F AMILY STABILITY AND WORK ACT OF 1995 . (MINK- SUBSTITUTE)

- RETAINS ENTITLEMENT STATUS AND BENEFITS ARE NOT TIME LIMITED

' Entltlement for needy famllres would be preserved States would contrnue to pay tor benefrts |
with"a federal match (uncapped entitlement). A

Current law. provisions regardmg‘ client protections dué process and rules regarding
eligibility would be. retained. There would be no time limits on recerpt of benefits. Only :

- recrptents who fail to "play by the rule” would be cut-off.

‘No arbitrary reduction of beneﬁts‘f'or legal 1mmigrants, fer teen mothers, for children born to

families receiving aid, or for children whose parernity has not been established.

Special eligibility rules for two parent farnrhes would be ehrnmated

EXPANI)S JOBS CREATES THE JOB CREATION AND WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM

Greater ﬂexrbrhty for states in operarmg the JOBS program and desrgmng new work program -

States would be required to achreve the followmg partrcrpatron rates: 15% in FY 1997 rising
. by %. each year untrl 50% in FY 2003 (and thereafter). :

. Al recrprents would be requrred to partrcrpate in work activities in accordance with their self-
- . sufficiency plans following the completion of educational and training actrvmes States would *

have ﬂexrblltty in desrgmng this work program

Fundmg for the enhanced JOBS program would be $1 5 brlllon in FY 1997 rlsmg to $5 0

 billion‘in FY 2001. Bonuses of 10% would be given if the number of AFDC recipients who .
- leave the AFDC system for. employmenz in a year exceeds 1/4 of JOBS participants in FY

1998, 1/3 of JOBS partrcrpants in FY 1999 and 1/2 of JOBS partrcrpants in FY 2000

EXPANDS CHILD CARE

[

Chrld care guarantee for AFDC JOBS participants Wou*ld be maintained.

b 1

“ Transitional Child Care extended one addltlonal year or until the farmly s income exceeded

200% of poverty

The federal match increased by 10 %, and the ‘cappeti ent'itl‘ement (At-Risk) would be $0.8

. billion in FY 1997 rising to $2.8 billion in. FY 2001. The CCDBG would be re—authorrzed at -

$1 0 billi ion in FY 1996 rising to $3.5 billi ion in FY 2001

MAKINGi WORK PAY |

I

Earned incorne,disre’gards;increased to $200 per month for the first year, then 5%170 thereafter.

For up 0 two yéars after leaving AFDC earned income would be drsregarded for Food

: Starnps or Federal Housmg assistance until the family reached 200% of poverty

Transitional Medicaid would be extended an additional year or until the famrly reaches 200%

~ of poverty, and the chrldren would retam eltgtbrhty until they reached age 18

FINANCING . -

L

The costs of the- provrsrons would be offset by al: 75% raise (to 36.23%) in the top corporate :
income tax rate. This would raise an esumated 57’0 25 billion over five years.

-



INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995
(THE DBMzCLEMENT-TANVER-S’I’ENHOLM-LINCOLN—'I’HURMAN PAYNE SUBSTITUTE)

ENTITLEMENT TO A SHARED FEDERAL—STATE PROGRAM

e . Unlike the Contract wrth America, the Deal bill demonstrates a commrtment to the well-being
of our nation’s children by retaining the entitlement status of AFDC. Rather than slashmg
funding to states, the bill mamtams the Federal commitment to welfare as a shared Federal
and state responsmlhty

WORK

¢ - The Work First program is created. States have five years to develop their own model; in the

. interim, a Federal model will be used that requires a mutual responsibility agreement,
participation of 30 hours per week, and benefit receipt based on the number ‘of hours in

.attendance at assigned ‘activities. Families can be denied benefits permanently. for failure to
accept a job offer. : ' '

" Families assigned to Work First and then to Workfare will have a four-vear time limit (less if
state does not have a workfare program, or more if the recipient combines work and welfare).

¢ _;“States must meet participation requiremeénts. By 2003, the. patticipation raté increases to 52
percent. Failure to meet the partrcxpatlon requrrements can result in a reduction of Federal
AFDC payments by 5 percent. - S ,

e  The bill reinforees the.central‘valu_e of work by making work more attractive than welfare:
' States may allow working recipients to keep more of their earnings; families who lose
. eligibility because of their increased earnings will retain Me;:dicaid coverage for a longer
* period; and, child care funds will be available to those who leave welfare for work. The
 message sent is that a famrly does not have to face increased hardship by leavrng welfare and
going to work :

" RESPONSIBILITY

*  The bill puts real teeth into child support enforcement. Families seeking assistance must
' cooperate with the child support agency as a condition of eligibility. States are provided with
the necessary tools to increase enforcement and collection of child support--deadbeat parents:
* face the seizure of assets to satisfy overdue child support umversal wage withholding; and,
" revocation of drivers and professronal hcenses

: TEEN PREGNANCY

K Teen parents are requrred to hve at home or under responszble adult supervision. Responsrble
~ behavior is encouraged by mcreasmg or decreasing benefits recerved by teen parents by 25
percent dependmg on school attendance :

¢

: CHILD CARE

‘ '0 A Major child care programs aré repealed two child care entxtlement _programs, are created

B ~ under the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG} one for AFDC remplents who are workmg or

participating in approved activities, and for. persons who have left’ AFDC due to work within
the previous 12 months; another is-a capped entttlement from Wthh states are to fund chlld

 care for other. Tow income- fﬁmtlzeq : oo :



CHILD PROTECTION_

e The entitlement to Foster Care, Adepnon Assrstance and Independent meg is mamtamed
Several child protection programs are consolidated into a new block.grant; the block grant
will be funded at the current servrces level of the consolxdated programs

SSI REF ORMS

.t

LI Indlvrduahzed functlonal assessment (IFA) is repealed | for SSI kids; SSA must develop a new

determined krds within ten months of enactment. Continuing disability revxews are reqmred
at'least every three years for every child recetvmg SSI (w1th exceptrons)

' _A‘° . SSI disability benefits are demed for those whose dtsablllty is related to addiction to alcohol
or-other dmgs savmg an esnmated $1.7 billion over 5 years

' NON-CITIZENS

.« Sponsor deeming under SSI Food Stamps ‘and AFDC is extended until the mtmrgrant attams
s citizenship (with some exneptlons) * However, no immigrant would lose Medicaid coverage as
a result of sponsor deemmg rules 'I‘he afﬁdavrt of support is made legally bmdmg

. The 1mmrgrant provxsxons are expected to save $3 billion over ﬁve years. (compared to savmgs L
- of $21 billion over five years from the Corrtract s proposal)

STATE FLEXIBILITY

. States are given the ﬂexrbrlxty to desxgn programs and estabhsh pohmes in a broad range of
" areas, including: work programs the establishment of time limits, eligibility for mmor :
* - parents, the treatment 'of earnings, policies targeted to two-parent families; and admmrstrat;ve
systems Wthh should ease the applrcatlon and ehglbrhty detenmnatton processes -



AN ANALYSIS OF THE TALENT AI\fH*ZNDMENT ON. ‘WORK
PARTICIPATION RATES IN H.R. 1214 '

Title I, as amended by Mr. Talent reqmres states to prowde work aCthithS to 10 percent of all
families. in 1996, rising to 27 percent in 2000 and to 50 percent by 2003. The Talent amendment
“does not change the separate work participation rate for two-parent families (that increases from -50-
percent in 1996 to 90 percent in 1998 and thereafter) or the penalty for failing to meet the annual

‘participation standards (the Secretary can .reduce the block grant by up to 5 percent). '

The Talent amendment increases the rate at which the participation requirement for all families is -
phased-in. In the original version of H.R. 1214, the participation rate increased from 4 percent m FY
1996 to 50 percent in FY 2003. Now the rate starts at 10 percent; rises much more rapidly prior -
until FY 2000, but remains the same after that year. The participation requirement still reaches 50
percent in FY 2003." It is also important to note that the participation rates for all families in the .
Talent amendment are almost 1dent1cal to those in the Deal bill.,

These changes ma‘ke the work reqmrement more strmgent in the years prior to FY 2001. Under
current law, 17 percent of welfare recipients are working or participating in JOBS activities. Under
 the Talent amendment, PRA surpasses this level in FY 1998 when the participation rate reaches 20
percent.. In the orxgmal versmn of H R 1214 PRA dld not surpass this level until FY 2001

The partlclpatlon rates for two-parent famxhes remain at very high levels under the Talent

~ amendment. - The Congressional’ Budget Office stated in their review of two-parent requxrements in
H.R. 1214 that the "literature on welfare-to-work programs, as well as the experience with the JOBS
- program to date, indicates that states are unlikely to obtain such high rates of participation." They
estimate that given the two-parent participation requirements contained in H.R. 1214, each of the 54
jurisdiction would fail the mandatory work requirement in 1998, 1999 and 2000. This remains
unchanged under the Talent amendment

' The Talent amendrnent also mcludes language that is much more spectﬁc about the requtrement that
one-parent in all families who have received benefits for two years must participate in work activities.
The language now spec1ﬁes that this requirement would apply to one-parent families ‘with children
‘over 5 (with-a state option to exempt 20 percent of these fainilies from the requirement) and to all.
two-parent families (with an exemption of 10 percent). However, it does not appear that these
provisions actually impose a significant requirement on states. The penalttes associated with
participation in work activities do not apply to these requirements -- rather, they only apply to the
participation rates discussed above. Since there is no "teeth” to these prov151ons states would not"
view them as requxrements and would not be likely to comply Co

The bill Stlll contains the prowsnon that states could use caseload reductions that result from state

~ policy to offset their required work participation rates. Given that participation levels are increased
" and no extra funding is provided, statesstill would face strong mcenttves to initiate state time limit

requirements to terminate benefits. , Terminating benefits is less expenswe than operatmg a ‘'work
program on the scale required. ‘ _ S

In sum, the effect of these provisions is to make the work requirements for all families more
stringent -- but only in the years prior to FY 2001. However, the low participation rates from
FY 1996 through FY 2000 were the one of the primary provisions on which the Adminstration .
-based its "weak on work" argument. Moreover, given the high participation rates for two-
parent famnilies, tates are hkely to choose to take the penalty rather than meet the partxcxpatxon :
rate. B :
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After Z“Yeafs*

-After 2 years, cash welfare would end. Work: First rec1p1ents

would be expected to move into jobs. Recipients who fail to take,

- any job offered or who fail to make a good faith effort to find:
.work will be terminated from aid. For recipients who have been

~ unable to find a job after the two years states would have four, i

options to ensure they go to work:

‘ (1) place people in subsidized prlvate or non—proflt jobs."
(2) run CWEP/workfare programs where persons work off their

~"benefits. ~ . ~
© (3) place people in community serv1ce jobs.'

. or - :
(4) terminate aid, ,and prov;de rec1p1ents with a welfare-to-work
_'voucher which could be used to encourage prospective private
employers to hire the reciplent. ‘[The value of the wvoucher would"
be equivalent to the expected cost of placing the reciplent ‘in

. one of the other work proqrams ]

f After 4 years,
.~ Option A: ' ' L
After 4 vears, henefits for the reclplent would end. States

would have the option of extending subsidized work beyond this
time for up to 15% of the caseload. o

option B: ..

After 4 years, benefits for adults and chlldren would end. StateS'-

" would have the option of extending subsidized work.beyond this

~ time for up to 15% of the caseload. States would have the option
- of contlnulng benefits to the children beyond ‘this time if it -
determined there were no jobs available for the adult.

ooy
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' “THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE N
Offered by Rep. Sam Gibbons -and Rep. Harold Ford

" 1. Work, First and Foremost -

work Is the cornerstone of a constructive welfare reform strategy. In the .
DEMOCRATIC plan, the number one priority Is work. Anyone who can work should move
to work as quickly as possible From the very first day on welfare, reciplents would be

" required to aggressively prepare for work and look for a jOb After two vyears, reciplents

would be requlred to work Of IOSG cash assistance.

t
v

'rhe DEMOCRATIC worl( Flrst prgg ram

°

Parﬂclpatlon rates States declde who participates and who is exempt,

7 SO long as:

In FY 1997, 15 percent of AFDC families participate

~ In-FY 1998, 25 percent of AFDC famliies participate
“In FY 1999, 30 percent of AFDC families participate™
"~ in FY 2000, 35 percent of AFDC familiies participate

in FY 2001, 40 percent of AFDC famillles participate

" In FY 2002, 45 percent of AFDC famllles particlpate
- In FY 2003, and each succeedlng year, 50 percent of AFDC famllies

participate.

; Self-sufflclenév plan.- Within 30 days (30 days at State cption) of being -
“determined eligible for AFDC, a self-sufficiency plan (contract of mutual

responsibility) must be developed for each adult recipient. The plan will .
explain how the State wiil help and what the reciplent wili do to find

| . employment. The plan will, on average, require 30 hours of activity per
‘week. It wili Identify the education, training and support services that will
‘be provided to reach the goal, and It will set a timetable for achieving the

goals. The "clock™ on any State-imposed limit on the length of benefits
cannot begin until the plan has been signed by both parties.

" Components of the State's work program.— Each State designs its own

program. Program components must at least inciude: (1) job placement,
job creation, and upfront job search by those recipients the State decides

. ‘can benefit from early job search; (2) a temporary subsidized empioyment

program or a plan for hiring - and holding accountable - independent

- placement companies and a community service/work experlence program;-

and (3) education, training and support services, with child care -
guaranteed for those the State determines need it in order to participate.

. pefinition of partlclpatlon - During the ﬂrst two-vears the adult:in the

family must be working or participating In the activities Identified in the
self-sufficlency plan. After two years, the adult must be working at least
30 hours (Includes on-the»job tralmng, communltv service, or subsldlzed

- WOI"K) .



- sanctions.- States determine env sanctlons and thelr duration. However
no benefits may be pald for anyone who refuses to.work, refuses to look
for work, or turns down a job. :

Time limits.—-  After 2 years, any adult In the famlly must work and
traditlonal cash welfare will end. If a person Is unable to find an - :
unsubsldized job, the State would use the money which would have been
spent on a welfare check to create. temporarv subsldized emplovment :
preferablv In the prlvate sector.

After 4 vears support woulid end, unless It was determlned that there i

were no private jobs avaliable that the person could perform. To recelve

additional support the adult In the famllv must contlnue to work for the

benefits recelved . ,

To ensure that the state did evervthlng posslble to try to move the adult

to work quickly; If the person recelves support beyond four years, the

' Federal match would then decline by 25 percent ~ and by the same
Increment In subsequent years untli It reached zero - for famllles receiving

.support after 4 years. .

Work First Fundlng.— wdrk First would replace the JOBS program. Under
Work Flirst, the Federal share would be 70 percent or the Medicald match
plus 10 percent, whichever is higher. However, beginning In FY 1999, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services Is authorized to modify the -
_Federal share to reflect State performance. l

Funding would be provlded as a capped entitlement to the States at the
following levels (mcludlng the $1 billion annuallv that is currently

. authorized): -

n FY 199?, $1.5 billion;

In FY 1998, $1.9 biillon;

in FY 1999, $2.8 billion;

in FY 2000, $3.7 billion;

~in FY 2001, $5. 0 blilion; and

" InFY 2002 and beyond the. fundlng level would be adjusted to f

accommodate mcreases In inflation and caseload

Coordination with earned income tax credlt.- state AFDC agencles
would be required to provide notice - in writing - of the availability of the
- EITCupon appllcatlon for and termination of cash assistance. Employers
would be required to inform new employees earning less than $30,000

- annually, of the optlon of recelvlng EITC payments In advance through
their payroll. N

~ child care.~ Combine the AFDC transitional child care program, the at-rlsk )
* chlid care program, and.that portion (75 percent) of the chiid care’

development block grant that Is currently used for direct child care

~ assistance. Merge these programs Into a capped entitlement under Title

. XxB of the social Securltv Act. Funds would total S1 3 blllion In FY 1997,



‘«:’f

.

with adjustments for inflation in each subsequent year. states must assure -

that no AFDC familly will be required to work, or have cash asslstance

terminated If chlld care Is needed and not provided.

" The remaining 25 percent of the child care development block grant

would continue as discretionary spending and be used to expand parental
cholce, Improve the avallabllity and qualitv of care, and promote health
and safetv o . .

Transition heaith benefits.~ Retain the current law -Medicald transition
(one year of Medicald), with one additional year using vouchers to deliver

. health care COSt EffECﬂVEIV

- Penailties for dlsplacement.—- No one requiredzbv the State to work
- under the Work First program may: (1) displace any currently employed

worker or position; (2) replace an employee who has been terminated to
fill the vacancy with a welfare reciplent; or (3) replace an lndlvldual who is
on |3Y0ff from the same or any equwalent DOSItIOﬂ .

" eive: states More nlscretion'

Basic State declslons. states' wpuld decide whp participates and who is
exempt, so long: as the participation requirements are met each vear.
They would also establish penalities for fallure to participate. ’

Let States reward work.- States could modlfy the treatment of earned
income to encourage work.

Permlt swtes to use wWork First Fundlng for ]ob creatlon. ‘States could
implement a grant diversion program, work supplementation, or another

- approach designed by the State. Any State that uses funds for job
" creatlon must place at least half of participants In private sector jobs.

States could enter Into performance-based contracts with private
employment firms. States also couid use the funds to support micro-
enterprise and self-employment efforts.

The Federai Role

' Accountabmty - Reqwre the Secretary to establish performance-based

measures and apply them to States in allocating funds In future years.

Success would bé measured by: (1) whether States prepare recipients to

work and help them find work, and how long the reciplent stays at work;
(2) whether the self-sufficlency plan the State develops for serving each

familly was actually carried out and resuited in a job; (3) whether the State
met the participation standards and @) whether famllles achleve self-
ufflclencv oy

| Plan approval *The Secretarv Of HHS, In consultation with the Secretary

of Labor, will revlew each plan and certify that it meets the requirements

‘of the Iaw



"o - Penalties for poor performance.~ The Federal share of AFDC
- .- administrative and benefit funds will be reduced, under a formula:
established by the Secretary, for States that fail to meet the accountabllity
standards Reductions would occur flrst In funds for State administratlon

n. pnorecr CHILDREN

Teen Pregnancy and Out-of-Wediock Births

. Teen pregnancy - and growth in the number of out-of-wedlock births - Is a

~ problem that must be addressed. But government alone cannot solve this problem. we

must help teenagers to have a vision for their own future and to delay parenthood untll

they are emotlonally and flnanclally capable of nurturing their child. That task requires

a concerted effort bv our communlt(es our rellgious leaders, parents, the medla, and
-pollticians. .

: . In the Family Support Act of 1 988, we recognized that it is wrong to encourage a
. teen parent to move out on their own, supported by the welfare system. So the Act
gave States flexibllity - permitting them to require young mothers to live at home as a
condition of receiving AFDC. Under-these circumstances States are also permitted to

- pay the welfare check to the parent of the minor mother ‘

" There are additional steps that shouid be taken todav to dlscourage teen
parenthood. Toward that enq the DEMOCRATS propose the following aiternative:

o . Estabiish incentives for responsible behavior.- Require minor parents -
to live at home (or, if that is not possible, under the supervision of.
-another adult or.in a group home) in order to be eligible for AFDC. Give
the benefit check only to the responsibie aduit. Require school-age = -
parents to stay in school. And require full cooperation ~ up-front, before
any beneflts are paid - with paternity establishment. efforts

o Aggresslvelx enforce -child support obligations asa means to hold
both parents responsible for suggortlng the chlid - That means
- working to establish awards in every case, ensurlng falr award Ievels and
collecting awards that are owed.

"0 - Reduce teen gregnancy and out-of-wedlock blrths. Lead a natlonal
: campaign against teen pregnancy; establish a national clearinghouse on
teen pregnancy prevention; and conduct demonstration projects of |
prevention approaches.

Steps like these 'wlll go a long way toward addtessl‘ng the problem we facé’wlth
. teen parenthood, wlthout unfalrly and unnecessarllv penalizlng the chlldren born lnto
these familles. . :



R

paterhity and Child Suggort Enforcement

A typical chud born in the ‘United States tedav will spend some time ina single—
parent home. Despite concerted -efforts by all levels of government, the current system
falls to ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent .
analyses by the Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child support collectlons is
approximately $48 biillon per year. Yet only $20 billlon In awards. are currently In place,
and only $14 bllllon:Is actually pald. :

The problem Is threefold.’ First for many chlldren born out-of-wedlock, achlld
support order Is hever established. Second, when awards are established, they are
often too low, are not adjusted for Inflation, and are not sufficlently correlated to the
earnings of the noncustodlal parent. And third; of awards that are established, the full

 amount of Chlld support Is collected in oniy about half the cases.

~ Both the Clinton Adminlstratlon and the women' S Caucus have pl’ODOSGd

comprehensive child support enforcement measures. There are many similarities

between these efforts. Child support is an Integral part of real welfare reform.

DEMOCRATS proposed that Chﬂd support be a part of welfare reform from day
one. From our perspectlve a comprehenslve Ch"d SUDDOIT enforcement package
would: _ , | | .

© - Replace the paternltv establishment provislon in the COntract w!th a
i tough, but more humane, requirement.- Require more rigorous, up-
front, cooperation with paternity, as the Clinton Administration has
“proposed, but don't punish the family for the failure of the State or the
court to act promptly. Instead, require the State to establlsh paternity
wlthin one year or face a penaltv

"0 ' work to establish awards In every case.~ Thls can be accomplished bv
: - streamiining the paternity establishment process, making cooperation
from mothers a real condition for recelving AFDC benefits, expanding
“outreach and education programs aimed at voluntary paternity
establishment, holding States to performance-based incentives for
improving paternity establishment rates and glvmg States admlnlstratlve
authority to establish awards. ,

-0  Ensure fair award levels Require universal, perlodic admlnlstratlve
' updating of awards for all cases; pass on more of child support collected
to famllies leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study
~ State guldelines and the desirability of uniform national guldelines. .

o Collect awards that are owed.~- Bring State administrative systems into
the 21st Century by requiring a central registry and centralized collection
and disbursement capabllity; establish a national ¢clearinghouse to aid with

-enforcement, particularly of Interstate cases; revoke professional,
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay child
support; use universal wage withhoiding, better asset and income

" information, easier reversal of fraudulent transfers of assets, interest and
- late penaltles on arrearages -expanded use of credit reportlng, easmg of



" bankruptcy-related obstacles, and wage-garnishment procedures for all
employees. Also establish a performance-based financing and Incentlve .
system. ‘ : ,

A complete child support package, Ilke this one, will send a clear message - to -

B both parents - that they are expected to support thelr famliles. That Is, the DEMOCRATS

believe, preclsely the klnd of message we want to send ‘with welfare reform

child Welfare and Foster Cgl’ ’

Our chlid welfare and foster care programs are part of this natlcn s most basic
safety-net for chlidren. These programs assure that any chlld who Is abused or
neglected wlll have a safe place to go. In recent years, there have been criticisms of
these programs, particularly of the limited capacity States have had to assist families
whose children require out-of-home care or who are at risk of such a placement. Critics
have also charged that chlldren who are unllkely to ever be able to return home have
been left too long in the limbo of foster care making adoption for these chlldren a
hoped for, but unllkelv outcome : » o

~ The Republican proposal would reduce funds for child protective services by an -
estimated $2.5 blllion over the next five years. We cannot place the fate of our most
vulnerable children to simple economics. In 1992, 440,000 chlidren  were in foster care in . -
the Unlted states. They deserve to know that they will be safe. S

To address these concerns, the Congress, In 1993, passed and the President :
signed into law, the Famlly Preservation Act. This new law encourages Innovatlve State
efforts to help families who are at risk of losing their children to foster care and )
revamps the burdensome administrative procedures that some believe have led to
unnecessarily long stays In foster care. The Family Preservation Act is Just now being
Implemented In the States. DEMOCRATS believe that the prudent course Is to allow
these reforms - which enjoyed blpartisan support - to take effect, monitor closely their -
success, and consider Improvements in future years as needed. To scrap the entire chiid
welfare and foster care system now and replace it with a loosely-defined block grant
that does not assure adequate protection for children would be fooihardy.

Keeping the Government out of Family Life

Far too often, Federal laws intervene in decisions that are best left to famllies.. -
DEMOCRATS are committed to assuring that no new and unnecessary Federal
requirements creep into the law, when such decisions are best left to families. Whether
the ideology expressed by such legislation is conservative or Iiberal is Irrelevant

' To that end, the DEMOCRATIC plan makes certain- that famllies wlll remaln
together in-tough economic times. It will encourage marriage by eliminating Federal
~ rules that discriminate against.the formation of famllies. And it wiii make certain that

-our Federal welfare rules do not encourage famillles to choose abortion as their only
viable choice.- :

specifically, the DEMOCRATIC plan would:
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_ o - Protect family. rights.~ Prohibit States from placing a chlld In an out-of-

’ home setting agalnst the wishes of the child's custodlal parent solely

. because of the economic circumstances marital status, or age of the
~parent.

o End dlscrlmln'atlon against two-parent famiiles. — Base AFDC eliglbllity -
" on need, having an eligible chlid, and living with a relative, rather than on
the employment status of one of- the parents (l.e., eliminate the 100-hour
rule). once ellglble for benefits, two-parent famllles would be subject to
the same work requ!rement:s as single-parent famllles

‘0 Encourage marriage.—- Ilmlnate the stepparent deeming rules to remove
the penalty agalnst marrlage by Iow-lncome parents. '

0 . Discourage abortlon.» Establish rlgorous,buthumane paternity
. establishment rules that hold parents of chlldren born out-of-wedlock .
responsible for thelr actions but don't deny them cash ald In hard-times
- and encourage abortion. s;milarly, family caps would be left to State
discretion. :

ssiDisabled Chiidren = = - e

" The DEMOCRATIC plan would ellmlnate abuses whl|e protecting disabled chiidren.
_Specifically, the DEMOCRATS would sngmflcantly restrict chllclhood disabmty benefits -
subject to abuse bv ..

'o~ K ellmlnatlng “maladaptlve behavlor" as a means of recelvlng beneﬂtS' o
And by dlrectlng the SOClal securlty Admlnlstratlon to: N

‘0o significantly tluhten the saverlty threshold In the Individuai
~ Functional Asses‘sment (IFA) criteria; and :

0 lncrease the use of standardized tests.

Eliminating "maladaptive behavior" from the so-called "domains" on which
benefits may be based would eliminate the possibllity of chlidren. recelving:benefits
because parents have coached them to misbehave. .Raising the severity threshold In the
Individual Functional Assessment would assure that only severely disabled chlidren-
would receive benefits, and increasing the use of standardized tests, In combination’

~with the other changes, would help to take teachers and princlpals out of the business
of assessing chlidren. 3 , ~

. The DEMOCRATIC proposal is more effectlve than the Republican blll Rather than
denying beneflts to severely disabled children, the DEMOCRATIC proposal eiiminates the
behavior categories which are subject to abuse in both the listings and the IFA. Thus,
.- the DEMOCRATS tighten the criteria In the areas where the most growth has occurred -
- behavior disorders. According to the General Accounting Office more growth has
‘ occurred in these areas of the Iistings than ln the IFA.
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.The DEMOCRATIC proposal assures that all chi!dren with signiﬂcant disabilities can
be evaluated for SSI eligibility based on a strict test of the overall disabling
consequences of thelr Impairments. It does not deny a chlid the chance to demonstrate -

-‘that a combination of impalrments has caused hlm to be as severelv disabled as a child

who meets or equals thie "StanS

m. 's'rAVTEfF‘LE‘xmun'vf

Remove CUmbersome Federal |I"ICOII18 and Asset Rules

Part of the welfare reform debate has centered on giving States more flexlblllty

~ DEMOCRATS agree. Our plan.would remove much of the Federal micromanagement

added to the law at the request of Republican Administrations over the past 15 years
and replace It with State discretion to make basic program decislons. State plans would
stili be requlred and HHS would }udge States on performance. ' :
s

. For example States would be granted authority to determine allowable assets
lncludlng the value of any car.a family may own and remain ellgible for cash assistance..
States would determine the treatment of any income of the famlly, such as earnings,
child support, stepparent Income and energy assnstance SO long as the State policies

encou rage WOFK

They would decide WhICh admlnistratlve procedures to use In determlnlng
eligibllity and benefit amount, including whether and under what terms to require
retrospective budgeting/monthly reporting by recipients. Federal rules on the
treatment of any lump sum income recelved by a family, establishing a gross income
limit, proscribing a nominal threshoid below which It Is not cost-effectlve to make an

- AFDC payment, and requiring.that the dollar value of benefits payments be rounded
. down to the next dollar WOUld be eliminated. Ali of these requirements were added by

Republican Administrations. DEMOCRATS belleve these decislons are best left to the
States. - | S L N

: In lleu of these prescnptlve Federal mandates states also would have dlscretion
under the AFDC program to: ' .

‘o Define the famlly unit and Impose family caps. Arkansas, Georgla
Indiana, Nebraska, New Jersey, and Wisconsin now Impose family caps
under a waiver.; A walver would no longer.be necessary under the
DEMOCRAT!C plan ‘

o . Require school attendance. reduce beneﬂts for fallure to attend :
_school, or provide Incentives for school.— Arkansas, Californla, Colorado,
connectlcut Florida, lliinois, indlana, Maryland, New York, Nebraska, Ohlo, .
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Vermont, Virginia,
Wisconsin, and Wyoming now Impose some form of these limits undera
‘walver. A walver would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC
plan. : . :
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0 . Determine asset amounts and automoblle value.- Alabama, California,
' - Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, lllinois, indlana, lowa, Michigan, Missourl,
New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah,
. Vermont, VIrglnla and wyoming vary these poiicies under a waiver.- A
~walver would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC plan

o ' Determine how to count child support income In determining AFDC
eligibiiity.-- Connecticut, Georgia, Mississippl, Oregon, vermont, and -
- Virginia alter the chlid support Income rules under a walver. Under the
DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver wouid no longer be necessary.

o Reward work, by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check
when famllles go to work.— California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida,
lliinols, Indlana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippl, Nebraska, New
Jersey, New York Oregon, Pennsylvania, sauth carolina, South Dakota,
uUtah, vermont, VIrglnla and Wisconsin have received walvers to modify
these rules to reward work. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would
no longer be necessary e} long as the State policy rewards work

o Encourage famllv formatlon by endlng dlscrlmlnatlon agalnst two-

. parent families and setting new ruies for accounting for stepparent
income.~ Mississippl and New York are doing this now by walver, for two-
parent families; Alabama, California, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, indiana,
lowa, Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, vermont,
virglnia, and WIsconsm are doing It now, for stepparents, but only by
waiver. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a walver would no longer be .
necessary. : ‘

o Require child Immunizations.- Colorado, Florida, Geergla, Indlana,
: Maryland, Michigan; Misslssippl, and South Carolina have walvers to permit
this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a walver would no longer be necessary.

~ 0 . Extend the chlld care and health care transitions.- Colorado,
Connecticut, Fiorida, towa, lllinois, Minnesota, Nebraska, New York,
Pennsylvania, South Carollna utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin have received
waivers to allow this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan a walver wouid no
-longer be necessary . :

P

V. Protecting Taxpayers
Through Falrness and Common Sense

Legal immigrants .

- instead of making legal immigrants Ineligible for assistance regardiess of their
clrcumstances the DEMOCRATS wouid deem the Income of the sponsor to the iegal
immigrant for purposes of application for SSl and AFDC untii the immigrant attained
citizenship. This woulid assure that, where a legal immigrant’s sponsor has died or lost
his income, the immigrant will not be left without legitimate assistance. It would assure

‘that a legal immigrant who was disabled through no fault of his own, and had no

' v ) .o . "



, sponsoé to assist him, would not‘suffe{'." In additlon, the proposal would establish a
s uniform eligibiiity deﬂnltlon for immigrants who are permanently residing In the US.

i under coior of law (PRUCOL) The Dlan would aiso make sponsorship agreemems legally
blndlng .

- Dbrug Addlcts and Alcohollc _

. TheAlternathe woulcl deny SSI cash benefits to drug addlcts and alcoholics for -
whom addiction is a contributing factor material to their disability. However, the
DEMOCRATS also take a portion of the savings from the elimination of cash benefits to
addicts and places that money into treatment for the SSI population.

savings to be Devoted to Deficit Reduction

. Decreases In federal spending resuiting from the provislons of sectlon IV In"excess
of Increases In Federal spending from sections | - lll would be deposited Into a newly-
established deficlt reduction' trust fund. Amounts in the trust fund shall be used
exclusivelv to redeem maturlng debt obligations of the us. Government




~ OPTIONS !
- TO FINANCE WELFARE REFORM

($ billions)

Sav1ngs ‘
1. Administration Medlcare Sav1ngs exten51ons
a. Medicare Secondary payor . = 2.7 (CBO)
b. . Skilled nursing facility cost freeze . 1.2 ~(CBO)
c. Home health ‘agency cost freeze [Not 25%
supplementary medical premiums, $4.8] 1.8 (CBO)
Medicare subtotal ' ' 5.7 '
2. 8S8I- related savings

a. Permanent SSI S5-year deemlng perlod AFDC,
food stamps, Medicaid also 5-year deeming;
uniform PRUCOL definition (like food

stamps) for SSI,,AFDC, Medicaid. : 1.3 (CBO)
b. Same as (a.) excépt 10-year deeming 2;8 | (HHS)
Same as (a.) excépt deeming until
citizenship ; v o 5.6 (CBO)
d. Alternatlve on SSI Disabled Chlldren ‘ 6.5 (guess)
- Drug addlcts, alcohollcs/fund treatment : 0-1.7 ° (guess)

3. Other savings

a. Limitation on Emergency Assistance
expenditures : 0.4 (Deal)

Revenues »
Administration Compliance Proposals:

a. EITC denial if interest,‘dividends, rents
and royalties are above $2,500 '
(Total raises $2.5 billion;

$1.4 passed House in H.R. 831) 2.5 ©{JCT)
b. Taxation of‘income from foreign trusts ' : 1.1 - (JCT)
c. - Treatment of renouncers of citizenship 1.7 (JcT)
d. Social Security numbers for EITC 0.4 (JCT)

Compliance Subtotal

6,
~

i
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SSI-related savings

a.

'~ Permanent SSI,S-year deeming perio&; AFDC,
food stamps, Medicaid also 5-year deeming;

uniform PRUCOL definition (like food . .
stamps) fqr!SSI, AFDC, Medicaid. 1.

Permanent SSI 10-yéar deeming period; - 2.

AFDC, food stamps, Medicaid also 10-year
deeming; uniform PRUCOL definition (like
food stamps) for SSI, AFDC, Medicaid.

v

Permanent SSI deeming éeribd-uptil . 5.6
citizenship; AFDC, food stamps, Medicaid

_also deeming until citizenship; uniform

PRUCOL definition (like food stamps) for
S8I, AFDC, Medicaid.

Eliminate SSI, AFDC, and food stamp | 6.3

benefits for legal immigrants, but only
with respect to those legal immigrants who
have sponsors. As in the Deal bill,
refugees in the country less than 6 years,
asylees, immigrants who.are 75 years or

 older and have been in the country or 5

yvears, and veterans would be exempted;
sponsorship agreements would be made
legally binding; and -States would be
provided with $6 billion (over 4 years) in
block grant funds to assist States in
provxdlng seerces to legal immigrants.

?

(CBo) 

~ (HHS)

(CBO)

(guess)



Requiring Work vs. Just Cutting People Off

1. Work Reqmrements Anyone who is able to' work must go to work immediately, not
wait two years. Those who need skills or other supports-to move into work should get them.
No benefits for anyone who refuses to work, refuses to look for work, or turns down a job -
offer. No one who is willing to work can be cut off if no work is available. '

2. Individual Entitlement State Option: A state may choose to maintain the current funding
structure if it meets one requirement: all new recipients who are able to work must go to

work. immediately or lose assistance, but no one who is w1llmg to work can be cut off if no
work is available to them. : ' ‘

Demanding ‘Res.ponsibility, vs. xPunishing Poor Children

3. Minor vs. Unwed Mothers: Substitute our minor mother requirements for their cutoff.

4. No Cutoff if Leads to More Abortions: . The denial of beriefits to unwed mothets under 18
will be voided if Congress, the Secretary or any govcrnor determine that it has caused an

increase in abortlons

5. Orphanages No funds may be uscd for the placcmcnt of chlldren in Orphanagcs against
their parents' will. -

6. Don't Break Up Families: Removal of child only for abuse, not for economic
circumstances, marital status or age of parent.

§queezmg the. Republlcan Ranks

7. State Flexxblhty / "No Strmgs" Amendment: Turn major provisions in the Republican bill
into state options instead —- let states decide for themselves on individual versus capped -
entitlement (see #2 above), cutoff of lcgal immigrants, cutoff of young unwed mothers, family
- cap, and 5-year cliff. (Could also make cxp11c1t a list of other state options: two-parent
families, earnings disregards, etc) Only major requirement for states is individual work
requirement and'state work participation standards. B

8. Illegal allens VS, chal Immigrants: Deny illegal ahens clxglblllty for most benefits. But
legal immigrants who have workcd here long enough to be eligible for Social Security should
not be denied aid.

9. Cost shift from immigrant provision: The denial of Medicaid benefits to legal immigrants
will not take effect until the Congressional Budget Office determines that it will not represent-
a cost shift to the ‘states. OR: If the CBO deterniines that denial of benefits to legal
immigrants represents cost shift federal government. must reimbursc statcs in full.

10. No money for tax cuts for the rzch Savmgs from thc denial of legal immigrants must go
to deficit reduction or tax relief for familiés earning up to $100k not a capital gams tax cut.
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" After. 2 years:

"After. 2 years, cash welfare'would,end. Work First recipients
would be expected to move into jobs. Recipients who fail to take
any job offered or who fa11 to make a good faith effort to find .
work will be. terminated from aid. For recipients who have been
unable to find a job after the two years states would haVe four
options to ensure they go to work. : o

(1) place people in sub51dlzed prlvate or non-proflt jobs.
- {2) run CWEP/workfare programs’ where persons work off thelr
beneflts.

(3) place people in community’ serV1ce jObS.

- (4) . terminate aid, and provide rec1p1ents wlth a ‘welfare-to-work
voucher which could be used to encourage prospectlve prlvate ‘
‘employers to hlre the rec1p1ent , ;

After 4 years,

~0pt10n A ' ” V

" After 4 years, ‘benefits for the’ reclplent would. end States
would have the option of extending sub51d1zed work beyond this
tlme for up to 15% of the caseload . .

or .

OptLon B: ' o

_After 4 years, beneflts for adults and chlldren would end States
would have the option of extendlng subsidized work beyond this
time for up to 15% of the caseload. States would have the option
of continuing benefits to the children beyond this time if it

- determined there were no jobs available for the adult.

A -

iNote for Dlscus51on Purposes only: [The value of the voucher
under Option 4 above would be equivalent to the expected cost of
plac1ng the rec1p1ent in one of the other 3 optlons}

i

S



After 2 years:

After 2 years, cash welfare would end. Work First recipients
would be expected to move into jobs.  Recipients who fail to take
any job offered or who fail to make a good faith effort to find
work will be terminated from aid. For recipients who have been
unable to find a job.after the two years states would have four.
options to ensure they go to work:

(1) place people in subsidized private or non-profit jobs.

(2) run CWEP/workfare programs where persons work off their
benefits.

(3) place peOple in communlty service jObS.

or ,

(4) terminate aid, and provide rec1plents with a welfare-to-work
voucher which could ‘be used to encourage. prospectlve private
employers to hire the recipient.



i Immigration Provisions

Deeming until citizenship: Sponsors who sign affidavits of support will have their
income deemed for SSI, Food Stamps and AFDC until the legal alien they invited
_ into country becomes a citizen.

Require all Family-Sponsors to sign affidavit of support: According to the State
Department, about 15% of family-preference immigrants do not have family-
members that sign an affidavit of support. We would require the family-members
of these xmmlgrants sign an affidavit of support.

Holding Employer-Based family members responsible: Currently, employee-based
immigrants generally do not have to sign affidavits of support for immediate family
members who obtain derivative employment based visa's on the basis of their
principal alien job skills. We would require that these employees sngn an affidavit of
support for these family members ; :

Require affidavit of support fer the Diversity Program: - Currently, the diversity
program allows individual who qualify to come in the country without any one
signing an' affidavit of support or having a firm job offer. We would require
affidavits of support for this program.

Enforce Affidavits of Support: Enforce affidavits of support that sponsors sign.

Providing assistance for citizenship: Provude assistance for INS to help large cities
process citizenship claims.



" 'ORTON PROPOSAL -

The following proposal attempts to outline and bring together two competing needs in
welfare reform: finite time limits and adequate recogmnon of the unique needs of individual
welfare recipients who are playmg by the rules:

Self-Sufficiency Plans:

] Within __ days of becoming eligible for AFDC, an‘individual must sign a self-
sufficiency plan. Self-sufficiency plans must require responsible behavior and describe the
steps necessary for that person.to become self-sufficient (including services that the state will ,
provide through its Work First; program to meet this goal).:

. __ % of participants will be required to be in a Work First plan by the year ___

Finality:

i LW e
° Maintains federal entitlement but mandates that states only provide benefits to
participants for an average of 2 years. To the extent that the state’s average participation
exceeds two years - the state loses federal funding. :
o
' i

ODtienal Work Program: J g

{
i

l :
. For those people who did not find jobs as the result of the Work First program, states
could choose to receive federal funding for an optlonal two year community service work
© program. ,
L The optional commumty service work program must prov1de experience in real job
skills to prepare participants for private sector jobs. |

10%: | b | ]
®  States would be able to'recycle 10% of the total caseload.

] A person who has completed both a self-sufﬁmency plan and two years in a work
program without finding a job could be dropped unless the state elected to include this person
in their 10% recycle percentage ,



Common elements:

Within 30 days of applying for welfare, all persons must devclop an employability plan and
participate in work, edncatxon, or training immediately.

.Persons who refuse to participate will lose beneﬁts Anyone who refuses a job or reﬁxses to work
© at any time will be denied benefits. !

After 2 years, traditional cash welfare wohld end. Aduits would be required to work. Ifa person
is unable 1o find an unsubsidized job, the state would use the money which would have been spent
on a weifare check to create temporaty subsidized employment, preferably in the private sector.

Option A ' .
After 4 years, an intensive period of supervised job search would be required. Any person who

" turns down a private sector job offer of wha failed 1o make a good faith effort to obtain a job
would be terminated. Persons for whom private sector work was not available would continue to
receive support, but only if they work for the bencfits they receive,

Option B . .

After 4 vears, support wonld end, unless it was determined that there were no private jobs were
‘available that the person could perform. To receive addmcnal support, the adult must continue to
work for the benefits received.

Option C : '

After 4 vears, support would end, unless it was determined that there were no private jobs were
available that the person could perform. To receive additional support, the adult must eontmue 1o
work for the benefits received. :

To ensure that the state did everything possible to uy to me the person to work quickly, the
federal match would decline by 25 percentage points for persons still receiving support after 4
years. The match would drop by 10% for each additional year the perso:; Temained on thereafter.

- - Option D
After 4 years, support for the adult would end. States would have the option of extending
. subsidized work beyond this time for 10-15% of the caseload.

Option E

After 4 years. support would end. States would have the opnon of extending subsidized work
bevond this time for 10-15% of the caseload.

Option F

After 4 years. support for the adult would end. States would have the option of extending
‘subsidized work beyond this time in cases where the state determined that no private jobs were
available that the adult could perform.
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Deal

First two years
work, education and training (Work First Participants)
a Participant defined by who signs self-sufficiency plan
the state decides who participates
30 hrs. a week of work, tr and education.

Second Two Years

Community service 1f ‘no private sector--at Staes discretion
After 4 years

no cash benefits for Work First Partlclpants, 10-15%
RECYCLING

Particpation Rates
52% of caseload in 2002

Dem Substitute
First Two Years
everybody signs self-sufficiecy

30 hrs of ed. tralnlng, work or other activity in Self Suff
Plan

Second Two Years
work--comm serive if no private sector job

“AFTER 4 YEARS
IF NO JOB, COMMUNITY SERVICE CONTINUES 25% penalty to
states
Participation Rate--50% of caseload in 2002
CAw=F5). by 2003
Tob \/DucLer 7 Job uvt{op,u' , :



Time Line for AFDC Recipients Under Individual Responsi_bility Act

Within 30 days of becoming eligible for AFDC: Individual must sign a individual.

responsibility plan that sets out a plan for the individual to become self-sufficient and maintain

responsible behavior.- The individual responsibility plan may require that the individual enter

the Work First program. The clock on the time limit would not begin unless the individual was
placed in the Work First program.

Within one year of signing individual responsibility plan: Individuals who have
not found private sector employment one year after signing an individual responsibility plan
would be required to enter the Work First Program. (Note: This would not become effective
until the plan is fully phased in by 2004. Until then, there would be no fixed limit on the’
amount of time an individual can be on AFDC before entering the Work First program -- which
triggers the clock on time limits.)

Two years after entering Work First Program. Participation in Work First would
terminate. The state would have three options: 1. "Recycle” individual back into the Work
First program (subject to 10% recycle percentage); 2. Place 1nd1v1dua1 in community service
job; or 3. terminate benefits. :

Two years after entering community service job: Individual could be recycled into
another Community Service job or back into the Work First program (subject to the 10%
recycle percentage) or terminate benefits.



Work Program in the Individ | Responsibili

Individual Responsibility Elan

‘When an individual enters the AFDC program, the case worker would conduct an assessment of the
individual's skills and employability. Based on this assessment, the caseworker would work with the
recipient to ‘develop a comprehensive individualized individual responsibility plan to move the
individual into private sector employment. Everyone currently in the system will sign a individual
responsibility plan within 90 days of enactment of the Individual Responsibility Act. All new
applicants will sign a individual responsibility plan within 30 days. If an individual refuses to sign a
individual responsibility plan then the individual will be cutoff from AFDC benefits.

The individual responsibility plans would be flexible to meet individual circumstances. A individual
responsibility plan must require that the individual begin job search immediately. The individual ,
responsibility plan would set forth a plan for moving the individual into private sector employment as
quickly as possible. The individual responsibility plan could also include provisions requiring that the
recipient stay in school, maintain certain attendance and grades in school, attend parenting and money
classes, attend treatment for substance abuse or other measures of individual responsibility.

In conducting the employability assessment, the caseworker would determine whether the individual
will be able to find private sector employment without special assistance. If the caseworker determines
that the individual needs additional assistance to obtain private sector employment, the individual will
be placed in the Work First program if space is available.

When the program is fully phased in, individuals who did not enter the Work First program when they
signed their individual responsibility plan upon entering the system and have not found private sector .
employment within a year after entering the system would be placed in the Work First Program to
provide training or other services. Individuals who are.disabled, caring for sick parents or sick children
and other individuals with special circumstances would be exempt. In addition, minors who are
completing high school education would not be required to enter the Work First program.

The "clock" for time limits would not begin until the individual entered the Work First program. Any
time that the individual spent on AFDC before entering the Work First program would not be counted
against the time limit. Unlike H.R. 4, no one would be terminated without having at least two years of
education, training or other services to help the individual obtain employment.

Work First Program

Some individuals who have signed a individual responsibility plan will enter the Work First program.
Participation in the Work First program would be fully phased in by 2003. When the program is fully
phased in, states would be required to have 52% of their AFDC caseload in the Work First program.
The Work First program is designed to provide recipients with services to help develop the skills they
need to become job ready. The individual will be responsible for complying with the agreement or be
subject to sanctions. The state must provide individuals with at least one of the following items to help
recipients become self-sufficient: education, training, job placement or wage supplementatlon The
Work First program could also include services such as job counsehng :



Participation in the Work First program would be limited to two years. If an individual has not
obtained private sector employment after two years in the Work First, the state would have three
options: 1. place the individual in a community service job; "recycle" the recipient back into the Work
First program if additional assistance is needed; or terminate AFDC benefits.

Community Service Program

After two years in the Work First program states will have the option to place recipients who have not
- found a job into a community service program. The Community Service program will be a work
program not an education or training program which requires at least 5 hours of job search. Recipients
could spend no more than two-years in a community service program. The state would again have the
option of "recycling” the individual back into the Work First or Community Serv1ce Program after the
mdmdual has spent two years in Community Service.

Recycle Percentage

States would have the option of "recycling” a certain number of individuals who have exhausted their
eligibility in the Work First or Community Service program back into the system. The amount of
individuals a state could recycle in the Work First or Community Service program would be equal to
ten percent of the caseload in the Work First and Community Service caseload for the previous year.
For example, if the total caseload from the Work First and Community Service program was one
million people in 1999, then states could recycle up to 100,000 people back into the Commumty
Service or Work First program in 2000. :

The states could use the recycle percentage to provide extended assistance to individuals who need
additional time to complete education or training. In addition, the state could also use the recycle
percentage to continue assistance to individuals who have made good faith efforts to obtain
employment but have been unable to do so before their eligibility ran out. Since the number of
individuals that can be recycled would increase as the overall AFDC caseload in the state increased, the
recycle percentage would provide a safety valve during economic downturns in the state.
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WORK NOT WELFARE:

DEMOCRATIC WELFARE REFORM
~February 10 1995 |

For Democrats, welfare reformm means réqumng and assisting people to
move out of dependency and into self-sufficiency. It means getting people
off the welfare rolls and into jobs.

The American people want results for their money, and the Democratic
approach to welfare reform demands results. The Democratic approach to
welfare reform says: ;

~ As of October 1, 1998 any nawly ellglble indmdual with children entitled to
receive federal welfare monies shall be required to be employed, or
provided employment, or enrolied in education, or receiving job training or
placement, as part of a plan developed by the state to Iead to economnc
self-sufﬁslency

No family may be dropped from AFDC while the adult is actively pursuing
self-sufﬂciency as specified above, but no adult who is able to work shall
receive AFDC money. after turning down an offer of a job or otherwise
refusmg to work ‘ , .

The Democratuc appmach to welfare reform embodies two important
prmmples In return for federal welfare dellars, we will:

* Regquire individuals to accept their own responsibility for moving .
~ from welfare to work. : :

. Raqulm states to ensure that each individual has the necessary
services ‘and opportunities to become self-sufficient.

Weifare to Work from Day One. From the very first day an individual

enters a welfare office, the focus must be on moving him or her into work.

Employahility Plan. As soon as an Individual applies for welfare, the
state and the recipient must jointly develop a strategy aimed at the fastest -
possible movement into the workforce. Anyone who refuses to develop a
plan or fails to participato in the activities laid out will be denigd aid,

Job Placement, Education and Training, Child Caré. The
employability plan shall make use of those services needed by each

- individual, such as education, training and job placement, according to his

- or her circumstances. The plan should recognize that child care in
particular is oftan essential to enabling recipients to parhcipate in actrvutms
leading to work and obtammg work. ,

With the services specified in the
employability plan. individuals should become prepared for work, and may
no longer receive welfare if they refuse to work. No needy family, however,
will lose support becauge an mdiwdual who i is prapared and wulhng to work
is unable to obtain a job. .
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POSSIBLE DEMOCRATIC SUBSTITUTE BILL

L TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE AND WORK

The plan is designed to set up a highly flexible system with clear national goals designed to
ensure the replacement of the current highly burcaucratic weclfare system designed to
‘determine welfare checks with a new bystem focussed on movmg people from wellare to
‘work. :

A. Welfale to Work '
" Employability Plan from First Da__y_ All participants must have an employabﬂny plan
which details a strategy, imetable, and a specific sct of cxpectations for moving [rom
welfare to work for moving from welfare to work. The plan should detail services, .
including job search, education, trmnmg, and chxld care nccdcd to move from welfare
to work as guickly as possible.

Time Limits: Recipients may not receive aid for more than 2 years without working,

‘semces Designed to Move People from Welfare to Work and Prue,q Children:
--child care guarantee: Anvone rcqmrcd to participate, must have access o

child care.

--transitional medical and child care: Fora penod of one (two) years after
leaving welfare for work, persons are guaranieed health and child care

--new funding for work, education, training, and child care ‘

Tough Sanctions for Persons Who Don't Meet Requirements: Recipients who fail to
participate in work or training face strict sanctions. Recipients. who turn down private
sector job offers lose eligibility.

Serious Work and Training Standards for State:
--50% of those who have been on less than two years must be in a woz‘k,

education, or job placement program
--50% of thosc who have been on for more than 2 years must be workmo in
private or public sector job at least 20 hours per week.
--applies to all new applicants (Or half of persons must be phased in by 2000,
. all by 2005.)[We have not yet looked at the numbers to see the implications].
-- disabled adults or adults caring for a disabled child are not included in these

counts,

B. State Flexibility
'Dramatically Increased F‘cxrblhlv Most of the federal mandates defining eligibility
and income are repealed.  States will be given tonsiderable latitude in determining
eligibility, benefits, asset, and income rules, Only the most critical protections would
be retained: .
--States. must have a program of aid for Iuw incomne families with children.
Funds may only be used for families with children. ‘
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-- States would be free to set any income and asset rules and any benefit levels
they choose. (Requircment that people who work have more income after work

expenses than those who do not work?) ‘

--All persons who meet state defined ehgnhxluy criterion must be served.
Criterion may not distinguish among persons based on race, age, marital
status... :

--Must bc some procedures for concxhatxon and hasm protections agzunst
arbitrary actions.

--Benefits to persons (chzldren’?) in families where the adults have comphed

[ully wath state rulcs regarding work and trammg participation cannot be
reduced if 1o job 1s available.

Nearly Complete State Flexibility in Welfare to Work Program Specifics Excépt for

@003

the specific rules nated above, states would be free to design whalever welfare to work

: programs secm most appropriate for thelr state.

C. Waste, Frnud, Abuse and Accountahility

Nationwide Welfarc Registry The registry would be used to track total lime on welf‘are ‘

and reduce fraud. Systems must provide monthly information on each recipient's

Social Sccurity Numbers, whether they are participating in work or training activities,
whether the person is being sanctioned. The registry will provide information to the
"state on whether the Social Security number is valid, whether the person appears to be

recerving bencfits elsewhere, whether the person has income au.ordm;., to vanous
federal databases, lotal time on welfarc for mdlvxdual

.Q],'her Fraud Provisions; States will be expected to take swift action in cases where

the National Welfare Regisiiy indicates participants may be engaged in fraud and

imposc severe penalties in cases where fraud is found. The federal government will not

be required (o match any funds paid out in error by the state.

Significant Penslties for States Whlch Fail 10 Meet National Stagdar Statcs whxch
fail to meet their puriicipation requircments wlll face significant penalties: see WRA

penal ties.

- Evalyation and Technical Assistance: 1 to 2% of work a,nd training momeq wﬂl be set
" aside for evaluation and techmm} aqqmtance

D Federal Funding

Lxpanded Work and Tralgms: Funds Current JOBS funding folded into o welfare

work and training fund to be coordinated with JI'PA or replacement progiam.

Additional funding could be ser at level of new funding in the PRA--HR. 4 (roughly -
$10 billion over § years) or some other level. Money is provided on a matched basis
with federal match set at FMAP plus 20 points, subject to a2 maximum of 90% federal
dollars. (Thus the federal match would be 70 to 90%). Funds would be available
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according to the current JOBS formula, These funcls are capped, with a trigger of’
additionsl funds when the national economy goes into recession. In addition, any
money in the work and training fund which is not used in one year will be carried
forward and available to states who want to spend additional resources in the
subsequem year ~

Additional Chi]d Care Funding Current child care funds-in at-risk child care and
existing block grant would be included in a single block grant. Additional funds of $x
billion are added, Money for cxisting IV-A child care matched at FMAP plus 20
points, subjcct to a maximum of 90% federzl dollars,

Continucd Shared Federal and Statc I‘undmu of Bgneﬂts Funding for cash beneﬁts or
wages in mandatory work programs would be matched at the current FMAP rate,

: Fundmg for this portion should remain uncapped to reduce vulnembllxty of slates to .
economic, demographic, or other shiffs, or to natural disasters.

II. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Johnson/Kcnnelly bill with administration provisions on paternity.

Il TEEN PREGNANCY/OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING PREVENTION

Changing the message in welfarc on teen pregnancy and parental respogsibilily
--No benefits for persons who do not ceoperate fully in paternity’ estabhshment
--Teen parents must stay at home and stay in school :
~ --l-arm]y cap at state optlon ‘

1

National clearmghouqe on teen pregnancy grevennon The clcarxnghouse wouId
provide communities and schools with curricula, models, materials, training, and

technical assistance relating to teen pregnancy prevention programs

Teen pregnancy prevention grants. Grants to develop innovative, ongoing teen
pregnancy prevention programs targeted to young men and women would be

‘ provxdcd to roughly 1000 middle and high schools in- disadvantaged areus will

- receive. Money would also be provided for d«:p"onstr‘mons of intcnsive
initiatives which seek to change the cxrcumatances in which young people live
and the ways that they see themselves ddrcssmg heallh education, safety, and
gconomic opportumty ~
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POSSIBLE DEMOCRATIC SUBSTITUTE BILL

I. TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE AND WORK :

The plan is designed to set up a highly flexible system with clear national goals designed to
ensure the replacement of the current highly bureaucratic welfare system designed to-
determine welfare checks with a new system focussed on 'novmg people from welfare to

work

A. Welfare to Work

e bo e el

aeed addtynica
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Employability Plan from First Day: All participants must have an employability plan
which details (1) a strategy, timetable, and a specific set of expectations for moving
from welfare to work for moving from we."2re to work, (2) services including job
search, education, training, and child care ne«:ded to move from welfare to work as
quickly as possible,@requires work after some period of time generally expected not
to exceed two years (States could set different periods depending on the individual's '
4situation) -

Services Designed to Move People from Welfare 1o Work and Protect Children:
--child care guarantee: Anyone required to pamcrpate must have access to
child care.

--transitional medical and child care: For a penod of one (two) years after
leaving welfare for work, persons are wuvaranteed health and child care
--new funding for work, education, training, and child care

. Tough Sanctions for Persons Who Don't Meéei Requirements: Recipients who fail to

participate in work or training face strict sanctions. Recipients who turn down private
- sector job offers lose eligibility. '

Serious Work and Training Standards for State: . :
--50% of those who have been on less than two years must be in a work
‘education, or job placement program ‘ : :

--50% (67%?) who have been on for more than 2 years must be working in
private or public sector job at Jeast 20 .sours per week.

--applies to all new applicants (Or hai . persons must be phased in by 2000,
all by 2005) S '

Disabled or carmg for disatled are not mcluded in these counts.

-

B. Teen Pregnancy/Out-of-Wedlock Childbearing Prevention

_Changing the message in welfare on teen pregnancy and parental responsibility _
--No benefits for persons who do not cooperate fully in paternity establishment

--Teen parents must stay at home and stay in school
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~-Family cap at state option

'National clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse would

provide communities and schools with curricula, models, materials, training, and
technical assistance relating to teen pregnancy preventlon programs.

-Teen pregnancy prevention grants. Grants to develop innovative, ongoi'ng teen
pregnancy prevention programs targeted to young men and women would be
provided to roughly 1000 middle and high schools in disadvantaged areas will
‘receive. Money would also be provided for demonstrations of intensive
initiatives which seek to change the circumstances in which young people live

- and the ways that they see themnselves, addressing health, education, safety, and
economic opportumty

~ C. State Flexibility

'Dramatically Increased FleXibiliy Most of the federal mandates defining eligibility
and income are repealed. States will be given considerable latitude in determining
eligibility, benefits, asset, and iricome rules. Only. the most crmcal protections would
" be retamed : C
--States must have a program of aid for low income families with children.
Funds may only be used for families with childrén.
. .. -- States would be free to set any income and asset rules and any benefit levels
" they choose. (Requirement that people who -work have more income after work
expenses than those who do not work?)
--All persons who meet state defined eligibility criterion must be served.
- Criterion may not dlstmgmsh among persons based on race, age, mantal
status(?)...
--Must be some procedures for conc:hanon and basic protecuons agalnst
" arbitrary actions. '
. --Benefits to children (persons?) in famﬂles where the adults have comphed
fully with state rules regardmg work and trammg pamc1patxon cannot be
reduced if no ]Ob is available. -

. Repeal Majors Sections of Title IV-A of the SSA With Detailed Federal Rules and

- Mandates. Sections repealed would include; 402:(a)(7-8), (a)(11-14), (a)(17-18),

- (2)(21-24), (a)(28), (a)(31-32), (2)(34-3€), (a)(38-42), (a)(44), (e), (b), (i), 403 (major
portions); 406 (major portions); 407; 408; 409, 410 '412. The few remaining sections
would be revised and’ sxmpllfled

Nearly Complete State F lex1b1hgg in Welfare to Work Program Specifics Except for

the specific rules noted above, states would be free to design whatever welfare to work
programs seem most appropriate for their state. '
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'D. Waste, Fraud, Abuse and Accquntabiliiy

Nationwide Welfare Registry The registry would be used to track total time on welfare
and reduce fraud. Systems must provide monthly information on each recipient's
Social Security Numbers, whether they are participating in work or training activities,
whether the person is being sanctioned. The registry will provide information to the
‘state on whether the Social Security number is valid, whether the person appears to be
receiving benefits elsewhere, whether the person has income according to various
federal databases, total time on welfare for individual.

Other Fraud Provisions: States will be expected o i'.ake swift action in cases where
the National Welfare Registn indicatzs ‘articipants may be engaged in fraud and
impose severe penalties in cases wheve fiud is found, The federal govemment wnll not .
be required to match a.ny funds pald out in eszor by the state,

Significant Penalties for ‘States Which Fail to Meet National Standards States which

fail to meet their part1c1panon requirements will face significant penalties: see WRA
_penalties. : :

Evaluation and Technicai A551stance 1 to 2% of work and training momes will be set
351de for evaluation and technical assistance.

E. Federal Funding

Expanded Work and Training Funds Current. JOBS funding folded into a welfare
work and training fund to be coordinated with JTPA or replacement program,
Additional funding set at level of new funding in the original PRA. (Roughly $10
billion over § years). Money is provided on a matched basis with federal match set at
FMAP plus 20 points, subject to 2 maximum of 90% federal dollars. (Thus the
federal match would be 70 to 90%). Funds would be available according to the
current JOBS formula. These funds are capped, with a trigger of additional funds
when the national economy gaes into recession. In addition, any money in the work
and training fund which is not used in one year will be carried forward and available
to states who want to spend additional resources in the subsequent year.

Additional Child Care Funding Current chxld care funds in at-risk child care and
. existing block grant would be iricluded i 4 single block grant. Additional funds of
billion are added. Money for existing 1V ‘A child care matched at FMAP plus 20
,pomts subject t0 a maxlmum of 90% federal dollars.

Connnued Shared Federal and State Funding of Beénefits Funding for cash benefits or

‘wages in mandatory work programs would be matched at the current FMAP rate.
Funding for this portion should remain uncapped since a state match is required to
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reduce vulnerablhty of states to economic, demographlc or other shifts, or to natural
disasters.

II. PROTECTING ABUSED CHILDREN?

1]1. MMIGRATIOﬁ REFORM

A. Fully enfor;‘eable affidavit

B. Five or ten year déeming including mediczl?. Exclude; persons over 75, veteran?
Iv. SSIREFORMS |

A. Drug Abusers ;'md. Alcoholics--End élligibilit')'. Portion of money savéd for. treafment.
B. SSI children? | | | .

V. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT .
Johnson/Kennelly b111 with administration provisions on paternity.

VI TIGHTENING AND TARGETING EXISTING PPOGRAMS BE’ITER
EITC Error Reducnons ala the. Pre51dents Budnet

B. Cap EA in AFDC | ‘

'C. Child Care Feeding Reforms )

VI REDUCING WELFARE FOR THE WEALTHY?

Goal: no net cost, perhaps some savings.
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THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERﬁATIVE

- 1. Work, First and Foremost

A. The Republican Contract Just Doesn'i Measure up

The American people want a tough, but fair, welfare system; one that, for most
families, replaces the welfare check with a paycheck.- The Contract with America
proposes a tough and mean welfare system. It punishes children and does little to
- convert our check-writing welfare bureaucracy into an aggressive JOb placement service.
some of the Contract's shortcommgs are: , .

Fll‘St it's weak on worl( - The Contract and the Subcomm;ttee bill - take state '

flexibility to a counterproductive extreme. By and large, we can leave to the States the

decision about who will participate and when. But, the Shaw bill subjects.only 2 percent

of the caseload to a work requirement in 1996, and never defines what-work is. Thisis a

weaker work requirement than under current law and fails to deliver on what the

American people want: a real work-based welfare system. State ﬂexibllity? Yes. Total
abd|cat|on of Federal accountabnluty? No ‘ o .

A real work requirement means that far fewer families will be exempt from work -

requirements. It also means State programs that serve significantly more of the

caseload. At the Federal level, our job is to dictate the broad philosophy - that we want .

work for wages to be part of the experience of most families on welfare. But,

DEMOCRATS cannot support a policy - refiected in the Contract with America -- that gives

billions of dollars to the States without ever making certain that they use the money to
put more people to work. That would be foolish.

~second, there is no requirement for education, training, and support
services.- If we truly want welfare families to support themselves, education, training,
and job placement services must be a part of each State program. That doesn’t mean
each recipient must be entitled to each and every service. But, given what we know
about the serious educational and traihing deficiencies of iong-term welfare recipients -

and our desire to help most of these families find a job -- we would be setting ourselves -

_ up for failure if we allowed, as the Contract does, States to require work without the
ancillary services that research shows us are the key to success. That means balancing
our desire to extend flexmmty to the States with our mstmct for what constltutes a
humane program. ~

Third, cruel and arbitrary time limits.-- Time limits are only fair if they are
connected to a real job that will support the family. And when that connection is there,
DEMOCRATS think States should be permitted to impose time limits. However,

DEMOCRATS cannot support a nationwide, 5- or 2-year time limit that doesn't also require |

the State to help make certam that wages will be replacing welfare,

.



Fourth, no certainty of child care for mothers who are required to work.--
DEMOCRATS have deep concerns about Republican proposals to block grant child care  ~
funds. Block grants, with fewer resources, would be counterproductive at a time when -
our desire is to dramatically increase the number of AFDC families who are working. |If
we are serious about moving families off of welfare and into work permanently, then
States are likely to need new funds for child care. All families who -are making the
transition from AFDC to employment should continue to receive child care and health
care as needed, and bevond the one year of transitional aid now provided.

_ Welfare reform should give States the flexibility to continue to experiment with
such programs, with the Federal Government sharing the cost. Simply put, you cannot
ask a single parent with young children to work - and do so full-time - if she does not
have safe affordabte reliable child care to back her up. - o A

8, What Democrats Mean by a 'Work-Based Welfare System

Let's turn now‘ to the DEMOCRA TIC PLAN. it is the cornerstone of a constructive
welfare-to-work strategy. OUI" plan adheres tO three basic principles: :

. First, the number one priority is work.—- Anyone who can work should move to
work as quickly as possible. From the very first day on welfare, recipients would be ‘
required to aggressively prepare for work and look for a job. After two years, recipients
would be required to work or lose cash asmstance

ln an effort to fulﬂll thlS reqmrement an up-front assessment of the '
qualifications and needs of each family would be performed when the family applies for
-assistance. The assessment would include career counseling and result in a self-
sufﬂcnency plan for each adult AFDC recipient who enters the system

Second, let's measure outcomes, for a change, not process.- We waste a lot.
of time and energy today making sure each step along the way is completed, never
paying close enough attention to whether we actually achieved what we set out to"
accomplish. For once, let's set clear and specific measures of performance for State
- work and training programs and base our Federal contribution on how well the State

does. How would DEMOCRATS measure that success? We'd base future funding on:

= whether States find JObS for recipients, how many Jobs thev ﬂnd and how Iong '
the recipient stays at work : , - ‘

. whether the plan states develop for serving each family was actuallv C&l"l’l&d
out and resuited in a job; : :

~ - whether States meet partlcrpatlon requnrements each year; and

- whether famllles achleve self-sufficiency, measured by changes in the child
povertv rate and improvements in family mcome .

:One cautton isin order here. When we set thIS system up - focusmg on
outcomes - we must be certain that we don't just encourage States to "cream" off ,
those job-ready families who would have !Eft welfare on their own. We have made that -



mistake before. The AFDC program is full of families who:only need AFDC to help them
- through a temporary crisis. They'll be on their feet - and back at work - in only a few
months. our challenge is to find jobs for those who are the |east likely to find a

- permanent alternative to welfare and who - over time - are going to consume most of
our welfare dollars. _

Third, there Is considerable room For more State flexibllity - States make a
"good argnment that too much Federal involvement in the details of their program
_hamstrings their ability to be creative and tailor their efforts to unigue circumstances.
- Generally, States should be free to design their work and training program and the
citizens of the State should hold the Governor accountable. There is a delicate balance
- here, however, because it is also in our national interest to assure the safety, health, and :
, welfare of all chlldren regardless of where they live. : L

C. The s;geclfics

- Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, clear expectations will be set but States will have
broad discretion, within those goals, to impiement a work-based welfare system. The
Federal respons:bmty will be to assure State accountabmty for the goals.

1. The DEMOCRATIC Wwork Flrst Program

-0 Participation rates.-- The DEMOCRATIC plan starts almost where the
. Republican plan ends. States decide WhO partncrpates and who is exempt
so long as: ‘ : R

In FY 1997, 15 percent of AFDC families participate

In FY 1998, 25 percent of AFDC families participate

In FY 1999, 30 percent of AFDC families participate

In FY 2000, 35 percent of AFDC fanilies participate

In FY 2001, 40 percent of AFDC families participate -

In FY 2002, 45 percent of AFDC families participate '

in FY 2003, and each succeedmg year 50 percent of AFDC famihes
partlcmate , . , ; . . »

0 . Self-sufficiency plan.-- Within 30 days (90 davs at state option) of being
' determined eligible for AFDC, a self-sufficiency plan (contract of mutual
_responsibility) must be developed for each adult recipient. The plan wili
explain how the State will help and what the recipient will do to find
employment. The plan will, on average, require 20 hours of activity per
week. It'will identify the education, training and support services that will
be provided to reach the goal, and it will set a timetable for achieving the .
goals. Any State-imposed limit on the length of beneﬂts cannot begln
until the plan has been signed by both partles .

0 ‘ COmponents of the State’s work program.-- Each State designs its own
T . program. Program components must at least include: (1) job placement,
- job creation, and upfront job search by those recipients the State decides
can benefit from early job search; (2) a temporary subsidized employment
program or a plan for hiring - and holding accountable - independent



placement companies and a community service/work experience program;
and (3) education, training and support services, with child care
guaranteed for those the State determines need It in order to participate.

Time limits.~ Within two vears recipients in the work First Program must '
go to work, preferably in an unsubsidized private sector job, but if
necessary in a subsidized job, or lose cash assistance. After 4 years in the
Work First Program, benefits to aduits would be terminated but could be
extended at State option. ) . , , .

Deflnltlon of participation - Durlng the flrst two-years, the aduit in the
family must be working or participating in the activities identified in the
self-sufficiency plan. After two vears, the adult must be working at least
20 hours (includes on-the -job tralnmg, community service, or subsidized
work). . L

Sanctions.-- stateé determine any sanctions and their duration. . However
no benefits may be paid for anyone WhO refuses tO work, refuses to look

.- for work, or turns down a job.

‘Work First Funding.-- work First would replace the JOBS program. Under

Work First, the Federal share would be 70 percent or the-Medicaid match

- plus 10 percent, whichever is higher. However, beginning in FY 1999, the

Secretary of Health and Human Services is authorized tc modify the :
Federal share to reﬂect State performance. .. A o

Fundlng would be provnded as a capped entttlement to the States at the
foliowing levels (lncludmg the $1 billion annuallv that is currently
authorized): : ,

in FY 199?, $1.5 billion; -

in FY 1998, $1.9 billion;

In FY 1999, $2.8 billion;

in FY 2000, $3.7 billion;

In FY 2001, $5.0 billion; and
In FY 2002 and beyond, the funding level would be adjusted to
accommodate increases in-inflation and caseload.

i

| COordinatlonwith earned income tax credit.-- State A'FDC agencies

would be required to provide notice - in writing - of the availability of the
EITC upon application for and termination of cash assistance. Emplovers
would be required to inform new emplovees earning less than $30,000 .
annually, of the option of recewmg EITC pavments in advance through '

. their payroll.

Child care.-- Combine the AFDC transitional child care program, the at-risk - -
child care program, and that portion (75 percent) of the child care
development block grant that is currently used for direct child.care
assistance. Merge these programs into a capped entitiement under Title
XXB of the Social Security Act. Funds would total $1.3 billion in FY 1997,

with adjustments for inflation in each subsequent year. States must assure .



o .

that no AFDC family will be requ:red to work, or have cash assistance
terminated, if child care iS I"IEEdEd and not provided

The remaining 25 percent Of the chiid care development block grant
would continue as discretionary spending and be used to expand parental
choice, improve the availability and quality of care, and promote health
and safety.

" Transition health benefits.-- Retain thelcurrent law Medi'caid transition

(one year of Medicaid), with one additional year using vouchers to dellver
health care cost effectively.

Penalties for dlsplacement - No recipient may replace an excstmg
worker. . .

2. Give States More Discretion .

Basic State decisions.-- States would decide who participates and who is
exempt, so long as the participation requirements are met each vear.
They would also establish penalties for failure to participate.

Let States reward work.-- States could modify the treatment of earned '
income to encourage work. . .

Permit States to use work First funding‘#of'}ob creation.-- States could -

implement a grant diversion program, work supplementation, or another - -

approach designed.by the State. Any State.that uses funds for job
creation must place at least half of participants in private sector jobs.
States could enter into performance-based contracts with private
employment firms. States also could use the funds to suppcrt micro-
enterprise and seif-employment efforts ’ »

3. The Federal Role

. Accountability.-- Require the Secretary to establish performance-based

measures and apply them to States in allocating funds in future years.

- success would be measured by: (1) whether the State finds jobs for

recipients, how many jobs they find, and how long the recipient stays at
work; (2) whether the self-sufficiency plan the State develops for serving
each family was actually carried out and resulted in a job; (3) whether the -
state met the participation standards and @ whether families achieve
self-sufficiency.

Plan approval.-- The Secretary of HHS, in COﬂSUlt&tiOﬂ with the Secretary

of Labor, will review each plan and certifv that it meets the reqwrements
of the law. . , e

- Penalties for pobr performance.- The Federal share of AFDC

administrative and benefit funds will be reduced, under a formuila



established by the Sei:retary,‘ for States that fail to meet the accountability
-standards. Reductions WQUld occur first in funds for State administration.



Il. PROTECT CHILDREN

'A. Teen Pregnancy and Out-of-Wedlock Births

Teen pregnancy - and growth in the number of out-of-wediock births - is a
problem that must be addressed. But government alone cannot solve this. problem. we
must help teenagers to have a vision for their own future and to delay parenthood until
they are emotionally and financially capable of nurturing their child. That task requires -
a concerted effort by our communmes our religlous leaders, parents, the media, and
politicians. v

In the Family Support Act of 1988, we recognized that it is wrong to encourage a
teen parent to move out on their own, supported by the welfare system. So the Act
gave States flexibility - permitting them to require young mothers to live at home as a
condition of receiving AFDC. Under these circumstances States are also Dermltted to
pay the welfare check to the parent of the minor mother ‘

There are additional steps that should be taken today to discourage teen
parenthood. However, the proposals in the Contract with America are too draconian.
Under the Contract, any child of a minor mother born out-of-wedlock would be

- permanently ineligible for aid. It would be counterproductive and damaging to children
to punish - for life - a child who did not choose to be born out-of-wedlock. Toward
that end, the DEMOCRATS propose the following alternative:

. Establish incentives for responsible behavior.-- Require minor parents
to live at home (or, if that is not possible, under the supervision of

another aduit or in a group home) in order to be eligible for AFDC.
Requ1re school-age parents to stay in school. And require full cooperation

- up-front, before any benefits are paid - with patemltv establlshment
efforts.

o A_g;gressivelv enforce child support obligations as a means to hold
both parents responsible for supporting the child - That means
working to establish awards in every case, ensuring fair award levels and
collecting awards that are owed. , '

o Reduce teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock blrths;-- Lead a national
. campaign against teen pregnancy; establish a national clearinghouse on

teen pregnancy prevention; and conduct demonstratlon projects of
prevention approaches. '

Steps like these will go a long way toward addressmg the problem we face with
teen parenthood, without unfairly and unnecessanly penanzmg the children born into
~ these families. :

B, Paternity and child support Enforcement j 1

A typlcal child born in the Umted States today WI“ spend some t|rne ina slngle-
parent home. Despite concerted efforts by all levels-of government, the current system
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fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent
analyses by the Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child support collections is
approximately $48 billion per year. Yet only $20 billion in awards are currently in place
and only $14 billion |s actually paid.

~ The problem is threefold. First, for many children born out-of-wedlock, a child
~ support order is never established. Second, when awards are established, they are
- often too low, are not adjusted for inflation, and are not sufficiently correlated to the
earnings of the noncustodial parent. And third, of awards that are established, the full
amount of child support is collected in only about half the cases.

To our disappointment, the Contract with America included no direct child
support provisions. It does, however, contain one paternity establishment provision:
AFDC benefits would be denied to any child whose paternity has not been established,
even if the parent has fully cooperated with efforts to establish paternity and the State
or court is at fault. In the Subcommittee bill, this policy was moderated somewhat -
States would be required to pay reduced benefits for six months to a child whose
paternity has not been established - but the policy still punishes the Chlld for something
he cannot control. ‘

Both the Clinton Administration and the wWomen's Caucus have proposed
comprehensive child support enforcement measures. There are many similarities
between these efforts. Child support is an integral part of real welfare reform it's
absence from the original Contract W|th America is disturbing. »

DEMOCRATS proposed that child support be a part of welfare reform from day
one. From our perspective, a comprehensive child support enforcement package
would: '

o] Replace the paternity establishment provision in the Contract with a
tough, but more humane, requirement.-- Require more rigorous, up-
front, cooperation with paternity, as the Clinton Administration has
proposed, but don‘t punish the family for the failure of the State or the
court to act promptly. Instead, require the State to establish paternity

within one year or face a penalty. '

o] Work to establish awards in every case.-- This can be accomplished by
streamlining the paternity establishment process, making cooperation
from mothers a real condition for receiving AFDC benefits, expanding
outreach and education programs-aimed at voluntary paternity
establishment, holding States to performance-based incentives for
improving paternity establishment rates; and giving States administrative
authority to establish awards. .

o Ensure fair award levels.- Require universal, periodic, administrative
'~ . " updating of awards for all cases; pass on more of child support coliected
to families leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study
State guidelines and the desirability of uniform national guidelines.

0 | caliect awards that are owed.-- Bring State administrative systems into
the 21st Century by requiring a central registrv and centralized collection



* and disbursement capability; establish a national clearinghouse to aid with
enforcement, particularly of interstate cases; revoke professional,
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay child
support; use universal wage withholding, better asset and income
information, easier reversal of fraudulent transfers of assets, interest and

~ late penalties on arrearages, expanded use of credit reporting, easing of
bankruptcy-related obstacles, and wage garnishment procedures for all
employees. Also establish a performance-based financing and incentive
system. |

A complete child sdpport package, like this one, will send a clear message - to
both parents - that they are expected to support their families. That is, the DEMOCRATS
beneve prec:selv the kind of message we want to send with welfare reform.

C. Child Welfare and Foster Care

our child welfare and foster care programs are part of this nation's most basic
safety net for children. These programs assure that any child who is abused or
neglected will have a safe place to go. In recent years, there have been criticisms of
these programs, particularly of the limited capacity states have had to assist families
whose child require out-of-home care or who are at risk of such a placement. Critics
have also charged that children who are unlikely to ever be able to return home have
been left too long in the limbo of foster care, making adoptlon for these children a
hoped for, but unlikely outcome.

The Republican pmposalrwould reduce funds for child protective services by an
estimated $5 billion over the next five years. States would experience reduction in
- funds of 26 percent in FY 2000 alone. We cannot place the fate of our most vulnerabie
children to simple economics. In 1992, 440,000 children were in foster care in the United
States. They deserve to know that they will be safe. .

To address these concerns, the Congress, in 1993, passed and the President
signed into law, the Family Preservation Act. This new law encourages innovative State
efforts to help families who are at risk of losing their children to foster care and
revamps the burdensome administrative procedures that some believe have led to
unnecessarily long stays in foster care. The Family Preservation Act is just now being -
implemented in the States. DEMOCRATS believe that the prudent course is to allow
these reforms - which enjoyed bipartisan support - to take effect, monitor closely their
success, and consider improvements in future years as needed. To scrap the entire child
welfare and foster care system now and replace it with a loosely-defined block grant
that does not assure adequate protection for children.would be foolhardy.

At a minimum the current foster care maintenance and adoption assistance
program should be retained. A revised child welfare block grant would be created by
combining the various discretionary child welfare programs. The Family Preservation
Act would be implemented on schedule since it makes an lmportant investment |n
America's families. » ~

D. Keeping 'the Government out of Family Life .



Far too often, Federal l1aws intervene in decisions that are best left to families.
DEMOCRATS are committed to assuring that no new and unnecessary Federal
requirements creep into the law, when such decisions are best left to families. Whether
the ideology expressed by such legislation is conservative or liberal is irrelevant.

To that end, the DEMOCRATIC plan makes certain that families will remain
together in tough economic times. It will encourage marriage by eliminating Federal
rules that discriminate against the formation of families. .And it will make certain that
our Federal welfare rules do not encourage families to choose abortion as their only
viable cho;ce ,

'Specnﬂcallv, the DEMOCRATIC plan would:

o Protect family rights.— Prohibit States from placing a child in an out-of-
"~ home setting against the wishes of the child's custodial parent solely
because of the economlc mrcumstances marital status or age Of the
parent .

o End discrlmlnation against two-parent Families. -- Base AFDC eligibility
" on need, having an eligible child, and living with a relative, rather than on
the employment status of one of the parents (i.e., eliminate the 100-hour
rule). Once eligible for benefits, two-parent f-amllies would be subject to
. the same work requirements as single-parent families.

o “ Encourage marriage.- Eliminate the stepparent deeming rules to remove
' the penalty against marriage by low- mcome parents.

] Discourage abortion.-- Establish rigorous, but humane paternity
establishment rules that hold parents of children born out-of-wedlock
responsible for their actions but don't deny them cash aid in hard times
and encourage abortion. SImllarlv, family caps and time limits would be

“left to State discretion.

E. Ssl Disabled children

1. The Republlcan Plan Would Deny SSl Benefits to Hundreds of Thousands
of Dlsabled Children .

: The Subcommittee bnl would throw hundreds of thousands of disabled children
off the SSi rolls. By the year 2000, the bul will denv cash SSI benefits to more than
800,000 disabled children. . .

The Subcommittee bill eliminates cash benefits to nearlv all future applicants -
even those children who are so severely disabled that they meet or equal the listing of
impairments in the disability regulations which demonstrate prima facie proof of '
disability. Repubilicans assert that children who will be denied cash benefits, but who
meet or equal the listings, will be eligible for services under a new State block grant
program. However, there is no guarantee that any State will in fact provide services
through the block grant. Under the bill, the States may decide who among the qualified

-'10...



. children may receive services; which of the authorized services the State will provide;
and the duration of the services

The Subcommittee bill also cuts off both cash énd Medicald almest immediately

*. for over 200,000 disabled children who were awarded benefits based on a functional

assessment of their disabilities. These are children who have a combination of

.impairments, none of which by itself meets or equals the listings, but which, when
taken together, result in a disabling condition. Over 33,000 of these children have .
physical disabilities. By the year 2000, nearly 400,000 disabled children will be made
ineligible for both SSI cash benefits and Medicaid under this provision. Moreo\:er the
bill expressly denies biock grant services to these children.

The bill is apparently an attempt to eliminate abuses in the program. There have
been charges that parents are coaching their children to misbehave so that parents may
- apply for SSI benefits on their behalf. Republicans have made an attempt to find a ‘
solution to these abuses, but they have missed the mark. They have thrown the baby
out with the bath water. Republicans punish more than three-quarters of a million
children over the next 5 years without making any serious attempt to target the cases
- which are most subject to abuse. .

2. The DEMOCRATS Would Eliminate Abuses wnile Protecting Disabled
Children | ] o
- - Specmcally, the DEMOCRATS would direct the Social Security Administration to
restrlct SIgniﬂcantly chlldhood disabmtv benefits subject to abuse by:

o eliminating “maladaptive behavior" as a means of recelving benefits

o smniﬂcantly tightening the seventy threshold in the lndividual
Functional Assessment (1A) criteria;

o Increasing the use of standardued tests

, Ellmmatmg maladaptrve behavior" from the so-caﬂed "domains" on which
benefits may be based would eliminate the possibility of children receiving benefits
because parents have coached them to misbehave. Raising the severity threshold in the

Individual Functional Assessment would assure that only severely disabled children
would receive benefits, and increasing the use of standardized tests, in combination

" with the other changes, would help to take teachers and principals out of the business

of assessing children.

The DEMOCRATIC proposal is more effective than the Ssubcommittee bill. Rather
than denying benefits to severely disabled children, the DEMOCRATIC proposal eliminates
the behavior categories which are subject to abuse in both the listings and the IFA.
Thus, the DEMOCRATS tighten the criteria in the areas where the most growth has
occurred -- behavior disorders. According to the General Accounting Office more
growth has occurred in these areas of the listings than in the IFA

The DEMOCRATIC proposal assures that all children with srgmficant dlsabllities can

be evaluated for SS! eligibility based on a strict test of the overall disabling
consequences of their impairments. It does not deny a child the chance to demonstrate.
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that a combinétion of impairments has caused him to be as severely diéabled as a child
who meets or equals the listings. The DEMOCRATS target and eliminate abuses while
protecting vuinerable disabled children. o '

- 12 -



. STATE FLEXIBILITY

" A. Remove CUmbefsome Federal income an;d ASSQt Rules

Part of the Republican welfare reform debate has centered on giving States more
_flexibility. DEMOCRATS agree. Our plan would remove much of the Federal :
micromanagement added to the law at the request of Republican Administrations over
the past 15 years and replace it with State discretion to make basic program decisions.
State plans would stm be required and HHS would Judge States on performance

For example, States would be granted authoritv tO determlne allowable assets
including the value of any car a family may own and remain eligible for cash assistance.
States would determine the treatment of any income of the family, such as earnings,
child support, stepparent income and energy as.S|stance SO Iong as the State policies
encourage work.

They would decide which administrative procedures to use in determlning
eligibility and benefit amount, inciuding whether and under what terms to requ1re
retrospective budgeting/monthiy reporting by recipients. Federal rules on the
treatment of any lump sum income received by a family, establishing a gross income
limit, proscribing a nominal threshold below which it is not cost-effective to make an
AFDC payment, and requiring that the dollar value of benefits payments be rounded

~down to the next dollar would be eliminated. All of these requirements were added by B

Republican Administrations. DEMOCRATS belleve these decnsions are best left to the -
-States. oo : o

B. The seecifics

In lieu of these prescnptwe Federal mandates, States would have discretion to:
(Check that all States are listed] \ o

o Define the family unit end impose family caps.-- Georgia, indiana, New A
: Jersey, and wisconsin now impose family caps under a waiver. A waiver
would no Ionger be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC plan.

o Require school attendance, reduce benefits for failure to attend
‘ . school, or provide incentives for school.- Arkansas, California, Colorado,
- Indiana, Oklahoma, and South Carolina now impose some form of these . =
limits under a waiver. A waiver would no longer be necessary under the
. .DEMOCRA ][ plan
o0 - Determine asset amounts and automobile value - Callforma Colorado o
- Connecticut, Florida, lowa, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, South o
. Carolina, South Dakota, Virginia, and Wyoming vary these policies under a
.- waiver. ‘A walver would no tonger be necessarv under the DEMOCRATIC
.- -plan. ‘ S

| - 13 -
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Determine how to count child support income in determining AFDC
eligibility.- Connecticut, Oregon, vermont, and wisconsin alter the child
support income rules under a waiver. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan a
waiver-would no longer be necessarv :

Reward work by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check
when families go to work.— Florida, llinois, lowa, Mississippi, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, and Vermont have received
waivers to modify these rules to reward work. Under the DEMOCRATIC.
plan, a waiver would no longer be necessary so lcng as the State pollcv
rewards work. S

Encourage family formation by ending discrimination against two- .
parent families and setting new rules for accounting for stepparent
income.-- Mississippi and New York are doing this now by waiver, for two-
parent families; virginia is doing it now, for stepparents, but only by
waiver. uUnder the DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no longer be

" necessary.

- Require child immunizations.—- colorado, Florida, lndiana, Michlgan,

Mississippi, and South Carolina have waivers to permit this. Under the

DEMOCRATIC plan a waiver would no longer be necessarv

Extend the child care and health care transitlons COI‘\I’IeCtICUt New
York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Virginia have received waivers to
allow this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan a waiver WOUld no longer be
necessary. . A

Time limit assistance.-- Florida, Indiana and Wisconsin have received
waivers to do this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, States could decide
whether to limit assistance after two years, with one caveat: States may
not: end assmtance if there is not a JOb avallable
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. THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE

T

1. Work,_ First and Foremestf n

- A. The Republican COntract Just Doesn't Measure Ug

The Amerlcan people want a tough, but fair, welfare svstem one that fOl' most

“families, replaces the welfare check with a paycheck. ‘The Contract with America

proposes a tough and mean welfare system. :It punishes children and does little to-
convert our check-writing welfare bureaucracy.into an aggresslve jOb placement service..

SOmB Of the Contract's short:comlngs are:

Flrst it’s weak on work.-- The Contract and the Subcommlttee biil - take State
flexmllltv to a counterproductive extreme. By and large, we can leave to the States the

- decision about who will participate and when. But, the Shaw bill subjects only 2 percent

of the caseload to a work requirement in 1996, and never defines what work is. This is a
weaker work requirement than under current law and fails to deliver on what the
American people want: a real work-based welfare svstem State fleXIbilltv? Yes Total
abdlcation of Federal accountabilitv? No. S

' Areal WOI"k requirement means that far fewer famllles will be exempt from work -

= requirements. It also means State programs that serve significantly more of the -

caseload. At the Federal level, our job is to dictate the broad philosophy - that we want

~work for wages to be part of the experience of most families on welfare. But,

DEMOCRATS cannot support a policy - reflected in the Contract with. America - that gives :
billions of dollars to the States without ever making certain that thev use the money tO <

' DUt more people to WOFK That would be foolish.

, : second, there is no requlrement for educatlon training, and support
services.-- If we truly want welfare families to support themselves education, training,

~ and job placement services must be a part of each State program. That doesn't mean
_each recipient must be entitled to each and every service. But, given what we know -
about the serious educational and training deficiencies of long-term welfare recipients -

and our desire to-help most of these families find a job -~ we would be setting ourselves

" up.-for failure if we allowed, as the Contract does, States to require work without the -

ancillary services that research shows us are the key to success. That means balancing
our desire to extend ﬂeXIlet\{ to the states With our mstlnct fOl‘ what constitutes a

" humane program.

--Third, cruel and arbitrarv time Ilmlts a Tlme hmlts are omy fair if they are

- connected to a real job that will support the family.- And when that connection is there :
. DEMOCRATS think States should be permitted to impose time limits. However, :
DEMOCRATS cannot support a nationwide, 5- or 2-year time limit that doesn’ t also requn'e
B the State to help make certam that wages will be replacmg welfare


http:states.to

. Fourth, no certainty of child care for mothers who are required to work.-- .
DEMOCRATS have deep concerns about Republican proposals to block grant child care
funds. Block grants, with fewer resources, would be counterproductive at a time when
our desire is to dramatically increase the number of AFDC families who are working. If
~ we are serious about moving families off of welfare and into work permanently, then
States are likely to need new funds for child care. All families who are making the
transition from AFDC to employment should continue to receive chiid care and health
care as needed, and beyond the one year of transitional aid now provided.

. ~ Welfare reform should give States the flexibility to continue to experiment with

such programs, with the Federal Government sharing the cost. Simply put, you cannot
~ ask a single parent with young children to work - and do so full-time - if she does not
" have safe, affordable, reliable child care to back her up. ‘

B. What Democrats Mean by a WOI"(-BGSEG Welfare svstem

~ Let's turn now to the DEMOCRATIC PLAN. It is the cornerstone of a constructive -
welfare-to-work strategy. Our pian adheres to three basic prlnciples

. STRIKE THE FOI.LOWING PARAGRAPH

First, no one gets cut off wlthout a job.-- States would be permitted to impose

- time limits on cash assistance IF they have worked aggressively to prepare people for

work, helped them find a job and, if necessary, subsidized a job for the individual. The

American people want a tough but fair welfare system. We should set new rules of the

_game, but when recipients play by those rules and - through no fault of their own - still
don't have a job, then we must supply one. Arbitrarily cut:ting these families off is
unfair. ,

AND REPLACE IT WITH:

First, the number one priority is work.— Anyone who can work should move to
work as quickly as possible. From the very first day on welfare, recipients would be
required to aggressively prepare for work and look for a job. After two years rec:p/ents
would be required to work or lose cash assistance. ,

: In an effort to fulfill this requxrement an up-front assessment of the

qualifications and needs of each family would be performed when the family applies for
assistance. The assessment would include career counseling and result in a self-
 sufficiency plan for each adult AFDC recipient who enters the system.

. . Second, let’s measure outcomes, for a change, not process.-- We waste a lot
of time and energy today making sure each step along the way is completed, never
paving close enough attention to whether we actually achieved what we set out to
accomplish. For once, let's set ciear and specific measures of performance for State
work and training programs and base our Federal contribution on how well the State

' does How wou!d DEMOCRATS measure that success'»> We'd base future fundlng on:

- whether States find JObS for recmlents how manv Jobs thev ﬂnd and how long
the reClplent stavs at work;
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- whether the plan States develop for serving each family was actuanv carried
- out and resulted in a job; : ,

- whether States meet participation requireménté each year; énd

— whether families achieve self-sufficiency, measured by changes in the child
: povertv rate and improvements in family income.

One caution s in order here. When we set this system up - focusing on
outcomes - we must be certain that we don't just encourage States to "cream" off
those job-ready families who would have left welfare on their own. We have made that
mistake before. The AFDC program is full of families who only need AFDC to help them
through a temporary crisis. They'll be on their feet - and back at work - In only a few
months. Our challenge is to find jobs for those who are the least likely to find a
permanent alternative to welfare and who - over time - are going to consume most of
our welfare dolfars. A ,

Third, there is considerable room for more state flexibilitv -- States make a
good argument that too much Federal involvement in the details of their program
hamstrings their ability to be creative and tailor their efforts to unigue circumstances.
Generally, States should be free to design their work and training program and the -
citizens of the State shouid hold the Governor accountable. There is a delicate balance
here, however, because it is also in our national interest to assure the safetv heaith, and
welfare of all chlldren regardless of where thev live.

- C. The SQeciﬂcs o I

-+ under the DEMOCRATIC plan, clear expectations will be set but States will have
broad discretion, within those goals, to implement a work-based welfare system.. The -
Federal responsibility will be to assure State accountability for the goals

1. The DEMOCRATIC Work First Program

o Parﬂcupatlon rates - The DEMOCRAT!C plan starts almost where the
Republican plan ends. States decide who partlcipates and who is exempt
so long as

~In FY 1997, 15 percent of AFDC families partlcspate :
In FY 1998, 25 percent of AFDC families participate .
In FY 1999, 30 percent of AFDC families participate
In FY 2000, 35 percent of AFDC families participate
In FY 2001, 40 percent of AFDC families participate
In FY 2002, 45 percent of AFDC families participate ,
In FY 2003, and each succeedlng year, 50 percent of AFDC famihes
participate. ‘

‘o self-sufficiency plan thhln 30 days {90 davs at State option) of being
determined eligible for AFDC, a self-sufficiency plan (contract of mutual
responsibility) must be developed for each adult recipient. The plan will

- explain how the State will help and what the recipient will do to find .
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~ employment. The plan will, on average, require 20 hours of activity per

week. it will identify the education, training and support services that will

_ be provided to reach the goal, and it will set a timetable for achieving the

goals. Any State-imposed limit on the length of benefits cannot begm
until the plan has been signed by both partles

- components of the State’s work program Each state desngns its own
_ program. Program components must at least include: (1) job placement,

job creation, and upfront job search by those recipients the State decides .
can benefit from early job search; (2) a temporary subsidized employment
program or a plan for hiring - and holding accountable - independent
placement companies and a community service/work experience program;
and (3) education, training and support services, with child care ;
guaranteed for those the State determmes need it in order to participate.

“Time Ilmlts - _
" STRIKE THE FOLLOWING:

‘States may impose time limits on cash assistance aftevr 2'vears, bu‘t only if

work - through ajobora commumtv service DOSIthn is the alternative. .

: AND REPLACE IT WITH‘

:_‘ Within two years recipients m the Work Fir: St PI’ ogram must go tO work
- preferably in an unsubsidized private sector jOb but if necessary m a
‘ SUbSIdIZGO' Jjob or lose cash ass;stance

After 4 years in the Work First program, benefits to adults COUId at State

“option, be terminated.

. OR

After 4 years in the Work First Program, benefits to adults would be
terminated, but could be extended at State option.

© . Definition of participation.-- During the first two-years, the adult in the"
- family must be working or participating in the activities identified in the

self-sufficiency plan. After two vears, the adult must be working at least
20 hours (includes on-the-job trammg, commumty servuce or subs dized
work) ‘

. Sanctions.-- St&t&é determine any sanétions’ and their duration. However,

no benefits may be paid for anyone who refuses to work refuses to fook
for work, or turns down a job.

: WOrk First Fundmg.-- Work First WOUld replace the JOBS program. Under ,

work First, the Federal share would be 70 percent or the Medicaid match
plus 10 percent, whichever is higher. However, beginning in FY 1999, the’
Secretary of Health and Human Services is authorized to modify the ‘

3 Federal share to reflect State performance..



Funding would bé provided as a capped entitlement to the States at the
following levels (including the $1 bllhon annually that is currentiv '
authorized): A

In FY 1997, $1.5 billion;
In FY 1998, $1.9 billion;
In FY 1999, $2.8 billion;
‘In FY 2000,.53.7 billion;
1n FY 2001, $5.0 billion; and -
In FY 2002 and beyond, the funding Ievel would be adjusted to
~_ accommodate mcreases in mﬂation and caseload.

~ Coordination with earned lncome tax credit.-- State AFDC agencies v

-~ would be required to provide notice - in writing - of the availabllity of the
EITC upon application for and termination of cash assistance. Employers
‘would be required to inform new employees earning less than-$30,000

- annually, of the option of recewing EITC payments in advance through
their payron

” child care - COmbine the AFDC transmonal chlld care program, the at-nsk
child care program, and that portion (75 percent) of the child care
development block grant that is currently used for direct child care

assistance. Merge these programs into a capped entitlement under Title T

XXB of the Social Security Act. Funds would total $1.3 billion in FY 1997, V
with adjustments for inflation in each subsequent year. States must assure

" that no AFDC family will be required to work, or have cash assistance .
termmated if child care is needed and not provided.

The remaining 25 percent of the child care development block grant e
would continue as discretionary spending and be used to expand parental
choice, improve the availability and quahtv of care, and promote health
and safety.
Transitlon health beneﬂts - Retam the current Iaw Medicald transxtlon -
. {one year of Medicaid), with one additional year using vouchers to den\zer
- health care cost effectively. ‘ :

© - pPenalties for dlsplacement.- No recipient: may replace' an existing
: worker. : S : o
. Give states More Discretion ;
Basic State decisions.~ States would decide who partlcmates and who is
-exempt, so long as the participation requirements are met each year.
They would also establish penalities for failure to partlcmate

Let States reward work -- States could modify the treatment Of earned
income to encourage work. : g N



“Permit States to use Work First funding for job creation.-- States could

implement a grant diversion program, work supplementation, or another
approach designed by the State. Any State that uses funds for job
creation must place at least half of participants in private sector jobs.
States could enter into performance-based contracts with private
employment firms. States also could use the funds to support micro-

‘enterprise and self-employment efforts

The Federal Role -

Accountability.-- Require thé Secretarv td ies’c(abnvsh performanée-‘based

" measures and apply them to States in allocating funds in future vears.
. Success would be measured by: (1) whether the State finds jobs for

recipients, how many jobs they find, and how long the recipient stays at -
work; (2) whether the self-sufficiency plan the State develops for serving
each family was actually carried out and resulted in a job; (3) whether the
State met the participation standards and (4) whether fammes achieve
self—sufﬂuencv : : :

Plan approval.-,— The Secretary of HHS in consultatton wnth the Secretary
of Labor, will review each plan and cemfv that it: meets the requirements _
of the law. :

Penalties for poor performance.-- The Federal share of AFDC
administrative and benefit funds will be reduced, under a formula :
established by the Secretary, for States that fail to meet the accountability
standards. Reductions would occur first in funds for State administration.



-Il. PROTECT CHILDREN

A. Teen Pregnancy and Out-of-Wedlock Births

} Teen pregnancy -- and growth in the number of out-of-wedlock births - is a _
problem that must be addressed. But government alone cannot solve this problem. We
must help teenagers to have a vision for their own future and to delay parenthood until
they are emotionally and financially capable of nurturing their child. That task requires

- .a concerted effort by our communities, our rellglous leaders, parents, the media, and
pohtlcxans .

In the Famitv Support Act of 1988 we recognized that it is wrong to encourage a
teen parent to move out on their own, supported by the welfare system. So the Act
gave States flexibility - permitting them to require young mothers to live at home as a
condition of receiving AFDC. Under these circumstances States are also permitted to
pay the welfare check to the parent of the minor mother .

- There are addltional steps that should be taken todav to discourage teen
parenthood. However, the proposals in the Contract with America are too draconian.
Under the Contract, any child of a minor mother born out-of-wedlock would be -
permanently ineligible for aid. It would be counterproductive and damaging to children
to punish -- for life -- a child who did not choose to be born out-of-wedlock. Toward
that end, the DEMOCRATS propose the following alternative: : ,

0 Establlsh incentives for responsible behavior.-- Requnre minor parents
to live at home (or, if that is not possible, under the supervision of .
another adult or in a group home) in order to be eligible for AFDC.
Require school-age parents to stay in school. And require full cooperation
~ up-front, before any benefits are paid -~ with paternity establishment -

- efforts.

o - Aggressively enforce"child support obligations'as a means to hold
: - both parents responsible for supporting the child.-- That means

working to establish awards in every case, ensurmg fair award levels, and
collecting awards that are owed

0 Reduce teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births.-- Lead a national
" campaign against teen pregnancy; establish a national clearinghouse on .
teen pregnancy prevention; and conduct demonstratnon projects of
prevention approaches. , ‘

StEDS like these Wl“ go a long way toWard addressing the problem we face with

teen parenthood, without unfalrly and unnecessarily penalizing the children born into
these families. :

B. Paternity and Child Support Enforcement

A typical child born in thé United AStates today will Spend some time in a single-
parent home. Despite concerted efforts by all levels of government, the current system



fails to ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. ‘Recent
analyses by the Urban Institute suggest that the potential for child support collectionsis
approximately $48 blilion per vear. Yet only $20 billion in awards are currently in place
-and only $14 billion is actually paid.

The problem is threefold. First, for many children born out-of-wedlock, a child

* support order is never established. Second, when awards are established, they are

often too low, are not adjusted for inflation, and are not sufficiently correlated to the
earnings of the noncustodial parent. And third, of awards that are established, the full
amount of child support is collected in only about haif the cases. :

To our disappointment, the Contract with America included no direct child.
support provisions. It does, however, contain one paternity establishment provision:
AFDC benefits would be denied to any child whose paternity has not been established,
even if the parent has fully cooperated with efforts to establish paternity and the State
or court is at fault. In the subcommittee bill, this policy was moderated somewhat -
States would be required to pay reduced benefits for six months to a child whose
paternity has not been established - but the policy still punishes the child for somethlng

he cannot control.

Both the Clinton Administration and the Women's Caucus have proposed
comprehensive child support enforcement measures. There are many similarities
between these efforts. Child support is an integral part of real welfare reform It's
absence from the original Contract with America is disturbing.

DEMOCRATS proposed that child support be a part of welfare reform from day
one. From our perspectwe a comprehensive child support enforcement package
would:

0 Replace the paternitv establishment provision in the Contract with a

‘ tough, but more humane, requirement.-- Require more rigorous, up-
front, cooperation with paternity, as the Clinton Administration has
proposed, but don't punish the family for the failure of the State or the
court to act promptly. Instead, require the State to establish paternity.
withm one year or face a penaltv

0 - Work to establish awards in every case This can be accomphshed by
streamlining the paternity establishment process, making cooperation
from mothers a real condition for receiving AFDC benefits, expanding
outreach and education programs aimed at voluntary paternity
establishment, holding States to performance-baséed incentives for
improving paternity establishment rates; and g:vmg States administrative
authority to establish awards. v

'] Ensure fair award levels.-- Require universal, periodic, administrative
updating of awards for all cases; pass on more of child support collected
to families leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study
State guidelines and the deSIrablllty of unlform national guidelines.

o ‘ COﬂeCt awards that are owed - Bnng State admimstratwe systems into
the 21St Century by requiring a cent_ral registry and centralized CQ"ECthn



and disbursement capability; establish a national clearinghouse to aid with
enforcement, particularly of interstate cases; revoke professional,
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay child
support; use universal wage withholding, better asset and Income
information, easier reversal of fraudulent transfers of assets, interest and
late penalties on arrearages, expanded use of credit reporting, easing of
bankruptcy-related obstacles, and wage garnishment procedures for all
employees. Also establlsh a performance-based financing and incentive
system. :

A complete child support package, like this one, will send a clear message ~ to
both parents - that they are expected to support their families. That is, the DEMOCRATS
believe, precisely the kind of message we want to send with welfare reform.

C. Child Welfare and Foster Care

our child welfare and foster care programs are part of this nation's most basic
safety net for children. These programs assure that any child who is abused or
neglected will have a safe place to go. In recent years, there have been criticisms of -
these programs, particularly of the limited capacity States have had to assist families
whose child require out-of-home care or who are at risk of such a placement. Critics
have also charged that children who are unlikely to ever be able to return home have
been left too long in the limbo of foster care, making adoption for these children a
hoped for, but unlikely outcome

The Republican proposal would reduce funds for child protective services by an
estimated S5 billion over the next five years. States would experience reduction in .
funds of 26 percent in FY 2000 alone. -We cannot place the fate of our most vuinerable
children to simple economics. in 1992, 440,000 children were in foster care in the United
.States. They deserve to know that they will be safe.

To address these concerns, the Congress, in 1993, passed-and the President
signed into law, the Family Preservation Act. This new law encourages innovative State
efforts to help families who are at risk of losing their children to foster care and
revamps the burdensome administrative procedures that some believe have led to
unnecessarily long stays in foster care. The Family Preservation Act is just now being
implemented in the States. DEMOCRATS believe that the prudent course is to allow
these reforms -- which enjoyed bipartisan support - to take effect, monitor closely their

success, and consider mprovements in futUre years as needed. To scrap the entire child . - '

welfare and foster care system now and replace it with a loosely- defined block grant
that does not assure adequate protection for children would be foolhardy.

‘At 2 minimum the current foster care maintenance and adoption assistance
program should be retained. A revised child welfare block grant would be created by
combining the various discretionary child welfare programs. The Family Preservation
Act would be implemented on schedule, since it makes an important mvestment in
America's families.

b Keeping the Government out of Family Life .



Far too often, Federal laws intervene in decisions that are best left to families.
DEMOCRATS are committed to assuring that no new and unnecessary Federal '
requirements creep into the law, when such decisions are best left to families. Whether
-the ideology expressed by such legislation is conservative or liberal is irrelevant.

To that end, the DEMOCRATIC plan makes certain that families Wlll remain
together in tough economic times. It will encourage marriage by eliminating Federal
- rules that discriminate-against the formation of families.. ‘And it will make certain that
our Federal welfare rules do not encourage families to choose abortion as their onlv
vxable ChOiCG

Specxﬂcallv, the DEMOCRATIC plan would:

o Protect family rights.-- Prohibit States from placing.a child in‘an out-of-
home setting against the wishes of the child's custodial parent solely
because of the economic circumstances, marital status or age of the
parent. :

(] End discrimination against two-parent families. -- Base AFDC eligibility
on need, having an eligible child, and living with a relative, rather than on
 the employment status of one of the parents (i.e., eliminate the 100-hour
rule). once eligible for benefits, two-parent families would be subject to
the same work requirements as single-parent families. -

0 Encourage marriage.-- Eliminate the stepparent deeming rules to remove
~ the penalty against marriage by low-income parents.

o Discourage abortion.-- Establish rigorous, but humane paternity .
establishment rules that hold parents of children born out-of-wediock
responsible for their actions but don't deny them cash aid in hard times
and encourage abortion. Similarly, famﬂv caps and time limits would be
left to State discretion. A

E.- SSI Disabled Children

1. The Republican Plan Would Deny SSI Beneﬂts to Hundreds of Thousands
of Disabled Children :

} The Subcommittee bill would throw hundreds of thousands of disabled children
off the SSI rolls. By the year 2000, the bill will deny cash SSI benefits to more than
- 800,000 disabled: children. :

The Subcommittee bill eliminates cash benefits to nearly all future applicants -
even those children who are so severely disabled that they meet or equal the listing of
‘impairments in the disability regulations which demonstrate prima facie proof of
_disability. Republicans assert that children who will be denied cash benefits, but who
meet or equal the listings, will be eligible for services under a new State block grant
program.. However, there is no guarantee that any State will in fact provide services
through the block grant. Under the bill, the States may decide who among the qualified

- 10 -



children may receive services WhICh of the authorized services the state wnl pmwde
and the duration of the services

The Subcommittee bill also cuts off both cash and Medicaid almost: immediately
for over 200,000 disabled children who were awarded benefits based on a functional
assessment of their disabilities. These are children who have a combination of -
impairments, none of which by itself meets or equals the listings, but which, when
" taken together, result in a disabling condition. Over 33,000 of these children have
physical disabilities. By the year 2000, nearly 400,000 disabled children will be made
ineligible for both SSI cash benefits and Medicaid under this provision. Moreover the
bill expressly denies block grant services to these children.

The bill is apparently an attempt t:o eliminate.abuses in th'e program. There have
been charges that parents are.coaching their children to misbehave so that parents may
- apply for SSI benefits on their behalf. Republicans have made an attempt to find a
solution to these abuses, but they have missed the mark. They have thrown the baby
out with the bath water. Republicans punish more than three-quarters of a million
children over the next 5 years without making any senous attempt to target the cases
which are most subject to abuse. \

2. The DEMOCRATS Would Eliminate Abuses While Protecting Disabled
Children

. Specifically, the DEMOCRATS would direct the Social Secunty Administration to
restrict significantly childhood disability benefits subject to abuse by:

o eliminating "maladaptive behavior" as a means of receiving behe'fits;' .

o significantly tightening the severity threshold in the |ndividua|
Functional Assessment (IA) criteria;

1

o0  increasing the use of standardized tests.

_ Eliminating "maladaptive behavior" from the so-called "domains” on which ‘
benefits may be based would eliminate the possibility of children receiving benefits
because parents have coached them to misbehave. Raising the severity threshold in the
Individual Functional Assessment would assure that only severely disabled children
would receive benefits, and increasing the use of standardized tests, in combination
with the other changes, would help to take teachers and principals out of the business - -
of assessing chlldren

: The DEMOCRATIC proposal is more effective than the subcommittee bill. Rather
than denying benefits to severely disabled children, the DEMOCRATIC proposal eliminates

the behavior categories which are subject to abuse in both the listings and the IFA.

~ Thus, the DEMOCRATS tighten the criteria in the areas where the most growth has
occurred - behavior disorders. According to the General Accounting Office more
growth has occurred in these areas of the listings than in the IFA.

. The DEMOCRATIC proposal assures that all children with significant disabilities can -

be evaluated for SSI eligibility based on a strict test of the overall disabling
consequences of their impairments. It does not deny a child the chance to demonstrate -
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~ that ‘a combination of impairmerits has caused him to be as severely disabled as a child

.~ who meets or equals the listings. The DEMOCRATS target and eliminate abuses Whlle C

‘ protecting vulnerable disabled children. .

- 12 -



WL STATE FLEXIBILITY

A, Remove Cumbersome Federal iIncome and Asset Rules

» pPart-of the Republican welfare reform debate has centered on giving States more
flexibility. DEMOCRATS agree. Our pian would remove much of the Federal
- micromanagement added to the law at the request of Republican Administrations over
. the past 15 years and replace it with State discretion to make basic program decisions.
State plans would still be required and HHS would judge States on performance.

For example, States would be granted authority to determine allowable assets, =
"including the value of any car a family may own and remain eligible for cash assistance.
States would determine the treatment of any income of the family, such as earnings,
. child support, stepparent income, and energy assmtance SO long as the State pollaes
encourage work.

They would decide which admlnlstratlve procedures to use in determining
eligibility and benefit amount, including whether and under what terms to require
retrospective budgeting/monthly reporting by recipients. Federal rules on the
treatment of any lump sum income received by a family, establishing a gross income
limit, proscribing a nominal threshold below which it is not cost-effective to make an
AFDC payment, and requiring that the dollar value of benefits payments be rounded .
down to the next dollar would be eliminated. All of these requirements were added by
* Republican Administrations. DEMOCRATS believe these decis;ons are best left to the

: States '

- B. The Specifics

In lieu of these pl'eSCﬂDtIVQ Federal mandates states would have dISCFBtIOH to:
[Check that all States are listed] ' |

o Define the family unit and imp'ose family caps.-- Georgia, Indiana, New
Jersey, and wisconsin now impose family caps under a waiver. A walver
would no Ionger be hecessary under the DEMOCRATIC plan.

o Require school attendance reduce benefits for failure to attend
school, or provide incentives for school. - Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Indiana, Oklahoma, and South Carolina now impose some form of these
limits under a waiver.. A waiver would no longer be necessary under the
DEMOCRATIC plan . 4

0  Determine asset amounts and automoblle value.-- California, Colorado
’ *~ Connecticut, Florida, lowa, Michigan, New York, Pennsyivania, South
' Carolina, South Dakota, Vlrglnla and Wyoming vary these policies under a
waiver. A waiver WOUId no longer be necessarv under the DEMOCRATIC
ptan ‘ SR C : S ,

Claa -



Determine how to count child support income in determining AFDC
eligibllity.-- Connecticut, Oregon, Vermont, and Wisconsin alter the child
‘support income rules under a waiver. under the DEMOCRATIC plan,a -
‘waiver would no longer be necessarv :

Reward work by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check
when families go to work.-- Florida, lllinois, fowa, Mississippi, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, and Vermont have received
waivers to.modify these rules to reward work. Under the DEMOCRATIC
- plan, a waiver would no longer be necessarv 50 long as the State policy
rewards work o

' Encourage family Formation by ending discriminatlon against two- '
- parent families and setting new rules for accounting for stepparent

~ income.-- -Mississippi and New York are doing this now by waiver, for two-
parent families: virginia is doing it now, for stepparents, but only by -
waiver. under the DEMOCRATlC plan a waiver would no longer be
necessary. -

Require child immunizations' Colorado, F‘|Orid3" Indiana, Michigan,

- - Mississippi, and South Carolina have waivers to permit this. Under the

DEMOCRATIC plan a walver WOUId no longer be necessary.

Extend the child care and health care transitions.- Connecticut, New -
York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Virginia have received waivers to
allow this. Under the DEMOCRATIC. plan a waiver would no longer be

- necessary. .

Time limit assnstance.-— Flonda lndlana and WIsconsm have recelved
waivers to do this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, States could decide
whether to limit assistance after two years, with one caveat: States may -
not end asslstance if there lS not a JOb available.
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THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE

I. Work, First and Foremost

A. The Republican Contract .Just Doesnft Measure Up

The American people want a tough, but fair, welfare system; one that, for most
families, replaces the welfare check with a paycheck. The Contract with America
proposes a tough and mean welfare system. It punishes children and does little to
convert our check-writing welfare bureaucracy into an aggressive job placement service.
Some of the Contract's shortcomings are: : ,

First, it's weak on work.-- The Contract - and the Subcommittee bill -- take State
flexibility to a counterproductive extreme. By and large, we can leave to the States the
decision about who will participate and when. But, the Shaw bill subjects only 2 percent
of the caseload to a work requirement in 1996, and never defines what work is. Thisis a
weaker work requirement than under current law and fails to deliver on what the
American people want: areal work-based welfare system. State flexibility? Yes. Total
abdication of Federal accountability? No.

A real work requirement means that far fewer families will be exempt from work

requirements. It also means State programs that serve significantly more of the
caseload. At the Federal level, our job is to dictate the broad philosophy - that we want

work for wages to be part of the experience of most families on welfare. But, ‘
DEMOCRATS cannot support a policy — reflected in the Contract with America - that gives
billions of dollars to the States without ever making certain that they use the money to
put more people to work. That would be foolish.

Second, there is no requirement for education, training, and support
services.-- If we truly want welfare families to support themseives, education, training,
and job placement services must be a part of each State program. That doesn't mean
each recipient must be entitled to each and every service. But, given what we know
about the serious educational and training deficiencies of long-term welfare recipients -
and our desire to help most of these families find a job - we would be setting ourseives
up for failure if we allowed, as the Contract does, States to require work without the
ancillary services that research shows us are the key to success. That means balancing
our desire to extend ﬂexubxlrtv to the States with our instinct for what constitutes a
humane program.

Third, cruel and arbitrary time limits.-- Time limits are only fair if they are
connected to a real job that will support the family. And when that connection is there,
DEMOCRATS think States should be permitted to impose time limits. However,
DEMOCRATS cannot support a nationwide, 5- or 2-year time limit that doesn't aiso require
the State to make certain that wages will be replacing weilfare.



Fourth, no certainty of child care for mothers who are required to work.--
DEMOCRATS have deep concerns about Republican proposals to block grant child care
funds. Block grants, with fewer resources, would be counterproductive at a time when
our desire is to dramatically increase the number of AFDC families who are working. If
we are serious about moving families off of welfare and into work permanently, then
States are likely to need new funds for child care. All families who are making the
transition from AFDE.to employment should continue to receive child care and health
care as needed, and beyond the one year of transitional aid now provided.

Welfare reform should give states the flexibility to continue to experiment with
such programs, with the Federal Government sharing the cost. Simply put, you cannot
ask a single parent with young children to work - and do so full-time - if she does not
have safe, affordable, reliabie child care to back her up. ' ‘

B. What Democrats Mean by a Work-Based Welfare System

_ Let's turn now to the DEMOCRATIC PLAN. It is the cornerstone of a constructive
welfare-to-work strategy. Our plan adheres to three basic principles::

! First, no one gets cut off without 3 job.- States woulid be permitted to impose
time limits on cash assistance IF they have worked aggressively to prepare people for
work, helped them find a job and, if necessary, subsidized a job for the individual. The

“ American people want a tough but fair welfare system. We should set new rules of the
game, but when recipients play by those rules and - through no fault of their own - still
don’'t have a job, then we must supply one. Arbitrarily cutting these families off is unfair.

OR

First, the number one priority is a job.— States would be permitted to impose time
limits on cash assistance after they have worked aggressively to prepare people for work
and helped them find a job. The American people want a tough but fair welfare system.
We should set new rules of the game, expect recipients to play by those rules, and help
them find a job to replace welfare. ) ' ‘

in an effort to fulfill this requirement, an up-front assessment of the
qualifications and needs of each family wouid be performed when the family applies for
assistance. The assessment would include career counseling and result in a seif-
sufficiency plan for each adult AFDC recipient who enters the system.

Second, let's measure outcomes, for a change, not process.-- We waste a lot
of time and energy today making sure each step along the way is completed, never
paving close enough attention to whether we actually achieved what we set out to
accomplish. For once, let's set clear and specific measures of performance for State
work and training programs and base our Federal contribution on how well the State
does. How would DEMOCRATS measure that success? we'd base future funding on:

- whether States find jobs for recipients, how many jobs they find, and how long
the recipient stays at work;



- whether the plan States develop for serving each family was actually carried
out and resulted in a job;

- whether states meet participation requirements each year; and

- whether families achieve self-sufficiency, measured by changes in the child
poverty rate and improvements in family income.

One caution is in order here. When we set this system up - focusing on
outcomes -~ we must be certain that we don't just encourage States to "cream” off
those job-ready families who would have left welfare on their own. We have made that
mistake before. The AFDC program is full of families who only need AFDC to help them
through a temporary crisis. They'll be on their feet - and back at work - in only a few
months. Our challenge is to find jobs for those who are the least likely to find a
permanent alternative to welfare and who - over time ~ are going to consume most of
our welfare doliars.

Third, there is considerable room for more State flexibility.-- States make a
good argument that too much Federal involvement in the details of their program
hamstrings their ability to be creative and tailor their efforts to unigue circumstances.
Generally, states should be free to design their work and training program and the
citizens of the State should hold the Governor accountable. There is a delicate balance
here, however, because it is also in our national interest to assure the safetv health and
welfare of all children, regardless of where they live.

€. The Specifics

Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, ciear expectations will be set but States will have
broad discretion, within those goals, to implement a work-based welfare system. The
Federal responsmmty will be to assure State accountabllltv for the goals.

1. The DEMOCRATIC Work First Program

0 Participation rates.-- The DEMOCRATIC plan starts almost where the
Republican plan ends. States decide who participates and who is exempt,
so long as:

In FY 1997, 15 percent of AFDC families participate

in FY 1998, 25 percent of AFDC families participate

In FY 1999, 30 percent of AFDC families participate

in FY 2000, 35 percent of AFDC families participate

In FY 2001, 40 percent of AFDC families participate

in FY 2002, 45 percent of AFDC families participate

In FY 2003, and each succeeding vear, 50 percent of AFDC families.
participate.

o Self-sufficiency plan.-- Within 30 days (90 days at State option) of being
determined eligible for AFDC, a self-sufficiency plan (contract of mutual
responsibility) must-be developed for each adult recipient. The plan will
explain how the State will help and what the recipient will do to find
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OR

employment. The plan will, on average, require 20 hours of activity per
week. It will identify the education, training and support services that will
be provided to reach the goal, and it will set a timetable for achieving the
goals. Any State-imposed limit on the length of benefits cannot begin
until the plan has been signed by both parties.

Components of the State's work program.-- Each State designs its own
program. Program components must at least include: (1) job placement,
job creation, and upfront job search by those recipients the State decides
can benefit from early job search; (2) a temporary subsidized employment
program or a plan for hiring - and holding accountable - independent
placement companies and a community service/work experience program;
and (3) education, training and support services, with-child care
guaranteed for those the State determines need it in order to participate.

Time limits.—

OPTION 1: States may impose time limits on cash assistance after 2 years,
but only if work - through a ;ob or a community service position - is the
alternative.

OPTION 2: States may impose time limits on cash assistance after 2 years,
but only if work - through a job or community service position -- is the
alternative. The community service position could extend for two
additional years before benefits are terminated for the adult in the family.

. Up to 10 percent of those adults who reach the 4-year I:m:t COde continue

to I’E‘CG?VE‘ benefits at State option.1

Definition of participation.-- During the first two-years, the adult in the
family must be working or participating in the activities identified in the
self-sufficiency plan. After two years, the adult must be working at least
20 hours (includes on- the-Job training, commumty service, or subsidized
work).

sanctions.- States determine any sanctions and their duratibn However,
no benefits may be paid for anyone who refuses to work, refuses to look
for work, or turns down a job. .

work First Funding.-- Work First would replace the JOBS program. Under
Work First, the Federal share would be 70 percent or the Medicaid match
plus 10 percent, whichever is higher. However, beginning in FY 1999, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services is authorized to modify the
Federal share to reflect State performance { o

Funding would be provided as a capped entitiement to the States at the
following levels (including the $1 bllllon annuallv that is currentlv
authorized):

In FY 1997, $1.5 billion;
In FY 1998, $1.9 billion;



In FY 1999, $2.8 billion;

In FY 2000, $3.7 billion;

In FY 2001, §5.0 billion; and
in FY 2002 and beyond, the funding level would be adjusted to
accommodate increases in inflation and caseload.

Coordination with earned income tax credit.-- State AFDC agencies

would be required to provide notice - in writing - of the availability of the’
EITC upon application for and termination of cash assistance. Emplovyers
would be required to inform new employees earning less than $30,000
annually, of the option of receivmg EITC payments in advance through
thelr payroll. 4

Chlld care.-- combine the AFDC transitional child care program, the at-risk
child care program, and that portion (75 percent) of the child care ‘
development block grant that is currently used for direct child care
assistance. Merge these programs into a capped entitiement under Title
XXB of the Social Security Act. Funds would total §1.3 billion in FY 1997,
with adjustments for inflation in each subsequent year. States must assure
that no AFDC family will be required to work, or have cash assustance
terminated, if child care is needed and not provided.

The remaining 25 percent of the child care development block grant
would continue as discretionary spending and be used to expand parental
choice, improve the availabllity and quality of care and promote health

- and safetv

Transition health benefits.—- Retain the current [aw Medicaid transition
(one year of Medicaid), with one additional year using vouchers to deliver
health care cost effectively,

Penalties for d:splacement.- NO recrplent may- replace an exnstmg

‘ worker

2. Give States More Discretion

0

Basic State declisions.~ States would decide who participates and Who is .
exempt, so long as the participation requirements are met each year..
They would also establish penalties for failure to participate.

Let States reward work.- States could mOdIfV the treatment of earned
mcome to encourage work. .

Permlt States to use Work Flrst funding for job creation.-- States could
implement a grant diversion program, work supplementation, or another
approach designed by the State. Any State that uses funds for job
creation must place at least half of participants in private sector jobs.
States could enter into performance-based contracts with private
employment firms. States also could use the funds to support mrcro-
enterprise and self- emplovment efforts. - )



3. The Federal Role

]

Accountability.— Require the Secretary to establish performance-based
measures and apply them to States in allocating funds in future years.
Success would be measured by: (1) whether the State finds jobs for
recipients, how many jobs they find, and how long the recipient stays at
work; (2) whether the self-sufficiency plan the State develops for serving
each family was actually carried out and resulted in a job; (3) whether the
State met the participation standards; and (4) whether families achieve
self-sufficiency. '

Plan approval.-- The Secretary of HHS, in consultation with the Secretary
of Labor, will review each plan and certify that it meets the requirements
of the law. ‘ ’

Penalties for poor performance.-- The Federal share of AFDC
administrative and benefit funds will be reduced, under a formula
established by the Secretary, for States that fail to meet the accountability
standards. Reductions would occur first in funds for State administration.



Il. PROTECT CHILDREN

A. Teen Pregnancy and out-of-Wediock Births

Teen pregnancy - and growth in the number of out-of-wedlock births - isa
‘problem that must be addressed. But government alone cannot solve this problem. we
must help teenagers to have a vision for their own future and to delay parenthood until
they are emotionally and financially capable of nurturing their chiid. That task requires
a concerted effort by our communities, our religious leaders, parents, the media, and
pohﬂaans .

in the Family Support Act of 1988, we recognized that it is wrong to encourage a
teen parent to move out on their own, supported by the welfare system. So the Act
gave States flexibility - permitting them to require young mothers to live at home as a
condition of receiving AFDC. Under these circumstances States are also permltted to
pay the welfare check to the parent of the minor mother. ‘

There are additional steps that should be taken today to discourage teen
parenthood. However, the proposals in the Contract with{America are too draconian.
Under the Contract, any child of a minor mother born out-of-wedlock would be
permanently ineligible for aid. It would be counterproductive and damaging to children
to punish -- for life - a child who did not choose to be born out-of-wedlock. Toward
that end, the DEMOCRATS propose the following alternative: ' :

o Establish incentives for responsible behavior.-- Require minor parents
to live at home (or, if that is not possibie, under the supervision of
another adult or in a group home} in order to be eligible for AFDC’
Require school-age parents to stay in school. And require fuli cooperation
- up-front, before any benefits are paid - with paternity establishment
efforts.

0 _gggressivelv enforce child support obligations as a means.to hold
both parents responsible for supporting the child - That means
working to establish awards in every case, ensurmg fair award levels, and
collecting awards that are owed.

o Reduce teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births.-- Lead a national -
campaign against teen pregnancy; establish a national clearinghouse on
teen pregnancy prevention; and conduct demonstration prolects of
prevention approaches.

Steps like these wm go a long way toward addressmg the problem we face with
teen parenthood, without unfairly and unnecessarllv penahzmg the children born into
these families. '

B. Paternity and Child Support Enforcement

A typical child born in the Unitéd States today will spend some time in a single-
parent home. Despite concerted efforts by all levels of government, the current system
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fails to -ensure that children receive adequate support from both parents. Recent’
analyses by the Urban institute suggest that the potential for child support collections is
approximately $48 blllion per year. Yet only $20 billion in awards are currently m place,
and only $14 billion is actually paid.

‘ The problem is threefold. First, for many children born out-of-wedlock, a child

support order is never established. Second, when awards are established, they are
often too low, are not adjusted for infiation, and are not sufficiently correlated to the
earnings of the noncustodial parent. And third, of awards that are estabnshed the full
amount of child support is collected in only about half the cases.

To our disappointment, the Contract with America mcluded no direct child
support provisions. It does, however, contain one paternity establishment provision:
AFDC benefits would be denied to any child whose paternity has not been established,
even if the parent has fully cooperated with efforts to establish paternity and the State
or court is at fault. In the Subcommittee bili, this policy was moderated somewhat --
States would be required to pay reduced benefits for six months to a child whose
paternity has not been established ~ but the policy still punishes the child for something
he cannot control.

Both the Clinton Administration and the Women'’s Caucus have proposed
comprehensive child support enforcement measures. There are many similarities
between these efforts. Child support is an integral part of real welfare reform. It's
absence from the original Contract with America is disturbing.

DEMOCRATS proposed that child support be a part of welfare reform from day
one. From our perspective, a comprehensive child support enforcement package
would:

o Replace the paternity establishment provision in the Contract with a
tough, but more humane, requirement.-- Require more rigorous, up-
front, cooperation with paternity, as the Clinton Administration has
proposed, but don't punish the family for the failure of the State or the
court to act promptly. Instead, require the State to establish paternity
within one year or face a penalty. 4 \

o Work to establish awards in every case .- This can be accomplished by
streamiining the paternity establishment process, making cooperation
from mothers a real condition for receiving AFDC benefits, expanding
outreach and education programs aimed at voluntary paternity
establishment, holding States to performance-based incentives for ‘
improving paternity establishment rates; and giving States administrative
authority to establish awards.

o} Ensure fair award levels.-- Require universal, periodic, administrative
updating of awards for all cases; pass on more of child support collected
to families leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study
State guidelines and the desirability of uniform national guidelines.

] Collect awards that aré owed. -- Bring State administrative systems into
the 21st Century by requiring a central registr\!r and centralized collection



and disbursement capability; establish a national clearinghouse to aid with
enforcement, particularly of interstate cases; revoke professional,
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay child
support; use universal wage withholding, better asset and income
information, easier reversal of fraudulent transfers of assets, interest and
late penalties on arrearages, expanded use of credit reporting, easing of
bankruptcy-related obstacles, and wage garnishment procedures for all
emplovees. Also establish a performance-based financing and incentive
system.

A complete child support package, like this one, will send a clear message -- to

both parents - that they are expected to support their families. That is, the DEMOCRATS
believe, precisely the Kind of message we want to send with welfare reform.

€. Child Welfare and Foster Care

Our child welfare and foster care programs are part of this nation's most basic
safety net for children. These programs assure that any child who is abused or
neglected will have a safe place to go. In recent years, there have been criticisms of
these programs, particularly of the limited capacity states have had to assist families
whose child require out-of-home care or who are at risk of such a placement. Critics
have also charged that children who are unlikely to ever be able to return home have
been left too long in the limbo of foster care, making adoption for these children a
‘ hoped for, but unlikely outcome.

The Repubhcan proposal would reduce funds for child protective services by an
estimated 55 billion over the next five years. States would experience reduction in
funds of 26 percent in Fy 2000 alone. We cannot place the fate of our most vuinerable
children to simple economics. In 1992, 440,000 children were in foster care in the United
States. They deserve to know that they wili be safe. ,

To address these concerns, the Congress, in 1993, passed and the President
signed into law, the Family Preservation Act. This new law encourages innovative State
efforts to help families who are at risk of losing their children to foster care and
revamps the burdensome administrative procedures that some believe have led to
unnecessarily long stays in foster care. The Family Preservation Act is just now being
impiemented in the States. DEMOCRATS believe that the prudent course is to allow
these reforms - which enjoyed bipartisan support - to take effect, monitor closely their
success, and consider improvements in future years as needed. To scrap the entire child
welfare and foster care system now and replace it with a loosely-defined block grant
that does not assure adequate protection for children would be foolhardy.

At a minimum the current foster care maintenance and adoption assistance
program should be retained. A revised child welfare block grant would be created by
combining the various discretionary child welfare programs. The Family Preservation
Act would be implemented on scnedule since it makes ani important investment m
America's families. . .

D. Keeping the Government out of Family Life -



Far too often, Federal laws intervene in decisions that are best left to families.
DEMOCRATS are committed to assuring that no new and unnecessary Federal
requirements creep into the law, when such decisions are best left to families. Whether
the ideology expressed by such legisiation is conservative or liberal is irrelevant. ‘

To that end, the DEMOCRATIC plan makes certain that families will remain
together in tough economic times. It will encourage marriage by eliminating Federal
rules that discriminate against the formation of famities. And it will make certain that
our Federal welfare rules do not encourage families to choose abortion as their only
viable choice. .

Specifically, the DEMOCRATIC plan would:

o} Protect family rights.-- Prohlblt States from placmg a child’ in an out-of-
- home setting against the wishes of the child's custodial parent solely
because of the economic circumstances, marltal status, or age of the'
parent.

o . End discrimination against two-parent ‘families-. -- Base AFDC eligibility
onh need, having an eligible chiid, and living with a relative, rather than on
the employment status of one of the parents (i.e., eliminate the 100-hour
rule). Once eligible for benefits, two-parent families would be subject to
the same work requirements as single-parent families.

o] Encourage marriage.-- Eliminéte the stepparent deeming rules to remove
the penalty against marriage by low-income parents.

o Discourage abortion.-- Establish rigorous, but humane paternity
establishment rules that hold parents of children born out-of-wedlock
responsible for their actions but don't deny them cash aid in hard times
and encourage abortion. Similarly, family caps and time limits would be
left to state discretion. .

E. $SI Disabled Children

1. The Republican Pian Would Deny 5SI Benefits to Hundreds of Thotusands
‘of Disabled Children ) .

The Subcommittee bill would throw hundreds of thousands of disabled children
off the SSI rolls. By the year 2000, the bill will deny cash SSI benefits to more than
800,000 disabled children.

The Subcommittee bill eliminates cash benefits to nearly all future applicants -
even those children who are so severely disabled that they meet or equal the listing of
impairments in the disability regulations which demonstrate prima facie proof of
disability. Republicans assert that chiidren who will be denied cash benefits, but who
meet or equal the listings, will be eligible for services under a new State biock grant
program. However, there is no guarantee that any State will in fact provide services
through the block grant. Under the bill, the States may decide who among the qualified
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children may receive services; which of the authorized services the State will provide:
and the duration of the services

The Subcommittee bill also cuts off both cash and Medicaid almost immediately
for over 200,000 disabled children who were awarded benefits based on a functional -
assessment of their disabilities. These are children who have a combination of
impairments, none of which by itself meets or equais the listings, but which, when
taken together, result in a disabling condition. Over 33,000 of these children have
physical disabilities. By the year 2000, nearly 400,000 disabled children will be made
ineligible for both SSI cash benefits and Medicaid under this provision. Moreover, the
bill expressly denies block grant services to these children. :

The bill is apparently an attempt to eliminate abuses in the program. There have
been charges that parents are coaching their children to misbehave so that parents may
apply for SSI benefits on their behalf. Republicans have made an attempt to find a
solution to these abuses, but they have missed the mark. They have thrown the baby
out with the bath water. Republicans punish more than three-quarters of a million
children over the next 5 years without making any serious attempt to target the cases
which are most subject to abuse.

2. The DEMOCRATS Would Eliminate Abuses While Protecting Disabled
Children

Specifically, the DEMOCRATS would direct the Social Security Administration to
restrict significantly childhood disability benefits subject to abuse by: :

o eliminating "maladaptive behavior" as a means of receiving benefits;

0 significantly tightening the severity threshold in the Individual
- Functional Assessment (IA) criteria;

o increasing the use of standardized tests.

Eliminating "maladaptive behavior" from the so-called *domains" on which
benefits may be based would eliminate the possibility of chiidren receiving benefits
because parents have coached them to misbehave. Raising the severity threshold in the
Individual Functional Assessment would assure that only severely disabled children
would receive benefits, and increasing the use of standardized tests, in combination
with the other changes, would he Ip to take teachers and prmc;pals out of the business
of assessing children. .

The DEMOCRATIC proposal is more effective than the Subcommittee bill. Rather
than denvying benefits to severely disabled children, the DEMOCRATIC proposal eliminates
the behavior categories which are subject to abuse in both the listings and the IFA.
Thus, the DEMOCRATS tighten the criteria in the areas where the most growth has
“occurred - behavior disorders. According to the General Accounting Office more
growth has occurred in these areas of the listings than in the IFA.

The DEMOCRATIC proposal assures that all children Wlth significant disabilities can

be evaluated for SSI eligibility based on a strict test of the overall disabling
consequences of their impairments. It does not deny a child the chance to demonstrate
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that a co'mbihation of impairments has caused him to be as severely disabled as a child
who meets or equals the listings. The DEMOCRATS target and eliminate abuses while
protectmg vulnerable disabled chlldren
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. STATE FLEXIBILITY

A. Remove Cumbersome Federal income and Asset Rules

Part of the Republican welfare reform debate has centered on giving States more
flexibility. DEMOCRATS agree. Our plan would remove much of the Federal
micromanagement added to the law at the request of Republican Administrations over
" the past 15 vears and replace it with state discretion to make basic program decisions.
State pilans would still be required and HHS would judge States on performance.

For example, States would be granted authority to determine allowable assets,
including the value of any car a family may own and remain eligible for cash assistance.
States would determine the treatment of any income of the family, such as earnings,
child support, stepparent income, and energy assistance, so Iong as the State policies
encourage work. -

They would decide which administrative procedures to use in determining
eligibility and benefit amount, including whether and under what terms to require
retrospective budgeting/monthly reporting by recipients. Federal rules on the
treatment of any lump sum income received by a family, establishing a gross income
limit, proscribing a nominal threshold below which it is not cost-effective to make an
AFDC payment, and requiring that the dollar value of benefits payments be rounded
down to the next dollar would be eliminated. All of these requirements were added by
Republican Administrations. DEMOCRATS believe these decisions are best left to the
states. . :

B. The Specifics

In lieu of these prescriptive Federal mandates, States would have discretion to:
[Check that all States are listed]

o  Define the family unit and impose family caps.-- Ceorgia, indiana, New
Jersey, and wisconsin now impose family caps under a waiver. A waiver
would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC plan.

o] Require school attendance, reduce benefits for failure to attend
school, or provide incentives for school.- Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Indiana, Oklahoma, and South Carolina now impose some form of these
limits under a waiver. A waiver would no longer be necessary under the
DEMOCRATIC plan. .

o Determine asset amounts and automobile value.~ California, Colorado,
' Connecticut, Florida, lowa, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, South Dakota, Virginia, and Wyoming vary these policies under a
waiver. A waiver would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC
plan.



Determine how to count child support income in determining AFDC
eligibility.- Connecticut, Oregon, Vermont, and Wisconsin alter the child
support income rules under a waiver. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a
waiver would no longer be necessary.

Reward work, by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check
when families go to work.-- Florida, lllinois, lowa, Mississippi, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, and vermont have received
waivers to modify these rules to reward work. Under the DEMOCRATIC
plan, a waiver would no ionger be necessarv so long as the State policy
rewards work.

Encourage family formation by ending discrimination against two-
parent families and setting new rules for accounting for stepparent
income.-- Mississippi and New York are doing this now by waiver, for two-
parent families; Virginia is doing it now, for stepparents, but only by
waiver. under the DEMOCRATIC pian, a waiver would no longer be

~ necessary.

_Reqmre child immunizations.- Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, and South Carolina have waivers to permit this. under the
DEMOCRAT!C plan, a waiver would no longer be necessary.

Extend the child care and health care transitions: Connecticut, New
York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and virginia have received waivers to
allow this. Under the DEMOCRATIC pian, a waiver would no longer be
necessary.

Time limit assistance.-- Florfda, Indiana and wisconsin have received
waivers to do this. under the DEMOCRATIC plan, States could decide
whether to limit assistance after two years, with one caveat: States may
not end assistance if there is not a job available.



