunities evailable to Iow-skllled_workars.

As policymakers, we are concerned that federgi welfare reform must be

accomplished with & corresponding nationgl economic policy and employment
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strategy. The federal government cannot make welfare policy in 8 vecuum.
Structural economic issues such as interest rates, unemployment, seasonai
smployment, part tima work and econnmlc development Intrude on our goal of
self-gufficiency for welfara recipients. The federal government must undarstand
the diversity of our welfare population and its potantiai Impact on Iong-term
employmant. States must have the gbliity to choose different stratagies for
familles recéivlng welfgre. A contihuum of seif-sufficiency might Includa differant
stratagies: job search for those with skills end work histories, treatment for heads
ot househaids with substance gbuse problems, mandatqrv work for those unable
t6 find employment, parnt-time work with incraased esrnings disregards, and
support for the smployed sﬁ thelr work is better than public sssistance. The
federal government must ensura that welfare policy matches ecanomic policy.
Otherwise we will econtinue impoverishing children while blaming parenta tor
situations they do not control.

State iegisletors beiigve that welfare reform must addross these new
regittine, A new partnership must be develaped between tha states, iocal
governments, the private sector, welfare recipienta and the federal government.

We strongly support ancouraging weltare reclpients to take respansibiiity for
their children while re-designing thae welfare systam to provide incentlves for thoge
who ettampt 1o becoma aconomically self-sufficiant. Walifere recipients want 1o
waork for themselves and .thalr children. The goal of reform ghould be to snable
clients to become seif-sutficient, strengthen thelr families and work their way off
welifare.

Mutue! Rasponsibility -
Critical to our vision of tedoral weilare reform is mutus! responsibility

between government arid welfare recipients. Heads of househoids must take
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82 personal respansibliity for participating and contributing positively to their own

B3 well-being. Govamment must make opportunities avaliable with support services.
54 NCSL supports policigs that state these mutual obligatidns ingluding:

Bb o an employability plan that details the responsibilities and axpectations of
58 state government and of the client;

57 ) a paracnal responsibliity agreement determined by each state;

- 68 o meaningful sanctions for those whe do not cornply with the contract;

59 o assistance for thase who play by the rules - familigs who are working
60 shouid not be poor. | '

61 Private Sactor

Reforming our current weifare system:Into a re-training, and employment

system will fail without a partnership batweaen government, the private seciar and

g 88

the not-for-profit sector. NCSL belfeves that job training and educstion for welfare
66 recipients must be linked to employment naeds in the community. Wolfare reform
as will fail if recipients are ndt trained for rasl job opportunities. The private sector is
67 criticei to the identification of opportunities and the devalopment of meaningful

68 | fobs, and should be encouraged to do so. Hiring weifara recipients should be &

| 69 priority of both the publie and private sectar.

70 Transitiona! Program -

71 NCSL believes that public assistence should be temporary for emplioyable
72 individuals when or where work is avallablis, States shouild be accorded maximum
73 flexibility in implementing policies that mus? meet local needs.

74 ' NCSL beliaves that all federal ruies be repealed that put low income working
76 people et a disadvantage as compafed to welfere raclpients. NCSL strongly

78 beliaves that part-time employment with some supbnrt is preferable to nonwork.
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7 NCSL beligves that federal rules that create financial disincentives for work
78 should be rapesied. Working should always imprave a family’'s flnancial end

79 sconamic slwustion. Federal barriers to employment should be changed such as:

80 o Allowing states the option to use flil-the-gap budgeting;
81 B Aliowing states the gption to incroese gafnings disregardsi'
‘82 o  Eiimineting the 100 hour rule;
- 83 0 Aliowing flgxibility to states to change or exempt resource and asset

84 limits inciuding the vehicle allowange; _

85 S - Flexibllity for states 1o increase transitionat child care and health cara

86 {rmedicaid) for morae than the current one year.

87 For those unabie 10 tind employmant after a pericd of education and/or

88 tratning, NCSL supports tha craation of ampldyment opportunities in the public and

88 private sector. NCSL believes that employment opportunities should first be in the
- 80 private and not-for-profit sector with community work axperiénca intha public

9t gector as @ last regonrt.

B2 NCSL supports e time-limited or transitional pariod of public assistence and

93 treining followed by employment or federally subsidized work with support

94 services. The time-limit should begin when a participant is snrolled In the JOBS

89 program or another approved employment and tralning program. Btates shouid

96 have the flexibiliity to provide garvices that remove the barriers to employrment for

97 recipients prior to the JOBS program.

28 Tean Pregnency .

99 Stato lagisiators are deeply concamaed ﬁbout the dramatic incraase in birthe
100 to unmarried teenagars. This increase consistently oocurs In all income Jevels and
101 across race and ethniclty. NCSL believes thet this national problem daserves our
102 fuil attention. We have found through cur regearch that teen mathers and fathers -
103 have worse future outcomas including aducational sttainment and income than
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164 other weens, Howaver, we have not found research that proves that the _
105 availability of welfare ancoursges the occurrence of teen pregnancy. Qver time,
106 we belieye, teen perents have mueh more difficulty remaining selt sutficient end
107 are mare vulnerabia to economic shifta in the {abor market.

108 NCSL strengly supports a nationwide campaign to prevent out of wedlock
108 birthe. We slso support efforts to assist tean parsnts to complete high school or
110 receive a GED to further their ife chances. Becauss of the nead to gssist young
14 parents before they becoma dependent on public assistance, NCSL supports
112 rargeting federal weifare reform on tesn parents initially, focusing Our rasources on
113 those on whom we ¢an have a significant effect. NCSL opposee the eliminatien of
114  benefits to young parents. | '
115 Young welfare recipients need mentors and strong support services
116 including intensive tase managament and child care:
147 State legislators have been strong supportors of federal policy to strenpthen
118 families. State legislators have been responsible for model programs of family
118 praeservation and support that have successfully intervaned with at-risk famiiles.
120 We wish to reiterate our support for fadaral family prasarvation and support policy
21 to 88s8iat states in thesa afforts. NCSL balieves that thasa progrems are integral to
122  welfare reform. Familios must be empawsred to work together. NCSL also
123 believas that teen parents nesd spacial asaistence beyond education and training
124 programs to become self-gufficient; Programs to promote better parenting skilis
1258 ineluding nutrition and basic health must be added s well. Teen fathers also must
128 not bo feft out of these progtams. Iif thelr issues sre not addressed, we will have &
127 continuation of the bresk-up of these famlliss. Faders! regulatians including those
128 addressing the 100 hour rula, work history requirament, and penalizing marriage
129 must be eliminated. States shouid have the ﬂsxibili'w to walve these requirements
130 in their state plans.
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Weltare Wealvars

NCSL strongly beliaves that the faderat waiver process for waoltare reform be
reovaluated. NCSL strongly beliaves that states need flexibility for further
innovation. Stata legislators would prefer 10 have opticns, rather than walvers for
policy changes that are not In naed of further evaluation. Additionally, in most
casos, changes in AFDC palicy that require changes in federal law also reqi.ui'ra
changas in state law. NCSL strongly believes that federal waivers should only bs
granted with the passage of gtete iaws. Too often giate legisiators are not
included in the process until after a walver Is granted. Plan approvais end results
of camonstration projects are rarely shared with state legislators. NCSL strongly
supports mara welfars reform technical assistence as we implement now
programs. Independent auditg or program evaluations shauld focus on outcomas
rather than process.
Uptrant Searvices and Improved Coordination and Technology

Woelfare reform also includes community davelopmant in congentrated areas
of poverty, job creetion and daevelopmaent to establish the apportunity of
employrnen't, improved Eamed Income Tax Cradit outreach and delivery systems,
fedaral enhancad funding for automatlion, Including ane-stop shapping innovations
and the use of slectronic bonefit transfer systems, early childhood educeation,
housing policy, simplification of forms and improved program coordination and
involvament of the privete and public sector. Automated tracking systems for
tracking work reciplents and child sypport peymants sre critica! to implementation
of a naw pragram and vefy costly. ¥We urge the foderal gpvernmaent 1o congider
new systems that can interfaca with existing technology and to finance any new
requirernents at enhanced fedoral matching rates. We continue to be concerned '
sbout the federal reduction in administrative match retes including those for |

auvtomation and fraud reduction sctivities. NCSL supparts restoration of thege

P.avs12
712



- .Bes12
- JUL-27-1994  17:@9 FROM TOD 94567828 P. 8

3yl o1 (-25-33 T RTUIEM O 16 TH. FLOOR-~ = 8r12

158 retes in fadersl weifare reform, Additiorially, NCSL is concerngd about the costs
169 of 8 national client tracking system and belleve that any natienal system ghould be
180 fedarally funded. ' '

161 The federsl govarnment should include up-front services in their welfare
162 reform package. NCSL balleves that front-end services ta avoid welfare

163 particlpatloh are critical to the success of national reform. These inglude the

164 prevision of child care or transitional heaith care to the working poor who may be
165 Bt risk of antering the welfare aystem.

166  Education and Training

167 There iz little discussion of the kinds of education and tralning programs that
168 this naw system would require. We urge the fedsral government to digcuss this
188 lssue with atate legisiators and to develop these policies in conjunction with the
170 neads of local cammunities and the private secter. Work requirements for

171 comenunity gervice shouid be dasigned without displacing existing public

172 employoes. '

173 Gtate legislators beliave that there are many innovative programs around the

174 country that should be shared. Technical assistanee 10 gtate legistaturas will be

175 critical as we congider stata revisions. NCSL urges that the federal government
176 inciude funds for technical assistance to stata legislatures as part of the national
177 raform effort,

178 Child Suppart Enforcoment

179 Child suppert enforcement Is a critical component of welfere reform. Our
180 separate policy on Child Support Enforcemeant details NCSL’s position. Stete

181 legislators have been at the forefrom of Innovative efforts 10 improva patemity
182 estahlish'rnent,.lncluding the fellowing: 1! in-hospitel paternity establishmant; 2)
183 collgctlon and enforcemant of child support orders; 3) finding new penalties for
184

ron-cugtodiel parents who refuse to provide gsupport; 4) yseing medietion end
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185 axpedited administrative procadures: 6) providing a guaranteed level of child
186 gupport and; €} outreach 1o taan non-tustodial parents. We are concarned,
187 however, about untundad mandates and preamption of state law In any new
188 federal child support law. ' -
189 Whl'lle'NCSL believes states should adopt uniform imerstate child suppart
180 enforcoment procadures, NCSL opposes faderal legiaiation which wauld preempt
181 thig authority of the states. We are dlso concerned about the cost of naw
192 automated systems and other changés In the child support system. We reiterete
- 193 our concern thet as states update their child support legislatian that technical
i84 asglstance is noeded to 38sist the states ag they coma into complience with
195 fadaeral goals. State Iegislaiors should have the aption of extending chlld support
196  baenafits beyond ths age of majority for those children In college.
197 Child Care, Heaith Cars aad Other Support Services
188 Chiid care must be reimbursed for reciplents particlpating in education,
- 199 training, subsidized employment and transitioning to permanent employment. Our
200 policy on child care detalls NCSL's positon or standards {including retention of
- 209 stote authority 10 sot standards) paymant rates and quallty. States should havs
202  the option of axtanding child care benefitz for up to twa yeers for those
203 transitioning from welfare to work. State lagisiators belleve that recipients who
204 play by the rules and leava public assistance shauld not be worse off than those
205 on welfare. Child cara is very axpensive for working poor families. NCSL urges
206 {ull funding for working poor familles’ child care needs. |
207 Haalth cara is a critical need for familles on public assistance and is kay to
208 long-term self-sufficiency. Lack of haa!th eare 18 often cited as @ reason why
209 recipients return to welfare after leaving for empioyment. NCSL belioves that
210 heaith care reform is a componant of welfare reform. NCSL's policy en heaith

cere reform detsils our poaition. State legisiators should have the option of

P.@9s12
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212 axtending medicaid assistance for longer than the current Qna year after
213 transgitioning 10 emplofment. '
- 214 Transportation is another barrier to employment. Transportation sssistanca,
- 218 including the option of increasing or eliminating tha vehicle allotment, must be part
216 of an.y' federal waeifare reform plan. Too often, work apportunities are provided at -
'I217 a digtance from whaere recipients ilve. This sssistance must take into account
218 transportation needs for ¢hild care.
219 Work expensesg are an additional barrier to employment. Uniforms, 1o0ols
220 and texts arg especially costly for those begirinlng employment. NCSL believes
221 that the federal govarnment must provide adequate funds and eligibiiity
222 dizallowanca for worlkk expenses. There is little coordination between the various
223 programs that assist low-Income familles with their housing needs and self-
224 sufficiency efforte. We urge the federal government 10 link these systems g0 that
: 225 thesa who retum to ampleyrmaent are not in danger of losing thelr housing
- 428 assistance ond can earn theair way out af poverty.
227 Job Opportunitis and Basle Skills Program {JOBS)
228 We balisva that any new federal program should build on and learn from the
228  Family Support Act of 1988 [P.L. 100-488 and the JOBS program. Unfortunately,
230 states have been unable to draw dawn the funds sllocated for this important
rk§ edui:ation. training end employmant program. NCSL strongly supports expansion
232 of this program to prepare perticipants for the workforce. Federal funding must ba
233 axpanded. '
234 Financing
236 Steta Ieplslators are extremaly concarned about federal financing of welfare
238 reforen, NCSL strongly opposes feders! afforts to finance weifare reform through
‘237 cost-shifting to the states. NCSL opposes the following:
238

a unfundad mandatas;
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e transter of naedy populations to state government through elimination of
program and benefit funding by the federal governmant. The faderal
governmaent ¢annot aliminate thelr regponsibility for legal immigrents,
Subatanco:abusers, hemetass families and familied in crisis. This doaa nat
address lagitimate needs - it transfers the need to state-funded aﬁd
nenprofit programa and public hospitals;

o ¢capping open-snded antittaments;

< unreslistic assumptions about savings from recipiants leaving walfare or
receipt of child support enforcement. o
NCSL supports the use of less prescriptive funding sources from the federal

gpovernment for welfare reform including the use of nonprescriptiva block grents

ang alternative use of aexisting resources. |

NCSL stronply beligves that the federal governmsent must fund the
administrative and technics! costs associated with eny work program.

Woeltare referm will fail if it is not pdequately financed. Implementation,
especislly of iob creation, placement, tracking systamsg and ehlid cara, will be
extromaly expensive. The Famlly Support Act depended an states to fund the
JOBS program; gsubsequently only 80% of federal JOBS funds were matched by
the states. Wg urge the fedsral government to find funding sources and higher
match rates foe raform. _

Partnarghlp for Faderal Welfare Reform
NCSL strongly reitecates thet federal welfare reform will be a failure in the

states If gtate legiglatuces are not included In the process of palicy developmaent.

Wherever possibla, flexibllity will enable states to ¢reste innovative programs.

Stata leglsiators strongly befigve that there must be an evaluation component for

ary new federal program and that states be evaluated on eutcome-based

P.11-12
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measures. Additionally, the federal government muyst asslst the states during
implomantatlbn of welfars r_aform gnd highlight innovative programs.
NCSL's Concam for Children

Wa relterate our concern for children and their well-being in cur
considerstion of weifare refarm. Chlidren will be better off with pargnts who are
solf-gufficient, However, NCSL urges the fgderal government to consider the
impact of @ new weifare strategy on other state and federal aystems that gerve
children and their famifies. There must be coordination with the mytiad
smpioymeant and teaining and retraining programs. The ¢hild welfara system,
Including fostser care, may be inadvertently impacted by weifare retorm It parents
are unabla to support thair ehildren. This system is more costly to both the states
fingnclaily and 10 children in personal tarms. There must be coardination In ¢hild
care among systems that serve those on publle asslistance and thoge that serve
the working poor. NCSL also supports coprdination with Head Start end other
sarly childhood education apportunities 1o provide asslstance to children whila
their parents puréua employmsant opportunities,

P.12-12
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WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM,
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

.- o

To: Mary Jo Bane
David Ellwood
Bruce Reed
Jeremy Ben-Ami

Mary Bourdette -

MEMORANDUM

Avis Lavelle
John Monahan
Wendell Primus
Ann Rosewater
Melissa Skolfield

Emily Bromberg Rich Tarplin
Jerry Klepner Kathi Way
From: Patricia Sosa
Date: June 15I, 1994
Subject: Advocacy Community Statements

Attached please find statements by several leading organizations on the introduction of

the President’s welfare reform plan.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to call

me at 401-9261.

A Aerospace Building ® 370 L’Enfant Promenadas, S.W. ® Suite 600 ® Washington, D.C. 20447
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POLILY IRSTITUTE

Statement By Will Marshall
President, Progressive Policy Institute
June 14, 1084

President Clinton has unveiled a welfare reform plan that represents a solid
start toward fulfilling hia pledge to "end welfare as we know it." His blueprint
begins what the Progresaive Policy Institute has identified as the central challenge
of reform -- replacing welfare with a new social policy based on work.

The Administration’s plan already has drawn predictable fire from
idsologues on both the laft and the right -- from liberals who have reflexively
defanded a failed welfare systemn and from conservatives who would abolish that
gystem without putting something better in its place. President Clinton’s
approach secks neither to protect the status quo nor to punish the poor, but rather
to liberate impoverished cltizens from the trap of poverty and dependence. He
deserves great credit for making radical yet canstructive change possible and for
putting the values of work, family and individual responsibility back at the center
of our social policy.

President Clinton’s call for a two-year limit an welfare fundamentally
changed the terms of the debate, making possible a true system change rather
than the incrementaliam that has failed so often in the past to improve the lives of
poor Americans.

In general the Administration’s plan is built on five solid pillare: 1) making
work pay; 2) universal health care; 8) child support enforcement; 4) fall-back
public sector jobs; and, 6) prevention (discouraging illegitimate births, especially
to teen age girls.) While these elaments will change the behavior of welfare
reciplents, succassful reform will also require changing the bahavior of the welfare
bureaucracy. PPI believes that, as Congreas takes up the Adminigtration bill, it
should explore ways to use outcome-based performance standards, incentives and
the power of competition to covart welfare into a true employment aystem. The
overriding challenge of welfare reform is to reconnect reciplents to the world of
real, private sector work before they reach the two-year limit.

PPl also salutes the imaginative and meticulous work of the White
House/HHS Working Gronp On Welfare Reform, Family Support and
Independencs, lad by Bruce Reed, David Ellwood and Mary Jo Bane. The
working group’s delibarations were opan and public; its members made themselves
accessible to civic organizations and took pains to solicit the ideas of the poor
aitizens who would be affected by welfare reform -- not just the experts and social
service professionals whose voices have dominated past reform efforts.

223

$18 C Street, NE, Washington, D.C. 20002 202/547-0001 Fax 202/544-5014
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STATEMENT OF JAMES WAGONER CONTACT: Karen Schneider

Vice President Darry} Lynetie Figuerca
Nationa| Abortion and Reproductive 202/973-3032
Rights Action League (NARAL) :

On President Clinton's Inclusion of So-Called
Family Caps in National Welfare Reform

June 14, 1994

Pre.;.idcnt Clinton's proposal to deny benefit increases (0 women if they have additional
Ichildrcn while recejving public assistance is a terrible idea. This child exclusion policy, if
passed by Congress, would harm already hard-pressed familics, punish immocent children and
coerce some low-income women to have abortion. Truly pro-choice policies maintain that
forcing abortion islevery bit as wrong as denying women access to the procedure. America
has an wrgent and compelling need to reform our welfare system. But solutions don’t lie in
callous policies that infringe on women's liberty, coerce reproductive decisions and punish

their families. We call on Congress to reject this cruel and counterproductive measure.

L}
Nationg! A e
and Repuoysten Aiphts
Aty L eague

MSE 7500 Stepat, WY
Scile MO0
Wahington, I X005
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FOR TMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: NANCY DUFF CAMPRELL
JUNE 14, 1994 202 328 5160

The National Women's Law Center today described President Clinton’s welfare reform plan as

a "work in propress” that needs improvements if it is to help low-income womea and their families
achieve seif-sufficiency, “We appiaud the child support and teen-parent case management sections of

" the plan, but have serious concerna about the two-year ime limit, the inadequate funding, and the option
to deny AFDC benefils for children conceived while their parent is on welfare,” says Nancy Duff
Campbell, Co-Prexzident of the Center. “We must rernember that our goal cannot simply be to get
families off welfare; rather it must be o eradicate women's poverty and the povexty of their children.”

The President’s plan includes many of the Center’s ¢hild suppart recommendations. These
include: coordination of efforts between state and federal governments to improve collection; & new
gystem to update awards; @ commission to develop a new national child support guideline; and a
demonstration project to test the concept of child support assurance, in which single-parent families are
guaranteed a monthly child support payment even whea the other parent does not pay.

The President’s plan also rightly recognizes that young mothers, with less education and lower
skill levels, need special support systems to get their families out of poverty. "The proposal’s mandate
for case management for teenage mothers is crucial to ensuring that these young women get the support
and attention they so desperately aeed,” zays Campbell. "This is particularly important since teenage
mothers, as they enter their 20’s, will become subject to the two-year limit on receipt of welfare
benefits.

"Even restricted to young recipients, however, we cannot eccept a two-year limit on public
assistance,” Campbell adds. "If sufficient resources are invested in providing education and training,
creating jobs, and ensuring necessary yupport services such as child care, women will move off the
welfare rolls into employment without the need of arbitrary time limits.*

The Center is concemed thar sufficient resources have not been commitied to haiping recipizats
achieve self-yufficiency. For example, the resources altocated to funding child care for women as they
move off welfare are insufficient to meet even the cumrent demand for child care for low-income
families,

The Center also objects to the option for states 10 impose a8 “family cap,* which would deny
AFDC benefita for children conceived while a parent is receiving AFDC. "Excluding a child from the
grant will simply push the family deepm' into poverty,” says Campbell. *That cannot be our approach
if we truly wasnt to help families.® #30

NATIONAL WOMEN'S LAW CENTER
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" FOR IMMEDIATE RE’LEASE Lisa Navarrete
June 14, 1994 . _ Sonia Pérez
: . (202) 289-1380
NCLR CAUTIONS ADMINISTRATION ON WELFARE REFORM
Washington, D.C. - Rafl Yzaguirre, President of the National Council of La Raza
(NCLR), cautioned that the Administration's welfare reform proposal, announced today by
President Clinton, risks doing more hasm than good. *We believe the Clinton |
Administration is attempting to do the right thing. ﬁnfortunatdy, by ingisting that welfare
reform be financed through cuts in existing benefits, the Administration has unnecessarily
. limited the scope of what it can accomplish while at the same time endangering vulnerable
populations. This is not the way to engage in an effective strategy 1 reduce poverty.*
Yzaguirre outlined the portions of the plan which don't go far enough o enahle
women 1o retum fo the workforce. “Arbitrary time limits don’t take into acoount the barriers
that some women face, including low oducation levels, limiled English pmﬁd@y, and
access to quality, affordable child care. In addition, the job training component of the
President’s plan may not be enough to do the job. It is not reasonable to cxpect many
1 atinas in high unemployment areas to find a job in two years without any provisions for job
creation.” Noting that Latinos are overrepresented among low-wage workers Yxaguirre

wamned, *We don’t want to turn Lhe welfare poor into the warking poor,*

MORE

B10 Firsi Streel, N.E.. Sulle 300, Washlngion, DG 20002-4205
LA BAZA: The Hispanic People of the New Warld
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Yzaguirre had particularly harsh words for the financing mechanizm in the Clinton
proposal, which severely cuts benefits to legal immigrants in the ULS. “This proposal tells
hard—wmﬁnﬁAmmimn families that their tux dollars will support everyone®s parents except
their owﬁ, simply because they are foreign-bom. Today’s announcement does a great
disservice to immigranis who have ‘played by the rules,’ that i3, come to this country to
work or be reunited with thelr families. ®

Yzaguirre concluded with words of caution eva'yone in tﬁc welfare debate. *Tf we
are poing to fairty accomplish the goals of welfare rﬁform, we must conduct & responsible
debate, It is essential that policy makers remain focused on substantive issucs rather than
political expediency. We have already seen far too many attacks on poor women and their
~ -children, including the imposition of a 'family cap’ which assumes women have children just
to @m wclfg;e benefits, Now the Admuumnm is contributing to an atmosphere which
places the welfare reform debate, which should be about supporting certain groups in society,
in grave danger of being overtaken by ugly anti-immigrant rhetoric. *

ROF

The Natonal Council of La Raza is a private, nonprofit regearch end advocacy organization
representing more than 170 "affiliates,” Hispanic community-based organizations in 37

states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, serving more than two million Hispanics
annuslly.
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Chiid werfare League of America + 440 First Street, NW, Suite 310 + Washington, DC 20001-2085 + (202)638-28

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE . Contact: Joyce Johnson
June 14, 1994 ' 202/942-0244

DAVID S, LIEDERMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA

STATEMENT ON
PRESIDENT CLINTON’S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
June 14, 1994

_ Everybody agrees that welfare as we know it doesn’t work well for most involved --
families, workers or administrators. Everyone favors reform of the current system, with vastly
differing views of why and how to achieve change.

1 commend President Clinton for putting this issue on the table.

Reforming the welfare system and improving the lives of poor children and families is
very important. The challenge is enormons. We have much work fo do, but it has to be done
with care and it has to be quality reform. If not, it could be disastrous and poor families as wall
as the rest of us will face more severe problems down the road.

The President’s proposal contains several good provisions -- it expands child care,
" improves child support enforcement, and enhances the JOBS program.

But, by iniroducing a plan which permits harmful state options (e.g., arbitrary time
limits, child exclusion/"family caps” provisions), the President opens the door for every Member
of Congress and state politician to concoct a ludicrous scheme to experiment haphazardly on
poor children and for them to make "political hay" out of going after poor families.

Much in the President's proposal may harm children, result in breaking up famjlies, and
cause many children from AFDC families to enter the child welfare system, swelling the out-of-
home care population.

TIME LIMITS AND WORK
" The President wants young parents to train for work, and he sets arbitrary time limits for
them to find jobs. But the jobs atea’t there -- we have 8 million people already ucemployed and

iﬂokmg for work —~ and the time limits fail to take into account individunal circumstances and the
needs of children.

~ We need job development, and we need to encourage AFDC parents -- especially young
parents - to get an education, take intemships, do part-time work, and be the hest pareats

Guarding Children’s Rights + Serving Children’s Neads
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enforcement and assured child support benefits for ali children with an absent parent, improved
access 10 federal nutrition programs, as well as other reforms and injtiatives ontside of the
AFDC system. '

PARENTING

We must value and encourage excellent parenting. Young mothers, for example, must
not simply be tossed into the working world — parenting itself is too important and pamnung is
indeed bard work.

We must expect both parents to be responsible for their child(ren).

. We must encourage and assist AFDC parents to become self-safficient and to act
responsibly, find and keep work outside of the home, pursue education, maintain adequate and
stable eamned income, and contribute (o the care of their children, Petmit and encourage young
people, however, 10 gin experience through education, internships, and other learning
experiences, without having the immediate and premature respomsibility of a job. AFDC
recipients who are ready and able to work but cannot find a job in the private sector should be
provided with quality full-time public sector work at family-supporting wages.

We must support comprehensive, high quality early childhood programs and child
care assistance for AFDC families. Even now, demand for child care cannot be met.

We rmust improve child support which will solve part of the problem, However, low-
income children whose parents do not or cannot pay child support rely on AFDC. A federally
assured minimum child suppost payment, proposed by Representative Woolsey, would help many
families achieve a decent standard of living.

We must improve efforts to prevent teen pregnancy to help young people stay bealthy
and in school, and rednce poverty, BIV/AIDS cases, and dependence on government assistarice.
Bxperts have identified three major program strategies that prevent adolescest pregnancy -
informing and mﬂue.nclng attitudes about sexual behavior in order to encobrage teens to dclay
sexual activity, providing sexually active teens with family planning services, and expanding
adolescents’ awareness of life aptions.

~ We must assure, heaith care coverage — promised by bealth reform.  Real welfare
reform depends on it.

. We mus_laddress the housing needs of AFDC families.

CONCLUSION

 Children are lost in this debate. We need to put children first and lose the rhotosic of
"get wough” policies. Let’s make sure that every American child has the basic resources of food,
clothing, shelter, education.”

This debate is a choice between the politics of punishing the poor or hflmg families out
of poverty.

TOTAL P.@4
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posmhle unt:l they can find private-sector work.

Instead of pushing the youngest parents into the workforce, we should focus on the 70%
of AFDC parents who already leave ARDC within two years, by helping them stay off. We
need'to target these families with intensive case management, training, jobs, bealth care, and
child care (inclnding significant child care support for the working poor).

CHILD EXCLUSION POLICIES

‘The President wants to permit states {0 deny parents the AFDC increase when they bave
an additional child while on AFDC,

Yet AFDC families receive only $2.30 extra per day. Any parent knows that that doesn’t
even come close to covering expenses,

FINANCING

Welfare reform will cost a lot of money, Overhauling the welfare system immediately
would require dedication of resources that no one as yet has been able to identify and guarantee.

The President wants to finance welfare reform on the backs of poor people, that is, by
cutting other programs that serve children and families -- §S1 and Emergency Assistance. That
merely “robs Peter to pay Paul.”

. The President’s propogal does not allocate adsquéte resources. $9 billion will go only
part of the way toward real welfare reform.

Bven this year without welfare reform, only a fraction of what was requested this year
for ¢hild care for the working poor is likely to be funded -- not a good sign for real welfare
reform that seeks to prevent dependency and supports families who leave ARDC,

“"CHILD-FRIENDLY" WELFARE REFORM

We must create opportunities that reduce welfare rolls, not simply start the clock running
and cut AFDC recipient names from the list.

We must improve the lives of AFDC-eligible children -- they are the prime beneficiaries
of welfare. We should only accept welfare reform that protects and helps children.

Welfare reform should bring us closer to ending child poverty in America.

We must provide strang transitional support services for AFDC families expected to
work, These service comporents should include superb education resources, job training, and
child care, and an increased minimum wage that “makes work pay.”

~ We must promote, in addition to AFDC transitional support services, a meaningful anti-
poverty sirategy that includes improved unemployment insurance protection, a refundable
children’s tax credit, universal access to health care, patemity establishment, child support
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Wider Opportunities for Women, Inc.

A nonprofil tax-exempt Women's Employment Ompanization
1328 G Strect NW._, Lower Level, Washington, D.C. 200053104 (208 638.3143

NEWS R¥T EASE CONTACT: Diapa Pearce
For Inmediaste Release or Cindy Marano
June 14, 1904 @02) 658-3143

‘While supporting President Climton's goal of helping welfare recipients move towards work, Cindy Marano,
Execmive Director of Wider . Opportunities for Women (WOW) wday criticized the President’s proposai.
"President Clintom’s welfare reform plan puts the cart before the horse” she says. "it imposes "tough” pew
requiTEmAants on wel.ﬂrempm without addressing the many nadequacies in the Qrrrent welfare system. Most
welfare recipiemts weant to get back 1o work and become self-safficient—indeed  the majority leave within two years,
many for jobs. But mamy who embrace the values of work and respomsibility promoted in the Cimton plem cannor
leave, for the system simply does not work for them. Meany thonsands.are correatly laaguishing an waiting lsts
for child care amd job rraining: In New York, 48,000 welfere mothers await child care 50 that they can enter
training or emplaymear. In Los Apgeles, those who finally get child care have waited an average of 2.5 years.”

Dr. Diana Pearce, director of WOW's Women snd Poverty Project, notes that expanding job trining
sexvices, while an essenrial component of welfare reform, will not work by itself. She observes that "Our currént
Training programs are based on the "field of dreams” approach—if we mrain them, the jobs will come.” We rried
this approach with the Family Support Act of 1988, when we sttemnpred to increase child-care simply by making
it an entittemett. By not addressing the infrasuucre jssues or fanding problems, we now have even more of 2
crigis-level shortage of child-care. The President’s equally piecemeal approach to job walning will mot result

" either the kind ot‘jobtmmmgneedsd. nor will it create the: jobs needed. :

Wider Opportmnities for Women conclndes that welzre reform tadzy should focus on correcting the many
imadequacies of our welfare and job waming systems before lmpostng time {fmits and other requirsments on -
recipients. Cindy Marano notes that “the Clmton Admimisiration’s welfare reform plan will be a practitioner’s
nightmare; WOW™s expariencs in providing job training to welfare recipients and onr conversations with service
providers around the conoty lead us w believe thar the President’s proposals will be disastrous for welfare
recipients, and will doom weifate reform to failure.” President Clinton’s new requirements would in effect ask
resipieats to be accountable for welfare sysiems and an economy that recipients cannot contvol. :

WOW's analysis finds thar while the President has often emphasized giving states flexibility, many elements
of his welfare plan fmpose “ouve-size-fic-all” requirements on states and individuals whose ¢ircumstzmees vary
widely:

0  Tmne-Limits; All individuals wounld have 2 two-year Iifertme limit on recelpt of services, even though this

* s clearly inadequare for many to overcome severe barriers and eater employment.

¢  Extensions snd Exemptions: All states would have the same cap on extensions and cxﬂ:upu'om, evea
though wnempioymest rates, child care and job training systems, and recipient needs vary greaﬂy_ _
staes have pockers of unemployment, lack of child care and wransportation problems mnique to their
situations. Urban areas have large welfare populations acd cannor possibly provide all the suppart sexvices
needed. -

I’
i
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o  Upfroat Job Search: THe Presideat’s plan would require apront job search for most recipients. While
appropriate for those who are job ready, this provision delays the start of training, and often aldds another
failure experience. Many who do find employment this way find themselves m low-wage deadend jobs
thar result in recycling back omto welfare, delaying the achievetnent of longterm self-sufficlency. Recent

research has shown that two-thirds of reciplemts who leave for jobs cycle back onto welfare. Upfront job

search for everyone only exacervates this irend and will not break the cycle of poverty and welfare.

o Tmhruukmquneqmmt.Mltempmwuldberaqunedmltvewhﬂmrpmts
Receat research has documentad thar the majority of wen parenats have experienced abuse, physical and/or
sexual, as children. Their efforts m break those pattems, and become good parents, should be supported
rather than rely on a single rule for all sluatons.

WOW found many elements missing in the President’s proposal, elements that their experience has found
10 be essential for welfare mothers 1o permanently leave welfare and poverty. Upfronr career counseling opens

up oppormnities for women, including nomradidonal occupational training, that result in carefully made choices '

and workebie plans. Important as the EITC and health care are, the 100% tax on earaings and tmrealistic child
care reimbursement fevels undercut the Admnistration’s efforts to make work pay. Pergcuarly since the plaa does
not address the shortage of jobs, the minimal support for self-employment and IDAs (Individaal Development
Aceouus) which pmmm.e am-epmamal efforts are short-sighted.

— —ty

WOW is djsappolmed in the President's welfare reform proposels. Togeﬂmr with practitioners ﬁ'om around
the coumiry with years of hands-on experience in helping welfare recipients. become self-sufficient, WOW is
developing the Act for Family Development and Independence (AFDI). The AFDI is 8 two-generation approach
that focuses on longterm selfsufficiency through employment and trainimg programs that comprehensively meet
the peeds of women on welfare and their families. Tt sapports the efforts of welfare recipients to become self-
gufficient, and 10 be both pood workers and good pareats. It Is scheduled to be refeased within the next month.
WOW hopes that the President’s propasals can e refined before being sent to Congress.

"We look forward to working with both the Administration and mrembers of Congress io strangthen weiface
reforn so that it results in not just fewer fumilies on welfare, but more families who break the cyde of povety
and become self-sutlicient,” said t..mdyMamno WOW’s Execarive Director.

FXIZIEREETRETEE ' . /

k.

Widezr Opportunities for Women is thirty-year-0ld organizaion which does advocaes for women on
eaployment and trzining issnes, and condnets local training programs for low-income women, many of whom are
welfare recipienrs, The Women and Poverty Project is a non-profit organization located at WOW which does
research and advocacy on issues of comcam o Jow-imcome women, including welfare reform, low-wage
employment, poverty wemds, and housing and homelessness. The project’s founder and Direcror, Disna Pearce,
coined the phrase “the feminization of poverty” and bax written agd spoken widely on these Issues for over 2
decade.

- < < END >
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Statement of Sharon Daly
Catholic Charities USA
June 14, 1994

The Clinton Welfare Plan: Or, Back ta the Orphanﬁge
The adminisiration’'s welfare reform pretends newborn babies, young teen
moms, immigrant grandparents, and vulnerable .Famﬂ;es aren’t there The
adm.r.rustraﬁon is hn:ru.ng its back, pretending their problems will go away
. The proposal tells newborn babies in a welftre family: |
"The United Stata of America says vou are a mistake. Sorry you were born.
And you will be sorry, too, because this country s going to make your family even
‘poorer and mofe miserable than before "
To the teenage mother and her mfant, the administretion’s plan says:
"Go back to the family that neglected and abused you; to where jT_oﬁ first got

pregnaﬁt. Your govermment has no interest in your having a place io live that is

_ safe from abuse. You don’t need help fo raise your child in dignity.”

To families in danger of eviction and homelessness ihe plan says:

"There are just too many of youw. There’s help for somé, but the rest of you
are out of luck. Find a bed at  shelter, or if they’re filled, try a park bench, dﬁo:way,
or sidewalk grate. This country cannot afford decent housing for everyone.”

To new immfgmnt:' parenis and grandparents of American citizens, the
administration says:

"Welcome to America! But if you are old, frail, or disabled, don’t expect any
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help. This ¢country accepts only the voung , strong , and those savﬁy enouéh to
become citizens. We hape you don't become citizens. In fact, we're counting on it —
because the savings will pay for welfare "reform.”

The administration's welfare plan turns our backs on those who have
nowhere to go and don’t voie: newborn babies, teenage mothers, almost homeless
families, and immigrant grandparents. Pretending they ére not there will not make
their problems go away. _

On the other hand,. the adiunistration is to be commended for keeping the
safety net infact for one group of welfare recipients. Those who work hard to
improve their skills and find jobs will not be abandoned. They can survive on a
combination of subsidized jobs and welfare while they continue their job search.
The administration recognizes that there just are not-enough jobs to go around for
all the parents o'r? wal.farewho want and need them. We will work to belp the

- Congress to see the wisdom of reaining the safety net for parents who are doing
their best, and whose unemplovment is structural, not personal

It is not so clear however, what will happen to the children of parernts who
cannot or will not follow everv rule and reguiation of the new program. When
their parents’ welfare checks are cut otf, where will the children go? The Clinton
plan treats children like orphans if their parents miss a deadline or job nterview.
This is not a good public policy direction.

We know, we have been in the orpnan business.
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| & Cétho]ic Charities— USA 1992 Annual Surtrgy |

Catholic Charities USA, & network of 1,400 social service agencies and institutions and thousands of
wiienteers and staff members, asvists peopie in need withowt regard to religious, racial, ethmic, or
the roor causes of poverty. c

individuals served; 14,380,024
i : " Emergency sevicee 10,610,303
- Social services: 3,769,721 people

1061028 W Income: $1,848,665,891
Expendifares: §1,792,466,265
Agenciss served more than 14 million peogle in. 1992

with the sume Income and viozally the same size stff
avatable w serve 12 million people in 1991, '

Frogram Experss.

Food services: 8.1 milfion people. Up frm aeady 6.8 mifling the year before.

» Soup kitchens rose from 21 million to 3.5 millien

Food banks dropped slightly, hovering arovnd 4.6 million,
» Chilitrer: 2 7 million. Numbers aeady dovbled From almest L5 millian. The greatest increase was
amoag children cuming © soup kirchens; frora 131,500 to about 1.2 million in ane year.

Shelters:

308 shelters, compared t 233 in 1991,
Popaiaton mse from 98,000 & 285,000

Other crisis services (such s fimandal sssisance or dothing): fom 15 millie to 22 million in ane year.
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Sexvices to children emd 2dolescents

Substance abrse services
HIV/AIDS-relmed services

1} - Catholic Charities USA 1992 Annual Survey

Soctal action.

Rach yeur, the survey asks agencies what actions they
heve raken o help eliminate the causes of pegple’s
problems. Carhiolic Charities agencies are mast |ikely to
be involved in sareleve] legistatiom which affects thelr
clienrs. Qverall, aitrosr threesfourths of the repoming
areas were involved in legislative advocacy.

* The top five issues of national legisiative
advocacy focnsed oa the economy, refagees
and mtemattonal jostice, ity ke, hunger,
and howsing.

+ The top five saefovef issues were family Ue, .
the economy, bousing, healih, and bunger

» Parish social ministrys Out of a toul of 19,863

_ paishes, 4,311, or 23 percenr, had social
tinisky programs, © involve padshicnes io

» 55,545 paid saff members

* 158 050 vohmteers, down from 191,769 in 1951 - |.

10-year comparisons

A compagson of the same 115 agencies thar
respanded in 1982 end 1992,

« (Cash income- increased from $541 million 0
seagy $1.7 hillion. (More tirn doubled when
comected for infiaton.)

¢ Emergency food services: rase 1,047 percent,
Frenn 375,406 1 4,317,565 mdividiais.

»  Govemment funding s 4 share of wal incame
rose from S48 to 64.3 pemrenr

+ The number of peopic receiving counseling
declined 2 percent, from 913,181 10 671,774

« The number of people o emergendy sheter
wem up 175 percent, from 56,128 to 268,159,

e uy
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'STATEMENT ON PRESIDENT CLINTON’S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

o Catholic Charities USA
 -Center for the Study of Social Policy
Child Welfare League of America
Family Service America
Food Research and Action Center
Nstional Association of Social Workers
NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund
' Wider Opportunities for Women .
Woaomen and Poverty Project

We believe that welfare reform is necessary. However, it is vitally important to the task of
enabling families to achieve self-sufficiency that welfare reform be based on policies of
asslstancc rather than punishment and harm. '

We ajpplaud President Climton for taking on welfare reform, and ‘we support the President’s
intention to expand child care, improve child support enforcement, and enhance the JOBS

program. These important steps are critical to reforming the welfare system. Walfare

reforin must insure that an adequate sefety et exists for children and their families, that

parents work for wages instead of welfare, mdthﬂfamﬂ:eshaveacoesstoquahtychﬂdday

care, edncatlon,andemplommtoppoﬂumues -

However, we cannot support major elements of the President’s proposal in its current form
that could hurt, rather than help, children and families. Several provisions -- time limits on
cash assistance, child exclusion policies (also known as "family caps®), staie optioas for
harmful experiments, and financing that cuts benefits to the poor -- will endanger innocent
children and may canse increased family stress and dissolution, homejessness, and hunper.

AFDC parents do not need the threat of a cutoff of all agsistance to their families to motivate
them to work. The vast majority of AFDC parents have worked before and want a job to
support their childrea. Time limits on AFDC benefits are unacceptably arbitrary; they fail to
take into account individual circumstances, the needs of dependent children, and the failure
of the eu:momy to generate Hfe-building jobs.

The proposal’s focus on young parents coupled with its emphasis on work madequarely
addresses several problems that jeopardize its poals. Jobs at wages that can sustain families
remain elusive for many Americans, and especially for ill-prepared young people, not just
those on AFDC. In addition, study after study has confirmed that "respongible parenthood”

is vital to the development of children into healthy and productive adults. Welfare reform
needs real jobs and needs to sapport, not discourage, good parenting. Toward that end, .
young parents under 23 years of age -- the least likely recipients to succeed in the workplace
— ghould not be pushed prematurely into work. They should be encouraged to care for their

1
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chnldrcn to advance ﬂ1e1r education, to explore part-time work.and to participat in job
training. “That will prepare them to be the self-sufficient famikies that we all want,

Vulnerable families need a safety net program of last resont.. -Allowing states to enact child
exdusmn policies, denying additional income support for children bom to welfare families,
unfafrly punishes women and children. There is 0o evidence that supports the effectiveness
of these proposals. Our natlon cannot abandon our most basic commitment to provide
income assistance to poor families i need.

We all agree that financing welfare reform will be difficult and that the cost will far exceed
what the President has allocated. Unfortunately, the President finances his plan on the backs
of the poor. Dentying pnbhc assistance to legal immigrants unfairly penalizes families who
pay taxes and legally live in this country. A cap on the Emergency Asgistance program,
which helps prevent homelessness and foster care piacements, further jeopardizes families.

We want to work with the President and with Congress to develop a welfare reform plan that
protects children and families while providing the assistance neaded to help families become
self-sufficient. This is a tough issue. We noed to deal with all of these issues in a
deliberative and child-friendly way. Real welfare reform must help the majority of families
who leave AFDC within two years stay off by proviting job training, job development,
parent education, intensive case management, health care, child support assurance, and child
care,” Above all, we need an all-out attack on poverty in order to make welfare reform and
family scif-sufficiency achicvable.

June 14, 1994

L1 b

(For more information, contact Thomas Brooks or Karahelle Pizzigati of the Chl]d Welfare
League of America - 202/638-2052)

TOTAL P.B3
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| -Recommendatlons On Welfare Pollcy

Natlonal Assocnatlon Of Socml Workers ‘
a 750 First Street, NE - L
Washmgton, DC 20002
' February 1994 B




N The current reexammatton of the. Ard to Famrhes wrth Dependent Chtldren (AFDC) program, and
_the emerging national welfare reform debate, provide a much-needed opportunity to significantly

rmprove the lrves of low—mcome Americans and the social and’ economtc t‘abrtc ot‘ our country

- NASW's members have extensrve expertence both with low—mcome famrlles and wrth the systems '

" that serve them “The recommendatrons that follow are rooted in that expenence

_SUMMA'RY o

e

 Significantly reducing poverty is 4 complex and formidable task——one that cannot be satisfactorily o
accomplished simply by forcing needy families off the welfare rolls. Ourgoal must be-to enable =~ |
as many Americans as. possrble to be self—supportmg wrtnout Jeopardtzmg the well-oerng of the

' chtldren whom AFDC is desrgned to serve.

e .NASW belteves that the most promrsmg strategres for welfare reform lte outsrde the welfare system o ,
" . . We needto invest in people——not in the "welfare system" as'such.- President Clinton has said that
* welfare should be a second chance, not a way of life. But what ktnd of first. chance are we gwrng

- our children? ‘We must concentrate on creéating economiic opportunity, strengthening famtltes, and

maxrmlzmg the ability of everyone, not just those on welfare, to contribute to society.. In this way o
we can begm to reduce the number ot' famrltes that must-rely on publtc assrstance, ever as a second‘ N

' chance ]

".r. .

'Ihere will no doubt contrnue to be some famlltes that need more intensive’ or targeted attention
before they can successfully engage in the mainstream economy: For these families, a plan should "
- be.developed in concert ‘with. qualified, professmnal staff, that identifies a ‘realistic | self-suppoit -
- goal, activities required to reach the goal, and timeliries for ‘interim. achievements.- Plans shouldbe =

individualized to the greatest degree possible, takmg into account each fam1lys unique strengths,
‘needs, and circumstances. Appropriate services must be made available, with recipients having

~discretion in selecting provrders within the community. Judgments as to,"employability" should be .
S _based not only on one's readiness to assume. and maintain employment but also on the avatlabrltty_ N

ofa smtable JOb

Desprte our best efforts, some people wrll remain unable to support themselves and thetr famtlres L
- These people deserve an adequate income and appropnate opportuntttes to, make a oontrtbutton o

. thetr communmes

NASW beheves that welfare reform et‘forts must (1) maxtmtze the use of umversal beneﬁts and o
- services, (2) give equal‘attention to creating economic opportunity and removing individual barriers

" to self-support, (3) enhance the well-being of children and families, including ensuring an adequate

- standard of living for all familiés regardless of workforce attachment, and (4) create a “client .

- fnendly deltvery system that empowers rather than demeans, its- consumers

et o medemte s N
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'RECOMMENDATIONS -

L CREATE OPPORTUNITY

No one is expendable The strength of our natron depends on the ablllty of every member to makef -

a contribution. - The. best reform is a serious investment in- human capital-—one- that provldes R
opportunities for al! people. to achieve excellence, provldes the tools for all people to avord poverty, )
~and enhances the economic pl‘OduCtlvtty and socral fl.ll'lCthl'lLl'lg of the: natlon o o

e Increase Economic _OPPOI‘ tuﬂit_)f :

A strong economy and vital job market are essential to our country's success. The demand fora’ =

skilled and well-educated workforce will continue to increase as the American populace ages and
-technology continues to undergo rapid change.. -In .order to maximize participation in the

' mainstieam economy and move every partxcrpant toward excellence NASW recommends the_ -

. "followmg
.‘Jab Creat‘fdn:

e implement a comprehenswe ]ob creatlon strategy that focuses on developrng new pnvate

sector jobs that offer adequate wages and benefits. Provide incentives for employers recervmg o

- public subsrd:es to set -aside ]obs for those in greatest economrc need

e Expand public service employment opporrunmes These JObS should pay adequate wages and g
‘provide the ‘same benefits and protections provided to other workers Mandatory work in
exchange for publlc assrstance beneﬁts is not'an acceptable substrtute :

‘@ Establish 4 system Of paid apprentrceshrps Combrne apprenttceshrps with classroom or' o

vocattonai mstmctlon where approprrate

: .o
S

.-_'o ‘Promote the establlshment of new, small businesses' Make interést—free or low-—mterest Ioans
avallable to facrlltate entrepreneursh1p on the part of low—rncome mdrvrduals " :

) Grve all those seeklng employment equal access 10 newly created _]ObS Treat wel'fa're: o
L recrplents Wlth work histories like any other unemployed persons Coe T

: Adequare Wages
e Increase the mtmmum wage and tndex it for 1nflatton

,_o Conttnue to expand the earned. tnoome tax credlt (EITC) mcludmg coverage of chtldless'

- . ‘workers, and index it for 1nf|atron The ‘minimum wage and EITC combined,. without thef""l', ,
. addition of Food ‘Stamps, - should be suffrcrent to brmg a famtly of four wrth one full tune z o

_worker at least to the poverty llne

T gt g ermmme w o
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5 Nah aiscrr‘miw‘.‘m‘ & 'Irtcfusian ;.

Eltmmate drscrumnatton in htrmg and Pmmotron decrstons P.remis'é wages on 'ski_ll_—-bas ed o
-assessments - A R BRI L

Recogntze the socral"and economic value of caring for-one's children or elderly relatives.

. Promote. paid family and medical leave; provide tax- credtts for caregrvrng, give. credtt for -

caregwrng wrthrn the Socral Securlty system o

"Promote f1ex1ble workplace pohcres-—rncludmg ﬂex tlme, ]ob sharmg, and a reduced worlt _
“week for all employees--to expand opportunities ‘for new entrants tnto the labor force and_ '
'allow parents to meet caregtvmg respons1bllrt1es . : o :

Revrse the unemployment compensatron system s0 that it accornrnodates part-tu'ne low wage o

short-term, and self-employed workers, including those who would otherwrse be recewrng Lo

AFDC Update and index beneﬁt amounts..

.'Netgkbarkaod Revttat’rzanan and Col!abamnan

Invest in revrtaltztng local nerghborhoods and comrnunttres to mcrease the degree to whrchf,- . L
they provrde local employment opportunltres e - '_ ..:__-jg_;. e T

Facrlrtate collaboratron among the departments of Cornrnerce, Labor and Health & Human"
_Services 1n ‘the 1mplementat10n of employment programs T L

_' 'Expand Umversal Supports

- _The best strategy for be_commg a strong and productlve nation'is to pro\'f'ide 'lif.elong deyelopmentf'

‘Opportunities to"all Americans. A continuum of supports and growth opportunities  should- be " v -

_universally available across. the life span, ‘with consumers paying according to ability. Reforms that

" single out those "on welfare" stigmatize recipients, create resentment, and are destined to have only "
* a limited unpact We must continue to build a solid infrastructure of growth opportunities for all, -’

so that all can make the most valuable contnbutron possrble to the strength and health of our’
socrety NASW recommends the followmg iy “

. ."erelong Educatron, Trammg & Retrarmng

-Promote lrfelong leamrng by establlshmg a range of ongorng educattonal opportunrttes"_\".:

“+"including basic " literacy, Englrsh as. a second language and htgh school vocatlonal and'_' ) E
_Ipostsecondary educatton v s : . _

Enhance the avatlabtltty of ﬁnancrng opttons 1nclud1ng scholarshlps low—tnterest loans, work—": -

study programs natronal service, and pa1d apprentlceshlps

-Provnde job trammg that is sensrtrve to the changmg ]ob market and is desrgned to prepare T

partrcrpants for. emergrng job opportunrtles as well as exlstmg, avarlable ]obs

Grve women access to preparatlon for non tradrttonal JObS that pay hlgher wages
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| o Housmg arrd Healtk Care. . .

_ Resources to Strengrkerr Famrhes

o Ensure the availability of famrly—-focused commumty-based socrai services for those who

need them - These ‘might include counselmg, career gurdance, life_skills training, money" "

-_management stress management, and self-esteem enhancement delivered. through .an
_; expanded network of famrly resource and support programs ' e

- - @ Provide mtenswe famrly preservatton servrces 10 famlltes wrth multtple bamers to posrtwe.

functioni ing.

[ B '. S R b

e .Make famlly plannmg services avatlable to all. Provilde '-allu n'e\a{ ‘pa'rents‘_\t{jth __parenting o

'educanon S SR

. Increase the opporruntttes for patemlty to be establrshed at btrth

@ Encouraoe both custodtal and noncustodtal parert's to be mvolved wtth thetr chtldren 3 o
' _Recogntze the socral and psychologlcal unportance of non-economic contrtbuttons by absent__ R

parents

' _' . Explore the effecnveness of counselmg and medtatlon Wlth noncustodtal parents

l, ‘' Increase the supply of qualtty, affordable housmg

. Provrde comprehenswe affordable, unwersal health care coverage through a srngle—tter R

.- system. -

| Cht'lo'; Calre.'crrrd Tr‘arr.s",ot)rraxiort:..'-. '_ N R Lt

o Ensure’ the avarlabtllty of accessrble, affordable hrgh—-qualtty chtld care and elder care'
tnclud Lng before~ and after—school care: and chtld care for sick chtldren L

[ Provrde chrld care wtthln the publtc school system to allow teenage parents to conttnue thelr
.educatton ' S - : 2

' '_QJPromote the avatlabtltty of site- based Chlld care at work tratmng, and educattonal
“ establtshments T AU SR SR :

o'_{' Adjust worktng hours 50 that they mtrror school hours allowlng parents to be wtth thelr

: _chrldren

. Ensure the avarlabrhty of t:ransportatton to educatron and tratmng programs, employment and T

Chl].d care' 51tes L e
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: _Fmancral Assrsrance

' . Provide, unmedrate shon—tenn ﬁnanaal assrstance to famrlres that expenence a break in- -
' eammgs or a catastrophrc lrfe event in order to elrmrnate thetr need t0.enter or re-enter the R
welfare system L : R L : o e

. Implement a natlonal chtld support assurance program U

® Establrsh a chrldrens allowance: for famrhes Wltl‘l chrldren In the ahse—nce"of a children's
. allowance, establish a refundable tax credit. for famllles with chtldren that is mot: lmked o )
employment or chtld care expendrtures o G e R e T B

-Srrong Commumues. -

-

e Help cornrnunmes 0 provrde mformal Supports. and readily accessrble servrces Burld
: nelghborhoods that foster mutual TESPOPSlblllty, cars, and empowerrnent Lo T

. Explore commumty—based altematrves suchas coop nurserles and congregate hvl
' parents. - co : _ .

"-flmegratr'on:

0 To the extent possrble mtegrate publrc assrstance recrplents into the systems that serve.the rest
~ of the population. Equip departments outsrde the “welfare system to reoogmze an mee any B
e specral needs. . : : :

. Apply a su'lgle set of behavroral obllgatrons to all famrltes, enforceable through a smgle set Ly s
of laws. Smglmg out public assistance recrprents for additional, onerous obligations (such as.
““learnfare, workfare, healthfare, family size cap, etc.) is -demeaning,. stigmatizing, and
counterproductwe Behaviors that are critical to the well-being of- chlldren should be __
encouraged or requtred of aH farmlles w1th chtldren regardless of thetr tnoorne > o starus SRR

1L Pnova.TARGETED.ASSISTANCE"- .

_ Even in the presence of enhanced economic opportunrty and umversal serv1oes some people will o
Tequire more intensive or targeted assistance in securing - -and majntaining employment Many of £ = ".;

the’ recommendatrons that follow can be accommodated wrthm the exlstmg framework of the Farmly B
s 'Remove Barners to Long-Term Sell‘-Support ;
_ :

. Low—-lncome farmhes represent a tremendously drverse group, even thos‘ _who recewe pubhc N
 assistance defy homogenous categorization. . The. best and most efficient strategy- for facrlttatmg o
seif—suppon rests with identifying the barriers faced by each individual or farmly and engagmg in -7
- systematic efforts to remove them. NASW reoornrnends the f0110w1ng L :
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'.Indivtﬂuahzed Seif-Support P!ans

] Requnre ongomg asséssment and the development of a self—support plan for those who need :

Plans should be Jomtly developed by cttent famtlres and qualtfted tramed staff. .

'.; Devtse plans that reﬂect realrstrc goals takmg mto accouut the umque strengths, needs , -

_circumstances, and aspirations. of the family involved. Plans should also -identify specific

-, activities requued to reach the goal along with timelines for interim achlevements Arbitrary. . -'

- ttme llmltS 0n the recerpt of pubhc assistance beneﬁts should not be 1mposed

" @ Ensure that the govemment provrde those services and supports necessary to achtevement of

~ the self—suppon goal 1dent1f1ed in- the ptan

- olBase employablltty determmattons and expectattons on both the tndtvrduals readmess t0-

~ assume 3 ]ob and the avarlabthty of employment opportumtres in the local labor market

e Recognrze and allow acttvtttes under the plan that lead to a range of economlc and socral- .

-contnbutlons 10 socrety

] 'To the degtee p0531ble, encourage progress through the use of rewards and mcenttves rather' __' )

' than. through the application: of sanctions. ‘Withholding cash assrstanoe from low mcome-

. el
a4

-households with chlldren is. never an appropnate sanctton R e

-Fo!fow-Up

. Continué the provrston of support services, on a slrdmg fee scale, for as long as they are

needed. These might include health care, transportatlon chtld care, counseltng, .case"

' management and rent subsrdtes

@ Provide jOb coaches on-the-]ob mentors or other llalSOI'l Wlt]‘l employers to ensure that those_- .
who move into the workforce receive approprtate support e T

-_o Promote the avarlabtltty of employee assrstance (EAP) prog;tams at _]Ob srtes

'Irtcome artd asset‘s

e Allow-AFDC recipients' to retaln 50% of -their' eamings before the’ir -'benefit"s""'are. reduced. D

. Permtt a range of income packagmg opttons under whrch eammgs and publtc ass1stance |

beneﬁts can be oombtned

e Allow the accumulallon of up to SlO 000 in assets, w1th0ut a reductron in beneﬁts Create

opportumttes for government and pnvate mdustry to subsrdtze the savmgs of AFDC recrptents R R

- and low-—wage workers

: _'o- Increase the automobtle allow'ance under AFb(f‘to $4500..'-;

o Eltmtnate the dtf[erenttal treatment of two- parent families under AFDC Assrstance should "

be based on fmancral need rather than fam11y type

EeELS T Tan




;,Improve Servrce Delwery

o ,'Removmg bamers to. long—term self-Support requtres an efﬁcrent and re5ponswe service deltvery
- system. Welfare .offices and other service providers must be reortented from pumshrng fallure to.
"fa0111tatmg SUCCESS. NASW recommends the followmg : .

Strucrure

e ,Administ_erﬁc_ash .'payments at the fede’r’af level.- Deli'v_er_services-at the local leyel._ -
" @ Permit each’ community. to develop its own network-of pubic and/or. private services in

'. conformity with’ federal guidelines. Pefmit | consumers to choose from among those servrce K

provrders that meet quahty standards : e e W '

_o Transform welfare offtces 1nto resource . centers that attend to both employment and personal )
needs t :

. Standardtze and 51mp11fy eligibility rules and Tesource lrmtts across. i mcome support programs.-,..' '
in order to reduce bureaucranc 1neff" iciencies. - . :

Capacrty

e Butld the capacnty of the system 0 ensure that desrred outcomes can in fact be achleved

v

s "6'_'Strwe for manageable workloads in all service delwery arenas Increase the use of"-"-""

professronally tralned soc1al worl( staff T ok

_ ° Provtde mcentlves for: qualtfred candldates to take Jobs workmg wrth low—-income cltents SR
' upgrade recrurtment efforts - :

. 'o'Provrde staff wrth Opportumtres for advanced degree educatton and professronal development :

L] Provrde on—the—_]ob tralmng, 1nclud1ng trammg rn oonﬂrct resolutlon and spec:ﬁc trarmng to'
help workers mteract effectwely wrth people of dtfferlng cuitures, languages, and backgrounds

. Upgrade management 1nformanon systems Promote the .use of tcchnology, mciudlng
_ electromc beneflt transfers (EB'D to 1ncrease eff1c1ency and reduce strgma s

B

_ _Consumer Onen tation:

_o Upgrade the physncal envrronment of agency offnces

S e Establtsh an atm05phere that is respectful and suppornve that boasts hrgh morale and that- L
- gives consumers a voice in, the chorces affecttng the1r lives ‘and their famrhes )
" Ensure consumer mvolvement in sérvice delwery Incl_ude_ consumer 'r'epres‘entative_s" on.
adv1sory boards at the state and local levels. -~ " T



_. o Scrupulously safeguard all legal nghts of consumers relanve to the scrvrce dclwery system,..,_ S

' tncludlng the nght to appeal

| Lmkages

Y Establlsh lm}:ages between welfare departments and other parts of the broader service deltveryh. i : o

system e e

o o Provrde everyone who needs or requests it wrth a case manager who rs tralned to serve as__; o

broker, counselor, and advocate

. Promote models that mtegrate health income mamtenance, and socral servrces, mcludmg those s

that utlltze one-stop shoppmg or smgle—pomt—of—-entry de51gn

: Accountabrtrty

® Enhance system accountabrllty by measurmg outcomes rather than process wlth the gurdmg e

standard bemg the number of people brought and kept out of poverty

L .ENSURE‘ F'erathrAL 'SECUR'm '

' .Desplte our best effons to aid all people in becom1ng self—supponmg, there wrll always be some

'segment of the population unable to achieve this goal. NASW believes that adequate ‘financial ..

resources should be provided to those who cannot . provide- for themselves, recrprents of these y
resources should not be sttgmatrzed NASW recommends the followmg T

‘o Replace the current AFDC beneftt scheme Wlth one in which the federal govemment pays a
~ uniforin benefit at what is now the median state benefit level,. mdexed for 1nﬂatron Allow_ ‘_
~ states to supplement the payment at thelr optton - o L

: .. Reform and expand the Supplemental Securtty Income (SSI) program, mcludlng updattng the | -

deﬁnmons of drsabthty to that they reflect current knowledge in the health and mental health -
ﬁelds ’ co : TS '

o _NASW'S vrsron for reform recogmzes that the Arnertcan people have a range of needs that requrre o

a flexible range of ‘benéfits, supports,, ‘and services: We. must create opportunity, strengthen- >
families; remove every possrble obstacle for those moving toward self—support and ensure ﬁnancral -
security for those who cannot support themselves o - o
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lennifer AL Vasiiof
Leeculive Diregior

Robert B. Reich

Secretary, Department of Labor
Francis Perkins Building

200 Constitution Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20201

Richard W. Riley

Secretary, Department of Education
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20202

Donna E. Shalala

Secretary, Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, DC 20201

Dear Secretaries Reich, Riley, and Shalala:

The Coalition on Human Needs (CHN) is an alliance of over one hundred national
- organizations working together to promote public policies which address the needs of
low-income and other vulnerable Americans.

A year ago, CHN established a Welfare Reform Task Force in response to our members’
strong interest in this subject. CHN’s Task Force includes civil rights, religious, labor and
professional organizations -and those concerned with the weli-being of children, women,
the elderly and people with disabilities. A list of the participating organizations along
with the principles on welfare reform we have developed is enclosed.

In recent months, CHN's Welfare Reform Task Force has organized meetings between
members of our Coalition and some of the subgroups of the Administration’s Working
Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and Independence. Over the course of these
meetings, we have become increasingly concerned that the Administration is pursuing
separate workforce development strategies which will result in continued isolation and
poverty for individuals in the welfare system.

Specifically, we have seen no evidence of coordination among the Departments of Labor,
Education, and Health and Human Services with respect to the Administration’s welfare
reform initiative at Health and Human Services and the one stop career centers at the
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Department of Iabor, While the Departments of Labor and Education, but not Health
and Human Services, worked together on the school-to-work bill, there were no
connections with human services agencies mandated in the Administration’s legislation.

This lack of coordination is extremely troubling because the Clinton Administration has
a unique opportunity to forge new workplace development strategies that can enhance
the skills and earnings of all American workers. The loss of America’s competitive edge
in world markets combined with economic dislocations in the defense industry has
sensitized policy makers to the importance of a well-trained workforce to long-term
economic growth. As a result, considerable attention is being devoted to developing
education and training systems that will upgrade the skiils of underskilled workers, more
directly relate training to employer needs, and better prepare young people for the
workplace.

At the same time, research over the last decade has shown considerable diversity in the
welfare caseload. As much as 70 percent of the caseload leaves welfare in less than two
years, but a high proportion return. These individuals, mostly women, are trapped in a
vicious cycle of low wage jobs and welfare in large part because of low skill levels. In
additlon, experience with welfare-to-work programs has demonstrated the enormous
education and training deficits of individuals considered to be at risk of long-term welfare
dependency. Both groups need remedial education and intensive skills training to enable
them to work at jobs that pay enough for them to support their families.

The Coalition on Human Needs strongly believes that the only way welfare recipients can
achieve the skills necessary for self-sufficiency is if welfare education and training
programs are part of the comprehensive education and training systems being developed
for incumbent workers and young workers. This is because highly targeted training and
work programs frequently iead to serious stigmatization of welfare recipients by potential
employers and put them at a disadvantage compared to other job seekers. In additlon,
a coordinated education and training system holds the promise of broader public support
and is likely to relate more directly to local labor market conditions and employer needs.

Without this broader vision, welfare reform simply will focus on new requirements to
work off welfare benefits, and welfare recipients will remain trapped in poverty - and in
a welfare system -- which they would much racher leave.

All Americans should have access to the resources and opportunities they need to
participate in a high wage, high skill economy, regardless of the reasons for their
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joblessness or underemployment. We strongly urge the Clinton Administration to lead the
nation in meeting the challenges of a global economy in a way that unifies the nation and
fosters the contributions that every American can make.

Sincerely,

Jennifer A. Vasiloff
Coalition on Human Needs

cc: Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary for the Administration of Children and Families,
HHS :
David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, HHS
Tom Glynn, Deputy Secrecary, Labor
Carol Rasco, Assistant to the President for domestic policy
Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President for domestic policy
Doug Ross, Assistant Secretary for the Employment and Training Administration,
Labor

Enclosure
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Jenmirer A Vasilolf

Executive Director

The Coalition on Human Needs (CHN) is an alliance of over 100 national organizations
working together to promote public policies which address the needs of low-income Ameri-
cans. The Coalition’s members include civii rights, religious, iabor, and professional organi-
zations and those concerned with the well-being of children, women, the elderly, and people
with disabilities. In 1992, CHN formed a Welfare Reform Task Force composed of CHN
member organizations that share a strong interest in welfare policy.

CHN’s Welfare Reform Task Force believes that cenain fundamental principles must guide
any welfare reform initiative. We believe that to properly address human needs welfare
reform must: reduce the need for welfare, affirm that Americans work for wages not for
welfare, and assure an adequate safety net for children and their families.

Reduce the Need for Welfare

4

Reform of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program
cannot succeed in the absence of a broader anti-poverty strategy. Families are
often forced to rely on welfare because other societal systems have failed. A
meaningful anti-poverty strategy must include assured child support benefits for
all children with an absent parent, improved unemployment insurance protection,
a refundable children’s tax credit, universal access to health care, an increased
minimum wage, an expanded Earned Income Tax Credit, quality child care
needed for employment and preparation for employment, improved access to
federal nutrition programs as well as other reforms and initiatives outside the
AFDC system.

Investing in education and training opportunities for welfare recipients is
critically important. Federal funding for the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
(JOBS) program -— or any successor program — should be increased to expand
education and training services that give participants the necessary skills to obtain
a decent paying, stable job. The state matching funding requirement should be
waived or substantially reduced. Job preparation activities for AFDC recipients
should include the option to pursue higher education and nontraditional training
for women.

AFDC parents trying to get work and get off welfare face the realities of a labor
marke! that is increasingly dominated by low-wage, part-time and temporary
Jobs that cannot support a family. In many poor communities, jobs of any kind
are scarce. Initiatives to create jobs paying a living wage must be pursued aggres-
sively.
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fenmiter AL Vasilotf
Execanve Director

American Federation of State, County & Municipal Employees; American Friends Service

Committee; American Jewish Congress; Bread for the World; Catholic Charities USA;

- Center for Community Change; Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; Center for Law and

Education; Center for Law and Social Policy; Center for Soc_lal Policy Studies; Center.on
Social Welfare Policy & Law; Center for Women Policy Studies; Child Welfare League of
America; Children’s Defense Fund; Church Women United; Community Family Life
Services; Community Service Society of New York; Council of Jewish Federations; Eco-
nomic Policy Institute; Family Service America; Food Research and Action Center; Human
Services Forum; Institute for Women’s Policy Research; Joint Center for Political and
Economic Studies; Lutheran Office of Governmental Affairs (ELCA); National Alliance to
End Homelessness; National Association of Child Advocates; National Association of
Homes and Services for Children; National Association of Social Workers; National Board,
YWCA of the USA; Nadonal Coaliton for the Homeless; National Community Action
Foundation; National Congress for Community Economic Development; National Council
of Churches; National Council of Jewish Women; National Council of La Raza; Natonal
Displaced Homemakers Network; National Legal Aid and Defenders Association; National
Neighborhood Coalition; National Organization for Women; National Puerto Rican Coali-
tion; National Urban League; National Women's Law Center; NETWORK: A Natjonal
Catholic Social Jusnce Lobby, National Qrganization for Women Legal Defense Fund;
OMB Watch; Presbyterian Church of the USA; RESULTS; Save Qur Security Education
Fund; Service Employees International Union; Southport Institute; Union of American
Hebrew Congregations; Unitarian Universalist Service Committee; United Cerebral Paisy
Associations; United Church of Christ; US Catholic Conference; United Methodist Church,
GBCS; United Way of America; Wider Opportunities for Women; Women and Poverty
Project; Youth Policy Institute

The organizations listed above participate in the Coalition on Human Needs Welfare Reform
Task Force. The welfare reformprinciples of this Task Force were developed during a series
of policy discussions during the summer of 1993. While each organization listed may not
have a position on every subject included in this document, the recommendations outlined
here reflect the general consensus of the group.

October, 1993
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'MEMORANDUM

TO : BRUCE REED DATE: 8/22/93

FROM: Kevin Aslanian

SUBJECT: pisingenuous information presented by MDRC relative to
California & Riverside County GAIN

During the 8/20/93 Welfare Work Group hearing, Mr. Riccio of Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) alleged that GAIN was a success, especially in Riverside County.

If success is sanctioning poor families, then Riverside County is a success. From the perspectave of
welfare recipients, the Riverside County GAIN programis one of the worse programs in the Country with
its primary goal to sanction families, including those who should have been exempted from the program
due toremoteness, lack of child care or disability. Riverside County has sanctioned more people per year
than the number of persons who have obtained employment that resulted in termination of AFDC
benefits. It should be noted that Riverside County has one of the lowest unemployment rates in
Califomia- a fact deceitfully withheld from your work group and the public by the GAIN proponents.

The primary purpose of the GAIN program is to help poor families become self-sufficient. It was not
meant o help organizations such as MDRC produce more income for themselves by desiminatdng

untruthful propaganda.

The following represents actual numbers taken from Riverside County’s own GAIN 25 repors.

Period Number of Sanctions Number of Jobs Resulting in
Termination of AFDC
7/92 through §/93 | 3,013 1,177
FY 1991-1992 2,538 1,699
FY 1890-1891 2,644 262
SOURCE: Riverside
FY 1989-1990 2,384 311 County GAIN 25
eport

1901 Althampra Blvd., Sacreamento, CA 95816 ® 916-736-0616
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We should point out that there is no evidence that the jobs which resulted in the termination
of AFDC benefits were obtained as a direct result of the GAIN program. We believe that there
is reason to believe that these figures are “doctored” given the over 600% increase in the
number of persons who obtained employment that resulted in termination of AFDC benefits
from FY 90-91 to 91-92 and 92-93. '

THE ALLEGED SUCCESS OF GAIN IN
CALIFORNIA & RIVERSIDE COUNTY

Again, MDRC'’s presentation of their own work is disingenuous to say the least. It is designed
to mislead government officials and the public to make a “turkey” program look good.
However, that's what MDRC is paid to do. Whatis amazing is the number of people who have
ignorantly jumped on the MDRC bandwagon not withstanding the facts set forth below.

The FACTS are very simple based on the data reported in the MDRC 1993 report. Statewide
in California, those who parnmpated in GAIN earned an average netincome of $155 more than
those who did not participate in GAIN.

This may be “statistically significant” to some, but what it really means is $135 for two years,
or $155 for 720 days, or 21¢ a day. We donot consider21¢ a day tobestatistically significant,
except that MDRC received millions of dollars to discover that recipients got 21¢ cents a day
more than non GAIN participants .

MDRC also failed to tell the U.S. government and the public that taxpayers had to pay over $5
a day so GAIN participants can recieve a mere 21¢ a day more than non GAIN
participants. MDRC will eventually devulge these figures after squeezing several more
million AFDC dollars from federal and state governments.

How did Riverside County rate in this study? In Riverside County, over a two year period, or
720 days, GAIN participants had a net increase of $720 , or 98¢ a day. The cost to the
laxpayer is $8 a day. Thus, the cost of the program is 800% higher than the benefits to clients.
How sad that this is touted as a model program for America.

What is the true message of GAIN? Bureaucrats receive the dollar bilis while AFDC
families getthe pennles. A successful GAIN program shouid have bureaucrats receiving
pennies and AFDC familles galning dollars.

We were disappointed that representatives of the “organized poor” were excluded from this heanng. To
the extent that the work group will be reaching out to the National Governor’s Association for “state
input”, we hope that the work group would reach our fo the organized poor as well.

cc: John Riccio of MDRC



