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Ms. Pat Lacy Miller 
Director, Washington Office 
Commonwealth of Kentuoky 
400 N. Capitol St. NW, ste 351 

. Washinttt.on, D.e~ 20001-1511 
~ Pc ., 

, Dear MS~~l~: 
As requested, this 15 tcprovide comments, on the 

PresIdent's welfaJ:e reform bill, The Work and Re8ponsibil.lty
Act of 1994. Due to ~oth the sho~t time frame we had to review 
the bill and to ou~ ~ot understandlnq the intent, in several 
'sections, these comments should only be considered our initial 
reactions.' , 

We are very pleased with the overall intent of serving more 
participants ana placing more emphasis on developing
seif-sufficiency_ We a~e, however, concerned .Dout many of the 
specific pr~visions. Our general areas of con~e~ are 
identified in the attached co~ents~ We will be glad to 
provide additional details at a lat~~ date. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provIde this informatlon 
to YQU. If you have questions please call John Clayton, 
Commissioner, Department for SOcial Insurance, at (S02) 
564-3703. 

Beat regards, 

I 

AN EQ.UAL O",CI.TUNnY EMPLa'T'Et MlrJP 

http:Washinttt.on
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.JOBS 


PBASE-Ilt 

We agree that the initial focus should be on young parent•• 

This will~ howeve~, require inc~eased re.ourees in several areas: 


-More staff, as the younger parent usually requ1re·more 

intenslve casem.a.naqament services '. 


-A higher number of child care slots in general, plus a need 

for slots for infants an~ to~dlers, which is .oftenthose slots 

in shortest supply_ 


-More in~school services for teen pa~nts. 

-A significant increase in life .kills and parenting classes. 

-More programs comparable to Ne~ Chance. 

As d18c~sBed in the lection5 on Funding and ~een Parents, we 

fear the necessary services will not exist and that there viII 

not be sufficient funding to develop them. 


DEFERRALS 

We oartainly support baving more AFD,C recipients participate in 
JOBS and are plealed with many of the provisions regard1ng 
4eferral~, but do ha~e concerns regarding the caps plac~ on 
deferrals. Deferrals (without a cap) can be made for parents of 
children uftder age one, ill or incapacitated parents, parents
needed ln the home to care for an ill or incapacitated household 
member I parents in the third trimester of pregnancy, and parents
living in a remote A~ea. Deferrals for any other reasons are 
capped at 5 percent through FY99 and 10 percent thereafter. We 
belL.ve there will be larger numbers of recipients who have . 
serious barriers to partiCipation and to employment. Lack of 

. transportation and lack of child care are two specific examples 
that have Deen discussed by states, NGA and HHS on many
oeeasions. Several counties 1n Xentucky have no child care 
fac111tles~ moat counties hava no mass transportation. These 
faetors alone are likely to exclude over SilO percent of cases. 

'We realize the benefits to having time limits be cumulative, but 
foresee trackinq, that to be expensive, very complex 
adminLstratively and to be error prone. States will need 
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aoequate lead ti~e to develop pro~edures needed and should be 
consulted extensively when the National Registry is developed.
Al.so, from lUI eth1cal I!ItanC1po1nt, we can foresaenw:oerous . 
situations in which e1reumstances beyond the control of the 
for.er participant make them unable to support ~hemselves. Por 
example, they may become partially disabled. from an injury on 
the job and be unable to continue workin~ even though they may 
not qualify for SSI. Llkew1se, permanent layoffs, due to 
factors such as plant closings, might prevent a person fr~ 
being employed for several months. Thus, we believe there does 
need to be a means for some type of ass1stance to ba available 
to these people, even though the services they can access may be 
very restricted~ Not having some type of provision like this 
could' bave grave consequences for children and f~iliea4 While 
there aresome"earn-back" prc:rv;!.sions, they are very limited. 

We are p~eased there are provisions for extensions to the time 
limits, bu~ bel1eve they need expansion. We definitely agree
that perlons who are making satisfaotory progress toward 
obtaining a high school diploma or GEe or who are successfully 

i articipating in school-to-work or similar programs or w~o are 
n sxills training programs should be granted extensions to 

complete their programs. We also agree that the extensions 
should be time-limited. We also agree that persons who entered 
the program ~ith very low literacy levels or who are learning
disabled need longer or unlimited extens1ons. We suggest adding 
persons who nllve,finished a course and,are waiting' to take a 
certification test or to receive test results. 

We are ccncerne~ abOut a 10 percent eap on the total number of 
exten81ons. We recomme~d that persons who meet the criteria for 
extension'be allo~ed tQ·~e qrantedextensions, even if the 
statels total exceeds the 10 pe::cent·l1m1t. The 10 percent 
limit is arb1trary and unrealistic, particularly since the 
agencies on whom JOBS must depend to provide services normally 
do not have mandates regarding the accessibility, adequacy Or 
quality of services and are often not funded at a level to 
address th9se concerns. 

JOBS SDVlCES 

·The proposal indicates that all new recipients judged "job
ready" would be ~eq1:4ired. to pe::form job search from the da.te 
aasistanee beqan. "30b-ready" is defined ashavine; either 
non-negligible work e~perlence or a hiqh school diploma or 
equivalent. We anticipate several problems with this. First, 
we disagree with the definition of job-ready. Having a high
school diploma 1s, unfortunately, a poor indicator of basiC 
Skills. Many partiCipants l4'ith a d.iploma have skills below an 
8th grade level. Also, even if basic skills are adequate, many
partIcipants need at least some job-readiness training if they 
are to be succesaful in keeplng a job. 

2 
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Second, we question nquiring' job sa.reh for naw recipients who 
may be in an education and training pro;ram at the time of, 
app~oval' or who in fact, are employed. . 

A third.problem we ant£c1pate is vith employers. Many counties 
in Kentucky have a very limited number of employers. We are 
very concerned we do not e~tabli5h a requirement which will 
require large numbers of recLp1ents to repea~edlr contaet the 
same employe~s, to no avail. 

Also, 1t would be d.1fficult to begin Q1ean1ngful, auperv-ised. job
fie.rch from "the date iU5sistance begins". States need at least' 
tvo to four veeks of lead time. 

~OBS PARTlCIPATIaM 

We agree with the elimination of targeting requirements and 
have, for some time, supportecl exPansiQn of the definition of 
participation to include persons who are employed and persons 
who are enrQlled at lea.t half-tim. in poat-secondary
inBtitutions. For some time we have alao pOinted out numerous 
problems with the existing separate rate fQ~ AFDC-UP. We 
prevlously 8ubmitted yo~ detailed information ~e9a~ding this 
concern. We do not'understancl why this rate is to be kept Ln 
place, espec:;ially since the billellmiMtes most of the existing'
differences between regular ArDC recipients and UP ~ec1pients. 
We strongly recommend the elimination of this· separate rate. 

The proposal indicates that a semiannual asse.ament will entail 
an evaluation of the extent to which the state has provided
services set forth in the employability plan. The intent of 
this section is unelear. We recommend that this be an info~al 
review by the c:a,sewo:,ker, v,eraue a fomal, detailed, 
"evaluation'· by another entity. 

VI.SIOlI 

The WOKK Program would take the form of a worX-for-~ages 

structure. ~hus, participants would be paid fo~ hours worked. 

This would be very burdenso~e for States to Bdm1n1s~er. 

Obtaining :,ecords of daily attendanc:efroDl provid.ers would also 

pose an administrative burden on them. ThuS, it 1s very

pcss1ble that providers would not be interested in participating

1nthe WORX Program d.ue to the· paperwork e.nd trackIng , . 

requirements. 


:3 
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FIaIBILITY 

Kentucky supports the many options for providing work to those 
who. have reached. the two-year time lim.it. However, we al:e 
concerned that it will be Impossible to meat the proposed
federal participation rate, even with the various options for 
placement. currently, Kentucky operates a Community work 
Experience Program (CWEP) and similar alt,rnat1ve work 
experience programs. Many CWEf (and alternative) providers
require a high school· diploma (or equivalent) or they require 
the trainee to be workLnq to~ard attainIng 5 diploma or GID. 
DUe to the characteristics of the AFDC caseload, it has been 
difficult to secure suffieient training slots for which AFDC 
recipients/JOBS participants are qua11fied. This problem will 
be compounded with the WORK Program since the participation

requirements will require more placements than i6 requ1~ed in 

the JOBS Prcg~am. 

LI.I~S OR.S08SrDIBS TO EMPLOYEJS 

According to the proposed legislation, an individual could not 

be assigned ~o the same WORK assignment after completing that 

aSSignment. This will pose a pro~lemin rural areas whe~e the 

oppo~unities for pl.c:ement. are limited. At least one 

~eassi~eft~ into the same WORK pOSition should be allowed upon

completion of an assl~nment. 


We concur with the nondisplacement provisions, as contained in 

the proposed legislation. However, we are concerned with the 

negative feedback that will be rece1ved from labor 

organizations. This issue should be addressed at the federal 

level. 


WORK ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AIm RBG:tSDATIOR PROCESS 

It is unclear why a raq1stratlon process is required, as 

described 1n Section 29(e). A referral from JOBS to WORK is 

required at the end of the two·year time limlt. To iapose a 

registration requirement at the end of the two-year ti_e limit 

would seem to impo~e unne~e~$ary administ~at1ye activities for 

States. In lieu of this, ~entucky~ecommends an automatic 

referral ~rocess from JOBS to WORK. We oppose any mandated 

proeess tha~ requires an application or reqistrat!on. 


According to the proposed leqislation, tne registra~1on for WORK 
would include an a•••ssme~t to match the person with a WORK 
assiqnmen~. However, the WORK assessment Should be a 
contin~ation of the a.eeSEment which began upon entry into the 
JOBS Program. The JOBS State agency would have developed an 

4 
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aasessment and Employal:l111ty Plan llpo.aentering t.he JOBS 
P~oqram. WORK ahould build onthls assessment and ut~lize It to 
the ~ll~leBt extent possible. 

HOURS OF WRIt 

HOQrs of work for WORX assignments Bhould not vary, as 1ndicated 
by the proposed leg1s1at1on. Varying hours determined by the 
amount of AFDC benefits would be administrat.ively cumbersome for 
States to administer. In addition, it would be difficult to 
'so~ici t interest from employers without knowlec::lge of the number ' 
of hours tha.t a WORE participant would tie pa:'t.1cipatlnq. 

'l'aEATJlEft OF 1r01Ut WAGES Wl"l'H. RESPECT TO BENEFITS .11m TADS 

Section 33(£) provides workers' compeneation, " ••• tothe extent 
t.hat a State wc;lrkers' compensation law vere applicable ••• ". 
KentucKy can only provide workers' compensatIon benefits if 
required by federal law. The proposed leqislation, as written, 
does not mandate the State to provide wo~kers' oompensation or 
similar coveragel (i.e., liability 1nsu:'ance). The leqislation 
shoul~ be rewrit~en to mandate workers' compens~t1on or 
liability insurance. ' 

SAllCTlcms/PEKALTIES (JOBS A1ID WORX) 

The JOBS Sanct.1onl!!J contained in t.he legislatiQft do not appea~ 
complete. Are these extensions of the current. JOBS sanctions 
(e.g., failure to attend an assigned activity,failure ~o 8h~ 
for appOintments, etc.)? 

In Secti.on 3.6 ( j 1 ( 11), the first. OCc:u.rrenc:e should impolilU' a 
eanction for one month or until the individual accepts a WORK 
ass1,qnment., wh1ch is "longer" (not "seoner" ).. 

JOB SEARCH 

In Section 31(a), the duration of job search should be 
dete~1ned by the local labor market and job availabilIty, not 
by federally mandated standards. In a ~u~al co~unity, it is 

. 	not possible to expect a participant to make the same number of 

job cont.acts as would De expected of a participant in an urban 

community•. 
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KAKE WOB PAY , 

The Wo~k and Res~onsibi11ty Act would ~andate that Sta~.S 

supplement the child ca%e disregard or provide a second, di~ect 


, payment. option to all parent.s. While' we support this we ask 
'that, th.a~nistrative impact be acknowledqed.' Implementation
of thiS mandate ,"ill requ.!re S~9n1t1cant changes to our 
'automated system which viII require aciequatetime as well as ' 
funding. ' ' , , 

The Act: would, also require that IV-A child care requirements be 
conSistent with OCDBG requirements w1th ~espect to health and 
eafety standards., We support the :-e~1remen1:' that C:::hildren 
funded under ~-A be immunized, however, it 1. important tha~ 
states be allowed adequate phase-in time to implement proce,d.ures , 
and record keeping measu~es. ' 

In addition, States must have rules to assure that children do 
not have access totoxlc and illegal su~tances O~ weapons in 
the ch1ld'cat'e setting. As Kent.ucky makes oval:' 50' ot JOBS 
child c::arepayments t.o unregula1;ed prov1d.ers, we a:.-e concerned 
.s to how thiB assurance would. ge dets:.-mined 1nthese homes. By
virtue of being unregulated, these homes are not su~ject to any 
type of regulations ether than care cannot he };)i:'ovlded to more ' 
than 3 children. 

. "" 

DlPROYllfG 'l'RE' EI'l'C 

Concern hal been eXpressed regarding the low util1zation rate of 
the advance BITe payments. In order to address thiJ concern, we 
stronily suggest that the advance payment process be simplified
for all states so that more employe~s and employees can ~cceBs 
it~ In addition, mo~e extensive outreach efforts Ihould be 
implemented so that employee~ are inforraecl of the advance 
payment. A mandatory screening form shouldpe utilized by
employers when they hire an employee so that the employee will 
be adequately informed .nd can receiVe add1~lonal information if 

. they so de:sire. ' ' 

PERFORJIMcB M!ASU'ltES PROPOSAL 

VISI!)R 

we are 3.n general aqreelllen.t with the need. to t:ran5form the 
'lc;:ul't:I.7.z:e"cf the welfa:re system. to emphasize the attaiJUrlent of , 
self-sufficiency equally with m.eeting current financial needs. 
We also agree in principle, that in order to accomplish this .that 
guali1;.y Control shol,lld a.lso have a broader focus. ,However, in 
actual, praet1ce we feel that it will be difficult to integrate ", 
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the measurement of broad stat~1de program outcomes/performance
goals 1nto a case-5peciflc sample. Por exa~ple, if one of the 
outcome-based .tanda~s Ii that a specified pe~centage of the 
mandatory WORK partic1pants must be plaeea in some type of 
unsubsldized employment during any given month, then the QC 
sample could certainly be used to measure that. However, it 
would not be possible to state that any given sample ease is 
itself ineligible or overpaid s~mply because the ove~all 

. percentage was not baing met. 

Furthe~re, given the fact that the denom1nator for the 
proposed participation rates is deflned .a being the number of 
p8nol'ls who are mand&t.ory for JOBS. or WOB and consi.der1ng that' 
only 38 percent of the cases contained a mandatory person
nationwide during Fry 1993, it ~ould appear that the QC sample 
woul~ have to be tripled in ai2e 1n order to provide 
statIstically reliable data for this l1mited portion. of the 
caseload. Thus, in order to obtain minimum data for assesain; 
program ou~comes, we would have to complete the eligibility and 
payment review for determination of payment error rates triple 
the number of cases that would otherwise be needed. 

Also, given the fact that determination of eligibility and 
payment accuracy 18 extremely lacoricus,requires pe~sonal 
interviews with Clients, and requi~es numerou~ contact with 
outSide sources in order to obtain verification, one must 
seriouely question whether there isn't a more feasible and le6~ 
costly means of ohtainin9 the desired 'information. Furthe~ore, 
most of the data that is needed tor measuring proiram outcomes 
should beava1lable directly in exi5ting computer files. So 
there is no logical reason to gather this data manually through 
a QC sample which is very expensive to review, which is very 
.lov to produce final results (up to a year after the end, of the 
FFY),which is very s~ject to human error ~specially when it 
coma. ~o coding extraneOU8 information that is not directly . 
related to the final error status of the case. 

While there is certainly III need to expand and 1:0CUl!l t.he 
characteristiC! ! nfO.J:ma.t1on that is. being colle!;ted. in the QC 
sample, usln9 QC s~ple as the primary mean. of measuring 
~o9~am outcomea does not seem to be a viable option. Sven 
using 1t to e.".aluate interim "service delivery measures" wOldd 
be subject to the same problems, 1.e., untimely receipt of data, 
lack of accuracy, and statistical unreliability. 

The ultimata measure ofsueeess is, of course, whether clients 
leave AlDe and no longer need other subsIdi~ed aSSistance. The 
go sampl.. could certainly gather more infomation on hoW long
existing cases ha'lre received, ,how many tImeS t.hey have been off 
and on and for how long, why they left, why they returned, what 
their work h1story has been and the nature of the1r employment, 
etc. Also 1 by e~panding the data collected on the existing
review Of negative actions, more informat1on of a similar nature 
could be gathered. Both the active and negative QC samples 
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could also be a source of ~11ent f ••dbaek about ehe success of 
the programs. However, the problems referenced above 1n regard 
to the untimely availability of final data, lack of attention to 
qatherlng ~ata that Is extraneous to the determination of 
payment e~or, small number ot sample cases which would even 
contain affected elients, ete. would again lead us to conclude 
that an entirely separate ~eans of gathering such data focused 
directly on the desired outcomes would be far more efficient and 
effective. . 

Ultimately, 1n or~er to determ1ne whether our work programs have 
enabled clients to become self~$uff1c.:Lent, longitudinal samples
would be needed to follow up w1th the same clients at specified
time 1ntervals beginning with their initial receipt of ArDe or 
their entry into a work program and ending some specified number 
of years later. Inherent in thiS process 1s the 1nability to 
maintain con~act with thoBe who have left AFDC. Thus, the final 
results are biased in that more data 1s obtained on those who 
have remained on AFOC and less is known about those who have 
left ArDC. Unfortunately, the latter are the ones we most need 
to knctot about in order to determine whether they have become 
self-sufficient orbav. merely switched to eome other form Of 
subsidized assistance. 

Simply doing one longitudinal study would only refleet the 
success of our programs at one pOint in time. AS programs
evolve, more studies' would. be needed. to assess their relative 
succ••sfuln••s ~n comparison to earlier study groups. It would 
seem that at least one new ~tudy group would need to be formed 
each year. ~his entire process is far more complex than gc
samples and ee:~a1nly would have to be totally separate from 
gC. 

In terms of pos.ible modifications to the QC system, we 
~ecggn1ze and support the need to expand. the collection ot 
cha~acteristic data and to fOCU8 it more toward assessing the 
success of £he work program. However, we are oppos.ato
reaef1ning as an erroneous payment anything which does not 
either render a ca.e ineligible in terms of basiC eligibility
factors o~ result 'in re~elpt of an incorrect AFDC grant amount. 
OVer the years QC,has grappled with disting\1.ishing between 
eligibility factors which, it not met, result in ineligibility
of one or more persons and p~oeedu~al factors which should have 
been done Dut pe~hap. were not. One must be very careful not to 
Simply declare cllents ineligible because some procedure was not 
done 1n some presc~ibed fashion, whether 1t be the agency's or 
client.' s fault. 'this merely :t'.emoves ~lients from the rolls 
without making them self-SUfficient and. also artif1cially . , 
inflates the error rates. These ~lients are adtually eligible
in terms of financial and baslc eli;lbilityfactors. Theywill
stmply return to the ~olls in the near future And will be found 
eligible since the only reason they were terminated to begin 
w1~h ~as due to a procedural problem. gc already cites 
erroneous payments if sa~ct1cnad clients ere not re.oved f~om 
the assistance group. But prior to the aetual sanction 
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determdnation, it would be inappropriate for QC to independently
decide that a sanctIon shoul4 be appl1ed and to cite an 
erroneous payment. 

When additIonal data items are added to the QC system I it 1s 
imperative that a.clea~ concept be in place as to hew the data 
viII be used and ~hat purpose it 1s to serve. cu~rently, go is 
only permitted to code the characteristic informatlon based on 
the 1nfo~tlon that is available 1n the case record. For 
example, if accurate information is needed 1n regard to whether 
or not the client lives 1n subsidized housing, then the actual 
situation should be coded in lieu ot case record information. 
In general, the instructions will nee4 to be very specif1c and a 
great deal of emphasis ~ill need to be placed on each item's 
intended u,age if ~er. is to be any hope at all of obtaining 
accurat.e data. 

I 

Once the data 1s colle~ted, detailed results must be pGblished
in a timely manner and distributed to all states. Also, states 
m~st 'be given t.he same loftvare that will be used at the 
national level in order that th$Y can publish ~heir own .tate 
Qata in advallce. The KIQCS computer system must be updated to 
give states the ability to design and generate their own tables 
in-house using all of the data that is being gathered. 
cu~rently, the NlaCS provided software produces very lim1ted 
,data on er%oneous eases. There is no ability to gene:roate tables 
that S'I,llllJllariz;e person"level c::haracterist.ic data that has been 
collected year after year. If states are qoing to be held 
ac~ountable for program outcomes based on these data, then the 
software provided to the states ~1a the NIQCS must be capable of 
pl:od.ucing t.hese autcomes on demand. 

We are eoneernedthat the bill 5peoifies a 50 percent monthly
partiCIpation rate for JOBS but leaves the definItion of 
partieipatian 'to be defined at a later date. It is not credlble 
to set a rate wltho~t know1nq the parameters under which it will 
be governed (1.e. what activities will count and under what 
clrcwnsee.nces).: 

Ad4itionall¥, we have concern that reqardless of the leniency o~ 
bread.t.h of t.he dCl.U.nit1on of "partiC;:ipat.ion"'; a 50 parcen.t
expect.ation is too Btringent •. 'We are working with peoplQ who 
have a myriad of problems; physical, f1nancial, and emotional. 
Also we are extremely dependent on other agencies for placements
of pa..-r.1cipants. 

The law should not force states into a "numbers game" based on 
participation requirements that are unreasonable, at least for 
the initial staqea of such a major initiative. 
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With APDC and JOBS. states are deali~9 with a population that 
has many deficits. !ven after 24 months of intensive serv1~.S 
many of these partlcipante ~lll still lact some of the skills 
and educat10n employer. seek and will be less than attractive 
candidate. to the eaployel: j s eye •.. The expectat:.ion tha1:. 80 
percent of WORK ~eg1str.nts will De in slots or that laC percent
of WORK slots & state must establish will be filled 1S 
un~ealistic. ~his prcDlem is exacerbated i! slot. and 
participants are to be tailol:ed for oneanot.her as the 
apecifications of the.WORK registration pro~ess sU9gests. 

We do not understand the formula caleulation of the WORK rate 
and, ther~fore, cannot offer comment on its feas1bility or 
acceptabIlIty .s a via~le methodology. 

We support. t.he efforts t.o continue enhiiincing the level of 
aut.omation in a state. We are cQnce~ed, however, that states 
be gi'Ven adequat.e inpu.t into development of the federal mOdel, 
that realist.ic time fra~es be estab11shed and that re~ort$ 
required be finalized as early as possible. Also, some of the 
.ervices which are implied co~ld be performed by EBT or other 
technology seem inappropriate. Its use for JOBS and Child Care 
Belf~:eport1ng would invite fraud. Additionally, in 
predominately rural areas, the installation of these 
technologies may be prohibitive. 

FUJlDIIIG ARD IKPI..DfEftA'l'IOIf·· 

Section n (3) $tates the federal model systems will be developed 
in f1~cal years 1995 and 1996. section! (b) states funds at an 
enhanced match rate is available nfor up to 5 years after 
enactment for costs incurred in developing and implement1ng
automated system•••• ". If the =0c:lel systems are not available 
until 1996, states will have no more than three (3) years to 
develop and implement these syst.ems w!~h enhanced funding. 

With the ext.nsivedevelopme~t required, many states will be 
requIred to contract with outside vendors. ~he experience ~ith 
fAMIS and Child Support Enforcement sY5tem developme~t show the 
lack or qua1ity vendo~s with hQman se~Y1ce expertise. Al1 fifty 
s~ates developing systems durinq the same tIme span will ta. the 
a'Vailable resourees~ 
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PR8YB!l'l' TEU PREGlIARCY .um PROMOTE PARElflIJU. DSPOl!SIBILlft 

RAl'IOIfAL 'l'EE1I PUGRA!fCY l)REVSlfl'ION IlfiTIA"l"lVE 

. :Kent.ucky g.rantees who would meet. requirements oC t.he first . 
Adolescent Prevention Program are likely to be 5chool systems
in Central Appalachian co~ntie. which could meet the poverty and 
at risk requirements of the program. There a~e few nonprofit
agencies or organizations who eould join with a local school 
system - perhapa the Christian Appalachian project - so that it 
may be important that state agene1es other than institutions of 
higher education be .llowed to participate aa a sponsor. In 
particular, local and regional health aepartments would be the 
most likely resource for sex education programs. These are 
already baing established through Maternal ana Child Health 

.Grants t.o local aqancies.· . 

'1'0 assure provision of the range of sen-ices required in the. 
Comprehensive Demonst~.tion g~ants, grantee. must be permitted 
to purchase and suppo~t their own transportation end insurance. 
Grantees should be allowed to prOvide seed money ~or development
of recreat10nal opportunities at the local level 1ft conjunction 
wit.h other commv.n1ty·reso101Z'celi. 

MIIIOR PAllEl!r1'S LIVE AT HOKE 

The provision exempting minors from living with a parent or 
guardian when the parent or guardian i8 unwilling for the minor 
to live at home eould become a problematiC "loophole". It would 
al1~ parents to say that as the teen is pregnant they are not . 
al~owea to li~e in the home, without defining what other options 
Should be reqUired if this situation occurs. We have no 
speCific recommendations for Change at this time, but do believe 
this prov1siot!. warrants further thought. 

The bill stat.es that states must utilize case managers t.o 
provi~e support to minors if no appropriate living arrangement 
·can be found. This determination needs to be made by a social 
services agency as caseworker/case mana~ers do not have 
professiona.l training needed. to ~ake th.is det.erm.t.n«t.ion. We 
have the same concern about case managers determining the best 
living arranqement. . 

CHILD SUPPORT ERFORCBKPT PROPOSAL 

'.. The child support. proposals in The .Work and ResponlSibil.:Lty Ac:t 
of 1994 represent massive additions to both state and federal 
respgns1bil1tles for the child support proqram. This proposal
Virtually removes any diBtinct~on between IV-D and non·IV-O 
cases.. The changes outlined 1n the plan require more state 
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legislat.ion than the FU'll.lY Support. Act Clf 1988 and. will require
major new fun.d!ng at the st.at.e level to raeet tbe "ma1ntenanee of 
effort clause·' . 

,Tbroughaut the proposal, t-eferencel are mad.e to administrative 
remedies. In 1984, federa.l legislation requ1nd. states to 
implement expedited processes. Expedited processes we~e defined. 
as administrative or quasi-judicial. Although there has been no 
chaD;e 1n the initial mandate to im~lement expedited processes,
both thiS Act and the Fam11y Support Act of 1988 have proposed 
or required the implementation of an increasing number of 
$t%ict.ly admin1strative requirements. This 'mind let make. it 
extremelY difficult for states.that have predominantly judiei4l 
or quasi-judicial pracedures to operate without substantial 
changes in theLr statutes and regulations • 

. P~t:TY' 

Dnde~ this proposa.l state IV-O agencies will be held responsible
for establishing paternity on all chilgren born out-of·wedloek 
withjn the state whether or hot the mother or pu~.tive father 
requests assistance through the IV-D program. 

In Xentueky, the IV-D aqancy compiles paternity establishment 
atatistics for those cbildren receiving services under Title 
IV-D of the Social Security Act. Under the proviSions of this 
Act, the IV-D program hal a reasonable expectation that ~he 
custog1al parent ~ill cooperate in establishing pat.~1ty 
because she ie either receiviftg AFDC Q: Medlca1dbeneflts or she 
has requested services through the IV-D agency. 

While ve have no problem 'with encouraging non-IV-D parents to 
establish paternity, we do not feel it is appropriate to tie the 
IV-D proqram's fundinq and/or paternity incentive to a 
performance report which includes out"of-wed.lock children foZ' 
which no IV-D application or reque5~ for servi~e5 has been 
complet~d. If this proposal 1s passed, the secretary of HHS 
should provide some mechanism within the paternity establishment 
performance formula for raroo~ing from the denominator children 
for ~hom the perent(s) decline services to e$ta~llsh paternity. 

CCIOPBRA'1'Ioil PRIOR TO RECIIPT OP BEDFl'rS 

The proposal for stiffening the requiX'eRlent.s f01: client 
.. 	 cooperation are a welcome addi t10n to the child support agency.
However, the determination as to whether or not a client is 
cooperating and the imposit1on of fiscal sanctions has always
been a IV-A responsibility. We question whether or not this 
fYnct10n should be maved to the I~-D agency. . 

~he proposal also implies that the IV-D agency will be required 
to perform the intake inte~iew for APDC and Medicaid clients. 
In KentQcky, this has historically been a ,IV-A function. To 
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move this f~ction'to the 'IV-O agency would necessitate a 
significant increase 1n staff with no guarantee of increasing,
the quality or quantity of the data received from the client. 
we strongly recommend that states retain the option of assigning
this ~unct1on to either agency. , 

DISTRrBUrXQR PRIORITIES 

KentuckY's ~istr1butlon schedule currently :avora non-welfare 
clients. Current support andunassLgned ~rrearB are be~ng paid 
to the client firat, when appropriate. Any additional changes
1n the state's, ability to collect AlDe arrearages will impact
the availability of funding for the program at both the federal,
and state level. ~he state share of AlDC collections 1s • 
critlcal factor in the child support proqram·s funding. With 
the proposed change in the incentive plan and a change in the 
dlst.E'J.bu.'tion requirements that will,decrease the amount of Artie 
collect.ions, the state·s ab11ity,to operate the child suppo~ 
program will be considerably diminished. 

CEIITlUa.LIZED COLLECTION AIID DISBURSEl!Q:lft' 'l'BROUGII A CEII"J.IRAI,
PAYJIBlftI CEIft'£R . , . 

While we do Dot disaqree with the concept of a cent=al registry
of child support orders and a centralized record center for 
payments and distributions, this proposal will require
significant reeources by both the state and federal government

,and will not tncrease the revenues available to the program. 

The desIgn and development of a cen~rel registry for orders and 
payments is comparable to the effort needed for the deSign and 
de~elopment a statewide automated support and enforcement , 
system. Most states have not completed ~his requirement. ,of the 
FSA of 1988. The states are going to need time to' st.abilize 
thei~ statewide systems Defore besinn1ng a project of this 
magnitude. 

RLIGIBn.tft' FOR IV-D· BU'ORCEKBtrl' SERVICES 

The proposal ~equ1res ~hat s~ates provide child support'
enforcement S.~iees without regard to whether or not the 
custodial parent has requested assistance or co.plated an 
application for IV-D services. This effectively makes all cases 
1n which there is a support order in place a IV-U case by
operation of law. ,States will have to bear the e::ost associated. 
with a si~nificant inc~ease in staff due to increases in ~he 
child $upport casaload. We cannot support such an expansion. 
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IJllLBXERT'ATIOlf DUES 

The magnitude of ehanges requized by ~he Work and Responsibility 
A~t will require s1gn1ficant increases in staffing levels at th& 
state and local levels. State' are still reeling frOM the ' 
chcmges requil'ed by The Family Support Act of ·1988'. Many 
states, including Kentucky, have str~tched their staffing 
resources to the limit implementing changes •. rhere must be SOme 
tll'eathlng s~ace between major ;r:evis.ionliil of the Child ,Support
Requirements to allow states to recoup from the pre~ious changes. 

Most states are still 1n the pl'ocels of developing their 
. Itatewide automated system as reqUired by the FSA of 1988 and 
are utilizing all of their available resources to meet the 
October 1995 deadl1nea States need time to stabilize their 
systems before making the mOdifications neoessary to interface 
with a State Central Registry of eb11d support order•• 
Additionally, building a system to a~commOQate a State Central 
Registry of child support orders With interfaces and auto~ated 
matches with the Federal Central Registry; will require an 
effort on the state's part equivalent to designing and 
implementing statewide automated.support and enforcement 
systems. It is unrealistiC to believe that the states and the 
federal gove:r:n.ltlent e.an acc;:omplif'lh t.he taelcs required ..,i thin the 
time frames specified in the act. 

Under this proposal there 1s a stat.e "maintenance of effort" 
requirement. 'l'h. plan specifically states "USing a maintenance 
of effort plan, the Federal government will require States to 
maintain at least their current leyel of contribUtion to the 
program, representing the State PFP match and any other State 
f~nds or receipts allocated to the child support pro~am." . 

Many states, including Kentucky, fund a major portion of the 
Title IV-D Program with federal ince~tive payme~te. Once these 
payments are made to the states they become state funds. These 
funds will be includ.ed in. the "maintenan.ce of effort" level the 
state Is requIred to expend. However, they will no longer be 
available to the state. lentucky will be required to fund the 
tlm.a.inten8nde of effort" from additi.onal General F1.1nd~. In State 
Fiscal Year 1995, the child support Inc.n~lves p~ov1ded by the 
red.er.al Government repl:'esents app;r:oxirnately 46 percent. of the 
funds used for the Sta~e match In the ChIld. Support Program. 

Kentucky is not unique in its use of Federal inoentive monies to 
fund the program. This practice has been strongly encouraged by
the OeSE since the program'& inception. In chanqing the 
incent.ive plan, the federal government is mand.ating that states 
increase their share of the funding, while at the federal level 
a significant portion of the increase in FFP will be offset 
using the incentive funds which states will no longer be 
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receiving. It is unreasonable to mandate that states 
effectively double the amounts appropriated for the child 
support program tro~ in one biennium ~u~get cycle. We stronglY 
urge that incentive payments used as • state match for FFP not 
be ,=onsidered. for the "maintenance oreffoJ:;t'~ :requirement • 
.Add:l..t.1onally I it is ,unclea.r whether the ir.u:entive plan vill be 
modified effective October 1, 1995 or Octobe~ 1, 1997~ Hew 
federal regulations mu.t be promulgated eftecti~e octo~er 1, 
1995, but the paterni1:.Y It.and.Uda.nd overa.ll performance
standards are slateCl for implementation October 1, 1997. Sirace 
the FFP increase to 75' is .cheduled to be phased in over a 
three year period, it would. be impossible t.o'offset the loss of 
,the incentive. if the change occurred before 1997., 

On the surface the fund1ng proposals loOk generouB vith an 
1ncrease of the FPP match to 75' and the possibility of 
additIonal FPP as incentive for paternity establishments and 
overall state performance. However, in reality the amount Qf 
federal money available to the states is less ~han the Amount 
egrren~ly available ana the additional manda.tes will Increase 
the amognt states are required to 'spend. 

DlPROVIMG GOVEMMER'l' ASSIS'l'AlCCE 

The proposed changes to policy essentially mirror changes . 
previously recommended by states. Kentucky has long sapported
such changes as they will siapl1fy administrations .and allow 
staff to focus more ef~orts On developinq self-S1.l!ffciency. It 
should be aeknow~edged, howeve~, that some of the changes will 
increase program part1clpatign and bene:Utcosts.' 

There are two areas where we suggest changes. First, although 
the ~banges ~g automobile resource ~imits would definitely be 
needed improvement over existing poliCy, and would allow AFDC 
recipients to obtain more reliable transportation, we recommend 
the policies for AFDC and Food Stamps be consistent. Secon4, the 
propo8al to disregard EITC lump sum payments for one yea~ will 
be administratively burdensome as.the workers vill have to track 
the EITC fo~ a year· and then determine if there is any rema.ining
balance to count. Unless the !ITC i.kept in a separate account 
(not co..1ngled with other monies), it is impossible to 1~entify 
which money is EITC and how ~ch rema~ras at ~he end of the 
year. If the funds are c:t1sreqarded, it should be permilnently.· 

lS 

http:overa.ll
http:It.and.Uda.nd


· , 07/21/94 16:28 ft2026247742 
Ky Wash. OfficeJ1.L-21-193416H~1a ' 19]018/018 

The increased funding levels tor the JOBS program, along with 
h1gher ~er=entege8 of fe~eral financial participation certainly
make the success of the JOBS program more attainable. The 
fle~ibility to reallocate up to 10\ of the combined JOBS and 
WORK allocations ~etween the two programs ana the ability to 
utilize (reallocate) JOBS funds to cover &ta~t-up costs for WORK 
will allow tor cooraination between the two programs, as wall as 
aLd,the states in the start up of the WORE proqra~ • 

. The reauced state matching level to a~eommOdate high
unemployment; the ab.t.lity for !&tates to access "unusecS" JOBS and 
WOJU( funds, if need.ed; and t.be uncapped. entitlement for.wage.
for participant. in WOR! 1ndicate an awareness of the needs of 
the states to have maxi.um flexibility and resource a~ailabl11ty 
to address individual need•• 
Inereased match rates in the Child care proqrams will keep
uniformity between ehlld care programs and allow states to 
1nc:ease funding and service areas. The B~cce.s ot child care 
programs ls critical ~o the success of JOSS and WORK. 

~he IV-D federal finanoial partiCipatIon ~ate of 15t, even with 

the maintenance of effort provision, should allow for 

s1gnific:ant. increases in IV-D activities. 


The enhanced rate of 80' for the design, development and 
implementation of information systems, coupled ~ith the five 
year window of availability, is an enticement to states to 
proceed. quickly. Current systems were developed with. gOt;
federal funding, so more state dollars are ~equlred under this 
plan. 

Kentucky 1s • state t.hat has a potential for high unemployment 
rates, few job opportunities in many rural parts of the state 
and is currently facing a ~~eak economical outlook. While the 
plan i8 generous in funding levels and federal/state mateh1nq
requirements, it will ~e difficult tor the state to find 
adequate state reso~rces to access all available federal 
revenues and to implement the 30BS, WORK, Child Support and 
By.teu mandates. 'rhe possibility of reach1ng and. lIUl.intaininq
particlpat10n requ1rements for .JOBS and WORK is uncertain if 
adequate state fundlnq is net available. 

TOTAL P.1S 


