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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

0 Governors Drive

Pierre, Sauth Dakots 57501-2291

{805} 773.3185

EAX 1605} 773-4855

May 3, 1894

Margie Siagel

Natjional Governoris Assoclation
Hall of States

444 North Capltol 3Btate
Washington, D.C. 20001~1512

RE: Welfara Reform Update
Dexr Ms, S5iegal:

T writs this letter to comment upon the latest draft of the
Administration’s Welfare Reform Proposal which we recently received
and reviewed. Overall, Socuth Dakota agrees with many of the
Administration's proposals, along with the rationale for the sane.
A few matters which caugse concerns, however, are oubtlined below.

{3y This latest proposal ealls for adoption of the Uniform
Interstate Family Support Act {UIFSA) in an attempt to,sclve sone
of the problems associated with the interstate enforcemant ¢f child
support orders. This past legislative sesgion, South Dakota
adopted UIFSA which becomes effective July 1, 1994, We alinminated
Section 501 from the Uniform Act, however, which aliowed other
states to serve wage withhoelding corders directly upon in-state
anployers. In our opinlon, this particunlar provision would create
considerablie confusion and economic hardship upon South Daksta
onployers, and actually detract from the timely collection of
child support obligations. Scuth Daketa already has a very
effoctive wage withholding program in place which is successful in
both in-state and interstate cases. Over the yearsg, South Dakota
has alsc davelopsd a good relationship with its anployers in
honoring wags withholding orders, and collecting support in a
timely manner from their soployeeg. We balieve Section 501 of
UIFSA will result in strained employer relations, and also create
congiderabla dissension and confusion thersby reducing overall
child support collections., A number of other states have expraessed
similar concerns.
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. {2} This recent proposal alse 2alls for the c:eaticn of a
National Guidelines Commission which would review, and make
recoumendations regarding child support guidelines. If must bs
rocognized, however, that any guldslines adopted in any state must
take into consideration the dJgeographic and regional differences
related to the actual costs of raising children in one area of the
country as opposad to another area or region.

: (3) The proposal also calls for performance based’incentives
in the areas of paternity establishment and child suppert
collectiona. If such an incentive program is to be implemented,
howaver, ITndian raservation cases should be exXcluded from the
overall incantive program, if the states cannst acquire
jurisdiction over a Nativa Amarican absent parent, his income, or
his assets, This is a very problamatic issue for the State of
South Dakota since approximately one«third of cut~of~wedlock births
invelve this jurisdictional problen.

{4) Finally, the administration's proposal calls for a sinmple,
adninistrative process for adjusting ¢hild support obligations, and
algo calls for the automatic adjustment of child support awards.
A purely administrative process which requires the adjustment of
ehild support awards previcusly astablished by s court order may be
unconstituticnal in South Daketa, and othar states, under the
separation of powers dcctrine. Similariy, an automatic adjustment
in a person's child support obligation without the showing of 2
changs in circumstances may not be valid or withstand judicial
¢challenge in South Dakota, and other states.

If you have gquestions regarding these comments, or nead
additional information, pleass contact me., Thank you for your
consideration ¢f thase mattersa.

Sincerely,

. b, St

Jamas W. Ellenbescker _
v/ Secretary _ !

LeTods D(ruc& Reed, White House Staff
Terry Walter, Program Administrator
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South Dakota Governor Walter D, Miller’s Meeting Wich

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant ¢o the President for Domestic Policy
December 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
Scction 1115 Walver Reguest August 2, 1993 in order to implement five program changes by April
1994 . Approval of South Dakota’s Section 1115 Waiver Request will allow the statc make the
following changes: .
I

A. Social Contracis with AFDC recipients. Al adult AFDC recipients would be asked to
enfer nto & social contract 1o ke the steps necessary to work toward independence. | The contract
eilects a philosophy that public assistance is femporary, so recipients must make an effort 10 get off

weltare,  This means seiting gosls and developing plans to get education or raining for a job and
scif»saﬁzcmzzcy ;
B. Time-limited Benelits, Afler completing a socisl contract, recipients would be assigned 10
cithor an employment or edueation track,  The cmployment track may last up to 24 months; the
education track can be approved for up to 60 months. The average length of education for most
recipients s 24 months, and a thotough assessment is made before education iy approved.  In either
track, recipients would receive 100 percent of their AFDC benefits while participating in activities
that lead to completing education or finding full-time {:mpii}ymenz Adult n:cipienz‘; who fail 1o
complete an employment or education frack would participate in community service, pzm -time
employment and other activities. ‘

C. A "Voluntary Quit" Employment Policy. Pcople should not guit 3 job without good
cause and expect to receive public assistance. Under this change, recipienis who voluntarily
terminate employment without good cause may ose AFDC benefits for three months, The children
would remain eligible for Medicaid, Returuing to employment would restore benefits.

D. Employment Incentives For Teenagers. To encourage a positive attitude toward work,
teenagers who are full-time students in AFDC households would be allowed 10 have a modest car
(value less than $2500) and save up to $1,000 of their camings for futere education and other needs.

E. Transitional Employment Allowances. A Transitional Employment Allowance is a one-
time payment desipned to help welfare recipients make the financial transition from welfare to
work, A quarter of South Dakata’s AFDC recipients who get off welfare because of employment
retam ta AFDC within three months, often because of financial difficuliies. 1t can be six o eight
weeks beiwsen a recipient’s last AFDC check and their first paycheck, so it can be difficult to pay
lyving oxpenses and the costs associated with taking a new job. Transitional Employment
Allowances can help welfars recipients make ends meet during their first month on the job.
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STATUS OF SOUTH DAKOTA’S SECTION {115 WAIVER REQUEST: !

South Dakata’s Departnent of Social Services has been working with HHS® Administration
for Children & Families {ACF) 1o resolve foderal concerns so that our waiver ¢an be implemented
in April 1994, in September, the State received 5 written respouse on issues of i”eéem | concern and
the state provided a writicn response to those concerns.

A follow-up a conference call between state and federal staff was made in QOclober 1o
discuss South Dakota’s respoanse to ACF concerns and anether writton response to those concemns
was submitied in November.

While we are stilt awaiting a response on these concems, 3t appears that e only mugjor
issue to be resolved is how Sowh Dakota’s Section 1115 Waiver Reguest iy to be avotuated.

THE EVALUATION METHODOLOGY--SOUTH DAKOTA’S CONCERN

i South Dakota’s waiver request proposes a "Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation™ methodology
as opposed W a "Ralom Control Group Evaluation®.  Under a "Random Control Geoup
Evalustion” methadology, & portion of the state would be selected as a control group in which half
of the welfare regipients would be served by the current program while the other half would be
affected by the proposed waiver request program changes.

I Under the Siagle Group Pre-Post Evaluation methodelogy South Dakota’s waiver request
peoposal would be implemented statewide and each year of the waiver request would be evaluated
in comparison to 3 base year prior to implementation of the waiver.  To insure an accuraie
evaluation against the base year, variables such as unemployment rotes, caseload size, per capita
income, and other cconomic considerations would be faciored into the evaluation methodology so
that the state’s post-waiver welfare program can be reliably compared o the state’s pre-waiver
program.

1] We feol that a Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation is cssentisl {o the sucesss of South
Dakota’s welfare reform efforts because restricting Section 1115 Waiver Request program changes
to 2 small geographic arca would defeat the intent and purpose of our request which is to enhance
the state’s existing Family Support Act (JOBS) program activitics,

South Dakots Opposes Random Contro]l Group Evaluation. A Random Control Grou;ﬁ
Evalugtion would create 8 number of very critical problems for South Dakota: '

1. The aecessity for two (2} complex automated digibility & tracking systems. The state would need
1o establish # separste antomated eligibility and tracking systenm separate and parallel to our existing
system. Because South Dakota’s welfare programs are highly centralized at the state level,
malntaining two very complex, inter-linked statewide computer systems and fraining staff to work
with both, creaies extremely cumbersome administrative problems {or the state. We feel that the
state would be better served to coramit its financial and staffing resowsrces 10 helping our recipients
become self-sufficient.
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2. Equity and fairness in serviag the stafe’s welfare recipionts, We feel that i is politically and
socially unacceptable to penalize rceipients by providing services 1o some recipients while excluding
others, For example, one teerager would be allowed to have a car and a savings account while
another teenager client would not; one famidy would be peaalized for voluntarily quitting
employment while another would not; one recipient family would be affected by time-limited
benefits, but another would sot, one family would receive a Transitional Emploment Allowance
while another would not, %

South Dakota is a smalt state and rcaipicnis know each other. They would be confused and
fec! discriminated against by apparent difforences in treaiment, creating a negative zmaggﬁ for the
agency and the state,

3. Lack of representative area to 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 not be sufficient observations in
each group for such a design. South Dakota is extremely diverse in population distribution,
sconomic facrors, unemployment rates, roservation populations, ctc.-- it is impossible to find an aren
of the siate that is both representative of the state a5 a whole and that contains a sufficient aumber
of similar recipients. In short, South Dakota does not bave anyrone area that accurately represents
the entire state.

There are only two major population centers—~Rapid City and Sioux Falls-and they are
distinctly separated by geography, culture and economie factors.  Economie growth varigs in small
pockets throughout the state, being strong in counties close to the Interstate highways and the Black
Hifls to slugzish in other arcas.

The state’s unemployment rate is approximately 3.3 percent for the siate as a whole E}m U
to 50 percent on the state’s five major Indian reservations. Population 18 widely disbursed; only 13
of 66 counties have population over 10.000 peaple, 29 counties have population less than 5,000
people and three countics have population over 30,600 people,

4. Difficulty serving state’s extremely diversv welfare caseload. Five of South Dakots’s reservation
arcas have the highest number of welfare cases, roughly a third (2,888 cases) of the state’s entire
cascload. None of these areas are large enongh for a Random Control Group Evaluation.

[t is alsc extremely difficult to compare reservation counties with nom-reservaticn counties -
due o cultural differences, the role of tribal governments, lack of ceconomic development and
infrastructure, high poverty and the fact that reservations operate their ows Famidy Support Act
{IOBS 3 programs.

{ther areas of the state with high cascloads are the state’s five larger communities which
have another third of the state’s entire casestoad (2,325 cases): Rapid City-1,004, Sioux Fallg--796,
Abcrdeen--242, Watertown--142, and Miichell--14].

As a result, nearly three-fourths of the state’s weifare caseload is distributed among the fi ive
multi-county areas with reservations and the state’s five largest communities,

It is also statistically impossible to oblain a valid caseload sumple that accumteiy represents
the staie because 44 countins bave less than 180 cases and only § counties have mom than 300
casgs, and because there are sigeificant differences in caseload tumover and damcgm;}hi{:s from one
arca of the state to anothgr, )
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South Dakota Favars A Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation Method.

t
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The University of South Dakota’s Business Research Buresy hag documented that a Single-
Group Pre-Post Evaluation methology i3 a legitimate process for evaluating the state’s waiver
request and defermine cost-seutralify,

A Single Group Pre-Post Evaluation can adequately and accurately messure the outcome of
the waiver demonstration project without the burdensome disadvantages that a Random Control
Group Evaluation would impose.

The state can use its existing automated eligibility system rather than create asecond
similarly sophisticated system. Necessary madifications to the existing system can be made with
minimal expense, time and s1aff resources.

|

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

The Single Group Pre-Post Bvaluation method allows statewide application of South
Dakota’s Scetion 1115 Waiver Request.  Random Control Group Evalnation areas in maost other
states are much larger than South Dakota’s Single CGroup Pre-Post Evaluation area would be when
applied statewide because South Dakota has puly 702,000 people and 7,000 weltare fmmidies.

:

South Dakota’s sophisticated automated eligibility and fracking system routingly provides the
state with immediate data that can be used to give the state a montlhy determination of cost-
neuirality. :

E
i

Approval of Souih Bakota’s Section 1115 Waiver Reqguest is essontial if South Dakota 18 1o
successfully eshance and expand its existing Family Support Act (JOBS) programs and reduce
welfare dependency.  South Dakota’s welfare reform proposal complements currant national
rhetoric about welfare reformewe're frying to do something about it In aidition, we have broad-
based support within the state for our welfare wiorm proposals,  We feel that owr Sechion 1115
Waiver proposal can make a sigaificast difference i the bives of those South Dakotans who need
our help to become independent and self-supporting.
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