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The Matsui Welfare Reform Blll Status Quo Plus
| . by Lyn A. B’ogan ‘

When Presuient Chnton unveﬂed hm welfare reform plan June 14
. coneervatlves complained that it fell short of his own goal of "ending welfare as we
“know it." Now House liberals, led by Representative Robert Matsui (D-CA), argue
that the President has gone too far. Unfortunately, the Mansui approach misses
- the central point of reform: the urgent need to replace welfare with a work—based
social pohcy Instead it throws more money at the status quo A

. Rep Matsui and 20 Democratm co—sponsors———mclud.mg Representatives
‘Charles Rangel of New York and Norman Mineta of California, Mike Kopetski of
‘Oregon, and D.C. Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton—take aim at the linchpin of

" Clinton’s plan: a two-year time limit on welfare benefits, after which recipients S
would have to take a job in either the private or public sector, Calling the ~
proposed limit “good rhetoric, but not reality" when announcing his legislation,
Rep. Matsui added, “We cannot institute. arbitrary deadlines by which people must

. be self-suﬁ‘icient The emphasm should be on work not t:me Imnts " ~

If only it were that smple In fact from Richard leon s Famﬂy Assmtance
~ Plan to Ronald Reagan’s workfare experiments.of the early 1980s, successive stabs
- at welfare reform have tried and failed to enforce genuine work requirements. The
- last major overhaul attempt, the Family Support Act (FSA) of 1988, didn’t do the
job either. Since its passage, the welfare rolls have grown 25 percent, from 10.9
million in 1988 to 13.6 million‘in 1992-~évidence that the FSA is not working. Far
from bexng a eafety net; welfare has become a trap, a system that penalizes work,
marriage, and mdmdual initiative and that both’ stigmatizes and isolates poor

- families from the larger society. The system is profoundly destructive: Any .
"reform" that perpetuates it will condemn another generation of poor cbﬂdren. B
‘many born to unmamed teen-age mothers, to poverby and dependence. '

Some hberals, 1gnormg these systemic defects, contend that the real
- problem with welfa.re is‘that it is underfunded. The Matsui bill envisions a nearly
'$3 billion expansion of Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS), the federal -
.education and job-training program created by the FSA, bringing total Federal
funding to $4 billion by 1999. To help welfare recipients find jobs, the act requires
- states to provide educatxon, tr ammg. job-search assxstance work experience,
transportatmn and chxid ca.re JOBS currently covers ‘about 15 percent of welfare
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- recipients: The Matsui bill would mandate that 50 percent be enrolled in JOBS by

11999. It would toughen work demands, requiring half of those enrolled in JOBS to .
work at least part-time, and would earmark some of the add1t10nel spendmg to 30b
creatmn and placement and other supports

Educatlon and Tralmng vs. Work |

Rep Matsui claimed when he introduced hlS bill that "even the most .
‘inspired recipient may require more than two years to get the education and .
training needed to move from assistance to independence.” But his premise is
- wrong: Very few welfare recipients get jobs because they have completed
government education and training programs. More than formal training, welfare
recipients need connections to the real world of work and the personal

- habits—punctuality, dependability, commitment—that make for reliable -

" employees. The evidence shows that edication and training programs lift few
recipients out of poverty. Real work experience, on the other hand, connects
- recipients to the labor market and gzves them the expenence to move on to a )

. better JOb

According to Judith M. Gueron, president of Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation, "...JOBS has not fundamentally changed the message and
~ character of AFDC. . . . The system has not enforced a participation mandate

" focused on work." Evaluatlons of programs that offer welfare recipients education

and training show that neither earnings nor.employment increase 51gn1ﬁcantly
-Research by analyst Paul Osterman documents that government-sponsored

programs such as The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, the Job

- Tralmng Partnership Act, and proprietary and vocational schools have failed to

~ prepare people for the labor market. University of Chicago Professor Dr. James
Heckman, who has written extensively on this issue, similarly determines that "as
a general rule, conventional employment and trammg programs do not -
produce dramatlc changes in partlclpant earmngs "o ~

. The evxdence strongly suggests that a work-based approach focused on
private-sector employment produces better results. Examples include America
Works, a for-profit business that has placed more than 5,000 welfare recipients
into full-time JObS with decent pay and health benefits; Cleveland Works, a non-

_profit placement and support agency that has enabled 7,000 men, women and
children to leave welfare; and Project Match, a small non-profit program : in
Chicago’s Cabnm—Green housing préject that likewise believes there is no reason

to wait two years to move people into jobs. Moreover, as Dr. Heckman concludes: ...
"To the extent that effective training can be produced on the job, it is produced in -

the private sector and not in the public sector.” Additional evidence from a-

" Rockefeller Foundation demonstration program and a Manpower Demonstration

-. Research Corporatlon study of Cahformas Greater Avenues for Independence g}

2
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(GAIN) program in Rweréde County found .that' a ans;ﬁrsf strategy. focused on
‘the private sector worked best when compared with tradltlona,l educahon and
trammg approaches ' : :

The problem w1th the Matsm appmach is very s1mp1e 1t will move few
welfare recipients to self-sufficiency. The vast majority—close to 75 percent—of -
JOBS participants are currently enrolled in education and training classes rather .
than in work programs. Even with the increased emphasis on work in the JOBS
program, the Matsui bill reforms fall short: The work reqmrement covers only half
. of those in JOBS—a quarter of all welfare rec1p1ents—and requlres only 15 hours
~a week of work. , ;

' Replacmg Welfare Wlth Work

, President Clinton has it right: Welfare can’t be reformed it must be
replaced with a work-based social policy. A time limit on welfare benefits is the
" lever for fundamental change that converts welfare from an income-maintenance -
system to an employment system that puts people to work. If time limits are
essential to changing the expectations of welfare recipients, they are also the spur
that welfare caseworkers need to move people off the rolls and into jobs.

To spum a time limit on welfare beneﬁts, as the Matsm bill does, is to
" accept the welfare status quo with all its amply documented perversities and ,
" defects. Rep. Matsui believes that children will end up as victims of the time limit
and fears that removing the safety net will result in the homelessnessitis .- e
‘designed to prevent. What he ignores is that the current system perpetuates the
. cycle of poverty and oﬂ'ers parents 1ittle incentive to move off of welfare into work.

' Pre31dent Chnton 8 proposa.l not only encourages work by makmg work pay
more than welfare, but offers fallback: community ervice jobs for those who do not
find unsubsidized employment in two years. Only by refusing to work could
someone make themselves vulnerable to homelessness. If liberals believe that
society owes indefinite ﬁnanma.l support to those who flatly refuse to work, they
should say 50. . . .

thle faﬂmg to.cross the threshold cf fundamental reform the Matsul bﬂl
does offer some constructive provisions: It raises the amount of money a recipient
can keep for unsubsidized part-time work; expands child care for the poor and
working poor; raises the federal share of the JOBS matchmg rate; increases state’
flexibility in designing and implementing welfare programs; improves child '

~ gupport enforcement; and establishes, remdency requirements and mandatory

school attendance for teen parents recewmg A.FDC (,Ald to Families thh
Dependent Chlldren)



Nonetheless the Matsul bill essentlally takes a "status quo. plus" approach.

- that seeks to preserve rather than transform the system. It dramatically expands
~welfare spending without demanding fundamental changes in a deeply flawed

system. And it places inordinate faith in the potential of JOBS, a program whose
emphasis on education and training has manifestly failed to move many welfare
recipients to self-sufficiency. The conservatives’ predlctable jibe at the Clinton
plan—that it would "save welfare as we know lt" —is unfortunately true of the -
Matsui approach ‘ . : s R

. Liberal Democrets must be w1limg to transcend the historical partisan

"division on this issue and fall in line with the President, as many Republicans

have already done. Time-limited assistance, an emphasis on employment during

“the transition period, and a work requirement for those who do not find

unsubsidized employment are the driving principles behind the President’s plan .-~
and represent the middle ground of the debate. President Clinton has created a-
rare opportunity to forge a bipartisan agreement on welfare reform. Two bills

_ already embrace the President’s approach: the Mainstream Foruim welfare reform

till Ted by Democratic Representative Dave McCurdy of Qklahoma gnd the ——
Republican Leadership bill sponsored by Representative Rick Santorum of
Pennsylvania. Rep. Matsui threatens to deraxl such a bipartisan agreement on .

reform.
‘ ._.-——‘

The true danger of the Matsui bill is that welfare reform will once 'agaiﬁ fall
victim to a liberal-conservative standoff in which liberals refuse to accept real B
work requirements and conservatives refuse 'to expand supports for poor people

~ struggling to work. President Clinton has offered the right bargain: more money, -

but only for real change that transforms welfare from a system that writes checks

" toone that puts people to work.

Lyn A Hogan is Social Polzcy Analyst at tke Progresswe Polwy Instztute
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Robert T
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FOR. IMMEDIATE RELEASE: - V‘CORTACTE~Ica?ri tlegler
July 14, 19%4¢ -~ . .7 202/225-7163

Rep. Hatsui Rejocts the Idoa of Tinc Lin;ts
‘ . and ‘
Intrcduces Weltaxo Retora Logislativc that Bmphasizes Work

_ WASHINGTON -- Calling on his colleagues. to.remember that -
welfare was established to protect children, Rep. Robert T. ~ .
Matsui today introduced welfare reform legislation that focuses
on work . requlrements rather than time limits.

: "we cannot institute arbitrary deadlxnes by whzch people
nust be self’ sufficient," said Matsui, a Democrat from
. California. "The emphasxs should he on work, not time’ lxmlts "

“The Hatsux legislatlon requzres parents-pqrticxpatxcn in
o educatxon, training, or some type -of work.. Should’a parent )
"nchcose not to participate, the adult's share of the welfare check
is withheld. The family still would receive the child's share of -
the henefxt to ensure the chxld's needs can ‘be met. '

" .. Said the Rev. Fred K&mmer. s.J3., prasidant of Catholic /
Charities USA: "It is critical that the current debate gét
beyond slogans and to a serious consideration of how we need to
help parents -and children inrwelfare_escape,bothﬁdependency and
poverty. We need constructive reform to address the fundamental
problems of welfare and that ‘is why Cathclic Charities USA
supports this leq1slation ”,.' .

3 Matsui saxd ‘that reforn proposals based largely on punzt;ve
‘measures will never succeed. "The igsues that cause 2 family to
go on welfare and stay on welfare are often complex. In many

. cases, even the most inspired recipient may require more than two
" years to get the education and training needed to move from
assistance to independence," Hatsui said., :

‘ *"This important legislatian will help ensure that the needs
of children and parents remain a priority in the welfare reform
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debate," said Marzan wright Edleman, president of the Children s
Defense Fund.» C o

: The Matsui legislation bullds on the Family Support Act of
1988. The legzslation. o A o

,i:‘, Increases the funding and flexibilxty states have 1n
T designing and implementing welfare programs. ,
. Requires all individuals entering the Aid-to Familzes
" .- with Dependent Children (AFDC) program receive a -
© preliminary assessment within 30 days to gauge what

.. steps they must take toward: selt sufficiency. .

* ' Requires at least half of a state's welfare. reciplents
" be involved in the Job Opportunities and Basic 8kxlls
(JOBS) prchaa. At least half of those must be

~.involved in a publxc or private sector job rather than
- education or training.
% . Boleters the guality and avazlability of child care.
* " Strengthens child support enforcement and abolishes '
welfare rules that penalxze marrxage ‘and two-parent
‘ families.
* Includes tough new education and amployment
: tequirements for teenage parents.and puts into place
- preventive and case management servxces._

A deta;led summary of the legislation is available.
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S TITLE T

-~ PRONGTING WORR AND SELP-8UPFICIENCY.

A Ihcfeésé‘?ede&ii Fﬁn&ioévandﬂu&tch Rates for the’Joés Program

i Fundan for the Joes program would increase: to $3. ? billion
in FY 99, with steady increases so that the FY 94 fundzng level
~ is doubled by FY 99. ' In order to help ensure that states are
. better able to draw down these funds, the federal JOBS match rate
. would be increased to either 75 percent or the state's Medicaid
match rate, whichever is higher, with an_assurance that the
federal match rate 1noroasa for tho state by at least vae
- percentage poznts S

‘1 3;[ Incrcase JOBS Partxcxpaeion Ratoe ‘

oo As - fundxng for the JOBS program lncreases, state

- participation rate would be increaced substantially.  The monthly
participation rate vould be 1ncreased each: year to tho levels

,'lxsted below.' - _ »

Y The. monthly participatzon rate wonld rise trom 20 percent in
FY 95 to 25 percent in FY 96: 30 percent in FY 97. 40
‘pe:oent in FY 98, and S0 percent in FY 99, :

* Hours of employment whether subsidized or unsubszdized
‘ would count toward a state's partzcipation rate..

* The JOBS "zo-hour rule". would be modified: to provide that
. .. hours of class preparation count toward the participation’
' rate when an 1nd1vidua1 1s 1n an approved ‘education
actlvzty. S o o P

*  All xnd;vxduals entering AFDC would rece;vo a prelimznary
. assessment of self-sufficiency needs within 30 days of AFDC
application approval. .= ‘ . ,

» At least half of a state's participationArate would have to
‘consist of individuals engaged in a work activity, such as
unsubsidized employment, on-the-job-training, subsxdxzed No b,
work or publlc sector employment. - . \ ; :.awwng*

C. State Faxlure to xeet Participatzon Requ;rements

The Secreta:y of HHS shall prescribe by roqulatxon a set of
- penalties for noncompliance, taking intc consideration the extent
of noncompliance and any special circumstances, and providing-
that a substantial fajlure to comply without good cause shall
result in a drop to a 50-%0 match. 1In addition, the Secretary
would be allowed to suspend or terminate any pending foderally-
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;;Qapprgved waxver for failure to- neet JOBS particxpatxon rates SRR
‘without good cause, and could not grant a nev waiver to. any. state ‘
_:gnot currencly 1n compliance vitn tedgral JOBS obliga:icns,‘ o

AL Use of JOBS Nnds for Job Creatlon

A 'States vculd be able te use JOBS funds for 30b creatzcn
with the tollowzng cenditions- : .

:ijarnxngs from these jabs would be treated as earned income ignﬁp |
_for all purposes under federal lav. .

o Jobs.weuld heve to pay at least ‘the minimum wvage er the samae
- wage rate being paid to others performing the same work.,

_ ¢~ States choosing to exercise this option would be.required~to o
... ‘target their jobs toward families in which the parent had™ EZI*
"' received AFDC for at least 36 of the last 60 months, unless e
N the Secretary approves -an alternatxve tarqetxng plan :

i';States vould have to abide by strong anti-displacement
‘language to prctect already exlstinq lov~wago jobs.

*+ Jobs subsidized under this provision would be limited in oA

. duran to no more. than 24 nonths. S »

e As 1n the current werk supplementatxon proqram. 1f earnznqs T
- from the subsidized job placed the family above the AFDC -
‘income guidelines, family members would continue to be .
_defined as AFOC recipients for the purposes of Hedxcaxd and
states would have a duty te coentinue child care.

_Jﬁ,‘ Penalty for . Refusal to Accapt Employment ‘*a: j";?’gf

Any AFDC parent roquxtod to participatc 1n the JOBS program
. wculd be removed from the AFDC grant if the parent refused to
- accept- any jok, private or public, including ‘jobs funded through
the JOBS program, without good cause.. A state could opt to use
its public jobs program to require those job-ready individuals to
accept emplcyment and . weork as a condition of :urther assistance.

N Expans;on of Jeb Placement, Development, and Retentlon
Activities ‘ : : : :

S States would be requxred to spend a minimum of 10 percent ef ';‘ 5
JOBS :undznq on job placement, job development, and job retention ¥
support activities. States alsc would be required to provide

case management services for JOBS participants entering

employment for a minimum f 90 days arter employment entry, vitn

a state option to have case managenent services provided for up

to a year after entering enployment. : A . : 1
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I. Wo
A.f AFDC Dcllar-tcr-nollar worx Penalty

States would be’ required to end’ the dollar-for-dcllar vork ;,Qv§w~{
penalty, while allowing substantial state discretion to choose -7 .
how much addxtxonal support to prcvzde to working poor ramzlies.: ‘

% States would be requlred to exclude ‘at least $120 and 1/3 of
' the remainder of earnxngs when determ;ninq a famxly s amount
of assxstance.,_

* States could cheose tc exclude as much as $200 and 50
percent of the remainder of earnzngs when determlnzng a
famlly s assxstance ‘ :

B. Health Care tcr worklng Poor Famllles
To ensure greater access to trans;tzonel ﬁedzcald benefzts'“

‘t7gQuarterly reporting requlrements for transitional Medicaid B
would be eliminated, allowing states dxscreticn to determlne/J
~agpropriate reportinq requxrements.v" L

*"states could cpt tc provzde transztlonal nedzcazd teo : ; g
* families who had not received AFDC for three months before
leaving AFDC for employment. . -

* Stateq could opt to extend transxtzonal Medicaid exther for
one additional year, or for so long.as the family's gross
income does nct exceed 185 percent of pcverty ' A

V. eat 0 t '-, ‘
‘AL‘ End Reetrictxone on AFDC=-UP Elxgxbxlzty o ’,, l%ﬁf

Thxs ‘provision would make eliqszlzty :or AFDC for two- ,
parent families based on need, having a child, and living with a
‘relative, rather than the employment status of one of the
parents. Additicnally, two-parent families would be subject to
the same participation requxrewents that apply to single-parent
famzlles under this blll , :

B.. Blzmznate Penalty Agaxnst Low Income Parents Gettxng Herr;ed

Stepparent 8 income would ccntznue to be deemed as under
‘current law, but an allowance would be provided for the - :
stepparent and his legal dependents in the amount of 130 percent
of the poverty line. There would be no deeming penalty'imposed
upon an AFDC parent who married a stepparent whose income was
below 130 percent of povérty, or such higher txgure 'as the state
determlnes. :
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- TA Federal Hatch tor AFDC Chxld Care ,
. ' The federal match rate tor APDC chxld care services would be.a
“.anreased to 75 percent or -.the state's federal Medicaid natchxng :
.+ ' rate, whichever is greater with. an assurance that it increase by
- -'at least five -percentage points.  States would be held to f‘ R

" maintenance of effort: requ1rements to ensure that xncreased
: federal spendxng does not szmply replace state funding. ‘

.B.. At R;sk Chxld Care

. Fundan for the “At- Rxsk" chzld care proqram for the vorkxng
poor would be increased to $2 bjllion a year by FY 99, and the

- match rate would be ilmproved to that of the revised matcn for the
“AFDC child care program under this legislation. State ,

- maintenance. of effort would be requ;red for fundxng under thzs L
vprogram ' . : , .

States that draw dovn thexr entire 'At-Rxsk" allotment would'

- be entitled to an incentive payment. states would be regquired.

.. to usethis payment for 'direct services for "At-Risk" families or"
for quality improvements and infrastructure for AFDC and "At-
Risk" child care. states could not use these incentive payments '
-to replace state or local expenditures for staft or :

_nadmxnxstratxon. ) , ,

b; Chxld care Rezmbursement Rates

Child care rate polxces would be clarified so states are
- clearly directed to pay the local market rate for child care ,
“under the AFDC, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk child carem
‘programs, and that narket rate may not be below the 75th SRR
percentxle.. o _ C

‘D Set-Aside for Improvenent of Infrastructure and Qualzty

" A set-aside of ten percent of the At-Risk child care funds
. would be paid to states ‘for the purposes of improvements in the
quality of services, building of infrastructure, development of
on-site or near-site facilities for teen parents attending
‘school, states licensing and registration requirements, . o
monztorinq, and assistance to providers to meet standards for the
_AFDC Transitional Child Cara and At-Risk chlld care programs. o
/

- E. cnild Care for WOrkan AFDC Parents

The disregard for child care would be increased and states
would be required to provide families with a choice between the
disregard and other payment mechanisms used for AFDC child care,
such as vouchers. . .
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’{ E£ Unxfornlty cf Chxld Care Standards :

o The standards under the Child Care ard Develcpnent Block N
- “Grant would be applied to the AFDC, Transitional Child Tare, and
At-Risk child care programs. The set-aside of funds under the
At-Risk child care program would be available, in part, to assist
- unlicensed or unragistered previders cone 1nto compliance thh B
'lxcen51ng or reqzstration requxrements. , - ‘

G, Identzflcatxon ot Chxld Care Needs o ' _1'“"; R

o States would be required to assess the Chlld care needa cf
AFDC ‘parents at the times of initial intake, when. entering the
. JOBS training program, ‘entering: employment, or upcn change of
B placement or employment.

~H. Informatxon About cnild Care cptxons

States would be requlred to provide’ famxlies with
information, counseling,,and referral about how to choose and
locate cnild care. - L

I, Ensuran Reimbursement Mechanisms Meet Famlly Needs

“,States vould be requzred to offer at least one mechanzsn for'
prospective ‘payment of child care expenses to each tamily ' ~

- J. Facxlxtation of COntinuous SerVice

- “States vould be requzrad to counsel fammlxes recezvxng R
«Tran51t1on Child Care about the opportunities for ongeoing child -
care assistance, offer assistance to those families wishing to

apply for continuing assistance, and provide such assistance upen
request. States alsc would be required to file with the .
Secretary of HHS a plan detailing how they will improve,notice to
potentxally eligible fau;lxes for these benefits. ~ o

x. State Optxon to Extend Transitxonal Child Cara Beneflts

: States could opt to provide transitional .child ca:e benefxts
to families who had not received AFDC for three months before
leaving AFDC for employment. States also could opt to extend
transitional child care either for one additional year, or for so .

- long as the famlly S qross 1nccma does not exceed 18S percant of -

- poverty. T : : L

ooy A
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TITLE II -- CEILD SUPPORT ENTORCEMEWY =~ '

A;. Expanszon of Functxons of Federal Parent Locator Servxce AT

“The tunctions of tho federal parent locator services would
be expanded to provide information about.the whereabouts of an -
‘absent parent when that information is used not only for the
- enforcement of child support obligations, but also for the . -
-establishment of parentage and the establishment. and modlticat1on
of child support orders. . \ :

B. Expansion of Federal Parent Locator SYStems

The 1nformatxon collected by the Federal Parent Locator

. System would be expanded to include not only the most.recent
residential address and employer name and address, but also the
‘amounts and nature of income and assets. The Secretary of HHS
would be required to expand the Parent Locator Network to
establish a national network based on the comprehensive statewide .
child support enforcement systems, which would allew states to
locate any absent parent vheo owes child support and facxlitate

‘ collectzon of ohild support between states. : , ,

C. - Federal Child Support Order Regxstry

» A federal registry conta;ning all child support orders
entered or modlfied in any state would be established by the
Secretary of HHS. States could use this regxstry to enforce and.

- track all Chlld _suppert. orders, partxcularly 1nterstate orders.

D. Natxonal Reportinq of Employees and Child Support Information
' “The Secretaries of Troasury and Labor would ‘be required to
‘establish -a system of reporting of employees, by requiring
employers to provide a copy of every empleoyee's W-4 form, which
- would include information about the employee's child support - .
obligations, to the federal child support order regzstry to track
child suppeort orders. ' , ‘ ‘

“E.. Establishment of State’ Registries

anh state would be requxred ‘to establish an automated
- central state registry of child support orders, which, under a
~ phase-in plan, would eventually contain all child support orders
" entered, modxrzod, or enferced in the state.
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.ffi'? Paternlty Establ;shmen
=igAckncwledqements o

. Procedures would ‘be- establiqhed s nake the voluntary N
acknovledgement of paternity simpler,. zncluding the use~of
hospital-based. acknowledgements. . Due’ process protections would
‘be established for those individuals voluntarily acknowledgznq
paternity with extra protections for minor noncustodial ‘parents
whc voluntarzly acxnowledqe paternzty « ‘

. G.' Enhanced Outreach to Encourage Paternity Establxshment

An enhanced federal ‘match’ xate of 90 percent would be put
into place for greater state outreach efforts to encourage
voluntary paternity establishment. This outreach could occur
through providers of health services, such as prenatal health
care provxders, health clxnics, or hospxt&ls..;u‘

8. atreamlining civil Procedures for Paternity Establishment

civil procedures used to establxsh paternity would be
streamlined through such activities as advancing the cost of
genetic tests, subject to recoupment from the putative father of
"~ .the child if he is determined to be the biological father;. and
allowing the forgiveness -of state-paxd medical expenses
associated with the birth of the child if the father cooperates
or acxnowledqes paternxty. ﬂ : . ‘ ‘

I Natzonal Child Support Guxdelines chmission

a Nat;onal chxld Support Gu;delines Commission would be
‘created to develop a national guxdelxne by whlch chzld support
’ orders would be - established. . :

J. Incorporation of: Successtul Entorcenent Ptactices
‘ Expanded credit reporting requirenents, provision ot
information from financial institutions; denial of licenses and
passports, expanded state authority to garnish: certain benefits,
and expanded use of liens on assets would be put into place to

- further :acxlitate the enforcement of child support orders.

K. Statutc of Lim;tatxons tor Entorcement -

‘The age through which a state could pursue back chxld o -
support would be extended until the child to whom the support is
owed reaches age 30,

L.~ Strengthenxng of Pederal Efforts in Entcrcement

The Internal Revenue Service would have the authorxty
intercept tax refunds fer all child support cases with arrears,
as vell as to enforce and collect child suppert arrears even when
the absent parent is not owed a tax refund.
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n,,f State Requirement tc Adopt“tho Un;forn Interstate Fanzly
Support Act: (un‘sn .. T ,

L States vould be :equired to implement laws that adopt the
Unxforn Interstate Family Support Act, in order to establish
“consistent state procedures with regard to the. modification, -
ccllection, and enfcrcenent or interstate chzld suppert orders.

N. Admznistracive Precesses

R In order to improve tha establlshment of paternxty ‘and
establishment .and enforcement of child support orders, states
would be able to continue to have in place either a judicial er
- administrative process. chever, if a state is unable to meet
standards through its judicial process, it would be requxred to

put into place an adm;nlstratxve process. A

0. VChxld Support Assurance

: Demonstration authorzty would be qranted to six states to .
. establish a system of assured minimum child suppeort payments.
Under such a system, all children who are owed child support
would receive an assured minimum child support payment through
the state; the state would 3ssume responsidbility for recovering .
as much of the assured benefit as. poss1b1e through 1ts child
support enfcrcement system.- _

Pr Employment Opportunities for Ncn-Custodxal Parents

Teen non-custodlal parents vho are unable to pay chxld

‘support would be .able to partic;pate in an educatien, training,
or employment program, in lieu of their child support obligation.
These activities, which nust be designed to increase the teen
parent's earning potential, ‘would include attending high school, .
-participating in a training program, or the JOBS program.:- States,L
could not spend rore that fzvc percent of thexr JOBS money on '

.~ these servxces. ‘ . ,

TITL! IIT -~ Tt!ﬁ PARENTSE ARD '!LFAR! RBPOR&
'.. .
A. Minor Teen Parent Residency Requlrement

States would be tequired to put into place a residency

requirement for minor pa:ents receiving AFDC. Under the

" residency raquzrement, a minor teen parent must liva at home or
in a prescribed setting, except under certain cxrcumstances., The
residency requirement would not be applicable if the minor's,
parent or legal guardian is deceased, nissing, or living in .
another state or will nd} allow the teen o live at home; the
teen has been living independently for a year or more prior to

. the birth of her child: the teen is a ward of the court or the
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state and has been approved fcr xndependent lsving,.tne teen has~4
'been emancipated by court order: the physical or emotional health '
.- and safety of the teen and her child would be jeopardized lf they ’ -
.. lived with her parent or guardian; or application of’ tng _
- requirement would prevent her continued participation in~ an A
~ approved substance abuse treatment progran o: an educatxon er -
v‘traznlng program or a ]ob. _ , ,

B. Grandparent Deemlng Rule

The income of the teen parents (the grandparent) would be .-
deemed when calculating the grant amount as is done under current
-lawv. However, there would be no.deeming penalty imposed upon a
teen parent who resided with a parent (the grandparent) whose
income was below 130 percent of p¢verty, or a higher figure at

_‘the state'’'s option. ' t .

c. Paternity Establxshment and Chlld Support

: Changes in the establishment of paternity and the
- modification and enforcement of child support with respect to
teen parents are included under Title II, Child Support
~ Enforcement. Additionally, provisions regarding facilitation of
*paternlty @stablishment for teen parents are included in the
‘«subsectzon ot this Title, regardinq Case Hanagement.

.'7 duc” °
7A.';Edﬁcation and Employméntﬂneqdizeients =

States would be requ;red to put 1nto place prograns des;gned
to keep pregnant and parenting teens in schoel. . States would be
‘required to employ a system of bonuses to reward teen parents who

- stay in school and sanctions for those who fail to attend thexr

-~ education or employment training program. ' States would have -
-discretion to set the bonus or sanction level, within es®dblished

-~ parameters. While in most cases an educational activity would be
mandated, in some situations'an employment training activity or
'job could be substituted. Those teen parents whose incomes are
below 185 percent of poverty and who need child care. in order to
attend scheol would be elxqzblc for such servxces.‘

. B. Summe:‘hctivities and Teen Earnings

~ States also could employ a system of bonuses to enroll teen ~
parents in summer education or training activities. 1Income
earned during these summer programs would be disregarded when
calculatzng the AFDC grant level and olzqibillty
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oA Case Hanagemant for Teens en AFDC

,——a‘—,

States would be requxred to put inte place a system that
providee intensive case management services to .teen parents. oni
AFDC. ‘Increased funds would be available to the states through
the JOBS prograa, thh up to $400 mxllxon avaxlable by ?Y 99. :

The responsxbilxtxes of case managers wculd include
assessing the appropriateness of the teen parent s lzvznq
arrangements; providing referrale to appropriate servicas,: ‘such’
as child care, health care, and educational services: and -
facilitating paternity establishment.. To ensure that case
‘manager's have the capacity to effectively implement the full -
range of their responsibilities, a ¢ase management ratio,. w;th an’
allowance for state flexxbxlxty, would be established.

. ®



