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The Matsui Welfar~ Reform 'Bill:' Status ,Quo Plus 

by 1Jyn A.. Hogan 	
.,, ­

When President Clinton unveiled hi~~weIiare'refo~ plan June 14, ' , 
,	con~rvatives 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 policy. Instead. it thrOws more money at thestatuB quo. ' 

. - .' 	 . 

Rep., Matsuiimd20 Democratic CO--SPOh~ors-'including :Representatives ' 
Charles Ran,gel ofNew York and Norman Mineta ofCali£omia, Mike Kopetsldof 
Oregon, and D.C. Delegate'Eleanor Holmes Norton-take aim at the linchpin of 
Clinton's plan: a two-year time·limit on welfare benefi,ts, after which recipients 
would have to 'take 'a job' in either the private' or public seCtor. Calling the' , 
Pl'oposed limit "good rhetOric, but not reality" when announcing his legislation, 
Rep_ Matsui added, IIWe cannot institute. arbitrary deadlines by which people must 
be self.s~cient ,The emphasis Should be on .work,not furte limits.1I 

~ , \ ' 

, If only it were that siinple~ In fact, from Rich.atd 'Nixon's Family Assistance, 
Plan to Ronald Reagan's workf'ar~ e:a:periDi:ents,of the early 19806, sucCessive stabs 
,at welfare reform. have tried andfalled,to enforee'genume work requirements. The 
iast major overhaul atteinp~, 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 13~6mi11ionin 19~Vidence;that the FSA is IUJt working. Far 
from beings safety net;"welfare has become atrap, a system that penalizeS"vork~ 
mamage, and individual initiative"andthat both-.stigmatizes and isolates poor 

, families from the larger)ociety. The systeID. is prof6undlydestructive: Any 
IIreform ll that perpetuates it, will condemn another' gen~ti9nof poor children. , 
'many born to unmanied teen-age mothers,. to poverty and dependenCe. ' 

, , 	 . . ,. . 

Some liberals, ignoring these systemic defects, contend that~he real . , ' 
problem with weIfare'isthat it is Underrurid~d::The;M~tsui'biReIiviBions anesrly ., 
$3 billion expanSion orJob 0pportunities and Bask Skills (jOBS), ,the federal '" 
.education and job-training program '~~ted.bYthe FSA, bringing total Federal 
funding to $i,billion by 1999. To help welfare: recipients<find Jobs. the act 'requires 
states to provide edti.c~ti()nJ tl'aining~ J6p-searchasststance" \Vork experience, , ' 
transportation', and" chilO. cate. JOBS Currently cO\'ers about 15 :percent of welfare 

, ',' 
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recipients: Th~ Matsui biu'wouid mandate that 50 percent be enrolled in JOBS by 
1999. It would toughen work demands, requiring half of those enrolled in JOBS to ' 
work at least part-time, and wQuld earmark some of the additional spending to job 
creation and placement and other sUPP,qrts. 

Education and Training vs. W 9rk 

, ~p. Matsui claimed when he introduced his bill 'that "even the' most, 
'inspired recipient may require more than two years to get the education' arid 
training needed to move from assistance to,independence. il But his premise is 
wrong: Very f~w welfare recipients get jobs because they have completed 
government education and training programs. More than formal training, welfare 
recipients ,need connections to the real w()rld of work and, the personal ' 

" , habit~punctuality, dependability, commitment-:that ,make for reliable 
employees. The evidence shows that edhcation and training programs lift few 
recipients out of poverty. Real work experience, on the other hand, connects 
recipients to the labor :market and gives them the experiepce to move on to a 

, better jQb, ' , 

, According to Judith M.Gueron, p're~iderit of Manpower Demonstration 
Research Corporation, ". ,', J:OBS has not fundamentally changed the message and 
character of AFDC.: . "The system has not enfot:eed a participation mandate 

, , focused on work, II Evaluations of programs that offer welfare recipients educatiop 
and training show that neither earningsnor"employment increase significantly. 

, Research by analyst Paul Osterman' documents that government-sponsored 
programs such as The Comprehensive Employment and,Training Act, the Job 
Training Partnership Act, arid proprietary and vocational schools have failed to 
prepare people foT the labor market, University ofChicago Professor Dr, James 
Heckman, who has written extensively on this issue, similarly determines that "as 
a general rule,conventional employment and training programs, .. do not 
produce dramatic changes in participant earriings~" ' 

, • '< '. " 

, The evidence strongly suggests that a work-based approach fo~used 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 ~ll-time jobs with decent pay arid he3Jth benefits; Clevelan~ 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 Cabrini-Green housing project that likewise believes' there is no reason 
to wait two years to move people into jobs. Moreover, as Dr. Heckman concludes:' 
liTo the extent that, effective training can be produced on the job, it is produced in 
the private sector and not in the public !)ector." Additional evidence from a' 

, Rockefeller, Foundation demonstration program' and a Manpower Demonstration 
Research Corporation study of California's ,Greater Avenues for Independence' 

'2 
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(GAIN) program in Riverside County found that a jobs~first strategyfocused 'on 

. the private sectqr work.ed best w.hen.compared with traditional education and 

training approaches.' . " ' ' 


The problem'with the Matsui approach is verY simple: It will move few 
welfare recipients to self-sufficiency. The vast mSjority-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 requirement covers only half 
of those in JOBS-a quarter of all ~elfare recipients-·and. requires only ~5 hours 
a week .of work. ,.... " " ' 

, Rep;41cing 'Welfare with Work 

President Clinton has it right: Welfare can't be refonned; it must be 

replaced with a work-based social policy. A time limit on welfare benefits. is the 


, lever for fundamental change that oonverts, welfare from an income-maintenance 

system to an employment system that puts people to .work. If time limits axe 

essential to changing the expectations of welfare recipients. they are also the spur 

that welfare Caseworkers need "U? move people off the rolls and intojobs. ' 


, ' 

"To spurn' a time limit on welfare benefits, as the Matsui bill does, is to 
, accept the welfare status quo with all its amply docum.ented perv:ersitiesand 


defects. Rep. Matsui believes that chi~dren will end up as victims of the time limit 

and fears that removing the safety net will result iIi the homelessness it is , 


,"designed to prevent~ What he ignores is that the current system perpetu,ates,the 

" ' cycle of poverty and offers parents little incentive to move off of welfare into work; 

" President ClintOn's proposal' not only encourages work by making work p~y 
more than weif'are, but, offers fallback'~mmuDityserviCe jobs"for those who do not 
find unsubsidized employment in two years. Only by refu~ip.g to work Could 
someone make themse1.ves vulnerable tohomelessness~ If liberals believe that 
society owes indefmite financial' support' to those who flatly refuse to work, they 
should say so;' 

While failing to,cross the threshold offund8.n;lental reform, the Matsui. bill 
do~s offer some constructive provisions:, It ,raises ~e amount of money a recipient 
can keep for unsubsidized PaIt-time work; expands child care for the poor and . 
working poor, raises th.e feder81, aha,fe of the JOBS matChing rate; increases state . 
flexibility in designing and implementiltg welfare programs; improves child, . 
support enforcement; and establishes, residency requirements and mandatory 
school attendance for teen. parents r~iving AFDC (Aid to Families With 
Dependent 'Children). ' . ' 

' .. '3 

, " 
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Nonetheless, the Matsui hill esse~tia11y takes a "status quo phis" approach, 
" that seeks to preserve rather' than transform the system. It dramaticBlly'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' predictable jipe at the Clinto~ 
plan-that it would "save welfare as we know it"-is unfortunately true of the 
Matsui approach. 

, ' " Liberal Democrats must be w~l1ing to transcend the hlsto:ical partisan 
'division on this issue and fall in line with the President, as many Republicans 
have already done. Time-limited assistance, aD 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 op ortunit to fo e a bi artisan a eement on welfare reform'. Two bills' , 
alreadyembra ., roach: the Mainstream orum are reform 
9i e by Democratic Representative Daye McCurdy of Oklahoma an, ! e 
Republican Leadership bill sponsored bRere en i eRick Santorum of 

ennsy.1vanla. ep. a sm threatens to derail such abi artisan agreement 'on . 

The tI1le danger ofthe Matsui bill is that welfare . reform will once again fall 
victim to a liberal-conservative standoff in which liberals refuse to accept real 
work requirements and conservatives refuse'to expand supporlsfor poarpeople ' 
struggling,to work. President Clinton has offered the right pargain:.more money, 
but only' for real change that 'transforms welfare from a system that writes checks 
to one that puts people to work.' ' , . 

Lyn A. Hogan is Social Policy Analyst at the Prpgressive Policy Instit~te. 
. ' . . "'", . 
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.. Fifth Distdci, . Cal~fornia . 


FOR, IMMEDIATE RELEASE: CONTACT:· ca~ri Z eqler 
J'~ly 14,' 1994 202/225-7163 

Rep. Xatsui Rej.cts the 14•• ot Ti•• 'Limits 
. . &D4, , 

Introduce. weltare aetoi'm tAqi.lativ. that.. Empbasiz•• Work 

. WASKINGTON,-- Calling on his colleaques"to( remember t'hat,

w:elfare was .established to protect chlle!ren, Rep. Robert T. .' , " 

Matsuitoday,introducecl welfare reform leqislation that focuses 

on work requirements rather than time limits. ' 


, ' 

,"We cannot institute arbitrary deadline. by,' which people 
must be selfsufflcient," said. Matsui, a Democrattrom 

. California. "The emphasis
• 

shoule! 
_' 

be on work, 
4 

not time limits." 

The' Katsuile9islationrequire. parents pa,rticipation in 
edu~ation, trainin9, or some type -of work. ' Should-a parent ' , 

"choose not to participate, the adult's share of'the welfar~, check' 
is withheld.' The family stillwould.receive the child's share, of' 
the benefit ,to ensure the Child's needs-cane.met. 

, Said the Rev. Fred Kammer, S.J., .president, of catholic;- . 

Charities USA: ",It. is ~ritical that', the current debate, qet

beyond sl09ans and to a serious consideration of how we need to 

help parents,and children in,velt'areescape both' dependency and 

poverty. We need: eonstructi~.,reform to address the fundamental 

problems of welfare and that 'Is why Catholic,Charities USA 

supports this leqislation'." " "" ' , , .. 

. " 

Matsui ,sai4'thatreform,proposals based larq'ely on punitive, 
, mF,liUHlres will never succeod., t'The. iscuec that causa a family to 
go on weI far. and stay on welfare' are often complex. In many 

,cases, even the most inspired recipient may require more, than two 
years t;o get the educationandt,rainin~ neoded to move. from 
assistance to independence,"'!fatsui saiel. 

"This important 1aqis1ation will ·help ensura tha.t the n.~d.. 

of c'hildren :and parents l'1lmain a priority!n the ,welfare reform 
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'debate, ft, said Marian Wriqht Edleman, president of the Children's 
Defense Fund. 

,The Katsuileqislation builds on theFa~ilySupport Act of 
1988. ' The leqislation: 

, , 

, , 	 ' 

* 	 ' Increases.the fundinq and flaxibl1itystates bavein 
desiqninq and im.plementinq walfare, proqrams. ,,'

• 	 Requires all individuals entering t,lla Aid· to Families 
with Dependent ,Children (AFOC)" proqz:-am receive a , 
preliminary assessment withln30 days toqauqe what 
st.eps they must ,t<iSke toward ,selt sUfficiency~ , ' 

• "REutuires at least hatf of a, state' s weltare recipients 
, be involved!n the 30b Opportunities and Basic Ski~lls 

(JOBS) prQ9raa.At least halt of those must be ' , 
"involved ,ina public ,or private' sector job rather than, 

education or traininq. '"", ,
* 	 Bolstors the qual~ty'and availability of child care. 
.Strenqthens child support enforcement and abolishes' 

welfare rules that penalize marriage 'and two-parent
families.· 	 . 

• 	 Includes touqh neweaucation and .amployment
requirements forteenaqeparentsand puts into place 
preventive and case management services'" . 

A detailed' summary of the leqislation, is availa.ble . 
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", A. Increase Federal Fundin9 and'Matc:h Rates' tor the JOBS PrQ9ram 
. . ." 	 ' 

" Fundin9",fqr th., JO~, proqram, .would i-T"Icrf!as@' to Sl~ 7 bill ion 
in F'i 99, with 'steadyinc:reases so that the FY 94 tundinq level 
is doubled by, fY' 99 ... I~ order to help ensure that sta'tes are 
better acl_ to draw down these funds, th.' f.deral JOBS match rat'. 
voulc::r be increased to either,?S percent or thei state's Medicaid 
match ra,te~ ,whicheve'r is hiqher, with an, assurance that the 
fcd~ral ~ateh rat. increase forth. state by at least fivo 

. 'perc:entage points., 

a. Incrcas~ J'OBS pa'r~icipati~nRate8'
. 	 . " .., , 

. As ,-fund inq 'for the JOBS pr09r~mincreases, . state 
·'pcsrticipation rate would ,'be,increased. sub$tantially. The monthly 

participation rate would beincreasecleach'year to the levels 
listed below~" " . ,. 

* 	 The Iftonthly :pa~tie1p~t'ion :rate would rise 'froll 20 percent, in . 
'Y 9.5 to ;25 percent in,'Y. 96: .30 percent in .FY 91 i 40 ' 
percentinFY 98; and SOpe~\':.nt inFY' ". . 

'* 	 Hours of,employment, whether subsidized or unsubsidized, 
....ould c:ou'nt toward' a' st.ate· s, partic.lpation ra..te., 

The JOBS' "20-hour: rule",vould be. modified' to provide that'* 
'. 	 nours'of elass preparation count· toward· the participat.ion' 

ratevhen an indi'lidual is in an approvedec1uc:ation 
~etivity. 	 ' . ',' -:::.: . 

'* 	 All individuals enterin9' AFOC would receive a Pt.11min~ry 
assessment of self-sut,ficiency needs. within 30' d.ays of AFOC 
application approval. " ' , . ,'.. 	 .' . 

* . At l ....t halt of' a state"spartlcipation. rate would have to 
.	consist of individuals en<;aqed in a work'aetivity,SUCh as 
unsubsidizecl employm~nt, on-the-job-training, sUbsid.ized "'" ,.,.; ..... 
work, or public sector employment. : lJoyk'Tf . 

C. State Failure to-Meet Participation Requirem.nts 
. . 	 ., 

The Secretary of MHS shali preseribe by requlation aBet of 
penalties f.or· nonccmpli'ance" tak1n9 into consideration the extent 
of noncompliance and any speeial eirculDs,t.ancas, and providing·,
that It. substantial tailuce to comply without good ,cause shall 
result in a drop to a 50-'0 match. In addition, the Secretary
would l:)e allowed to suspend or terminate any pending federally­

http:SOpe~\':.nt
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'. . ~ l, ':,'.','a;:pr9Ved .'a:iver f,or tailure to meet JOBS participation' rates "', 
: ' ', ..1thOu~qoodcause, anc1 eou,lcLnct grant a ne,., waiver to any, state 

,'".', '> "notcurren~ly ,in 'compliance \tit.h teeteral JOBS obliqa~ions. 
'\:...

tl. Job er••tioA,JOb'l'~'I.n~ Mc! C,v.lqpl'l1t, "Dc! Wu.k 
R'egjiire.ept. " ' 

A., ' Use :of~O.8S fUnds, for Job Creation 

Statesvould be able to use J08Sfunds for, job creation. 
wlth thefollowinq conditions: 

." 'Earnings' from these jobsvould be treated as earned income ~I"'C. 
,for 	all purposes under 'federal, law. 

• 	 Jo}:)s, wou,ld have to pay at least' the minimum wa;-e or the sa~~ 
~aqe rate being paid to other" performinq ,the same wo;,x •. 

*'''' st'ates ,choosinq toexerc::ise thi$', opt. ion 1I/oul'd ba. requ,iredto 
target ~heir jobs toward tamiliesin whic::hthe parent 'had: .,o.1ff 

,re'ceived AFOC for at least 36 of the last 60 months, unless,' 
. . t.he sec,ret.aryappr'oves .,analternativ8 tarqetinq plan. ' 

* ' States' would have to abide by stronq anti-displacement ' 
'lan9ua98 to protect already oXist,in9 low-wago jobs. 

.. 	 Jobs subsidized under this, prov1lidon would be limited in 
dUE'inq to' no mora, than '. 24 ,months. 

, 	 '.. As ,in the current work':supplementationproqram,' i'f earninqs
, from the subsiaized job placed the fa.ily ab~Y. the' ~FDe 

. I 	 income 9~idel-ines, family members would continue to be 
defined as AFOC recipients for ,.the purposes of Medicai'd' and 
states ,would have a du.ty:tc continue child.'care. 

S. Penalty for.Refusal toA.eeep~ 'Employment 

~Y'AFDC parent 'required,to' participate in the JOBS proc;raJl
would be r,emoved from the', Af'DC qrant it the parent rafus.d· to . ' 

, accep't, clOY job" prlv~t•. or public,' inc1uclln9 Jobs tu.nded. throu9h 
the JOBS prQ9ram, vittlout 900d cause. A state could opt to use 
its public jobs prOCJram to require those job....ready individuals to 
accept'emplqyment and,work as·4 condition ot tur~her assistance. 

" 	 , 

C. £xpansio'n of J'obPlacement, Development, and Retention 

Activities' " ,. 


States would be 'reqU i red to spend ii, minimum of 10, percent of 
JOBS fundinq on jOb placement, jOb development, and JOb retention 
support act~vities. states also would be required to provide . 
case management services for JOBs participants ent.rinq 
employm.n~ for a minimum 9! 90 days arter employment entry, yith 
a state option to have ease management services provided tor up 
to a year after enterinq employment. 

~.Qr.... 

'~~ 
~ 
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,;, '.A. Af.·OCOOllar~tor"Dol14r work, penalty ,,: , 	 '" . . ~ . . . ~. . . -, .~ ,., .,'. 

States 'would be required to end-' the dollar-'for-dollar -worle ~ ,':",,'
penalty I While alloW'i,ng suDstantia1' state discretion to choose' ,,:,',;,,:, 
how much addit ionalsupport toprovid.'t,'o 'vorJd'nqpoor falDi~ies~,· 

. 	 . .. ,. ,,',' ,- .. 

* 	 States would be, required to exclude"'at, least $120 and It:30f 
the remainder of earnin~swhen determining a family's amount 
of assistance., 

* 	 States ~ould ~hoose to-~xclude as much as $200 and 50 ' 

percent of the remainder of ea~niri9s when determininq,a

familyts assistance. " 


B. Health Care tor Working Poor Families 

To ensure qreater aCC~S$ to transitional Medicaid benefits:', 
" " 

*' 	,Quart:erly reportinq requirements for transitional Medicaid· , 
'WOUld be eliminated;' a110w1nq states discretion to determine' 
'appropriate reportlnq requirements. " . ., , , .,'" ' 

, 

.'	State~ could opt to provide transitional Medicaid to 
families IIihchad not received Aroe for three' months before' 
leavinq AFOC' for employment. ' , 

• 	 StateR could opt ,toextand transitional Medicaid either for 
" 	 one additional year l ,or for so 10nq,as the family'S qr~ss,

income does not exceed 18,'5 percent of poverty. 
, " 

xv. tt8a'tl8pt Qt' D9-I,r.ot 'Ui1i•• 

A.E:nd ~e~trictionG on AFoe-UP Eligibility 

Thisprovisi.on would make eligibility for AFCC for two­

p~rent fam~li.s based on n••d, havih9 a Child,' and livin9 with a 

'relative, 'rather than the emploYment status, of one of the . 
parents. Additlonally,tvo-parent families ,would. be subject to 
the, ~ame partiCipation requirements that apply ·t~ sin91G-parGnt ' 
families und~r this bill. . 

B•. Eliminate Penalty A9ainst ~w-I~comepar.nts Gettin9 Married 

. Stepparent t s income v9uld. continue to be, deemed as un.d.er 
'current law, but an allowance vould be provided for the 
stepparent and his 189al dependents in the amount of 130 percent 
of the poverty line. Thete would be no deeminq penalt.y' imposed 
upon an AFDC parent,who marrie4 a stepparent whose ineome va. 
below 130 percent of pov6rty, or such hiqher fiqureas the state 
det.ermines. 

http:Thisprovisi.on
http:D9-I,r.ot
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.. The fed~~al' match .rat:~':i~r ::'A'~OC chi ici'care 'servi~~~-"ould. >ce .• 
,increased to 75 percent or the state I s: federal Medicaid matchinq, 
,rate, whic~ever i~9reaterwith\.n 4s~~ranc•. thatit,lncrease,by 

. at least five 'percentage' points." . States would be ,held to. >' ,'; '.' 

maint~nance~f. effort' requirements to..en~ur~ that increased ".' 
ftHleral spenaing aoes .not simply replace- state funding . .' . 

~ .. At-Risk Child Car~ 

'Fundinqforthe "At~Risk" child care proqram for .the~ W'6rkinq 
poor would be .increased to $2 billion a'year bY'F'i 99, and the 
ma~ch rate would be improved ~o ~ha~ ot the' revised match for the 
AFDC child ca;-e'proqram under this leqislation. 'State 

'. maintenance, of effort .·would be required ·for fundinq under 'this 

, p~oqram.· '" 


States that draw down their entire "At-Risk" allotment WOUld' 

De entitle<1 to an incentive payment. state,s would be' required, 

,to use ,this payment for' direct services for "At-Risk" families or, 

for 'quality improvements and infrastru~turefor AFOC and. "At~,' . 

Risk" cnilct. care. stat-es could not.·use these 'incentive payments 


·to replace state or local. expenditures fQr statt or . 

'~dministra~ion .. 


c~ Child Care Reimbursement Rates 

. Child care rate polices would be. clarified so states are 
..c'l~arly directed to pay' the . local market, rate' for child care 

. under the AFOC, Transitional Child Care, and At";'RisJc child care' . 

, programs, and that market. rate Dlay, not be below the 75th'.. '. '.~ ~' 

percentile. _ 

,0. Set-Aside for·Improvement.of Infrastructure.and Quality 

A set-aside of tenpetcent of the At-Risk childc.are funds 
·· ..ould be paid to states 'for the purposes'of improvements in the 


quality of services, building of infrastructure~ development of 

on-~ite or near-site faciliti'es for teen parentsattendinq' . 


"school, states licensing and registration requirements, , 

monitorin9, and assistan~e to providers to meat standards for the 

Arcc. Transitional ChildC&rA, a~d At-Risk child care proqrams. '. 


E. Child Care for Worlcinq AFOC Parents, 

The disreqard for child c:a,re would ba increased, and states' 

would be required to provide families with a choice between ~h. 

disreqard and other paym@nt. Jft@ch&nisJas used tor AFOC child care, 

such as vouchers. ·8 


http:for�Improvement.of
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, r~,,'J~ifo~l'tY· of' Ch11d Care Standards. 
• .', t ,,' 

,.' " '-, ..' . ' " " 

'.', ':. '. ,~he' st4nd~r48' uncleI' tne' Child Care and D~velopment .'Block· . 
C;r~lI'\'t ,.,o4-ldbe applied. to theAFOC, Transitional Child'.C'H'e, and. 
At-Risk child care pr09rallis. The set~asid.e of funds under the 
At-Ris~' child care proqram would be, available, in part,' to, 'assist 
unl icensed. orunreqistered providers come into campl ia.nce vi th 
licensinq orr~9istration requirements. " '.", 

" . " '. 

G•. ,I'dentification of Chiid Care Needs 

'St4tes ..auld be' re~ired to assess the child' care need$ of, 
, . AFOe parents at, the times (tf initial intake, when ent,erinq the 

J'.,OBS training proqram,enterinq employment, or upon change of 
placement or employment. . 

.,K.• '" IhformationAbout Child Care Options 

States would be required' to provide' families with 
information, coun~.elin9', and. referral about how .to choo'se and' 
10catecn1~c1 care., 

. . 

I.Ensuri~q Reimbursement Mechanisms Meet Family Needs 

\ State$ would' be required tci offer at least' one mechanism for 
prospective payment 'ot child care expenses to each family.. ' 

J. F~cili~ation of· eonti~~ous Service 
.' . 

. ..' States would be 'required to counsel families. teceivinq . 
Trans.ition Child Care' about 'the opportunitiesforonqoinq child 
care asslstance, after assistance to 'these families wishing to 
'apply for continuinq assistance, and provide such assistance upon· 
request •. States alsovould be required to fileviththe . 
secretarY of HHSa plandetailinqhovthey vill iDlJ;)rove;~,Qtice to" 
potentially eligible f~llili.s ·for these ben.fits. ,. 

1(, State ~ption to Extend Tra'nsitional Child Care Benef'its .. 
, , .' . . . 

States could opt to provide transitional.childcare>:benefits 
to famili•• who had not received AlDC for thtee months before 
leavinq AlOC for employment. States also could opt to extend, . 
transitional child care .ith~rfor one additional year, Qr fot so 
10n9 as th.e family's gross inco1l.a does not @xceed 185 percantof ~-: 
poverty. " , .' . 

...... 
.. 

It 
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. -:..TITL! ~I --' ,CHILD -SOPPORT INFORCIxu,.> 
". " 

strengthenipg par.lt.1 Rtl,R$Ul.1121i1~Y and jUl.l! ftlbilUY', 
, .' '. . ' . l 

A . Expans ion ,of functions of Federal Parent I.ccator Service ',,' :, ' 

The functions of the 'federal' parent loca.tor services 'WOUld' , 

be expa'nded to' provide information about._ the' whereabouts of an 


'absent par~nt when that informa~ion is used not 'only for the 
, enforcement· of child. supportobliqations, but also for the .' 
·establ'ishment ofparenta<;'8 and the establishment.andmoditication 
of ,child support orders. 

B.. Expansion of federal Parent Locator systems 

The inJormation collected by the' Federal Par~n't Locato,r 
. System would be expanded to include not only the most. recent 
residential ad~ress and employer name and address, but also the 
amounts and nature'otineomeand assets. The Secretary,ot HHS 
would be required to expand the Parent Locator Network to 
establish a national. ,network based on the comprehensive state"ide , 
child support enforcement systems, which wouldallovsta~es to 
locate any absent parent who owes child support and facilitate 
collection·of child support betveen states.; 

c. ' Fede'ral Child, Support Order Registry 

,. A federal registry cC?ntaininq all' chileS support o,rders 

entered or ~odified in any state "ouldcs established by the 

S~cretaJ;y of HHS. States could use this reqistry-to enforce and, 

" .
track all child support orders, particularly inten;stateorclers. 

. . ~, , '. ',;. , 

O~ National Reportinq, of Employees and Child, Support Inform~tion', 
:. 

'The' Secretaries of Treasury and Labor would ,be ~equtf:ed to 

establish ,a sys,tell of reportipg of employees, "by 'requiring

employers to provide a copy of every employea's W-4 form, which 


. WOUld. ine1u~.'infona.tion about thee.plotee'a child support 
obliqations" to the federal child support order registry to track 
child support orders.' , . 

E., Establishment of State'Registries 

. _. Each state would. be req'lolired :to establish an automated 

central state reqistry of child support orders,. which, under a 

phase-in. plan, ,would eventually contain all child su.pportorders 

entered, modifiod, or enforoed in the .ta~•. 


•
• 
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F;:paternlty.Establishlu!nt .. Pro6eciur~s·,tor"Valunta~y ," .' . 

. 'Acknovledgements>,:.; .. :~.::;"". ..::' "":,~' :,::/:'" ,',,' '." ' . 
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.. '.pr~cedur4S WOU'ld":bCa' .;tabli·shed .to' ~a'lc@' ~he ~o'lur'tary
ac);:nowlecigement of paterni·tY simpler ~ .in~ludinq:the :.uSErof., 

. hospital-based. ack"owledqementa •.. CUe' processpro,teetions .vou.1d 
be establ ish.cSfor.'tho•• ,·indiviClual. vo.luntari ly. acknowledginq . 
paternity with extra protections .tor JIlinor noncustodial. parents ' 
vhovoluntarilYi acknowledq8 paternity.' ,. 

' .. 4. 

G. Enhanced·,Outreachto.Encourac;e Paternity Establishment 

An enhanoed federal, .match rate of 90 p~rC:Gnt would b.' put 

into'pl'ace for ,qreater state outreaeh, efforts to encouraqe

voluntary paterni~y establishment. 'This outreach could occur 

throu'9'h providers .of health service., su.chas prenatal hea.lth 

care providers, health clinics, ·or ihospitals. . .' . 


. . 

Ii. .S.t~eaml 1n1n9 Civil Procedures for Paternity Establishment ... 


Civil proeedures used to.establish paternity would be. 
streamlined thro\l9'hsu~h act.ivities as a4vancin9 tho cost of 
genetietests, subject to recQupment from. the putative father of 

·the child. if' he is. determined .to be.the blo109'icai father;·and 

allowing' theforgiyenessot state-paid medical expen~uuJ 

assoeiated with' the' birth of the 'child if the father. cooperates 

or .cknowledges paterni~y. " 


I. National child Support Guidelines Commis$ion 

1\ National'ch'ilci 'support Guidelines Comm~ssion 'woult;! be 
'created ·to develop a national quideline by which child support
orders would be·established. 

J.lncorporatlonofsuCeessfu.l. Enforcement'practices' 

'Expanded credit reponlnq requirements, 'provisio;~~'l- . 
information. from financial institu.tions; d.enial of'lic~nses and. 
passports, expanded state authoz:ity·to9arnish·certai-n benefits,
and expanded use of·llens on assets woUld be pu~ .in'to place to 
further facilitate th••J\forcement of child. support orders. 

1< •. Statut. of.Limitations for Enforcement 
./ . 

The age throuqh which a state could pursue back child 
support would be exteneted until thec:hild to whom the support is 
o~ed reaches age 30. . 

L. Stren9theninq of Federal Efforts 1n Enforcement 

The Internal Revenue Service would have the authority to 
intercept tax refunds fO! all child support cases with arrears, 
as well as to enforce ana collect chi.let support arrears even when 
the absent parent·!s not owed a tax refund .. 
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. .'"'' '~H:~: >'''. ~ta t'Er ~e~'ii'eme~~t~ :'~~~Pt .the·· Uni f'otm Interstate Family
','" ...support', Ac::t,(UIFSA).' ,:~ . . '.:,~, ',' 

':';': .':~" Stat., vO\lld.!,b~requlr'ed.to implement 'laws that' ado·pt the 
, Uniform Interstate Fallily 'Support Act, .' in. order ,to establi~h 
','consistent s-cateproc..dure$ with regard to themodit1.cation, 
, collection,andenforceaentof1nteratate chil,d support orders . 

. ' N. Administrative proce'sses' ." 

. . In order to ,improve the establishment· of paternity and. . 
establish.nent,and·entorcement' of child support orders, states 
would be able to'continue to have in place either a judicial or 
admin:istrative process. Kovever, if a state is unable to meet 
standards -chrouqhits judicial' process, it.would. be required. to 
put into place an administrative process. 

O. . Child support' Assurance 

Oemoo.stration authority would be qranted to six states to 
'.. establ ish: a .system ot assured. lIliniJlUm Child.' suppor~ payments. 

Under sucb a system, all childrenvho: are owed child support 
vouldreceive an assuredmlnimWl child support payment throuqh . 

. the state, the state would assume responsibility for reCoverift<) 
as much ot the'assured benefit as.pOssiblethrouqh its child . 
support enforcement syste.. . 

. . . 

'p~. EmJ:>loyment Opportunities for' Non-CUstodial Parents 
. . 

Teen non-eustodial parents who are unable te pay child 
i support ,WOUld oe .ab.le ,to' participate.' in an' education, traininq, 
or emploYment proqram.in .lieu of their child supportobliqa'tion~ 
Theseactivities~which mustb. ciesiqned to increase the teen 
parent's' earninq pot.ntial .• 'vouldinclude attendinq hiqh SChool,' .. 

.participatinq in a traininqprog~am. or the JOBS proqram·.;,;,-' States, '. 
could not spend Ilore that five percent 'ot their JOBS money on 
these serviees. . . . . 

'I1'1'LI ttl ....... TIP PUlftS UD "Ll'AllJi DPOJUC 


I . . 'aMilf o,ligatioAi 

A. Minor Teen Parent Residency ReCiUirement· 

states voul.d be required to put· into place a resid',nct 
requirement. for. minor parents receivinq AFDC. Underthe 
residency r@quirement,a minor teen parant. must live at homsor . 
In. a prescribed settinq,' except undereertain circullstances •. ,The 
residency requirement would not be applicable if the minor's. 
parent or le9'al <)Uardian is deee'ased,missing, or living in 
another state orwillndl allow the teen to live at home: the 
teen has been living independently for a year or more prior to 

. the birth of her child: the t ••n is a ward of the court or. the 

http:proqram.in
http:vO\lld.!,b~requlr'ed.to
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5tate anIJ ~as been 4pproved tor indep.nde~t,l ivlJ:l9;" the, teen :has" " 
beenemancipate4 by court order:: the .physicar,or emotionalhe'alth' . 
and, s,afety" of the t.enand her child ,would. be jeopar:d..iied it they . 
l~ved with her pc1rent or 9\lard1an; orappl1cat1on ottb.Jl,:, 
requ irementwould prevent her continued. participation in- an , 
approved st.lbstance abuse treatment procjralll or, aneduea.tion. or 
traininq pJ:oqram or ,,is job. . . 

B. ~randparent oeeminq Rule 

. The income' of the te~'n p~rents (the qrandparent) would be· 
dee~ed~he~ calculatinq the qrant amount a~i. done under current 

. law. HoW'ever, tnere would be no.deem1nq,penalty imposed upon a 
teen parent who resided with a parent (the qrandparent) whose 
income was below 130 percent of poverty, or a ,higher fiqure at 
tne state'S option. 

C. paternitYEstabllshment,andCh~14 Support 

, Chanq~s 'in the establishme.nt of paternity and the 
modification and enforcement of child' \suppo::twith respect to 
teen parents are included uncier Title II,Child Support
Enforcement •. Additionally, provisions reqardlng facilitation of 
paternity, ,establ ishment for teen parents are ,included in the 
subsec~ion of this Title, regarding Case Management. ' 

II •. lc!ucitioD and Implovm,ot ' 

. A.. Education and Employm~nt Req\1'irements 

, states would. be required to put i~to 'place proqrams designed 
to ~eep pregnant anQ parenting teens in school. , States would.~e 
required to employ a system of bonuses to rewar~ teen parents who 

e" stay in school and sanctions tor those who fail to ,attend their 
education or employment traininq pr09ram., .' States "would have " 
discretion to set the bonus or sanctionlavel. within Qs~ablished 
parameters. While in most cases an educational activity would ,be 
mandated,!n some situations \an employment training activity or ' 
job C;,ould be substit.ut.ed. Thoa. t.eenparents whose incomea are 
below'185 percent of poverty and who need child ca're in order to 
attend school would be eligible for suchse~ices. 

B. Summer Activities ana Teen Earninqs 

St.ates also could @mploya'system of bonuses to Qnroll teen, 
parents in summer education or traininq activitieso Ineome 
earned during- these sWtUDer proqrams would be disreq.arcitld when 
calculating th. AFDC grant level and e1iqibi1ity, . 

" " 

, ", 

•.. 


http:substit.ut.ed
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A. 'Casu~Managem~nt ,f~rTe~ns on' AFOC 
, • 6 '. 

Statesvould be'required to ,put into place asY~tel'ftthat. 

proYide~ intensive case.~na9~ment servicEu~ to ';teen parente, on ' 

AFOC.lncreased funds v<;)\,11d be available to th'., states, throuqh 

the ']08S proqram,w,ith up to $400 million available byF,Y ~9 .. 


The re~ponsib1lities of case managers w,ould include, , 
assessinC) t;.he appropriateness of the teen parent's living 
arrangemonts;'providing',referrals to appropriate .erVic:ec,' such 
as child carel health care, and. educa.tional services: and, " 
facilita.ting-paternity establishment. To ensure that case 

'lQcsnagerts havQ tho capacity to effeetively implement the full 
ranC)e of theirresponsib-tlities, a <;ase l1ana9'em~nt ratio", vith an ' 
allowance (or stateflexibil ity, vould be establ ished. ' 

,', 

, w.~ ~'.' . .' .' ' 

. '.; 

.'.'. 

'.: , 

III .. 


