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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

700 Governors Or.. 
Pierre. South Oakota 51501·2291 

1605) 773·3165 
FAX (605) 773·4855 

May 5, 1994 

lIargie Slegel
National Governor's Association 
Hall of state. 
444 North Capitol state 
Washington, D.C. 20001-1512 

RE: Welfare Reform Update 

Dear Ms. Siegel: 

I write this letter to oomment upon the lat••t dratt of the 
Administration's Welfare Reform Proposal which we recently received 
and reviewed. Overall, South Oakota agrees with !IIany of the 
Administration" proposal., along with the rationale for the same. 
A few matters which cause concerns, however, are outlined below. 

(1) This latest proposal oalls for adoption of the Uniform 
Interstate Family support Act (UI1SA) in an attempt to;solve some 
of the problems associated with tlte interstate sntorc::ement of child 
support orders. This past legislative session, South Dakota 
adopted VIFSA wlticlt become. effective July 1, 19~4. We eliminated 
Section SOl from the Uniform Aot, however, which ~llowed other 
states to serve "age withholding orders directly upon in-state 
employers. In our opinion, this particular provision would create 
considerable confusion .. nd economic hardship upon South Dakota 
employers. and actually detract from the timely collection of 
child support obli....tion... South Dakota already has a very
effective wage withholding- program in place wlticlt is successful in 
beth in-state and interstate case.. OVer the year., South Oakota 
haa also developed a good relationship with its employers in 
honoring wage withholding: orders, and collecting support in a 
timely manner frol1\ thei" employe"". We bellev" S.ction 501 of 
UIFSA will result in strained employer relations, and also create 
conaiderable dissension and contusion thereby reducing overall 
child support collectiQn.~ A number ot other states have .xpressed
similar concerns. 
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(2) This recent proposal a180 calls tor the creation of a 
National Guidelines Commission which would review; and make 
reco1llmendaUons re<;lard1n<;l child support guidel1ne". It must be 
recognized, however; that any guidelines adopted in any state must 
take into considerotion the geographic and regional differences 
related to the actual costs ot ra1sin9 children in one area of the 
country as oppos&d to another area or reqion. 

(3) The proposal also calls tor performance based; 1ncentivQS 
1n the areas of paternity establishm.nt and chi+d support
oell.otions. If such an incentive proqram is to be implemented, 
however, Indian reservation cases should. be excluded from the 
overall incentive program, it the state. cannot acquire 
jurisdiction over a Native American absent parent, his'incom9, or 
his a .....t... This is .. very problematic: issue for the State of 
South Dakota since approx:imatQly one-third ot out-of-wedlock births 
involve this jurisdictional problem. 

(4) Finally, the administration'. proposal calls for a simple, 
administrative process tor adj".tin<;l child support obligations, and 
also calls tor the automatie adjustment of child support awards. 
A purely administrative process Which requires the adjustment of 
child support awards previously established by a court order may be 
unconstitutional in South Oakotllt and other states, under the. 
separation ot powers doctrlne6 Similarly, an automatic adjustment 
in a person'" child support obliqation without the showing of a 
chanqa in circumstances ~mAy not be valid or withstand judicial 
challenge in South Dakota, and othar statea~ 

If you have questions reqllrding these co:mments, or need 
additional information, please contact me. Thank you for your 
consideration of these Matters. 

Sinc.r.ly, 

James W. EllGnbeeker 
, Secretary 

ec: ~uee Reed, White House Staff 

Terry Walter, Program Administrator 


http:Sinc.r.ly
http:establishm.nt


, , 
South Dakota Governor Walter D. Miller's Meeting With 
Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy 
necember 17. 1993 

South Dakota Department of Social Services' 

Section 1115 Waiver Request 


As part of Govenor Miller's welfare reform initiative, the State of South Dakota submitted a 
Section 1115 Waiver Request August 2,1993 in orner to implement five program changes by April 
1994 _ ApprovaJ of South Dakota's Section 1115 Waiver Request will allow the state make the 
following changes: ' 

A. Social Cuntrads with AFnC recipients. All adult AFDC recipients would be asked to 
cnter into a social contract to take the steps necessary to work toward independence. i The contract 
reflects a philosophy Ihai public assistance is tcmpol"'dl)'. so rt.'Cipients must make an effort to get off 
weltare. This means sening goals and developing plans to get education or training for a job and 
self~sumciency, 

, 
S, Time-limited Benefits. Atlcr completing a social contract, recipients would be assigned to 
either an employment or education track. l1\c employment track may last up to 24 months; the 
education track can be approved for up to 60 monlhs, The average lenglh of education for mo~t 
r'(.-cirients is 24 months, and a thorough asscssmcnt is made betore education is <tppm~ed_ In either 
track, recipIents would receive 100 percent of their AFDC benefits while participating' in activities 
thut lcad to completing education or finding full-time employment. Adult recipiems who fail to 
complete an employment or education track would participate in community service. part-time 
employment and other activities. 

C. A "Voluntary Quitl! Employment Policy. People should not quit a job without good 
cause and expect to receive public assistance. Under this change, recipients who voJufilarHy 
terminate employment without good cause may lose ArDe benefits for three months, The children 
would remain eligible for Medicaid, Returning to employment would restore benefits. 

O. Employment Incentives ror Teenagers. 'fo encourage a positive attitude toward work, 
teenagers who are full~timc students in AFDC households would be allowed 10 have a modest car 
(value less than $2500) and save up to $1 fOOO of their earnings for future education and other needs, 

E, Transitional Employment Allowanc.es. A Transitional Employment AJlowance is a onc~ 
time payment designed to help welfare recipient .. make the financial transition from welfare to 
work, A quarter of Soulh Dakota's AFDC recipients who get otT welfare because of employment 
j'clUm to AFDC within three months, often because offinuncinl difficulties. I! clln be,six to eight 
weeks between a recipient's la.<;t AFOC check and their I1rst paycheck. so it can be dinicult to pay 
!iving expenses and the costs associated with taking a new job. Transitional Employment 
Allowances can help welfare recipients make ends meet during their first month on th~ job, 
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STATUS OF SOUTH DAKOTA'S SECTION 1115 WAIVER REQUEST: 


Soulh Dakota's Dcptlrtment of Sodal Services has been working willi HHS' Administration 
for Children & Families (ACF) to resolve federal concerns so that our waiver can be implemented 
in April 1994. In September, the State received a written rt:spvnsc on iS$\lC5 of federal ooncem and 
the state provided a written response to tbose concerns. 

A follow-up;) conference can between state and federal staff was made in October to 
discuss South Dakota's response to ACF concerns and another wrilhm response to those concerns 
was submitted in November. 

While we are still awaiting a response on these concerns, it appeurs that Ihe (Jnly major 
issue /0 he re,mil'{!ti is flow Sumft Dakota', .. Sec/ian /115 W'liver Request if to be (!l·a/unfed. 

THE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY··SOUTH DAKOTA'S CONCERN 

[] South Dakota's waiver request proposes a "Single Group Pre~I}(lst Evaluation". metllodology 
as opposed to a "Random Control Group Evaluation". Under a "Rnndom Control Group 
Evaluation" methodology, a portion of the state would be selected as a control group in which half 
of the welfare recipients would be served by the current program while the other half would be 
affected by the proposed waiver request program changes. 

[] Under the Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation methodo!Qgy South Dakota's waiver request 
proposal would lx! implemented statewide and each year of the waiver request would be evaluated 
in comparison to a base year prior to implementation of thc waiver. To insure an accurate 
evaluation against the base year, variables such as unemployment rates, caseload size. per capita 
income, and other economic considerations would be factored into the evaluation methodology so 
that the state's post~wajver welfare program can be reliably compared 10 the state's p~-wajver 
program. 

lJ We fcel that a Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation is essential 10 lhe success of South 
Dakota's welfare reform efforts because restricting Section I! 15 Waiver Request program changes 
to a small goographk area would defeat the intent and purpose of our request which is to enhance 
the state's existing Family Support Act (JOBS) program activities. 

SQuth Dakota Opposes Random Control Group Evaluatiun. A Random Control Group 
Evaluation would create a ntlmber of very critical problems for South Dakota: 

1. The neecssity for two fl) complex automated eligibility & tracking systems. The state would need 
to establish a sepamte automated eligibility and tracking system separate and parallel to our existing 
system" Because South Oakota's welfare programs are highly centralized at the state level, 
maintaining two very complex, inter-linked statewide computer systems find training staff to work 
with both, creates extremely cumbersome administrative problcms for the state. We feel that the 
state would be better served to commit its financial and staffing reSources to helping our re<::ipients 
become self·sufficient. 
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2, Equity and faim~ in serving tbe state's wclfar-e recipients. We feel that it is politically and 
socially unacceptable to penalize recipients by providing services to some recipients while excluding 
others, For example, one teenager would be allowed to have a car and a savings account while 
another teenager client would not; one family would be penalized for voluntarily quitting 
employment while another would not; one rL'Ciplcnt family would be affected by time:.limited 
bcndits, but another would Hot; one family ...,..ould receive a 'fransitional Emploment Allowance 
while another would not, i 

South Dakota is: a small state and recipients know each other. '!1lCY would b~ confused and 
ICc! discriminated against by apparent differences in treatment, creating a negative imnge for the 
agency and the state. ' 

3, Lack -of representative area ttl conduct such an evaluation. South Dakota's small number of 
welfare recipients is not substantial, therefore, assigning the client base to two evaluation groups is 
undesirable from a statistics perspective because there simply would nol be sufficient observations in 
each group for such a design, South Dakota is extremely diverse in popUlation distribution, 
economic factors, unemployment rates. reservalion populations, etc.~~ it is impossible to find an arca 
of the state that is both representative of the state as a \vhole and that contains a sufficient number 
of similar recipients. In short, South Dakota docs not ha.ve any'onc arca that accurately represents 
the entire state. 

There are only two major population ccntcrs-~Rapid City and 5ioux Fall~-a:nd they are 
distinctly scpanitcd by geography, culture and economic factors. Economic growth varies in small 
pockels throughout the state, being strong in counties close to the Interstate highways and the Block 
Hills to sluggish in other areas, 

The state's unemployment rate is approximately 3.3 percent for the state as a whole but up 
to 50 percent on the state's five major Indian reservations. Population is widely disbursed; only 15 
of 66 countics have population over 10,000 people, 29 counties have population less than 5,000 
people and three counties have population over 30,000 people. 

4, I>ifficulty serving state's extremely diverse l\'clfarc casdoad. Five of South Dakota's reservation 
areas have the highest number of welfare cases, roughly a third (2,8.80 cases) of the state's entire 
c.a.seload, None of these areas arc large enough for a Random Control Group Evaluation, 

It is also extremely difficllit to compare reservation counties with non-reservation counties 
due to cultural differences, the roll:: or tribal governments, lack of cconomic developmcnt and 
infrastructure, high poverty and the raci that reservations operate their own Family Support Act 
(lOllS) program" 

Other areas of the state with high casc10ads are the state's five larger communities which 
have another third of the state's entire cascsload (2,325 cases): Rapid City~-I ,004, Sioux Falls~~796. 
Abcrdccn--242, Watertown-~142, and Milchdl·~141. 

As a result. nearly three-fourths of the state's welfare caseload is distributed among the five 
multj·county areas with reservations and the state's five largest communities. 

It is also statistically impossible to obtain a valid caseload sample thal accurately represents 
the stale because 44 counties have less than 100 cases and only 5 counties have more' than 300 
cases, and because there are significant differences in caseload Wm0VC( and demographies from one 
area of the state to another, 
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South Dakota Favors A Sillgte Group Pre~P(}st Evaluation Method. 

The Univcrsi1Y of South Dakota's Business Research Bureau has documented ,thai a Singlc
Group Prc-I}ost Evaluation mcthoiogy is a legitimate process for evaluating the state' ~ waiver 
request and determillc cost~lieutmlity. 

A Single Group Pre~Posl Evaluation can adequately and accunttdy measure the outcome of 
the waiver demonstration project without thc burdensome disadvantages that a Random Control 
Group Evaluation would impose. 

'rhe statc can use its existing aulomated eligibility system rather than create a;second 
similarly sophisticated system, N~sary modifications to the existing system can be' made with 
minimal expense, time and staff rCSQurtcs" 

In addition, program changes under the waiver can be applied fairly and equitably, 
statewide, to all of the state's welfare recipients. All of the state's welfare recipients ,would have 
the opportunity to benefit from the lltate's welfare reform efforts. 

The Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation method allows statewide application o~ South 
Dakota's Section 1115 Waiver Request. Random Control Group Evaluation areas in most other 
states are much larger than South Dakota's Single Group Pre~Post Evaluation area would be wnen 
applied statewide hecalt~c South Dakota has only 702,000 people and 7,000 welfare families. 

I 
South Dakota's sophisticated automated eligibility and tracking system routinely provides the 

state with immediate data that can be used to give the state a montlhy delennination ~f cost
neutrality. 

Approval of South Dakota's Section 1 t 15 Waiver Reqllcst is cssential if South Dakota is 10 

successfully enhance and expand its existing family Support Act (JOBS) programs and reduce 
welfare dependency. South Dakota's welfare refoml proposal complements current national 
rhetoric about welfare rcform~~we're trying to do something about it in addition, we bave bmad
based support within the state for our \vclfare reform proposals. We feel thal our Seetion 1115 
Waiver proposal ean make a signJficam difference in lhe lives of those South Dakotans who need 
our help to become independent and self-supporting. 
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