
, ;.. . FAMILY STABIJ.,ITYAND WORK ACT OF 1995- (MINK SUBSTITUTE) 

RETAINS ENTIT~EMENT STATUS Al\ro BENEFITS'ARE NOT TIME ~IMITED 
. . :' . ""':. '. ' 

• 	 Entitlement for needy families would be preserved. States would continue to pay for benefits 
with'a fedenil match (uncappedehtitlement). ' . . " ' . 

• 	 Current law provisions regarding client protections, due process, and rules regiuding 
eligibility would be,retained. Ther~ would be no time limits on receipt of benefits. Only' 

.' recipients who fail to "play by.the rule" would be cut-off. . ' 

" 	 ' , " i 
• 	 . No arbitrary reduction of benefits for legal immigrants, for teen mothers, for children born to 

families receiving aid, or for ch'ildren whose paternity has no~ been .established. 

• 	 Special eligibility rules for two-parentJamilies' would be eliminated. 

EXPANDS JOBS, CREATES THE JOB CREATION AND WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAM 
, 	 , '. .. ". . . 

• Greater flexibility for stat~s in operating the JOBS program and designing new work program. . . . . - . , 	 . 

• 	 States would be required tb achieve the following partiCipation rates: 15 % in FY 199Tri,sing 
by 5 % each year until 50% in FY 2003 (and thereafter). 

• 	 All recipients would be required to participate in w<?rk activities in accordance with their ,self­
sufficiency plans following the completion of educational and training activities. Sta.tes would 
have flexibility, in designing this work program. 

, 	 " 

• 	 Funding for the eimanced JOBS program would be $1.5 billion in FY .1997 rising to $5.0 
, billion'in FY 2001.' Bonu:ses of 10% would'be given if the number ofAFDC recipients who 
, leave the AFDC systemfot. employment in a year exceeds 114 of JOBS participants in FY 

1998, 	113 of JOBS participants in FY 1999, and 1/2 of JOBS participants in FY 2000. . 
,'; 

EXPANDS CmLD CARE 

• 	 Child care guarantee for AFQC JOBS participants would be maintained. 
I . 

• 	 Transitional Child Care extended oneadditionaly~aror until the family's income exceeded 
200 % of poverty. '... . 

• 	 The federal match increased by I()%, a~d the capped ent'itlel1'l:ent (At-Risk) would be $0.8 
billion in FY 1997 rising to $2.8 billion in, FY 2001. The CCpBG would be, re-authorized at . 
$1.0 billion in FY 1996 iising to $3.5 billion in FY 20CH. 

MAKING WORK PAY 

• 	 Earned income disre'gards' increased to $200 per: month for the first year, then $170 thereafter. 

I. 	 For up 'to two years afte~ leaving AFDC, earned income would be di~regarded fO,r Food 
. Stamps or Federal Housing assistance until the family reached 200% of poverty. 

• 	 Transitional Medicaid would be extended an additional year or until the family reaches 200% 
of poverty, and the children would retain eligibility until they reached age 18. 

, ' 

FINANCING. 

• 	 The COS[S 'of the provisions would be offset by a 1:25% raise (to 36,25%) in the top corPorate' 
income tax rate. This would raise an estimated 520.25 oillion. over five years. ' 



INDIVIPUAL RESPONSIBILITY Acr OF 1995 

(THE DEAL-CLEl\1ENT-TANNER-SrENHOLJl.f-LINCOLN-THURMAN-PAYNESUBSrlTUI'E) 


I • , • 	 ' 

ENTITLEMENT TO A SHARED FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM 

• 	 , "Unlike the Contract with America, the' Deal bill demonstrates' a ~ommitment' to the well-being 
of our 'nation's ,childreri by retaining the entitlement status of AFDC. Rather than slashing 
funding to states, the b,ill maintains the' Federal commitment to welfare as' a shared Federal 
and state responsibility.,' , ' , ' , 

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' call be denied benefits permanently, for faiiure to 
accept a job offer. 

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

, 

• 	 "States must meet participatiQn requirements. By 2003, the. participation rate increases to 52 

percent. Failure to meet the participation requirements can result in a reduction of Federal 

AFDC payments by 5 perce~t.· , 


• 	 The bill reinfor~esthecentra)'vah,l!,! 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 Medicaid coverage for a longer 
period; and, child care funds will be available to those who' leave welfare for work. The 
mess~ge senUs that a family does not have to face increased hardship by leaving 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 elfgibility. States are provided, with 
the necessary tools to increase enforcement and collection of child support--deadbeat parents 
face the seizure of assets to satisfy over~ue child support; universal wage withholdiI}g; and, 

, , revocation of drivers and professional licenses; ,"', 	 '. 

,TEEN' PREGNANCY 

• 	 T~en parent~ are required to live at home ~r under responsibleaduit supervision. Responsible 
behavior is encouraged by incr~asing or decreasing benefits received by, teen parents by ,25 
percen~ deperiding on school attendance: ' ," , 

. CIllLD CARE 
I, 

• 	 Major chiid care pr6gr~ms are 'repealed~ .two child care entitlement programs are'created 
, under the Social Services Block Grant ('SSBG): one for ,AFDC recipients wh~ are working or 
, participating in approved,activities;and for, persons who haVe left"AFDC dtieto work within 
the previous 12 months; another is.a cappedentitlementfrol1l which states are to fund ch!ld 
care for other 'low income familieS. ' ' ' " 

, ", " \ ,:'., 

,I, 



,'I' 

*, I, 

,
CIDLD PROTECTION 	

, 

o The entitlement to Foster Care, Adoption Assistance, and Indep~ndent Living is maintained; 
Several chilo protection programs are consolidated, into a ~ew blockl grant'; the block grant ' 
will b¢ funded at the current ser;vices level of the consolidated programs; 

SSI REFORMS 
•., t 

• 	 Individualized functional assessment (IFA) is repealed for SSI kids; SSA must develop a new 
functional equivalency standard that is separate from the listirigs and reevaluate all IFA.­
determined kids within ten months of enactment. Continuing disability reviews are required 
at'least every three years for.every child receiving SSI (with exceptions). ,,' 

• 	 SSI disability benefits are 4e~ied for those whose disability is ,related to addiction to alCohol' 
or,other drugs, saving an estimated $1.7 billion over 5, years. . 

• • • W ~, " 

NON-CITIZENS 
,". , 

• 	 Sponsor deeming under SSt FoOd Stamps,' and AFDC is extended until the irrimigrant attains 
citizenship (with some exceptiqns). 'However, no immigrant would lose Medicaid coverage as 
a ~esult of sponsor deeming rules., The affidavit of support is made legally binding. . 

, t 

• 	 The immigrant provisions are ,expected to save $3 billion over flv!! years,(compared to savings 
of'$21 billion over five years from the Contract's proposai). 

STATE FLEXIBILITY 

• 	 States are given the flexibility'to design prog'nuns and establish poliCies in a broad range of 
areas, including: work programs, the establishment 'oftime limits, e.ligibility for minor' , 

, parents" the treatment of earnings, poliCies targeted to, two-parent families; and administrative 
systems which should ease tpe application ~nd eligibility d7termin~tion processes. , ' 

, , 

I,' 



.iI " 

.. I ' " ',' 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE TALENT AMENDMENT ON,'WORK 
PARTICIPATION RAtES IN H.ll. 1214 

'" Title I, as amended by Mr. Tahi~t, :requires state~ to provide work activities t6 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 upto 5 percent). 

The Talent amendment increases thi: 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 in FY 
1996 'to 50 percent in FY 2003. Now the rate starts at ~O 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 
Taient amendment are almost identical to those in the Deal bill., " 

, ' , " :', 'I' ' " " 

These changes make the work requirement more stringent in the years prior to FY 2001. Under 
current lilw ,17 percent of welfarer~cipients are working or participati~g in JOBS activities.' Under 
the Talent amendment, PRA surpasses this level in FY 1998 when the participation rate reach~s 20 ' 
percent. In the original versionof H.,R. 1214, PRA did not surpass this level until FY 2001. 

, '"'.". ,- . 

The participation rates for two-parent families remain at very high levels under the Talent 
amendment. The Congressional.' Budget Office stated in their rev'iewof two-parent requirements in 
H.R. 1214 that the "literature on welfare-to'7work 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 I:J.R. 1214, each of the 54 
jurisdiction would fail the mandatory work requirement in 1998, 1999, and 2000. This remains 
unchanged under the Tah!nt amendment. ' 

.' i"' 

, The Talent amendment also includes language that is much more specific about the requirement that 
one-parent in all families who have received ,benefits for two years' must participate in work activities~ 
The language now specifies 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 exempti'on of 10 percent). However, it does not appear that these 
provisions actually impose a significant requirement on states. Th~ penalties associated with 
participation in work activities do not apply to these requirements ':"'tather, th~y only apply to the 
participation rates discussed above. Since there is no "teeth" to thyse provisions; states would not·, , 
view them as requirements and would not be likely to comply.' . 

The bill still contains the provision that states could use taseload reductions that result from state 

, policy' to offset their required work participation ra~es. Given that participation levels are increased 

, and no extra funding is provided, states still would face strong incentives to initiate state time limit 


requirements to terminate benefits. , Terminating benefits is less expensive than operating a work 

program on the scale required., '" , 

In sum, the effect of these, provisions is t~ make'the work requirements for aii 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 it..s "weak on work" argwnent. Moreover, given the high participation rat~ for two­
parent families, stateS' are likely to choose to take the penalty rather than meet the participation 
r~e. • 

I , 
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·State Rexibihly with Funding iiI·WeHare·.Reform 


HR'4Deal SubstituteProvision 

State Option MandateDenY' AFDC benefits .to 
Minor Mothers 


Family Cap. 
 Mahdate 


Eliminate Child Support" " 


. State Option 

'State Option Mandate" 
1 'Pass Through ' 


Disregard 100-:Hour Rule 
 St~te .0ptiQI1,: would' haveState Option with 
to be implemented. within,federal matching 

dollars' context of.$8 billion, cut 
- . ~, 

. 'Increase Earnings ,:" .-." . State Option" with State option- b~t· would have' 
federal m~tching to be implemented within "Disregards' 

, dollars ' the context of $8 billion cut 

Care (funding 
- $1.4 billion ."·$4.1 billion"compared to baseline) 


Work Program (funding. "$5.2 billion of additional, , 
.Would have to be implemented 
compare"d to baseline)'" . budget authority to 'st~tes w/in' context of $8 billion cu"t . 
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Deal Substitute versus HR 4 ' 
' " " 

, , 

, ' 

" 

. Putting "People to Work :. 
. . 

, : 

Cash Assistance '.~' 	
. 

. . 

- Child Welfare/Foster Care ' 
< 

~ Child 	Nutrition Block Grants 
.. 

Restricting ~elfarefor Immigrant~; 
-' . .-	 ­

, , Fopd 	Stamp 
, , 

'Program Changes 
.' 

" Supplemental Security Income 
~. 

Reforms . . 	 , 

Child 	Support Enforcement· Reforms 
, 

. Revenue Provisions 

Fiscal Year. 2000 (in billions) 
... 

, HR4· 
. 

" 

.: 

- 0.5 
.­

','''' 2.6' 
, .. 
. ' 

- 0.8 
, ' 

'. 

" 
- 1.9 

' ' 

,- 5.5 
--.- - .~ 

'- -: 4.8 
, 

" - 3.7 
, 

. ' '- 02' ' .' . 
" 

0.0 

-

,Deal Substitute 

3.9 

.. 	
0.1 


-0.0 

' ' 

'0.0 

- 1.0 
... 

,,;. 0.9 , 
'. 

-..;, 2.2, 

I. " • 0.4 
-

,~ 1.5.­
.._-_.......~ 


- -20.0 . . - 1.2. ­Gra~d 	Total 
., 

- r" IOSH/pe3229Sb, 
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" .Comparison 'of Dollars Spent on Putting" . , 

People to· Work.- Deal' SLlbstitute ~ versus fiR 4.. 


, -', Fiscal Year' 2000 (in billions), ' 

~'. ~ 

Work ..Program ' .... 

" , 

' "", Child Care " , ,? 

, . 
" 

~ ~.. 

,'Ttah'silional Medic'aid 


'Earnings Incentiyes 


'. 

"Total 


·HR4' 

."~ ~ 

0.0 

. . ~: 0.5 

"t. _ _ • _-,' '0.0 


0.0 .. ' 

- 0.5.,'. 


Deal Substitute, 

' , 

·,1 ' 1.5 '. > ,:'- : 

. , 

,1.3 

0.8 ' 


0.3 .' 


3.9 
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After 2 years: , 

'After 2 years, cash welfare w~uld end. ,Wqrk: First rec~pients 
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 'jop after the two years states would have four, 

options to ensure they'go to work:, .: ' 


, I ' 	 , 

(1)' 	place people in, subsidized private or non-profit jobs."" 
(2) run CWEP/workfare programs where per~ons work off their 

benefits~ , , 

(3) 	place people in ~ommunity sexvice, jobs~ 


, or , ' , , " , 

(4) terminate aid" and provide recipients with a,welfare-to-work 
voucher which could' be u~ed, to encourage prospective private
employers to, hire the recipient. [The value of the _voucher would ' 
be equivalent to the expected cost ofplacinq,the recipient ,in 
one of the other work programs.] " 

I 

r , 

After 4 years, 
: 

option A: 	
, 

, After 4 years, benefits ,for the recipient. wotlld end. states 
would have the option of extending subsidized work beyond this, 
time for up,to 15% of'thecaseload. 

Opti()~ B: .. 

After 4 years, benefits for adults and children would end. States 

would have the option of extending subsic;1ized'work,beyond this' 

time for up ,to 15%'of the caseload. 8,tates would have ,the option 

of continuing benefits to the children beyond"this time if i;l: 

determined there'were no' lobs -available for the adult .. 


, " 

" ' 

" ' 

I4J 001 
, ' 

'; , 
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,THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 
Offered by Rep. sam Cilbbonsand Rep. Harold Ford 

I. 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, recipients would be 
reQuired to aggressively prepare for work and look for a job. After tWo years, recipients 
would be reQuired ~o work or lose cash aSSistance. ' 

i, 

The DEMOCRATIC Work First Program 

o 	 partlclpatlonrates.- 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, an~ each succeeding year, 50 percent of AFDC families 
partiCipate. ' 

o 	 Self-SUHlclency plan.- Within 30 days (90 days at state cptlon) 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 whatthe recipient will do to find ' 

, ,employment: 	The plan will, on average, reQuire 30 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. The "clock" on any state-Imposed limit on the length of benefits 
cannot begin until the plan has been signed by both parties. 

: 	 " 

o 	 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 servlceJwork experience program; 
and (3) education, training and support services, with child care ' 
guaranteed for those the state determines' need It In order to partiCipate. 

o 	 Definition of partlclpatlon.- During the firSt two-years, the adult In the 
farnlly must be working or participating In the activities Identified In the 
self-sufficiency plan. After two years, the adult must be working at least 
30 hours <Includes on-the-job training, community service, or subsidized 
work). ' ' 	 l ' 



--

0' 

o 

o 

o 

o 

, sanctions . ...; states 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. 


Time Ilmlts~- ,After 2 years, any adult In the family must work and 
traditional cash welfare will end. If a person Is unable to find an 
~nsubsldlzed job, the state would use the money which would have been 
spent on a welfare check to create temporary subsidized employment, 
preferably In the private 'sector. ", ' 

After 4 years, support would end, unless It was determined that there 
were no private jobs available that the person could perform. To receive 
additional support, the adult In the family must continue to work for the 
benefits received. " " ' , , 

TO ,en'sure that the state did everything possible to try to move tl:1e adult 
, 

to work' quickly; If the perSon receives support beyond four years, the 
Federal match would then decline by 25 percent - arid by the sa01e 
Increment In subsequent years until It reached zero':' for families receiving 
,support qfter 4 years. ' ' " 

I 

work First Fundlng.- 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. ' 

Funding WOUld, be provided as a capped entitlement to the states at the 

following levels, (including the $1 billion annually that is currently 


, 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 levei would be adjusted to 

accommodate increases in inflation and caseload.. , ' 


Coordination with earned Income tax credlt.- state AFDC agencies 
would be required to provide notice - in writing - of the availability of the, 
EITe upon appli<::atlonfdr and termination 'Of cash assistance. Employers 
would be required to inform new employees earning less than $30,000 
annually, of the'oPtlon of receiving EITC payments In advance through 
their payroll. 

Child care.- Combine the AFDC transitional child care program, the at-risk 
, child care program, and, that portion as 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 
, XXB of the social security Act. Funds would total $1.3 billion In FY 1997, 

1 
, 

' ',- 2 



with adjustments for Inflation in each subsequent year. states must assure 
that no AFDC family will be required to',work, or have cash assistance, 
terminated, If qhlld care Is needed and not provided. 

, ' 

, The remaining 25 percentof,the child 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. ' 

o 	 Transition health beneflts.- Retain the current law Medicaid transition 
(one year of Me'dicald), with one additional year using vouchers to deliver 
health care cost effectively. I 

o 	 penalties for dlsplacement.- No one required ,by 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 recipient; or (3) replace an Individual who Is ' 
on layoff from the same or any equivalent pOSition.' 

, 	 I 

elve,states More Discretion I 

o 	 Basic state declslons.- 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. 

, I 	 , 

,0 	 Let states rew~rd work.- states could modify th,e treatment of earned 
Income to encourage work. "', ' 

o 	 permit states to use Work First funding 'for JOb creatlon~- 'states could 
Imr:>lement 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 prlvat,e , 
employment firms. states also could use the funds to support micro- ' 
enterprise and self-:employment efforts. ' 

The Federal Role 

o 	 'Accountabillty.- 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 states prepare recipients to 
work and help them find work, 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. , i' ' 

o 	 Plan approval.-iThe secretary ,of HHS, In cqnsultatlon with the secretary 
of Labor, will review each plan and certify that It meets the requirements 
of the law. ' 

3 
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o 	 Penalties for poor "rformance.- .The Federal share of AFDC 
. administrative and benefit funds will be reduced, under a formula. 
established by the secretary, for states that fall to meet the accountability 
standards.. Reductions would occur first In funds for state administration. 

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

II•. PROTECT CHILDREN 

, 

Teen Pregnancy and out-of-wedlock BI~hS 


Teen pregnancy - and growth In the number of out-of-wedlock births - Is a 
problem that must be addressed. B.ut government.alone cannot solve this problem. We 
must help teenagers to have avision 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. religious leaders, parents, the media, and 
politicians. . !. 	 ' . 

, In the ,Family support Act of 1988, we recognized that It is wrong to encourage a 
teen parent to move out on their own, ,s,upported 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 additional 'steps that should b~ taken today to discourage teEm 

parenthood. Toward that en~, the DEMOCRATS propose the following alternative: 


o 	 Establl~h Incentives for responsible behavlor.- 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 responsible adult. Require school-age 
parents to stay In school. And require full cooperatlon.- up-front, before, 
any benefits are paid - with paternity establishment. efforts. 

o 	 Aggressively e~forcechlld support obligations as a means to hold 
both parents responsible for supporting the chlld.- That means 
working to ,establish awards In every' case, ensuring fair award levels, and 
collecting awards that are owed. " 

. , 0 	 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 demonstration projects of 
prevention approaches. ' ,; .," , '. 

steps like these will go a long way toward addressing the problem we face with 
. teen parenthood, without unfairly and unnecessarily penalizing the children born into 
these families. ' , . 

4 ­
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paternity and Child support Enforcement 
, 	 " 

, 	 , 
A typical child born In :the united states today will spend some time In a slngle­

parent home. Despite concerted effOrts by all levels of government, the current system 
faUs 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 Is actually paid. " ' , 

The problem Is threefold. First, for many children born out-of~wedlock, a child 
support order Is hever 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. 

," 

Both the Clinton Administration and the Women's caucus have proposed 
comprehensive child support :enforcement measures. There are many similarities 
between these efforts. Child ~upport Is an Integral part of real welfare reform . 

. : ' 

, 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, requlrement.- RequJremo're 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 collected 
to families leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study 
state guidelines and the desirability of uniform national guidelines. , 

o 	 collect awards that are owed . ...; Bring state administrative systems Into 
the 21st century by requiring a central registry 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 
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, bankruptcy-related oQstacles, and wage'garnlshment procedures for all 
employees. 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 children reQuire out-of-home care or who are at risk of such a placement. cntlcs 
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 proPos~1 would reduce funds for child protective services by'an 
estimated $2.5 billion over the next five years. We cannot place the fate of our most' 
vulnerable 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 enJoye~, bipartisan support -'to take effect, monltor"closeIY their 
success, and consider Improve'mentsln 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. 

Keeping the covemment 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. 

, ··1·' . I' .'" 

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 agalnst: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 choice.' 

Specifically, the DEMOCRATIC plan would: 

..-." . , -' 6 
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.. 0 iprotect 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. 

o 	 End discrimination against two-parent families. - Base AFDC eligibility 
on need, having an ellgiblectilld, and living with a relative, rather than on 
the employment status of one of the parents (I.e., eliminate the 10(}hour 
rule). Once eligible for benefits, two-parent familieS would be subject to 
the same work reQulremen1;sas single-parent families. ' 

o 	 Encourage marrlage.- Eliminate the stepparent deemlng·rules·to remove 
the penalty against marriage by low-Income parents. . 

o 	 Discourage abortlon.- 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 would be left to state 
discretion. ' . 

! ~ ....55. Disabled Children 

The DEMOCRATIC plan w.ould eliminate abuses while protecting disabled children. ' 
. specifically, the DEMOCRATS would significantly restrict childhood disability benefits· 
subject to abuse by: . ., . 

o 	 ellmlnatlng"maladaptlve behavior" as a means of receiving benefits; 

And by directing the SOCial security Administration to: 

. 0 . significantly tighten the severity threshold In the Individual 
FUnctional Assessment UFA) criteria; and 

o· 	 Increase the use of standardized tests. 

, Eliminating "maladaptive behavlorn from the so-calied ndomalns" on which 
benefits may be based would eliminate the poSSibility of children, receiving' benefits 
because parents have coached them to mlsbehave~ ,Raising the severlty.threshold In the 
Individual Functional ASsessment would assure that only severely disabled children· 
would receive benefits, and Incfeaslng 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. .I 

The DEMOCRATIC proposal Is more effective than the Republican bill. Rather than· 
denying benefits to severely disabled children, the DEMOCRATIC proposal eliminates the 
behavior categories which are subject to abuse In both ~e .llstlngs and the 'FA. 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 lI~tlngs than In the.IFA. 
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·The DEMOCRATIC proposal assiires 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 
that a combination o.f Impairments has caused him to be as severely disabled as a child 
whO meets o'r eQuals tlie listings:'. '.' ""'.. . , .. " . 

" " 

lit STATE FLexiBILITY: 

Remove cumbersome 'Federal Income and Asset Rules 
I 	 , 

part of the welfare refOrm debate has centered on giving states more flexibility. 
DEMOCRATS agree. our plan would remove much of the Federal mlcromanagem(!!nt . 
added to the law at the reQuest of RepLiblican 'Administrations over the past 15 years 
and replace It with state discretion to make basic program decisions. state plans would 
stili be reQuired and HHS WOUlldludgestates on performance. " . . 

. I 
. . For example, states would be granted authority to determine allowable assets, . 

Including the value of any car:afamlly 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 long 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 lr;tcOme recelve~ by afamily, establishing a gross Income 
limit, proscribing a nominal threshold below which It Is not cost-effective to make an 
AFDC payment, and reQulrlng: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. .! 

In lieu of these prescriptive Federal mancja~es, states also would have discretion 
under the AFDC program to: : . 

. o. . Define the family'unit and .Impose family caps.- Arkansas, Georgia,' 
Indiana, Nebraska,. New Jersey, and Wisconsin now Impose family caps 
under a waiver. iA waiver would no longer, be necessary urider the 
DEMOCRATIC'plan. . 

, , 	 I 

o 	 Require school1attei'ldance, reduce'beneflts for failure to attend 
SChool, or. provide Incentives for schoot- Arkansas, california; Colorado, 

. connecticut, Florida, illinois, Indiana, Marvland,New York, Nebraska, Ohio, , 
Oklahoma, Oregon, pennsylvania, South carOlina, vermont, Virginia, 
Wisconsin, and Wyoming now Impose sorlie form of these limits under 'a 
. waiver. A waiver would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC 
plan. . j 

-'S ­
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o 	 Determine asset amounts and 'automobile value.- Alabama, california, 
COlorado, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, MIchigan, Missouri, 
New York, Ohio, oregon, PennSylvania, south 'carolina, SOuth Dakota, Utah, 
vermont, vlrgl~la, and wvoml,,'g vary these policies under a waiver.' A , 
waiver would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC plan. 

o 	 Determine ho,.., to'count chll~.support Income In determining AFDC 
ellglblllty.- Connecticut, Georgia, Mississippi, oregon, vermont, and, 

'. Virginia alter the child support Income rules under a waiver. Under the 
DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no longer be necessary. 

o 	 Reward work,' by setting new rules for: reducing the welfare check 
wheri families go to work.- california, colorado, Connecticut, Florida, 
Illinois, Indiana; 10wa,:ivIlChlgan, Minnesota, MiSSiSSippi, Nebraska, New. 
Jersey, New York, Oregon, pennsylvania, south carolina, South Dakota, 
Utah, vermont,' Virginia, and Wisconsin' have received waivers to modify 
these rules to r.eward work. Under the . DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver wOlJld 
no longer be necessary so long as the state policy rewards work. ' 

" . 	 - . . . 

o 	 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;: Alabama, callfornla, connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, 
lowa, MiChigan,: New Jersey, pennsylvania, SOuth carOlina, Utah, vermont, 
Virginia, and WisconSin are doing It now, for stepparents, but only by 
waiver. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no longer be 
necessary. 

o 	 Require child Immunlzatlons.- colorado, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, 
Maryland, Michigan; Mississippi, and South carolina have waivers to permit 
this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no longer be necessary. 

" 

o 	 EXtend the child care and health care transltlons.- colorado', 
Connecticut,' Florida, Iowa, IIIlnols, Minnesota, Nebraska, New York/ 
pennsylvania, SOuth carollna, Utah, virglnla, and WisconSin have received 
waivers to allow this. Under the DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no 

, longer be nece~sary. 

IV. protecting Taxpayers 

Through Fairness and common sense 


Legal Immigrants ; 

, Instead of making legal Immigrants Ineligible for assistance regardless of their 
circumstances, the DEMOCRATS would deem the Income of the sponsor to the legal 
immigrant for purposes of application for SSland AFDC until the immigrant attained 
citizenship. This would assure that, where a legal Immlgrant~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 thr;ough no fault of his own, and had no 
'" '" 	 . 

, , 
, -' 9, ­

'. 



..-". " . ,. , , 

sponsor to assist him, would notsUffer. In addition, the proposal would establish a 
un.lform eligibility definition for Irt:'mlgrants who are permanently residing In the U.S. 
under color' of law CPRUCOU: The plan would also make sponsorstllp agreements legally 
binding. .',' 

Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 

The Alternative would deny 551 cash benefits to drug addicts 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 551 population. 

savings to' be Devoted to Deficit Reduction 

. Decreases In federal spending resulting from the provisions of section IV Irfl!xcess 
of Increases In Federal spending fr;omsectlons I -III would be deposited Into a newly~ 
established deficit reductlonl trust fund. Amounts In the trust fund shall be used 
exclusively to redeem maturing debt obligations of the, u:s. Government. 

; 
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OPTIONS 
TO FINANCE WELFARE REFORM 

• ($ billions) 

Savings 

1. Administration Medicare Savings extensions: 

a. 	 Medicare -Secondary payor 2.7 (CBO) 

b. 	 Skilled nursing facility cost freeze 1.2 (CBO) 

c. 	 Homehealth'agen6y cost freeze (Not 25% 
supplementary medical premiums, $4.8] (CBO) 

Medicare subtotal 	 5.7 

2. 	 SSI-related savings 

a. 	 Permanent SSI 5 year deeming period; 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.) excTPt 10-year deeming 2.8 (HHS) 

c. 	 Same as (a.) except deeming until 
citizenship 5.6 (CBO) 

d. 	 Alternative on SSI Disabled Children 6.5 (guess) 
, ! 	 ' ! 

e. 	 Drug addicts,al~oholics/fund treatment 0-1.7 (guess) 

3. Other savings 

a. 	 Limitation on Emergency Assistance 
expenditures 0.4 (Deal) 

Revenues 

Administration Complianc~ 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 5.7 
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SSI-related savings 

a. 	 Permanent SSI S-year deeming period; AFDC, 
, food stamps, Medicaid also S-year deeming; 
uniform PRUCOL definition (like food 
stamps) for :SSI, AFDC, Medicaid. 1.3 (CBO) 

b. 	 .Permanent S81 lO-year deeming period; 2.8 (Ims) 
AFDC, food stamps, Medicaid also lO-year 
deeming; uniform PRUCOL definition (like 
food stamps)! for SSI, AFDC, Medicaid. 

c. 	 Permanent SSI deeming period until S. 6 (CBO) 
citizenship; AFDC, food stamps',' Medicaid 
also deeming until citizenship; uniform 
PRUCOL definition (like food stamps) for 
SSI, AFDC, Medicaid. 

d. 	 Eliminate SSI, AFDC, and food stamp 6.3 (guess) 
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 7S'years or 
older and have been in the country or'S 
years, and veterans would be exempted;, 
sponsorship 'agreements would be made' 
legally binqing; and·States would be 
provided with $6 billion (over 4 years) in 
block grantifunds to assist States in 
providing services to legal immigrants. 



Requiring Work vs. Just Cutting People OtT 

1. Work ~equirements: 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 ifnowork 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 willing to work can be cut off if no 
work is available to them. " 

Demanding Responsibility vs.Punishing Poor Children 

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

4. No Cutoff if Leads, to More Abortions: ,The denial of benefits to unwed mothers under U( 
will be voided if Congress, the, S!!cretary or any governor determine that it has caused an 
increase in abortions. ' 

5. Orphanages: No' funds may be used forthepiacement of children in orphanages against 
their parents' will. 

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

Squeezing the· Republican Ranks 

7. ,State Flexibility / "No Strings" 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 legal immigrants, cutoff of young unwed mothers, family 
cap, and 5-year cliff. (Could also make explicit 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. . . 

8. , Illegal aliens vs. Legal Immigrants: Deny illegal aliens eligibiiity for most benefits. But 
legal immigrants who have worked 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 'st;ltes. OR: .If the CBO determines that denial of benefits to legal 
immigrants represents cost shift, federal government. must reimburse states in full. 

10.' No money for tax cuts for the rich: Savings from the denial of legal immigrants must go 
to deficit reduction or tax relief for families earning up to $lOOk, not a capital gains tax cut. 
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After, 2 years: 

'After,2 years" cash welfare W6tiid, 'end. Work First recipients 
would be expected to move ,into jobs. Recipients ~ho fail to take 
any job offered or who fail to make a good faith eff~rt to find : . 
work will be, terminated from aid. For recipients who have been 
unable to find a j,obafter the two years states would ,have four,. 
options to ~nsure th~y go to work.: ,,' . .. , " 

(1) place peopleinsubsi'dized private,or non":pr~fit jobs. 
(2) ,run CWEP/workfare programs' where persons, work· off their 
benefits. 	 '. , . 
(3) 	 place people in communitysertiice jobs. 


or 

,(4),: terminate aid, and provide recipients with' a ,:we'lfare-to-work 
voucher which could ~e ,used to, encourage prospective private,
employers to hire the recipient.' 

After 4 years,' , 

,option A: , . 
, After 4 years,benefits"for' th~' recipient would end. ,States 


would have the option of eXtencling sUbsidizecl' work·beyond this 

time for up t.o 15% of the caseload. .. . , " 


or 

option B: 
After ,4 years, benefits for adults and children would end. states 

"'would have the option of extending sub,sidizecl work beyon'd this 

time for up to 15% of the caseload.' states would 'have the option

of continuing j:)enefits to the children beyond this 'time if it 

det~rmined there were no, jobs available for the adult. 


,I " 

, No.te, for Discussion, P,urposes only: [The value of the voucher. 

under'option 4 above would'be ~quivalentto the expected'cost of 

placing, the recipient i,p one, of the' 'other 3 qptions J ' 


" 
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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 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 community service jobs. 


or 

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



, 
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Immigration Provisions 

Deeming until citizenship: Sponsors who sign affidavits of support will have their 
income deemed for 551, 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 immigrants 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 basedv'isa' s on the basis of their 
principal alien job skills. We would require that these employees sign an affidavit of 
support for these family members. . ,, 
Require affidavit of support for the Diversity Program: Currently, the diversity 
program allows individual who qualify to come in the country without anyone 
signing an' affidavit of support or having a firm job offer. We would require 
affidavits of support for this program. 

Enforce Affidavits of SuppC)rt: Enforce affidavits of support that sponsors sign. 

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



ORTON PROPOSAL ' 


I 
I . 

The following proposal : attempts to outline and bring together two competing needs in 
welfare reform: finite time lim~tsand ,adequate recognition of the unique needs of individual 
welfare recipients who are playing by the rules: 

Self-Sufficiency Plans: 

• Within _ days of becoming eligible for AFDe, an :individual must sign a self-
sufficiency plan. Self-sufficieqcy 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 Firstj program to meet this goal)., 
• _% of participants will be required to be in aW~rk First plan by the year_. 

Finality: 

j, " '.' ,"'.' 

• Maintains federal entitlement but mandates that states only provide benefits to 
participants for an average of2 years. To the extent that the state's average participation 
exceeds two years~ the state lqses federal funding. f 

Optional Work Program: 

I • 

• For those people who did not fmd jobs as the result of the Work First program, states 
could choose to receive federal funding for an optional two year community service work 
program. 
• The optional community service work program must provide experience in real job 
skills to prepare participants for private sector jobs. . 

I 

• States would be able to :recycle 10 % of the total caseload. 
• A person who has completed both a self-sufficiency: 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 percentag~.· , . . 

i ,. 
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Common elements: 

Within ~o days ofapplyiag for welfare. aU persons muSt develop an employability plan and 

panicipa£e ill work. educatioa. or training immediately. 


.Persons who n:fuse to participate will lose beraeits. AayoD,e who te1Uses a job or refUses to work 
~ at any time will be dea.ied benefits. 

After 2 years. traditional cash. welfare would end. Adults would be required to work. Ifa person 
is unable to find aD. UDsubsidizedjob. the state would use the money which would have beeD. spmt 
on a welfare che(;k to treate tempota1')' subsidized employment, preferably in the private sector. 

Option A 

After 4 years, au intensive period ofsupervised job search would be required.. Ally person who 


, turns down a priVate SeCtotjob offer or who failed to make a good .&ith dIort to obtain a job 
would be termi.nated. Persons for whom private sector work was not available would continue to 
receive 51lppO~ but only ifthey work for the benefits they receive. 

,Option B 
After 4 years1 support would end, unless it was determined:that there were no private jobs were 
available tbat the person could perform. To receive addiT;ioD,81 support, the adult must continue to 
'Work for the bCDeDtS received. ' 

Option C 
After 4 year~ support would encl unless it was determined that there were 110 private jobs were 
available that the persOJl could perform. To rece.ive additional support, the adult must continue to 
work for the bellems received. 

To ensure that the Slate did everything possible to uy to move the pason to work quic:kly, the 
ffi:deral rnatch would decline by 23 percentage points for persons still receMng suppon after 4 
years. The match would drop by 10% for each additional year the person remained on thereafter. 

, Oplion 0 ... , ..' , ' . ,.;, , ~ , . , 
After 4 years, suppon for the adult wOuld end.. States woUld. have the optiOn ofextencting 

subsidized work beyond. tbis time for 10-15% oflbe caseload. 


Option E 

After 4 years. support would end. States would have the optiOli ofextr:ndiDg subsidized. work 

beyond this time for 10·15% ofthe caseloaA. 


Option f 
After 4 years. support for the adult would ead. States would have the option ofexten,ding 
subsidU:ed work beyond this time ill cases where the state determined that DO 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 if no private sector--at Staes discretion 

After 4 years 
no cash benefits for Work First Participants; 10-15% 

RECYCLING 

Particpation Rates 
52% of case load in 2002 

Dem Substitute 

First Two Years 
everybody signs self-sufficiecy 

30 hrs of ed. training, 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 cas~load in 2002 



Time Line for AFDC Recipients Under Individual Responsibility Act 

Within 30 days of becoming eligible for AFDC: Individual must signa 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 thatthe 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 !ill 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 oftJme 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 individual 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 Individual Responsibility Act 

Individual Responsibility Plan 

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 t'o 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 Prog'ram 

Some individuals who have signed aindividual 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 supplementation. The 
Work First program could also include services such as job counseling. 



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: I. 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 ofjob 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 Service Program after the 
individual 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 percentof 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 Community 
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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WORK1 NOT WELFARE: 

DEMOCRATIC WELFARE REFORM 


,February 10, 1995 1 I 
I 

For Democrats, welfare reform means requiring and assisting people to 
move out ofdependency 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 O~tober 1, 1998. any newly eligible Individual with children entitled to 
receive federal welfare monies shall be required to be employed, or 
provided employment. or enrolled in edu~ationt or re~eivlng Job training or 
placement, as part of a ptan developed by the state to lead to economic 
self..sufficiency • 

No family may be dropped from AFDC while the adult i8 actively pursuing 
self.sufficiency as specified above. but no adult who is able to work shall 
receive AFDC money,aftar turning down an offer of a job or otherwise 
refusing to work. 

The Democratic approach to welfare reform embodies two important 
principles. In return for federal welfare dollars, we will: 

* Require Individuals to accept their own responsibility for moving . 
. from welfare to work. 

• Requirestatea to ensure that each individual has the necessary , 
services and opportunities to become self-sufficient 

. Welfart tg Wom from pa~ One. From the very first day an individual 
enters a welfare office. the focus must be on moving him or her into work. 

EmplQyablliwellD. Aa 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 
pJan or fails to partiCipate in the activiti!! laid out will be deni~d aid. '0 

Jgb el'Gem_llt. EdypatjoQ and Iraiging,Chiid Clrci. The 
employability plan shaH make use Qf b"ios. servicG$ 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 often &$Sentiaito enabling recipients to participate in activities 
leading to work and obtaining work. 

T,gugb but fait 'NAris B,QuiremiuJI. 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 because an individual who is prepared and willing to work 
Is unable to obtain a job. 

/ 
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POSSIBLE DEMOCRATIC SUBSTITUTE BILL 

L TRANSlTIONAL ASSISTANCE AND WORK 
The plan i~ designed to set up a highly flexible system with clear national goals designed to 
ensure the replacement of the current highlyburenucratic welfare system designed to 
determine welfare checks ~ilh anew system focussed on moving people from welra.re lO 
work.' 	 t . 

A. Welfare to Work 
, Employability Plan. from 	,Fi.rst Day: All participants must have an employability plan 

which details a strategy. timetable, and ,tl specific set of expectations fOf moving [rom
l 

welfare to work for moving from welfare to work. The plan should detail services, , 
including job search. education, training, and chi,ld care needed to move from ",;elfare 
to work as quickly as possible. . , ' ' 

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

Services Designed to Move People from Welfare to Work and Prote.cJ Children: 
-~child care gUarantee: Anyone required to participate, must have access to 
child care. 
--transitional medical and child care: For .11 period of one (two) years after 
leaving w~lfare for work. persons are guaranteed healLh and child care . 
';·new funding for work, education, training, and child care 

Tough Sanctions for Persons Who ...Don't Meet Reql,lir~rnen~~ Recipients who fa~l to 
participate in work or training face strict sanctions. Recipients. who tum down private 
sector job offers lose eligibility. . 

Serious Work and Training Standards for State: 
--50% of those who have,been ouless thatl two years must be in a wOl'k, 
education, or job placement program , 
--50% of those who have been on for more than 2 years must be working in 
private or public sector job at least 20 hours per week. 
--applies to all new applicants (Or half of persons must be pbased in by 2000. 
all by 200S.)(We have not yet lool~ed at the numbers to see the implications]. 
-- disabled adults or adults cluing for a disabled child are not included in these 
counts. 

B. State Flexibility 
. Dramatically IncrcaSed FlcxibililY MOSl of thc federal mandates defining eligibility 
and income are repealed .. States will be given consiuerable lalituut= in determining 
eligibility. benefits. asset, and income ndes. Only the most critical protections would 
be retained: 

--States. must have a program of aid for low income families wiLh ,children. 
Funds'may only be used for famIlies with children. 

http:Prote.cJ
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-- Sta.tes would be free to set any income ~nd 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?) 

~·An persons who meet state defined el1gihiJity criterion must be served. 

Criterion may not distinguish among persons based on race, age, marital 

status ... 

--Must be some procedures for conciliation and basic protections agaillst 

arbitrary actions., . 

--Benetlts to persons (children?) ln familit:s where the adults have complied 

fully with state rules regarding work and training participation cannot be! 

redu(,~ed if 110 job is available.. 


N~arly Cgmplete State Flexibility 'in Welfare to Work Program Specifics .. Except fOf 

the specific rules :noted above. states would be free to design whatever welJare to work 
programs seem most appropriate for their state. 

C. 	 Waste, Fr.aud, Abuse and AccolUltability . 
Nationwide Welfare Registry The registry would be 'used to track total time Oil welfare 
and red\\ce fraud. Systems must provide monthly information on each reCipient's 
Social Security Numbers, whether they are participating ill work OT 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 perS()D appears to be 
recei-vlng benefits elsewhere. whether the person has income according to various 
federaJ databases, lolal time on welfare for individual 

. Other Frau.d Provisions: States will be, expected to take swift action in CctSeS where 
the National Welfare Registry indicates partiCipants may be engaged in fraud and 
impose severe penalties in cases. where fraud is fowld. The federal govemrilent will not 
he required lO match any funds paid out in error by the state. 

Significant Penalties for States Which Fail 10 Meet National Standards States which 
fail to meet their participation requirements ..;.rill face significant penalties: see WRA 
penalties . 

. Evaluation and Technical Assistance: I to' 2% of work and training monies will be sel 
aside for evaluation and technical assistance. 

D. Federal Funding 	 , 
Expanded Work and Traininlz Funds Currellt JOBS funding folded into a welfare 
work and training fund to be coordinated with JTI' A or replacement proglatll. 
Additional funding could he set at I~Vtd· of new funding in the PRA-·H.R. 4 (roughly 
$10 billion over 5 years) or some other level. Money is provided on a matched basis 
with federal match set at FMAP plus 20 points, subject to a maximum of. 90% federal 
dollars. (Thus the federal match would be 70 to 90%). Funds would beavailahle. 

2 
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according to the current JOBS formula. These fWlc1s are capped, with a trigger of 
additional fWIds when the national eCl'ln(,lmy goes into recession. In addition. any 
money in the work and training fund w~ich 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 child dre fund~ in at-ri.sk child care and. 
existing hlock grant would be included in a single block grant. Additional funds of $x 
billion are added, Money for existing IV-A chUd care matched aL FMAP plus 20 ' 
points, subject to a maxjmum of 90% feder?1 dollars. 

Continued Shared Federal and_State; fundi1l!; uf Benefits Fundill8 for cash benefits or 
wages itl nlalldatory work programs would be matched at the current FMAP .rate. 
Punding for this portion should remain uncapiled to reduce vulnerabillty of Slates to . 

. r economic, demographic~ or oUler shifts, or to natural di!;a<;ters. 

n. CHTI.J) SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

Johnson/Kennelly bilI with administration provisions 011 paternity. 

m. TEEN PREGNANCY/OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING PREVF:NTION 

Ch:mging the message hi welfare on teen pregnancy and parent~l. responsibaity 
--No benefits for persons who do 110t cooperate rully in paternity establishment 
--Teen p~ents must stay at home aO.d staY.in school 
--fami1y cap at state option. 

National clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse would 
provide communities andschools with curricula, models, materials, training, and 
technical assistance relating to teen pregnancy prevention programs. 

Teell :p.u;:gnancy,p.revention grants. Grans to develop innovative, ongoing teen 
pr'egnancy prevention programs targeted to young men and women would be 
provided to roughly 1000 middle and ,high sc:h\:1ols ,in disadvantaged areas will 
receive. Money would also be provided ror de~,mstrations of intensive 
initiatives which seek to change the circumsta:n~es in which young people live 
and the ways that they see themselves, ddrcssiflg health. education, safety, and 
economic opportunity. ' 
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THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 

, I. Work, First and Foremost 

A. The Republican contract Just Doesn't 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. This is a 
weaker work requirement than under current law and falls to deliver on what the 
American people want: a real 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 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 flexibility 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 also require 
the state to help make certain 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 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 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, 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 assistance. 

In an effort to fulfill this reqUirement, 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 
paying close enough attention to whether we actually actlieved 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· 
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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 dollars. . 

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 unique 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 children, regardless of where they live. 

C. The specifics 
, ,. 

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 	 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 year, 50 percent of AFDC families • I 

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 
employment. The plan will, on average, require 20 hours of activity per 
week. ItWill 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. . 

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

a 	 Time limlts.·- Within two years, recipients In the Work First program must ' 
go to work, preferably In an unsubsldized private sector job, but If 
necessary in a subsidized job, or lose cash assistance. After 4 years In the 

'. Work First program, benefits to adults would be terminated, but could be 
" 

extended at state option. 	 ' 
" 

:' a 	 Definition of partlclpation.-- 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, community service,. or subsidized 
work). 	 . 

, 	 " 

, a Sanctions.·· states 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. 

, , a 	 'Work First FUndlng.-· 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. " , :. " : 

Funding would be provided as a capped entitlement to the states at the 
following levels (including the $1 billion annually that is currently 
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 . 


. a 	 coordination with earned Income tax credlt.-- 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. Employers 
would be required to inform new employees earning less than $30,000 . 
annually, of the option of receiving EITC payments In advance through 

, their payroll. 

a 	 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 entitlement 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 
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that no AFDC family will be reQuired to work, or have cashassistance 

terminated, If child care is needed and not provided. 


The remaining 25 percent of the c~lild c'are 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. 

o 	 . Transition health beneflts.-· Retain the 'current law Medicaid tranSition 
(one year of Medicaid), with one additional year using vouchers to deliver 
health care cost effectively. 

o 	 penalties for displacement.- NO recipient may replace an existing 
worker. 

2. Give states More Discretion 

o 	 Basic state decisions.-- 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. . 

o 	 Let states reward work.-- states could modify the treatment of earned 
income to encourage work. . , 

o 	 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. . 

3. The Federal Role 

o 	 . 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. 


o 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. , " '. ~ 

o 	 . penalties for poor performance." The Federal share of AFDC 
administrative and benefit funds will be reduced, under a formula 
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established by the Secretary, for states that fall to meet the accountability 
. standards. Reductions would occur first in funds for state administration. 
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II. 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 religious leaders, parents, the media, and 
politicians. ' 

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 permitted to ' 
pay the welfare check to the par~nt of the minor mother. 

There are additional steps that should be taken today to discourage teen 

parenthood. However, the proposals in the contractwith 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 	 Establish 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; 
Require school-age parents to stay in school. And require full cooperation 
.. up-front, before any benefits are paid - with paternity establishment 
efforts. 

o 	 Ag'gressively enforce child support obligations as a means to hold 
both parents responsible for supporting the chlld.-- 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 demonstration projects of 
prevention approaches. 

steps like these will go a long way toward addressing the problem we face with 

teen parenthood, without unfairly and unnecessarily pena'lizing the children born into 

these families. . . , 


B. paternity and Child support Enforcement ' 
, " 

.A typical child born in the United states today will spend some time 111 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 billion per year. Yet only $20 billiqn in awards are (:urrently in place, 
and only $14 billion is actually paid. 

The problem is threefold. First, for many children born Qut-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 berequired 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, requlrement.- 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 collected 
to families leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study 
state guidelines and the desirability of uniform national guidelines. 

o 	 Collect awards that are owed.-- Bring State administrative systems into 
the 21st century by requiring a central registry and centralized collection 
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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 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 $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 vulnerable 
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 important investment in 
America'S families. 

D. Keeping the Oovernment out of Family Life .' 
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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 decision~ 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 only 
viable choice. 

Specifically, 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. 

o 	 '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 (Le., 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.,,:- 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-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. SSI Disabled Children ' 

1. The Republican Plan would Deny SSt Benefits to Hundreds of Thousands 
of Disabled Children ' 

The Subcommittee bill would throw hundreds of thousands of disabled children 
off the 551 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 
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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 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 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 Willie p,rotectlng Disabled 
Children , I' 

. Specifically, the DEMOCRATS would direct the Social Security Administration to 

restrict significantly childhood disability benefits subject to abuse by:' 


, 

o 	 eliminating "maladaptlve behavior" as a means of receiving benefits: 

o 	 significantly tightening the severity threshold In the Individual 
. Functional Assessment CIA) 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 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 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 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 
protecting vulnerable disabled children. . 

, " " . 

., . 

., ,\ 

'. ",' " 
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III. STATE FLEXIBILITY i 

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 
mlcromanagement 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 aSSistance, so long 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, establishlng.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.-- Georgia, 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 ~choOI.- 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, Iowa, 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. . 

.. 
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o 	 Determine how to count child support income In determining AFDC 

eliglbllity.- connecticut, oregon, vermont, and Wisconsin alter the child 

support income rules under a waiver. qnder the DEMOCRATIC plan, a 

waiver· would no longer be necessary. 


o 	 Reward work, by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check 

when families go to work.·- Florida, illinois, Iowa, 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 long as the State policy 

rewards work. 


o 	 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 plan, a waiver would no longer be 


. necessary. 

o 	 Require child immunizations.- Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Michigan, 

Mississippi, and south carolina have waivers to permit this. Under the 

DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no longer be necessary. 


,0 	 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. 

o 	 Time limit asslstance.-· Florida, Indiana and Wisconsin have received 

waivers to do this. Under the DEMOCRATIC p'lan, states could decide 

whether to limit assistance after two years, with one caveat: States may 
 '1,not end assistance if there is not a job available. 

~ , ' 

" , 
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',THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 
"I .• 

, " , 

,: I. Work. First and Foremost.' 

A. The Republican Contract Just Doesn'.t Measure up . 

'·theAmerlcan 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,lnto .an aggressive job placement service .. 
Some of the contract's shortcomings are:" . . 

Flrst • .lt's weak on work.- The contract 
, . 

-and the subcommittee bill - take State 
flexibility to a counterproductive extreme. By alidlarge, we can leave to the states the 
decision about who will partiCipate and when. But, the Shaw bill subjects only 2 percent 
of thecaseload 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 system. state flexibility? Yes. Total 
abdication of Federal accountability? No. 

A real 'wOrkrequirement' means that far 'fewer families wil(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 ofmost 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.":- Ifwe 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 

ancillarv services that research shows us are the key to success. That means balancing 

our desire to extend flexibility 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 also require 
the state to help make certain that wages will be replacing welfare. . 

: 

,': , 
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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 co~nterproductive 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 tp 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 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 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: 

STRIKE THE FOLLOWINC PARACRAPH: 

First, no one gets cut off without 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 cutting 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. Aftertwo years/ recipients 
would be required to work or lose cash aSSistance. 

. ' 

In an effort to fulfill this reqUirement, an up-front assessment of the 
Qualifications and needs of each family wou Id 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 
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 they find, and how long 
the recipient stays at work; . . 
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- 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-sufflciencv, 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 dollars. . . 

Third, there is considerable room for more state flexlbllity.~- 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 unique 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 children, regardless of where they live. 

C. The Specifics 

, . 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 ~ccountability for the goals. 

1. The DEMOCRATIC Work First program 

o 	 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 AFDCfamilies partiCipate 
In FY 2003, and each succeeding year, 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-sufficiencv 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 willldentifV the education, training and support services that will 

, be provided to reach the goal,and it wJII 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. 

o 	 '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.­

STRIKE THE FOLLOWINO: 

states may impose time limits on cash assistance after 2 years, but only if 
work _. through a job or a community service position -- is the alternative. 

, AND REPLACE IT WITH: 

Within two years 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 adults coUld, 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. 

, 0 	 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, community service, or subsidized 
work), 

" ,0 " , ,', 	 Sanctions.- States 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. ", 

o 	 ' Work First Funding.-· work First would replace the JOBS program. Under 

Work First, the Federal share woul,d 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., 
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Funding would be provided as a capped entitlement to the states at the 

following levels <including the 51 billion annually that is currently 

authorized): 


'In FY 1997, $1.5 billion; 

In FY 1998, 51.9 billion; 


, In FY 1999, 52.8 billion; , " , ' 
In FY 2000,.53.7 billion; 
In FY 2001, 55.0 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. Employers 
would be required to inform new employees earning less than '530,000 
annually, Of the option of receiving EITC payments 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 entitlement under Title 
xxs of the Social Security Act. Funds would total 51.3 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 assistance ", 
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 availability and quality of care, and promote health 

and safety. 


Transition health benefits.·'; Retain the current law Medicaid transition 
(one year of Medicaid), with one additional year using vouchers to deliver ' 

, health care cost effectively. , 

, penalties for displacement.- NO recipient may replace an existing 
worker. 

2. Give states More Discretion 

Basic state decislons.- 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 modify the treatment ~f earned 
income to encourage work. 

" 
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o 	 . permit states to use Work First funding: for Job creation.-- states cOLild 

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 ~he funds to support micro­

'enterprise and self-employment efforts. 

3. The Federal Role 

o 	 Accountabillty.-- 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 . 

. 0 	 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. . 

o 	 penalties for poor performance.-- The Federal share of AFDC 

administrative and benefit funds will be re~uced, under a formula 


.! '.

established by the secretary, for states that fail to meet the accountability 
standards. Reductions would occur first infunds for State administration. 

" .' 
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·11. 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 religious leaders, parents, the media, and 
politicians. . 

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 permitted 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 ald. 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 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, ensuring 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 demonstration projects of 
.prevention approaches. 

steps like these will go a long way toward addres$ing the problem we face with 
teen parenthood, without unfairly and unnecessarily penalizing the children born into 
these families. 

B. paternity and Child support Enforcement 

A typical ctlild born in the united 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 billion per year. 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 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 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: 

, 0 	 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 collected 
to families leaving welfare; and establish a national commission to study 
State guidelines and the desirability of uniform national guidelines. 

o 	 'Collect awards that are owed.- Bring state administrative systems into 
the 21st century by reQuiring a central registry and centralized collection 
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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, bette"r 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 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 ctlildren. 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 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 vulnerable 
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 repla'ce 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 important investment in 

America'S families. 


D. Keeping the covernment out,of Family Life . 
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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 DEM.OCRATIC 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 chQose abortion as their only 
viable choice. 

Specifically, the DEMOCRATIC plan WOUld: 

o 	 protect family rights.-- Prohibit states fromplaclng,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. 

o 	 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. 

o 	 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 but-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.· 551 Disabled Children· 

1. The Republican Plan Would Deny 55. Benefits to Hundreds of Thousands 
of Disabled Children 

The Subcommittee bill would throw h'undreds of thousands of disabled children 
. off the SSI rolls. By the year 2000, the bill will deny cash 551 benefits to more than 
.. 800,000 disabled· c~lildren. 	 . 

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 isno 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 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 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 subjectto abuse by: 


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

o 	 significantly tightening the severity threshold In the Individual 
Functional Assessment UA) 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 children receiving benefits 
because parents have coached them to misbehave. Raising the severity threshold in the 
Individual Functional Assessment would assljre 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 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 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 
protecting vulnerable disabled children. , 

. I 
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III. 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 years and replace it with state discretion to make basic program decisions. 
state plans would stili 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 long 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 believethese 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.-'" Georgia, '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, Iowa, 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. 
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o ' 	 Determine how to count child support Income In determining AFDC 
eliglbillty.~- 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. 

o 	 Reward work, by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check 
when families go to work.-- Florida, illinois, Iowa, 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 long as the state policy 
rewards work. ' 

o 	 '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 plan, a waiver would no longer be 
necessary. ' . ' 

o 	 Require child Immunizations;- colorado, Florida, Indiana, Michigan, 
, " 	Mississippi, and South carolina have waivers to permit this. Under the 

DEMOCR~Tic plan, a waiver wou,l,d no longer be necessary. 

•,'0' Extend the child care and health care transltlons.- 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.,. 

o. 	 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 aSSistance if there is not a job available. 

"" " 

,'-" 

":.'.' . 
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THE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE .If/t . 

I. Work. First and Foremost 

A. ' The Republican contract Just Doesn't 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. 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 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 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 flexibility 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 wiU 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 make certain 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 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 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:· 


I First, no one gets cut off without 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 - stili 
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. 1 

In an effort to fulfill this requirement, 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 

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 forrecipients, how many jobs they find, and how long 
the recipient stays at work; 
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-- 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 dollars. 

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 unique 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 children, regardless of where they live. 

C. The specifics 

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 	 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 year, 50 percent of AFDC families, 
participate. 

o 	 Self-sufficiency plan.-- Within 30 days (90 days at state option) of being 
d.etermined 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 begin 
until the plan has been signed by both p'arties. 

o 	 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 independent00 	 00 

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. 

fo 	 T1me limits.­

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

OR 	 , . 

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 the00 

alternative. The community service position could extend for two 
additional years before benefits ate terminated for the adult in the family. 

, up to 10 percent of those adUlts who reach the 4·year limit could continue 
to receive benefits at State option.] , 

o 	 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, community service, or subsidized 
work), 

o 	 Sanctions.·- States 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, ' 

o 	 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, beginn'ing in FY 1999, the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services is authorized to modify the 
Federal share to reflect state performance. 

Funding would be provided as a capped entitlement to the states at the 
following levels ,(inCluding the $1 billion annually that is currently 
authorized): 

In FY 1997, $1.5 billion; 

In FY 1998, $1.9 billion; 
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In FY 1999, 52.8 billion; 
In FY 2000, 53.7 billion; 
In FY 2001, 55.0 billion; and 
In FY 2002 and beyond, the funding level would be adjusted to 
accommodate increases in inflation and caseload. 

o 	 Coordination with earned Income tax credlt.-- 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. Employers 
would be required to inform new employees earning less than 530,000 
annually, of the option of receiving EITC payments in advance through 
their payroll. 

0, 	 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 entitlement under Title 
XXB of the social Security Act. Funds would total 51.3 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 assistance 
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 availability and Quality Of care, and promote health 
and safety. ' : 

o 	 Transition health beneflts_- Retain the current law Medicaid tranSition 
(one year of Medicaid). with one additional year using vouchers to deliver 
health care cost effectively. 

o 	 penalties for displacement.- No recipient may replace an existing
. worker. ' . 

2. Cive states More Discretion 

o 	 Basic state decisions.- States would decide who participates and who is. 
exempt, so long as the participation requirements are met each year. 
They would also e,stablish penalties for failure to participate. 

o 	 Let states reward work_- States could modify the treatment of earned 
income to encourage work. 

o 	 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. ' 
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3. The Federal RQle 

o 	 Accountabillty.- 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 
recipie(lts, 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. . 

o 	 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. .' 

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 accountability 
standards. Reductions would occur first in funds. for state administration. 
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II. 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 ~e 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 religious leaders, parents, the media, and 
politicians. ' 

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 permitted 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 woul,d 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 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 chlld.-- 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 births.-- .lead a national 
campaign against teen pregnancy; establish a national clearinghouse on 
teen pregnancy prevention; and conduct demonstration projects of 
prevention approaches. ' 

Steps like these will go a long way toward addressing the problem we face with 
teen parenthood, without unfairly and unnecessarily penalizing the children born into 
these families. . 

B. paternity and Child Support Enforcement 

A typical child born in the United 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 billion per year. 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 half the cases. 

To our disappointment, the contract with America included no direct child 
support provisions. It does, however, cohtain one paterni!Vestablishment 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 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. 

o 	 Work to establish awards in every case.-- This can be accomplished by 
streamlining the paternity establist'lment 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. 

o 	 Collect awards that are owed.-- Bring state administrative systems into 
the 21st century by requiring a central registry and centralized collection 
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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 
bankrblptcy-related obstacles, and wage garnishment procedures for all 
employees. Also establish a performance-ba'sed 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, ther,e 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 Qf 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 5S 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 vulnerable 
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 important investment in 
America's families. 

D. Keeping the Covernment out of Family Life ' 
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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 will remain 
together in tough ec.onomic 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 choice. ' 

specifically, 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. 	 ' . 

o 	 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 (Le., 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.-- 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-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. 551 Disabled Children 

1. The Republican Plan Would Deny 551 Benefits 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 n~arlyall 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 
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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 Elf 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 to eliminate abuses in the program. There have 
been charges that parents are coaching their children to misbehave so that parents may 
apply for 551 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; 

o significantly tightening the severity threshold in the Individual 
Functional Assessment CIA) 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 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 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 tlJe IFA. 

The DEMOCRATIC proposal assures that all children with significant disabilities can 
be evaluated for 551 eligibility based on a strict test of the overall disabling 
consequences Of their impairments. It does not deny a child the chance to, demonstrate 

- 11 ­



that a combination of impairments has caused him to be as severelv disabled as a child 
who meets or equals the listings. The DEMOCRATS target and eliminate abuses while 
protecting vulnerable dlsable'd children. 
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III. 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 years and replace it with State discretion to make basic program decisions, 
state plans would still be required andHHS 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 long 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 a" states are listedl 

o 	 Define the family unit and impose family caps.-· Georgia, 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, Iowa, Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, South 
CarOlina, South Dakota, Virginia, and wyoming vary thes~ policies under a 
waiver. A waiver would no longer be necessary under the DEMOCRATIC 
plan. 

- 13 ­



o 	 Determine how to count child SUPPort Income in determinlngAFDC 
ellglblllty.- 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. . 

o 	 Reward work, by setting new rules for reducing the welfare check 
when .families go to work.-- Florida, Illinois, Iowa, 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 long as the State policy 
rewards work. . 

o 	 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 plan, a waiver would no longer be 
necessary. 

o 	 Require child immunizations.- Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Michigan, 
.MissiSSippi, and South carolina have waivers to permit this. under the 
DEMOCRATIC plan, a waiver would no longer be necessary. 

o 	 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. 

o . 	 Time limit asslstance.-- 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 assistance if there is not a job available. 
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